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Labour’s Craven 
Candidates

The Labour leadership contest, now in its seventh 
week, is not exactly setting the world alight. The 
media, obsessed with the latest celebrity gossip and 
with Johnson’s compliant cabinet, have taken little 
interest in it. And the wider public are largely unaware 
that it is happening. Labour Affairs however has more 
than a passing interest in it. We have no preference 
for any one of the candidates, given what we have 
heard from them so far. What is important is which 
of the three will take the party in the right direction, 
retaining much of the 2019 manifesto but focusing 
on three or four key issues that will appeal to voters. 
The party should avoid meaningless slogans such as 
“For the Many, not the Few.” Unlike Johnson’s “Get 
Brexit Done”, Labour’s slogan contained no practical 
message for voters.

There is a simple explanation for our refusal to 
endorse any one of the candidates. All three caved in 
to the pressure from the Board of Deputies of British 
Jews and signed up to their ten pledges. In our view 
no potential leader of the Labour party should take 
orders from an outside organisation, such as the 
Board of Deputies. The pledges are an interference in 
the internal administration and politics of the Labour 
party and should be dismissed as such. The BoD has 
no right to demand that any individual party member 
accused of antisemitism should not be readmitted 
into the party, but that is what is called for in one of 
the pledges. Ken Livingstone, who resigned from the 
party in 2018, is cited as someone who should not 
be readmitted. The decision on party membership is 
a matter for the appropriate body within the Labour 
party. It is not the business of the BoD. 

Nor should the candidates be beholden to the 
Jewish Labour Movement. The JLM (formerly Paole 
Zion) is an affiliate organisation of the Labour party. 

It is also affiliated to the British Board of Deputies, 
the Zionist Federation of  Great Britain and Ireland 
and to the World Zionist Organisation. The WZO, 
incidentally, funds the building of Jewish settlements 
in the occupied West Bank, condemned by the United 
Nations and opposed by the Labour party. The JLM 
has a number of laudable aims, but one of them is 
“to promote the centrality of Israel in Jewish life”. 
Cynics could suggest that it begs the question where 
does their loyalty lie?  At a hustings held by the JLM 
each Labour leadership candidate was asked if they 
were a Zionist. This was clearly a subtle way to force 
the candidates to confess that the party of which they 
seek to be leader is deeply antisemitic. Anti-Zionist 
being conflated with antisemitic.

There is a further issue in which the candidates 
should not become involved. The row raging around 
the question of trans-gender risks alienating the party 
from its traditional supporters. But the candidates 
are being forced to confront it by a small minority 
of activists, totally unrepresentative of the party 
membership. In their view anyone who questions 
the complexities of the issues involved and the 
difficulties that can arise is labelled transphobic. The 
new Labour leader needs to focus on the issues that 
voters care about and which directly impact on their 
lives. Labour should avoid being seen as a party that 
cares more about trans-gender issues, as important 
as they may be to those affected, and promote 
vigorously its core economic and social policies to 
transform Britain.

British society is class based. However it’s now 
commonly stated that identity and values have 
replaced class as a political determinant. Self-identity 
is one of its products. But it is class, not identity and 
values, that influence the composition and direction 
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of the state and society. It is class that 
determines the place of the individual 
in society. Whatever the Tories and 
liberal pundits like Tony Blair may 
say, class matters. Only those at 
the top of the class hierarchy and 
determined to stay there argue that 
class no longer matters. John Major 
once said that Britain is a classless 
society in so far as individuals could 
move from one class to another. 
Nothing more was heard of it because 
little happened to support his view.

The candidates appear keen to 
distance themselves from Jeremy 
Corbyn’s leadership, although Long-
Bailey is regarded as Corbyn’s 
heir. But they can’t escape from 
his manifesto legacy, now being 
brazenly raided by Boris Johnson. 
Following the resignation of Sajid 
Javid, an adherent of fiscal prudence, 
the way is open for Johnson and 
his new Chancellor Rishi Sunak 
to ditch the Tories reputation for 
careful management of Britain’s 
finances. Under Johnson the Tories 
have accepted that with interest 
rates remaining historically low the 
government can borrow heavily to 
finance capital investment. When 
Ed Miliband argued for higher 
borrowing for this purpose in 2015 
he was widely criticised. Unlike 
Cameron and May, Johnson has no 
such qualms about borrowing and 
increasing the national debt.

The plans to borrow to invest in 
more buses, better rail services and 
greater cycling measures, as part of 
a process of levelling up, bringing 
improvements to people’s lives in 
the Midlands and North, are straight 
out of Labour’s 2019 manifesto. 
These and other policies developed 
by Labour, and for which the party 

was ridiculed, are now being planned 
by the Tories. As a direct result of 
the work of Corbyn and McDonnell, 
the Tories have moved to the left 
occupying some of the space vacated 
by Labour following its election 
defeat. There will be scope for Labour 
to criticise the implementation of the 
policies when they happen. But until 
then they should be welcomed as 
proof that Labour under Corbyn, at 
least in its economic manifestation, 
was not the harbinger of national 
doom.

Immigration, however, is the one 
policy area where Labour and the 
Tories fail to meet. The proposals 
for the changes in immigration laws 
announced towards the end of last 
month are ostensibly designed to 
transform Britain’s labour market, 
and there are aspects of them badly 
overdue. For example, the prospect 
of employers forced to invest more 
in their workers and pay them more 
are to be welcomed. At the same 
time however Johnson and Home 
Secretary Priti Patel are setting a trap 
for Labour. There is a clear political 
dimension to the proposals: to paint 
Labour as a party that puts the rights 
of foreign labour before those of 
indigenous workers. That is the 
headline grabbing message that the 
Tories hope will be picked up by the 
voters. Labour’s failure to properly 
address the issues around Britain’s 
labour market has led to this. It could 
be hard put to come up with a better 
alternative to the Tories. But it must 
be a priority for the next Labour 
leader.

Pissed To Such a Degree... ?
He left his job because of PTSD
  through reporting in Africa because of its needs.
Downed the Northern Catholic in its plight,
  much to Whitehall’s delight.
There followed an OBE.
  (praying for a knighthood as a follow-through?)
In murderous Rwanda
  he had a gander,
cursed Mugabe in Zimbabwe.
  Lost his nation in trolling to obey.

Wilson John Haire.  26th January, 2020
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

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/.  

ADDRESS TO HIS MAJESTY.
19 November 1918 
Mr. SPEAKER and the House 

went to attend His Majesty, and, 
having returned,

Mr. SPEAKER I have to report 
that the House has this day attended 
His Majesty in the Royal Gallery 
with their Address, in reply to which 
His Majesty was pleased to make a 
Most Gracious Speech.

HIS MAJESTY’S REPLY.
19 November 1918 
His Majesty’s Reply, delivered 

to the Members of both Houses of 
Parliament was as follows:

“I thank you for your loyal 
Addresses of congratulations on the 
signature of an Armistice and on the 
prospect of a victorious peace.

“At this moment, without parallel 
in our history and in the history of 
the world, I am glad to meet you and 
the representatives of India and the 
Dominions beyond the seas, that we 
may render thanks to Almighty God 
for the promise of a peace now near 
at hand, and that I may express to 
you, and through you to the peoples 
whom you represent, the thoughts 
that rise in my mind at a time so 
solemn.

“I do this with a heart full of grateful 
recognition of the spontaneous and 
enthusiastic expressions of loyalty 
and affection which I have been 
privileged to receive both personally 
here and in the metropolis, and, by 
messages from all parts of these 
islands, as well as from every quarter 
of the Empire. During the past four 
years of national stress and anxiety, 
my support has been faith in God and 
confidence in my people. In the days 
to come, days of uncertainty and of 
trial, strengthened by the same help, I 
shall strive to the utmost of my power 
to discharge the responsibilities laid 
upon me, to uphold, the honour of 
the Empire, and to promote the well-
being of the peoples over whom I am 
called to reign.

“After a struggle longer and far 
more terrible than any one could 
have foretold, the soil of Britain 

remains inviolate. Our Navy has 
everywhere held the seas, and 
wherever the enemy could be 
brought to battle it has renewed the 
glories of Drake and Nelson. The 
incessant work it has accomplished 
in overcoming the hidden menace of 
the enemy submarines and guarding 
the ships that have brought food and 
munitions to our shores, has been less 
conspicuous but equally essential to 
success. Without that work, Britain 
might have starved and those valiant 
soldiers of America who have so 
much contributed to our victory 
could not have found their way hither 
across the foam of perilous seas.

“The Fleet has enabled us to win 
the war. In fact, without the Fleet, 
the struggle could not have been 
maintained, for upon the command 
of the sea the very existence and 
maintenance of our Land Forces 
have from the first depended.

“That we should have to wage this 
War on land had scarcely entered 
our thoughts until the storm actually 
broke upon us. But Belgium and 
France were suddenly invaded and 
the nation rose to the emergency. 
Within a year an Army more than 
ten times the strength of that which 
was ready for action in August, 1914, 
was raised by voluntary enlistment, 
largely owing to the organising 
genius and personal influence of 
Lord Kitchener, and the number of 
that Army was afterwards far more 
than doubled.

“These new soldiers, drawn from 

the civil population, have displayed 
a valour equal to that of their 
ancestors, who have carried the flag 
of Britain to victory in so many 
lands in bygone times short as was 
their training, they have imitated and 
rivalled the prowess of the small but 
ever famous force which, in the early 
weeks of the War, from Mons to the 
Marne, fought its magnificent retreat 
against vastly superior numbers. Not 
less prompt was the response, not 
less admirable the devotion to the 
common cause, of those splendid 
troops which eagerly hastened to us 
from the Dominions overseas, men 
who showed themselves more than 
ever to be bone of our bone, inheriting 
all the courage and tenacity that 
have made Britain great. A hundred 
battlefields in all parts of the world 
have witnessed their heroism, have 
been soaked with their blood, and are 
for ever hallowed by their graves.

“I shall ever remember how the 
Princes of India rallied to the cause, 
and with what ardour her soldiers 
sustained in many theatres of War and 
tinder conditions the most diverse 
and exacting, the martial traditions of 
their race. Neither can I forget how 
the men from the Crown Colonies 
and Protectorates of Great Britain, 
also fighting amid novel and perilous 
scenes, exhibited a constancy and 
devotion second to none.

“To all these and to their 
Commanders who, in fields so 
scattered and against enemies so 
different in Europe, Asia, and Africa 
have for four years confronted the 
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hazards, overcome the perils, and 
finally decided the issues of War, our 
gratitude is most justly due. They 
have combined the highest military 
skill with unsurpassed resolution; 
and amid the heat of the battlefield 
have never been deaf to the calls of 
chivalry and humanity.

“Particularly would I mention the 
names of Field-Marshal Sir Douglas 
Haig, whose patient and indomitable 
leadership, ably seconded by his 
fellow Commanders, has been 
rewarded by the final rout of the 
enemy on the field of so much 
sacrifice and glory; of General Sir 
Edmund Allenby who, in a campaign 
unique in military history, has won 
back for Christendom the spoil for 
which centuries had fought and bled 
in vain; and of General Sir Stanley 
Maude and his successor who gained, 
in a scene of no less romance, the 
first resounding victory of the War 
for the Allied cause.

“While I mention those who have 
served their country till the end of 
the struggle, let us not forget the 
incomparable services of the leaders 
who, in the early days of the War, 
before Fortune had begun to smile, 
upheld the best traditions of British 
Arms by land and sea; of Field-
Marshal Lord French of Ypres, whose 
title recalls the scene of his undying 
renown, and of Admirals Lord 
Jellicoe and Sir David Beatty, who 
have for four years been the spirit 
and soul, as they were the successive 
Commanders, of the fighting Fleet of 
the Empire.

“Let us remember also those who 
belong to the most recent military 
arm, the keen-eyed and swift-winged 
knights of the air, who have given to 
the world a new type of daring and, 
resourceful heroism.

“So must we further acknowledge 
the dauntless spirit of the men of the 
Mercantile Marine and the fishermen 
who patrolled our coasts, braving all 
the dangers of mine and torpedo in 
the discharge of duty.

“Let our thanks also be given to 
those who have toiled incessantly at 
home, women no less than men, in 
producing munitions of war, and to 
those who have rendered essential 
war service in many other ways. 
There are whole fields of service 
wherein workers, old and young, have 

toiled unknown and unrequited, save 
by the consciousness that they were 
answering to the call of duty. Notable, 
too, has been the contribution made 
to the common welfare by those who 
volunteered as surgeons, physicians, 
chaplains, and nurses, fearlessly 
exposing themselves to danger in 
their tasks of mercy. While all these 
have laboured with the same glowing 
spirit of unselfish service, may we 
not be proud also of the attitude 
maintained by the whole people at 
home? Unwonted privations have 
been cheerfully borne, and the hearts 
of those who were facing the stress 
of battle have been cheered by the 
stedfast confidence with which 
those whom they had left at home 
awaited the issue, and assured them 
of their unfaltering devotion to the 
prosecution of the War.

“While we find in these things 
cause for joy and pride, our hearts 
go out in sorrowful sympathy to the 
parents, the wives, and the children 
who have lost those who were the 
light and stay of their lives. They gave 
freely of what was most precious to 
them. They have borne their griefs 
with unrepining fortitude, knowing 
that the sacrifice was made for our 
dear country and for a righteous 
cause. May they find consolation in 
the thought that the sacrifice has not 
been made in vain. These brave men 
died for Right and for Humanity. 
Both have been vindicated.

“In all these ways, and through 
all these years, there has been made 
manifest the unconquered and 
unconquerable spirit of our race, 
nourished on the glorious traditions 
of many centuries of freedom. This 
spirit, conscious of its strength, bore 
the trials and disappointments of 
these years with a fortitude that was 
never shaken and a confidence that 
never failed. It knew its motives to be 
pure, and it held fast to its faith that 
Divine Providence would not suffer 
injustice and oppression to prevail.

“In this great struggle, which we 
hope will determine for good the 
future of the world, it, is a matter of 
ceaseless pride to us that we have 
been associated with Allies, whose 
spirit has been identical with our own, 
and who amid sufferings that have in 
so many cases greatly exceeded ours, 
have devoted their united strength 

to the vindication of righteousness 
and freedom. France, whose final 
deliverance, achieved by one of the 
greatest Commanders, Marshal Foch, 
has been the reward of a sacrifice and 
endurance almost beyond compare. 
Belgium, devastated and held in 
bondage for nigh on five years, but 
now restored to her liberty and her 
King. Italy, whose lofty spirit has at 
length found its national fulfilment. 
And our remaining Allies, upon 
whose horizon, till lately so dark, the 
light of emancipation already dawns.

“During the last one and a half 
years we are also proud to have been 
directly associated with the great 
sister-Commonwealth across the 
ocean, the United States of America, 
whose resources and valour have 
exercised so powerful an influence 
in the attainment of those high ideals 
which were her single aim.

“Now that the clouds of war are 
being swept from the sky, new tasks 
arise before us. We see more clearly 
some duties that have been neglected, 
some weaknesses that may retard our 
onward march. Liberal provision 
must be made for those whose 
exertions by land and sea have saved 
us. We have to create a better Britain, 
to bestow more care on the health 
and well-being of the people, and to 
ameliorate further the conditions of 
labour.

“May not the losses of war be 
repaired by a better organisation of 
industry and by avoiding the waste 
which industrial disputes involve? 
Cannot a spirit of reciprocal trust and 
co-ordination of effort be diffused 
among all classes? May we not, by 
raising the standard of education, turn 
to fuller account the natural aptitudes 
of our people and open wider the 
sources of intellectual enjoyment?

“We have, also, in conjunction with 
our Allies and other peace-loving 
States, to devise the machinery by 
which the risk of International strife 
shall be averted and the crushing 
burdens of naval and military 
armaments be reduced. The doctrine 
that Force shall rule the world has 
been disproved and destroyed. Let 
us enthrone the rule of Justice and 
International Right.

Continued On Page 5



Labour Affairs  5

No. 305 - March 2020

Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Things have not moved forward 
much since February regarding 
pensions or local elections. The 
government might use the famous 
49/3 to force through the new 
pension law. The 49/3 is the measure 
that allow governments to pass 
laws by decree and bypass a vote, 
usually because it doesn’t have a 
majority. Here there is a majority, so 
the decree is to cut short discussion. 
The opposition has put forward over 
30,000 amendments.

As for the local elections, Macron’s 
candidate as Mayor of Paris resigned 
after the publication of a schoolboy 
video he made of himself. Said 
schoolboys might think twice in 
future before getting into trouble 
(apparently school principals have to 
deal with this sort of thing regularly), 
seeing how pathetic it looks from 
outside.

Since we are in a limbo on these 
two fronts, Froggy will talk about 
the Greens in France. A bit of history 
firsthrough climate change, everyone 
is affected. Ditto the state of the 
oceans, rivers, air quality, pesticides, 
resistance to antibiotics through 
overuse in intensive meat farming 
etc.

In the 1960s the deleterious effects 
of pesticides, in particular DDT, 
became obvious, as described in 
Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring. In 
the early 1970s the oil producing 
countries shocked the developed 
world with price rises. For a time 
western governments reacted as 
if the situation might continue to 
their disadvantage and instigated 
national anti-waste campaigns. Then 
the situation was resolved and the 
motto from then on was ‘consume 

as much as you can’. People who 
had believed all the ‘be frugal and 
avoid waste’ propaganda found a 
refuge in the new Green parties. 
Suddenly concern about pollution 
was left to individuals in the margins. 
Libertarians dominated these groups, 
for example in France the leading 
lights included Daniel Cohn-Bendit.

With the fall of the Soviet 
Union and the end of the socialist 
alternative, coupled with the end of 
heavy industry and destruction of 
the old working class, communist 
parties disappeared and with them 
a clear political alternative. Social 
democratic parties implemented 
or encouraged liberal economics. 
That in France weakened party 
politics and left more room for non-
political people like the Greens. The 
main Green party is called Europe 
Ecologie les Verts, because it’s the 
result of a merger. 

Electoral results
The Greens do quite well in 

European elections (9 seats out of 79 
in 2019, 13% of the vote), less well 
in general elections (no MPs in 2019 
with 4% of the vote; 17 MPs in 2014 
with 5%); in local elections they 
have 49 communes (out of 36,000) 
and one town of over 100,000 
inhabitants, Grenoble, (out of 41).

The 2019 general election results 
were particularly bad because the 
Greens participated in the Hollande 
and the Macron governments, and 
discredited themselves, since these 
governments cannot be ecological. 
They are now led by an unknown 
young man who when elected 
promised his audience everything 
nice and good. 

Programme
There isn’t really a national 

programme. According to their 

“In what spirit shall we approach these great problems? How shall we seek 
to achieve the victories of Peace? Can we do better than remember the lessons 
which the years of war have taught, and retain the spirit which they instilled? 
In these years Britain, and her traditions have come to mean more to us than 
they had ever meant before. It became a privilege to serve her in whatever 
way we could; and we were all drawn by the sacredness of the cause into a 
comradeship which fired our zeal and nerved our efforts. This is the spirit we 
must try to preserve. It is on a sense of brotherhood and mutual good will, on 
a common devotion to the common interests of the nation as a whole, that 
its future properity and strength must be built up. The sacrifices made, the 
sufferings endured, the memory of the heroes who have died that Britain may 
live, ought surely to ennoble our thoughts and attune our hearts to a higher 
sense of individual and national duty, and to a fuller realisation of what the 
English-speaking race, dwelling upon the shores of all the oceans, may yet 
accomplish for mankind.

“For centuries past, Britain has led the world along the path of ordered 
freedom. Leadership may still be hers among the peoples who are seeking to 
follow that path. God grant to their efforts such wisdom and perseverance as 
shall ensure stability for the days to come.

“May good will and concord at home strengthen our influence for concord 
abroad. May the morning star of peace which is now rising over a war-worn 
world be here and everywhere the herald of a better day, in which the storms 
of strife shall have died down and the rays of an enduring peace be shed upon 
all the nations.”

Continued From Page 4
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website, the ‘party’ as a structure 
(all parties, not just the greens) is ‘in 
crisis’. So the Greens need to regroup 
themselves not on party lines. They 
rest their hopes on getting ideas from 
their local federations. 

There is a programme however for 
the present (15th March) local elections. 
Examples are:

More public transport. Speed 
reduction to 20 miles an hour in towns. 
More council housing, which should 
be built ecologically. Bring municipal 
services back in house. No public/
private partnership. Subsidise water 
consumption on a means tested basis.

Part things that happen already: 
plant trees, measure air pollution. Part 
pious wishes: more local shops, fewer 
supermarkets. Creation of ‘green roofs’ 
in towns, where people could grow 
food. When the communal spaces in 
blocks of flat are often occupied by 
youths smoking dope, the green roofs 
will provide extra space of that sort. 
More police in high immigrant areas. 

End of coal and nuclear power 
stations by 2040. Reducing the need 
for transport of people.  Subsidise 
small local firms. Ensure goods don’t 
come from too far away. Regarding 
employment: zero unemployment 
areas, create urban agriculture. Limit 
the place of advertising billboards 
in cities. (That in practice means 
municipalities voting budget cuts). 
Charge people for waste disposal 
according to quantity.

Part fashionable policies 
unconnected with ecology: massive 
policy of awareness teaching on 
gender and homosexuality to primary 
school children.

Universal Basic Income. 
Unconditional welcome for migrants.

Mayor can ban hunting on grounds 
of potential accidents and actual 
nuisance.

Ban on laboratories that use animal 
testing.

These policies are present in other 
parties’ programmes, since the  
Socialist Party has become a green 
party: its motto shows the red rose and 
the words “P.S. SocialEcologie”. 

The CP proposes ‘ecocommunism’ 
and says ecology is at the heart of its 
programme; ditto for Melanchon’s 
group La France Insoumise.

There is no awareness, as regards 
for example decrease in energy supply, 
that most people could not live with 
less electricity or petrol, as things 
stand. They are not in any way ready to 

give up what they have and to embrace 
lower growth, meaning loss of work 
and income. The climate and pollution 
problems from the Green point of view 
seems to be the fault of somebody else, 
and so they act as a protest movement.

To take the example of pesticides 
in food, according to them the big 
corporations fixated on profit are 
responsible. 70% of the population live 
in towns, the gigantic quantities of food 
that must be produced and transported 
to towns must come from somewhere. 
The Greens promote organic food 
for school meals. This is great and 
feasible, because municipalities can 
buy the crop of a smallish local farmer 
at a guaranteed price, but this can’t 
be duplicated in the supplying of 
large city supermarkets. The Greens 
certainly don’t advocate expropriating 
the supermarkets and implementing a 
rationing system, necessary to favour 
small scale farming in the modern age.

The free consumer must remain 
free. This principle is enshrined in 
the manifesto of the present Mayor 
of Paris, the Socialist Anne Hidalgo: 
“The role of the community is to define 
the rules which allow coexistence, 
without intervening in individual 
conceptions of personal good.” How 
this contradiction might be resolved is 
not explained.

In Green thinking, the individual 
will is still supreme, and should not 
be subordinated to the common good. 
And still less to the good of the nation. 
This is where the Greens actually do 
harm.

The Greens are responsible for 
a disaster for France: the end of a 
strong nuclear industry. This industry 
was meant by De Gaulle to ensure 
national sovereignty both military 
and economic; this objective was 
supported by the Communist Party 
through its then affiliated trade union 
the CGT, vital in the running of EDF, 
Electricite de France, and the nuclear 
power stations.

The Greens are against nuclear 
power, and not the least concerned 
about France as such. With ten years 
remaining to act on CO2 emissions, 
and the question of nuclear waste, a 

problem for hundreds of years ahead, 
it is clear that nuclear power is part of 
the solution. Hollande when president, 
pushed by the ecologists, decided the 
closure of nuclear power stations which 
were functioning and safe. Macron is 
now implementing the first closure; 
he also gave up the French company 
Alstom to General Electric, generally 
running down and demoralising an 
industry that by definition must be 
strongly motivated and enjoy 100% 
government support, or not be at all.

De Gaulle and the communists 
did not have ecological reasons for 
supporting nuclear energy; but it 
turns out that, as a commentator said: 
“With hindsight, it is striking that the 
French energy policy based on nuclear 
power had succeeded in reconciling 
a long-term strategy, a benefit for the 
consumer and the development of a 
powerful domestic industry.

But what is less well known is that 
this policy obeyed in an exemplary 
manner the triple objective assigned 
to national electricity policies by the 
Community authorities, i.e. climate 
imperative, competitiveness of supply 
and energy security.”

h t tps : / /www. te los -eu .com/ f r /
economie/mais-pourquoi-fermer-
fessenheim.html

It is a bitter irony that it is the Greens 
we have to thank for this ecological 
and national disaster. As Hervé Kempf, 
an ecology journalist censored both 
by Le Monde and green publications, 
said, what is needed is not renewables 
instead of nuclear, but a drastic 
reduction in energy consumption. 
Nobody wants to face up to that, from 
any political party. The Greens and the 
green left are no better and it’s sheer 
hypocrisy on their part to claim they 
are doing something useful. They 
make a show of their virtue on every 
fashionable front, and they ignore the 
crucial issue. Insisting on the primacy 
of the individual will, or ‘freedom of 
choice’, they are one of the supports of 
neo-liberal politics.

   

WHAT A JOKE
Did they not destroy Libya, these world leaders,
  the bad nation/good nation propaganda feeders.
who met in Berlin to put it all together again,
  in their own image, of course, led by a German
comedienne. 

Wilson John Haire.  22nd January, 2020.
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

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

Contents:  
*The Labour leadership election.
*The Trump “Plan” - the end of 

the 2 State solution to the Israel-
Palestine question?

*2020: 100 years of the Jewish 
Labour Movement/ Poale Zion.   

*The Labour leadership 
election

Voting in the Labour Party 
leadership contest began on 
February 21st and closes midday 
April 2nd. April 4th the result is 
announced, a new leader is duly 
anointed - and Jeremy Corbyn 
stands down.  And, it seems, I 
didn’t do enough in the role of 
loyal Corbyn foot soldier to merit a 
nomination to the House of Lords, 
as happened with Tom Watson, 
handsomely rewarded for his 
disloyalty.  

April 4th, therefore, will mark 
my last entry in the diary of a 
Corbyn foot soldier. It started when 
I decided to support Jeremy’s bid 
for the leadership. It seems a long 
time ago, it’s been such an eventful  
roller-coaster which, of course, 
came from an overly emotional 
investment on my part in what, 
without a doubt, will be seen in 
the future as one of the defining 
moments in British political history. 
Indeed that thought was more or 
less how I concluded the first piece. 

In that diary entry I said I 
supported Jeremy because although 
there might have been Labour MPs 
more experienced and talented 
for the job, there was no one I 
wouldn’t trust as much as Jeremy 
to do the best he could within - 
from the get-go - what was a toxic 
political environment - much of the 
toxicity being generated within the 

Parliamentary Labour Party itself.  
And by the British Establishment, 
including billionaire-owned main 
stream media. 

Jeremy didn’t let down my 
faith in him. Indeed, as noted in a 
subsequent entry, I wrote that his  
apology, on behalf of the Labour 
Party for its support for the Iraq 
invasion, would have been reward 
enough. Iraq was the reason I didn’t 
rejoin the Party on return from 
living in Ireland in my retirement, 
and didn’t until Corbyn presented 
himself for the Party leadership 
with the promise of doing things 
differently.  But there was more to 
come. Much more. Appropriately, 
culminating in his performance 
in  PMQ’s  (Prime Minister’s 
Questions)  and his exposure of 
Boris Johnson’s support for the 
Trump “Peace Plan.” (29th January, 
2020) 

*The Trump Peace “Plan”
Let me summarise his contribution 

(from live House of Commons 
coverage): “This peace plan will 
annex Palestinian territory…lock 
in illegal Israeli colonisation …. 
transfer Palestinian citizens of Israel 
and deny them their fundamental 
human rights .. Labour calls for 
Government backing for a genuine 
international peace plan rather than 
Trump’s plan” 

There has been world-wide 
criticism of the Trump-Netanyahu 
initiative. It has  been mocked as 
an electioneering gimmick by both 
men, one in the process of being 
indicted for fraud and the other 
being  impeached for a treasonable 
act - thus, both in need of a high 
impact distraction from their own 
problems.  But that is to miss the 
point. 

This “Peace Plan” is the 
culmination of  a long settler 
colonialisation for the control of  a 
country - Palestine. It mirrors, in 
essence, the US Indian Removal 
Act, 1830, which displaced the 

nations of native Americans 
(“Indians”) from east to west of 
the Mississippi river, while before 
and after this Act carrying out a 
settlement policy, similar to what 
has been happening in Israel-
Palestine - also  backed by heavy-
handed military action against 
indigenous resistance. 

Another parallel  is that the 
settlers were mostly Europeans 
fleeing religious, political and class 
oppression in their own countries, 
whose suffering was supposed 
to mitigate, if not excuse, the 
suffering they were inflicting on 
native Americans - and French and 
Spanish.  Being Irish, I have more 
relations in the USA than in Ireland. 
By far. We were, a lot of the time, at 
the sharp end of settler colonialism 
as soldiers and police. As a child, 
I cheered John Wayne and Victor 
McLaglan and all the plastic 
paddies of the “Fighting 69th” 
when they stuck it to the “savages.” 
In Israel-Palestine those who resist 
are called “terrorists.” But it’s the 
same old “Manifest Destiny” script 
being played out before us, as if 
it was something new.  Senator  
Chris Murphy, a Democratic Party 
foreign affairs spokesperson, and, 
apparently all-round decent guy, 
has said: “The unilateral annexation 
of the Jordan River Valley and 
existing settlements, deemed 
illegal under US and international 
law, will set back the peace process 
decades. And it risks real violence 
and massive destabilisation inside 
places like Jordan.”  

As David Hearst, former Guardian 
Foreign leader writer, said in 
Middleeasteye, 29th January 2020: 
”No-one should underestimate the 
historic nature of the declaration that 
has just taken place. The two-state 
solution or the idea that a viable, 
contiguous Palestinian state can be 
created alongside a Jewish majority 
state is dead.”  Hearst’s summary 
of  the main points of Trump’s plan: 
support for Israeli annexation of 
Jordan Valley and Israeli occupied 
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West Bank and illegal settlements: 
a four year freeze on Israeli 
settlement construction in areas 
marked out for Palestinians, though, 
of course that leaves out the issue of 
the road networks, checkpoints and 
military outposts set up by Israel to 
prevent  unfettered communication 
within the scattered and fragmented  
Palestinian territory. He concluded:  
The Palestinian state envisioned by 
Trump “looks like an MRI scan of 
the brain of an Alzheimer’s victim. 
The Palestinian state has been 
entirely eaten away.”

That is the positive side of  the 
Trump plan. It, inadvertently, brings 
things to a head. It reveals the real 
plan: the completion of the settler 
colonial process at the expense of 
the colonialised: those still living 
in Israel-Palestine and those driven 
out and denied the right to return. 
Let us, as members of the Labour 
Party, in this time of remembrance, 
remember that the highpoint of  
Palestine’s “Mississippi River” 
moment, was the forcible expulsion 
of the indigenous Palestinians and 
the beginning of the end of any 
real possibility of a viable state of  
Palestine. And it happened in 1948. 
On our watch.  

The problem has festered too 
long. The prolonged “Occupation,” 
unchallenged  in international law, 
long ago morphed into a de facto 
“Annexation” despite all the  pious 
UN resolutions. And the        “2 
State” solution has for decades 
constituted no more than a cover 
for more annexation by stealth. For 
me, as a Labour Party member, I 
welcome its timing: let’s see what 
the leadership candidates are made 
of - because they all failed their first 
test: responding to the outrageous 
demands, yes, demands of the 
unrepresentative Jewish Board of 
Deputies about their antisemitic 
plans. Now is the time for them to 
make amends, balance things up - if 
they have it in them. 

I am particularly interested in Lisa 
Nandy’s response, seeing her as the 
most likely one to succeed, if Keir 
Starmer slips up.  This is what she 
said to the Jewish Chronicle on 
Labour and antisemitism:

“Not only have we completely lost 
the trust of the Jewish community, 
but we are being investigated for 
institutional racism. If you do not 
accept this is a problem then you 
really have to question why you are 
in the Labour Party,” 

As a member of the Labour Party, 
I do not believe it is “institutionally 
racist.”  If it were, I would not  be 
in it. However, I certainly would 
question now putting an “X” to 
Lisa Nandy’s name  to become the 
next Labour Leader. As experienced 
recently in the Labour Party, 
antisemitism was never only about 
antisemitism. There was another 
agenda. And that single item agenda 
read “That Jeremy Corbyn will 
never be allowed to be UK Prime 
Minister.” Was it because of his  
potentially game changing foreign 
policy, or his domestic  policy? 
The truth is: both. In imperial, or 
post-imperial Britain, foreign and 
domestic policies are indivisible. 
That is something I heard Lyndsey 
German, of “Stop the War,” say 
some years ago.     

I have yet to see proof of 
institutional racism, including 
antisemitism in the British Labour 
Party. Rather, all the proof is to the 
contrary - that the Labour Party, 
if anything, is less racist, less 
antisemitic than the main parties - 
and the general public. 

* The Jewish Labour Movement, 
and its fore-runner: Poale Zion 

Lisa Nandy has to know  that the 
referral to the EHRC came from 
the CAA and the JLM and was 
politically motivated. The CAA is 
the Campaign Against Antisemitism. 
Fact check for yourself this 
organisation and its anti-Labour 
stance. The JLM (Jewish Labour 
Movement), members of which, 
unlike the Jewish Voice for Labour 
(JVL), which Nandy lambasts, are 
not even required to be members of 
the Labour Party, or, even, Jews! Fact 
check, please, because, I know,  it is 
hard to credit. As it is equally hard 
to accept its very public, and very 
electorally damaging declaration of 
non-support of Labour in the last 
election - without Nandy or any of 

the leadership contenders calling 
for its censure, or disaffiliation for 
bringing the Party into disrepute.  

The same JLM, was “affiliated 
to Labour for a hundred years,” 
says Nandy. Yes, if you stretch a 
point. To do that you’re obliged to 
mention the JLM’s original name: 
Paole Zion - the clue is in the name: 
“The workers of Zion.” So, how 
appropriate it was for all Labour 
leadership candidates to use the 
platform of the occasion of the 
JLM’s hundredth anniversary, to 
declare their adherence to Zionism!  

Paole, or Paolei, Zion was 
a split from The international 
Jewish Bund, a militant Marxist-
influenced movement that rejected 
the colonialisation of Palestine idea. 
Bund adherents were, if you like, 
“anti-Zionists” when zionism and 
antisemitism were not “conflated” 
but were distinct and competing  
tendencies in the Jewish socialist 
movement. Poale Zion affiliated 
to the British Labour Party in 
1920 - less than 2 years after the 
British Labour Party proposed the 
Jewish colonisation of Palestine.  
Fact check minutes of LP &TUC 
conference, December 1917. 

But Fact check, in vain, for any 
concern for, or mention of, the 
impact of this settler colonialist 
policy on Palestinian Muslims, 
Christians, Druze, or, indeed, the 
indigenous Palestinian Jews, or 
other, lesser, religious and ethnic 
groups.    

The Jewish Chronicle wrote, on 
30th January, the contenders of the 
Labour Party are involved in a high 
wire balancing  act on Labour and 
antisemitism - with glee, I suspect 
- as it sees its pernicious influence 
on internal Labour Party matters 
holding sway.

The next, and final, entry in The 
Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier, 
will attempt to assess how far 
we’ve come in the Corbyn 
years, and, in the light of the 
forthcoming leadership election 
results - and first Shadow Cabinet 
appointments - where we’re now 
headed.  
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The Ten Pledges of the Board of Deputies of British Jews
1. Resolve outstanding cases [in the Labour Party]: All outstanding and future cases should be brought to a swift 

conclusion under a fixed timescale.
2. Make the Party’s disciplinary process independent: An independent provider should be used to process all complaints, 

to eradicate any risk of partisanship and factionalism.
3. Ensure transparency: Key affected parties to complaints, including Jewish representative bodies, should be given 

the right to regular, detailed case updates, on the understanding of confidentiality.
4. Prevent readmittance of prominent offenders: It should be made clear that prominent offenders who have left or 

been expelled from the party, such as Ken Livingstone or Jackie Walker, will never be readmitted to membership.
5. Provide no platform for bigotry: Any MPs, Peers, councillors, members or CLPs who support, campaign or provide 

a platform for people who have been suspended or expelled in the wake of antisemitic incidents should themselves be 
suspended from membership.

6. Adopt the international definition of antisemitism without qualification: The IHRA definition of antisemitism, with 
all its examples and clauses, and without any caveats, will be fully adopted by the party and used as the basis for 
considering antisemitism disciplinary cases.

7. Deliver an anti-racism education programme that has the buy-in of the Jewish community: The Jewish Labour 
Movement should be reengaged by the Party to lead on training about antisemitism.

8. Engagement with the Jewish community to be made via its main representative groups: Labour must engage with 
the Jewish community via its main representative groups, and not through fringe organisations and individuals.

9. Communicate with resolve: Bland, generic statements should give way to condemnation of specific harmful 
behaviours – and, where appropriate, condemnation of specific individuals.

10. Show leadership and take responsibility: The leader must personally take on the responsibility of ending Labour’s 
antisemitism crisis.

Response to the Ten Pledges by Jewish Voice For Labour

The Board of Deputies Ten Pledges 
to End the Antisemitism Crisis is 
staggering in its chutzpah.1* This 
organisation, deeply unrepresentative 
of British Jewry, presumes in effect 
to dictate to a major political party 
how it should run its internal affairs.

Make no mistake these are not 
ten requests: they are ten demands 
and one threat. The threat to each 
of the candidates for leader of the 
Labour Party is in effect – accept 
our demands or we will attack you 
as enablers of antisemitism just as 
we contributed to making Jeremy 
Corbyn virtually unelectable. This 
not only brings shame on the Board 
of Deputies. It also brings danger to 
Jews living in the UK who will be 
seen as claiming a privileged place 
in determining how the country will 
be governed.

It is deeply regrettable that all 
the Leadership candidates have 
succumbed to this blackmail. It is 
to be hoped that they will undertake 
to consult widely within the party, 
listening to a range of voices, about 
the implications of some of these 

1  Chutzpah derives from the 
Yiddish, meaning audacity, insolence, 
impudence, gall, brazen nerve, effrontery, 
presumption, arrogance 

“pledges”.
The Board of Deputies of British 

Jews (BoD) claims to speak for a 
British “Jewish Community” which 
is in reality mythological. The Board 
can make no claim to represent 
either the 20% or so of Jews who are 
Charedi, or the approximately 50% 
who are secular.

The Board’s strong hostility to the 
Labour Party long predates Jeremy 
Corbyn’s leadership. Indeed, its 
previous President Jonathan Arkush 
urged a vote for the Tories in 2015 
when Ed Miliband (who was Jewish) 
was leader; and also welcomed 
the election of Donald Trump. The 
current BoD President Marie van 
der Zyl this last year enthusiastically 
welcomed Boris Johnson becoming 
Prime Minister, despite his known 
racist credentials.

The Pledges
There is an implied narrative behind 

the Board of Deputies’ demands 
which is quite misleading. At a 
cursory glance it might appear that 
they are urging the Labour Party to: 
resolve outstanding cases of alleged 
antisemitism, ensure transparency in 
disciplinary procedures, provide no 
platform for bigotry, communicate 

with resolve and to show leadership 
and take responsibility. But even 
a cursory inspection of how 
they instruct the Labour Party to 
operationalise these calls reveals the 
Board’s sheer effrontery.

Some of the demands are more 
egregious than others. We will start 
with those impacting the Party’s 
internal disciplinary processes. To 
say that these have not run well would 
be an understatement. However their 
dysfunctionality was deliberately 
exploited by the party’s bureaucracy 
under Iain McNicol; and has been 
substantially repaired under his 
successor Jennie Formby, when the 
Party was finally able to replace him.

Demands 9 and 10 are, relatively, 
motherhood and apple pie. The 
others deserve close attention under 
a range of headings.

Justice
A first requirement of any 

disciplinary procedures is that they 
accord with principles of natural 
justice and due process. They must 
provide a framework for a fair 
hearing under transparent and non-
arbitrary procedures. But the Board’s 
pledges display a cavalier disregard 
for justice.
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Demand 1 is that all outstanding 
disciplinary cases should be swiftly 
concluded with a fixed timescale. That 
sounds good, but some cases are more 
complex than others. Those accused 
of something as serious as antisemitic 
behaviour must be allowed appropriate 
time to mount a defence, may need 
extra time because of serious illness, 
etc. Justice is complicated. The Board 
is simplistic. And underlying its 
attitude is the clear view that the only 
verdict that will satisfy the Board is 
‘guilty’.

Demand 4 is that prominent 
offenders who were expelled or who 
left while under investigation should 
never be readmitted to membership. 
Never is a long time. The current 
Labour rules allow for the possibility 
of readmission after any offence, 
depending on behaviour, after a 5-year 
period. There is no reason, other than 
malice, that for this sole category of 
disciplinary finding the possibility of 
behavioural and attitudinal change 
should be excluded.

The aim of this demand is revealed by 
its inclusion of the word ‘prominent’. 
How can it be just or appropriate to 
specify different penalties for people 
depending on how well known they are 
or have become? How can it possibly 
be acceptable to single out people by 
name? The explanation is that the two 
people mentioned were prominent 
‘scalps’ claimed by a political campaign 
to extend the meaning of antisemitism. 
This is political vengefulness.

Demand 3 is that “Jewish 
representative bodies” (read, BoD) 
be given access to details of ongoing 
disciplinary cases. The confidentiality 
owed to ongoing investigations 
into allegations that have not been 
established to have merit is to be 
tossed out of the window. It beggars 
belief: the BoD is demanding the right 
to information that would give them, 
and their allies on the right of the Party, 
the ability to put pressure on how 
individual cases are determined. Out 
goes the independence of the judicial 
process. And what about the breaking 
of hard-won data protection laws?

Who Will Control Labour?
Demand 2 is the very purest chutzpah. 

The demand is that processing of 
all complaints, in effect the whole 
disciplinary process, be outsourced to 
an independent provider. This would 
mean that the Party would lose control 

of who was entitled to be a member! 
No autonomous organisation could 
implement such a scheme, least of all 
a political party. It strikes at the very 
heart of the freedom to organise for 
political change in this country. Parties 
are voluntary associations of people 
who come together to achieve shared 
ends, within national legal constraints. 
Their freedom of discussion and action 
and of self-regulation is the very fabric 
of our democratic processes.

Freedom of Expression
Demand 5 is headed “Provide no 

platform for bigotry”. But honesty 
in advertising would require it to be 
retitled “No platform for those who 
disagree with us”. What it says is that 
when people are going through the 
out-of-control disciplinary process 
assured by Demand 2, and while the 
details of the investigation are being 
fed to the BoD and its allies as a result 
of Demand 3, any other members who 
argue publicly that this treatment is 
misguided or unjust will themselves 
be suspended – and indeed perhaps 
expelled. If enacted this would ensure 
that no members could challenge 
unjust or slanted decision-making. 
Because those that did so would very 
likely cease to be members.

What is to be punished?
Demand 6 – to adopt the International 

Holocaust Remembrance Alliance 
(IHRA) “international definition of 
antisemitism” with all its subordinate 
clauses, without qualification – begs 
many questions. Apart from the fact 
that the Labour Party has already done 
precisely this (misguidedly in our 
view), the IHRA document has proved 
ineffective in actual disciplinary 
situations. This is because its definition 
of antisemitism is so confused and its 
examples highly contentious, with 
no rules as to how to resolve the 
inevitable resulting disagreements as 
to what is and what is not antisemitic. 
The document was never drafted as a 
legally binding document, as countless 
critics (including Ken Stern, its drafter) 
have affirmed.

It is telling that in September 2019 
the BoD and the Community Security 
Trust jointly issued a document 
Protecting the Jewish Community 
from Antisemitism. Sensibly it 
contains a brief workable definition 
of antisemitism. But it is not the 
IHRA definition! Evidently the BoD 

recognises that the latter is not workable 
as a practical guide. The demand that 
the leadership candidates re-endorse 
the IHRA version is thus revealed as 
purely ideological. It has no bearing 
on dealing with antisemitism in the 
real world. It is merely an attempt to 
rub Labour’s nose in the dirt and show 
who is boss.

Who can speak for Jews?
Demands 7 and 8 both seek to define 

the “Jewish Community” by excluding 
many Jews – evidently the wrong 
sort. The right sort include those who 
run the Board, and the cadres of the 
Jewish Labour Movement (JLM). 
The JLM it should be pointed out 
refused to campaign for the great 
majority of Labour MPs at the recent 
general election. It does not require its 
members to be either Jewish or in the 
Labour Party.

Demand 7 is that all Labour Party 
internal training in antisemitism 
should be carried out by JLM. For 
two years from 2016 the aggressively 
pro-Israel JLM did indeed deliver the 
Labour Party’s antisemitism training. 
Its course content was both didactic 
and dogmatic, based on the supposedly 
revealed truth of the controversial 
IHRA document. When in 2018 the 
Labour Party asked them to revise 
their approach JLM walked away in 
a huff. Now they want it back, but on 
their own terms. Demand 7 is that they 
be given it.

Demand 8 extends the same 
monocular approach to the UK’s 
Jews as a whole. The Labour Party is 
required to agree to communicate only 
with ‘mainstream’ Jewish Groups. 
That is to demand the exclusion of 
two-thirds of the country’s Jews. Why 
would they be so afraid that Labour 
might communicate with the wrong 
sort of Jews? The  Jewish Chronicle 
had a ready answer when it reported 
Demand 8 as being ‘to engage with 
the Jewish community via its “main 
representative groups and not through 
fringe organisations” such as Jewish 
Voice for Labour (emphasis added)’. 
Are our demands for a pluralistic vision 
of the Jewish communities in Britain 
really so much of a threat that contact 
with them is contamination? For the 
Board is demanding, in essence, that 
expression of our views be banned in 
the Labour Party.

Oy Vey.
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Corbyn on anti-Semitism
The following letter has not received proper 

attention in the mainstream media.
Dear Prime Minister.
I am writing following statements made by your 

government in response to US President Donald 
Trump’s so-called ‘peace plan’ for Israel and Palestine, 
announced on 28 January. Some of these statements 
have given the impression that your government 
is prepared to depart from important positions of 
principle held by successive British administrations 
of all political persuasions. This in turn raises critical 
questions as to the integrity of your government in 
relation to international law

• Please will you confirm, as a matter of 
urgency, that your government continues to 
uphold the basic principles of international 
law which apply in the case of Israel/Palestine 
namely that:
• The settlements constructed by Israel 
in the occupied West Bank are illegal under 
international law. and any annexation of 
those settlements by Israel would represent a 
fundamental Breach of :ne international legal 
order’.
• The Jordan Valley is under military 
occupation by Israel, and any attempt to 
annex that territory would also be entirely 
contrary to international law.
• The Palestinian people have an 
inalienable right to self-determination which 
must be realised in practice, including their 
right to an independent state of Palestine.

• Any independent slate of Palestine must 
be based on pre-1967 borders, with East 
Jerusalem as its capital.
• Palestinian refugees who were forced 
to flee then homes in 1948, or subsequently, 
have the right to return to those Homes.

In view of the gravity of the Situation facing the 
Palestinian people, and statements from the Israeli 
government indicating that it now wishes to begin a 
process of annexation that would violate the above 
principles of international law, I would be grateful 
for a response to these questions at your earliest 
convenience.

Yours sincerely.
Jeremy Corbyn
Leader of the Opposition

   

BAD GUY
The naivety of it all
  the tension before the squall
The mock-democracy of free speech
  when the targets are reached
The media has its way
  watch my lips and obey
He was a bad guy
  be adolescent, go on try
He was a bad guy
  we sell and you buy
On TV we have you paired
  a smart arse and a nerd
It’s interruption and harassment
  to the nerd’s embarrassment
He won’t follow the line
  declines
that there is only one bad guy
  instead of a world supply
now he’s shouting
  and the nerd is doubting
The fat-faced presenter 
  narcissistically self-centred 
continues to bully the nerd
  and puts him back into the herd,
they who believe he was a bad guy.
  You don’t know him so don’t ask why.

Wilson John Haire.  8th of January, 2020
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

How Society 
Makes and Unmakes Individuals
Advertisers Saatchi & Saatchi tapped 

into deep feelings back in 1979.  They 
helped give Thatcher victory in 1979 
with the famous poster of a long queue of 
unemployed.  The one that said ‘Labour 
isn’t Working’.1 

The sensible consensus formed in 
the 1940s had broken down.  We in the 
Bevin Society said just that at the time.2   
The best solution would have been 
Trade Unions accepting more power 
and responsibility.  The alternative right-
wing solution would have been for their 
power to be cut back, but nothing else 
changed.

But Thatcher believed in ‘Free Market’ 
solutions.  She rejected everything that 
had been learned since the disasters 
of the 1930s, caused by uncontrolled 
speculation.

It didn’t work, except to give more 
money to the rich.  The economy didn’t 
grow any faster.3   But it was sold as a 
grand success by the media.  Media 
dominated by the very same rich people 
who were the only real gainers.

Tony Blair with New Labour made a 
disastrous adjustment – from one illusion 
to another.  Saw Thatcherite fantasies as 
an unwelcome truth that left-wingers 
must adjust to.  We said at the time that 
abandoning Clause 4 was foolish.4  

Thatcher chose a radical overhaul of 
the economy, not realising that radicalism 
is always bad for right-wing causes.  Her 
replacement for the 1940s consensus 
worked much worse than a normalising 
right-wing government would have.

Thatcher was victim of an illusion.  
Her belief that there was no such thing 
as society.

Her belief in ‘norms’ of human 
behaviour, existing without state action.  

1 h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o r g / w i k i /
Labour_Isn%27t_Working 
2 h t t p s : / / l a b o u r a f f a i r s m a g a z i n e .
c o m / v e r y - o l d - i s s u e s - i m a g e s / m a g -
a z i n e - 0 0 1 - t o - 0 1 0 / m a g a z i n e - 0 1 0 /
the-british-left-made-thatcher-possible/
3 https:// labouraffairsmagazine.com/
p r o b l e m s - m a g a z i n e - p a s t - i s s u e s /
problems-magazine-older-issues/p1-44/
4 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-
old-issues-images/magazines-037-to-048/
magazine-045-not-yet-scanned/

As unchangeable as the weather.  
Only it is now clear we have changed 

the weather.
I see our social norms are just one of 

many variants of human nature.  Just 
as English is just one of many possible 
languages.  If you know a bit of French 
or German, say, you’ll have learned that 
it does things differently.  Globally, some 
languages are far more alien.

A German would cause confusion if 
they said ‘I understand train station.’ (I 
don’t understand a thing.)  Or ‘now you 
have the salad.’ (Now you’re in trouble.)5 

There is no such thing as a human 
individual separate from the society 
that forms them.  Or societies, or 
society and subculture.  

Conflicting demands on who you 
should be, makes for more interesting 
and less happy individuals.  Even the 
sudden emergence of Western Europe 
as the strongest global power may have 
been due to a confusion of belief.  The 
Christian Reformation and Counter-
Reformation stalemated each other, so 
what was truth?

A book called ‘Genius and Anxiety: 
How Jews Changed the World, 1847-
1947’ has a nice account of a host of 
creative and often very unhappy people.  
But fails to notice that there were many 
similar people who were not Jews.  
A host of highly creative Scots and 
Irish in Britain.  Members of majority 
communities who were marginalised by 
being homosexual.  Picasso as a Spaniard 
in Paris.  And so on.

It’s also interesting that Hungarian 
Jews outmatch other European Jews.  
Hungary keeps a language and some 
culture from nomad invaders.

But if someone tried writing ‘How 
Jews Changed the World, 1747-1847’, 
they would find very little.  Jews barely 
mattered to a fast-changing Europe that 
was nominally Christian, but struggling 
with ideas of Enlightenment and 
Democracy.  Jews had played no part in 
the scientific revolution that happened 
within Europe’s Christian majority from 
the 16th century.  Had no influence on 
literature, unless one accepts the disputed 
5 https://www.quora.com/What-words-
phrases-in-your-language-have-funny-
beautiful-or-weird-direct-translations-into-
English

claim that the author of Don Quixote 
was descended from converted Jews.6   

Jews were marginal within socialism 
and communism until the massive 
impact of Karl Marx.  Before Marx, the 
only significant socialist Jew I could find 
was Moses Hess.  He influenced Engels 
before Engels met Marx, and then was at 
odds with both of them.  Went on to be 
a pioneer of Zionism – but Zionism only 
became more than a marginal idea when 
it became clear that mindless hostility to 
Jews was a growing force, not a relic of 
the past.

Right-wingers attach huge significance 
to the Rothschild family, as do some 
left-wingers.  To me, they just filled 
a slot that someone else would have 
taken without them.  Had history gone 
otherwise and Christian Europe driven 
out all of its Jews, banking would still be 
there.  And no Jews had even a shadow 
of the influence of the Medici family, 
bankers who became rulers of Florence.  
Who produced four popes and two 
Queens of France, and played a vast role 
in expanding the Renaissance.

Latin-Christian Europe transformed 
itself from the 16th century.  Large 
numbers of talented Jews were 
unexpectedly pulled into the process 
in the 19th century.  Also Slavonic-
Orthodox Russians, with many amazing 
novels and some science.  Most notably 
Dmitri Mendeleev, whose Periodic Table 
was the first to successfully predict the 
properties of elements that others later 
discovered.

Only in the 20th century did the rest 
of humanity get drawn into the process.  
Changed by Europe’s aggressive 
imperialism, vast numbers of interesting 
individuals popped up in places that had 
seen nothing new for centuries.  Quantum 
Mechanics included an unusual number 
of Jews – but Heisenberg with his 
undermining of reality was of Lutheran 
background, and flourished under the 
Nazis to an embarrassing degree.  There 
were also some significant Hindus, 
Japanese and Chinese.  And it is in China 
that the legacy of Karl Marx lives on 
most strongly.

Society makes us.  But this does not 

6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Miguel_de_
Cervantes#Controversy_about_ethnic_and_
religious_background
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mean that individuals must yield their 
distinctive views.  They just need to 
respect majority opinion, and try to 
change it.

My generation, the Baby Boomers, 
changed the world by being Bad Boys, 
and in smaller numbers Bad Girls.  Did 
not appreciate that our parents had given 
us peace and a world of secure welfare.  
Shamefully, those benefits were taken 
away for the later generations by the 
selfish majority of Baby Boomers.  
Called 'too expensive', after many in 
my generation became holders of vast 
wealth and power.

Being Bad Boys is simply destructive, 
and some of my generation took it to 
extremes.  For instance  Pink Floyd in 
1979 with the famous cry “We don’t 
need no education” in the song ‘Another 
Brick in the Wall’.  

If you are not ‘Another Brick in the 
Wall’, then just what are you?

Humans live within social structures.  
Humans would not be humans without 
them.  Humans can be turned into 
significantly different types of human if 
the structures shift.  And more of them 
become unhappy and destructive if 
social structures decided they should be 
left alone to swim or sink.

In fiction, when someone is required 
to ‘swim or sink’, they will gloriously 
flourish.

In real life, quite a lot of them will 
drown.  Or end up as ruined and unhappy 
people.  Some become Islamic or Far-
Right Terrorists.

Rock musicians were mostly hostile to 
Thatcher.  But helped to create a mood in 
which many saw Thatcherism as the only 
coherent way forward.  

The idea was, ‘remove controls and 
the True Individuals emerge’.  

Being ‘cool’ was part of it.  So I 
have taken to calling them Coolhearts.  
Insulting overtones are entirely 
intentional, but done from a wish to 
ease human suffering.  I have no wish to 
insult individuals who are often lost and 
unhappy and locked into a false world 
view.

Coolhearts remain certain that the True 
Individuals will in time emerge.  And are 
not bothered by wide differences about 
True Individuals.

Individual Liberation at one time 
veered toward tolerance of under-age 
sex.  In the 1950s, it was more accepted 
than homosexuality.  In Kesey’s One 
Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest, the 
hero boasts of sex with an under-age 
girl – what would now be called Child 
Abuse, since she’s 15.  There is gross 
racism from the ‘hero’.  Homosexuals he 

will tolerate if they accept that they are 
entirely unworthy and should be quietly 
unclean out of sight of the Real Men.  
And he speaks of ‘the juggernaut of 
modern matriarchy’, made uneasy by the 
very limited powers of Big Nurse in the 
book.  And finally the ‘liberated’ Native 
American is genuinely out of touch with 
reality and would probably starve and 
die after his escape.

The 1970s film version offended 
me enough to get the book for further 
checks.  I was amazed how much the 
film was cleaned up from the original.  

In parallel with the rise of Thatcherism, 
and less hostile to it than most people 
suppose, there was a struggle for 
homosexual status.  First for toleration, 
then a sort of equality, and now in the 
west complete equality, including 
marriage.

The conventional view of this, and 
of the increasing normalisation of 
female equality, is that people suddenly 
discovering their real identity as True 
Individuals.  I see it seems a series of 
accidents.  And I broadly approve: but 
I am also a product of it.  I can think 
outside the standard framework far more 
than most people, but I am still a product.

The standard view is a set of 
contradictions:

• I must not be supervised.
• Preventing me doing anything is a 

violation of my human rights.  
• But also bad things must not be 

allowed.  
• Anything I don’t like, isn’t freedom.
• Cheating is bad.  But also good if the 

outcome is good.  
In popular entertainment, people are 

mostly not shocked by rule-breaking and 
downright lying against ‘bad people’.  
All of this is fragmented Coolheart 
thinking.

The Age of Coolhearts liberated those 
of us who were already fairly secure.  
But damaged many others.  We need to 
restore the duty to care for the needy.

In the Age of Coolhearts, the New 
Right was the most coherent product.  
It could justify rules as a path to an 
eventual Libertarian paradise.  

And is falling apart, as it becomes 
obvious that the Libertarian paradise 
is not going to happen.  But opposition 
remains incoherent, mired in Coolheart 
thought.

Back to Economic Morality!
As I’ve just detailed, 1960s radicalism 

made a botched job of shifting from 
one form of sexual morality to another.  
Better, certainly, than leaving a bad 

system in place.  But vast damage was 
done by the silly idea that all would be 
well if there was Individual Liberation.

Radicals who undermined existing 
values did not expect a revival of 
capitalist power.  But found it hard to 
explain why Free Markets were not a 
good idea.  They remain lukewarm-to-
hostile about state power.  There were and 
are strong left-wing fears that we might 
be devoured by wicked Corporatism.7 

They are also over-impressed by 
money power.

They fail to understand that where the 
money appears need not be where the 
real material wealth was created.

Science and speculative technology are 
the main sources of real material wealth.  
The telegraph and later telephone arose 
from interested tinkerers discovering the 
existence of electricity, and the fact that 
it would run down metal wires.  This led 
first to Benjamin Franklin’s invention of 
the lightning conductor, though others 
perhaps were also close.8   From this, 
using small jolts of electricity to send 
messages followed naturally.

Radio was another matter, not arising 
naturally out of human experience.  
James Clerk Maxwell did some deep 
thinking to sort out the complex way 
in which electricity and magnetism 
could generate each other.  Saw that an 
electromagnetic wave was possible, and 
must have been delighted to find that its 
speed was similar to the known speed 
of light.  (Which had been worked out 
by noting apparent timing errors in the 
orbits of the moons of Jupiter.)

This did not prove that light was an 
electromagnetic wave.  Indeed, physicists 
are now confident that gravitational 
waves move at just the same speed, 
which is a feature of space-time.  But 
well before space-time was understood, 
a physicist called Heinrich Hertz decided 
to generate electromagnetic waves of 
another sort.  The wavelength was much 
longer, but they were otherwise the same 
as light.  And if he noticed that they 
would pass through walls, he saw no 
significance in this.

Then along came Marconi, who 
noticed that these useful rays could be 
used to send messages without wires.  
He made a fortune, and also became a 
supporter of Italian Fascism.  He joined 
the party in 1923, when others held back.  
Rose high before dying in 1937.
7 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/48-economics/
economics-is-about-people-not-money-2/
how-we-are-still-paying-for-fear-of-corporat-
ism-in-the-1970s/
8  h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o r g / w i k i /
Lightning_rod#History
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But he was not the first.  A Bengali Hindu 
called Jagadish Chandra Bose worked it out 
at about the same time.  He even said:

“The invisible light can easily pass 
through brick walls, buildings etc. 
Therefore, messages can be transmitted 
by means of it without the mediation of 
wires.”9 

Maxwell and Hertz did the essential 
work.  Bose saw how it could be useful.  
But the money went to Marconi.  All too 
typical.

Of course the fascism that Marconi 
supported had its own Economic Morality.  
Right-wing and hierarchical, but you were 
looked after if you counted as part of the 
White Race.  Jews did until the late 1930s, 
when the ideology switched and excluded 
them.

Classical Capitalism also had its own 
Economic Morality.  Free Markets were a 
slogan, but extensive regulation were the 
reality.  There was also a common habit of 
giving the better sort of middle-class jobs to 
married men, on the grounds that they had 
families to support.

Only the New Right thought they could 
manage without an Economic Morality.  
And have failed massively.

Malignant Victims – the Far Right
Details of the racist German gunman 

who randomly killed nine innocents are 
still suppressed.  But I was struck by the 
fact that he then went on to kill his mother, 
and then himself.

Was he a victim who blamed the wrong 
people?  Blamed the very people whom the 
right-wing media have been encouraging 
the poor white population to blame?

I did get the following:
“According to federal prosecutor Peter 

Frank, Tobias R contacted the prosecutors 
in November, urging them to act against a 
big secret organisation, which he claimed 
was tapping into people's brains in order to 
control world events. No action was taken 
in response.

“The Bild tabloid reports that Tobias R 
had a firearms licence, and that ammunition 
and gun magazines were found in his car.”10 

Thinking that victims must be good 
people is another Coolheart error.  Suffering 
makes a few people nobler and better.  Many 
more are made worse.  It is another case 
of ‘swim or sink’ not working.  Expecting 
most people to become spontaneously good 
is not realistic.

Malignant victims are the most common 
outcome of suffering.  People who 
hurt others in much the same way they 
themselves were hurt.

Selfishness and fear have been cultivated 
by the New Right from the mid-1970s.  
9  h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o r g / w i k i /
History_of_radio#Hertzian_waves
1 0  h t t p s : / / w w w. b b c . c o . u k / n e w s /
world-europe-51586283

Now it is running out of anyone’s control.  
Mostly because New Right promises of 
wealth for all were phoney.

In the real world, as distinct from the 
views of Adam Smith and his heirs, the 
places where money emerges are very 
different from those where real material 
wealth is created.

Science generates wealth and gambling 
destroys it.  Advertising mostly destroys it.  
Financial speculation mostly destroys it.

Snippets
China Virus
I have already blogged a protest at the way 

in which the tragic outbreak of Covid-19 
was unfairly used to blame China’s highly 
successful Mixed Economy and One-Party 
State.11 

Local regulators in Wuhan missed 
the very contagious nature of the virus, 
certainly.  But what they faced was very 
unusual: most viruses don’t easily spread 
from people who appear healthy.

Less excusable was the lightly-regulated 
growth in markets for wild animals, some 
of them raised by farmers for a luxury 
market that pays much for exotic animals.  
It seems there will now be a crack-down on 
this legacy of the Deng Era.

But as I write – 27th February – the virus 
is running out of control in at least three 
places: South Korea, Iran and Italy.

It is unusually good at spreading:
“Covid-19 seems to spread like influenza, 

through the air, person to person. Unlike 
Ebola, SARS and MERS, individuals can 
transmit this coronavirus before the onset 
of symptoms or even if they don’t become 
ill. An infected person appears to spread the 
disease to an average of 2.6 people. After 
10 generations of transmission, with each 
taking about five or six days, that one initial 
case has spawned more than 3,500, most 
with no or mild symptoms, yet probably 
infectious. The fact that mild cases are 
difficult to differentiate from colds or the 
flu only complicates the diagnosis.”12 

Treating it as some special Chinese 
failure must have obscured the need for fast 
action.

***
Freedom and Bigotry in Ukraine 
“Coronavirus: Ukraine protesters attack 

buses carrying China evacuees
“Dozens of protesters in a Ukrainian town 

have attacked buses carrying evacuees from 
coronavirus-hit China.

“The evacuees were brought to a health 
spa … where they will be held in quarantine 

11  h t t p s : / / w w w. q u o r a . c o m / q / m rg -
w y d i o n m w i l l i a m s / C h i n a - Vi r u s e s -
Covid-19-and-Wuhan-400, https://www.
q u o r a . c o m / q / m rg w y d i o n m w i l l i a m s /
Rumours-Information-and-Covus-19
12 https://www.nytimes.com/2020/02/24/
opinion/coronavirus-pandemic.html

for 14 days.
“President Volodymyr Zelensky urged 

the protesters to show empathy.
“Ukraine's security service (SBU) said a 

fake email claiming to be from the health 
ministry falsely said some evacuees had 
contracted the virus.

“SBU officials are now investigating the 
apparent hoax, a statement said.”13 

That’s the flip-side of allowing free 
discussion of medical issues on the social 
media.

More exactly, one of the problems.
The West has an unhappy revival of 

measles and mumps, because of a foolish 
claim that a vaccine was causing autism.14   
Wholly discredited, but the aggressive 
ignorance that the New Right cultivated for 
its own ends now does damage everywhere.

***
Shallow Cheats 
“High-flying Citigroup banker, 31, 

earning £1 million a year is suspended 
for 'stealing sandwiches from the staff 
canteen'…

“He would not be the first banker to land 
himself in hot water over allegations of 
personal misconduct.

“Japan’s Mizuho Bank sacked a London 
banker in 2016 after he was caught stealing 
a part worth £5 from a colleague’s bike.

“And in 2014 Jonathan Burrows, a 
former BlackRock executive, was found to 
have repeatedly dodged paying train fares 
for his commute.

“The Financial Conduct Authority 
banned the ex-fund manager from any 
future senior roles in the UK finance sector 
and Mr Burrows ended up paying £43,000 
to Southeastern trains to settle the case.”15 

***
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.

1 3  h t t p s : / / w w w. b b c . c o . u k / n e w s /
world-europe-51581805
14 https://news.sky.com/story/why-are-we-
still-having-the-anti-vax-debate-11710936
15 https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/arti-
cle-7963415/Banker-31-earning-1-million-
year-suspended-stealing-sandwiches-staff-
canteen.html
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Continuing the theme on fear in the Northern Catholic community under Unionist rule.
W.J. Haire.

Around 1949/1950, and as a member of the Young 
Workers’ League, four of us decided, one Saturday 
morning, to petition the Catholic Markets area in Belfast. 
We had clipboards with petition forms and we would ask 
people to sign the Stalin Five-Point Peace Plan. Being 
Saturday most of the males in the enclave were obliged by 
public pressure to dress in suit and tie if you weren’t going 
to be designated as poverty-stricken. Those who didn’t 
have a suit might wear an assortment of old mismatching 
trousers and jacket with the Buck Lep (flat cap) and white 
muffler (scarf) to hide fact they may not have a proper shirt 
on. Cheap white canvas shoes (called mutton dummies) 
was the footwear.

So entering that poverty stricken area, the four of us, 
wearing our suits, carrying clipboards, we suddenly heard 
squealing and shouting of `Polis!’ from the children in the 
street as they ran away.

Then the doors of the two-up-and-two-down began 
to open and a woman’s head peeped out. We explained 
who we were and unbelievably most of this particular 
street signed the petition. Of the four of us three were 
Protestants. One said: `They keep on asking if we’re here 
to help them.’ He said if he had the money he would give 
it to these poor people. But it was a different type of help 
they wanted. The Markets area was continually raided by 
the RUC with the menfolk dragged off for questioning. I 
think that morning if we had promised them the Red Army 
as their rescuers they would have kissed our hands and put 
out the flags of welcome.

What was significant was that it was the women who 
came to the door and did the signing. Sometimes you 
glimpsed the males lurking in the background. The women 
were defending them.

Over twenty years later I was in Belfast with a BBC 
crew who were to make a film of a script I had written. 
The English director didn’t quite know where he was. 
He relied on me to guide him along. But occasionally he 
would decide himself where he wanted to go. Somehow 
he had heard of Short Strand, a small Catholic area in East 
Belfast. He ordered a taxi and a RUC escort (like an idiot). 
They sent along a plain clothes district inspector in an 
unmarked car with a  bible sitting on the passenger seat. 
He was a born-again fatalist. The Protestant taxi driver 
was very nervous at the prospect of entering Short Strand 
but he said they knew the district inspector and trusted 
him. I think the TV director expected an armoured vehicle.

The district inspector entered Short Strand followed 
by the taxi. I was in the back seat with his assistant, 
a Protestant girl from BBC Belfast. She was almost 
screaming with fear and began clinging to me. We drove 
through a street then asked to stop while he looked at a gap 
in the two-up-and-two downs where the house had blown 
up while someone was trying to make a bomb. Further on 
a young lad sorting out a mountain of old tyres fell down 
it when he saw the cars and scuttled away. The district 
inspector was just in front of us as we made to leave Short 
Strand but the director asked for the taxi to reverse so as he 
could have another look at that gap in the houses. I could 

see the district inspector leaving Short Strand but we were 
quite a bit back. The taxi driver then advised us to get our 
heads down as he lay over the steering wheel. He expected 
gunfire, I would think, and kept on saying:: `Ach sure they 
know me around here... wouldn’t do me a bit of harm.’

Before we could leave a crowd of children suddenly 
appeared and blocked the entrance to our way out. They 
must have ranged from about 3 year old to about 6 years 
old. It was like something out of a sci-fi film. The taxi 
driver immediately felt in his pockets and pulled out a 
handful of change which he threw onto the road. The kids 
dashed to pick up the coins and we were free to go. The 
director kept asking why was the `copper’ let go. He didn’t 
get an answer.

The whole near fatal episode just passed over his head. 
He still didn’t know where the hell he was and certainly 
wouldn’t have noticed the significant change: The children 
of Short Strand represented the new spirit of the Catholic 
North. There would be no more running away ever again.  

WEDDING OF THE YEAR

How do you de-radicalise a terrorist
  who comes to a rehabilitation class
hiding  two knives,
  has his own song, is his own lyricist,
and seemingly wants to become part of
  a civilising Britain as his guise,
when it’s Britain that needs to
  de-radicalise
 with its NATO summit of 29 States,
  only some days, after, shot by cop, he dies,
the deadly caravan is feted at Buckingham
  Palace in jovial hate.
A retail killing of two we can’t defend
  but do it wholesale against
those up and coming nations,
  and it was for their own good they’ll pretend.
with no archbishop, or media creation,
   activating the tear ducts
in honour of the hundreds of thousands dead
  in the wrecked cities and villages,
the plastic and cardboard huts.
  while a cut-out queen and her entourage 
confirms that Britain to violence is wed.

Wilson John Haire. 4th December, 2019
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The IRA Was More Moral Than the British Army
Gwydion M. Williams 

Much nonsense is being talked about 
the success of Sinn Fein in the 2020 
election in the Irish Republic.  Last time 
they had 23 seats and 13.8% of the votes.  
They now have a quarter of the votes and 
seats and are the single largest party.1  

Shock is expressed at its links with 
the now-disbanded Irish Republican 
Army.  A few commentators compare 
them to the Nazis – never mind that 
the governing Fine Gael party has the 
authentic Nazi links from the 1930s.

All three main political parties in the 
Irish Republic derive from the original 
Sinn Fein and IRA.  

The Irish Republic exists, as did the 
Irish Free State before it, because the 
IRA successfully fought the British 
Empire.  And likewise it was the IRA in 
Northern Ireland that made sure that it 
could no longer be governed by political 
parties that had no wish to represent the 
Roman Catholic minority.

Both of the previously dominant parties 
in Southern Ireland have in the past had 
former IRA gunmen among their leaders 
and MPs.  Sinn Fein has them now, 
though not the top leaders.  But its two 
main rivals had them for as long as there 
were men (and occasionally women) old 
enough to serve.  Most notably Eamon 
De Valera, whose US citizenship was 
the only thing that saved him from being 
shot after his leading role in the 1916 
Easter Rising.  Who was an enormously 
respected international spokesman in his 
final years.

Also note that the IRA did not invade 
Iraq.  

Nor inflict enormous sufferings on 
South Vietnam.  Or extend the war to 
once-peaceful Cambodia.  Or rat on its 
allies after repeated refusals to allow a 
moderate peace, as the US military did.

Nor fight a war in Kenya in the 1950s 
that most Britons now see as shameful, if 
they know anything about it.2 

I was never an IRA supporter.  But I 
see membership as a much more moral 
option than either the British Army or 
US Army.  For me, only the War Against 
Hitler and the Falklands War were 
positive British wars in modern times.  
And few Good Wars after the Seven 
Years War – even that assumes that a 
possible United Europe dominated by 
1 https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2020_Irish_general_election 
2 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/politics-various-
articles/1950s-british-war-crimes/ 

an aristocratic France was not a better 
option.

For the Napoleonic Wars, I suspect 
that a victory by Napoleon would have 
normalised modern democratic values 
with much less human cost than actually 
happened.

For the Cold War, I had not wanted 
the Soviet Union to win, but I had not 
wanted them to lose either.  The sort of 
convergence that seemed likely in the 
1960s would have been far better.  It is 
regrettable that Moscow hung on so long 
to old values, and then collapsed.

For the world now, I despise the ways 
in which the main Anglo media see as 
moral options whatever they may do.

This is not the same thing as lacking 
sympathy for ordinary Britons who 
fought in our government’s various 
wars.  Mostly, they are victims of bad 
leadership and dirty politics.  Those 
no longer able to serve usefully as 
cannon-fodder tend to be discarded and 
shamelessly neglected.

My father Raymond Williams served 
with moderate distinction in World 
War Two, after correctly deciding that 
pacificism wasn’t going to work in 
the face of Hitler.3  Ending his brief 
membership of the British Communist 
Party, which was not supporting the war 
at the time he volunteered to fight in it.  

On my mother’s side, I have a great-
uncle who had gone to Australia, 
volunteered for World War One and died 
at Gallipoli.  My sister Merryn, who is 
a noted poet, gave a fine memorial to 
one of the few lives we are connected 
to amidst the millions of victims of the 
foolish ambitions of the declining British 
Empire:

“Far from Devon, from Australia; 
“why he went – a mystery – 
“he took his skeleton, his rifle, 
“leaving no posterity.”4 

I have got on fine with a small number 
of former British Army servicemen I 
have happened to meet in the course 
of my life – all of them seemingly 
undamaged, thankfully.  Also some 
former IRA gunmen, though as far as I 
know none who supported the specific 
policies of the Provisional IRA as they 

3 https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/past-issues/isolated-la-
bour-affairs-pages-before-2015/
raymond-williams-in-world-war-two/ 
4  Poem for George Dalling, https://labouraf-
fairsmagazine.com/problems-magazine-past-
issues/post-liberalism/why-liberal-solutions-
are-failing/#_Toc526757668 

emerged with the 1970 split.
I think it a pity that Northern Ireland 

did not merge into the rest of Great 
Britain.  It would have fitted well in 
the 1970s, when the Irish Republic was 
both poorer and much more distant in its 
cultural attitudes.  But it was rejected by 
most British politicians, and also most 
Ulster Protestants, who trusted Thatcher 
until she ratted on them with the 1985 
Anglo-Irish Agreement.  Thatcher 
apparently believed that the compromise 
would undermine the IRA and Sinn Fein: 
one of her many delusions.

The Provisional IRA made a sensible 
peace that it counted as a limited 
victory.  A ceasefire in 1997, and formal 
disbandment in 2005.  The success of 
what was once its political junior-partner 
suggests this was both a wise and a moral 
option.

Sinn Fein has been the political partner 
of the IRA from 1914, and notably 
in the 1916 Easter Rising and War of 
Independence.

Fine Gael, the government until the 
2020 election, derives mostly from a 
new party formed by former Sinn Fein 
members in 1923.  Formed to support 
the Treaty that gave Ireland limited 
independence as the Irish Free State.

The War of Independence was 
launched after the British Empire tried 
to crush the Irish Republic that had been 
proclaimed by Sinn Fein.  Proclaimed 
with continuity with the 1916 rising after 
the 1918 General Election gave it 73 of 
Ireland’s 105 seats in the official United 
Kingdom Parliament at Westminster.5  A 
Parliament that has always been England 
plus some junior partners, and for Ireland 
this had ceased to be acceptable.

(Sinn Fein also got an absolute majority 
of votes in those constituencies where a 
vote was held.  Misleading figures are 
sometimes given, ignoring the probable 
Sinn Fein vote in constituencies where 
their candidate was returned unopposed.  
Unopposed elections, almost unknown 
in modern times, were also common in 
Britain in that era.)

The Irish War of Independence ended 
without complete independence.  Lloyd 
George threatened a much more drastic 
war – perhaps a repeat of the crushing 
of the Boers in South Africa, which saw 
the world’s first Concentration Camps.  
The name was taken up by the Nazis, 
precisely because the British Empire 
had legitimised mass suppression of 
5  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sinn
_F%C3%A9in#1905%E2%80%931922 
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white populations.  It was a significant 
innovation, even though mass 
suppression of non-white populations 
was already routine.  And was repeated 
by a British officer with the 1919 
Amritsar massacre.6

The pro-Treaty wing of Sinn Fein 
was a minority within the party.  After 
crushing the anti-Treaty forces with 
British help, it constituted itself as 
Cumann na nGaedheal and became 
the government of the Irish Free State.  
After losing a general election in 1932, it 
merged with two smaller groups to form 
Fine Gael.

One of these smaller groups, the 
Blueshirts, was sympathetic to Mussolini 
and Hitler.7  It is widely viewed as 
fascist.  Its leader, former IRA leader 
Eoin O’Duffy, led a contingent that 
intended to fight for General Franco 
in the Spanish Civil War.  For unclear 
reasons, they performed very badly and 
were sent home.8

Fianna Fail was formed in 1926 by De 
Valera as a split with the anti-Treaty Sinn 
Fein.  Its aim, achieved by stages, was 
to Republicanise the Free State.  It has 
been the government or the leading party 
of government since 1932.  It effectively 
made Southern Ireland independent in 
1937 with a radically new constitution, 
not authorised by Britain as the legal 
Last Word in the British Empire.  The 
technical adjustment to become the Irish 
Republic in 1948 counted for far less.

Back in the 1920s, Sinn Fein and the 
underground IRA were marginalised 
by the rise of Fianna Fail.  Some of 
its members fought in Spain for the 
democratically elected Republic and 
against Franco.

Showing the complex politics of the 
time, Frank Ryan was one of the left-
wing foes of Franco, but was allowed 
to escape and sent to Germany.  The 
Nazis had arranged this, and recruited 
him for possible German-supported IRA 
actions.9  Nothing much actually came of 
this.  Other IRA men organised a small 
bombing campaign in England.

During this same war. De Valera kept 
Southern Ireland neutral.  This was 
inconvenient for British sea links to 
the USA.  Churchill contemplated an 
invasion, but the USA would have been 
strongly against it.

Meantime Mahatma Gandhi, Nehru 
and other leaders of the Indian National 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Jallianwala_Bagh_massacre 
7  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Blueshirts 
8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Irish_Brigade_(Spanish_Civil_War) 
9  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Frank_Ryan_(Irish_republican) 

Congress refused to support the British 
Empire without a definite promise for 
more self-government for India.  The 
Cripps Mission gave them nothing of 
substance.  Just a statement that they 
might get more after the war, but not if 
the British government felt them unready 
for it.  Indian independence was ensured 
only by the unexpected victory by the 
British Labour Party in the 1945 General 
Election.

There was also a split within Congress, 
with Subhas Chandra Bose leading the 
Indian National Army to fight against 
the British Empire as an ally of Japan.  
A significant minority of Indian soldiers 
captured by the Japanese chose to join 
it.10  He died mysteriously in 1945, 
but he and those who fought under his 
leadership were and are regarded as 
heroes by most Indians.

Also note that most of the Tory Party 
were friendly to Mussolini and Italian 
Fascism for as long as it was not a 
threat to the British Empire.  Winston 
Churchill went further than most, stating 
publicly that he’d have done the same 
as Mussolini had regular British politics 
failed.11 

British histories mostly cover up 
Churchill’s fondness for Mussolini.  
They also understate the amount of 
mainstream sympathy there was for 
Hitler, both in the USA and among 
Tories other than Churchill.12  

If Stalin’s Non-Aggression Pact 
with Hitler shaped the final form in 
which World War Two happened, the 
main cause was the British Centre-
Right being either weak or sympathetic 
during Hitler’s gradual rise.  Had the 
British Empire threatened war when 
Hitler re-militarised the Rhineland, he 
might have stopped there.  Likewise a 
different future might have happened if 
Britain had not refused to sell arms to the 
democratically elected Government of 
Spain – where Communist influence was 
marginal until the Soviet Union became 
the main source of practical help.

In the post-1945 world, the IRA 
seemed almost irrelevant.  Its border 
campaign from 1956 to 1962 achieved 
very little.  It was unexpectedly revived 
by the Civil Rights movement, which 
on the face of it wanted to integrate 
10  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Indian_National_Army 
11  https:// labouraffa i rsmaga-
z ine . com/m-ar t i c l e s -by- top i c /m99-
top i c -menus - f rom- long - revo lu t ion -
website/44-fascism-and-world-war-2/
why-churchill-admired-mussolini/ 
12  https:// labouraffa i rsmaga-
z ine . com/m-ar t i c l e s -by- top i c /m99-
top i c -menus - f rom- long - revo lu t ion -
website/44-fascism-and-world-war-2/
how-the-tory-party-aided-hitlers-rise/ 

Northern Ireland’s Catholics into the 
British Mainstream.  This might have 
worked had it been allowed, but in fact 
Northern Ireland was always kept at a 
distance.  Sinn Fein and the IRA gambled 
on the protestors becoming more radical, 
and it paid off.  You can find a detailed 
account in “The Catholic Predicament In 
Northern Ireland” by Pat Walsh.13

Sinn Fein and the IRA split again 
in 1970, into Official and Provisional 
factions.  The Official faction was mostly 
pro-Moscow.  And like most political 
organisations that looked to Moscow in 
that era, it withered and came to very 
little.  It survives as the Workers’ Party of 
Ireland, no longer calling itself Sinn Fein 
and officially without an underground 
army.  Its politics peaked at 5% of the 
vote in 1989, but it is now insignificant.

The Provisional side, now just Sinn 
Fein, dominates the Catholic side of 
Northern Ireland politics.  (Almost all 
parties there have a sectarian identity.)  
They have dominated since 2001, when 
they overtook their rivals the SDLP.  
Won their first seat in the Irish Republic 
in 1997, when they got 2.5% of the vote.  
Rose steadily to 13.8% in 2016, and now 
are the largest party by votes with 24.6%.  
Second by seats, in part because they 
only put up 41 candidates in a Parliament 
of 160 seats, which would have seemed 
sensible because of a complex system of 
transferrable votes.

As I write, 27th February, the future is 
uncertain.  They have 38 seats, Fianna 
Fail 39, Fine Gael 35.  The Green Party 
have advanced just as remarkably as 
Sinn Fein, going from 3 seats and 2.7% 
to 9 seats and 7.1%.14

With 81 seats needed for an absolute 
majority, even an awkward Fianna Fail 
/ Fine Gael coalition would need further 
allies.  Mathematically they could do 
it with Green Party support, perhaps 
‘confidence and supply’ outside of the 
government.

The Irish Labour Party has suffered 
exactly the same decline as other once-
powerful left-wing parties.  Parties that 
have become scared of making a radical 
challenge.  They peaked at 19.5% and 17 
seats in 2011.  Now fallen to 6 seats and 
4.4%.  And being matched by two other 
left-wing parties: the Social Democrats 
with 6 seats and Solidarity–People 
Before Profit with 5.  Both of these got 
less votes than they did in 2016.  For 
now Sinn Fein and the Greens are the 

13  https://www.atholbooks-sales.org/
searches/author_search.php 
14  https : / /en .w ik iped ia .o rg /
wiki/2020_Irish_general_election#Results 
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serious anti-establishment parties.
For now, the Irish Republic has no right-wing populist alternative.  There is one 

outfit called the National Party, hostile to the European Union, Islam and Immigration.  
But it got less than 5,000 votes.15 

I foresee a bright future for this latest incarnation of Sinn Fein, which after all was 
the force that created the state.  Or a possible bright future.  When the left gets timid, 
the Populist Right can take off.  Brexit in Britain.  Trump in the USA.  Many examples 
elsewhere in Europe.  So I will be watching with great interest.16

Note on Names
Sinn Fein is better written as Sinn Féin, and likewise some of the other names.  But 

on the web, I do not use accents or other diacritical marks.  In the past, I have all too 
often seen computer software turn them into something meaningless.

As to why this flaw exists, see https://gwydionmadawc.com/030-human-dynamics/
ascii-an-unhappy-legacy-for-computers/

Note also that a Briton would probably write down the sounds of the party name 
as ‘Shin Feyn’.  This is Irish orthography, as with the names Sean and Shawn being 
spoken exactly the same.

15 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Party_(Ireland,_2016) 
16 This article is an expanded version of one of my blogs, https://www.quora.com/q/
mrgwydionmwilliams/Irish-General-Election-another-left-wing-advance 

Continued From Page 17

A House in the Mountains. Caroline Moorehead
Book Review by Orecchiette

January’s Regional Elections 
in Emilia-Romagna were highly 
significant for Italy. Matteo 
Salvini’s right-wing Lega Party 
were very disappointed not to 
win the Governorship. The sitting 
centre left Pd (Partito Democratico) 
candidate won largely because of 
the apolitical pressure from the anti-
fascist Sardines movement. Salvini 
is currently recovering from the 
setback by championing causes, such 
as anti-abortion, which he believes 
could be electorally advantageous 
for him. Also he continues to raise his 
international standing by ingratiating 
himself to other European far-right 
figures such as Orban and Le Pen. 

While Salvini is the leading 
popular right-wing national leader, 
his arrogant and highly controversial 
presence  has lost him support. 
Georgia Meloni, leader of the 
increasingly popular FdI, right-wing 
(Fratelli D’Italia or Brothers of Italy 
party) has increased in popularity, 
partly because she is seen as 
“normal”. The Times even listed her 
as one of 20 people to watch in 2020. 
(She shared the list with Qassem 
Suleimani)

Fascism was never eradicated from 
Italy after Mussolini’s demise and its 
resurgent popularity, its reinvention, 

is evident. For example, in 2019 
Roberto Canali of the FdI  was elected 
as Mayor of the town of Predappio, 
in the Emilia-Romagna region. This 
small town was the birth place and 
burial site of Benito Mussolini whose 
fascism ruled Italy between 1922 
and 1943.  Even though his area of 
control became limited to the north in 
the latter part of the war. Predictably 
the thriving local industry is based on 
the cult of the ‘Duce’, the Duke as he 
styled himself. 

At one point it was illegal to openly 
display Mussolini-based material. 
The law has now been rescinded and 
three pageants are held each year 
to commemorate his birth, death 
and his March on Rome on 28th 
October 1922. This marks the start of 
Fascism and the organisers claim that 
this year there were 3,000 banner-
waving, black shirted and uniformed 
marchers; just a few of the 50,000 
annual visitors to the town. These 
demonstrations attract increasing 
numbers and the local Partisans 
group organise an opposing one in 
the afternoon.

The proposal to build a Museum of 
Fascism is a current controversy in 
Predappio. Funding has been pledged 
by both the EU and the government 
of Matteo Renzi, a pledge made when 

he was Pd Prime Minister from 2014 
– 16. Giorgio Frassinetti, previous 
Pd Mayor, was also in favour of the 
project. However, opinions vary. 
Frassinetti was idealistic and believed 
that an honest approach to Fascism 
would change the current “nostagici” 
propaganda tourism modifying it 
into a “tourism of knowledge”. The 
Italian historian Marcello Flores 
agrees with Frassinetti suggesting 
that it could parallel Berlin’s former 
Gestapo headquarters which aims to 
focus on the horrors of Nazism. It 
was suggested that it could include 
an examination of the phenomenon 
of the large popular support for 
Fascism, the persecution of Jews in 
Italy and possibly even the colonial 
crimes of the time.

Others disagree. The Association 
of Partisans, Anpi (Associazione 
Nazionale Partigiani d’Italia) oppose 
it, suggesting that Rome or Milan 
are more appropriate as both cities 
were central to the development of 
Fascism. It would also dissociate 
Predappio from what in reality is 
only a tenuous connection with the 
Fascist movement. Predappio is now 
a shrine and, in contrast, neither 
Hitler nor Franco’s birthplaces are 
shrines like this. Indeed Franco’s 
body has recently been moved from a 
dominant and triumphant position in 
The Valley of The Fallen to avoid and 
curtail its glorification. Many well-
known historians and intellectuals 
agree with the opposition to the 
Museum. The elderly historian Carlo 
Ginzburg is one of them. His parents 
were active and influential Partisans 
who fought against the Nazis and 
their Fascist allies. His father Leone 
was tortured in Rome’s Regina Coeli 
prison, dying of his wounds in 1944 
at the age of 34.

The Ginzburgs were central figures 
among the anti-Nazi and anti-Fascist 
Partisans of World War Two’s North 
West Italy and feature in Caroline 
Moorhead’s 2019 book “A HOUSE 
IN THE MOUNTAINS.  The women 
who liberated Italy from Fascism”. 
The title is misleading, suggesting a 
sweet girly tale of flowery meadows 
and alpine cabins. Instead it recounts 
the Partisans’ bloody struggle to survive 
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and operate among obvious enemies and 
covert informers in what was a violent 
civil war. They were handicapped by 
a lack of weapons, sparse food, no 
comforts and little or very grudging 
external help. Moorhead mentions 
the reasonable working relationships 
between the French Resistance and the 
Italian Partisans. However De Gaulle 
was very unsupportive. His unpalatable 
options for any Partisans found on 
French territory were either to join the 
French Foreign Legion or imprisonment. 
His hostility was similar to that of the 
British who are characterised in the book 
as operating like domineering colonisers.

Moorehead is the author of an 
impressive number of biographies. 
Freya Stark and Martha Gelhorn are 
two of her subjects, and she also edited 
their letters. Six of her other books are 
based on war, resistance movements 
or refugees. Colin McGinn of The 
London Review of Books considered 
that Moorehead’s biography of Bertrand 
Russell was more enlightening than his 
own autobiography. He says that she 
skilfully constructs his life, leading to an 
interesting book but without being “able 
to enter into Russell’s anguished cerebral 
psychodrama”. He uses the somewhat 
critical term “listing”, referring to the 
sequential structuring of Russell’s life. 
Because it is based on Ada Gobetti’s 
diaries, Moorehead’s A HOUSE IN THE 
MOUNTAINS is also a list of events. 
But although the events and explanation 
are complex, it reads easily and has pace.

The sequences of the book follow the 
arrival of the Allies and the division of 
Italy into three. The South was occupied 
by the Allies, who were creeping 
northwards. The centre had a failed 
government led by the ineffective duo of 
the King and his Prime Minister Marshal 
Pietro Badoglio. The Nazis occupied 
the third northern area above the Gothic 
Line (roughly from Spezia to south of 
Ravenna) and maintained Mussolini’s 
strategically useful administration 
with its violent armed fighting groups. 
Moorehead explains the settings and 
politics with clarity and the action 
follows the civil war from the women’s 
standpoint.

Ada Gobetti, one of many Partisans, 
operated a campaign of resistance, 
sabotage and support alongside three 
close female friends. Other women called 
“staffette” - couriers or runners – worked 
highly creatively in the area using their 
gender to confuse and confound the 
enemies. Moorehead writes about how 
women of all ages, teens to elderly 
were the Partisans occasional or full-
time volunteers. Their advantage was 
that generally they were not seen as 

suspects: guns could be tucked under 
babies in prams, bundles of supplies 
became “pregnancies” etc. The civil war 
was appalling but in Moorehead’s words 
it offered, a revolution to women. From 
1926 Mussolini had decreed that because 
women “were not capable of great 
spiritual ideas” they would have no status 
or rights. If they worked their wages 
were lower. Suddenly an emancipation, 
a tragic emancipation, was on offer and 
Piedmontese women took advantage of 
it.

The North West corner of Piedmont 
in Moorehead’s book runs from the 
plain around Turin up into the hills and 
mountains bordering France in a series 
of increasingly steep parallel valleys. 
The higher slopes can be continuously 
snow-covered and it was ferociously 
cold and snowy everywhere during 
the long winters in which the Partisans 
were operating. The book has maps, 
but unfortunately lacks the majority of 
local place names that would enable 
the encounters and hiding places to be 
followed. It also has a chronology and 
a list of the Principal Characters, which 
included local Partisan writer Primo 
Levi and his sister Anna Maria.  

One of the valleys, the Val Pellice, 
was particularly interesting as an active 
centre for the Partisans and also the 
centre of the Waldensian Church. It 
was first established in Lyon, France in 
the twelfth century. The movement was 
officially excommunicated and scattered 
to various parts of Europe. The major 
part settled in Piedmont and developed 
as a Protestant Reform Church which 
looked spiritually to England and 
Switzerland. Believers were highly 
educated, spoke a French dialect at home 
and were accustomed to supporting each 
other in response to the persecution that 
they had experienced. The remainder 
of Italy was Catholic, as was France. 
In 1943 the Waldensian Church had as 
many as 30,000 followers who lived in 
Val Pellice and surrounding valleys. 

Moorhead starts her book with an 
illustration of the brutality; it could have 
been Fascist or Nazi. In this case a valley 
house was raided by the Fascists and men 
were taken away and shot. Three young 
women were also captured and driven 
down to the river. They were shot and 
their bodies thrown into the water. A few 
days later about 2,000 women arrived at 
the cemetery for the funeral. The Fascists 
stormed the cemetery destroying their 
flowers and commemorations. One 
women shouted “Let us kneel!”. After 
this symbol of resistance many of the 
women were loaded into lorries and 
several hundred were interned in the 
Fascist barracks. 

Moorehead finishes with three 
thoughts. 

Ada Gobetti expected that the 
chance for personal emancipation and 
independent action taken by the women 
to save lives and their country would lead 
to changes in the quality of their lives. 
This didn’t materialise with immediate 
effect. The 1945 Victory parade through 
the streets of Turin did not include the 
women! Some staffette did march and 
were jeered as whores.

Ada Gobetti’s organisational skills 
were rewarded by being given the post of 
Deputy Mayor of Turin. Her experiences 
had led her to support the communists 
and the Allies were not only fearful of 
the effectiveness of the Partisans, but 
particularly of those who were openly 
communist. She was only in the post 
until 1946.

During the Partisan’s campaign 
women were promised the vote and it 
became law in 1945.

Moorehead writes about the ease by 
which members of the Establishment 
can, and did in Italy, return to power. 
Many had been Fascists. Currently there 
is increasing interest in Mussolini. The 
resurgence of the political far right is 
obviously happening again. That the 
Fascist regime was cruel and repressive 
is wilfully forgotten by many. Indeed that 
it is even celebrated can be seen openly 
in the Mussolini-tat on sale in Predappio. 
A member of the far-right Forza Nuova 
appeared at last year’s march in a T-shirt 
with Disney characters and the word: 
“Auschwitzland”. 

Moorehead says that the struggles 
of the Partisans and the outstanding 
heroism of the men and women have 
largely been forgotten and therefore 
minimised. It is relevant to refer once 
again to Predappio, where the local Anpi 
Partisan group are strongly opposed to 
the building of a Museum of Fascism. 
They make the important point that 
Italy should instead be celebrating their 
patriotism and bravery by funding the 
building of a Museum of The Partisans.  

Moorhead, Caroline. 
A House in the Mountains 
Chatto & Windus, 2019 
Currently hardback: £20, 
Paperback Oct 2020
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Global Britain
03 February 2020
The Secretary of State for 

Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs and First Secretary of 
State (Dominic Raab)

With permission, Mr Speaker, I 
wish to make a statement on global 
Britain, following the Prime 
Minister’s written ministerial 
statement today.

Last Friday, 31 January, 
the United Kingdom left the 
European Union. Before then, 
for three long years, we had 
debated the European question. 
Members on both sides of the 
Chamber were weary and people 
out in the country were tired of 
the wrangling, so I think there is 
relief on all sides that the question 
is now settled. I know that the 
point of departure is difficult for 
many people—decent people 
who love their country and who 
did not want us to leave—so it is 
incumbent on this Government to 
show that leaving marks not an 
ending, but a bold new beginning. 
We take that responsibility very 
seriously.

When we ratified the withdrawal 
agreement, this Government and 
this Parliament finally delivered 
on the promise made to the British 
people over three years ago. We 
did that as a matter of democratic 
principle. We did it to keep faith 
with and to retain the confidence 
of the British people. In doing 
so, we sent a strong signal to the 
EU and to the world about our 
ambition and our resolve as we 
chart the course ahead. As one 
United Kingdom, we are now 
free to determine our own future 

as masters of our own destiny. 
We are free to reinvigorate our 
ties with old allies. We are free 
to forge new friendships around 
the world. As we seek those 
new relationships with friends 
and partners, the interests of the 
British people and the integrity of 
our Union will be the foundation 
stone of everything we do.

The Prime Minister’s speech 
this morning and the written 
statement to the House start us 
on that journey by setting out 
the Government’s proposed 
approach to our relations with the 
EU in 2020. The most important 
thing about 2020 is that having 
left the EU at the start of it, at 
the end of it we will fully and 
with absolute certainty regain 
complete economic and political 
independence. That is when the 
transition period ends, and it will 
not be extended.

We will have a new relationship 
with the EU, as sovereign equals, 
based on free trade. Between 
now and the end of the year, we 
will work with the EU to try to 
negotiate a free trade agreement, 
drawing on other recent 
agreements, such as the one 
between the EU and Canada. That 
should be the core of our future 
relationship. We will look to reach 
agreements on other priorities, 
including fisheries, internal 
security and aviation. These will 
be backed up by governance and 
dispute settlement arrangements 
appropriate to a free trade 
agreement, with no alignment 
and no role for the European 
Court of Justice, respectful of 
our democratic prerogatives. 
We hope we can agree. If we 

cannot, we will of course carry on 
trading with the EU in the same 
way as Australia and many other 
countries around the world—as a 
free country, collaborating where 
we can, and setting our own rules 
that work for us.

Of course, the EU is not our 
only trading partner, and at the 
same time we will be seeking to 
get agreements with other great 
trading countries around the 
world. We are delighted—in the 
words of US Secretary of State 
Mike Pompeo, when he was here 
last week—that the UK is now 
front of the queue for a free trade 
deal with the United States. We 
expect to open negotiations with 
the US and other countries very 
soon—in that way we can broaden 
our horizons to embrace the 
huge opportunities in the rising 
economies of the future, where 
90% of the world’s growth comes 
from. My right hon. Friend the 
Secretary of State for International 
Trade will set out more detail in a 
written statement later this week, 
and I will visit Australia, Japan, 
Singapore and Malaysia over the 
next two weeks.

At such a crossroads moment, 
it is fitting and timely that this 
Government will engage in a 
thorough and careful review of 
the United Kingdom’s place in 
the world, including through the 
integrated security, defence and 
foreign policy review. This review 
is an opportunity for us to reassess 
the ways we engage on the global 
stage—including in defence, 
diplomacy and our approach 
to development—to ensure we 
have a fully integrated approach, 
because now is the moment to 
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look ahead with confidence and 
ambition, to signal to our future 
partners the outward-facing, 
trailblazing country that we intend 
to be.

We have a vision of a truly 
global Britain. The first pillar of 
our global Britain strategy will be 
to continue to prove that we are 
the best possible allies, partners 
and friends with our European 
neighbours. We are working 
closely with our European 
partners to find a political solution 
in Libya. We will continue to stand 
together to hold Iran to account for 
its systemic non-compliance with 
the joint comprehensive plan of 
action, the nuclear deal. We will 
work together to tackle shared 
threats and global challenges, 
whether it is Russia’s aggression, 
terrorism, rising authoritarianism, 
climate change or, indeed, health 
crises such as the coronavirus. 
It was our honour on Friday to 
bring home 29 other Europeans 
on the UK-commissioned charter 
flight from Wuhan, along with 
the 97 Britons, because we will 
always look out for our European 
friends, with whom we share so 
many interests. I am grateful to 
the Spanish Foreign Minister for 
Spain’s help in co-ordinating that 
effort and to the French Foreign 
Minister in relation to the flight 
that came home on Sunday.
[Official Report, 5 February 2020, 
Vol. 671, c. 6MC.]

The next pillar of our global 
Britain strategy will be the UK’s 
role as an energetic champion 
of free and open trade—to boost 
small businesses, cut the cost of 
living, create the well-paid jobs of 
the future for the next generation, 
provide more consumer choice 
and to raise UK productivity, 
which is so important for our 
“levelling up” agenda right 
across the country. The pursuit of 
shared prosperity has an essential 
role to play in our approach to 
development policy, too. As we 
maintain our 0.7% commitment 

on development spending, we 
need to find better ways of making 
sure it contributes to long-term 
and sustainable economic growth. 
As we demonstrated at the UK-
Africa Investment Summit, we 
believe the UK has a unique and 
competitive offer to tackle poverty 
and help poorer nations benefit in 
a way that benefits us all over the 
longer term.

Finally, the third pillar of our 
global Britain will be the UK as 
an even stronger force for good in 
the world. Our guiding lights will 
remain the values of democracy, 
human rights and the international 
rule of law, and we will lead on 
global issues that really matter, 
such as climate change. That is 
why this year we will host the 
UN climate change summit, 
COP26, in Glasgow. We will 
lead by example and rise to the 
challenge by harnessing all the 
British talents in tech, innovation 
and entrepreneurialism to find 
creative solutions to global 
problems. We will champion 
the great causes of our day, as 
through our campaign to give 
every girl access to 12 years of 
quality education. We will defend 
journalists from attack, stand 
up for freedom of religion and 
conscience, and develop our own 
independent sanctions regime to 
tackle human rights abusers head 
on. Together, united, we can show 
that this country is so much bigger 
than the sum of its parts.

Pete Wishart (Perth and North 
Perthshire) (SNP) Did Dominic 
Cummings write this rubbish?

Dominic Raab I know the hon. 
Gentleman does not like that 
commitment, but it is what the 
Scottish people voted for. The 31st 
of January was a day that will be 
etched in our history. It has been 
hard going, and I know that many 
good people on both sides of the 
House and all sides of this totemic 
debate still bear the scars of the 
last three years, but now is the 
time to put our differences aside 

and come together, so together 
let us embrace a new chapter for 
our country, let us move forward 
united and unleash the enormous 
potential of the British people, 
and let us show the world that 
our finest achievements and our 
greatest contributions lie ahead. 
I commend this statement to the 
House.

Paul Blomfield (Sheffield 
Central) (Lab) I thank the 
Secretary of State for the advance 
copy of his statement. The 
Foreign Secretary is right that the 
last three years have been difficult 
and divisive for our country. He 
is also right that leaving the EU 
does not mark an ending. We 
have left the EU, but Brexit is far 
from done. As he knows, the next 
stage is more difficult—agreeing 
our future relationship in all the 
areas he set out, and in more 
besides—and we will continue to 
be dogged by the central dilemma 
that was at the heart of much of 
the wrangling over the last three 
years: will the new relationship 
be determined by the economic 
interests of our country or by the 
ideological commitment to break 
with the European social model 
that drove so many of the Brexit 
enthusiasts? I am sorry to see that 
today’s statement and the Prime 
Minister’s comments over the 
weekend suggest that ideology 
has trumped common sense.

Difficult decisions lie ahead 
for our country, and if the 
Government are serious about 
bringing people together we need 
reassurance that they will conduct 
the next stage of negotiations in 
an open and accountable way—
and not by banning journalists 
from their political briefings, 
as they apparently did earlier 
this afternoon. The Government 
stripped Parliament’s role in 
providing accountability from 
the withdrawal agreement Act, 
so will the Foreign Secretary at 
least commit to publishing all 
negotiating texts and proposals 
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and reporting to Parliament on 
each round of negotiations? 
[Interruption.] I want to see this 
Parliament in no less a place 
than the European Parliament, as 
the EU negotiators will. Will he 
also set out exactly how the three 
devolved nations will be consulted 
at every stage of the process?

The country is faced with 
two options—two opposite 
destinations: we can either form a 
new and close relationship with our 
biggest trading partners, or open 
the door and lower our standards 
by pursuing the damaging trade 
deal with Donald Trump that the 
Foreign Secretary welcomed in 
his comments. [Interruption.] I 
see the faces of some Government 
Members. They may change 
when the farmers whom many 
of them represent respond to 
Trump’s ambitions for that trade 
deal, which would damage not 
only farming but manufacturing, 
lower standards and expose our 
public services to real risks. As 
Government Members might have 
noticed, this weekend the UK’s 
former ambassador to the US, 
Sir Kim Darroch, made it clear 
that Trump would aim to force 
the NHS to pay higher prices for 
pharmaceuticals. The NHS itself 
has expressed concern about that.

The reckless pursuit of a 
Trump trade deal is limiting 
the Government’s aims in their 
negotiations with the EU. We 
started with a commitment to 
the “exact same benefits” as we 
currently enjoy with the EU. That 
was scaled back to “frictionless 
trade”. Now it is either a damaging 
Canada-style deal or leaving 
without a deal—rebranded as 
an Australia-style deal. Do the 
Government still recognise their 
own analysis from 2018—the 
Foreign Secretary will note 
that the former Prime Minister, 
the right hon. Member for 
Maidenhead (Mrs May), is sitting 
behind him—which shows that a 
Canada-style deal would lead to a 

6.7% reduction in our GDP, while 
a WTO-style deal would lead to a 
9.3% hit, hurting every region and 
nation of our country?

Business will be alarmed by the 
casual way in which the Foreign 
Secretary talks about leaving 
without an agreement, and other 
sectors—such as universities, 
which are critical to our future—
will be concerned about the fact 
that they were not mentioned at all 
in his statement, or in the written 
statement from the Prime Minister. 
Will the Foreign Secretary confirm 
that the Government will press for 
association with Horizon Europe 
and continued participation in 
Erasmus?

Labour will continue to press for 
a relationship with our European 
partners based on common 
regulation and a level playing 
field, for a new place in the world 
based on internationalist values, 
and for a future with equality and 
social justice at its heart.

Dominic Raab I thank the 
hon. Gentleman for his opening 
remarks about the importance of 
moving beyond the divisions of 
the referendum. However, I think 
I am right in saying that not one 
member of the shadow Cabinet 
is here to address these issues. 
[Interruption.] I apologise. There 
is one. However, the shadow 
Foreign Secretary and the shadow 
Brexit Secretary are busy debating 
the Labour leadership, although 
this is an important moment for 
Members in all parts of the House 
to look at the future direction of 
this country.

The hon. Gentleman talked 
about parliamentary scrutiny. We 
have made it absolutely clear—
the Prime Minister made this 
point on Second Reading of the 
Bill that became the European 
Union (Withdrawal Agreement) 
Act 2020—that Parliament will 
be kept fully informed about 
the progress of the negotiations. 
Both Houses will have access to 
all their usual arrangements for 

scrutinising the actions of the 
Executive, and the Government 
are confident that Parliament 
will take full advantage of those 
opportunities. We will also ensure 
that there is full engagement with 
the devolved Administrations.

The hon. Gentleman made a 
number of other points, and I 
have been listening to his more 
recent remarks, including those 
made since the election. He has 
said that the Labour party should 
have organised an out-and-out 
campaign for Remain during the 
election campaign. That suggests 
to me that the hon. Gentleman, 
and indeed the Labour party, have 
still not quite “got it” that there is 
a referendum result, a democratic 
will, that must be respected. We 
will not move on from this debate, 
let alone grasp the opportunities 
of Brexit, if the hon. Gentleman 
and the Labour party stay stuck in 
that rut.

It was not clear to me whether 
his attack on our proposals and 
ambition for free trade agreements 
was just the tired, old anti-
Americanism that is harboured 
in the Labour party, or whether 
he is actually against free trade 
in itself, but he does not seem to 
believe in democracy and he does 
not seem to believe in free trade, 
and at points during his remarks 
he did not seem to believe in the 
potential of this country.

Let me now turn to the hon. 
Gentleman’s specific points 
about a free trade agreement 
with the United States. Let us 
be absolutely clear, as we have 
already been: the national health 
service is not on the table during 
those negotiations. [Interruption.] 
The hon. Gentleman is pointing 
and asking about pharmaceutical 
companies. The pricing of 
UK medicine is not up for 
negotiation. [Interruption.] The 
hon. Gentleman says that that is 
not what the ambassador says. It 
is what this Government and this 
Prime Minister say.
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The hon. Gentleman talked 
about the free trade agreement 
with the United States, but he 
made no mention of the prospects 
for an ambitious FTA with Japan, 
Australia or New Zealand, or of the 
Comprehensive and Progressive 
Agreement for Trans-Pacific 
Partnership. Is he against those as 
well? It seems to me that he is pitting 
himself against a huge opportunity 
for this country to grow its trade, 
boost its small businesses and ease 
the cost of living for consumers, and 
that is a step back, not forward, for the 
United Kingdom. He also mentioned 
forecasts. I think that there is a degree 
of healthy scepticism about some of 
those forecasts.

The United Kingdom and the 
Government are not passive 
observers. It is incumbent on us—
through our approach to the economy, 
through an ambitious approach to 
free trade and through getting the 
right immigration policy—to ensure 
that we grasp the opportunities, and 
we on this side of the House are 
absolutely committed to grasping 
those opportunities and making a full 
success of Britain in every quarter of 
the Union.

The hon. Gentleman referred to 
business sentiment. We have seen 
purchasing managers index data on 
manufacturing today, which was 
positive at 50 points. The EY ITEM 
Club has identified an increase 
in business confidence, and the 
International Monetary Fund has 
increased its forecast for the UK. 
We are confident that we can make 
a success of Brexit. I am only sorry 
that the Labour party is still looking 
over its shoulder.

Stewart Hosie (Dundee East) 
(SNP) I thank the Secretary of 
State for giving me early sight of 
his statement. He said that the UK 
would “look ahead with confidence” 
and “signal to future partners” that 
we were “outward-facing”. May I 
disagree? I think that all these plans 
risk making the UK a smaller, more 
insular and more isolated place. He 
also spoke about a “truly global 
Britain” and about being the “best 
possible allies” with the EU, but I 
fear that that was rather contradicted 
when the Prime Minister said in 
his written statement today that 

there would not be “any regulatory 
alignment” at all, even on the efficacy 
of medicines.

The Prime Minister also said that 
there would be no “supranational 
control in any area” of UK policy. 
The World Trade Organisation has an 
appellate body—a dispute resolution 
body—the European Free Trade 
Association has a court to deal with 
disputes, and even the much-vaunted 
CPTPP has an investor-state dispute 
resolution mechanism. Unless the 
English language has changed, 
every single one of those bodies 
and mechanisms has supernatural 
effect—[Laughter.] It may well be 
supernatural as well! Every one 
of those bodies has supranational 
effect. Does the Secretary of State 
not understand that if our putative 
trading partners insist on formal 
dispute resolution mechanisms or 
institutions, our saying no might risk 
the UK being seen as abandoning 
the international rules-based 
system? Does he not understand that 
rejecting formal dispute resolution 
mechanisms or institutions when 
our partners insist on them will 
make it harder, not easier, to strike 
deals? Does he not understand that 
if the UK reverts to WTO rules—the 
UK’s favoured option outside any 
real agreements—the WTO has an 
appellate body, a dispute resolution 
body, that is supranational in its 
effect, thus rendering the red lines 
laid out by the Prime Minister this 
morning utterly useless before the 
ink is even dry on them?

Dominic Raab The hon. 
Gentleman referred at the outset 
of his question to an approach that 
was smaller, insular and isolated, 
but I am afraid that that sounds 
like the Scottish National party’s 
recipe for the people of Scotland. 
The Conservatives want one United 
Kingdom proceeding forward and 
ready to grasp any opportunities, 
including for the Scottish people, 
and including ensuring that we have 
full control over our fisheries as an 
independent coastal state—one thing 
that he would clearly be willing to 
sacrifice at the drop of a hat. Although 
it is understandable that the SNP, 
given the views of its leadership, 
calls for more and more powers to be 
devolved to the Scottish Parliament, 

it is astonishing that it wants to give 
up power to unelected bureaucrats 
in Brussels through what he calls 
dynamic legislative alignment. There 
is a total contradiction in his position.

The hon. Gentleman referred to 
the dispute resolution mechanism. 
The UK Government will approach 
the negotiations in the same way we 
did for the withdrawal agreement—
although this will be tailored to 
free trade and areas of security co-
operation—and will ensure that there 
is a track for negotiated diplomacy 
to resolve problems through political 
resolution. As for arbitration, where 
it is necessary, the common practice 
is that both sides appoint arbitrators 
and appoint a chair. What we will 
never do—the EU calls for this and 
the SNP seems to endorse it—is 
allow one side’s judicial institutions 
to have control over the dispute 
resolution mechanism for both sides. 
That would be entirely lopsided 
and a fundamental abdication of 
responsibility by any responsible 
Government, and we will not go 
down that path.

I appreciate that the hon. 
Gentleman will continue to make in 
his own way the blinkered arguments 
for a second referendum in Scotland. 
In the meantime, we will continue 
to work in the full interests of the 
whole United Kingdom and take this 
country forward together and united.

List of acronyms
COP26- 26th conference of 

COP26, run by the United Nations. 
Representatives of more than 200 
countries meet to discuss how 
governments should tackle climate 
change.

CPTPP- Comprehensive and 
Progressive Agreement for Trans-
Pacific Partnership. A free trade 
agreement between Canada and 
10 countries: Australia, Brunei, 
Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Peru, Singapore and 
Vietnam.

EY ITEM- Independent Treasury 
Economic Model. An economic 
forecasting group based in the UK. 
Founded in 1977 and sponsored by 
Ernst & Young, a firm of business 
and financial advisers.

FTA- Free Trade Agreement.
WTO- World Trade Organisation.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

ITALIA? NO GRAZIE
Italy? No thanks  was the La 

Repubblica headline of 26 February. 
At this article’s copy deadline of the 
end of February the virus, as it is 
generally known in Italy, has hogged 
the majority of recent newspaper 
space.

Italy is struggling to come to terms 
with the demeaning change of status 
to that of a country that has become 
unwelcome, unloved and feared by 
not only the rest of Europe but also 
the world. During the Soviet era 
Italy’s borders were once defence 
against migrants from the east. 
Recently the southern sea borders 
have coped with migrants from 
Africa. Now the physical and air 
borders are being utilised  to keep 
Italians in, rather than invaders out. 

La Repubblica splashed an image 
of Munch’s painting THE CRY on 
the front page of the 26 February 
issue. The excuse was a report about 
some colour changes suffered by 
the original. The ruse of using it to 
illustrate the utter horror of Italy’s 
current problems was a journalistic 
masterstroke.

Dealing with an easily transmitted 
infection in a European setting with 
free movement of the population 
is an enormous challenge. China’s 
authoritarian regime is using 
restrictions in a way that it is difficult 
to replicate in Italy, or indeed 
anywhere in Europe. 

The initial outbreak happened 
in China and Italians are not alone 
in feeling a certain arrogance that 
things like this happen abroad, in 
other countries. Echoing Gabriel 
Garcia Marquez’s great novel Love 
in the Time of Cholera, Francesco 
Merlo wrote a La Repubblica article: 
Italy in the time of The Virus. He said: 
“Poison is always foreign.” meaning 
it to additionally include people who 
are different, the outcasts, the poor, 
the others. 

He took a swipe at the English 
by suggesting that they were 

overreacting by putting all members 
of recently returned school skiing 
parties into quarantine. Apparently 
only one group had stayed 
anywhere near the infection. He also 
commented on the words “super-
spreader” used in the press. He then 
proceeded to make the point that the 
English don’t value Italy’s influential 
poet, novelist and philosopher 
Alessandro Manzoni. His famous, 
vivid novel The Betrothed, is one 
of Italy’s significant classic novels 
and is set in Northern Italy in the 
1660s at the time of the plague. 
The “Milan Plague”, as it is called. 
Part of Manzoni’s original text was 
published separately and deals with 
the execution of three alleged plague 
spreaders (History of the pillar of 
infamy). 

This plague had a devastating 
effect on Italy’s financial and 
cultural standing. The depopulation 
contributed to effectively removing 
Italy’s European dominance. For 
example: Milan lost approximately 
46% of its citizens, Venice 33%, and 
Verona and Bologna 61% and 24% 
respectively. This week’s Italian 
press are reporting on the devastating 
effect that the coronavirus crisis 
is having on the current economy. 
Workplaces are empty, the stock-
market has collapsed, tourists are 
absent, businesses are hit by the 
lack of customers. Football has been 
stopped, theatres, cinemas, bars and 
restaurants are shut, or just empty.

Panic in Italy was immediate. 
There were photographs of 
supermarket shelves empty of 
disinfectants and allied cleaning 
materials. Marine Le Pen was first 
out of the blocks by suggesting 
that old style closed borders must 
be reinstated and train traffic out 
of Italy must be stopped. Travel 
restrictions are amply reported in the 
UK press. While many workplaces 
are shut, Francesco Merlo laughs 
at the many Milanese working staff 
who insist on physical or suggested 
barriers (lines on the floor) of at 

least 2 metres between themselves 
and clients.

Marino Niola discussed Italians’ 
fears in a La Repubblica article on 
24 February. Fear of contagion he 
said, “transcends the medical and 
becomes....an anxious fear reflex of a 
more general insecurity”. It becomes 
“fluid”, “unstoppable” “a state of 
collective emotion”. He quotes 
Stephen King who remarked that 
panic itself was highly contagious. 

That there is an incongruity 
between fear and risk was pointed out 
by Gianrico Carofiglio in another La 
Repubblica article. He is a novelist 
but also, interestingly, was a former 
anti-mafia judge. He said that he has 
a friend who is terrified by air travel 
although it is statistically extremely 
safe. This friend disregards the 
comparatively disproportionately 
high death rate amongst car users 
and drives with no sense of anxiety. 
Then again there is a general lack 
of worry about the high death rate 
from the inhalation of carcinogenic 
particles from pollution. Most 
ludicrous of all is the voluntarily 
hazarding of their health by people 
inhaling carcinogenic particles 
while smoking.

Carofiglio questions the lack of 
logic that he sees around him and 
he quotes US President Roosevelt’s 
1932 inaugural address. This was 
that “the only thing we have to fear is 
fear itself – nameless, unreasoning, 
unjustified terror which paralyses 
needed efforts to convert retreat 
into advance.” The Black Death 
and the plagues that inflicted their 
victims with suppurating pustules, 
total physical collapse and an 
agonising demise killed millions. 
Sars, the previous epidemic to 
the coronavirus killed under 800 
people. The Director of the Luigi 
Sacco University Hospital in Milan 
was quoted in 24 February’s La 
Repubblica saying: “this isn’t a 
pandemic but a serious influenza”.


