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The Route To 
Labour’s Leader

At the time of writing (end of January) Labour’s 
leadership contest was at a very early stage of a long 
drawn-out process that will end on 2 April, with the 
result announced two days later. Keir Starmer, Lisa 
Nandy and Rebecca Long Bailey have made it onto 
the final list from which party members will elect the 
leader. Emily Thornberry on the other hand may fail 
to get the required nominations before the deadline 
of 14 February. Opinion polls of members show Keir 
Starmer with a strong lead over his rivals, but there is 
a long way to go and there may be “many a slip ‘twixt 
cup and lip” between now and the voting deadline.

While all this is happening Labour is struggling to 
find its role as the main opposition to the Tories. With 
a weakened Jeremy Corbyn continuing to hold the 
reins and Boris Johnson brandishing an 80 strong Tory 
majority Westminster politics appears to be in a limbo-
like state. If it was the Tories simple Brexit message- 
“Get Brexit Done”- that broke the red wall in the 
midlands and north of England, then for Labour to have 
any chance of forming a government, it must abandon 
all thoughts of the UK regaining EU membership. The 
new leader’s clear message must be a determination to 
make Brexit a success: a Labour influenced Brexit.

If Johnson fails to negotiate a deal with the EU before 
his set-in-concrete deadline of 31 December, with no 
extension of the transition period, the inevitable no 
deal departure could have a devastating effect on the 
UK economy and in particular on the communities he 
won over on 12 December. In June 2016 many leave 
voters were prepared to accept some economic set back 
in exchange for the perceived freedom of leaving the 
EU. Of feeling being English, rather than a statutory 
European. Johnson has succeeded in making the English 
feel English again, but how will this play against the 
loss of thousands of jobs in their constituencies which 
business leaders have forecast in the event of a no deal?

Keir Starmer may be in the comfortable position of 
currently holding a clear lead among party members, 
but he stands accused of being the architect of Labour’s 
Brexit policy which seriously damaged the party’s 
electoral prospects. His belief that Labour must leave 
all that behind and get on with the job of challenging 
the Tories suggests he is aware of his blunder, but his 
determined push for a second referendum could work 
against him in the coming weeks of the campaign. 
Unless, of course, the members have also put it all 
behind them and want a fresh start. 

Lisa Nandy is the (largely) unknown candidate in 
the race, not being seen as aligned to any party faction, 
although she is referred to as of the “soft left”. Rebecca 
Long-Bailey on the other hand is described as the 
Corbyn continuity candidate. Although she was the 
choice of Momentum in a bizarre poll of members - a 
Yes or No answer was requested to the question: should 
Rebecca Long-Bailey be Momentum’s preferred 
leadership candidate?- her campaign could suffer at 
the hands of a media hostile to the so-called “hard 
left”. Unlike the Tories, Labour has never had a female 
leader. In the 1960s/70s, the formidable Barbara Castle 
was up against Prime Minister Harold Wilson and her 
nemesis Jim Callaghan, who assumed the Premiership 
when Wilson resigned in 1976. 

Labour Affairs will have more to say about the 
leadership election in the next issue, but at this point 
the question that could be asked is, does it really matter 
who becomes the next Labour leader if Johnson’s Brexit 
negotiations are successful and the Tories’ economic 
policies begin to have a beneficial effect on the lives of 
voters in the midlands and the north? Johnson claims 
he is hell bent on delivering on his promises to the new 
Tory voters. So given a noticeable success in those 
regions the Tories could be in government for a decade 
or more. This is the dilemma that Labour faces. 
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Politics is a dirty business. 
Johnson and his Svengali-like 
sidekick Dominic Cummings 
caught on to this, and was one 
reason why they were successful. 
The new leader must be willing to 
play a dirty, rough game. There is 
no room for nice people at the top, 
as Corbyn showed. But which of 
the candidates will show they have 
the guts to facedown Johnson and 
the Tories? The next six weeks or 
so will hopefully show just who 
ticks all the boxes.

A brief history and description 
of Labour’s methods of electing 
the party leader.

Although in the final analysis 
party members elect the leader, 
the current system of nomination 
and selection  is complex and 
convoluted, in sharp contrast to the 
previous less complex methods; of 
election by MPs (members of the 
Parliamentary Labour Party) and 
later an electoral college.

In 1981 Labour replaced its 
long-standing system of electing 
the party leader by MPs with 
an electoral college. Under this 
system a three-way electoral 
college chose the leader, with one-
third weight given to the votes of 
the Parliamentary Labour Party 
(Labour members of the House 
of Commons and members of the 
European Parliament), one-third 
to individual party members, and 
one-third to the trade union and 
affiliated societies sections.

Following the adoption of 
the Collins Report by Labour’s 
conference in 2014, (Ed Miliband 
was party leader at the time), the 
electoral college was replaced by a 
“one member, one vote” (OMOV) 
system, using the Alternative Vote 
method of election. This voting 
method was used in the leadership 
election of 2015 which saw Jeremy 
Corbyn elected for the first time 
with 59.5% of the total vote on 
a turnout of 76.3%. His three 
opponents polled 40.5% between 
them. The one member one vote 
system was used again in 2016 
when a challenge to Corbyn’s 

leadership was launched following 
resignations from the Shadow 
Cabinet and a vote of no confidence 
in his leadership. On that occasion 
Corbyn increased his share of 
the vote to 61.8% on a turnout of 
77.6%. His only opponent Owen 
Smith received 38.2% of the vote.

The current (2019) leadership 
election will again be conducted 
under the “one member, one vote” 
system, using the alternative vote 
method. As in 2016, the candidates 
will be elected by members and 
registered and affiliated supporters, 
with a maximum of one vote and all 
votes will be weighted equally. This 
means that members of Labour-
affiliated trade unions and other 
affiliated societies need to register 
as affiliated Labour supporters 
to vote. Full party members who 
joined before 20 December 2019 
are eligible to vote.

Candidates themselves needed 
to be nominated by at least 10% 
(previously 15%) of the combined 
membership of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party (PLP) and European 
Parliamentary Labour Party 
(EPLP), meaning 22 MPs and 
MEPs. They also needed to be 
nominated by at least 5% of CLPs 
(at least 33 CLPs), or at least three 
party affiliates that consist of at least 
5% of affiliate members, including 
at least two trade unions.

The timetable was set by Labour’s 
National Executive Committee 
on 6 January 2020. Nominations 
from the PLP and EPLP opened 
on 7 January and closed on 13 
January. Between 15 January and 
14 February, CLPs and affiliate 
organisations can nominate their 
preferred candidate. Applications 
to become a registered supporter 
opened on 14 January and closed 
on 16 January. Voting in the 
membership ballot opens on 21 
February and closes at midday on 
2 April. The result of the leadership 
election will be announced at a 
special conference on 4 April.
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News From Across The Channel

Editorials and articles at our 
website, by subject, at  

http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/.  

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

https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-images/.   
 

Or by subject at https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-
images/m-articles-by-topic/.  

Strikes
Strikes and weekly demonstrations 

have been going on since the beginning 
of December against the pension reform. 
Yet almost everything is stacked against 
the strikers.  The government has a 
large majority in Parliament and will 
pass the pension reform law regardless.  
Opposition political parties that could 
have given support are weak and split.  
The unions themselves are weak and 
split.  The strikes are felt by all because 
of the impact on public transport and 
to a lesser extent on schools, but few 
people are actually involved, and 
almost no one from the private sector, 
unlike in 1995.  And Macron has a 
successful record of sitting out strikes 
with his reforms more or less intact 
when the movement dies down.

The government has the press, radio 
and television at its service.  All stress 
the violence and ‘radicalisation’ of 
strikers and demonstrators.  State radio 
presents Macron’s record positively, 
announcing that from February, 80% of 
households will no longer pay the main 
local tax and all households will see 
their income tax reduced; not only that, 
but, says France Inter, unemployment 
has dropped, thanks to the lowering of 
social security contributions on the one 
hand, and the bonus given to people 
on the minimum wage since the Gilets 
Jaunes, on the other.

Despite all these advantages, the 
government has not managed to make 
the population accept willingly the 
pension reform. 60% still want it 
cancelled altogether after two months 
of protests and concessions.   It has 
presented it badly, not as something 
necessary because of demographic 
reasons, but as necessary for justice 

and the end of special cases, ‘one 
euro contributed would mean the 
same entitlement for everyone.  And 
the leaving age would be the same for 
everyone, ie 62 legally, (but 64 if you 
want your full entitlement)’.  It was 
soon clear that since not everyone will 
contribute the same number of euros, 
the pensions will not be the same.  Not 
only that, but since the low paid live on 
average 10 years less than the well paid, 
the low paid contributions would go to 
pay the pensions of the better paid.

The question of wear and tear at 
work negates the possibility of a single 
leaving age.  Sewage workers die 17 
years before the average, it is obviously 
not just that they should retire at 64 
like an office worker.   The different 
schemes which the pension reform was 
supposed to remove exist for a reason 
and are here to stay.

The government therefore made a 
series of concessions on the leaving 
age, for example policemen could retire 
at 52; then they confused and annoyed 
the gendarmes by not including them in 
this regime!  58 railway jobs officially 
considered hard will give rise to the 
possibility of working part time (paid 
full time) at the end of a working life.

Airline pilots can still retire at 60.  
(The announcement of this clause led 
airline crews to cancel industrial action).  
Ballet dancers can still retire at 42, if 

employed before 2022.  The ‘no more 
exceptions’ rationale of the reform has 
been blown to pieces.  The State Council 
(that decides on the constitutionality of 
government measures) has declared 
the reform unacceptable in its present 
(amended) form.

The government made other 
exceptions, e.g. Bonuses will count 
towards calculations of the average 
income over 25 years.  This is to 
compensate civil servants’ drop in 
pensions with the new reform.  Except 
that not all civil servants get bonuses.

Another objection, felt particularly 
by certain professions, for example la 
Caisse de retraite du personnel navigant 
(CRPN) the retirement fund of flying 
airline personnel, is the move from 
unions or employee groups being in 
charge of pension funds to the state 
being in charge instead.  Since some 
pension funds are in surplus, they are 
justifiably unhappy that the ministry of 
Finance will take over the money.  

Also concerning the better paid 
professions, the amount they can 
contribute to the public pension 
scheme will be capped; if they want to 
contribute more, they will have to use 
private pension funds, such as Black 
Rock.  Here Macron giving the Légion 
d’Honneur to the CEO of Black Rock 
France after launching the reform did 
not go down well.

Because of the number 
of articles on the recent 

General Election, the next 
'Parliament and World War 

One' is held over to the 
next issue.
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This capping means a decrease in 
employer spending (they no longer need 
to contribute a percentage of wages on 
the part of wages over 120,000 euros a 
year) and a loss of revenue for the state 
(the employee does not pay contributions 
after the first 120,000 euros, or rather 
they do, but at  the rate of 2,8% rather 
than 28%).  Between 200,000 and 
300,000 people fall in this category.

Since at least Sarkozy, who said labour 
should be as good a source of income 
as capital, people have been aware that 
the part of labour in GDP has fallen 
compared to dividends.  The pension 
reform is seen as a further reduction of 
income, which it clearly is, and part of an 
on-going unfair trend.

Finally, the rule that people born 
before 1975 would not be concerned by 
the reform but only their children was 
not impressive and did not impress.

As far as women are concerned, the 
reform will worsen their situation; at 
present divorced women were entitled to 
a reversion pension if their ex-husband 
died, this is no longer the case.  Today 
women receive a bonus in terms of years 
contributions for each child.  The reform 
will give a 5% bonus to either parent 
instead.  If the husband takes it because 
he is paid more at the time the decision is 
made, the mother will receive nothing in 
case of divorce.   Today one in five retired 
women is divorced; in generations post 
1975 the number will be much higher, as 
will the number of single mothers never 
married.  What happens to them is not 
clear.

Nevertheless, and despite various 
actions by various professions (lawyers 
throwing their copies of the Code Civil at 
the feet of the minister of Justice, actors 
closing down theatres minutes before 
the start of a performance, employees 
at the Louvre closing the museum in the 
faces of queueing tourists, electricity 
supply employees shutting down parts 
of the grid without warning), it seems 
that Macron’s persistence will wear the 
strikers out.  Will all this have lasting 
effects, or will people just get used to the 
new state of affairs?  Will all this have 
an effect on the local elections in March?

Local elections
Local elections are popular, with over 

63% participation in 2014; they are 
also seen as a judgment on the sitting 
government. They are therefore a worry 
for Macron, since his party, or movement, 
La République en Marche (LRM) did 
not exist at the last local elections, and 
has almost no local implantation in the 
35,000 towns and villages that have 
a mayor and a municipal council. He 
is more popular in the few large urban 

centres, and less so in the thousands of 
small towns.  The statistics therefore 
won’t look good for him when the results 
town by town are announced.

His strategy for not appearing to fail 
is threefold.

First tactic, don’t present LRM 
candidates. Only 54% of candidates 
put forward by the majority for local 
elections belong to his movement; the 
rest belong to other parties.  Outgoing 
mayors are often popular and solidly 
implanted, therefore the government has 
decided to support them rather than risk 
defeat by presenting their own.

Next, create a new political nuance 
‘divers centre’, an umbrella including 
LREM, and make it a rule that a candidate 
supported by LREM is counted in official 
statistics as ‘divers centre’, regardless of 
his actual affiliation.

Thirdly, the political affiliation of lists 
in towns of less than 9,000 inhabitants 
will not be recorded in the official 
statistics when results are presented to 
the public nationally.   That removes 
93% of the total number of towns and 
villages, and 49% of the population 
from the official results.  (Previously 
towns below 3,500 inhabitants were not 
recorded).  

All this was done by a circular from 
the minister of the Interior in early 
December, still being discussed end of 
January.

The divers centre label will be 
attributed to Macron’s party if the list was 
presented by his party, but also if it was 
supported by his party.  (LRM support is 
split 2/3 for right lists and 1/3 for left.) 
There is opposition to this manoeuvre 
from both right and left.  In Toulouse and 
Nice for example the outgoing mayor is 
supported by both LR (Sarkozy’s party, 
Les Républicains) and LRM, but LRM 
wants to have him classed as ‘divers 
centre’, ie LRM.  Naturally LR are not 
happy, even if the candidates welcome 
the extra support.

This category ‘divers centre’ is not 
a label but a ‘nuance’ [in French in 
the original].  The préfet (head of the 
département) attributes the nuance to 
the list proposed, which allows him to 
attribute the nuance ‘divers centre’ as he 
likes.  Candidates on the list can protest 
and have it changed.  If a list is supported 
by Macron’s party, it will be counted as 
‘divers centre’, even if the head of the list 
declared himself as representing another 
party.  When results are announced 
officially, it is the nuance that will be 
made public, not the actual affiliation.

Macron has a further difficulty, which 
he can perhaps exploit to his advantage.  
He has allowed two members of his own 

party to stand for the same city, giving 
himself the let out clause that they did 
not win that municipality because they 
were split (rather than unpopular); 
this happened in Paris as explained 
in the last Froggy, but also Biarritz, 
Lyon, Villeurbanne, Annecy, Metz 
and Besançon. His supporters say that 
Macron allowed this situation to develop 
because he comes from the world of 
business, where internal competition is 
supposed to let the best man win, rather 
than a political leader, who places his 
favourites in good places, and lets it be 
known that his decision is final.  Add to 
that the new party/movement does not 
have strong and effective personalities 
that would be obvious choices; most 
of his MPs are novices: 95% of those 
elected to Parliament in 2017 had never 
been MPs before.  Political personalities 
come from local politics, and this is still 
true today.

The lack of a clear political alternative 
to Macron explains his success.  He 
has support among the dynamic and 
successful, who have jobs that take them 
abroad, often working in the medium 
of English.  On the international, or 
Anglo-Saxon circuit, Macron’s reforms 
are popular, they align with conditions 
in Sweden and the UK for example.  
Foreign colleagues object to the French 
social model and indulge in ‘French 
bashing’; this has diminished with the 
advent of Macron.

Partisans of the French social model 
are divided.  One massive division is 
between Muslim and non-Muslim. The 
old red belt round cities has become 
immigrant ghettoes. The obsession of 
the left with so-called secularism and 
identity politics are almost designed to 
keep people with similar class interests 
apart.  The attention of the young is 
further diverted because of climate 
fears. Macron does not have answers 
to multiculturalism or the environment, 
but these questions do not impede his 
progress.  Despite his clumsiness and 
lack of rapport with the masses, despite 
the sacrifices made by the Gilets jaunes, 
and the dedication of the strikers, Macron 
still holds the upper hand. 

After this article was written, the 
State Council (body that looks at 
the constitutionality of government 
directives) has overruled the 
disposition regarding the 9000 
inhabitants and the attribution of 
'Various Centre' to lists supported by 
LREM.
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

Going for growth – and austerity
It’s 2020 and it is a general 

election year. The PM has just set 
the date. Polling will be on Saturday, 
19 September next – an early spring 
election (we are downunder). Let’s 
hope she gets the weather.

Having announced the finish-
line, the race has also started. For 
the next eight months it will all 
be, daily, new spending plans, big 
infrastructure projects, the plea 
to ‘let us finish what we started’ 
and from National, ‘they’re idiots, 
irresponsible, incapable and only 
we can govern’. There are two 
interesting sidebars, referenda on 
‘assisted dying’ (euthanasia), and 
cannabis legalisation. In the case 
of the former the legislation has 
been enacted but needs a popular 
approval before it can be assented 
(otherwise it falls). On ‘dope’ 
NZ First (a government coalition 
party) opposes any measure and has 
insisted on referendum approval 
before any legislative proceedings.

One thing so far not mentioned is 
the present crisis in and future of, 
local government. Last spring the 
country had local elections so the 
scene has been set for the next three 
years (as with national government, 
the local system also works on a 
triennial cycle).

Local government in New 
Zealand is peculiar. First, it pretends 
to be – and in many cases is – non-
political. There is a proliferation 
of independent candidates and 
members. In many cases this is 
genuine, in others a conceit and 
then there are the real party political 
candidates also.

A second peculiarity (particularly 
compared to Ireland but also in 
some respects the UK) there is 
funding. Local authorities have 
essentially one source of funding, 
local rates (which apply to all 
property including residential). 
There is no large rates support grant 
of any systemic kind from central 
government.

Central government may take 

over some responsibilities for bits 
of infrastructure deemed to be of 
‘national significance’ but otherwise 
effectively, local communities pay 
for their services – from their rates. 
It may also chip in in a crisis (e.g. 
earthquake, flood).

Local government borrowing is 
allowed but capped at a very low 
level as is the level of debt service 
from rates revenues. The emphasis 
is on creating a system within which 
an austere ‘good housekeeping’ 
model prevails; and there is a kind 
of ‘separation of powers’ between 
local and central government (with 
the latter doing as little as it can get 
away with).

There is a third factor. Councillors 
get elected on a ‘democratic’ 
programme (I promise this and 
that) but on election become bound 
to a permanent in effect, council 
programme determined by the 
administration. They get assigned 
through something like a cabinet 
appointment system (from the 
mayor down) to being (on significant 
wages) executive officers (fronting 
for the real executive officers). 
Numbers of elected councillors are 
small, council duties are various 
and so almost all councillors can be 
trapped into the trough and taking 
responsibility for administratively-
set agendas.

Then there is a fourth factor or 
peculiarity, what lies behind it all. It 
is economic growth as it manifests 
provincially and locally. Take the 
South Island’s West Coast district: 
it is an enormous area, sparsely 
populated but with a huge influx of 
tourists (national and international) 
every summer. The local rates base 
must fund support an infrastructure 
vastly beyond local need – if 
the growth from tourism is to be 
captured (what economists call 
the peak loading problem). This is 
magnified by a further dimension, 
the existence within the West Coast 
of another, smaller layer, townships 
like Fox Glacier, utterly critical to 
the ever-growing global, cachet 
tourism business.

Take another example, Auckland 
(New Zealand’s biggest city), now 
a ‘super city’ and a magnet for 
another aspect of economic growth, 
significant immigration. Central 
government has decided to grow 
Auckland in order to grow growth 
– but plays games with who should 
pay for this enormous project. It is 
contributing significantly, finally, 
but through a dripping policy, keeps 
the pressure on the local rates.

Take other examples. Wellington’s 
infrastructure (sewage, water, public 
transport) – which dates from the 
nineteenth century – is collapsing. 
Provincial areas such as Hawke’s 
Bay and Waikato with enormous 
rural-economy productive capacity 
(wine, horticulture, forestry, dairy) 
for global markets (critically, 
always China) need massive 
investment, including in irrigation, 
far beyond the local rates base and 
clearly of national significance if 
globally-based economic growth is 
the binding purpose of the nation.

And don’t mention housing, the 
single, most all-consuming big 
issue. It is so for a very simple 
reason that New Zealand shares 
with much of the rest of the world. 
Housing is no longer housing – it is 
an investment asset class with the 
investors pursuing returns, making 
decisions on the global scale. 
Again this is all about growth – the 
consuming purpose of our global 
system, private accumulation in the 
hands of the few.

I doubt that this will be mentioned 
during the campaign months, 
except at the eccentric edges and 
so, ignored. The obsession will 
be ‘responsible government’ – to 
the business, and monetary-global 
interest that is, which it always was 
– and to economic growth (capital 
accumulation) as the great purpose 
and ambition.
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THOUGHTS ON THE 2019 ELECTION
By Peter Brooke

1. Brexit
I was of the opinion that Labour lost the 

election when it prevented the passage of 
Theresa May’s Withdrawal Act. Considered 
purely from the point of view of winning 
elections, leaving aside questions of ‘right’ 
or ‘wrong’, I think that might have been one 
of the worst decisions Labour ever made. 
Labour was not going to win if Remain was 
still on the table as a possible option. Party 
members were on the whole pro-Remain - 
this was a point on which ‘New Labour’ and 
Momentum were in agreement, and the new 
post-Corbyn membership (whatever about 
Corbyn himself) was broadly in agreement 
with the PLP. But the Leave vote was one of 
the rare occasions on which the old English 
and Welsh working class, demoralised after 
years of de-industrialisation, had been able 
to make its feelings known and to feel it had 
gained a victory. It was absolutely essential to 
the success of the Corbyn project to convince 
these people that the long years of neglect 
and contempt they had endured at the hands 
of the Labour Party had come to an end.

This created a contradiction at the heart of 
Labour politics that could not be resolved. 
But it could, to a large extent, have been 
evaded had May’s deal gone through and 
Remain been taken off the table. Labour 
had already bitten the bullet in voting for 
the implementation of Article 50. The 2017 
Manifesto committed us to respecting the 
result of the referendum. It would have 
been quite consistent with that commitment 
to have either supported the passage of the 
Withdrawal Act or at least to have abstained.

While opposing the act Labour never to my 
knowledge developed an argument against it 
(essentially it preserved the status quo with 
regard to Europe during the transition period 
creating a strong presumption that the final 
deal would be a soft brexit). So far as I could 
see, Labour’s only quarrel was with the 
non-binding political declaration and not to 
anything that was in it (it was largely a list 
of things that would need to be negotiated) 
but because it didn’t contain much in the way 
of firm policy commitments - probably just 
as well given that the government that would 
have made these commitments was a Tory 
government.

My own preference would have been that, 
once the referendum was lost (and I had 
campaigned quite vigorously on the Remain 
side) the party would have been able to see 
the possible advantages of Brexit in terms 
of re-establishing a national economy in 
accordance with the best slogan produced 
during Corbyn’s leadership - not the dreary 
meaningless New Labour ‘For the many not 
the few’ but ‘Rebuilding Britain.’ But given 
the composition of both membership and 
PLP that may have been too much to ask.

2. Jeremy Corbyn
Painful as it is for those of us who like and 

support Jeremy we have to admit that he was 
‘toxic’ on the doorstep, raising the question, 

why was he toxic in 2019 but not in 2017? 
It seems to me that just as Labour was in an 
impossible position with regard to Brexit, 
Jeremy was in an impossible position with 
regard to the Labour Party. His great strength 
- the reason for his popularity among new 
members, myself included - had been his 
consistent opposition to Labour Party policy 
at least since the 1990s - privatisation of 
public utilities, development of the ‘internal 
market’ in the NHS, maintenance of Tory 
anti-union legislation, ‘light touch’ regulation 
of the financial services industry, slavish 
foreign policy playing out the role of Tonto to 
the US’s Lone Ranger. But in the domain of 
the hostile media all that could be represented 
as unpatriotic loony leftism.

Corbyn’s chief priority as leader of the 
Labour Party was, rightly or wrongly, to 
maintain party unity, especially in Parliament. 
But he could not defend his past record 
without antagonising a large section of the 
PLP which had supported the earlier policies 
- as recently as 2015, 184 of them had failed 
to vote against the Tories’ murderous Welfare 
Reform Bill. They included four of the 
current leadership contenders (Keir Starmer, 
Emily Thornberry, Jess Phillips and Lisa 
Nandy - though Lisa Nandy was on maternity 
leave at the time). Things might have been 
arranged with a modicum of good will on the 
part of the PLP (Corbyn for his part showed 
an abundance of good will in particular when 
choosing his first cabinet from all sections of 
the party only to have them knifing him in 
the back at the first opportunity). Sadly that 
goodwill was lacking.

Nowhere was this more obvious than with 
regard to the question of Israel. Traditionally 
the Labour Party had been highly supportive 
of Israel especially in the early days when it 
had a convincingly left wing image. Israel 
however is essentially a colony and colonies 
cannot survive and thrive, becoming nation 
states in their own right, without a rigorous 
suppression of the indigenous population. 
North America, Canada, New Zealand and 
Australia are examples of places where this 
was done. Algeria and South Africa (and, in 
a longer time frame, Ireland) are examples of 
places where it was not done. To function as 
a Jewish national state - as opposed to a ‘state 
for all its citizens’ - Israel has to suppress, 
ultimately to eradicate or ethnically cleanse, 
the Palestinian population.

Given this logic, the possible arrival in 
power of a British Prime Minister who has 
supported the Palestine Solidarity Movement 
with its policy of ‘Boycott, Divest, Sanctions’ 
against Israel was deeply alarming. The 
‘Campaign against Antisemitism’ had been 
established in 2014 in the context of the 
Israeli ‘Protective Edge’ mass bombing of 
Gaza in which, according to UN figures, 
1,462 Palestinian civilians (plus some 700 
judged not to be civilians), together with 6 
Israeli civilians and 67 Israeli soldiers, were 
killed. The Campaign pursued a policy of 
representing opposition to Israeli policy as 
antisemitism. It is no coincidence that the 
accusations of antisemitism directed against 

Jeremy Corbyn and his supporters took off 
during the Summer of 2018 when the Israeli 
army was using live ammunition (killing 
hundreds, wounding thousands) to suppress 
unarmed demonstrations on the Gaza border.

Actual expressions of hatred towards Jews, 
as towards Muslims or other people defined 
by religion, skin colour, sexual preferences 
etc, are, under British law, a crime. They 
should be treated as essentially a matter for 
the police. It is perfectly proper that members 
who are accused in this manner would have 
their membership suspended while their case 
is under consideration by the courts. There 
can however be little doubt that the issue 
within the Labour Party turned not on hatred 
of Jews as such but on the ways in which 
hostility was being expressed towards Israeli 
policy, a matter that aroused strong feelings 
on either side of the debate. As such it could 
be compared to feelings aroused by hostility 
to US policy, or Russian policy or, to take a 
matter close to my heart (I am, in terms of 
my national identity, an Ulster Protestant), 
to Northern Ireland policy, especially in the 
1970s.

The charge of antisemitism - always 
managing to evade the core of the question, 
policy with regard to Israel - became the 
most fruitful argument for those still opposed 
to Jeremy’s leadership. It was the gift that 
kept giving. And again Jeremy seems to have 
believed, rightly or wrongly, that he could 
not defend himself without exacerbating 
the situation. The result of his inability to 
respond properly to the charges brought 
against him and some of his close associates 
was that he looked weak and shifty, and the 
party presented an image of self-lacerating 
incompetence. It is almost impossible to 
overestimate the damage that this did.

3. Conduct of the election
On top of all that the election campaign 

was unconvincing. The actual manifesto was 
a strong document, both in its vision of the 
future and in the criticisms it made of the 
Conservative government’s record in office. 
It should be retained as a statement of basic 
Labour Party policy. But the campaign itself 
consisted of a succession of extravagant 
spending promises, almost playing out the 
right wing caricature of Labour as a party 
always promising much more than it can 
realistically hope to deliver. One of the great 
disappointments of the Corbyn Labour Party 
was its failure to work out a coherent economic 
policy, equivalent to the Keynesian principles 
that underpinned the original Welfare State. 
When John McDonnell first became Shadow 
Chancellor, he announced the formation of a 
high powered team to address the problem. 
But it seemed to fall apart very quickly and 
I have seen no convincing account of what 
happened. The policy of paying for public 
services by taxing the obscenely rich is all 
very well but it implies a commitment to 

Continued On Page 7
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Climate Change –  
Burning the Next Generation

Had the 1997 Kyoto Protocol been 
taken seriously, Australia would not now 
be having its worst fire season ever.

Not suffering the hottest and driest 
weather that Australia has ever had.1  

Our winter is their summer, remember.  
Perhaps the worst is yet to come.

Delays are not excusable.  Deniers point 
to doom-mongers who are always against 
something.  But from the 1970s, and 
much more strongly in the 1990s, expert 
opinion decided that global warming was 
real.  And caused by us:

“In the 1960s, the warming effect of 
carbon dioxide gas became increasingly 
convincing. Some scientists also pointed 
out that human activities that generated 
atmospheric aerosols (e.g., ‘pollution’) 
could have cooling effects as well.

“During the 1970s, scientific opinion 
increasingly favored the warming 
viewpoint. By the 1990s, as a result of 
improving fidelity of computer models 
and observational work confirming the 
Milankovitch theory of the ice ages, a 
consensus position formed: greenhouse 
gases were deeply involved in most 

1 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/
dec/18/australia-experiences-hottest-day-on-
record-and-its-worst-ever-spring-bushfire-
danger 

climate changes and human-caused 
emissions were bringing discernible 
global warming. Since the 1990s, 
scientific research on climate change has 
included multiple disciplines and has 
expanded.”2

California had a long drought in 2011-
17.3  In Africa, “Victoria Falls dries to a 
trickle after worst drought in a century”.4  
Britain just now is unusually mild and 
wet.  But storms Elsa and Fabien hit 
Ireland, Spain, Portugal, and France, 
killing nine.5

We do still get cold weather.  The 
experts never forecast warmer weather 
everywhere and for all seasons.  Computer 
models always showed occasional local 
cooling.  And they were surprisingly 
accurate:

“Climate models have accurately 
predicted global heating, study finds…

“We found that climate models – even 
those published back in the 1970s – did 
2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
History_of_climate_change_science 
3 https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2011%E2%80%932017_California_
drought 
4 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/
dec/07/victoria-falls-dries-to-a-trickle-after-
worst-drought-in-a-century 
5 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/
dec/22/storm-elsa-fabien-people-dead-eu-
rope-france-spain-portugal-weather 

keeping the obscenely rich in existence. The viability of the public services depends on them. 
When government borrows from the financial markets it becomes dependent on the financial 
markets. Somehow government has to seize control of the levers of financial power. That was the 
question that needed to be addressed (for myself I regard Modern Monetary Theory as the most 
promising overall policy framework but there are others in the general family of post-Keynesian 
- as opposed to Neo-Keynesian – economists).

But leaving aside that large question, the campaign could with advantage have concentrated 
on one or two key issues in the Manifesto. The ‘Green Industrial Revolution’ would have been 
my choice, with the emphasis placed on the ‘industrial revolution’ aspect and the opportunities 
it would provide for the development of new skills and new jobs in manufacturing. A national 
project that could have engaged the working class patriotism so successfully exploited by the 
campaigners for Brexit. The working class as an active participant in building the economy and 
not just a passive receiver of handouts.

4. Where now?
The basic problem of the Labour Party remains unresolved. The membership and PLP are two 

rival and antagonistic centres of power. The chances are that the next leader will either have the 
support of the PLP but not the membership or vice versa. But the antagonism is largely a matter 
of instinct rather than well thought out ideas. A vague notion of ‘Socialism’ versus an equally 
vague notion of ‘realism’ (within the existing economic framework). Is it possible to produce an 
inspiring and realisable ideal that both sides could share so that the argument would turn on the 
practical means for achieving it? Could that ideal be the ‘Green Industrial Revolution’?

Continued From Page 6

remarkably well, with 14 out of the 17 
model projections indistinguishable from 
what actually occurred,”6

Small minorities of scientists who hold 
out against the consensus are mostly 
wrong, though we hear much more 
about it when they happen to be right.  
Or when it suits the powerful to believe 
them – physicists who rejected Einstein’s 
Relativity got a big boost when Hitler 
came to power.

Oddly, Nazi ideology helped them 
believe early science-based warnings of 
the dangers of smoking.  It was Capitalist 
Democracies that put up gigantic 
resistance to accepting that tobacco was 
a killer, and cigarettes the worst.  

Smoking was still seen as glamorous 
in the 1960s, when I was a teenager.  
Thankfully, I was advised by my father to 
avoid it.  He himself was too committed 
to pipe-smoking to give it up.  It probably 
contributed to his death at 66.7

Risks are never certain doom.  Suppose 
a man tried Russian Roulette six times 
with six separate six-shooters?  Certain 
death?  Or almost certain?  Surprisingly, 
they’d have a one in three chance of 
surviving, just by impersonal statistics.8  
And yet most people would see it as a 
miracle.  (And don’t try this at home.)

Big shifts are now so obvious that 
hardly anyone still denies them.  But a 
few scientists hold out against human 
guilt for Climate Change.  Some well-
funded by the offenders.  

Small minorities of scientists who stick 
to old ideas in defiance of the majority are 
almost always wrong.  I can’t think of a 
single case in the entire history of science 
where they have ever been proved right.

But politicians who need to be re-
elected have to think about public opinion.  
About right-wing media that cultivate 
ignorance and prejudice.  About gigantic 
coal and oil industries, which anyway 
need to put enormous efforts into getting 
political permission and protection.

Many politicians also think about 
6 https://www.theguardian.com/environ-
ment/2019/dec/04/climate-models-have-ac-
curately-predicted-global-heating-study-finds 
7 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Raymond_Williams 
8 https://www.quora.com/q/
mrgwydionmwilliams/
Russian-Roulette-Quite-Often-Safe 



Labour Affairs  8

No. 304 - February 2020

getting nice jobs when they are ready to 
quit stressful electoral politics.  Or lose 
power despite their best efforts.

Or just favour the rich.
Both Trump and Putin are denying 

humans causes.9  But Putin is being 
smart: Russia has few coastal cities, and 
a vast mass of cold lands now thawing 
very nicely.

Hong Kong – Doomed Protests
I knew from the start that Beijing 

was never going to let the Hong Kong 
government punish its police for doing 
their duty.

Nor replace the current pro-business 
electoral system with one likely to 
produce a Regional Government with 
no coherent ideas beyond arguing with 
Beijing.

The protests did help re-elect an anti-
Beijing government in Taiwan.  This may 
be why they were originally encouraged 
by outsiders.  But what exists now is 
a leaderless movement, unable to do 
anything sensible.

There is little sympathy for the 
protests on the mainland.  Even Overseas 
Chinese are increasingly sympathetic 
to Beijing.  In the USA, the flag of the 
People’s Republic is replacing that of the 
Taiwan Regime, which still claims to be 
the ‘Republic of China:

“Most newly established Chinese-
American groups fly the PRC flag, and 
across the country the PRC flag has 
become more and more ubiquitous in 
America’s Chinatowns, as several older 
associations in New York City, Los 
Angeles and San Francisco changed 
over.”10

It also seems that Beijing no longer 
hopes the protests will die down, and is 
preparing for drastic changes:

“Beijing replaces its top Hong Kong 
representative…

“Mr Luo‘s appointment marks the 
first time that anyone without direct 
experience of Hong Kong has been 
appointed to the top Communist party 
position in the territory...

“Zhang Lifan, a Beijing-based 
independent political commentator, said 
the Chinese leadership was looking to 
take more direct control of Hong Kong 
policy with the appointment and to 
make a clean break from the territory’s 
bureaucracy, which Beijing sees as 
having failed to handle the protests 

9 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/
jan/05/russia-announces-plan-to-use-the-
advantages-of-climate-change 
10 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-us-canada-51129460 

effectively.
“‘It’s always been the same group 

of people managing Hong Kong and 
Macau affairs, but their abilities are now 
in doubt,’ he said. ‘They did not want to 
take responsibility and produced self-
serving reports that misled Beijing when 
making decisions about the situation in 
Hong Kong.’”11

One adjustment would be to spend 
more.  The rich business people who 
back Beijing have done too little for their 
ordinary citizens.  This now may change:

“In the latest move by the government 
to try pacifying its unruly citizens, 
Carrie Lam… has announced a HK$ 10 
billion wodge of handouts mainly for the 
elderly and the poor.”12

There is also a suggestion that the ‘One 
Country, Two Systems’ principle could 
be kept beyond its official 2047 expiry 
date.13  Beijing is currently moving 
sharply away from Western values, so 
this might be easier – if Hong Kong is 
sensible about it.

But actual policy is likely to be carrot-
and-stick:

“The Hong Kong government first 
tried to introduce the national security 
legislation mandated by Article 23 of 
Hong Kong’s mini constitution, the 
Basic Law, in 2003 but was forced to 
abandon it after 500,000 people marched 
in opposition.

“That was the largest protest in Hong 
Kong post its handover from Britain 
to China in 1997 until last year, when 
millions marched against an extradition 
bill to allow people in the territory to be 
sent to the mainland for trial.”14

If people protest whatever you do, 
why not grasp the nettle and toughen up 
the laws?  

Hong Kong’s Chinese inhabitants 
were mostly docile servants of the 
British Empire, and were looked after.  
This continued after 1949, when rival 
Shanghai became a leftist stronghold.   
Hong Kong took over as the main link 
with the wider world.  But before being 
returned to Beijing’s rule, Chris Patten 
as last governor of Hong Kong set them 
up to be a wedge into People’s China.

They are still being used, when the 

11 https://www.ft.com/content/
b8503ad6-2f48-11ea-9703-eea0cae3f0de 
12 https://www.hongkongfp.
com/2020/01/19/take-bow-rioters-hong-
kong-govt-responding-throwing-money-
around/ 
13 https://www.hongkongfp.
com/2020/01/16/one-country-two-systems-
remain-unchanged-2047-says-hong-kongs-
carrie-lam/ 
14 https://www.ft.com/content/3c2bb6d4-
3c17-11ea-b232-000f4477fbca 

scheme looks unlikely to succeed.  
When renewed and loyal Shanghai was 
anyway replacing them.

Outsiders encouraging the protests 
are either criminally foolish, or not 
much concerned if a bunch of mildly 
Westernised Chinese get hurt.  People 
who were prevented from coming to 
Britain when handed over to Beijing, 
with most Britons fully approving this.  
And that was before the nasty turn to 
Brexit.

Rules of Privacy
In public places, someone watching or 

just casually passing may spot who you 
really are.

This has always been the case.  And 
the ordinary citizen has no protection 
if someone rich or powerful decides to 
have them watched.  There have been 
television programs proving that the 
ordinary citizens will have no idea if 
private detectives are following them.

But this is little protection for the 
ordinary person, at risk of being mugged, 
beaten up or sexually assaulted.

Yet each improvement in public 
watching of public spaces is seen as a 
terrible threat.

There was utter panic when CCTV 
became widespread from the late 
1990s.15  This faded, as CCTV became 
familiar.  And when people saw that it 
was often useful to track criminals: you 
see it all the time in popular ‘Police 
Procedure’ programs.

Now the panic is over automated 
recognition of people’s faces.  First 
widely mentioned as something else to 
throw at China.  But now it has come to 
London:

“The Met rejected claims the scheme 
was ‘a breathtaking assault on rights’ 
and claimed that 80% of people surveyed 
backed the move. It said the system 
would launch next month and would be 
aimed at catching serious criminals and 
tracking down missing persons…

“The Met said the system was 70% 
effective at spotting wanted suspects and 
falsely identified someone as wanted in 
one in a thousand cases.”16

Do protesters wish for everyone to 
move about in a bubble of total secrecy?  
They fail to think that this would mostly 
benefit criminals.  And criminals don’t 
respect your rights, if they are strong 
enough to take an interest in you.

15 https://www.quora.com/q/
mrgwydionmwilliams/
Being-Watched-in-Public-Spaces 
16 https://www.theguardian.com/technol-
ogy/2020/jan/24/met-police-begin-using-
live-facial-recognition-cameras 
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Jews and Poland
“75 years on, Holocaust survivors 

struggle to recover property in Poland…
“Lea Evron, 85, has only fragments of 

memories of the fur factory and the three-
story apartment building her family owned 
before World War Two in Zywiec, a small 
town in southern Poland.

“What she does remember clearly is 
returning after the war, when most of her 
family had been killed in the Holocaust.

“A local woman said to her and her 
mother ‘Hitler promised to get rid of all of 
the Jews, and here they come home,’ Evron 
told Reuters in her apartment in New York. 

“Evron and her mother were told they 
could live in the apartment building, but 
only in the maids’ quarters. They moved to 
Israel soon after. 

“Evron is just one of the thousands of 
Jews whose families’ property was seized 
by Poland’s Nazi occupiers and then kept 
by its postwar communist rulers.

“Home to one of the world’s largest 
Jewish communities before the war, Poland 
is the only EU country that has not legislated 
on property restitution.”17

And where are the media protests about 
this?  Why such softness, happening at the 
same time as harassment of the Labour 
Party over supposed anti-Semitism?

Attacking Corbyn’s Labour suits the rich.  
Harassing Poland is unattractive for the 
large non-Jewish majority of the rich elite.

Poland is useful for the Crusade against 
post-Soviet Russia, which is being blamed 
for resenting abuse by the West in the 1990s.

Poles before Hitler would accept 
converted Jews, basing its prejudice on 
religion and culture rather than supposed 
racial differences.  And the Polish 
Underground did bring news to the West of 
the Death Camps.  These were on occupied 
Polish territory and also killed many non-
Jewish Poles.  But there was also general 
hostility to Jews in Poland.  Little wish to 
see them return.

Yet for now, it is largely ignored outside 
of purely Jewish sources.

It is also only thanks to a few Jews who 
wrote memoirs that I learned that maybe a 
million Jews were saved by Stalin moving 
them east, when he occupied territory that 
Poland had seized after its victory over 
Trotsky’s 1920 invasion.  Territory east 
of the Curzon Line, which the West had 
selected as a fair division between Poles 
and non-Polish peoples.18  And which Stalin 
restored as the frontier after World War 
Two.

None of this is commonly mentioned in 
the West.  I’ve not seen anyone deny that 
it is true.  But the media and even most 
historians seem to think that it is best that 
the public do not have their minds troubled 

17 https://www.ynetnews.com/article/
rkhrqbQbL 
18 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Curzon_Line 

with such off-message facts.
I also have a definite memory of Germany 

being hit by a wave of extra claims by Jews 
after German Unification, when Germany 
was no longer the front line of the Cold War.  
When they needed general goodwill to get 
unification accepted.

Snippets
Capitalist Extremists 
“The UK has one of the most extreme 

forms of capitalism in the world and we 
urgently need to rethink the role of business 
in society. That’s according to Prof Colin 
Mayer…

“Most ownership in the UK is in the hands 
of a large number of institutional investors, 
none of which have a significant controlling 
shareholding in our largest companies. That 
is quite unlike virtually any other country 
in the world, including the United States.”19

The sort of people who funded Brexit.  
Who can flourish even if Britains’ economy 
declines sharply.

And none of the rich are suffering.  
“Richest 10% enjoy biggest gains in 
household wealth”20

***
Trump Hurts Almost Everyone 
“‘It’s killing us’: midwestern workers 

savaged by Trump’s trade wars..
“Trump campaigned on promises to bring 

back jobs, particularly to communities in 
the midwest that have been devastated from 
the decline of industry. But manufacturing 
has continued to suffer. Employment in US 
manufacturing peaked in 1979 with 19.4m 
jobs, and has steadily declined since to 
around 12.8m in 2019”.21

1979 was just before the election of 
Ronald Reagan, who boosted the rich and 
hurt everyone else.  But sounded amiable, 
unlike Trump:

“Germans think Trump more dangerous 
than Putin and Kim Jong-un, poll finds..

“Forty-one per cent said Trump posed 
the greatest threat to global peace out of the 
five world leaders. Seventeen per cent opted 
for Kim; Putin and Khamenei were tied 
on 8 per cent; and Xi was considered least 
threatening, at 7 per cent”22

***
Why a Virus from China?
China, unlike India, has lots of meat-

eaters.  And they like their meat as fresh as 
possible:

“A wet market, where animals are 
freshly slaughtered rather than chilled was 
19 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
business-50562518# 
20 https://www.ft.com/content/1dbb9820-
175c-11ea-8d73-6303645ac406 
21 https://www.theguardian.com/us-
news/2019/dec/20/iowa-midwest-manufac-
turing-trump-trade-wars 
22 https://www.scmp.com/news/world/eu-
rope/article/3043501/germans-think-trump-
more-dangerous-putin-and-kim-jong-un-poll 

identified as the source of the coronavirus 
outbreak. But experts have long warned of 
dangers…

“The Chinese prefer freshly slaughtered 
pig, chicken and beef over chilled or frozen 
meat that has been slaughtered before being 
shipped.”23

“The coronavirus spreading in China and 
the SARS outbreak of 2003 have two things 
in common: Both are from the coronavirus 
family, and both started in wet markets.

“At such markets, outdoor stalls are 
squeezed together to form narrow lanes, 
where locals and visitors shop for cuts 
of meat and ripe produce. A stall selling 
hundreds of caged chickens may abut a 
butcher counter, where uncooked meat is 
chopped as nearby dogs watch hungrily. 
Vendors hock skinned hares, while seafood 
stalls display glistening fish and shrimp.

“Wet markets put people and live and 
dead animals – dogs, chickens, pigs, snakes, 
civets, and more – in constant close contact. 
That makes it easy for a virus to jump from 
animal to human.”24

***
Boeing Pump-and-Dump 
“‘I Honestly Don’t Trust Many People at 

Boeing’: A Broken Culture Exposed
“A trove of internal employee 

communications shows that the aviation 
giant’s troubles go beyond one poorly 
designed plane…

“The very culture at Boeing appears to be 
broken, with some senior employees having 
little regard for regulators, customers and 
even co-workers.

“Perhaps most tellingly, the documents 
show Boeing employees repeatedly 
questioning the competence of their own 
colleagues, and the quality of the company’s 
engineering…

“Once relentlessly focused on safety and 
engineering, Boeing employees are shown 
obsessing over the bottom line.”25

The fault of management.  Boosted by 
the New Right notion, popular from the 
1980s, that giving managers a chance of 
vast wealth tied to share prices would make 
them better managers, 

“Ousted Boeing CEO Dennis Muilenburg 
to receive $60m in stock and pension”26

Eighty million, according to the Financial 
Times.27  And all quite legal.  Most likely 

23 https://www.theguardian.com/environ-
ment/2020/jan/23/appetite-for-warm-meat-
drives-risk-of-disease-in-hong-kong-and-
china 
24 https://www.businessinsider.com.au/
wuhan-coronavirus-chinese-wet-market-
photos-2020-1 
25 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/10/
business/boeing-737-employees-messages.
html 
26 https://www.theguardian.com/busi-
ness/2020/jan/10/boeing-dennis-muilen-
burg-60m-stock-pension 
27 https://www.ft.com/content/58152562-
33fa-11ea-9703-eea0cae3f0de 
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untouchable.
***

Hurting Britain 
“Regional divides in the UK are among the worst in the developed world, according to a 

report, which found that parts of England have higher mortality rates than places in Turkey, 
Romania and Poland.

“Research by the thinktank IPPR North found that the UK is more unequal than comparable 
countries on measures such as health, jobs, disposable income and productivity.”28

These are mostly the people who voted for Brexit.  Who now have it, and may finally learn 
something.

But the Tories are likely to last till 2024, and go on causing damage.
Former employees of Thomas Cook, killed after managerial games left a basically sound 

business laden with debt, are now finding that the ‘reformed’ benefit system denies them the 
sort of help that they would have once got without hassle.29

***
Weather, Again 
“India’s Ominous Future: Too Little Water, or Far Too Much…
“This year, India experienced its wettest September in a century; more than 1,600 people 

were killed by floods; and even by the time traditional harvest festivals rolled around in 
October, parts of the country remained inundated.

“Even more troubling, extreme rainfall is more common and more extreme. Over the 
last century, the number of days with very heavy rains has increased, with longer dry spells 
stretching out in between. Less common are the sure and steady rains that can reliably penetrate 
the soil. This is ruinous for a country that gets the vast share of its water from the clouds.

“The problem is especially acute across the largely poor central Indian belt that stretches 
from western Maharashtra State to the Bay of Bengal in the east: Over the last 70 years, 
extreme rainfall events have increased threefold in the region, according to a recent scientific 
paper, while total annual rainfall has measurably declined.”30

***
Five Stars, All Fallen
Good news from Italy.  The left won the Emilia-Romagna regional elections, where a right-

wing victory was expected.  They gained, but mostly at the expense of the ‘alternative’ Five 
Stars movement.  Which hopefully is now discredited.

***
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.

28 https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/nov/27/
parts-of-england-have-higher-mortality-rates-than-turkey
29 Thomas Cook staff say ‘benefits system has failed them’, https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
business-50885242 
30 https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/11/25/climate/india-monsoon-drought.html 

Continued From Page 9

Jewish Voice For Labour Statement
JVL have written to all candidates 

for leader/deputy about the Board of 
Deputies (BoD) ten pledges to prevent 
free speech. There are appropriately 
different introductions for those who 
have signed; those who haven’t signed 
(Richard Burgon and Dawn Butler); and 
those who position hasn’t been clarified 
in the media (Rosena Allin-Khan and 
Angela Rayner).

We would like to draw your attention 
to some implications of endorsing the 
BoD’s pledges.

1.       Handing over crucial elements 
of implementation of party rules to 
outside bodies would undermine the 
independence of the party.

2.       Demands such as setting time 
limits for the completion of discipline 
procedures would depart from the 
principles of natural justice and due 
process ((an accused person is innocent 
until proven guilty, procedures which 
give an accused individual a fair hearing, 
fair representation and a right to appeal).

3.       The demands would compromise 
data protection obligations. As the 
general secretary has pointed out in a 
related context, the party has “very strict 
responsibilities under GDPR and the 
Data Protection Act 2018 to safeguard 
members’ data and ensure it is processed 
only for clearly defined and lawful 
purposes.”

4.       The insistence on putting the 
Jewish Labour Movement in control 
of educational input deprives the party 
of agency in determining how and by 
whom its members are to be educated. 
Furthermore, this was an organisation 
that refused to campaign for the Labour 
Party in the 2019 election.

5.       The Board of Deputies is asking 
that you disregard the views of Jews 
with whom they disagree, singling out 
Jewish Voice for Labour even though it 
represents significant numbers of Jewish 
members of the Labour Party. We remind 
you that the Board does not represent 
all Jews. Most significantly it does not 
represent many thousands in the fast-
growing Charedi community, most of 
whom do not believe that the Labour 
Party is riddled with antisemitism and 
have put on record their alarm at the 
suggestion that it is.

Undertakings such as those called for 
by the BoD are not within the gift of an 
aspiring leader of a democratic party in 
which rules are made by the members 
through their conference (and National 
Executive Committee). Endorsing the 
BoD pledges will be interpreted by the 
bulk of members as contemptuous of the 
independence of the party and a threat 
to their right to a legitimate, legally 
defensible process in the event of being 
accused of breaching party rules.

They are also demands that, in the 
view of many respected commentators 
and activists, retard rather than advance 
the cause of combating antisemitism 
(prejudice and discrimination against 
Jewish people) as part of a broad anti-
racist campaign.

We urge you carefully to review 
the implications of these pledges and 
take into consideration the range of 
views within the party, including the 
knowledge and experience of hundreds 
of Jews represented by our organisation, 
who campaigned actively for Labour in 
GE2019, regardless of the stance of the 
particular candidates standing in their 
constituencies.  

We would respectfully ask you to 
assure members that, as leader, you 
would abide by the party’s agreed policy 
with respect to rights for Palestinians, 
opposition to Israel’s illegal occupation 
of Palestinian territories and an end 
to the siege of Gaza, and that you will 
stand by the caveats recommended by 
the House of Commons Home Affairs 
Select Committee in 2016 which protect 
free speech on these principles of human 
rights.
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Once More Into The Breach Dear Labour, Or What? 
By Wilson John Haire

How can we describe an election we 
had so much hope for, considering the 
euphoria when so many of us became 
£3 Labour Supporters, and later to 
become £25 donors, a sum many of 
us couldn’t afford. But our faith was 
so strong in the rehabilitation of a 
movement away from Blair’s pink-
rinse Thatcherism. There was hope 
there once. I can only think now of the 
Labour

Movement as a ruin, a bombed-out 
shelled-out socially-minded Libya, the 
leader buggered to death with a knife, 
a screeching, laughing Hillary Clinton 
in the background, the finest dead or 
languishing as POWs, the new heirs 
already making pompous speeches 
from the highest rubble heap.

Of course we were mostly in denial 
of the truth. That’s what the problem 
is with today’s society. We come in 
packages, reflecting the commercial 
packaging of products such as the 
alternatives for billing in the use of a 
mobile phone or two for the price of 
one. Seeded bread is on the shelves 
when you want a plain loaf, whole milk 
is outnumbered by the skimmed one, 
pick the whole one with full cream and 
you’re made to feel you’re doing the 
wrong thing. 

We are ourselves packaged. A new 
one is Veganism been enshrined 
in law as a religion. Denial of the 
multi-billion dollar climate change 
movement  is almost as bad as the 
denial of the WW2 Holocaust. Don’t 
claim that jihadist action on London 
streets is  a drop in the ocean compared 
to what Britain is doing, along with the 
US and other European powers, to the 
Muslim world, that in the worse action 
there can be a 9/11 a week. 

On sexual matters it’s best to 
say nothing, don’t even attempt to 
query the fact that the age of child-
like innocence has been extended 
during a period when growing-up has 
accelerated or you

might get a label that could cost you 
your job. And be aware elite figures in 
the Establishment can never be deemed 
paedophiles because those with 
successful careers would be totally 
incapable of that. Pan sexism, sorry, 
no comment. Class issues are also 
best avoided. We are the giant pinned 
down by the Lilliputians, bound with 
so many restrictions.

Wading through all of this It was still 
plain for all to see that the majority 
vote for Brexit was going to be a 
problem for Labour. You felt you had 
taken a retrograde step if you thought 
that maybe people were objecting to 
cheap East European labour in the 
already devastated towns and cities of 
Northern and Midland England on the 
grounds of racism. The metro-hippy-
like image of a leader couldn’t be sold 
up North.

Most times his image didn’t appear 
on Labour Party literature. Posters 
merely said `Vote Labour’ and showed 
no image of the Sir Keir Starmers or 
the Lady Nugees. Very few Labour 
posters appeared on the working-class 
estates in London. When a leader 
declares himself neutral on the issue 
of Brexit then it is obvious he isn’t 
leading. When he promises you a 
second referendum he is telling you 
he is pacifying the Remainers. Asked 
once if a second referendum produced 
an even bigger vote for Brexit would 
he acknowledge that, there was no 
reply.

I felt the alarm bells went off when 
people, who usually hate politics and 
avoid you began taking an interest as 
if they had to for their own survival. It 
began not to look good for Labour quite 
early on. You voted for Labour MPs 
you didn’t like or trust on the grounds 
that you weren’t voting for him/her but 
for Labour. Then you realise, in seeing 
Labour crash, that `a vote for Labour’ 
was for that despised figure after all. 
In desperation you felt people might 
forget Brexit and vote for the social 
programme. But the programme didn’t 
say it would abolish the Thatcherite 
right-to-buy social housing, which 
usually ends up in the hands of the 
property speculator. Suspicion then 
creeps in that maybe the so-called 
lease holder of this property might 
vote Conservative, which they usually 
do having come up in the world. 

I didn’t notice much connection 
being made with the post-war Attlee 
government of socialism.  Of course 
it was a different world back then. 
The Soviet Union were very popular 
when they decidedly defeated the 
worst form of murderous fascism there 
has ever been. Japan was being made 
into an imitation of communism with 
its jobs for life. Western Germany 

was being allowed to revive the 
better bits of national socialism 
with its industries reviving  and why 
couldn’t Britain be helped along with 
a socialist programme to stave off 
Soviet ambitions. The US Marshal Aid 
programme with its billions of dollars 
would be subsidising this socialist 
programme. The US knew their 
socialisms then. Yet despite the social 
programme Labour lost its majority 
in 1950 and in 1951 a Conservative 
government returned. 

Of course there was no way a 
Conservative government was going 
to reverse the social programme. 
It obviously knew what it was all 
about. It was a chipping away media 
set up. British Rail, the cheapest 
form of transport, was made out 
to be inefficient right down to it 
catering department. Nationalised 
industry was seen  as inefficient and 
harbouring  lazy workers through 
trade union closed shops. There was 
some of that, for example, in Post 
Office Engineering, for you waited 
18 months for a domestic phone to be 
installed. Generally though somebody 
had to do the hard graft like post-war 
reconstruction of the blitzed cities and 
towns, the building of social housing 
on a massive scale and keeping the 
huge factories of the North lighting up 
the night sky with their steel furnaces. 
That made for the large ranks of trade 
unionism.

Many of the trade union leaders 
were unashamed communists. some 
had fought in the Spanish Civil War 
on the side of the Republic and had 
been sympathisers with the idea of 
Irish freedom, a very unpopular cause. 
Quite a, maybe impossible, image for 
any modern Labour leader to keep up 
with.

It is a very different Britain today 
which socialism hasn’t come to grips 
with yet I feel. The public are generally 
better educated, and though there is 
still pockets of poverty about, there 
is more money around. During my 
apprenticeship, in the 1940s/early 
1950s, I complained to the person 
teaching me my trade that that the 
wages was like being paid in buttons. 
His reply was `yes, but we get more 
buttons now.’ He had come from the 

Continued On Page 12
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Labour Voters – the Lost and the Found
By Gwydion M. Williams

Corbyn is being blamed for “the 
worst result since 1935”.

1935 wasn’t that bad, if you think 
about political outcomes.  If you 
don’t see Labour existing just to give 
nice jobs to ambitious MPs.

Labour’s 1930s policies of clear 
opposition to Hitler and in favour 
of Welfare were vindicated in the 
struggle against Hitler.  The expected 
1940 election being postponed till 
the war was won, we got a dramatic 
victory in 1945.

Labour in 2019 certainly lost 
some traditional Labour voters by 
being clearly in favour of welfare 
and public ownership.  But it gained 
millions more, by being clearly ready 
for radical change. 

Blair’s timid performance after 
his 1997 triumph must have put off 
many voters.  When he twice got re-
elected, he still got far fewer votes 
than Corbyn did in 2017.  Blair’s 2nd 
and 3rd victories were won against 
an unimpressive and unpopular Tory 
Party.  Had they been led by someone 
like Boris Johnson, it might have 
been another story.

You probably won’t find once-
popular works like Sanders of 
the River2 or anything by Dennis 
Wheatley3 on your library shelves.  
They were there when I was a 
teenager, and when open racism won 
Smethwick.  They are entertaining, 
but their blatant racism offended me 
less than it should have, though I was 
already a militant leftist.  You can get 
them via Amazon if you doubt me.  
Or look at one whose blurb I posted, 
about Chinese and speaking of ‘slit-
eyed intrigue’.4

Just as bad was children’s writer 
Enid Blyton,5 whose work I never 
liked.  But I don’t recall being 
offended by her racist gollywogs, 
who have apparently been replaced 
by race-neutral characters in modern 
editions.  Modern readers may never 
have heard of gollywogs, but the 
Wiki has details.6

The amusing thing is that the 
leading Tories have long since ceased 
to be sincere racists.  Not serious 
about preserving an All-White 
Britain, as Enoch Powell was.  The 
entire Establishment had accepted 
multi-racialism, though with some 
glitches in the Royal Family.

Justified protests at racism always 
seem to miss this.  Fail to rub the 
noses of the racists in their own 
weakness compared to what once 
existed.  Don’t point out that the 
Centre-Right are using such people, 
and probably view them with deep 
contempt.

The dear little moderates who 
dominate The Guardian don’t accept 
that Corbyn needed to shift public 
opinion, and in fact did shift it.  Boris 
Johnson is now saying things that 
2https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Edgar_
Wallace#African_novels_(Sanders_of_
the_River_series) 
3https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Dennis_Wheatley 
4https://www.flickr.com/
photos/45909111@N00/6447307721/
in/album-72157608614718792/, 
https://www.flickr.com/
photos/45909111@N00/6447307275/in/
album-72157608614718792/.  Published 
1961!
5 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enid_
Blyton#Racism,_xenophobia_and_
sexism 
6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Golliwog 

We lost old voters, particularly in 
2019.  We also picked up millions of 
young voters.

We certainly lost some of those 
elderly voters by being clearly for 
racial and sexual equality.  But do 
we really want those votes?  Will 
we cater to the most prejudiced part 
of the working class?  Or should 
we leave it to the Tories to say ‘if 
you want a nigger neighbour, vote 
Labour’.  Which is exactly what they 
did in 1964 to win Smethwick, a seat 
that was normally Labour.1  

The official Tory candidate denied 
that this was racist.  Just like today’s 
Tories, with their much more subtle 
workings of widespread racist and 
anti-immigrant feeling.

Modern racists are a decaying 
breed, keen to think of themselves 
as victims.  They lack the self-
assured belief in White Superiority 
that previous generations of Britons 
had.  The Centre-Right known how 
to work this.
1https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Smethwick_in_the_1964_general_
election 

19th Century and knew the value of a farthing. 
Certainly there are more buttons around and it is quite scary for me to see 

someone hand over a wad of cash for some worthless object advertised on TV.
Can all the industries that the labour Leader Jeremy Corbyn saw as needing to be 

nationalised be done in the future. In today’s society something catastrophic would 
need to happen which was liable to change the history of Britain. Most people 
agree that the railways are in an expensive mess being privatised with high fares, 
overcrowded and unreliable in time-keeping whilst paying share-holders and 
drawing government subsidies. They mostly agree to nationalisation. That target 
and the going through with the wishes of the majority on Brexit and we could have 
seen a different government today. We are mostly unaware of the more serious 
in-fighting within the Labour Party which saw some of the more militant soften 
their demands for the sake Party unity. But unity has resulted in a Conservative 
government.

As for  the anti-Semitic slur on the Labour Party, it wasn’t dealt with properly by 
the Labour leadership. Good people were suspended and expelled at the dictates 
of a foreign country through its embassy. They couldn’t see the difference between 
the state of Israel and its people. Things became so bad that a Chief Rabbi or the 
Jewish Chronicle was able to dictate who would fill a  vacant or deselected Labour 
seat. 

In the North and Midlands of England I don’t think the slur of anti-Semitism 
meant much to people there. There were bigger issues to come to grips with. 

Now some are forecasting a Labour Movement with its leaders thinking more 
of an Elastoplast’s Labour Party that will be merely the ambulance and carers of a 
population suffering from the injuries dealt out with a ravaging capitalism.

Continued From Page 11
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sound to the left of anything that Labour dared say before Corbyn.  We may doubt his sincerity, but just to have him 
junk much of the rhetoric of Thatcherism is a victory.  But most Establishment Leftists are certain only a labour leader 
ashamed of Corbynism can win a future election.  

They are not seeing the real picture.
In France, there are two large rival socialist parties, plus a strong remnant of the once-mighty French Communists.  

The traditional French Socialists got over 30% in the 1980s, and over 20% more recently.  Fell to a miserable 7.44% in 
2017.  

Against them, still small but rising fast, is an alliance called La France Insoumise. Translatable as ‘Unbowed France’, 
‘Unsubmissive France’, or ‘Untamed France’: I’d go for Untamed.7  (Just as I’d translate Zola’s Les Misérables as The 
Underclass: calling them The Miserables would certainly miss the point.)  

France also has destructive rioting.  Long-running with the Yellow Vests, and more recently over an attempt to seize 
the pension rights of ordinary workers.

Similar things are happening elsewhere in Western Europe.  Tamed Socialists losing out.  Right-wing populists gaining.  
And riots by people who mostly don’t then vote for a party that might help them.

Western liberalism is widely despised, and deservedly so.  But socialists cringing before liberal power share the bad 
reputation.

Labour reverting to Tamed Labour would lose far more than it gained.  And set a bad example for the rest of the world.
The more extreme believers in ‘Tamed Labour’ split from the Labour mainstream in 2019.  They tried standing on 

their own, and got a derisory result.
The previous split, the Social Democrats, were justly ridiculed as ‘keep politics out of politics’.  
They were absorbed into the old and corrupt Liberal tradition, leaving nothing behind except half of their name in the 

current Liberal-Democrats.  
Who achieved very little in 2019.
If Keith Starmer wins the leadership, and then takes our party back to the Blair / Brown pattern of Tamed Labour, 

he will be yet another political failure.  Blair did manage some good social-liberal reforms: far more than the Liberal-
Democrats ever managed.  This included making politics safe for open gays and lesbians – there were always plenty of 
the undeclared sort.  But his vote slumped after his 1997 triumph.  He won elections, only because the Tory vote was 
also very weak.  It was a brief triumph for ‘keep politics out of politics’, with many citizens thinking that voting did not 
matter.

If you look just at England, Corbyn’s Labour got more votes even in 2019 than pre-Corbyn Labour had got since 
Blair’s first win in 1997.  A better percentage of the vote than any since Blair’s third victory in 2005.8  

Year Turnout Tory Vote % Seats Labour 
Vote

% Seats Liberal-
Democrat Vote

% Seats

2019 67.4 12,710,845 47.2 345 9,152,034 34.0 180 3,340,835 12.4 7
2017 69.1 12,344,901 45.4 296 11,390,099 41.9 227 2,121,810 7.8 8
2015 65.9 10,483,261 40.9 318 8,087,684 31.6 206 2,098,404 8.2 6
2010 65.5 9,908,169 39.5 297 7,042,398 28.1 191 6,076,189 24.2 43
2005 61.0 8,116,005 35.7 194 8,043,461 35.4 286 5,201,286 22.9 47
2001 59.1 7,705,870 35.2 165 9,056,824 41.4 323 4,246,853 19.4 40
1997 71.5 8,780,881 33.7 165 11,347,882 43.5 328 4,677,565 18.0 34
1992 78.0 12,796,772 45.5 319 9,551,910 33.9 195 5,398,293 19.2 10
1987 75.4 12,546,186 46.2 358 8,006,466 29.5 155 6,467,350 23.8 10
1983 72.5 11,711,519 46.0 362 6,862,422 26.8 148 6,714,957 26.4 13

It is correct to look just at England, because Labour in Scotland declined massively in 2015.  The Scottish Nationalists 
jumped from 19.9% to 50%.  From 6 seats at Westminster to 56.  Labour slumped from 40% to 23.4%, and lost 40 of 
its 41 seats.9  Corbyn won back 6 seats in 2017 but lost them again in 2019, with increasing hopes of an independent 
Scotland that could remain in the European Union.

Scottish voters saw that a Scotland free of England might return to the moderate Welfarism and Mixed Economy 
that is normal in Continental Europe.  The system that actually won the Cold War:10 all the New Right did was sound 
7https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/La_France_Insoumise 
8All figures from the Wiki, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category:General_elections_in_England_to_the_Parliament_of_the_United_Kingdom.  
It does not show separate English data before 1982.  And in 1982 and 1987, the Liberal-Democrats were still the Liberal / Social Democrat alliance.
9 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category:General_elections_in_Scotland_to_the_Parliament_of_the_United_Kingdom 
10 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/problems-magazine-past-issues/the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 
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it gets translated into English, and he 
has contempt for absolutely everyone 
who might have been an alternative to 
Lenin and Stalin.  The Constitutional 
Democrats (Kadets) are weak fools.  
Kerensky, leader of the relatively 
moderate Social-Revolutionaries, is a 
vain posturer.  

I’ve been told by someone who read 
it in French translation that the final 
part continues this theme, when Lenin 
arrived.13  My French is too poor for 
serious reading, so I await with interest 
the English version.

For People’s China, which now 
reasserts its Leninist roots, a very smart 
British writer said in 1950 that Mao 
as China’s ruler would be determined 
to change the culture.14  And Mao 
succeeded in making a fair copy of 
Stalin’s Soviet Union.  He tripled the 
economy, doubled the population and 
in the 1960s got death-rates down way 
below the poor-country norm for the 
era.  Even in the crisis after the failed 
Great Leap Forward, death-rates were 
no worse than average for many poor 
countries.15  The media have convinced 
many Westerners that Mao is guilty of 
tens of millions of deaths, but this is 
nonsense.  Had a miracle happened and 
China got a nice liberal government like 
in India, death rates would on average 
have stayed high.  Millions of Chinese 
had longer better lives thanks to Mao.

Mao left behind a China that Deng 
could then open to foreign investors 
and convert into a world centre of 
manufacturing.  Before that, and sensibly 
fearing it, Mao attempted something 
much more radical in his Cultural 
Revolution.  This got reversed after his 
death: but the popular-democratic aims 
were things many would wish to see 
done, by less drastic methods.  And Deng 
in using capitalism to cure backwardness 
was more of an orthodox Marxist than 
Mao was.

In the West, the culture has been 
reformed massively from the 1950s.  
Done without much violence, but the 
possibility of violence was always 
there.  Was actually expressed by Irish 
Republicanism in Northern Ireland, and 
their political wing now share power 
there.  Can hope to triumph in the next 
couple of decades: perhaps much sooner 
with the chaos over Brexit.

Violence and terrorism by Irish 
Republicanism has always had 

13 Small portions appeared many years ago 
as Lenin in Zurich.
14 Mao Tse-tung: Ruler of Red China, by 
Robert Payne.  1950.  Republished in 2014.
15 Go to http://data.un.org/Data.aspx?d=
PopDiv&f=variableID%3A65#PopDiv 
and apply suitable filters

powerful sympathisers in the USA.  So 
a sycophantic media mostly does not 
talk about it in the same terms as other 
violence and terrorism.

Beyond Ireland, most of the radical 
changes happened when the ruling class 
feared they’d lose the Cold War.  Class 
barriers became more flexible, and lots 
of snobbish rules were abandoned.  
All sorts of concessions were made 
to women, and to those previously 
considered Inferior Races.  Also to gays 
and lesbians, which was more radical 
than Leninism ever intended.  (China 
softened its previous intolerance amidst 
a general flood of Western values.)

Right-wingers might say ‘over my 
dead body’.  Leninists might answer 
‘yes, that’s what we had in mind’.  And at 
that point, moderates summoned up the 
courage to take on the right-wingers and 
make moderate reforms.

European Communism had some 
justification up to the 1950s.  And little 
thereafter, when most of their sensible 
demands became plausible as policies 
for Democratic Socialists  And it was 
idiot Trotskyists, too soft for real 
revolution and too militant for successful 
reformism, who paved the way for 
Thatcher.  They undermined sensible 
Labour Party policies.

Clearly there is also old-fashioned 
racism and male-chauvinism among 
the lost Labour voters.  In my own 
constituency, Coventry North West, a 
young black lady called Taiwo Owatemi 
only just won.  She got some 6,000 votes 
less than white and elderly Geoffrey 
Robinson, who had stepped down after 
43 years.16  Here, the Brexit vote was 
actually more than in 2017, but the Tory 
got an extra 2,500 votes.  Ex-Labour 
racists, maybe, but should we throw 
away our principles in the hope of 
keeping such votes?

The Labour-to-Tory switch may also 
have been because Tory meant Brexit 
for certain, while Labour leaned toward 
Remain.  Taiwo Owatemi got more 
votes than Geoffrey Robinson got in 
2015.  Marginally fewer than he got in 
2010, and a thousand fewer than he got 
in 2005.  Geoffrey Robinson in 2017 
got by far his biggest vote since 1997, 
when Tony Blair promised much that 
he never delivered. Delivered much 
that no one had expected, including an 
unprecedented state funeral for Thatcher 
and a horrible war in Iraq.

Tories in the bad atmosphere created 
by Brexit had success in massaging old-
fashioned racism and male-chauvinism.  
And it is just massaging.  They are the 
16 ht tps: / /en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Coventry_North_West_(UK_Parliament_
constituency)#Elections_in_the_2010s 

militant and then abandon their doctrine 
to stave off an economic crash in the 
half-forgotten crisis of 1987.

You get the same picture if you look at 
the actual voting in the seats Labour lost.  
In Scotland, the Scottish Nationalists 
returned.  In England, the fall in the 
Labour vote was always much larger 
than the Tory gain.  And both shifts were 
more drastic in constituencies that were 
stronger for Brexit.  I’ve got a detailed 
analysis for each seat posted on the web, 
for those who want to check in detail.11

Blair’s 1997 victory was based on a 
promise of real change.  A promise that 
was not delivered, and his vote slumped.  
But so did the Tory vote – people by 
then had lost faith in them.  Total voting 
slumped, and he won in 2001 and 2005 
almost by default.

If Starmer wins and turns out to be 
a Blairite at heart, he is likely to face a 
major left-wing breakaway.  Face a party 
of Untamed Socialists of the sort that has 
emerged in much of Western Europe.  It 
would be harder, unless Britain’s grossly 
unfair first-past-the-post system gets 
reformed, which will be hard given the 
parliamentary majority of those getting 
the unfair benefits.  But it could easily 
happen.  Plenty of Hard Leftists would 
be happy with just a larger audience, 
even with no real hope of power.

Starmer would also face newspapers 
and news channels dominated by right-
wing owners.  People who mostly pay 
no UK taxes.  And who help parties with 
‘business-friendly’ attitudes with scares 
about Communism.  

In his case, some loose Trotskyist 
connections when he was much younger, 
which Private Eye has drawn attention 
to.  Private Eye is a magazine for people 
who hate the Establishment, but are 
terrified of all possible alternatives.  
Not just Communism, but also serious 
Democratic Socialism.

My own answer on Communism is that 
the various Leninist movements changed 
the culture in societies that needed 
it.  Changed the whole structure of the 
economy and the society in ways that 
most people do not understand.12  And 
for Russia, I can produce an unexpected 
witness – Alexander Solzhenitsyn.  
I’ve been reading his Red Wheel as 

11 https:/ / labouraffairsmagazine.
c o m / e d i t o r i a l s - f r o m - l a b o u r -
a f f a i r s / t h e - b r e x i t - d e f e a t /
labours-lost-seats-causes/ 
12 https:// labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-
m e n u s - f r o m - l o n g - r e v o l u t i o n -
website/998-from-labour-affairs/the-
french-revolution-and-its-unstable-
p o l i t i c s / a g a i n s t - g l o b a l i s a t i o n /
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 
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Quitting on the terms accepted by 
Johnson is likely to be very nasty.  
Likewise those offered by May.  So I am 
very glad that Labour repeatedly refused 
to abstain and let either deal be carried 
through.  It certainly got us mauled in 
2019.  But from now on, the guilt will be 
entirely Tory.

It may not be so bad in the long run.  
With Britain gone, the European Union 
might get more serious about integration 
and welfare policies.  I am 69 and may not 
live to see it, but I like to think long-term 
and for the general welfare.  Anything 
else I would find unbearably squalid.

I am also sad that Labour failed to draw 
the correct lesson from the Crisis of 2008.  
The Tories said it was down to excessive 
government spending.  Labour was weak 
in saying that it was speculators.  Went 
along with policies of Austerity for most 
people and a vast bail-out of banks that 
should have been allowed to collapse.  
The gibberish name ‘Quantitative Easing’ 
was used, but it was a bail-out for rich 
speculators.  The wealth of the rich was 
protected, with Obama doing just the 
same thing in the USA.  So the Tories 
revived and Labour slumped in 2010 and 
2015.

2015 also saw the collapse of the 
Liberal-Democrats.  Foolishly, they had 
not demanded a fairer voting system 
after 2010, when it would have been 
impossible to form a government without 
them.  They agreed to a referendum on a 
possible reform, and lost it.  Lost most of 
their voters and seats in 2015, and have 
not really recovered them.  They picked 
up some dedicated Remainer votes, but 
still less voters than before they made 
themselves doormats to Tory policies in 
2010-15 coalition.

Certainly some former Labour voters 
refused to vote for Corbyn.  But that 
is mostly the elderly: Baby Boomers 
who opted for Thatcherism and are now 
offended by the modern world they 
helped create.  My generation, and I 
remember well that a majority of them 
were only interested in radicalism when it 
served their selfish interests.  They were 
greedy then, and as they aged they have 
got worse.

Millions of young people voted Labour 
who had not voted before.  And they are 
the future.

The world’s future.  The future for 
Labour, only if Labour’s next leader 
insists that Corbyn was basically correct.  
If Labour does not scuttle back to the 
policies of weak acceptance of injustice 
that led to a falling-away in 2001 and 
2005, followed by defeat in 2010 and 
2015.

Blair won the second and third election 
victories almost by default.  Turnout 

slumped dramatically, from 71% to 59% 
and 61%.  The Tories before Cameron had 
a string of unpopular and unimpressive 
leaders.  They tried to tap into right-wing 
Populism, but were not convincing as 
demagogues.  

Cameron managed to present himself 
as sensible and safe, though he was 
neither.  But Boris Johnson represents a 
Populism that can win voters not tied to 
the classical left-right spectrum.

In the USA, polls for the 2016 
election showed that Bernie Sanders 
had a better chance of beating Trump 
than Hilary Clinton did.  Hilary actually 
got more votes, but lost because these 
were translated into Electoral College 
votes that favoured small US states that 
preferred Trump.  But there were many 
discontented voters whose first choice 
was socialist Bernie Sanders, but whose 
second choice was anti-Establishment 
Trump.  

The Saunders-to-Trump voters should 
have been asked, ‘do you really think that 
a very rich man is going to look after the 
poor and ordinary, rather than look after 
his own sort?’  Because that is what he 
has mostly done.

Yet people still get fooled.  We’d 
probably get the same in Britain, if 
Labour’s next leader is someone rejecting 
Corbyn and moving back to re-gather 
elderly unhappy voters.  No doubt they 
would win some, but they would lose 
enormous numbers of young people who 
want something different.  Labour would 
slump again.

Elections are a funny business.  Labour 
won big in 1945 and lost in the elections of 
1950 and 1951.  But Labour got a majority 
of the votes in both those elections, and far 
more than they got in 1945.  Attlee in 1951 
got more than 200,000 more votes than 
Churchill, but the oddity of constituency 
boundaries meant that Churchill got the 
parliamentary majority.18

Labour in government had agreed to 
a redrawing of constituency boundaries 
that satisfied some abstract notions of 
justice, but had the predictable effect of 
allowing the Tories to win more seats 
with less votes.  Playing things much too 
clean, which the Tories never would.

Tories also know that the media are 
often deluded, and commonly corrupt.  
Will howl about ‘bias’ when the bias is not 
as strongly in their favour as they would 
like.  Managed to tame the BBC that way.  
Much louder protests are needed, tapping 
into the large body of the discontented.

18 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1951_
United_Kingdom_general_election 

party of business, which now lives in a 
multi-ethnic world  with penalties for 
serious racism.  With women increasingly 
less unequal, and pushing strongly for 
more.  So they have never given such 
voters more than a few crumbs.  Treated 
them like idiots, and it is yet to be shown 
that they are mistaken.  

Someone with a voice powerful enough 
to be heard nationally should point this 
out.  Say that while Tories always cater 
to racists and sexists, they always cheat 
them.  Prefer militant young females, and 
those who’d not be classed as part of the 
White Race.

Labour is also not dependent on racists 
and sexists.  Catering to them is not 
even real pragmatism, since Tories will 
generally do it better.

Yes, some former Labour voters 
switched to Tory, or failed to vote.  But 
Labour also picked up many young 
people who failed to vote before.  And 
by 2024, the expected date for the next 
General Election, many more young 
people will have the vote.

Those young people would not vote for 
a Labour Party that was a lukewarm copy 
of Tory policies.  If Labour is foolish 
enough to reject Corbynite radicalism, 
it will gain a few votes from the Timid 
Centre.  But lose far more from people 
who know that many things are seriously 
wrong.

Labour lost in 2019, because about 
45% of the population wanted Brexit no 
matter what the cost.  For them, what had 
gone wrong since the relatively pleasant 
1960s was Immigration and ‘Brussels 
Bureaucrats’.  

Some of these voted Tory, who would 
not normally do so.  Some would not, but 
did not vote Labour.  It all added up.

Brexit would probably have lost had its 
opponents rallied behind the demand for a 
Second Referendum.  It would have been 
a just demand.  The original vote was won 
on the false promise that Brexit would be 
soft and easy.  That it would release vast 
sums to spend on the NHS.  

The vote was won with 51.9%, which 
I’d guess to be a combination of 45% 
Brexit-at-any-cost and 7% ‘Soft Brexit’.  
Polls indicated that a second vote would 
have chosen ‘Remain’.17  But sadly, there 
was never a clear parliamentary majority 
to ask the people if they were still set on 
Brexit.  Ask if they were confident now 
that the rest of Europe had held firm and 
refused to let Britain have the benefits 
without the cost.

17 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Opinion_polling_on_the_United_
Kingdom%27s_membership_
of_the_European_Union_
(2016%E2%80%93present)#Remain/
leave 
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THE ‘APARTHEID MADE ME’ RABBI 
AND JEWS WHO ACTUALLY FOUGHT RACISM 

Manus O’Riordan
There was an unprecedented 

intervention by a foreign power in 
December’s British General Election. 
No, not by the Russian bogeyman, but by 
the State of Israel, and the Chief Minister 
of that Israeli intervention was the UK 
Chief Rabbi. I do not, however, believe 
that - apart from the energy dissipated 
in combatting false accusations of 
antisemitism - the Mirvis intervention 
played a decisive role in the British 
Labour Party’s defeat. This was a Brexit 
Election pure and simple, hammering 
home even more sharply the choices that 
had been made in the 2016 Referendum. 
The soul of the Scottish nation remains 
European, while the soul of the English 
nation has been more emphatically 
shown to be Brexit. Notwithstanding his 
professed rhetoric about saving “the soul 
of our nation” - was he suggesting that 
there is a single “British nation”? - Rabbi 
Mirvis did not speak for the soul of either 
the English nation or the Scottish nation, 
but rather set out to pursue the interests of 
the Nation State of Israel. But while not 
being a decisive electoral intervention, 
its unprecedented character, not least 
its relentless character assassination of 
Labour Party leader Jeremy Corbyn, 
nonetheless requires closer scrutiny. 

Last November 26 the London 
Times delivered a rabbinical anathema 
in triplicate. Under the heading of 
“Labour antisemitism: Why is Chief 
Rabbi Ephraim Mirvis intervening in the 
election?” Its political correspondent, 
Henry Zeffman, began: “Ephraim 
Mirvis’s article in today’s Times 
is unprecedented by a chief rabbi 
during a general election.” In another 
article, under the headings of “Labour 
antisemitism: Corbyn not fit for high 
office, says Chief Rabbi Mirvis. ‘New 
poison’ in the party has been ‘sanctioned 
from the top’.”, Zeffman further 
wrote: “Jeremy Corbyn’s handling of 
antisemitism allegations makes him 
‘unfit for high office’, the Chief Rabbi has 
said while warning that the ‘very soul of 
our nation is at stake’ in next month’s 
general election. In an unprecedented 
intervention into politics ...  Ephraim 
Mirvis says that ‘a new poison’ has taken 
hold in Labour ‘sanctioned from the very 
top’.” 

Under the rhetorical and hysterical 
heading of “What will become of Jews 
and Judaism in Britain if the Labour 
Party forms the next government?”, 
Ephraim Mirvis himself, the Chief Rabbi 
of the United Hebrew Congregations 

of the Commonwealth, pontificated 
(to borrow a metaphor from another 
denomination): “Convention dictates 
that the Chief Rabbi stays well away 
from party politics - and rightly so. 
However, challenging racism is not a 
matter of politics, it goes well beyond 
that... A new poison – sanctioned from 
the top – has taken root in the Labour 
Party. Many members of the Jewish 
community can hardly believe that this 
is the same party that they called their 
political home for more than a century. 
It can no longer claim to be the party 
of equality and anti-racism... How 
complicit in prejudice would a leader of 
Her Majesty’s opposition have to be to 
be considered unfit for office? ... What 
will the result of this election say about 
the moral compass of our country? When 
December 12 arrives, I ask every person 
to vote with their conscience. Be in no 
doubt, the very soul of our nation is at 
stake.” In other words, Mirvis was not 
just accusing Corbyn with negligence in 
tackling anti-semitism; he was accusing 
him of being its chief architect. “A new 
poison - sanctioned from the very top” 
has no other meaning. Mirvis portrayed 
Corbyn as little else but a reincarnation 
of Hitler. 

English born and raised Rabbi David 
Rosen CBE (who is also the first Israeli 
citizen and first Orthodox Rabbi to 
have been made a Papal Knight) is the 
Jerusalem-based International Director 
of Interreligious Affairs for the American 
Jewish Committee. I was to form a 
personal friendship with Rosen when he 
served as Chief Rabbi of Ireland from 
1979 to 1985. The South African born 
and raised Ephraim Mirvis arrived as 
a second Orthodox Rabbi in Dublin in 
1982, succeeding Rosen as Chief Rabbi 
from 1985 to 1992. During Mirvis’s 
decade in Ireland it was more a case of 
a friendly acquaintanceship, not least 
because he was Chairman of the Board 
of the secondary school to be attended 
by my children. Mirvis came across to 
me as an affable yet rather grey presence 
compared to his flamboyant predecessor. 
In November 1987 Chief Rabbi Mirvis 
attended a lecture I gave in the Irish 
Jewish Museum on Irish and Jewish 
Volunteers in the Spanish Anti-Fascist 
War, with particular reference to the story 
of the Irish Jewish Volunteer Maurice 
(Morry) Levitas (1917-2001). It would 
not be until a year later that I would 
actually meet my fellow Dubliners, the 
Communist brothers Morry and Max 

Levitas (1915-2018), leading to enduring 
family friendships. But Mirvis had no 
problems attending that lecture in praise 
of the Levitas family, for my lecture had 
also praised the Irish-born President of 
Israel Chaim Herzog (1918-1997) for 
the solidarity with the Spanish Republic 
which he had shown during that War. 

Press censorship in Britain does not, 
however, now allow a Levitas to be 
published when he wishes to dispute 
Mirvis’s character assassination of 
Corbyn. On November 28, after ongoing 
refusals to publish any of his letters, Ben 
Levitas, son of Morry, posted on his 
Facebook page: “The latest version of a 
letter I have sent in various forms to the 
Guardian, Jewish Chronicle and most 
recently the Times, protesting against the 
slur that Corbyn is antisemitic: My uncle 
Max Levitas fought Mosley’s Blackshirts 
at Cable Street in 1936 and remained 
an anti-Fascist activist until he died 
late last year aged 103, when the Times 
honoured him with a full-page obituary. 
He remained a Corbyn supporter to 
the end and saw attempts to label the 
Labour party antisemitic as a smear 
campaign. In his memory, I would like 
to remind readers that Ephraim Mirvis 
does not speak for all Jews on this matter 
(‘Corbyn not fit for high office, says chief 
Rabbi’ November 26). Max Levitas knew 
well what it was to fight racism. He 
had its true measure. In recent times he 
shared platforms with many from John 
Bercow (for the charity Jewish Care) to 
Corbyn himself. He would I am certain 
have recognised Bercow’s fair judgement 
when the ex-Speaker said earlier this 
month that in 22 years of knowing 
Corbyn he had ‘never detected so much 
as a whiff of antisemitism’. Jeremy 
Corbyn paid warm tribute to Max as the 
main speaker at his packed memorial 
service earlier this year, alongside the 
local Labour MP Rushanara Ali and 
the local Rabbi. Antisemitic? Not from 
where I was sitting.” 

Also on November 28, Ben’s mother 
Jackie posted: “I’ve posted several things 
which try to defend Jeremy Corbyn’s 
record of fighting against Anti-Semitism. 
I feel Righteous Anger and a sense of 
pain at the latest accusations. I want to 
give a very different picture gained from 
meeting Corbyn at my brother-in-law’s 
memorial service in January this year. 
He was the main speaker among many 
because Max Levitas was much loved 
and a star in his community. The hall was 
packed and all shades of the Left were 
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there but mainly family and friends and 
comrades and a different kind of Jewish 
community than the one described by the 
Chief Rabbi in the Times. Their voices 
have not been heard. None of them 
would have accepted an anti-Semite in 
their midst. These are devoted activists 
against racism and they have been in 
the front line, Corbyn among them. They 
know full well who is who. Max Levitas 
would have been the first to speak up for 
Corbyn. My son Ben Levitas has tried to 
do the same. I reprint his letter sent in 
vain to various newspapers. I’ve also re-
printed the long list of Corbyn’s record 
on fighting anti-Semitism and defending 
Jews. I wonder how many of his accusers 
could match it?” 

On November 26, Morry’s daughter, 
Ruth Levitas, had also posted: “This 
photograph shows my uncle Max Levitas 
on the platform at the 80th anniversary 
of Cable Street in October 2016 when 
Max was 101. It was his last public 
appearance. He shares a platform with 
Jeremy Corbyn. Corbyn wrote about 
Max in the Jewish Chronicle after 
Max’s death in 2018 - see www.thejc.
com/comment/comment/the-world-is-
a-better-place-because-of-my-friend-
max-levitas-cable-street-1.472167 - and 
spoke movingly and generously at Max’s 
memorial meeting in January this year. 
Max had campaigned in East London 
with Corbyn against racism and fascism 
for decades, and regarded him as a friend. 
If there were an iota of anti-Semitism in 
Corbyn, Max would have had nothing to 
do with him. Max and my father Morry 
were at Cable Street in 1936: both of 
them were injured and needed hospital 
treatment. So were Jeremy Corbyn’s 
parents. The Jewish Establishment at 
that time told Jews to stay at home 
and not oppose Mosley. The Jewish 
Establishment then did not speak for all 
Jews. The Chief Rabbi does not speak for 
all Jews now. The threat of anti-semitism 
is far greater now as then from the far 
Right - the likes of Tommy Robinson who 
has offered his support to Boris Johnson 
- and from the Conservative Party itself. 
Our radical tradition demands that we 
work for a better world, a more just and 
equal society, here and internationally. 
That is what Max stood for and what 
Corbyn stands for. I can hear Max’s 
voice as I write: WE MUST RETURN A 
LABOUR GOVERNMENT.” 

On December 9 Ruth further posted: 
“I’ve just come back from the Corbyn 
rally in central Bristol in time to watch it 
on the news. Good turnout, good feeling 
of determination to push on through the 
week. But going onto College Green 
participants had to run the gauntlet of 
Rabbi Mirvis’s acolytes brandishing 

placards saying Corbyn is a racist, 
Corbyn loves terrorists, 87% of Jews 
think Corbyn is an anti-Jewish racist. 
I spent half an hour arguing with them 
(including a bit on camera for ITV). 
They spout terrible nonsense. I’m not 
posting pictures of their placards as 
some of them are libellous, and I don’t 
want to give them publicity. One of them 
even told me Corbyn had endorsed an 
antisemitic book by Eric Hobsbawm 
that talks about ugly Jews. I did point 
out EH was Jewish and a refugee from 
Nazi Germany, and the book at issue 
is  J A Hobson’s 1902 analysis of the  
economics of imperialism, written at a 
time when antisemitism was endemic. 
But Corbyn’s still a racist, please don’t 
confuse me with facts.” And again on 
December 10: “I see that those of us 
who argued with the Jewish students at 
the Corbyn rally in Bristol on Monday 
are also being labelled antisemites. I 
appear in video footage as an offender 
in some of these tweets. I am actually 
Jewish. I guess that’s one way of proving 
the Labour Party is full of antisemites. 
When will this absolute garbage stop?”

But to return to Mirvis himself, on 
matters of Israel, he had, for the most 
part, kept a low public profile while 
Chief Rabbi of Ireland. The Irish Times 
of November 2, 1992, did record the 
soon-to-depart “Chief Rabbi, Ephraim 
Mirvis, talking on television at the Jewish 
New Year and saying he would like to 
see an Israeli embassy set up here”. But 
he remained content to leave the public 
heavy lifting on behalf of Israel to his 
predecessor. “Religious imperialism 
in Vatican - Dr Rosen” was the main 
heading in the Irish Times on July 22, 
1985, when reporting on a colloquium 
held in Dublin of the International 
Council of Christians and Jews: 

“The Chief Rabbi of Ireland, Dr 
Mirvis, said that the colloquium was a 
unique event for Ireland. He recalled 
that his predecessor, Dr Rosen, who 
also spoke last night, played a leading 
part in establishing the Irish Council of 
Christians and Jews... The former Chief 
Rabbi of Ireland, Dr David Rosen ... 
now Dean of the Sapir Jewish Heritage 
Centre, Jerusalem, was a keynote 
speaker... (He said) real tolerance on 
the part of Christians towards Jews 
today was also not possible if one had 
not come to terms with the reality of the 
return of the exiles to the land (of Israel) 
and the restoration of independent 
Jewish life. A statement issued last 
month from the Vatican Commission for 
Religious Relations with Jews ... called 
on Catholics not to see contemporary 
Israel in a religious perspective but in 
reference to the common principles of 

international law. If the Vatican really 
saw Israel in terms of international 
law then it would have recognised its 
existence de jure after it came into being 
following a United Nations decision 
and would by now have established the 
appropriate diplomatic relations.” 

When it came to international law, of 
course, David Rosen wanted to have it 
both ways. What he neglected to reveal 
was his successor’s record as a settler 
on illegally occupied territory. For, from 
1973 to 1976, Mirvis had been based at 
Yeshivat Har Etzion, in the settlement 
of Alon Shvut, which is located in 
the Occupied West Bank on territory 
captured by Israel in the 1967 War, and 
categorised as an illegal settlement under 
international law. 

Having been Chief Rabbi of Ireland, 
Mirvis’s career path was to proceed 
prestigiously upwards. From 1993 to 
1996 he was rabbi of London’s Western 
Marble Arch Synagogue after the 
previous holder of the position, Rabbi 
Jonathan Saks, became UK Chief Rabbi. 
In 1996, Mirvis was appointed rabbi at 
the Finchley United Synagogue, before 
finally succeeding Jonathan Lord Saks 
as UK Chief Rabbi in September 2013. 
From the outset, Mirvis had a political 
mission. The Jewish Chronicle reported 
on May 15, 2014: “Chief Rabbi Efraim 
Mirvis’s mission to Israel this week 
involved 49 Orthodox rabbis from 
across Britain... Rabbi Mirvis said the 
aim was to give his rabbinate a ‘better 
understanding’ of Israel and to deepen 
their awareness of ‘both the old and 
new challenges that Israel faces’... The 
trip was an initiative of Rabbi Mirvis, 
a strong Zionist who has pledged to 
increase the prominence of Israel in 
communal life. All rabbis under his 
aegis were invited... Rabbi Mirvis said: 
‘Israel is central to our faith. I would like 
Israel to feature more prominently in our 
synagogues and across our communities. 
The Jewish people’s connection to the 
Land of Israel is deep and it is eternal. 
It goes to the very fibre of our being as a 
faith community and as a nation.’” 

So, five years ago, when Mirvis 
spoke of “the soul of our nation”, for 
him the “our nation” meant Israel, not 
at all the Britain of his “our nation” 
anti-Corbyn campaign. And he next set 
out to redefine anti-Zionism as being 
nothing else but “anti-Semitism” pure-
and-simple. In The Telegraph on May 
3, 2016, Mirvis pronounced:  “The time 
has come to give the lie to a myth that 
has not only dominated recent headlines, 
but that has poisoned public discourse 
on anti-Semitism and Israel for decades 
... that Zionism is separate from Judaism 
as a faith; that it is purely political; that 
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it is expansionist, colonialist and imperialist... (Zionism is) a 
noble and integral part of Judaism... But to those people who 
have nevertheless sought to redefine Zionism, who vilify and 
delegitimize it, I say: Be under no illusions – you are deeply 
insulting not only the Jewish community... You are spreading 
that ancient and insidious virus of anti-Semitism.” 

It is Mirvis who insulted the noble anti-Zionist traditions 
within the Jewish community. 

See https://yiddishkayt.org/the-salt-sea/ for that anti-
Zionist anthem of the Jewish Workers’ Bund penned by the 
great Yiddish poet S. Ansky and performed by Daniel Kahn, 
which includes the following verses, as translated by Kahn: 

“The children of wealthy, enlightened, the clergy - 
Into Zion they call the Hebrews, 
We’ve heard this old story before from our enemies 
‘A ghetto for the eternal Jew!’ 
They say that they answer the prayers of our fathers 
From deep in their graves, hear them call 
While souls who are living in sorrow and hunger - 
To them they’re deaf as the wall.” 
In an article for the New Statesman on February 24, 2016 - 

entitled “I grew up in South Africa, so believe me when I say: 
Israel is not an apartheid state” - Mirvis had also fulminated: 
“This week on university campuses across the UK, activists are 
preparing for ‘Israel Apartheid Week’... The implied message 
here is simple: Israel today is where South Africa was in the 
latter part of the 20th century. It is a comparison that is entirely 
false; a grave insult to those who suffered under apartheid; 
and a tragic obstacle to peace. The difference between the two 
countries could scarcely be more stark. Under apartheid, a 
legal structure of racial hierarchy governed all aspects of life... 
Anyone who truly understands what apartheid was cannot 
possibly look around Israel today and honestly claim there is 
any kind of parity… I personally draw a great deal of inspiration 
from the state of Israel and am proud of her achievements. The 
state was born against all odds and, despite having to fight 
every day for survival, has become a world leader in medicine, 
technology, science, agriculture and beyond. But of course, as 
even the prime minister, Binyamin Netanyahu, has said, Israel 
is not perfect – no country is. The challenges she faces, both 
external and internal, are urgent and severe. And yet, the beauty 
of Israel’s democracy, unique in the Middle East, is that there 
is no social or political problem that is not given abundant 
consideration within Israel’s own parliament, free press and 
civil society...” 

In the Jewish Chronicle on August 25, 2016, in an article 
headed “Apartheid made me who I am”, the following portrait 
was provided:  “Chief Rabbi Ephraim Mirvis is looking 
thoughtful. Outside, views of Table Mountain in the winter 
sunshine catch the attention of tourists, but the South African-
raised rabbi’s regular visits to Cape Town are rather different 
- they are something of a journey into his soul... Rabbi Mirvis 
always wanted to be a rabbi. And the fact that his father is a 
rabbi and that he hailed from a family of community leaders 
inspired his choice... although his faith in society was tested 
by apartheid. ‘There is no doubt whatsoever that growing up 
within the apartheid era fashioned the type of person that I 
became. I grew up detesting the policies of the government of 
the country in which I was living.’ His rejection of South African 
politics, however, was formative... The Chief Rabbi’s late 
mother, Freida, was principal of the only training college for 
coloured teachers of pre-school children in South Africa during 
apartheid. ‘She was a selfless person who was committed to 
her own community and also to South African society, and that 
certainly had a profound influence on me’, he explains.” 

In an article entitled “The contract on Corbyn”, and published 
in Haaretz last November 28, the courageous Israeli journalist 
Gideon Levy paid tribute to the decency of Mirvis’s parents, 
but questioned whether their son could lay claim to any such 
‘anti-apartheid’ credentials:  “The Jewish establishment in 
Britain and the Israeli propaganda machine have taken out 
a contract on the leader of the British Labour Party, Jeremy 
Corbyn. The contract was taken out a long time ago, and it 
was clear that the closer Corbyn came to being elected prime 
minister, the harsher the conflict would get... Born in South 
Africa and a graduate of Har Etzion Yeshiva in the settlement of 
Alon Shvut, Mirvis is the voice of British Jewry. In Capetown, 
Johannesburg and Har Etzion, he should have learned what 
apartheid was and why one should fight it. His parents did so, 
but one doubts that he learned the moral lesson from the regions 
of disenfranchisement in which he lived in South Africa and 
the West Bank... As opposed to the horrid Corbyn, Mirvis sees 
nothing wrong with the continued occupation... and he doesn’t 
sense the similarity between the South Africa of his childhood, 
Har Etzion of his youth and Israel of 2019. That is the real 
reason that he rejects Corbyn...A prime minister who is critical 
of Israel is an exemplar of the new anti-Semitism. Corbyn is 
not an anti-Semite. He never was. His real sin is his staunch 
position against injustice in the world, including the version 
Israel perpetrates... The new and efficient strategy of Israel 
and the Zionist establishment brands every seeker of justice as 
an anti-Semite, and any criticism of Israel as hatred of Jews. 
Corbyn is a victim of this strategy...”

The UK Chief Rabbi’s website currently relates: “As Chief 
Rabbi of Ireland from 1984 to 1992, Chief Rabbi Mirvis 
represented the Jewish community to government, other 
faith communities and the media.” This is a more diplomatic 
rewording of the proud boast on his Finchley Synagogue website 
at the time he attained his present high office: “Passionate about 
Israel, Rabbi Mirvis frequently represented Israel’s interests at 
Government level and in the media, during his spell as Chief 
Rabbi of Ireland (at the time when there was no Israeli Embassy 
there).” It as if, in the Catholic Church, the same Archbishop 
of Dublin occupied both the position of Primate of Ireland and 
that of the Vatican State’s Papal Nuncio to Ireland - except, of 
course, that the State of Israel, to put it mildly, has considerably 
more battalions than the Pope! Mirvis was proudly described 
as a representative agent of the State of Israel in Ireland, a role 
which he is patently proud to be continuing in the UK, alongside 
the Israeli Embassy, even though discretion is now employed 
not to describe it quite like that. 

During his sojourn in Ireland, the self-style “Apartheid made 
me” Chief Rabbi also had one observation of note to make 
about his native South Africa when it was still in the grip of 
an Apartheid regime which would be described as follows by 
Mirvis in his 2016 New Statesman article: “Under apartheid, a 
legal structure of racial hierarchy governed all aspects of life. 
Black South Africans were denied the vote. They were required 
by law to live, work, study, travel, enjoy leisure activities, receive 
medical treatment and even go to the lavatory separately from 
those with a different colour of skin. Interracial relationships 
and marriages were illegal. It was subjugation in its rawest 
form.” 

Well, what had he to say about South Africa three decades 
previously? I checked out the Irish Times records. I do not 
know the identity of the columnist who penned the following 
perceptive portrait in its issue of April 4, 1985:  “The Thursday 
Profile - A Young and Diplomatic Pastor: Chief Rabbi 
Ephraim Mirvis ... at the intimidating age of 28 ... is the latest, 
and youngest, incumbent of a post long synonymous with 
international prestige... Irish Chief Rabbis have traditionally 
gone on to even finer glories... Appointments are dependent 
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on a mixture, delicately balanced and 
in proportion, of natural talent and 
political sensitivity; it is as intriguing 
as it is impressive that Rabbi Mirvis, at 
so young an age, has got the formula so 
exactly right. Not that he is anything but 
suitably modest... His studied naivety 
sometimes works to the same purpose 
as the suave charm of his handsome 
predecessor, Dr David Rosen, with 
whom he shares other characteristics: 
a South African background (Rosen had 
previously served as Senior Orthodox 
Rabbi in Capetown - MO’R), soft 
cultured tones, several years of training 
at a ‘yeshivat’ (seminary). The 120,000 
Jews who fled Lithuanian pogroms for 
the sanctuary of South Africa chose that 
country for its employment possibilities, 
while many of those who came to Ireland 
did so by mistake, believing themselves 
in Britain or America. Personally he 
denies any culture shock on exchanging 
Johannesburg for Dublin and is warm in 
his appreciation of the respect accorded 
the Jewish community in this small ‘safe’ 
country, although it is one of several 
to which he applied for a post that was 
‘challenging’...” 

No culture shock on leaving the 
“normality” of 1980s Johannesburg! 
Don’t say “boo” about Apartheid! The 
“studied naivety” of it all! Another 
South African Jew had, however, 
experienced severe culture shock on 
going into exile from Johannesburg in 
1963: “Joe Slovo, Communist Party 
chairman and leading ANC executive 
committee member ... was born (Yossel 
Mashel Slovo) in Lithuania in 1926. His 
dad, to escape the pogroms, went first 
to Argentina, lost his job, decided to try 
South Africa instead, starting as a street 
hawker, then ran a little fruit shop. Joe 
arrived in SA aged ten, speaking only 
Yiddish... It was at secondary school 
that he first became politically aware, 
thanks to an Irish teacher who was 
very left-wing and anti-British. ‘I later 
joined a Marxist-Zionist group, till I 
realised they were not compatible.’ ... 
In 1961 he joined Mandela in launching 
the ANC’s military wing, Umkhonto we 
Sizwe (Spear of the Nation). Until then, 
his strength had been as a political 
strategist, organising the Communist 
Party against apartheid... In 1963, he 
went on an ANC mission to Tanzania. 
While he was away, Mandela and others 
in the military wing were imprisoned 
after the so-called Rivonia raid - and Mr 
Slovo spent the next 27 years in exile. 
From 1964 to 1976 he lived in London, 
a city he’d passed through once before, 
aged ten, on the way from Eastern 
Europe to catch a boat to South Africa. 
‘All I can remember is the fog. Coming 
back as an adult in 1964 ... I remember 

getting on a bus and seeing races mixing 
together. When I saw my first black and 
white couple, walking down the street 
together, I feared for their safety. I 
wanted to go and warn them. In Jo’burg 
they would have been arrested at once, 
or shot.’ ... “ 

(Interview published in The 
Independent on April 19, 1994. The 
following month, Joe Slovo would go 
on to become Minister for Housing 
in Mandela’s first post-Apartheid 
Government, but would die from cancer 
in January 1995. His first wife, the South 
African Jewish Communist Ruth First, 
had been murdered by the Apartheid 
regime in August 1982). 

Under the heading of “Nelson 
Mandela was a revolutionary - and these 
Jews made common cause with him” 
was the title of an article in the online 
magazine Tablet on November 26, 2013, 
where Richard Kreitner related: “In 
1963, after South African police arrested 
six Jews and seven blacks in a raid on 
an African National Congress hideout 
in the Johannesburg suburb of Rivonia 
- a sweep that eventually landed Nelson 
Mandela in prison for more than 25 
years - a white nationalist newspaper 
asked whether Jews were unhappy in 
South Africa. The community’s Board 
of Deputies responded unequivocally 
that the opposite was true, promising 
that South Africa’s Jews were loyal and 
patriotic. ‘No part of the community 
can or should be asked to accept 
responsibility for the action of a few’, 
the board insisted in its official reply... 
While most South Africa Jews took 
the silent, implicitly conservative 
position of the Board of Deputies, the 
great majority of white South Africans 
involved in ‘the struggle’ were Jewish. 
Many were Communists... But all faced 
what has been described as a ‘double 
marginality’: not fully accepted as 
white, while also alienated from an 
organized Jewish community beholden 
to the powers that be. That so many Jews 
surrendered the comforts of their own 
relatively privileged lives - indeed, in 
at least one case, surrendered life itself 
(Ruth First) - to join Mandela and the 
ANC, though they had little material 
stake relative to their black comrades, is 
in itself a testament to the radical legacy 
these Jews brought with them out of 
Europe to the other end of the globe.” 

Having fought to defeat Apartheid 
in South Africa itself, such Jewish 
opponents of oppression have called 
it out elsewhere. One such is Ronnie 
Kasrils (born 1938), a leading officer of 
the ANC’s military wing who went on 
to serve as post-Apartheid Minister for 
Intelligence. In South Africa’s Mail & 

Guardian on January 27, 2006, Kasrils 
wrote: “The State of Israel is based on a 
framework of myths that require courage 
to confront, for fear of being smeared 
with the anti-Semitic brush. To attempt 
to analyse these myths can only serve 
to broaden the debate, which would be 
of value to all sides. To do so honours 
those who perished in the Holocaust, 
rather than exploiting their suffering 
in order to visit unjust treatment on the 
Palestinians. One of these myths equates 
all criticism of Israel with anti-Semitism, 
which aims to intimidate Jew and non-
Jew alike. The sternest critics of Zionism 
were often left-wing Jews. In South 
Africa, this honourable tradition was 
articulated by the likes of Joe Slovo and 
Rusty Bernstein.” 

Thirteen years later, on April 3, 2019, 
Kasrils argued in Britain’s Guardian: “I 
fought South African apartheid. I see 
the same brutal policies in Israel. As 
a Jewish South African anti-apartheid 
activist I look with horror on the far-
right shift in Israel ahead of this 
month’s elections, and the impact in the 
Palestinian territories and worldwide. 
Israel’s repression of Palestinian citizens, 
African refugees and Palestinians in 
the occupied West Bank and Gaza has 
become more brutal over time. Ethnic 
cleansing, land seizure, home demolition, 
military occupation, bombing of Gaza 
and international law violations led 
Archbishop Tutu to declare that the 
treatment of Palestinians reminded him 
of apartheid, only worse... The parallels 
with South Africa are many. The Israeli 
prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, 
recently said: ‘Israel is not a state of all 
its citizens … Israel is the nation state 
of the Jewish people – and them alone’. 
Similar racist utterances were common 
in apartheid South Africa.” 

In October 2013 I had been witness 
to a rather amusing act of sabotage 
against the attempt – in the interests 
of “respectability” – to quite liberally 
(in every sense) airbrush the South 
African armed struggle from historical 
awareness. The International Brigade 
Memorial Trust was holding its AGM 
in Edinburgh, and we were given a 
civic reception by the Provost in the 
City Council chambers. But we were 
also invited to the civic reception that 
immediately preceded ours, for South 
Africa’s Denis Goldberg (born 1933), 
who was due to speak at the Edinburgh 
World Justice Festival. Goldberg, a 
Jewish Communist, had been a co-
defendant of Nelson Mandela in the 
Rivonia Trial of 1963-64 - hung out to 
dry by South Africa’s Jewish Board of 
Deputies - and was sentenced to four 
terms of life imprisonment, of which 
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he would serve 22 years. But when 
one of the Festival organisers sought 
to introduce him as a “veteran human 
rights activist”, Goldberg immediately 
protested: “I was not a ‘human rights 
activist’! I was a freedom fighter! I 
was the technical officer making the 
weapons!” 

On July 28, 2015 - under the headings 
of “Pioneer Jewish South African 
Freedom Fighter Calls Israel ‘Apartheid 
State’: Denis Goldberg says even 
Israel’s treatment of Arab citizens counts 
as apartheid” - the Israeli newspaper 
Haaretz reported: “Veteran Jewish 
anti-apartheid activist Denis Goldberg, 
whose 1985 release after two decades 
in a South African prison was aided by 
Israel, and who then lived briefly in the 
Jewish state before leaving in protest, 
told a Johannesburg gathering that Israel 
is an apartheid state. Noting that critics 
of this view protest that Palestinian 
citizens of Israel, unlike blacks in 
apartheid South Africa, vote and serve 
in their country’s parliament, Goldberg 
said, ‘You don’t need to be like South 
Africa to be an apartheid state, there is 
a definition in international law through 
the UNESCO declaration on apartheid’, 
he said. Apartheid exists, he said, in 
states that enforce laws and policies that 
discriminate between people on the basis 
of race or religion, and this holds true in 
Israel proper as well as in the occupied 
West Bank and Gaza Strip. He was one 
of a panel of anti-apartheid activists 
discussing the lessons that struggle 
holds for the Palestinian cause.” 

“Goldberg, 82, one of the original 
members of Umkhonto we Sizwe, the 
armed wing of the African National 
Congress, was sentenced with Nelson 
Mandela and other activists to life in 
prison in the 1964 Rivonia treason 
trial. He was released in 1985 with 
Israel’s intercession, then went to live 
on a kibbutz, but moved to London 
months later, denouncing Israel’s 
war in Lebanon, its occupation of the 
Palestinian territories, and its close ties 
with South Africa. ‘There is no doubt 
in my mind that Israel is an apartheid 
state’, Goldberg told the gathering. 
‘Having lived through apartheid in 
South Africa, I cannot allow in my name 
the same kind of oppression to go on.’ He 
added, ‘I have to be an opponent of the 
exclusionist policies of Zionism, but let 
me say straight away that I have to be 
opposed to the exclusionary policies of 
the feudal Arab states of the Middle East 
as well.’” 

See also https://youtu.be/
KBw6KJh47MM for Goldberg 
speaking on the Israeli policy of expelling 
Palestinians from their land and villages. 

Those Jewish Freedom Fighters - 
who actually unmade the South African 
Apartheid era that Chief Rabbi Mirvis 
claims he detested and which made him 
the type of person he became - have 
called out Israel. But what of the late 
Joe Slovo (1926-1995), whom I had the 
privilege of meeting in 1968? Following 
the Apartheid regime’s murder of his 
wife Ruth in 1982, Slovo began writing 
an autobiography which, however, he 
had to abandon a couple of years later 
as his ANC and SACP work intensified 
in that final decade of bringing an end to 
that Apartheid regime. But what Slovo 
managed to complete in The Unfinished 
Autobiography is relevant to this article. 
On a 1981 visit to the USSR, he finally, 
after an absence of 45 years, made a 
return visit to his birthplace in Lithuania, 
where he had spent the first decade of 
life: 

“I did not expect to find anyone 
familiar; the news had long reached us 
that when the Nazis came in 1941 they 
slaughtered every Jewish man, woman 
and child in the region. I was led to 
believe that the only relative who survived 
was my father’s elder brother, who had 
joined the Red Army... (But Slovo did 
meet two surviving cousins)... Bela and 
Sareta ... are the daughters of Wulfus, 
my grandfather’s younger brother after 
whom my father was named. They are the 
two who had gone to study at Moscow 
University and who, by this accident of 
fate, survived the Holocaust. Every other 
member of the family on my mother’s 
and father’s sides, together with all other 
Jews in the region, had been wiped out.” 
(pp 5 and 10). 

Slovo’s 1980s memoirs also recalled 
a 1946 visit to Palestine: “At the 
time Zionist guerrilla organisations 
were active against the British 
occupation... We reached Tel Aviv ... 
(and arranged) to spend a week on a 
kibbutz which, coincidentally, was run 
by my old (Marxist-Zionist) organisation 
Hashomer Hatzair. Looked at in 
isolation, the kibbutz seemed to be the 
very epitome of socialist lifestyle. It was 
populated in the main by the idealistic 
sons and daughters of rich Jews who had 
amassed their fortunes in the Western 
metropolis. They were motivated by an 
Owenite passion and belief that by the 
mere exercise of will and humanism you 
could build socialism as one factory or 
one kibbutz and the power of example 
will sweep the imagination of all men 
in society, worker or capitalist.  Social 
theory aside, the dominating doctrine 
on this kibbutz, as well on others, was 
the biblical injunction that the land of 
Palestine must be claimed and fought 
for by every Jew. And if this meant (as it 

did eventually mean) the uprooting and 
scattering of millions whose people had 
occupied this land for over five thousand 
years, more’s the pity.” 

“Within a few years the wars of 
consolidation and expansion began. 
Ironically enough, the horrors of the 
Holocaust became the rationalisation 
for the preparation by Zionists of acts of 
genocide against the indigenous people 
of Palestine. Those of us who, in the years 
that were to follow, raised our voices 
publicly against the violent apartheid 
of the Israeli state were vilified by the 
Zionist press. It is ironic, too, that the 
Jew-haters in South Africa – those who 
worked and prayed for a Hitler victory 
– have been linked in close embrace with 
the rulers of Israel in a new axis based 
on racism.” (pp 30-31). (By 1980, Israel 
had become South Africa’s largest arms 
supplier, and in 1981 Israeli Defense 
Minister Ariel Sharon pledged military 
support for South Africa’s incursion into 
Namibia.) 

The South African Jewish community 
was fortunate that, from 1987 to 2004, 
it had found in Cyril Harris (1936-2005) 
a Chief Rabbi who helped it come to 
terms with the ending of its share in the 
“white supremacy” of that country’s 
Apartheid system. Himself a lifelong 
Zionist, Harris did not wax hysterically 
about some supposed  existential threat 
to South Africa’s Jewish community 
as an outspoken anti-Zionist like Joe 
Slovo came to the fore as a key player 
in forming the first post-Apartheid 
Government of South Africa. Quite the 
contrary! Speaking at the state funeral 
of Joe Slovo on January 15, 1995, Cyril 
Harris, Chief Rabbi of the Union of 
Orthodox Synagogues of South Africa, 
pronounced: 

“We gather together today to mourn 
the passing of Joe Slovo and to give 
thanks for a great life ... a white man who 
with every fibre of his being fought to 
improve the lot of his black brothers and 
sisters... His humanity was boundless 
and inspirational; he became the true 
champion of the oppressed. Let not 
those religious people who acquiesced, 
passively or wrongly, with inequalities of 
yesteryear, let not those religious people 
dare to condemn Joe Slovo, a humanist 
socialist, who fought all his life for basic 
decency, to reinstate the dignity to which 
all human beings are entitled. He was 
proud to acknowledge the Jewish roots 
of his compassion. Brought up as a child 
in a Lithuanian ghetto, he experienced 
at first hand the degradation and misery 
of being unfairly treated for no proper 

Continued On Page 21
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reason. So, in the South Africa he grew to love, he determined that no one should be 
singled out for unfair treatment for no proper reason... We give thanks for his bravery. 
Unflinching throughout the struggle, he never gave up in the darkest hours but 
soldiered on to tackle seemingly insurmountable difficulties... There is an old Rabbinic 
teaching, a beautiful one, that just before a person dies, an angel comes to him from 
Heaven and asks the vital question: ‘Tell me, is the world a better place because of 
your life which is about to end? Is the world a better place because of the efforts you 
exerted? Is the world a better place because you were around?’ For Joe Slovo, we give 
the answer Yes, a resounding Yes. The world is a better place, thanks to you, Joe, and 
your remarkable life... Shalom, dear brother, Shalom. Rest in eternal peace.” 

Now there was a Chief Rabbi who knew how to act honourably! 

Continued From Page 20

Below we publish Labour’s Shadow 
chancellor John McDonnell’s speech 
on Jobs and the economy, part of 
the debate on the Queen’s Address. 
A number of interjections have been 
omitted to reduce the number of 
words.

Economy and Jobs
20 January 2020
Mr Speaker I inform the House 

that I have selected amendment 
(d), in the name of the Leader 
of the Opposition, which will be 
moved at the start of the debate, and 
amendments (b) and (e), which will 
be moved formally at the end of the 
debate.

John McDonnell (Hayes and 
Harlington) (Lab) I beg to move 
an amendment, at the end of the 
Question to add: ‘but respectfully 
regrets that the Gracious Speech fails 
to put an end to a decade of austerity, 
to invest in the UK’s underfunded 
public services, or to scrap universal 
credit; notes the damaging impact 
that the four-year freeze in working-
age benefits has had on families 
on low income; and calls on the 
Government to bring forward a plan 
to reverse the damaging impact 
austerity has had on communities 
in the UK, tackle the climate and 
environmental emergency, and 
reshape the economy to work for 
everyone by clamping down on tax 
avoidance, tackling insecurity in 
work by extending full employment 

rights to all workers, ending in-work 
poverty, and introducing a real living 
wage.’.

You, Mr Speaker, have been in 
the House as long as I have, so you 
will know that the classic approach 
to a good Queen’s Speech and 
its subsequent debate combines 
an assessment of the position of 
the country—a state of the nation 
address—with at least some attempt 
to address the issues facing our 
people. On both counts, the latest 
Queen’s Speech and this process is 
by any stretch of the imagination 
crushingly disappointing—I believe 
that the overriding view that will 
come to be associated with this 
Government may well be one of 
disappointment. They appear to have 
no appreciation of the lives so many 
of our fellow citizens live or of the 
often heartrending problems they 
face.

The Government’s programme in 
the Queen’s Speech fails to reverse the 
decade of austerity. As the Institute 
for Fiscal Studies has said, austerity 
is baked into the Government’s 
economic policies, which fail to 
tackle insecure work, to end in-work 
poverty and to introduce a real living 
wage. Worst of all, the Queen’s 
Speech fails to address the brutal 
hardship caused by universal credit, 
introduced by this Government. We 
face twin emergencies: first, a climate 
emergency, an existential threat to 

our planet that, as we have seen only 
too well in Australia and Indonesia, 
is rapidly spiralling beyond control; 
and, secondly, in this country, a 
social emergency resulting from a 
decade of harsh austerity and decline. 
Last year, the House resolved that 
we faced a climate emergency. We 
should also resolve that we face a 
social emergency.

In the last three months in this 
Chamber, we have had debates on the 
spending review and the last Queen’s 
Speech in which hon. Members 
have highlighted report after report 
from independent agencies exposing 
the impact of a decade of austerity. 
I want to seize on one group as an 
example—a group dear to all our 
hearts. If we are to lay any claim 
to being a compassionate or even 
a civilised society, surely the most 
effective test is how we care for 
our children, and on that count 
the Government fail appallingly. 
Surely no Government could ignore 
organisations such as the Children’s 
Society and the Child Poverty Action 
Group, which have reported that 
more than 4 million of our children 
are still living in poverty. That means 
that one child in three is living in 
poverty in our country in the 21st 
century. Some 125,000 of those 
children are homeless and living in 
temporary accommodation.

The effects on our children of living 
in poverty are well documented 
by the Children’s Society. Those 
children are more likely to be in poor 
health, to experience mental health 
problems, and to have a low sense 
of wellbeing. They underachieve at 
school, and experience stigma and 
bullying. The shocking statistic, 
though, is that 70% of children living 
in poverty are in households in which 
someone is in work. The Children’s 
Society describes that experience as 
being hit by a perfect storm of low 
wages, insecure jobs and benefit 
cuts. The result is remarkable: this 
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Government have achieved the historic 
distinction of being the first modern 
Government to break the link between 
securing work and being lifted out of 
poverty.

The Chancellor boasted recently 
that wage rises were at record levels 
compared with those of the last 10 
years. That is a bizarre boast. Wage 
rises are at a 10-year record high 
because his Government have kept 
wage growth so low for the last decade. 
Average real wages are still lower than 
they were before the financial crisis. 
[Interruption.] The Chancellor, from 
a sedentary position, has again used 
the slogan “Labour’s crisis”. Let me 
try to find a quotation for him. George 
Osborne said: “did Gordon Brown 
cause the sub-prime crisis in America? 
No.”

He went on to say that “broadly 
speaking”, the Labour Government 
“did what was necessary in a very 
difficult situation.” The Chancellor, 
again from a sedentary position, refers 
to the deficit. Let me quote again. In 
2007, George Osborne said: “Today, 
I can confirm for the first time that a 
Conservative Government will adopt 
these spending totals.”

He was referring to the spending 
totals of a Labour Government, 
by implication. Let me caution the 
Chancellor, because we might want 
to examine his role at Deutsche Bank, 
where he was selling collateralised 
debt obligations, described by others 
as the weapon of mass destruction that 
caused the crisis.

As I was saying, average real wages 
are still lower than they were before 
the financial crisis. The Resolution 
Foundation has described the last 
decade as the worst for wage growth 
since Napoleonic times. The recent 
increase in the minimum wage. 
announced with such a fanfare by the 
Government, reneges on their minimal 
commitment that it would be £9 an 
hour by this year. It certainly is not. 
The UK is the only major developed 
country in which wages fell at the 
same time as the economy grew after 
the financial crisis.

The Government seem to believe 
that the answer to low pay is raising 
national insurance and tax thresholds. 
When tax thresholds are raised, the 
highest gainers are largely the highest 
earners, and raising them and national 
insurance contributions is the least 
effective way of tackling poverty. 

According to the IFS, only 3% of 
the gains from raising the national 
insurance threshold would go to the 
poorest 20% in our society. A £3 
billion cut in the national insurance 
contributions of employees and self-
employed people—which, at one 
stage, was promised by the Prime 
Minister—would raise the incomes 
of that group by 0.1%, which pales 
into insignificance in comparison with 
the losses endured from benefit and 
tax credit cuts since 2010. It is also 
worth bearing it in mind that, while the 
heaviest burden of austerity has been 
forced on the poorest in our society, 
this Government have given away £70 
billion of tax cuts to the corporations 
and the rich.

We have also heard Ministers refer 
to the so-called jobs miracle. Of course 
we all welcome increased employment, 
but when we look behind the global 
figures we find nearly 4 million people 
in insecure work with no guaranteed 
hours and 900,000 people on zero-
hours contracts. Britain has one of the 
highest levels of income inequality 
in the developed world. A FTSE 100 
chief executive will be paid more in 
three days than the average worker’s 
annual wage. Surely no Member of 
this House can think that that is right, 
can they? The gender pay gap is 17.3% 
and there is now an inter-generational 
pay gap of over 20%. There is an 8% 
pay gap for black workers, and if you 
are disabled the pay gap is 15%. There 
is nothing in the Queen’s Speech 
that will address any of this. There is 
nothing that will address the grotesque 
levels of inequality in our society and 
at work, certainly on the scale that is 
needed.

There is nothing in this Queen’s 
Speech that will address the grotesque 
levels of inequality. Actually, the 
reverse is true because the Government 
are now launching  another assault on 
trade union rights and, in particular, the 
human right of the ability to withdraw 
one’s labour. The Chancellor has also 
rejected future dynamic alignment with 
EU employment rights and standards, 
and there is a real fear—let us express it 
now—that this prefaces the fulfilment 
of ambitions of Conservative Members 
to undermine workers’ rights and 
conditions. Maybe that is what some 
of their campaigning for Brexit was 
all about. Wage levels are low, in 
part because this Government have 
produced a productivity crisis. Over 
the past decade, productivity grew at 

its slowest level in 60 years. A German 
or French worker produces in four 
days what a British worker produces 
in five, not because the UK worker is 
any less industrious; far from it. It is 
because investment in the UK has been 
broadly weaker than in the rest of the 
G7 countries, especially since 2016, 
and investment is currently stagnating.

This has been exacerbated by the 
lack of investment not just in capital 
but in human capital—in training 
and skills. In his interview at the 
weekend in the Financial Times, the 
Chancellor highlighted the role of 
further education colleges, and I agree 
with him. He talked about the role they 
could play in raising productivity by 
promoting lifelong learning and skills 
training. As someone who benefited 
from further education while I was on 
the shop floor, I fully agree, but the 
reality is that this Government have 
brought FE to its knees, with the IFS 
suggesting that at least £1.16 billion is 
needed just to reverse the cuts that the 
Government have imposed on further 
education. We have seen a decade of a 
Government denying opportunities to 
the very people whose skills have been 
desperately needed, not just to fire 
up our economy but also to lift their 
families of poverty.

Alongside skills, a vibrant economy 
needs to invest in the future if we are 
to compete in the fourth industrial 
revolution, but on investment in 
research and development, the UK 
is now 11th in the EU. We await the 
Government’s detailed proposals on 
investment in R and D, and if they 
are of a scale we will support them, 
but it will take a lot to make up for 
the lost decade in this field. A lack of 
investment in infrastructure and R&D 
has resulted in productivity going 
backwards in many regions of the UK. 
The 2017 Kerslake report identified 
a £40 billion productivity gap in the 
three northern regions compared with 
the south, which has produced some of 
the worst regional inequality in all of 
Europe.

We have referred in the past to 
the differentiation between types of 
investment, and the example that 
we have used in previous debates is 
stark. Planned transport investment in 
London is 2.6 times higher per capita 
than in the north, so it is no wonder 
that rail infrastructure in the north has 
been falling apart. After a decade of 
decline, the Government at last seem 
to have at least acknowledged their 
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mistake in refusing to invest in the 
regions—something we have been 
crying out for—but we will see what 
scale of investment is produced after 
the fine words.

However, this is not just about capital 
investment in infrastructure. There 
is also a desperate need for revenue 
investment in the social infrastructure of 
our regions and nations. It is interesting 
that many cities and towns in the north 
have borne the brunt of austerity. Seven 
out of the 10 cities with the largest cuts 
in the country are in the north-east, the 
north-west and Yorkshire. That came 
about not by some miracle, but as the 
result of deliberate Government policy.

Imitation, they say, is the highest 
form of flattery, so I suppose Labour 
should be flattered that the Government 
are now looking to rewrite the Treasury 
Green Book to reorient investment 
decisions towards the regions outside 
London and the south-east—an exercise 
that Labour undertook two years ago. I 
suppose we should also be flattered by 
the Government now following Labour 
in adopting a fiscal rule that enables 
them to take advantage of low interest 
rates to borrow, which we advocated at 
least four years ago.

We looked at the regional impacts 
and at how tax breaks are distributed 
unequally around the country. There 
is an important and exciting piece of 
work to be done, and some of those 
issues were considered by the Kerslake 
review in 2017. There will be some 
element of consensus on how we 
can direct future investment, and we 
can build upon that in the long term, 
because if anything comes out of the 
lessons of the past 10 years, it is that we 
need a longer schedule than just a five-
year parliamentary process for capital 
investment of that scale.

Returning to fiscal rules, the 
Government have now advocated a 
fiscal rule that largely follows Labour’s 
advice, but it is this Government’s third 
or fourth fiscal rule—I have lost count. 
Some of them have been adhered to—
no, actually, looking back at it, none 
of them have actually been adhered 
to, which largely defeats the object of 
having fiscal rules. It will be interesting 
to see how long this one lasts and how 
far it is achieved. The problem is that, 
even if they use all the headroom that 
their new fiscal rule allows, they are 
only paying lip service to the need to 
invest at scale and for the long term. If 
we are to tackle the issues of poverty, 
regional inequality and, yes, climate 

change, the amount of new investment 
mooted so far by the Chancellor 
is nowhere near the scale needed 
to address the dilapidation of our 
infrastructure outside London, and it is 
certainly not at the scale needed if we 
are to tackle climate change. From what 
we have heard so far, the maximum 
amount of increased investment talked 
about by the Chancellor is less than 
today’s estimate of the cost of High 
Speed 2.

The Chancellor’s idea in his 
Financial Times interview, of splitting 
the Treasury and sending some of its 
officials to work in satellite offices 
outside London, is a pale imitation of 
Labour’s plans not just for regional 
offices but to move whole sections 
of the Treasury to the north, to move 
the Bank of England to Birmingham 
and, similarly, to locate a national 
investment bank outside London. If 
the Government are going to plagiarise 
Labour’s policies, they at least have a 
duty to do so competently.

What all these things have in common 
is a failure to tackle the root causes of 
the problems to which the Government 
pay lip service: the grotesque levels 
of inequality in income and wealth 
in our society; the concentration of 
wealth and power in the hands of a 
few; the ownership of the economy 
by an elite, with the vast majority of 
people locked out of decision making 
and having no say on how the economy 
works or on who it works for; and an 
economy increasingly serving the few, 
not the many. There is no sign that the 
Government recognise the root causes 
of the crisis we face, whether social 
or environmental—at least, there is no 
sign of them doing anything about it.

Of course, all these investment 
proposals will count for very little if 
the Government fail to secure a post-
Brexit trade deal with our EU partners 
that protects jobs. On that score, it 
is hardly surprising that businesses’ 
fears rose when the Chancellor, in 
his weekend interview, cavalierly 
threatened to throw our manufacturing 
sector under a bus, as he rejected the 
calls from business for alignment with 
the EU to ensure his own Government’s 
long-standing promise of frictionless 
trade. He casually said: “There will be 
an impact on business one way or the 
other, some will benefit, some won’t.”

Let us be clear that if frictionless 
trade is not achieved in a future 
trade deal or, worse, if there is no 
deal, the bulk of our manufacturing 

sector, including cars, aerospace, 
pharmaceuticals and food and drink, 
will be in the “some won’t” category. 
One recent estimate identified that, in 
the past decade, we have already lost 
600,000 manufacturing jobs.

Today, business leaders and unions 
have combined to warn the Chancellor 
that his promise to split from the EU 
will cost billions and damage UK 
manufacturing. Bizarrely, he blames 
the manufacturing companies for 
not having already prepared for any 
regulatory divergence coming out of 
any future trade deal, when no one 
knows what the deal or the rules will 
be. There is an element of Samuel 
Beckett or Kafka here, I am not sure 
which.

We hear that the Chancellor is the 
only Minister to be secure in his job 
ahead of the possible “night of the long 
knives” reshuffle in February.

Chris Stephens (Glasgow South 
West) (SNP) Is the shadow Chancellor 
aware that Her Majesty’s Revenue 
and Customs’ wealthy unit had 1,046 
full-time equivalents 18 months ago 
but now has 961? What does that say 
about the Government’s approach to 
tax avoidance and evasion?

John McDonnell The whole process 
of cuts in HMRC over the years has 
been a self-defeating one, by which 
we remove the expertise we need to 
ensure a fair taxation system and to 
tackle tax evasion and avoidance. 
There is a desperate need to harness 
our economy effectively, as we will 
discuss at a later date, and to end our 
dependence on fossil fuel and to do so 
much sooner than the inadequate target 
date of 2050. We will still have some 
opportunity to address these issues in 
the run-up to the Budget, but for now 
let me conclude by cautioning the 
Government that this Queen’s Speech 
fails dramatically to demonstrate the 
sense of urgency and scale of action 
needed to provide the decade of 
renewal they promise. Our people have 
endured a decade of decline. On the 
basis of what is laid out in this Queen’s 
Speech and the policy direction laid 
out so far by the Chancellor, they face 
not a decade of renewal but a decade of 
disappointment. We already have had a 
foretaste of the dangerous politics that 
disappointment and disillusion creates. 
We must avoid it, and I ask Members to 
support our amendment.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

CARDBOARD SUITCASES & SARDINES
There was considerable interest in Italy’s two Regional 

Governor elections on 26 January. The main focus was 
on the one in Emilia-Romagna, rather than the other in 
Calabria. The interest in this northern area was symptomatic 
of the disinterest interminably suffered to its enormous 
disadvantage by the far south Calabria. The north-
south divide in the UK is similar, but just the other way 
up. The implications of a possible Centre-Right win in 
Emilia-Romagna could have led to the fall of the national 
Government, hence the additional, international fascination 
for this local event.

The turn-out in Calabria was only 44%. The campaign 
started with a fair amount of complex chaos in the process 
of making the choices of candidates. The Centre Right 
coalition then topped the poll with Silvio Berlusconi’s 
Forza Italia Party, Fi, as the largest party in that coalition. 
Curiously, as Fi is polling rock bottom of every national 
opinion poll. Matteo Salvini’s Lega, was only just behind. 
But previously known as Lega-Nord, The Northern League, 
it only organised in part of the north until Salvini decided on 
national rebranding. It was his chance to move into a wider 
orbit.

Carlo Tansi, Head of Civil Protection, stood as a 
Calabrian independent. His manifesto promised to address 
the alarming 57.2% unemployment, the rise in temporary 
contracts and, as his blog said, the fact that “the ruling class 
has failed”. “Fifty years ago we started out with cardboard 
suitcases ….and not much has changed. I call this failure”. 
The voters clearly didn’t listen, his aspirational policies 
made little impact, and the most long-standing member of 
the ruling class, Berlusconi, won. 

Emilia-Romagna is traditionally a left-wing stronghold. 
The incumbent Partito Democratico, Pd, centre-left  
candidate was being closely challenged by the Lega’s, right-
wing candidate. Matteo Salvini, national Lega leader has an 
energy and charisma which gives him an advantage over 
the rather wooden Zingaretti of the Pd. And charisma blinds 
the critical faculties of many voters. Salvini campaigned 
in Emilia-Romagna with the frequency and intensity of 
a candidate rather than the party leader. Lega even spent 
E50,000 on Facebook publicity in the month leading to the 
election. But Salvini courts controversy, and that works both 
for and against him. For example, he takes a controversially 
strong anti-immigrant stance. Or, The Vatican are unamused 
that he often campaigns waving a crucifix. Or, during the 
campaign he pressed the intercom of a long-settled migrant 
family and made a racist comment. Giorgia Meloni’s ultra-
right-wing Fratelli d’Italia, Fd’I has recently been picking 
up votes, as she is seen as being rather more acceptable than 
Salvini. 

The Five Star Movement M5S, triumphantly became the 
largest Parliamentary group at the 2018 election, but had 
leached support ever since. Luigi Di Maio, the leader since 
shortly before then, has not been seen as effectively pushing 
the Movement’s agenda. Parliamentarians began to leave to 
join other parties, the  independents’ group and also Lega. Di 

Maio threatened to resign if there were any more defections 
and he kept his promise when the inevitable happened. 
The unfortunate timing came a week before the Regional 
elections. Many had been critical of the Movement’s 
organisational method which centralises decision-making 
and curtails individual autonomy. 

The game changer in Emilia-Romagna were The Sardines. 
This was a phenomenon, a non-politically-aligned grass-
roots movement, started in November 2019 to combat the 
rise of the far right and particularly to protest against the 
political rhetoric of Salvini’s Lega. The title came from 
their packing of piazzas with as many people as possible, 
thousands, as a form of protest. Salvini organised a rally in 
a piazza in Bologna and the Sardines filled another piazza - 
and so it continued. 

The Emilia-Romagna polls closed with a win for the 
Centre-Left with a total of 51.4%. The Centre-Right polled 
a total of 43.6%. A few days later Luigi Manconi was 
explaining in La Repubblica how the Sardines’ enthusiasm 
and anti-Right pressure brought out potential abstainers and 
helped Salvini lose rather than actively helping the Pd win. 
He wrote that their T-shirts seemed to say that  “Politics....
requires experience and expertise, technical knowledge and 
ability in government within a framework of shared values, 
which is why the choice in favour of Stefano Bonaccini (the 
Pd winner) was inevitable”.

M5S and Meloni’s Fd’I had noteworthy results. M5S had 
polled 27.5% in Calabria’s 2018 General Election but were 
reduced to an insignificant 4.7% in January 2020. There was 
an even more precipitous drop in Emilia-Romagna: from 
43.4% to 6.3%, but they were never in contention there. 
Nunzia Catalfo, the M5S Minister of Employment gave 
an interview to La Repubblica on 28 January. In a mirror 
of Rebecca Long-Bayley’s enthusiastic 10/10 ratings for 
Jeremy Corbyn, she supported Di Maio enthusiastically 
saying that “We mustn’t forget that he produced good 
work”. She went on to say that in March a “road map” will 
be produced to “relaunch” the M5S for the future.

Meanwhile in Calabria, Georgia Meloni’s Fd’I made a 
creditable 10.9% against Lega’s 12.2 and Berlusconi’s Fi 
at 12.3%. Then in Emilia-Romagna she made 8.6% against 
Berlusconi’s 2.6%. She said that she “might try to be Prime 
Minister” if she thought it would ever be possible for a 
woman in Italy. 

2020 will bring more Regional elections. In Campania, 
which is currently held by Pd, and in Puglia, where the 
Governor defected from Pd to become Independent in 
2019. There will also be a significant mayoral election in 
Naples. This is currently held by the successful Luigi De 
Magistris, who is on the left. The Pd have tasted success and 
Nicola Zingaretti, in looking ahead, is hoping to include the 
Sardines in his planning for a successful future. He needs 
their support. Crucially, as a 28 January La Repubblica 
article said: the Pd are “winners but they lack the war horses 
for the battle”. 


