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The Election Choice:  
Labour Boldness Or Tory Timidness

This is the “get Brexit done” election. Or so Boris 
Johnson would have us believe. His line that nothing 
else can be done until Brexit is sorted may go down 
well with many leave voters, but others may not be 
convinced. Nor is Johnson himself, as his boastful claim 
that he is already delivering on the promises he made 
before parliament was adjourned, clearly prove. He, and 
his right-wing government want Brexit done so they can 
embark on their plan to further deregulate the economy 
and shrink the state, which to their regret remains 
roughly the size it was in 2010.

The long-term budget aim of a Johnson government 
is to reduce public spending as a proportion of the 
gross domestic product (GDP), so that in real terms it 
will be spending less, making more room for tax give-
aways to business and the rich. The short-term policy 
is to increase public spending in cash terms to at least 
partly address the serious damage done to families and 
the public services by Tory austerity policies since 2010. 
The damaging effects of austerity have been verified 
by independent analysis, but Tory Home Secretary 
Priti Patel has refused to accept that her government 
is responsible. Nothing to do with us, guv! And Boris 
Johnson, claiming that austerity was wrong, having 
supported it in principle and practice, is yet again being 
dishonest with voters.

Tory Chancellor Sajid David criticised Labour’s 
spending plans claiming that they amount to an extra 
£1.2 trillion, before Labour had actually published its 
manifesto. £1.2 trillion is a bogus figure, calculated 
by taking Labour’s spending intentions announced in 
the 2017 election and adding them to all the spending 
policies adopted at Labour’s annual conferences since 
then. But Labour, unlike the Tories, has costed in detail 
all its intended spending, as it did in 2017.  At the launch 
of the Tory manifesto Sajid David said that their plans 
were “responsible and fully costed”, without providing 
any detail. 

According to Sajid David a Tory government will 
spend more within “fiscally responsible” budgets; a 
euphemism for tighter spending and lower taxes. This 

coincides neatly with Johnson’s pledge not to raise 
income tax, VAT or national insurance for five years. 
But this can only mean more borrowing to pay for extra 
public spending. So having promised since 2010 to get 
the national debt down to a more manageable level, a 
promise they have failed to deliver, the Tories now intend 
to increase it further. Moreover, Johnson’s promise of 
more public spending will take it to about the level Ed 
Miliband proposed in the 2015 election campaign and 
for which he was criticised by the Tories. 

Labour’s manifesto was described as “Marxist” by the 
Tory press. This is an absurd use of the term. Broadly 
speaking its ambitions are in line with those of other 
social democratic parties in Europe, although more 
radical in some areas. Even more absurd is the notion 
that nationalisation is crackpot and communist, as 
Johnson described the proposal to part nationalise BT. 
The most popular nationalised institution in England, 
described by former Tory Chancellor Nigel Lawson as 
the jewel in the crown, is the NHS. Presumably, Johnson 
believes that is also communist.

As well as its commitment to provide substantial extra 
funds for the NHS, a key Labour promise is to reinstate 
the nurse’s bursary, taken away by the Tories, which 
financially assists the training of new recruits to the 
nursing profession. Currently, there are about 100,000 
vacancies in the NHS, of which nurses account for 
more than 40,000. The  recruitment of nurses within 
the UK will help to ease the pressure on health services 
overseas. As a quid pro quo for the reinstatement of the 
nurse’s bursary Labour should make it a condition that 
newly qualified nurses commit to staying in the NHS for 
at least five years.

Labour is also committed to building 100,000 council 
houses a year over a five year period, plus 50,000 housing 
association homes. These would be at an affordable rent. 
Availability of land could be a problem, unless councils 
are in possession of such an asset. As could capacity in 
planning and building. But housing experts have said 
that with the available capacity and the right budget 
the target is achievable. Labour, unlike the Tories, are 
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committed to carrying out a badly 
needed, long overdue council 
and housing association house 
building programme. Former Tory 
Chancellor George Osborne was 
opposed to building council houses 
because he said their occupants 
vote Labour. Could that attitude 
help to explain why just 6,287 
council homes were built in 2018-
19, the second lowest total since 
1921, outside of the war period? 
If Labour succeeds in building 
just half the target of council and 
housing association homes it will 
have exceeded the Tories’ record 
of completions over the period of a 
statutory parliament.

In some quarters Labour’s 
manifesto has been accused of 
overkill, but many of its policies 
are popular with voters. Whether 
this will translate into votes for the 
party remains to be seen. Its policy 
on Brexit, where it promises a 
second referendum should it form a 
government, is criticised for kicking 
the Brexit can further down the road. 
And also on the grounds that Corbyn 
has said he will adopt a neutral stance 
during the referendum campaign. 
This appears to be simple political 
pragmatism. It was pressure from 
his political opponents that forced 
Corbyn to adopt publicly a neutral 
position, having initially refused to 
say whether he would support leave 
or remain in a second referendum. 
Voters seem to prefer a leader to 
adopt a firm position. Corbyn’s 
neutral stance will make it difficult 
to sell its Brexit policy to leave 
voters in the Labour seats it needs to 
successfully defend.

Johnson’s “get Brexit done” 
mantra, on the other hand, is grossly 
misleading. Assuming the election 
of a majority Tory government the 
UK will not be out of the EU by the 
end of January 2020. We will still 
be in the EU until a trade deal has 
been negotiated and finally agreed. 
We will still be subject to EU rules, 
paying into the EU budget and 
accepting the free movement of 
people. Johnson and the Tories are 
also misleading voters by claiming 
it will all be over by the end of 2020. 
If a final deal has not been agreed 
by then, and only a foolish person 

would be certain that a good deal 
will be agreed, the UK will only be 
out of the EU if it leaves without a 
deal. Johnson has publicly ruled that 
out, but it is still a possible outcome. 

For the Tories to form a government 
they must win seats from Labour 
where there was a majority vote 
to leave the EU. This is by no 
means certain, given all the other 
issues that are getting in the way of 
Brexit. And they cannot afford to 
lose too many seats to the Liberal 
Democrats in Tory held seats that 
voted remain. Or lose their thirteen 
seats in Scotland to the SNP. The 
Tories current lead in the opinion 
polls will count for nothing if they 
fail to hold those seats. If Jeremy 
Corbyn is unpopular with voters as 
the polls show, then Tory members, 
who voted for Johnson as the party 
leader most likely to form a Tory 
government, may be disappointed if 
the hostile reception he has received 
on his public appearances proves 
to be an accurate guide to the final 
outcome.

Politics is a dirty business. Since 
the beginning of the campaign 
Labour has been on the receiving 
end of a mostly hostile media. 
Corbyn himself has been the 
object of a constant barrage of lies, 
distortions and misrepresentations. 
In spite of this he has remained 
calm. Aggression is not his style. 
His purpose is to create unity, to 
bring people together. Not to create 
further division. Corbyn’s aim is for 
a clear working majority. There will 
be no deals with any of the other 
opposition parties, although he may 
be forced into doing so. However, 
to achieve a clear majority Labour 
must hold on to its current seats 
and win in others where it is a close 
second to another party. Labour 
Affairs hopes that 12 December 
brings in a Labour government that 
goes on to achieve all the radical left 
proposals set out in its manifesto.
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PEACE TERMS.
18 November 1918
Brigadier-General CROFT 

asked the Prime Minister whether he 
can make a statement giving definite 
information to the country that peace 
terms will include full reparation by 
the German Empire, including the 
repayment of the net cost of the War 
incurred by the Allies

The CHANCELLOR of the 
EXCHEQUER (Mr. Bonar Law) 
I can make no statement on this 
subject.

General CROFT In view of the 
approaching General Election, may 
I ask the right hon. Gentleman if 
he is not going to make a definite 
statement on this question, in view 
of the promise that there should be a 
people’s peace?

Mr. BONAR LAW No definite 
statement can be made on the subject. 
As I said before, this question 
must be left to the decision of the 
Government, which represents the 
nation.

General CROFT Is this question 
included in the term “reparation” Is 
the question of the payment of the 
net cost of the War included in the 
term “reparation,” for which we have 
been fighting?

Mr. BONAR LAW I can only 
repeat what I said before, that I can 
make no definite statement on the 
subject.

BOLSHEVIST 
GOVERNMENT 

18 November 1918
Lord H. CAVENDISH-

BENTINCK asked whether the 
Government in Russia is adopting 
a deliberate policy of starvation 
towards the Socialist and other parties 
that do not support the Bolshevist 
Government?

Mr. BALFOUR The information 
at the disposal of His Majesty’s 
Government is to the effect that the 
deliberate policy of the Bolshevist 
Government is one of extermination 
by starvation, murder, and wholesale 

execution of all parties which do not 
support their regime.

Lord H. CAVENDISH-
BENTINCK Can the right hon. 
Gentleman say whether in the 
interests of these unfortunate people 
the Government have taken any 
alternative course to the present 
policy, which, apparently, has no 
other effect than strengthening the 
forces of the Bolshevist Government?

Mr. BALFOUR I am not aware that 
anything His Majesty’s Government 
have done or contemplated is 
likely to strengthen the Bolshevist 
Government, nor do I know what my 
Noble Friend means by an alternative 
course.

Mr. KING Is it because of these 
acts that we are now sending 
reinforcements to Russia?

Mr. BALFOUR I do not know 
what the hon. Gentleman refers to.

RESIGNATION OF SIR L. 
CHIOZZA MONEY. PERSONAL 
EXPLANATION.

18 November 1918 
Sir Leo Chiozza Money was an 

Italian-born economist, sometimes 
referred to as a “New Liberal” 
economist, who moved to Britain 
in the 1890s. He was elected as a 
Liberal MP in 1906, but lost his 
seat in January 1910. In December 
1910 he was elected MP for East 
Northamptonshire, a seat he held 
until 1918. He was Lloyd George’s 
PPS and a minister in the later 

stages of the First World War. 
After the war he joined the Labour 
party, supporting its policy of 
nationalisation and the redistribution 
of wealth through taxation. He stood 
for the Labour party in the so-called 
“Coupon” election of 1918, but lost 
to the Conservative candidate by 
853 votes. After which he returned to 
journalism and took no further part 
in politics

Sir LEO CHIOZZA MONEY I 
crave the indulgence of the House for 
a very few moments in order briefly 
to say why I have resigned my post 
as Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Ministry of Shipping. I should like to 
say, in the first place, that my reasons 
are purely impersonal. I yield to no 
man in my admiration for the work 
of the Prime Minister, who has led 
the country to victory. I need not, to 
those who know him, say anything 
in regard to the personal qualities 
of Sir Joseph Maclay, but I should 
like to say to those Members who 
do not know him that he has won not 
only the confidence, but the esteem 
of every member of his staff in the 
Ministry of Shipping, and I am quite 
sure that the more his work is known 
and understood the more it will be 
appreciated. I do not think it is too 
much to say that the work has been 
a main factor in saving the country 
from one of the direst perils ever 
encountered. [HON. MEMBERS: 
“Agreed!”] I pass to the reasons 
for my resignation. I am one of 
those who deplore the fact that the 
forthcoming General Election is to 
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be taken at this time.
An HON. MEMBER We all deplore 

it!
Sir L. CHIOZZA MONEY The 

election has been sometimes called a 
“khaki” election, but I hardly can agree 
with the term, when one considers 
that a very large number of those 
who are wearing khaki will be unable 
to take part in it. I think, too, that the 
postponement for a limited period 
would not only permit the soldiers to 
exercise the franchise, but it also might 
lead to a better consideration by the 
public of the issues which are before 
the public. Granted that a Coalition 
in peace time is a good thing for the 
purposes of reconstruction, I think 
it will be generally agreed that that 
Coalition should embrace the whole 
of the parties in the State. I have been 
amongst those who have represented 
that a Coalition Government of 
the kind, to be successful in the 
extraordinarily difficult task which it 
will have to face, should contain, not 
merely eight Labour Members, but a 
very much larger proportion, and that 
those eight or more Members should, 
at any rate, have the full backing of the 
organised Labour forces of the country. 
But there is a deeper reason than that, 
which goes, as it seems to me, to the 
very root of the questions which are 
before the country. I need not dwell 
upon the difficulties which confront us. 
They are apparent to us all. But I do 
think it is perhaps imperfectly realised 
by those who are—perhaps they will 
forgive me for using the term—forcing 
this election upon the country that the 
programme of reform which is before 
us, progressive and benevolent as it 
may be in intention, does not really 
touch the root of the matter—that it 
does not meet the just aspirations of the 
millions of the people whose unrest is, 
I think, visible at the present moment. 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker—[AN HON. 
MEMBER: “Oh!”]—if the hon. 
Member will allow me—[Cheers]—I 
feel very strongly that something much 
more is necessary than the programme 
that is before this House, and before 
the country, if the difficulties of the 
times which are before us are to be met 
in such a way as to prevent very great 
trouble indeed.

In my view, it I may express it in a very 
few words, distinction is as between 
the question of public ownership on 
the one side and questions of social 
reform on the other. It is a social reform 
programme which has been put before 
the people of this country, whereas, 

in my opinion, the real issue which is 
before the working classes is this: Who 
shall own the means of production 
upon which rests their work? That is 
a very grave issue indeed. I do submit 
to this House that if it is not faced the 
consequences may be very serious. 
Above all, I fear this: That the results 
of an election, such as this may be, 
will be to exclude from this House 
such a proper and full representation 
of Labour as to cause Labour to seek 
for other than Parliamentary means of 
expression. I say that that is a danger 
for the country which we have all got to 
face. The issue must be faced sooner or 
later. If we will not face it in this House, 
we may be quite sure it will be faced 
out of the House, and we shall have to 
face an extra-Parliamentary means of 
expression. If I may give one or two 
illustrations—[HON. MEMBERS: 
“Oh, oh!]—I promise not to be very 
much longer—one or two illustrations 
taken from the work in which I myself 
have been engaged. The country, for 
example, possesses some hundreds 
of ships. The Americans, on the other 
hand, are building thousands of ships, 
thousands of ships which are to be 
owned by the American nation. They 
are the property of the American nation. 
One of the issues before the people of 
this country is whether the ships of this 
country are to be owned by the people 
of this country, and that issue is being 
prejudiced before the election has been 
taken by the sale of the ships. That is 
one of the reasons involved in the step 
I am taking.

Another point is this: We have built 
and are building in the West of England 
some magnificent shipyards which are 
a model of industry. We have not only 
model shipyards, but model houses for 
the housing of the workers. This, to my 
mind, is what Reconstruction ought 
to mean. It is part of the issue which 
I am putting before this House, and, I 
hope, also before the people outside. 
[HON. MEMBERS: “Oh, oh!”] As to 
whether or not—I say this is part of the 
issue—whether or not that magnificent 
industrial undertaking is to be sold 
by us or whether it is to be retained 
as the property of the people of this 
country. These are very grave issues. I 
do most respectfully invite this House 
to face them. They are concerned also 
with the question of transport. They 
are concerned with the ownership of 
land, with the ownership of mines, 
of electrical power, of water power, 
and, indeed, with this great issue, as 
to whether or not this country is to 

continue to own the £62,000,000 worth 
of factories which it has set up for the 
purposes of the War—whether, I say, 
these things are to be owned by the 
nation or whether they are to be handed 
over, as I am afraid is hinted in some 
quarters, to what is euphemistically 
called private enterprise, while the 
workers of the country are left in the 
position they occupied before the War. 
I am well aware—[Interruption]—that 
the things I am saying are not frequently 
said in this House. I am also aware that 
they do not frequently appear in the 
newspapers of this country. I venture, 
however, to say that they will be heard 
in the future in this House and also 
outside.

Even if it is a little unpopular to say 
these things in this House, I venture 
to take the opportunity of doing it at 
a time like this On the other matters 
which have entered into the reasons 
for my resignation I will not dwell, 
because I think I have already-
trespassed too much on the indulgence 
of the House. But I am bound to say 
this: That it seems to me that after 
three General Elections in this country 
the people have decided that the fiscal 
policy of this country should be a Free 
Trade policy. They have also decided in 
favour of Home Rule. As I understand 
it, the Government are intending to 
make a very big breach in the Free 
Trade policy of the country. In the 
second place, as I understand them—if 
I do understand them!—they promise 
that they will indefinitely postpone 
Home Rule. With these two things I am 
sorry to say I cannot agree. I should add 
that my resignation was made before 
the publication of the Prime Minister’s 
letter on Saturday, and that the last two 
points which I have mentioned are, 
therefore, merely, as it were, added 
reasons for the strong conviction with 
which I have taken the step. It follows 
from my resignation that I shall not 
be a Coalition candidate at the next 
election, and indeed, the time at my 
disposal is so short that it is exceedingly 
improbable that I shall return to this 
House as the result of this election. If 
I ever return to this House it will only 
be as the untrammelled representative 
of a constituency which believes, as 
I believe, that there is only one true 
future for the people of this country, the 
end and aim being the establishment of 
a co-operative commonwealth. I thank 
the House for so kindly listening to me. 
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Gilets Jaunes in London
On 18th November a delegation of 

Gilets Jaunes (around the movement 
Wikijustice) came to London to 
demonstrate outside Westminster 
Magistrates Court on Marylebone 
Road in support of Julian Assange.

Among them was Aymeric 
Monville, a publisher and author 
of ‘Assange en danger de mort’ 
[Assange in mortal danger].  He 
was later interviewed by George 
Galloway on Russia Today.

On 19th November the Swedish 
courts dropped all charges against 
Assange; this will not stop Assange 
having to appear on 24th February, 
for 5 days, for extradition to the 
United States who will charge him 
with spying. Assange did not spy, 
he published material given to him 
by others regarding war crimes and 
massive US spying practice. He will 
appear in February, that is, if he lives 
that long.  

Nils Melzer wrote a report for the 
UN that Assange is being deliberately 
tortured by isolation.  The ex-
diplomat Craig Murray visited him 
and came to the same conclusion.  
Those who saw him on 21st October 
at Westminster Magistrates Court 
noted that he was very diminished.  
Sixty doctors have now sent a letter 
demanding Assange be treated in a 
teaching hospital.

There is also doubt that Assange’s 
defence team is entirely on his 
side.  See the investigation by 
Lucy Komisar;1 she says that his 
lawyers belong to the chambers 
that are putting forward the case for 
Browder against Russia.  She asks: 
“Why did Assange or his advisors 
choose lawyers associated with the 
interests of the U.S. government 

1  h t t p s : / / o f f - g u a r d i a n .
org/2019/11/08/assange-lawyers-links-
to-us-govt-bill-browder-raises-questions/ 

and Browder? Or how could those 
lawyers be so ignorant about the facts 
of Browder’s massive tax evasion 
and his Magnitsky story fabrications?  
It raises questions about how they are 
handling the Assange defense.”

This conflict of interest affects 
the chambers of the main barristers 
of Assange, Jennifer Robinson, 
Geoffrey Robertson and Mark 
Summers.

At the court hearing on 18th 

November, the solicitor Gareth 
Peirce asked for Assange to be given 
access to a functioning computer; 
the judge said it was not within her 
competence.  Why did Peirce not ask 
for his liberation on health grounds?  
That would not have been allowed 
either, but could be reported and be 
part of the campaign for Assange.

The Gilets Jaunes in Paris
Saturday 16th November the Gilets 

Jaunes marked the anniversary of 
the movement with demonstrations 
in the main cities; one of the original 
figures of the GJ, Priscillia Ludosky, 
was to head the demonstration 
starting from Place d’Italie; the local 
mayor had remonstrated with the 
police not to allow this departure 
point because of potential problems: 
the square was partly occupied by 
a building site and contained the 
statue of Marechal Juin, a possible 
target.  The demonstration was 
allowed nevertheless.  According to 
witnesses, the police allowed into the 
square a number of people dressed 
in black, visibly members of the 
‘black bloc’.  When trouble started as 
predicted, the police closed all exits 
and the  new prefet of Paris declared 
the demonstration ‘illegal’; people 
were then arrested for taking part 
in an illegal demonstration.  There 
was supposed to be ‘an exit corridor 
for legitimate demonstrators’, but in 

the confusion nobody knew of its 
existence.  Pictures of the troubles, 
including damage to the statue, duly 
appeared in the media to illustrate 
an already negative coverage of the 
anniversary.  

This treatment of demonstrators, 
kettling, gassing and arrests, with the 
risk of very serious injury, probably 
acts as a deterrent, which will be 
useful for the government to dampen 
the scheduled national day of action, 
5th December.  The unions had a day 
of protest against Macron’s pension 
reform on 13th September which was 
a success; this is the follow up, in 
view of government persistence.

Ex CP leader Robert Hue given 
Legion d’Honneur

Froggy last week saw the photo 
of ex-Communist Party General 
Secretary Robert Hue facing 
Emmanuel Macron in the gilded 
salons of the Elysee Palace, both 
smiling broadly.  The president had 
just pinned the Legion d’Honneur on 
the other man and told him he was ‘a 
visionary, the sort of leader we need 
today’ ‘a great destiny of the sort that 
‘French politics no longer creates 
nowadays’.

There are several ways of reacting to 
this photo.  If you were a communist, 
you might find it rather sickening.  
Robert Hue (General Secretary from 
1994 to 2001) was the successor to 
Georges Marchais.  He presided over 
the complete change of the Party, 
both in organisation and ideology.

The national committee (ex 
‘central committee’) doubled in 
size, to include more women, ethnic 
minorities and representatives of 
various associations.  The cell 
system and militant education were 
dismantled.  The party deplored 
its previous support for the Soviet 
Union. The trade union CGT was 
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‘given its autonomy’.  The party would 
no longer be working for a revolution 
but for a ‘social transformation’ 
together with other progressist forces 
such as the Socialist Party.

In 1994 (under Mitterrand) three 
CP members served as government 
ministers; one of them,  Gayssot, 
piloted in 1990 a law named after 
him, allowing the law to decide what 
is true or false in history by making 
discussing historical facts connected 
with the Holocaust illegal, in the face 
of obvious objections from historians.  
In 1998 Gayssot went to the USA to 
sign an agreement on the liberalisation 
of air transport.  The party abandoned 
social questions and prioritised 
feminism and the defence of minority 
rights.

The newspaper l’Humanité dropped 
the hammer and sickle logo, and 
became ‘The newspaper of Jean 
Jaurès’, that is, the pre-communist 
era.  The CP allied itself to the 
Socialist Party for elections, dropping 
Marxism and supporting attacks on 
foreign countries.  In 2012 Robert 
Hue supported Francois Hollande, 
and in 2017, before the first round, 
Emmanuel Macron; he was then no 
longer communist but ‘progressist’.  

There is another aspect to this photo: 
it is a picture of the President of the 
Republic honouring someone who was 
the devoted mayor of a town for over 
thirty years.  Robert Hue was born in a 
suburb of Paris, where Froggy went to 
primary school, and became mayor of 
the neighbouring suburb, Montigny-
lès-Cormeilles, from 1977 to 2009.  
His parents were working class and he 
became a psychiatric nurse. 

Robert Hue was part of a group 
of mayors honoured by the legion 
d’honneur.  Since the Gilets Jaunes 
crisis Macron has tried to ingratiate 
himself with local representatives 
popular with voters.

All the more so because he is facing 
local elections in March 2020.  His 
party La Republique en Marche 
(LREM) has only existed since 
2016 and has not yet presented any 
candidates in local elections, except 
in cases of early elections; the other 
exception is Lyon, where the socialist 
mayor rallied Macron.  The other 
parties, which collapsed at the general 
elections, are still in possession of 
local towns and have a good record.  

In 2018 the CP had 7,000 elected 
representatives at local level, including 

700 mayors (out of 36,000 towns & 
villages).  For comparison, the (now 
ex) FN has around 10 mayors.

LREM have decided not to fight 
every town and village, but to support 
sitting mayors who ‘have a good record 
of supporting the government’.   The 
case of Paris is interesting, since 
LREM has two candidates for mayor, 
not one: an official one, with the motto 
‘Paris together’ [[Paris ensemble] and 
a dissident ‘‘live Paris’ [Vivons Paris].

Anne Hidalgo, elected in 2014 in 
the second round by a coalition of left 
parties including the CP, is standing 
for the Socialist Party, her list has 
the slogan ‘From tomorrow, Paris 
in common’ [Dès demain, Paris en 
commun]. Ian Brossat her deputy in 
charge of housing is standing for the 
CP (his list is ‘the Paris of humanity 
and the planet [le Pari-s de l’humain 
et de la planète, a pun on Paris the city 
and ‘pari’ =  a bet]. The RN (ex FN), 
unpopular in the capital, is supporting 
a ‘Mixed Right’ candidate.

It should be said, regarding the 
Communist Party, that the party 
always kept a number of people who 
resisted the non-communist line; 
they are still around today and we 
may see a resurgence of communist 
policies.  Robert Hue presided over the 
deliquescence but can’t be blamed for 
creating it single handed.  The United 
States and Western Europe won the 
cold war and precipitated the fall of 
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe; 
identity politics became fashionable 
after May 1968; whole industrial 
areas were devastated; no one knew 
how to deal with the fall out of these 
cataclysmic changes.  

The neo liberal era has its critics 
even among the capitalist class, see 
for example Joseph Stiglitz: “The 
elites claimed that their promises were 
based on scientific economic models 
and ‘evidence-based research’. 

Well, after 40 years, the numbers are 
in: growth has slowed and the fruits 
of that growth went overwhelmingly 
to a very few at the top. As wages 
stagnated and the stock market soared, 
income and wealth flowed up, rather 
than trickling down.

How can wage restraint—to attain 
or maintain competitiveness—and 
reduced government programmes 
possibly add up to higher standards of 
living? Ordinary citizens felt like they 
had been sold a bill of goods. They 
were right to feel conned. 

We are now experiencing the 
political consequences of this grand 
deception: distrust of the elites, of 
the economic ‘science’ on which 
neoliberalism was based and of the 
money-corrupted political system that 
made it all possible.”

A good criticism, but what does he 
suggest as a way out of the problem?

“The only way forward, the only 
way to save our planet and our 
civilisation, is a rebirth of history. We 
must revitalise the enlightenment and 
recommit to honouring its values of 
freedom, respect for knowledge and 
democracy.”2

This is just waffle, unless he means 
by ‘rebirth of history’ the rebirth of 
communism; after all it was the fall of 
the Soviet Union that led the West to 
gloat over ‘the end of history’.  But the 
question remains, the overwhelming 
power of the neo liberals must be 
fought by a superior power, and where 
is that alternative power to come from?   
The CP is not the only political group 
floundering.

2  https://www.socialeurope.eu/
the-end-of-neoliberalism-and-the-rebirth-
of-history 

WINNING ON LOSING GROUND

South Africa won the World Rugby Cup for 2019,
  while in the squatter camps rubbish and despair is
the only scene.
  The win, they say, brings the races together.
But can a sport get rid of the City of London
  tether.

Wilson John Haire.  6th November, 2019. 
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

Contents:
Labour’s  2019 General Election 

Manifesto 
Michael Murray: murraymicha@

gmail.com; Facebook: Michael 
Murray London

“A Spectre is haunting Europe 
….” 

In  the Foreword to the Manifesto 
Jeremy lays out the key objectives:

“Labour will rewrite the rules of 
the economy, so that it works for 
everyone. We will rebuild our public 
services, by taxing those at the top to 
properly fund the services we all rely 
on;

“We will launch the largest-scale 
investment programme in modern 
times to fund the jobs and industries 
of the future, so that no one is held 
back and no community left behind. 
This is a fully costed programme to 
upgrade our economy and transform 
our country’

“We will kick-start a Green 
Industrial Revolution to tackle 
the climate emergency by shifting 
to renewable energy, investing in 
rail and electric cars, and making 
housing energy-efficient, to reduce 
fuel poverty and excess winter 
deaths;

“We can and we must do better as 
a country; 

“This is our last chance to tackle 
the climate emergency.”

He then spells out how peoples’ 
lives would be affected for the better 
by these changes:

*A million  skilled, well paid 
“Green” jobs;

*Nationalised rail, mail, water and 
energy to end privatisation rip-off 
and reduce prices;

*Free full-fibre broadband through 
a new public service;

*End food bank Britain and lift 
children and pensioners out of 
poverty;

*A real living wage with equal 
rights, including  trade union rights 

and an end to job insecurity by 
ending zero-hour contracts;

*A Life Long approach to learning 
and skills training from Sure-Start 
through to free Third Level education 
and training;

 *A properly funded NHS, an end to 
its privatisation, including through 
any future trade negotiation. Free 
prescriptions and basic dentistry for 
all. An end to the Social Care crisis;

Reversal of Police and vital public 
services cuts to deal with crime; 

*An end to “bomb first, talk later” 
approach to foreign policy and 
instead a foreign policy based on 
peace, justice and human rights;

*Brexit  sorted within 6 months by 
giving people the final say - a choice 
between a sensible deal and remain 
and a commitment to implement what 
the British people decide. 

He concludes: “This election will 
shape our country for a generation. 
Some people say this is the Brexit 
election. But it’s also the climate 
election, the investment election, the 
NHS election, the living standards 
election, the education election, the 
poverty elimination election, the fair 
taxes election. Above all, the change 
election.” 

“Labour will rewrite the rules of 
the economy, so that it works for 
everyone. We will rebuild our public 
services, by taxing those at the top to 
properly fund the services we all rely 
on;

“We will launch the largest-scale 
investment programme in modern 
times to fund the jobs and industries 
of the future, so that no one is held 
back and no community left behind. 
This is a fully costed programme to 
upgrade our economy and transform 
our country;

“We will kick-start a Green 
Industrial Revolution to tackle 
the climate emergency by shifting 
to renewable energy, investing in 
rail and electric cars, and making 
housing energy-efficient, to reduce 
fuel poverty and excess winter 
deaths;

“We can and we must do better as 

a country; 
“This is our last chance to tackle 

the climate emergency.”
“Labour’s electrifying Manifesto 

should jolt this election into life,” 
Polly Toynbee, not always a reliable 
Corbyn ally, wrote in a piece. 
(Guardian 21/11/2019). It did, but 
not in the way Polly had in mind. It 
was to take the form of an unfounded 
and outrageous piece of character 
assassination of Jeremy Corbyn by a 
Chief Rabbi a few days later. (BBC 
News on line 26/11/2019).  

That unleashed a torrent of 
the antisemitic accusations 
against Labour members that has 
poisoned political discourse, not 
uncoincidentally, since Corbyn 
was elected Labour leader, and is 
still poisoning it now at this critical 
juncture. And since, every press 
conference called by Labour, on all 
aspects of its Manifesto policies, has 
been undermined by emotionally-
charged questions about Labour’s 
record on anti-semitism. A gift to 
the reactionary right that keeps on 
giving. 

The worst case was the Neil-Corbyn 
interview, still up on YouTube, 
which I timed. Of a 29 minute 
interview the first 10 were given 
over to the Rabbi’s statement. The 
tone of the last 5 minutes were set by 
a gratuitously provocative question 
from the interview to Corbyn:  “Why 
do you  always give Britain’s enemies 
the benefit of the doubt?” Well, you 
can see where that’s going. It didn’t 
quite reach the - “would you press 
the nuclear button” - question. But 
as near as dammit. Those two areas 
of questioning took up over half the 
interview time.  Nice one, BBC. And, 
it’s fair to say all the other media 
channels have been at it too.        

Aditya Chakrabortty wrote that 
“Labour’s new manifesto puts the 
party squarely at the cutting edge 
of what is now mainstream leftwing. 
The world is watching,” he says, 
“A labour victory would resonate 
globally.” (Guardian, 27/11/2019). 
Of course, that partly explains the 
hostile interviewing environment 
towards Labour’s ground-breaking 
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Manifesto in the mainstream media. 
Neither can Chakarobortty’s opinion of the Manifesto 

be dismissed as mere hyperbole from a Corby-supporting 
Guardian columnist. Certainly not when you read that 163 
leading economists, went on the record, in the Financial 
Times, to say that Labour, on the strength of its Manifesto 
should form the next government. 

A summary of the reasons they give for reaching this 
verdict is that after 10 years of near zero productivity 
growth, public services under intolerable strain, which a 
hard Brexit would make worse, Britain needs the serious 
injection of public investment the Manifesto promises. 
“It seems clear to us that the Labour Party has not only 
understood the deep problems we face, but has devised 
serious proposals for dealing with them.” (FT, 25 
November, 2019)

Top of the list of heavy hitters is David (“Danny”) 
Blanchflower, Professor at Dartmouth and Sterling 
universities, and a former Bank of England Monetary 
Policy Committee member. He was also an advisor to 
John McDonnell at an earlier stage of the development 
of what was then labelled “Corbynomics.”  His spat with 
McDonnell back then over policy differences got more 
publicity at the time than this statement signed by him is 
getting now. Indeed, reading this here, how many (non-FT 
readers!) are aware that such a statement has been issued? 
And this is the period of “purdah” when media access 
and coverage is supposed to be a level playing field in the 
interests of informed democratic choice. 

And talking about “level playing fields,” as this article 
goes to the print, news has it that Boris Johnson may 
escape his date with Andrew Neill, because the BBC 
didn’t nail down a definite date with Boris as they had 
done with Corbyn. Nice One, BBC. 

In the list of the 163 economists above, I did not see 
mention of Mariana Mazzucato, prof and director of the 
UCL Institute for Innovation and Purpose. Her take on the 
Labour manifesto is worth reading. 

She starts from where the UK economy and society are at. 
“Most of the financial sector (close to 80%) fuels finance, 
insurance and real estate rather than the productive 
capacity of the economy. And overall, the economy is not 
growing investment, but private debt-fueled consumption, 
putting the ratio of private debt to disposable income 
back at the level it was before the crisis. And that, not 
public debt, caused it.” If her diagnosis of what needs 
mending is in line with Labour’s Manifesto so, broadly, is 
her prescription. 

“Invest in people so they can all create value, invest 
in communities so they flourish, invest in innovation to 
stimulate productivity and give it all a green direction. This 
will bring back growth, opportunities, competitiveness 
and ….civilisation.” (Observer, 24/11/2019)

     
The Manifesto is available at labour.org.uk in two 

separate publications:, to read or download.
Labour Party Manifesto 2019: “It’s time for Real 

Change” (105 pp)
The companion “Grey Book” of policy itemised 

costings, “Funding Real Change.”(40 pp)

TECHNOPHOBE
One day she asked: `How do I pay the rent?

Let me show you how to do it online.
  But why now when we’re about to dine?

`Then there is the council tax to be sent.
  Is this the way to turn on the laptop.
So this is what you call an icon.
  Keep showing me now, it isn’t quite dawn.
And these bills- ? I’m sure you think me a flop.’

I ask why the sudden desire to learn.
  It’s not a subject we usually talk about..
To mention it usually brought on a gurn. 

`Your love and friendship I don’t want to flout,
but only today I had this concern.
  You’re eighty, I’m forty, or whereabouts.’

Wilson John Haire. 6th November, 2019.

FIX!
Nothing much seems to thwart him,
  being prime minister,
strolling through Parliament Square,
  the least sinister.

Opposed by incoherence,
  it is Caesar’s lot,
the grindstone sings along,
  the dance a subplot. .

The blank stare of sculptured stone,
  without blood, now dead,
the sword frozen in its sheath,
  laws made in a shed.

Our alliances are shot,
  it is pick-and-mix,
we are crossing new frontiers,
  anxious for a fix.

W.J.Haire. 16th October, 2019.   
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Andy Pandy Pariah
Do we need a law forbidding a 

middle-aged man having sex with 
an entirely willing woman of 17?  
If so, pass it.  My non-expert and 
maybe mistaken notion is that 
age-bands would be a good idea.  
Protect the young from seduction 
by the older, richer and more 
powerful.  But also not punish 
people for doing something that 
was legal at the time.

I’d also completely decriminalise 
prostitution for any vendor over 
21.  Ban teenagers from anything 
that markets their possibly sexual 
attractiveness, even without 
actual bodily contact.  That would 
include the Cheerleaders of US 
sports, and also teenage waitresses 
in skimpy costumes.  But those 
are just my ideas, which I throw 
out for debate.

I have some respect for Queen 
Elizabeth.  Felt sorry for her sister 
Margaret, whose life was ruined 
by out-of-date notions that forbade 
her to marry her first love because 
he was divorced.  Never made 
a big fuss over Princess Diana: 
but she was a good person and 
it is astonishing that the British 
Royals did not take better care of 
their best asset for the future.  And 
I rather despise the rest of them, or 
at least those whose names I find 
unavoidable while following the 
news for much more important 
matter.  Prince Charles once 
seemed hopeful, but that was an 
illusion.  

Yet there is also the matter of 
justice.  With Prince Andrew’s 
foolish friendship with disgraced 
financier Epstein, I can’t see 
justice has been done.  Not when 
unproven claims of sex with a 
woman of 17 has been the issue 

that wrecked him.  Or rather, his 
unwise efforts to deny it.

I find myself remembering the 
1963 Profumo Affair from my 
teenage years.  The concern for 
insiders was whether military 
secrets had leaked, which they 
had not.  But the fool chose to say 
to the House of Commons that 
he hadn’t had sex with a woman 
who was a high-grade prostitute.  
And who was over 18 at the time, 
though back then it would not have 
been a big issue.  With hindsight 
we should have been much more 
concerned about exploitation of 
the under-aged: but back then few 
of us were.  Having sex outside 
of marriage was the issue, though 
the fading 1950s consensus was 
that it was OK for young men and 
seriously shameful for women of 
any age.

Sexual morals were reshaped 
in the 1960s and 1970s.  Male 
homosexuality was criminal 
till 1967, and the public then 
were assured it would remain 
shameful.  It remained half hidden 
for decades, as was lesbianism, 
which was never illegal in the 
United Kingdom.  For that matter, 
homosexuality had been legal in 
France since 1791, surviving all 
the tumults of French politics.  
But very unequal socially.

Morals change, but the current 
‘Coolheart’ culture talks as 
if they were always the same 
thing, with social evolution 
downplayed.  This lets them call 
Global Leninism a brutal error, 
ignoring how much of modern 
morality was first pushed openly 
by Global Leninism and its now-
denounced Fellow-Travellers.1  
1  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-
from-long-revolution-website/998-from-

Not homosexuality, which had 
the same unofficial tolerance and 
unpredictable punishments that 
applied almost everywhere else.  
But the rights of women, the 
equality of races, and the rejection 
of inherited privileges were all 
Soviet.  Called ‘Communist-
inspired’ by the Hard Right, 
which was closer to the truth than 
most of what they said.  

In the 1970s and 1980s, much 
of 1960s radicalism became the 
Western Establishment view.  And 
it was convenient to ‘kick away 
the ladder’.  To ignore how much 
things had changed.

Meantime the Soviet Bloc was 
rigidly attached to social values 
that had been radical in the 
1950s.  Relaxed about sex outside 
marriage, but pop culture was 
shunned.  Homosexuality illegal 
till the 1990s collapse.  

China meantime quietly 
decriminalised homosexuality 
in the 1990s, after relaxing the 
intolerance of the Mao Era.  
Mao’s China was probably the 
high point for Married Love in 
the 20th century, but China now is 
much like everywhere else.  No 
Gay Marriage yet, but it is likely 
to happen.  Or happen unless 
Chinese Gays started acting as 
Oppositionists in a society that 
does not tolerate it.  So far, they 
have shown more sense than the 
youth of Hong Kong.

The West in the 1990s was well-
placed to become the dominant 
global culture.  But it would have 
needed much smarter leaders and 
thinkers to succeed.  George Soros 
was half-smart, correctly saying 
that there should be a Marshall Plan 
labour-affairs/the-french-revolution-and-
its-unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 
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to win over defeated Russia.  Copy 
the way Japan and West Germany 
and Italy were won over by generous 
treatment and economic advantages.  
Won over Far Right Portugal 
and Spain in the 1970s, and won 
back Greece.  But conceited loud-
mouths dominated politics from 
the 1980s.  ‘Thinkers’ were often 
lapsed Trotskyists: they did far more 
damage to Western Values as its 
champions than they had as Fantasy-
Revolutionaries.  

The New Right in the 1990s tried 
reshaping the world.  And the world 
was revolted!  Many very different 
cultures agree in rejecting it. 2

Yet as it fails globally, it becomes 
increasingly fierce in its odd 
Coolheart culture.

For Coolhearts, you can be guilty 
for not agreeing that certain things 
have been eternally true since last 
Tuesday.  But if you’re a celebrity, 
open to all the jealousy and malice 
of Coolheart Culture, you can also be 
guilty for failing to realise that it was 
eternally true before last Tuesday.  
The media sharks grant forgiveness 
to themselves for such omissions.  
But not the current target, whose life 
can be profitably ripped apart.

In Britain, the Age of Consent has 
long been 16.  Should Prince Andrew 
have realised that Epstein was also 
stringing along teenagers below 
the local age of consent?  Could he 
have known that some of them were 
raped or molested after agreeing to 
much more limited and non-intrusive 
forms of sexual service?

And the Age of Consent remains 
variable.  15 in the Czech Republic, 
that great beacon of New Right 
Liberty.  14 in Germany, but with some 
protection from sexual exploitation 
by those over 21.3  Variable in the 
USA, where all 50 states make their 
own law.  The scandalous marriage 
of pop musician Jerry Lee Lewis to a 
13-year-old cousin was entirely legal 
at the time.4  Of course the same lady 
later divorced him with allegations 
of gross abuse, and all states now 
2  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/the-west-
fails-in-five-civilisations/.  Print only till 
autumn 2020.
3  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ages_
of_consent_in_Europe#Czech_Republic 
4  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Jerry_Lee_Lewis#Family_and_personal_life 

have limits of 16 or 18.  Pornography 
starts at 18, because otherwise it 
would be illegal in some US states.

You also have a culture in Britain, 
the USA etc. where teenage girls are 
expected to sexualise themselves as a 
mark of being grown-up, well before 
they may legally have sex.  I call it 
Coolheart Culture.  I call it toxic.

Assange – the Rape of Truth
Sweden has abandoned legal action 

on the alleged sexual misconduct by 
Julian Assange against two Swedish 
women.  Journalists should check if 
they are now willing to go public on 
the matter.  To give full details, while 
protecting their privacy.

I say ‘sexual misconduct’, because 
the hazy reports we have agree that 
the women had chosen to have sex 
with Assange.  The allegation is that 
he then broke the rules they’d laid 
down.  Calling this rape is ridiculous.  
Proven misconduct should indeed be 
a crime in itself, just as ‘stalking’ 
becomes a crime when it goes beyond 
regular wooing.  But muddling 
several very different offences is part 
of the Coolheart Culture, and is toxic.

From the confused stories we get, 
it seems at least one of them mostly 
wanted Assange checked for possible 
Sexually Transmitted Diseases, 
after unprotected sex and allegedly 
without her agreement.5  This could 
sensibly have been done in Britain.  
Interviewing him could have been 
done in Britain.  But the Swedish 
authorities were mysteriously 
determined to get him back to 
Swedish jurisdiction.  

The suspicion is that Sweden could 
have dropped the ‘rape’ charge, but 
extradited him to the USA for his 
WikiLeaks work.  This has proved 
tricky in Britain, with its different, 
archaic and individualistic legal 
system.  Which raises the question of 
why this was not done during the ten 
days he was in Sweden and allegedly 
committed the offences.  But with 
behind-the-scenes politics, there 
are many plausible answers to that 
question.

If one or both of the women were 
honest and not CIA stooges, then 
their real interests have been grossly 

5  https://www.theguardian.com/
media/2010/dec/17/julian-assange-sweden 

disregarded.  They should have a lot 
to complain about.

It might get interesting.  If  I were 
a journalist, I would be rushing 
towards that story.

Zionism Abandons 
Labour and Socialism
From 1948 to 1968, Israel was 

ruled by a party commonly called 
Mapai, but in English the ‘Workers’ 
Party of the Land of Israel’.  And 
with a logo surprisingly similar to the 
Soviet hammer-and-sickle.6

It merged with smaller groups to 
become the modern-day Israeli Labor 
Party in 1968.  Labor ruled solidly till 
1977, and intermittently till 2011, but 
is now marginal.  They got less than 
5% in the latest elections, despite the 
confusion on the right. 

Jews used to be more left-wing 
than you’d expect from their family 
background and employment or 
profession.  This has reversed.  And 
the bulk of the left are repelled 
by an increasingly right-wing and 
aggressive Israel.

Loud complainer ex-Labour 
lady Margaret Hodge is from the 
immensely wealthy Oppenheimer 
family.  She became part of New 
Labour, which pushed progressive 
social issues but accepted the gross 
inequality that Thatcher had created.  
And under Blair, joined in the Middle 
Eastern wars that were supposed to 
make Israel safer.  And who want 
more of the same, even though 
destroying Secular Arab Nationalism 
has created even more dangerous 
enemies.

Jews were once the prime Outsiders 
in European culture.  But the race 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mapai 
- logo shown above. 
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hierarchy has shifted.  Non-white and 
especially Muslim are now the prime 
Outsiders.  Jews now mostly count as 
Insiders – though old hatreds among 
right-wingers have not died.

There are still plenty of Jews 
committed to social justice.  Still 
supporting the British Labour Party.  
But a minority, sad to say.

The majority can’t say ‘we are 
appalled that anyone wants to 
reverse the huge shift of wealth to 
the wealthy since the 1980s’.  They 
can’t say ‘we like the idea of Israel 
kicking out as many Palestinians 
as possible’.  So they say that rare 
instances of anti-Jewish feeling are 
appalling in the Labour Party, and 
best ignored everywhere else.

Historic memory is very selective.  
The Last Tsar, Nicholas II, was a 
lunatic anti-Semite who permitted 
many attacks on Jews in his Empire.  
But no one makes a big issue of 
Britain choosing him as an ally for 
World War One.  Nor staying silent 
over Tsarist troops attacking Jews.  
Nor backing White Russians against 
the Bolsheviks though they had the 
same prejudice, and brought with 
them the Protocols of the Elders 
of Zion.  And no one makes a fuss 
about Nicholas II now being the 
most popular Russian historic figure, 
ahead of Stalin and Lenin.7

Concern is very selective.  Clearly 
meant to prevent a British government 
that might oppose Israel’s current 
hard-line policies.

Snippets
Bolivia Abused 
President Evo Morales was 

accused of bending the rules a little.  
But the Opposition has broken them 
completely. If the aim were fairness, 
they would not have chosen a 
highly partisan politician as Interim 
President. Nor attacked the flag and 
official symbols of the indigenous 
majority.8 Nor held back from saying 
when a new vote might be held, if it 
ever is held.

Morales helped equalise a very 

7  h t t p s : / / w w w . r t . c o m /
russia/430923-lenin-stalin-last-emperor/ 
8  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2019/nov/17/bolivia-more-volatile-
than-ever-as-president-flees-and-leaders-
denounce-a-coup 

unequal society.  Now, the privileged 
are trying to take back.

He officially got 47%, to 36.5 for 
his nearest rival.   Opinion polls 
backed this.  Had a second round 
occurred, he would very likely have 
won. Western support has been highly 
partisan, as it was in Ukraine.  No 
attempt at balance or fairness, which 
might lead to another democratic 
election for a candidate they dislike.

***
Did Stalin Prevent Hitler 

From Living Peacefully? 
Labour Party members supported 

the absurd European Parliament vote 
that gave Stalin the entire blame 
for World War Two by his non-
aggression pact with Hitler.  Which 
logically implies that without the 
pact, Hitler would have kept the peace 
for the rest of his life. Would any of 
them dare argue this?  Unlikely.  But 
then they totally failed to think things 
through.

It seems to me that:
1) Stalin had made an honest 

attempt to get a solid pact with the 
West that might have scared Hitler 
out of further expansion.

2) The multiple sins of the 
Chamberlain government was the 
main cause of the war.  Including 
turning a blind eye to blatant German 
and Italian intervention in the 
Spanish Civil War

3) Stalin undoubtedly suspected 
that the West hoped to give Hitler 
a clear run at invading the Soviet 
Union.  This is also the view of many 
who are far from sympathetic to 
Stalin – some bitterly anti-Stalin.

The ‘crime’ is that Stalin 
outwitted the West.  That he gave 
an unavoidable war the form that 
suited him best. He prevented Hitler 
from conquering the Soviet Union.  
That would have established a racist 
empire with Slavs as inferiors and 
maybe killed.  With millions of Jews 
unwanted and probably killed if he 
could not ship them out.  And no one 
then was willing to take them in.

Stalin’s reputation is at an all-time 
high in Russia.9  And I doubt that 
many care what he did to Poland.  One 
overlooked feature of The Brothers 
9  https://www.themoscowtimes.
com/2019/04/16/stalins-approval-rating-
among-russians-hits-record-high-poll-a65245 

Karamazov is Dostoyevsky’s lack 
of sympathy for Poles under Tsarist 
rule.

Anti-Stalin Ukrainians who tried to 
work with Nazi Germany were also 
enthusiastic killers of Poles.  They 
were raised up as heroes after the 
Second Orange Revolution. Inter-
War Poland was a fairly popular 
dictatorship from 1926.  And had 
been trying to get rid of its own 
Jews, though unlike Nazism it would 
accept converts.

***
Chile: Don’t Fix It, Break It
Last month, I asked why Chileans 

were so angry with a government 
they had previously failed to vote 
out. As I feared, things are wrong at 
many levels:

“The Chilean economy, praised 
time and again by The Economist, 
should ‘not need reinvention’, says 
Bello (October 26th). That is an all too 
predictable conclusion from someone 
who once attended a cocktail party 
in Santiago with 60 other people 
representing ‘half of Chile’s GDP’. 
The adage that seven families have 
a stranglehold on the country is no 
joke. The middle classes are indebted 
up to their ears to almost anybody: 
their bank, supermarket, pharmacy, 
dentist, educational institutions 
and health-care providers. They 
also pay European-level prices, 
and sometimes more, for every 
imaginable basic commodity and 
service. A corrupt and kleptocratic 
political class colludes with 
multinational predators to privatise 
almost everything, and ruthlessly 
sack Chile’s natural bounties.

“The neoliberal model indeed 
works phenomenally well for Chile’s 
self-serving elitist few. But it is 
absolutely dysfunctional for the rest 
of the population and is in dire need 
of a general rethink.”10

Neoliberalism was applied from 
1973, after the army deposed and 
murdered an elected left-wing 
President.  But discontent is often 
incoherent:

“Chile has made significant 
progress in fighting both inequality 
and corruption. By the most common 
measure of income distribution, the 
10  https://www.economist.com/
letters/2019/11/09/letters-to-the-editor 
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Gini index, inequality fell from 57.2 in 1990 to 
46.6 in 2017.

“Chile is an anomaly, not only due to its income 
inequality but also because it ranks absolute last 
in the organisation’s measure of civic engagement 
…

“The reasons are twofold. First, Chile has the 
lowest voter turnout and the second weakest level 
of stakeholder engagement with the development 
of regulations, after Hungary.”11

***
Forging More Nice Tory Promises 
If the Tories can now borrow and spend 

massively, why did they inflict ten years of 
austerity on us? We need to keep hammering 
them on that. Suggest that it is only to get elected.  
If they get a secure majority, they can rule for 
the next five years and not keep their promises. 
Thatcher’s promise of a smaller state and less tax 
has proved false.  The BBC recently gave the true 
picture:

“UK tax revenues as a share of national income 
- the total amount of money the country earns - are 
at their highest sustained level since the 1940s.”12

The big changes are:
People earning over £80,000 a year have a 

much bigger slice of both income and wealth.  
Especially the millionaires and billionaires.

They also pay much less tax, putting a greater 
burden on those less able to pay.

And taxes are not really a burden for those below 
the £80,000 level.  They gain more than they lose 
from having a well-funded state looking after 
the general interest. 1960s radicals thought they 
could do without the state.  And were profoundly 
wrong.

***
Thought-Crimes On the Web
US politics is full of liars.  So I keep an open 

mind on claims that some of the computer crimes 
blamed on Russia were Ukrainian. The entire 
former Soviet bloc is full of people with computer 
skills.  Most would do anything for money. Yet the 
media assert that it is a Thought-Crime to say that 
Kiev-Ukraine might ever be guilty of anything.  
Within Russia, hackers are very unlikely to try 
anything that would anger the Russian authorities.  
In Ukraine, the situation is reversed.  US spooks 
must have got in quickly when Ukraine became 
Russia’s enemy.  And note that the annexation 
of Crimea was by the will of its inhabitants, and 
happened after Ukraine went to anti-Russian 
extremes. US spooks might be doing all sort of 
False Flag stuff.  

11 https://www.ft.com/
content/45dc28b8-9247-4d4b-8fcc-e90691d1a1d6 
12  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-48988052 

Ukrainian and Russian culture are very similar.  And it 
would be a natural place for anti-Putin Russians to go.  There 
may have been operations with no particular purpose except 
making Russia look bad. Not that I think either side were 
clean. Trump made a massive tactical error by openly asking 
for a favour and naming Biden.  Almost any politician would 
have used coded language.  “I want an honest an impartial 
investigation, with US citizens named and prosecuted if 
we find evidence of guilt”.  

A needy listener would assume this didn’t apply to the 
requestor’s friends.  That some rewards would follow if 
they smeared a political enemy.  Competitive Democracy 
rewards dirty tactics that are kept covert enough to fool most 
voters.  And since the media are dominated by the rich and 
by business interests, they can mostly choose what they 
highlight and what they give little attention to.  Or may not 
report things at all if it would harm people they like or boost 
those they dislike. Tories under Johnson and Republicans 
under Trump are being a bit naïve.  Yes, for now they can get 
away with being seen as dishonest.  Just as Moscow and its 
followers did in the 1970s and 1980s.  But in the end, hardly 
anyone thought that system worth dying for.

***
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.

WHO RULES BRITANNIA

How to make a problem into a war.
  You knuckle down and prepare for the bombs.
It may not be a battle as big as the Somme
  but railways could be something to abhor.
Privatised they draw government money,
  overcharge on season tickets, no seats,
yet most of you rarely let out a bleat,
  and today they’re not even running.
What do you propose to do about it all.
  Is it fill the sandbags, dig the trenches,
watch the radar screens, through mud maybe crawl.
  Too much trouble, remember the pension.
Try a compromise that doesn’t appeal.
  Suffer, never mind the apprehension.

Wilson John Haire.  6th November, 2019.
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Labour, Antisemitism and Public Belief
Book Review by Mark 

Cowling.1

Readers will have noticed an 
ongoing debate in Labour Affairs 
between me and the editorial board 
on the subject of anti-Semitism 
in the Labour Party. We share a 
belief that there is not actually a 
serious problem of anti-Semitism 
in the Labour Party, and a desire 
to see a Labour government 
headed by Jeremy Corbyn. Where 
we disagree is that I think that up 
to recently cases of alleged anti-
Semitism have been dealt with too 
slowly, and that, although I do not 
believe that Jeremy Corbyn is anti-
Semitic, I think that his passionate 
support of the Palestinian cause 
has led him to associate with 
people who are definitely anti-
Semitic. The editorial board takes 
the view that any alleged anti-
Semitism in the Labour Party 
and allegations about Jeremy 
Corbyn are basically the work of 
Blairite MPs unsympathetic to the 
way that Labour has been going 
under Corbyn, and should be 
disregarded.

The book gives some support to 
both positions, and provides a great 
deal of extremely helpful analysis. 
The authors commissioned a 
national opinion poll in which on 
average those polled believed that 
a third of Labour Party members 
had been reported for anti-
Semitism (this review is based on 
the Kindle edition where there are 
locations, but no page numbers. 
The reference here is to location 
64 – further numbers in brackets 
refer to Kindle locations). Given 
that the actual number was well 
below 1%, this was obviously a 
massive public relations disaster. 
They surveyed eight national 
newspapers between June 2015 
and March 2019 and found just 
1  Bad News for Labour: Antisemitism, 
the Party and Public Belief by Greg Philo, 
Mike Berry, Justin Schlosberg, Antony Lerman 
and David Miller, London: Pluto Press, 2019, 
£10.49 pb; £9.97 Kindle.

short of 5,500 stories about anti-
Semitism in the Labour Party. 
This massive interest was also 
reflected in television and social 
media coverage (102). To get 
another angle on the question 
they ran some focus groups, 
where there was a similar level 
of belief on average to that found 
in the opinion poll about the level 
of anti-Semitism in the Party. 
Interviews with Margaret Hodge 
were particularly influential (200).

The authors point out that 
there are some standard public 
relations recommendations for 
an organisation where there are 
allegations that it has fallen below 
acceptable standards:

“The essential principles 
are: 1. Acknowledge what 
has happened is wrong and 
completely unacceptable for your 
organisation. 2. Limit exaggerated 
claims of what has happened. Be 
as precise as possible, give details 
of clear and accurate information. 
3. Show how all the resources 
of your organisation are being 
used to put the situation right and 
to prevent it happening again. 
4. Defend the integrity of your 
organisation as a whole and its 
membership. Show that your 
intentions and the ethos of your 
organisation are fundamentally 
good. 5. Establish all of this as a 
key narrative and do not change 
your story” (389).

The obvious question is why 
the Labour Party failed to follow 
these well-established principles.

The most important reason was 
the lack of unity between Corbyn 
and the Parliamentary party. 
Corbyn had been the choice of 
the membership, not of the MPs, 
and there were several disputes 
over a range of issues following 
Corbyn’s election in 2014, and in 
June 2016 there was a:

“a major attempt to displace 
him as over 20 shadow cabinet 

ministers resigned. On 24 June, 
Margaret Hodge and Anne 
Coffey had tabled a vote of no-
confidence in Corbyn, which he 
lost on 28 June by a margin of 172 
to 40. He stood firm against this, 
refusing to resign, but it led to a 
second leadership election which 
he eventually won in September 
2016. One result of all this conflict 
was the complete exhaustion of 
the leadership inner team” (823).

There was also conflict between 
Corbyn’s team and Labour’s 
permanent bureaucracy. In these 
circumstances a united response 
could hardly emerge.

Another factor making for 
disunity was Corbyn’s well-known 
support for the Palestinians. About 
73 Labour MPs are members 
of the Labour Friends of Israel 
group, and therefore liable to be 
at least suspicious of Corbyn. 
Something which certainly failed 
to come across in the mainstream 
media was the activities of the 
Israeli embassy. An Al Jazeera 
programme, The Lobby found 
evidence of:

“covert operations by the 
Israeli embassy and improper 
interference at every level of 
British politics ... The most 
shocking revelation is that Shai 
Masot, a senior political officer 
at the Israeli embassy, set up a 
number of political organisations 
in the UK that operated as though 
entirely independent. He was also 
secretly caught on camera plotting 
to ‘take down’ MPs he regarded 
as hostile to Israel” (492).

Similarly, the Israeli Ministry of 
Strategic Affairs has devoted tens 
of millions of dollars to activities 
designed to neutralise the Boycott, 
Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) 
movement (623). The last part 
of Chapter 3 gives evidence 
of Israeli politicians including 
Netanyahu specifically criticising 
Corbyn because of his support 
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for the Palestinians and the BDS 
movement. The anti-Semitism 
issue was arguably being 
weaponised by Blairite MPs 
who were hostile to Corbyn and 
wished to undermine him. As the 
editors of Labour Affairs have 
argued, Corbyn as Prime Minister 
would be a major Western leader 
favourable to the Palestinians 
rather than to Israel. The Labour 
Deputy Leader, Tom Watson, has 
been vocal on the issue of anti-
Semitism, and is also sympathetic 
to Israel. For example, he spoke at 
an event hosted by Labour Friends 
of Israel (the body for Labour 
MPs sympathetic to Israel and 
their supporters), and received 
£4500 from Labour Friends of 
Israel (567). 

The authors go on to discuss 
the Labour Party response to 
accusations of anti-Semitism. One 
response was the report produced 
by Shami Chakrabarti. The report 
was criticised as inadequate, and 
the Board of Deputies of British 
Jews criticised Chakrabarti for 
accepting a peerage. However, the 
Parliamentary Select Committee 
on anti-Semitism drew the 
same general conclusion as the 
Chakrabarti report:

“Despite significant press and 
public attention on the Labour 
party and the number of revelations 
regarding inappropriate social 
media content, there exists no 
reliable empirical evidence to 
support the notion that there is a 
higher prevalence of antisemitic 
attitudes within the Labour Party 
than any other political party.” 
(Home Affairs Select Committee 
on Antisemitism in the UK, 2016: 
45–6)

The authors argue that there was 
a delay of about two years from 
the Chakrabarti report through to 
effective action under Labour’s 
new general secretary, Jennie 
Formby, who finally really got 
to grips with the issue and was 
able to give an overview of the 
disciplinary process in February 

2019. She stated that from April 
2018 to February 2019, 673 
reports of anti-Semitism by party 
members had been received, and 
of these 453 required further 
investigation. There was an 
immediate outcry from MPs 
because these figures looked to 
be too low. Formby was able to 
clarify that actually over 1,000 
complaints were received but 
many of them were not about 
party members. 

Of the 200 complaints 
forwarded by Margaret Hodge, 
only 20 concerned party members 
(752). On April 7, 2018 the 
Sunday Times had a story about 
“Jeremy Corbyn’s anti-Semite 
army”, claiming that there were 
454 unresolved complaints, which 
would represent 0.08% of Labour 
Party members – not remotely an 
army! After giving a critique of a 
report by Alan Johnson, the book 
goes on to mention that the group 
Labour Against Anti-Semitism 
had forwarded 15,000 incidents 
of anti-Semitism to the Equalities 
and Human Rights Commission, 
which sounds really dramatic, but 
actually relates to claims about a 
few hundred members (785). 

The authors comment that the 
substantiated claims could have 
been used in a publicity campaign 
to show that the problem had been 
grossly exaggerated; however, 
claims about Labour being 
riddled with anti-Semitism had 
by this stage become the common 
currency of the mainstream media. 
The reporting was also plainly 
selective. For example, there was 
a report in the Independent in June 
2019 of a survey of members of 
the Conservative party in which 
two thirds believed parts of Britain 
were governed by sharia law, and 
43% said that they would prefer 
not to have the country governed 
by a Muslim. Imagine the publicity 
which would be given to a survey 
of Labour members in which 43% 
said they would prefer not to be 
governed by a Jew (1063).

Margaret Hodge is a particularly 
egregious example of extreme 
disloyalty to the leadership of the 
Labour Party using claims of anti-
Semitism. Hodge had a personal 
fortune of around £20 million in 
2012 thanks to her shareholding 
in the family steel business, but 
this will probably now be less 
because the firm has taken a 
hammering since then. She was 
very sympathetic to Tony Blair’s 
project of moving Labour onto 
the centre ground. Some of her 
political judgements have been 
very questionable. Notably, whilst 
chair of Islington Council she 
vigorously dismissed the concerns 
of residents and social workers 
about sexual abuse in children’s 
homes, but was eventually 
brought to admit that she had 
been hopelessly naïve. Before 
this, however, she described 
investigative journalism on the 
issue by the Evening Standard 
as “a sensationalist piece of 
gutter journalism”, and described 
Demetrios Panton, who alleged 
that he had been sexually abused 
whilst in the care of Islington 
Council, as “an extremely 
disturbed individual”. From 1994 
onwards she has been the MP 
for Barking. An intervention she 
made in favour of “indigenous” 
people getting priority for scarce 
housing was seen as giving a boost 
to the British National Party. 

Whilst acting as Chair of the 
Public Accounts Committee she 
attracted criticism for bullying 
civil servants and for the way in 
which her family’s firm avoided 
paying UK tax. And then we come 
to her accusations about anti-
Semitism, the most spectacular 
of which was confronting Jeremy 
Corbyn in parliament and calling 
him “a fucking anti-Semite and a 
racist”. This was a clear breach of 
Labour’s code of conduct which 
requires Labour MPs to treat 
each other with courtesy. Hodge 
said that the prospect of being 
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investigated over this episode 
made her realise what it felt like 
to be a Jew in Nazi Germany. One 
way and another she has behaved 
with extreme disloyalty over this 
issue, and has gone out of her 
way to court bad publicity for 
Labour by making exaggerated 
and unsubstantiated claims. She 
is, of course, by no means alone in 
using claims of anti-Semitism as a 
weapon against Jeremy Corbyn. A 
greater emphasis on the rebuttal of 
such claims about anti-Semitism 
rather than an apologetic emphasis 
on disciplinary processes is called 
for.

In Chapter 4 Justin Schlossberg 
gives an excellent account of 
the origins and media coverage 
of the International Holocaust 
Remembrance Alliance working 
definition of anti-Semitism, 
together with its eventual adoption 
by the Labour Party. Despite 
Labour’s NEC consulting with 
various Jewish organisations 
about the definition, it was widely 
reported in the media that no such 
consultations had occurred (1325). 
According to Schlossberg:

“Indeed, prevailing academic and 
legal opinion had long been that the 
definition was not fit for purpose – 
at least for incorporation into any 
kind of legal statute or disciplinary 
code” (1344).

The IHRA definition was widely 
said to be broadly and internationally 
consensual, and Labour was said 
to have failed to adopt it (1433). 
However, the number of countries 
which had adopted the definition 
was invariably much exaggerated; 
similarly for UK local authorities; 
the widespread controversy about 
the definition was not reported; and 
Labour MPs attacking the Party’s 
position were given full rein 
whereas those defending it faced 
hostile criticism. Overall there 
was a serious failure of journalistic 
integrity.

Chapter 5, by Anthony Lerman, 
starts by pursuing a similar theme. 
It points out that the Labour Party 
adopted the full IHRA definition of 

anti-Semitism in 2016; it was the 
examples following it that were 
debated. However, Labour was 
widely attacked for failing to adopt 
the definition (1801). Part of the 
chapter is an excellent demolition 
of the claim that Labour is 
institutionally anti-Semitic because 
it breaches the MacPherson 
approach to racist incidents, 
established in the enquiry which 
followed the murder of Stephen 
Lawrence. Thus, in July 2018 the 
Jewish Leadership Council wrote 
to Jennie Formby that: 

“it is for the Jewish community 
to decide what does and what does 
not constitute racism towards us, 
just as any other group has the right 
to do” (JLC, 10 July 2018) (1836).

However, what MacPherson 
actually said was that the police 
should record any incident 
perceived by the victim as racist 
(rather than simply dismissing 
it). Clearly for somebody to be 
convicted as a perpetrator it needs 
to be objectively shown that 
their crime had a racist motive 
(1865). The claim that Labour is 
institutionally racist because of 
anti-Semitism appears constantly 
on the Campaign Against Anti-
Semitism website. It is also used 
by those leaving the Party. Thus 
Chuka Umunna in October 2016 
said that he did not share the view 
that Labour is institutionally anti-
Semitic because he had not seen 
any instances of anti-Semitism in 
20 years of Labour Party activism 
in Lambeth, whereas in February 
2019 he told Sky News that he 
was very clear that Labour was 
institutionally anti-Semitic (2167).

Lerman proceeds to analyse 
what is involved in a claim of 
institutional anti-Semitism. To 
start with, MacPherson was 
talking about a service institution, 
the police, whereas Labour is a 
voluntary organisation comprising 
the Parliamentary party, the 
membership and a small central 
bureaucracy (2224). MacPherson’s 
key claim of institutional racism 
was that black people suffered 
discrimination at the hands of the 
police. Do Jewish people suffer 
discrimination at the hands of 

Labour? Labour’s previous leader, 
Ed Miliband, was Jewish; Labour 
has four times the percentage of 
Jewish MPs than the percentage 
of Jews in the general population; 
there are no bars to Jews playing a 
full role as Labour Party members; 
there are two groups within 
Labour who aim to represent 
Jews, which strongly dislike each 
other; and there are disciplinary 
procedures for members guilty of 
anti-Semitism. Thus a charge of 
institutional anti-Semitism would 
be ludicrous (2301).

The chapter also details the 
history of the IHRA definition and 
examples, and traces it to what 
it calls the new anti-Semitism, 
meaning anti-Semitism understood 
as various forms of criticism of 
the state of Israel. It points out 
that both the UK government and 
the European Parliament adopted 
the IHRA definition, but neither 
adopted the examples (1982). 
Various lawyers are quoted arguing 
that the definition itself is extremely 
imprecise, and that the examples 
relating to Israel have the effect 
of placing the onus on critics of 
Israel to demonstrate that they are 
not anti-Semitic, and thus having a 
silencing effect (2016).

In a concluding chapter the 
authors note that those accused 
of anti-Semitism in the party are 
then prone to be widely vilified, 
and, if they are innocent, actually 
need proper support. They stress 
that Labour is urgently in need 
of a well-sourced rebuttal unit to 
counter false stories. A perception 
that Labour under Corbyn is 
rendering British politics the most 
anti-Semitic in Europe is in urgent 
need of combating, when there is 
a growth of real and serious anti-
Semitism in Hungary and Germany. 

There is a useful appendix giving 
a chronology of events relevant to 
the issue of anti-Semitism and the 
Labour Party.

Overall this is an excellent book 
which deserves to be widely read.
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

The Great Tension
At some point in the next twelve 

months or so, New Zealanders will 
go to the polls in a general election. 
Here (as also in Australia) the life 
of a parliament is fixed at three 
years. The election could be called 
early – always a possibility. For that 
to happen though the government 
would have to collapse. One of the 
three parties in government (Labour, 
the Greens and New Zealand First) 
would have to walk. Of the three 
NZ First, led by Winston Peters, is 
perhaps the most likely candidate, 
however I don’t see that as likely 
at this point. The party according 
to opinion polls, sits below the five 
per cent threshold needed to enter 
parliament (although the opinion 
polls always tend to underestimate 
its share of the vote). It is also mired 
in a welter of allegations over secret 
slush funds and breaches of the 
Electoral Acts. Turkeys don’t vote …

Whenever the election is called 
it is in my estimation likely to be a 
very dirty and negative campaign 
(at least by the National Party). In a 
way, the campaign is already on the 
road with the  National Party very 
much making the running. The polls 
again indicate a very finely balanced 
picture with respect to National and 
Labour.

Under the leadership of Simon 
Bridges National has decided to 
‘do negative’ and cleave strongly 
and consistently to the right on 
everything – short of bringing back 
flogging and the death penalty 
(so far). There is not an aspect of 
government policy, however small 
and minor-progressive, that is not 
loudly and roundly criticised with an 
alternative posed.

Prisoners (serving three years or 
less) are to be re-enfranchised. This 
is ‘soft on crime’ – and National will 
undo it. Sentencing also has gone 
soft with the country in the grip of 
a crime wave: National will get that 
right too, with a big war and a new, 
special police force targeting the 
Gangs (a notable and peculiar feature 
of Australian and New Zealand life). 
Welfare too has gone to rot … and 

so on and on. National will put it all 
‘right’.

Residential landlords are being 
picked on with new rent controls, 
insulation and heating standards and 
enhanced tenancy rights: this plays 
to a particularly vocal segment of 
the National Party constituency. 
The Greens with their proposals 
for the regulation of agriculture 
(after a decade of encouragement of 
intensification of pastoralism under 
National) are putting farming, the 
heart of New Zealand, at risk. And so 
it goes.

This all might be dismissed as the 
usual run of things and to be expected 
from a conservative party heading 
into a general election, possibly in 
a matter of some months. I am not 
so sure: National has over the years 
invested heavily in private polling 
and focus groups and presumably 
the current negativity and rightism 
draws on this intensive (even 
weekly) fieldwork and appeals to its 
core constituency. The party is also 
imbued with a deep sense of being 
the natural party of government; that 
its current role as the opposition is an 
affront; and that it was only robbed of 
power by Winston Peters plumping 
for Labour. The loathing and hatred 
National has for, and its bitterness 
toward Labour is palpable: it goes 
back many decades into history. 
One of National’s strengths is that 
this hatred is shared by the business 
sector and by farmers. The National 
policy with Labour in government 
has always been ‘get them out’ and 
then, ‘keep them out’.

What then of Labour?
I think it is true to say that many 

who voted Labour in the last election 
feel to a greater or lesser degree let 
down. There wasn’t much by way 
of policy going into the election; 
in truth, Labour did not expect to 
win even with the transformational 
Jacinda Ardern factor. Nor did it 
win; rather did Labour, NZ First and 
the Greens manage to hang together 
to deny National its birthright as 
it saw it. Peters swung that – one 
back on the bastards (National). His 

is a breakaway from National. Also 
Labour did wipe out the Maori Party 
(as it happens a breakaway from 
Labour). The Maori vote reverted 
to its historic allegiance dating back 
to the 1930s. The big challenge 
for Labour is to ensure there is no 
renewal of the Maori Party.

Labour’s problem in its current 
period in power has proven to be 
one of no real policies (or politics) 
on arrival in office; a distinct 
tendency toward identity politics and 
intersectionalism; and an obsession 
with being fiscally ‘responsible’ 
(budgeting for surpluses) in an effort 
to prove itself to business. This is 
a hodgepodge. The obsession with 
being fiscally responsible is a waste 
of effort: it does not and never will, 
wash with the Kiwi business class. It 
also flies in the face of necessity: the 
need after decades of what today we 
call austerity, for the state to invest 
on a massive scale in infrastructure, 
public housing and health services 
and education and dealing with the 
compound legacies of institutional 
racism.

Then there is the issue of the 
workplace. In the early 1990s New 
Zealand created a labour market 
effectively free of the capacity of 
unions to function; social insurance to 
all intents dismantled; an unregulated 
market in favour of employers; 
and in effect a workplace ruled by 
the law of contract. There is a vast 
buildup of advice in favour of radical 
reversal of the current workplace 
and welfare regimes; in favour of 
restoring collective bargaining; 
introducing provision for Fair Pay 
Agreements (national and sectoral 
deals in effect); bringing back social 
insurance; providing for redundancy 
pay and so on.

But the government keeps hanging 
and hanging back, carrying the cross 
of ‘responsibility’ and refusing to 
confront the ideology of the state 
only makes a mess of things – even 
in the face of the evidence that the 

Continued On Page 17
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Continued From Page 16
current mess is largely the result of privatisations and the private sector being left to its ways. This is the Great Tension at the 
heart of this Labour-led government. On it Ardern is risk-averse has no appetite for facing the business constituency and putting 
herself forward as a prime minister at the head of a transformational government, pretty much as a very modest Michael Joseph 
Savage did in the midst of deep economic depression and collapse in the 1930s.

Soon parliament will adjourn for the Christmas and summer holidays. Government too will shut down shop (officially); the 
Beehive will be largely empty. But early in the new year engines will crank up – with extra election-year throttle and noise (and 
who knows what chats will be had at barbies over the hols). First up will be the formalities of Ratana at the end of January and then 
Waitangi Day in the first week of February. These are formal and ritual events with party put aside. Then though it will be tooth and 
claw – and Jacinda Ardern and the Labour leadership better have their Great Tension sorted – and buried; and start thinking big, 
thinking Savage and reform. Resolve the Great Tension in favour of Labour and labour.

Jews and Muslims in 1920
Patrick Walsh

On September 1st 1920, the Bolsheviks convened the famous Congress of the Peoples of the East at Baku, broadcasting the 
message that the Soviet State stood with the world’s oppressed against Western Imperialism. The largest delegation to it came to 
the capital of Soviet Azerbaijan from Turkey. Enver Pasha was a prominent guest. According to Bolshevik sources, nearly 2,000 
delegates attended, representing a wide range of Asian countries and movements. There was a much greater attendance in Baku 
than had attended the first All-Russian Congress of Moslems in November 1918. In his opening address, Zinoviev, Chairman of the 
Executive Committee of the Comintern launched an appeal to the peoples of the Tsarist Empire in Central Asia and the Caucasus, 
to join the Russian revolution and wage a jihad against British Imperialism.

Many in Britain saw the Baku Congress as another manifestation of the International Jewish conspiracy. First, the Jews had 
supported the Germans and Ottomans and now they were backing the Bolsheviks in their efforts to set the Moslem world ablaze 
against British India! The Times in its editorial, ‘Red Flag in the East’, for instance, put strong emphasis on the Jewish origins of 
the Bolshevik leaders in Baku:

“Apfelbaum (Zinoviev) is a Jew, like his associate Bela Kun, or Cohen, from Budapest, who was also at Baku; and of all the 
strange things that have happened in the last few years, none has been stranger than this spectacle of two Jews, one a convicted 
pickpocket, summoning the world of Islam to a new Jehad.”

The Times analysis followed that coming from the British Foreign Office. Eyre Crowe had stated at the close of the War that 
“the heart and soul of all revolutionary and terroristic movements have invariably been the Jews, the Bolsheviks and the Turkish 
Committee of Union and Progress. ”This was a reference to the theory emanating within British diplomatic circles before the War 
that the Young Turks were “crypto-Jews.” Other officials claimed that there had never “been a dividing line between the CUP and 
bolshevism” and “the CUP-Jew-German-Bolshevik combination” was behind “the Pan-Islamic offensive of Bolshevism throughout 
the East, primarily directed against Great Britain.”

A comment on the Chief Rabbi, Corbyn and Antisemitism
Let’s start living in the real world.  In a response to an attack on myself and my views I was asked to apologise for opposing the 

condemnation of Jeremy Corbyn and the institutional Anti-Semitism of the Labour Party.  My response included the following:
Perhaps it would be useful to outline where my understanding of anti-Semitism comes from.

• As a boy of 9, I witnessed the State-sponsored Kristallnacht in Berlin.
• A little earlier the German State confiscated my Father’s engineering business.
• Every member of our Family had to wear a yellow star and were debarred from sitting on designated park benches plus 

other discriminatory regulations.
• My Mother’s parents died in Theresienstadt though we don’t know if they were killed or died of neglect.
• One Uncle spent time in Dachau Concentration Camp and another died of ill-health after years of forced (slave) labour.
• My large extended family was scattered across the world, including Israel, as refugees.  

Of course many, many Jewish families fared much worse.
What I witnessed was institutional anti-Semitism and very clearly an existential threat to the Jewish Community.  Are you, or the 

Chief Rabbi, telling me that Corbyn or the Labour Party poses  any similar threat or even the threat  of  state sponsored discrimination 
against Jews? Or  would tolerate discrimination of any sort against Jews?    

We as Jews with our experience through the centuries must be the first to see and fight against racism wherever it crops up and 
whatever group it is directed at - Jew Palestinian, or whoever. In the 1930s and World War II Anti-Semitism and the Holocaust was 
the by far the most important and heart-breaking racialist motivated issue and we applaud all those who stood on the barricades with 
us.  But  in more recent decades it is not Jews who were the main targets, though Anti-Semitism continued in many communities 
including most political parties.

Corbyn, not surprisingly, focussed on some of these issues. He is now attacked because he called- out discrimination and 
deprivation against Palestinians   But nothing he has said or done make him other than enemy of discrimination and oppression.  If 
he perceived a threat to Jews from based on Anti-Semitic attitudes he would be the first on the barricades defending the Jews.

Frank Land OBE



Labour Affairs  18

No. 303 - December 2019 to January 2020

Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

This was a long debate, the last 
before Parliament adjourned for 
the general election. To reduce 
the number of words some 
contributions have been omitted.

Intelligence and Security 
Committee Report on Russia 

05 November 2019
Mr Dominic Grieve 

(Beaconsfield) (Ind) (Urgent 
Question): To ask the Prime 
Minister if he will make a 
statement on his refusal to give 
clearance to the report on Russia 
by the Intelligence and Security 
Committee of Parliament.

The Minister for Europe and 
the Americas (Christopher 
Pincher) I would like to answer 
my right hon. and learned Friend’s 
question regarding publication of 
the ISC’s report on Russia. The 
ISC provides invaluable scrutiny 
and oversight of the work of 
the intelligence community to 
Parliament, so I am grateful to it 
for conducting this timely inquiry 
into our work on Russia. Russia’s 
reckless behaviour in Salisbury 
and Amesbury shows that, now 
more than ever, we cannot afford to 
be complacent about the Russian 
threat. Because the ISC deals with 
matters of national security and 
intelligence, its reports always 
contain sensitive information, 
so it is entirely right that they 
go through an intensive security 
review before publication. This 
report is one of a number of ISC 
reports that the Government are 
currently considering. The current 
length of time that this report 
has been with the Government is 
not unusual, as this has averaged 
around six weeks for reports 

published in recent years, and 
three to four weeks for a response 
to be forthcoming from the 
Government.

For example, the details of 
the counter-terrorism review 
following the attacks and the 
2017-18 annual report were sent 
together to No. 10 on 12 October 
2018. We were asked to respond 
10 days later on 26 October. 
We responded on 8 November, 
and then the checked, proofread 
report was published on 22 
November. Similarly, the details 
of the detainees report were sent 
to No. 10 on 10 May 2018. Again, 
the ISC asked for a response 
within 10 working days on 24 
May. We responded on 30 May, 
and then the checked, proofread 
report was published on 12 June. 
In both cases, the process took 
approximately six weeks, because 
by law it is imperative that the 
process is thorough.

In accordance with the Justice 
and Security Act 2013, the impact 
of releasing sensitive information 
must be carefully considered by 
the Prime Minister on the advice of 
civil servants. We cannot rush the 
process and risk undermining our 
national security. There is no set 
timeline within the memorandum 
of understanding with the 
Committee for the Government to 
clear such reports for publication, 
and under the same memorandum 
there is no set timeline for a 
response, nor is such a deadline 
set in the governing legislation. I 
want to assure the House that the 
Committee is well informed of 
this process, which is continuing 
along standard parameters that 
apply before every publication. 

Once the process has been 
completed, we will continue to 
keep all relevant parties and the 
House informed.

Mr Grieve The Intelligence 
and Security Committee operates 
on a completely non-partisan 
basis to try to put information 
into the public domain in the 
national interest. This report was 
completed in March of this year 
after many months of work. There 
then began a process of correction 
and redaction needed to get it 
published, and that process, which 
involved the agencies and the 
Cabinet Office, was completed 
by early October, when the 
agencies and the national security 
secretariat indicated that they were 
happy that the published form 
would not damage any operational 
capabilities of the agencies. That 
is why, on 17 October, the report 
was sent to the Prime Minister for 
final confirmation. It is a long-
standing agreement that the Prime 
Minister will endeavour to respond 
within 10 days. The Minister has 
indicated that there have been 
instances where further delay has 
crept in, but my secretariat tells 
me that it is unprecedented that we 
should have had no response at all 
explaining why any further delay 
is required in this case. The report 
has to be laid before Parliament 
when it is sitting. If it is not laid 
before Parliament ceases to sit 
this evening, it will not be capable 
of being laid until the Committee 
is reformed. In 2017, that took 
nearly six months.

I ask the Minister, how is 
it that the Prime Minister has 
claimed, through the No. 10 
spokesman, that there must be 



Labour Affairs  19

No. 303 - December 2019 to January 2020

further delays for consultation 
about national security, when the 
agencies themselves indicated 
publicly this morning, in response 
to journalistic inquiries, that 
publication will not prejudice 
the discharge of their functions? 
So for what purpose is the Prime 
Minister still considering it? It 
certainly cannot be the risk to 
national security, as the agencies 
themselves have said that there is 
none. Will the Minister confirm 
that the Prime Minister does not 
have carte blanche to alter our 
reports or remove material from 
them, and that, if he wishes to 
exercise a veto over publication, 
he must give the Committee a 
credible explanation as to why he 
is doing so? Will he also explain 
why No. 10 spokesmen insisted 
that no publication should take 
place because weeks of further 
interdepartmental consultations 
were needed, when, I have to say 
to the Minister, this explanation 
was plainly bogus? Finally, 
will he explain why No. 10 
spokesmen suggested that parts 
of the report had been leaked by 
the Committee, when it is plainly 
obvious to anybody who looks at 
the journalistic speculations that 
they have not? Would he now 
like to take the opportunity of 
withdrawing that particular slur, 
which came from No. 10?

Christopher Pincher I am 
grateful to my right hon. and 
learned Friend for his questions 
and for his tone. I simply reiterate 
the points I made in my statement. 
It is not unusual for the review of 
ISC reports to take some time. 
The average turnaround time is 
six weeks. The average response 
to the Committee is anywhere 
between three and four weeks. It 
is not as if the Prime Minister has 
not had one or two other things to 
do over the past several weeks, 
notably obtaining a good deal for 
Britain on withdrawing from the 
European Union. It is not unusual 
that the turnaround time is what it 

is.
The Prime Minister has 

very specific and particular 
responsibilities, under the Justice 
and Security Act 2013, to be sure 
that any information that ISC 
reports may contain is properly 
checked and, if appropriate, 
redacted. The Prime Minister 
takes that responsibility very 
seriously  indeed, because the 
reports that issue from the ISC are 
important. They carry weight and 
therefore they must be properly 
looked at. That is what No. 10 
is doing. That is what the Prime 
Minister is doing by referring to 
his officials for advice, which is 
his right and responsibility. As 
to leaks, we see quite a few of 
those and we deplore them all. I 
certainly would not want anybody 
to believe that what is in a leak, 
particularly if it appears on the 
front pages of certain newspapers, 
is believable.

Emily Thornberry (Islington 
South and Finsbury) (Lab) 
Thank you very much, Mr 
Speaker, for granting this urgent 
question. May I thank the right 
hon. and learned Member for 
Beaconsfield (Mr Grieve) for 
securing it and for all his efforts? 
I can only echo the words of the 
right hon. and learned Gentleman 
about the utterly unjustifiable, 
unprecedented and clearly 
politically motivated reasons for 
delaying the publication of the 
report until after the election. 
This is not at the request of the 
intelligence agencies. There are 
no foreign powers we have to 
consult, which was the reason for 
the delay of the rendition report. 
This is nothing less than an attempt 
to suppress the truth from the 
public and from Parliament, and 
it is an affront to our democracy.

We are bound to ask: what is 
Downing Street so worried about? 
Why would it not welcome an 
official report into attempted 
Russian interference in the 2016 
referendum, whether that was 

successful or otherwise? I fear 
it is because it realises that the 
report will lead to other questions 
about the links between Russia 
and Brexit, and with the current 
leadership of the Tory party, 
that risk derailing its election 
campaign. There are questions 
about the relationship between 
the FSB-linked Sergey Nalobin 
and his “good friend”, the 
current Prime Minister. There 
are questions about the Prime 
Minister’s chief aide, Dominic 
Cummings, his relationship with 
Oxford academic Norman Stone, 
the mysterious three years that he 
spent in post-communist Russia 
aged just 23, and the relationships 
that he allegedly forged with 
individuals such as Vladislav 
Surkov, the key figure behind 
Vladimir Putin’s throne. And there 
are questions about the amount of 
money flowing into Conservative 
coffers from Russian émigrés, 
about the sources of money that 
paid for the Brexit campaign, and 
about the dubious activities of 
Conservative Friends of Russia. 
If the Minister is going to dismiss 
all that as conspiracy theories or 
smears and say that it has nothing 
to do with the delay of the report, 
I say back to him: prove it. 
Publish this report and let us see 
for ourselves. Otherwise, there is 
only question: what have you got 
to hide?

Christopher Pincher I am 
obliged to the right hon. Lady for 
giving us a run-down of her interest 
in smears and conspiracy theories. 
She wonders where Professor 
Stone was in the 1980s—I rather 
wonder where the Leader of the 
Opposition was in the 1980s and, 
for that matter, in the 1990s, the 
2000s and quite recently. It is 
rather rich for her to suggest that 
somehow the Conservative party 
and this Government are linked to 
Russian disinformation, given the 
way that her party leadership has 
acted and the responsibility that 
her party leadership has had down 
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the years for being hand in hand 
with its Russian friends. In respect of 
the right hon. Lady’s question about 
publication, the Government and the 
Prime Minister have a responsibility 
under the Justice and Security Act 
2013 to look properly at the report, 
and that is what he is doing. The 
turnaround time for this report is 
not unusual. The response time to 
the Committee is not unusual. The 
CT attacks report and the detainee 
report took some time to turn around. 
I understand why the right hon. 
Lady may wish—for party political 
purposes in this febrile time, as 
the House of Commons is about to 
dissolve—to make the points that she 
has, but they are entirely refutable. 
I believe, personally, that they are 
reprehensible, and I wish that she 
would withdraw the imputation about 
the good name of the Conservative 
party and this Government.

Mr Keith Simpson (Broadland) 
(Con) I declare an interest as a 
member of the Intelligence and 
Security Committee, and I absolutely 
support what our Chairman said. 
This is a question of principle as 
much as anything else. I will not go 
into the details of what the report is 
about—there have been a lot of foxes 
let loose by the media—but I have 
this question to put to the Minister, 
and I feel sorry for him that he has 
been landed with having to answer 
this, rather than perhaps someone 
from the Cabinet Office. As far as the 
Committee is concerned, this report 
has been cleared by the intelligence 
and security agencies. It has been 
cleared by the Cabinet Office, and 
the civil servants and officials saw 
no reason whatsoever why it should 
not have been published. Will the 
Minister therefore tell the House—I 
do not want to hear all that repetition 
again—why the Prime Minister is 
not going to allow this report to 
be released and published in this 
Parliament?

Christopher Pincher The Prime 
Minister has a responsibility under 
the 2013 Act to properly and carefully 
adjudicate upon the report before 
him, and that is what he is doing, but 
it takes some time.

Stephen Gethins (North East 
Fife) (SNP) I pay tribute to the 
right hon. and learned Member for 

Beaconsfield (Mr Grieve). He and I 
disagree on a wide range of issues, 
but his fairness and scrupulousness 
in holding to account both his own 
Government and others, such as 
me, is a credit to the entire House. 
The Russian Government’s greatest 
victims are their own people, with 
human rights abuses, and human 
rights and democracy activists, 
opposition groups and minorities 
targeted. I spent several years 
working in the former Soviet Union, 
and we in the Foreign Affairs 
Committee have visited as well, and 
I pay tribute to the bravery of those 
who campaign for fairness, the rule 
of law and democracy in that country. 
Surely the greatest riposte we can 
make, and the greatest support we 
can give those campaigners, is to 
show that democracy, openness and 
transparency in the UK are something 
to look up to. I fear that in this case 
they are not.

I hope the Minister is embarrassed 
by what he has just heard from the 
members of the ISC. Their questions 
were damning, and I am not surprised 
he did not answer them. Given the 
threat Russia poses to elections, 
and given that his Government have 
wanted an election for months, why is 
this not a priority? Brexit has taught 
us that this Government like to hide 
unhelpful reports—lots of them—
so prove me wrong and publish the 
report.

Christopher Pincher The 
Government are prepared to be 
robust and transparent with respect to 
Russia—look at the way we carefully 
collated, assessed, scrutinised 
and presented the evidence of the 
Kremlin’s involvement in the attacks 
in Salisbury and Amesbury, and at the 
way we built an international alliance 
that responded to that threat. We are 
perfectly prepared to be robust and 
transparent with respect to Russia. 
The hon. Gentleman asked about 
evidence of Russia’s involvement in 
our elections. There is no evidence of 
any successful Russian involvement 
in the British electoral cycle. I would 
ask him to be careful, thoughtful and 
considerate at this febrile time, as the 
House dissolves before the general 
election, and to allow the Prime 
Minister his right and his duty to 
assess what is in the report. Then we 

can produce a report in good time.
David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab) As a 

Labour member of the ISC, I support 
the right hon. and learned Member 
for Beaconsfield (Mr Grieve), the 
Chair of the Committee, and share his 
concerns. The security services have 
cleared our report, the Cabinet Office 
has cleared our report, and we have 
made recommendations to the Prime 
Minister. Since receiving the report, 
has the Prime Minister read it, and 
has he submitted any redactions? I do 
not need to know what they are, but 
has he read it and has he submitted 
redactions? If not, why does he not 
publish today? 

Christopher Pincher A report 
such as this—a sensitive report that 
is 50 pages long—requires careful 
consideration. As I said, it was 
submitted on 17 October and is being 
reviewed by all the relevant senior 
officials within government and 
at No. 10. The Committee will be 
informed of that process, and when 
the Prime Minister has concluded 
that the report is publishable, he will 
publish it.

Stella Creasy (Walthamstow) 
(Lab/Co-op) We all in the House 
will know from our email inboxes 
that one of the challenges facing 
our current politics is that people 
watch too much Netflix and so 
are convinced that there are many 
conspiracies. That said, given that, as 
ISC members have said, many foxes 
have been set lose—reports about 
Sergey Nalobin, about Dominic 
Cumming’s security clearance, about 
Alexander Temerko’s friendship 
with the Prime Minister, about the 
use of the Lycamobile offices; given 
that the security agencies say they 
are happy to see the report, which the 
Government have had since March, 
published; given the cross-party 
support for it to be published; and 
given that Earl Howe in the House of 
Lords yesterday said it is the Prime 
Minister and the Prime Minister 
alone who needs to publish it, does 
the Minister recognise that the best 
way to kill the conspiracy theories 
is to put it out in the open? Former 
Prime Ministers have told us that 
sunlight is the best disinfectant. Why 
has this Prime Minister closed the 
blinds?

Christopher Pincher The best 
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way to avoid conspiracy theories is 
for people not to peddle them, and the 
hon. Lady just made a valiant effort 
in so doing. I have explained why it 
is taking some time to consider the 
report. We will consider it carefully 
and make sure it is a robust report, 
and then it will be published in due 
course.

Mr Bob Seely (Isle of Wight) 
(Con) I would certainly welcome 
a debate on covert and malign 
foreign interference —not only any 
attempts on our side but why Seumas 
Milne always seems to peddle the 
Kremlin’s line and the links between 
senior people around the leader of 
the Labour party and pro-Russian 
groups in Ukraine and elsewhere. 
There would be a lot of interesting 
debate there.

My question to the Minister is a 
broader one. Does he agree that the 
best way to minimise the chances 
of malign and covert interference 
in our electoral system is through 
the introduction of a foreign agents 
registration Act? The US introduced 
one against covert Nazi influence in 
1938 and the Australians produced 
a foreign influence transparency 
scheme just last year. I will be 
working with the Henry Jackson 
Society to produce a potential 
template Bill. Would the Minister 
be interested in discussing it with 
me should we both be re-elected in 
December?

Christopher Pincher I am always 
interested to hear the ideas and 
read the reports of my hon. Friend. 
I would certainly be interested to 
see the work that parliamentary 
draftsmen may have to undertake 
in defining a foreign agent. Foreign 
agents tend to keep themselves rather 
quiet, it seems to me, so identifying 
them may be a challenge; but I am 
always interested to see what my 
hon. Friend has to offer. If we are 
both re-elected—and I wish him well 
in that enterprise—then of course, on 
the other side, we will talk.

Mr Ben Bradshaw (Exeter) (Lab) 
Given the gaps and inaccuracies in 
his account of the three years that he 
spent in Russia, why was Dominic 
Cummings inexplicably granted the 
highest developed vetting status, yet 
is routinely denied access to secret 
intelligence? What damage is this 

unprecedented arrangement doing to 
our vital security arrangements with 
our Five Eyes partners?

Christopher Pincher I am not 
going to comment on individual 
public servants. All I would say is that 
in asking the question that he asks, 
the right hon. Gentleman appears to 
be less a Member of Parliament than 
a walk-on member of a show like 
“24”.

Tom Tugendhat (Tonbridge 
and Malling) (Con) The Minister 
is entirely right to say that scrutiny 
dispels fantasy, and this is one 
of those moments when I feel 
that scrutiny would be entirely 
appropriate to dispel that fantasy. 
There can be few Members like 
my right hon. and learned Friend 
the Member for Beaconsfield (Mr 
Grieve), or my right hon. Friend 
the Member for Broadland (Mr 
Simpson), or, indeed, many other 
members of the ISC, who were all 
personally chosen by the Prime 
Minister for their judgment, their 
character and their wisdom. Would 
it not be appropriate—at a moment 
when the country is focused on the 
most important democratic event that 
we will hold for, certainly, a number 
of years—for the information that is 
needed for us to judge its legitimacy 
to be put before the House, so that 
people can see the fantasy that some 
are claiming, and this can all go 
away?

Christopher Pincher I do not 
question the probity of those who 
have compiled this report, and I 

certainly recognise the wisdom 
of my hon. Friend, who chairs 
the Foreign Affairs Committee. I 
therefore think it unfortunate that 
some in the House have chosen to 
question the probity of Government 
officials and the wisdom of the Prime 
Minister in properly scrutinising 
an important report that has been 
laid before him. As I have said, that 
report went to No. 10 on 17 October. 
It will be properly scrutinised, but 
that set of considerations has not 
been concluded yet.

 bring that information forward, 
but we have seen none.

Stephen Timms (East Ham) 
(Lab) The Committee Chair reminds 
us that if the Prime Minister is unable 
to respond within 10 days he is 
required to provide an explanation for 
that failure. He has not provided an 
explanation, which, we understand, 
is unprecedented. Why has the Prime 
Minister not complied with the 
requirement placed upon him?

Christopher Pincher It is 
because there is no requirement. 
The memorandum of understanding 
with the Committee is clear about 
the rules: there is no set timeline 
for a response and there is no set 
deadline in the governing legislation. 
The Prime Minister has a duty under 
the 2013 Act to look carefully and 
considerately at such reports. That 
is what No. 10 is doing, that is what 
the Prime Minister will do, and when 
that work is completed the report will 
be published

Children are not a class or kind, they are a heterogeneous collection 
of immature persons, varying, as persons do, in their reach, and in their 
ability to extend it when stimulated. As soon as you limit your vocabulary 
to what you suppose to be within their reach, you in fact simply cut off 
the gifted ones from the chance of extending it.

J R R Tolkien, Selected Letters.

It seems to me that the idea of a personal God is an anthropological 
concept which I cannot take seriously. I also cannot imagine some will 
or goal outside the human sphere.... Science has been charged with 
undermining morality, but the charge is unjust. A man's ethical behavior 
should be based effectually on sympathy, education, and social ties and 
needs; no religious basis is necessary. Man would indeed be in a poor 
way if he had to be restrained by fear of punishment and hope of reward 
after death.            Albert Einstein
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SHE’S KINDA GENEROUS THAT WAY

On the first day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  a street of sold-off social housing.

On the second day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  ten food-banks, and,
a street of sold-off social housing.

On the third day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  six carousing slum landlords, 
ten food-banks, and,
  a street of sold-off social housing.

On the fourth day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  zero hours in a large footwear store,
six carousing slum landlords,
   ten food-banks, and,
a street of sold-off social housing.

On the fifth day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  four government-funded privatised railway companies,
zero hours in a large footwear store
  six carousing slum landlords,
ten food-banks, and,
  a street of sold-off social housing.

On the sixth day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  eight baby-banks,
four government-funded privatised railway companies,
  zero hours in a large footwear store,
six carousing slum landlords,
  ten food-banks, and,
a street of sold-off social housing.

On the seventh day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  an online gambling conglomerate,
eight baby-banks,
  four government-funded privatised railway companies,
zero hours in a large footwear store,
  six carousing slum landlords,
ten food-banks, and,
  a street of sold-off social housing.

On the eight day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  a social benefits system that kills the vulnerable,
an online gambling conglomerate,
  eight baby-banks,
four government-funded privatised railway companies,
  zero hours in a large footwear store,
six carousing slum landlords,
  ten food-banks, and,
a street of sold-off social housing.

On the ninth day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  a slag-heap of student debt,
a social benefits system that kills the vulnerable,
  an online gambling conglomerate, 
eight baby-banks
  four government-funded privatised railway companies,
zero hours in a large footwear store,
  six carousing slum landlords,
ten food-banks, and,
  a street of sold-off social housing.

On the tenth day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  over-expensive US drugs for the National Health Service,
a slag-heap of student debt,
  a social benefits system that kills the vulnerable, 
four government-funded privatised railway companies,
  an online gambling conglomerate,
eight baby-banks,
   zero hours in a large footwear store,
six carousing slum landlords,
  ten food-banks, and,
a street of sold-off social housing.

On the eleventh day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  a thousand more spaces for rough sleeping,
over-expensive US drugs for the National Health Service,
  a slag-heap of student debt
a social benefits system that kills the vulnerable,
  four government-funded privatised railway companies,
an online gambling conglomerate,
  eight baby-banks,
 zero hours in a large footwear store,
  six carousing slum landlords,
ten food-banks, and,
  a street of sold-off social housing.

On the twelfth day of Christmas my true love sent to me
  her engagement ring,
(when I returned her presents):
   a thousand more spaces for rough sleeping,
over-expensive US drugs for the National Health Service,
   a slag-heap of student debt,
a social benefits system that kills the vulnerable,
  four government-funded privatised railway companies,
an online gambling conglomerate,
  eight baby banks,
zero hours in a large footwear store,
  six carousing slum landlords,
ten food-banks, and,
  a street of sold-off social housing.

Wilson John Haire.  10th November, 2019
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taken into consideration and indeed raising the three 
gates simultaneously would not always be necessary. 
The gates would sit on a flattened sea bed and would 
operate by raising themselves against very high tides. 
You Tube has a beautiful film that shows the gates 
being opened against a sun-drenched calm sea. Not 
the reality.

In 2014, thirty five people including the Regional 
Governor (Giancarlo Galan) and the Mayor of Venice 
(Georgio Orsoni) were investigated for syphoning 
off  25m euro into slush funds. This was apparently 
used to bribe officials and it might have eventually 
ended up in the coffers of political parties. The result 
is that it has been delayed, modified and sabotaged 
by corruption.

For example, an articulated working structure 
will be subject to corrosion if permanently covered 
by saltwater. The materials used must take this into 
consideration. Inspections have shown that sub-
standard materials have been used in some cases. 
For example the sluice gate hinges are already 
showing signs of cracking and corrosion. Then the 
“anomalous vibrations” occurring as the sluice gates 
at Malamocco are raised are obviously causing 
concern. Then, where three compressors should be 
in place to raise the sluice gates, there appears only 
to be one. Recent test results implied that the gates 
would not impede strong waves powered by high 

winds. And so, because of the length of time taken to 
build it, Mose will be obsolete on completion.

It is also obvious that the various groups of people 
dealing with Mose, the harbour office, city, mayor, 
the regional heads of government have never 
coordinated their efforts. This makes a problematical 
project even more likely to fail. Perhaps the very 
recent appointment of Elizabetta Spitz, an architect 
and successful public administrator, as project 
Commissioner might guide the project to a successful 
close. This “zarina”, as La Repubblica calls her, has 
a successful track record, and is “a woman of steel”. 
(La Repubblica 14 Nov 2019) She might make a 
difference, but taken as a whole the challenges seem 
unsurmountable. 

Luca Sittoni, a Venetian working for a marine 
systems (Deltares) and an ecology-based (Ecoshape) 
Dutch think tank is very pessimistic. He believes that 
Dutch experience, honed over centuries, could have 
offered Venice a more effective solution of long-term 
benefit to the lagoon. Instead the current defences 
depend on the flawed and incomplete Mose structure, 
the completion date of which should be December 
2020. However, the now common extraordinary tides 
will result in Mose being raised increasingly often. 
This would in effect turn it into a near permanent 
wall against the sea. This, says Sittoni, will devastate 
flushing and drainage patterns and kill the lagoon, 
turning it into a “stagnant pool for algae and waste”.
(wired.co.uk 16 Nov 2019)

It is said that power corrupts, but actually it’s more true that power attracts the corruptible. The sane are 
usually attracted by other things than power.              David Brin

It is only a poor sort of happiness that could ever come by caring very much about our own pleasures. We 
can only have the highest happiness such as goes along with being a great man, by having wide thoughts and 
much feeling for the rest of the world.       Marianne Evans (George Elliot)

It is easier to forgive an enemy than to forgive a friend.          William Blake

Newly added - what we were saying in the late 1980s and early 1990s, which still reads well.

Fear of Corporatism.  Racism as Anti-Racism.   H. G. Wells Vision of Benevolent Dictatorship. 
Parliamentary Democracy Downplayed in the Communist Manifesto. 
Marx and Engels excluded Parliamentary Democracy from the Communist Manifesto. 
Noted British Socialists: Anthony Crosland;      R. H. Tawney;       Clement Attlee;        
Hugh Dalton;    Kier Hardy – Labour’s First MP. 
Interview with Barbara Castle.   In Place or Strife was a lost opportunity.   This and refusing various other schemes 
paved the way for Thatcher. 

Web page - https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-images/m-articles-by-topic/  
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

“IT’S NOT ONLY VENICE”
Italy has had a disastrous November. A strategically 

important motorway bridge near Savona collapsed 
and then two similarly important ones near Genova 
were inspected, deemed unsafe and closed. There 
was snow and an avalanche in the Alto Adige. Then 
there were floods in many areas of the country, north, 
south and in well-known and less well-known areas. 
All are places where people live and businesses try 
to operate. The emotional and human costs of being 
inundated by water are horrendous. The costs of 
reconstruction and reparation are vast. “We were 
reduced to fleeing like escaping mice”, as a man 
from Pellestrina said as his Venetian island town was 
flooded to the depth of one metre for a full 24 hours.

Natalia Aspesi argued in La Repubblica that 
Venice, like Notre-Dame, felt that the world was in 
solidarity with it. But M5S (Five Star) leader Luigi 
de Maio rightly said that while the drama of Venice 
had gripped the world, it was easy to forget the other 
suffering areas.

To contextualise, Venice is one of many islands 
in the large lagoon of Venice. The lagoon has three 
mouths, the Lido opposite Venice and Malamocco 
and Chioggia further south. The long middle island 
of Pellestrina acts as a dam for the lagoon, but it is 
too low-lying to contain extraordinary floods. The 
floods of mid-November were the second highest on 
record. It is an age-old problem and the first floods 
were reported in 782 CE (formerly AD). Between and 
including the extraordinary flood of 1936, there were 
9 more recorded until 2000. The first ten years of the 
millennium saw 5 floods and since 2010 there have 
been nine. The reasons are clear. Climate change is 
important but, crucially, other factors are adding to 
the devastation of the lagoon. 

Climatic changes affecting the lagoon must also take 
into account the 36 rivers and streams that terminate 
there. They deposit not only silt and debris, which is 
not being removed systematically, but will also add 
varying amounts of water from up-country. Each and 
every one of the increasing number of powered boats 
of every size, from enormous passenger liners to 
vaporetti to speed boats have a deleterious effect on 
Venice. Their wave patterns and washes undermine 
foundations and eat away the earth bordering the 
water. Throughout there are increasing numbers of 
jetties taking up water space and the large industrial 
complex of Porto Marghera adds considerably to the 
traffic, built structures and tranquillity of this water 

mass. In addition there is a theory that the tectonic 
plates under the lagoon are shifting.

The devastating November floods were not able to 
be contained by the long-awaited dam because it still 
only 93% complete. In any event in the 1980s when it 
was planned such enormous rises in water level were 
not imagined. The Piazza San Marco is the lowest 
point on Venice island and here floods were deepest 
but a very large part of the island and surrounding 
islands were also affected. The ingress of saltwater to 
San Marco will have been absorbed by the floor and 
sucked up by the walls so destabilising mosaics and 
frescos, even above the water level. 

The Venetian ferry services stopped, marooning 
inhabitants of well-known islands such as Burano and 
Murano. Pellestrina, as mentioned, was devastated. 
Fishing boats were smashed by the large powerful 
wave that overwhelmed the island in the middle of 
the night. One man was electrocuted as he tried to 
start a generator to work a pump. The water had over-
topped the local flood defence walls and there was 
no way for the flood to drain away. The library of the 
island of San Giorgio was flooded and books were 
fished out of the water. Large groups of University 
students and others called: The Angels of The Aqua 
Alta, helped save people and rescued and dried out 
treasures. A sour bureaucratic announcement said 
that the city could not be responsible for accidents 
happening to them.

Initially the dam was opposed by environmentalists 
unhappy about the changes to the sensitive wildlife 
habitats and marine life. An above-water dam similar 
to the Thames Barrier was rejected on aesthetic 
grounds - because it would be visible. The project was 
originally designed to include the renaturalisation of 
salt-marshes and mud-flats, raising quaysides and 
pavings and, crucially, dredging. Mose was the title 
chosen: Modulo Sperimentale Elettromeccanico 
Module. This was an obvious reference to Moses, 
Mosè in Italian, who tamed and parted the Red Sea. 
The project started in 1987, construction in 2003 and 
by 2013, 83% of the structure had been completed. 

This highly innovative and experimental 
engineering feat would place 41 hinged sluice gates 
at the Lido mouth and 19 and 18 at Malamocco 
and Chioggia respectively. The occasional and 
threatening low-pressure extreme winds from the 
north-east (bora) and south-east (scirocco) would be 


