
Keir Starmer received the overwhelming support 
of Labour Party members in the vote for the new 
party leader. He is now in a strong position to steer 
the direction of Labour towards the next general 
election, scheduled for 2024. Crucially, his support 
is strong among Labour MPs. Unlike that of Jeremy 
Corbyn whose victory in two leadership elections 
was resented by a hard core of backbenchers, who 
constantly sought to undermine him. This created 
division within the party and was a factor in Labour’s 
defeat in the elections of 2017 and 2019.

Starmer’s shadow cabinet, appointed within a 
week of his election, is geographically diverse 
with members representing most regions of Great 
Britain. (Northern Ireland, excluded from Labour 
representation, is absent from membership in the 
cabinet). The surprise appointment is that of Lisa 
Nandy as Shadow Foreign Secretary. Nandy, MP for 
Wigan in north west England since 2010, polled a 
poor third in the leadership contest, with 16.3% of 
the vote. Nandy chairs Labour Friends of Palestine 
and the Middle East (LFPME), and unlike a number 
of other shadow cabinet members is not a member 
of Labour Friends of Israel (LFI). Emily Thornberry, 
the previous shadow Foreign Secretary, is a member 
of both LFI and LFPME. She is now shadow 
International Trade Secretary, a clear demotion.

Was Nandy therefore an astute appointment by 
Starmer? To an outsider she would appear to be an 
odd choice as Foreign Secretary. Apart from her 
support for the Palestinians her views on foreign 
policy matters are largely unknown. She has 
however an interesting family pedigree. Her maternal 
grandfather, Frank Byers was a Liberal MP, while 
her father Dipak Nandy is an Indian academic and 
Marxist. Is Nandy a strange mix of the two?

Nandy’s background and appointment was 
generally ignored by the media. Starmer’s first public 
statement in which he apologised for the alleged 

institutionalised antisemitism in the Labour party 
more suited the media’s  appetite. An apology that 
was inevitable, given that he and the other leadership 
candidates signed up to the Board of Deputies 10 
pledges. We believe they were wrong to do so and 
now there is no turning back. By making a public 
apology Starmer more or less accepted that Labour 
is an antisemitic party. A mere apology however will 
not satisfy the BoD. There is a bigger fish to fry as far 
as they are concerned. One that is linked to Labour’s 
attitude to Israel.

Like Corbyn, Starmer is not a member of Labour 
Friends of Israel. But unlike Corbyn he is not a critic 
of  Israel, or seen to be a supporter of the Palestinians. 
He can therefore expect a relatively easy ride from 
the  parliamentary Labour party. The allegations of 
antisemitism within Labour on the other hand were 
weaponised by Corbyn’s opponents to undermine his 
leadership and ensure that he would never become 
Labour Prime Minister. 

This determination to stop Corbyn appears to be 
confirmed in an internal report recently produced by 
Labour’s central office and leaked by an unknown 
source. The report, ‘The work of the Labour Party’s 
Governance and Legal Unit in relation to antisemitism, 
2014-2019’, was intended to be a part of the party’s 
submission to the inquiry into antisemitism by the 
Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC). 
However it was not submitted following legal advice. 

Labour is clearly embarrassed by the report, 
which names individual members of the party’s staff 
allegedly involved in the undermining of Corbyn. 
Keir Starmer has urged everyone not to jump to 
conclusions about the report and has called for an 
investigation into its leaking. John McDonnell has 
stated that it is so explosive that it has the potential to 
destroy the party. 

While the investigation is carried out the party is 
urging its branches not to disseminate the report or 
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discuss its contents. The individuals 
named in the report are threatening 
to sue the party for defamation of 
character. But the evidence set out in 
the report, if accurate, appears to be 
fairly damning. It’s difficult therefore 
to see that they have a strong case 
against the party. 

Starmer’s caution over the contents 
of the report and its conclusions is in 
stark contrast with his comments on 
the EHRC inquiry into antisemitism 
in the party. While he believes that 
no conclusions should be drawn 
about Labour’s internal report, 
he has stated that he will accept 
the  recommendations of the yet to 
be published report of the EHRC 
inquiry. 

In May 2019, the EHRC announced 
an inquiry into whether Labour had 
“unlawfully discriminated against, 
harassed or victimised people 
because they are Jewish.” The inquiry 
was not requested by Labour, but 
followed a number of complaints to 
the EHRC about antisemitism in the 
party. As far as we aware the nature 
of the complaints or their source is 
not publicly available. 

The EHRC stated that “We are 
using our powers under the Equality 
Act to open an investigation, which 
will look at:

* whether unlawful acts have been 
committed by the Party or its 
employees or agents

* the steps taken by the Party to 
implement the recommendations 
made in the reports on antisemitism 
by Baroness Royall, the Home 
Affairs Select Committee and in 
the Chakrabarti Report

* whether the Rule Book and 

the Party’s investigatory and 
disciplinary processes have 
enabled or could enable it to deal 
efficiently and effectively with 
complaints of race or religion or 
belief discrimination and racial 
harassment or victimisation, 
including whether appropriate 
sanctions have been or could be 
applied

* whether the Party has responded 
to complaints of unlawful acts in 
a lawful, efficient and effective 
manner

The background to the long 
terms of reference states that: “The 
Commission suspects that the 
Labour Party (“the Party”) may have 
itself, and/or through its employees 
and/or agents, committed unlawful 
acts in relation to its members and/
or applicants for membership and/or 
associates.”

Given the serious nature of the 
allegations and the wide terms of 
reference employed by the EHRC, 
why would Keir Starmer, a former 
Director of Public Prosecutions, 
be prepared to accept in advance 
the recommendations of the report 
of the EHRC inquiry? We thought 
legal eagles didn’t make judgements 
until they had seen the evidence.  
Moreover, within the terms of 
reference there is no definition of what 
the EHRC believe to be antisemitism. 
If the EHRC has widened the 
definition of antisemitism beyond 
its broadly accepted meaning of 
hostility towards, or discrimination 
against, Jews as Jews, we are not 
confident that its conclusions and 
recommendations will be impartial 
or objective.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

It’s China’s Fault that the USA 
has One-Third of Global Covid-19 
Cases!

The USA has 1,010,507 out of an 
official 3,080,101 confirmed cases 
of Covid-19, as at 28th April.1   So 
blame the place where it started, 
even though China kept most cases 
confined to Wuhan.

That’s not how Trump and the US 
Republicans put it, of course.  They 
want to shift blame, after wasting 
weeks with smart-Alec remarks. 
Hope to go on fooling Republican 
voters, who so far remain trusting and 
foolish.  People with minds poisoned 
by White Racism and fantasies of 
Rugged Individualism. Yet before the 
eyes of the whole world, they have 
massively failed. They have more 
than one a quarter of the total deaths.  
56,803 out of 212,265.  26.76%, 
and rising. Rising because the USA 
also has a far higher percentage of 
still-active cases.  814,542, 80.61%.  
Globally, it is 62.78%.

Italy has 105,813 in 199,414; 
53.06%: only slowly getting better.  
They were hit early, having a lot of 
trade links with Wuhan.2  Germany 
has 38,132 in 158,758; 24.02%, 
which justified relaxing a little. Both 
show a welcome decline in new 
infections.  The USA is steady, but 
at a remarkably high level.3  And 
Britain is also steady, after needless 
delays in lockdown.  Still not through 
the worst.  Active cases are 135,713 
out of 157,149; 86.36%.  

That Boris Johnson had to continue 
the lockdown should have been 
obvious, but many leading Tories 
did not believe it.  I am once again 
thankful he recovered, much as I 
otherwise despise the man. 

1 https://www.worldometers.info/
coronavirus/#countries.  Updated daily.
2 https://www.rebellionresearch.com/blog/
northern-italy-wuhan-partners-for-better-or-
worse
3 https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/
world/coronavirus-maps.html.  Updated 
daily.

Among the general public, weary 
of decades of sophisticated False 
News, I can understand doubts.  I’ve 
seen some quite sensible people 
believe Covid-19 perils might have 
been hyped.  It is true that deaths 
from flu can be remarkably similar. 
And are always high at this time of 
year. But there is also a marked rise 
in total deaths.4  An even bigger rise 
than the official Covid-19 death-
rate would suggest: those figures 
are deaths confirmed to be from that 
cause. 

If someone dies without hospital 
treatment, it might be flu or 
Covid-19 or something else entirely. 
Overstretched health services mostly 
do not check.  But deaths are always 
recorded, and the data is always 
reliable. The pattern is utterly clear. 
Covid-19 is an unusually nasty killer.  
It can be spread by people with mild 
symptoms or no symptoms.  But it 
kills others, some of them young and 
healthy.

And the USA has been unusually 
bad at handling this novel threat. 
The USA since the Soviet collapse 
has promised Freedom.  Delivered 
misery, chaos and vast numbers of 
avoidable deaths.

Looking After the Money
“How Jack Welch’s Success 

Wrecked the Idea of the American 
Company…

“The recently deceased business 
icon pioneered mergers and 
acquisitions, stock buybacks, and 
offshoring…

“Welch made his mark as CEO [of 
General Electric] not by engineering 
products, but by financial engineering. 
Welch understood earlier than almost 
any other business leader what the 
new pro-merger legal environment 
meant and announced at his first 
meeting with security analysts in 
4 https://www.nytimes.com/
interactive/2020/04/21/world/coronavirus-
missing-deaths.html

1981 that under his leadership, GE’s 
strategy would be to stop competing 
in markets where the company wasn’t 
number one or two. In any business 
in which GE wasn’t or couldn’t 
become the market leader, he would 
either have the manager find a way to 
get to number one, sell the division, 
or shut it down.

“Within four years, Welch shut 
down a dozen of the company’s 
217 factories and cut 18% of total 
employment at the company. Welch 
sold all mass market manufacturing 
lines, except big appliances and 
light bulbs. GE ditched its consumer 
electronics business. Under Welch, 
the company began a policy of firing 
10% of its employees every year, as 
well as spending billions of dollars to 
buy back stock.”5 

If a company buys back and retires 
some of its own shares, this boosts 
the value of the remaining shares.  It 
is an alternative to dividends, and in 
some cases avoids tax:

“Tax-efficient distribution of 
earnings

“Share repurchases also allow 
companies to distribute their earnings 
to investors without resulting in 
immediate taxation on capital 
gains.”6 

‘Tax-efficient’ is a fancy word 
to cover a great range of legal but 
dishonest tricks.  Tricks that allow 
very rich people to pay far less than 
their fair share.

Deregulation was sold under the 
pretence that this was part of a low-tax 
small-state future.  This has nowhere 
happened in the decades since the 
New Right started promising it.  

In as far as they were sincere, right-
wing governments have bumped into 
the reality of high taxes and a large 
state being part of a rich and complex 
5 https://marker.medium.com/how-jack-
welchs-success-wrecked-the-idea-of-the-
american-company-eddc1bc05f78
6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Share_
repurchase#Tax-efficient_distribution_of_
earnings
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society. We could have low tax and a 
small state if we became subsistence 
farmers and gave up all of the comforts 
of modern life.  Very few want this.  And 
in practice they have been harassed by 
right-wing governments whose ideology 
might suggest they were a good thing.

Myself, I’d make life easier for the 
small number who want to live that way.  
But remind everyone else that there is 
an unavoidable price for an advanced 
society. But it is all too easy for a rich 
person to profit from the existence of 
such a society, but not pay their fair share. 
Or to run down the real wealth creation 
of a society, but make a vast financial 
profit without doing anything illegal. Or 
influencing politicians to legalise things 
that had been banned after the economic 
disasters of the 1930s.

The USA crippled itself by 
deregulation. The Centre-Right in the 
1970s and 1980s chose to trust the 
original ideas of Adam Smith, who 
insisted that following market signals 
would always produce the best result. 
This had been dropped in favour of the 
Mixed Economy, after the success of 
Fascism and Leninism globally. But 
with Leninism in decline in the 1980s 
and fascism no longer serious, there was 
a reversion to older beliefs. Beliefs that 
gave much more money and power to a 
tiny elite, but otherwise failed.7 

All state-run systems run the risk 
of becoming ‘cash cows’ for selfish 
interests.  Or having to follow the pet 
projects of powerful leaders.  Mixed 
Economy systems are easier to run 
well. The problem from the 1970s was 
a swarm of ignorant little ideologues 
who were certain that the existing Mixed 
Economy would be much improved if 
it could be purged of all of that nasty 
socialism. The net result has been misery 
in the West.  This and a foolish belief 
that complex multi-party systems of 
governments could be dumped on alien 
societies like Iraq.  That bungle caused 
the loss of Western leadership of the rest 
of the world.

Which may be no bad thing.  The 
peculiarities of Western culture 
threatened to crowd out other interesting 
ways of life.  This no longer seems 
likely.  And if the alternative systems 
often include dislikeable elements, that 
is due in part to the West continuously 
threatening them.

Boeing – Make Cash and Crashes, 
Not Good Aircraft

“Airbus had re-engined their 1987 

7 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/

airframe so Boeing would re-engine 
their airframe from 1967. And they had 
to do it fast, cheap and good. It’s a law 
of project management that you can only 
get two out of three.”8  

“Stonecipher’s plan was to outsource 
as much of Boeing’s business as possible. 
This would enable him to fire engineers, 
get rid of factories… The stock price 
would go up, shareholders could cash 
out, and the board would be happy. A 
simple feat of financial engineering… 
“Five hundred cost-cutters were moving 
into a Chicago skyscraper while the 
costs (ie, engineers) were being kept 
1,700 miles away in Seattle…

“It started with the simplest operation. 
Looting. The board began approving 
a series of share buybacks, $70 billion 
worth since 1998. Money that could 
have financed new airplanes was simply 
given away. Since 2014, Boeing has 
diverted 92% of operating cash flow to 
buybacks and dividends… “Boeing’s 
new culture did what it was supposed to 
do. It made money. It just didn’t make 
very good planes. Every single release 
since the takeover has been grounded 
by authorities for safety issues and, 
ultimately, horrific fatalities.”9 

The horror of pilots struggling with an 
automated system that kept overriding 
them and seeking to fly the aircraft into 
the ground, having misread an instrument 
and decided the aircraft was about to 
stall. In the end, it succeeded.  Killed 
everyone. An unusually experienced 
pilot might have saved the day by 
switching off that instrument.  But most 
pilots could not be expected to realise this 
in time. There was no relevant training. 
Boeing stood exposed as a company that 
took needless risks.

Boeing faced a vast loss of status and 
market share, even before Covid-19 did 
vast damage to everyone. ‘Financial 
Engineering’ is all about legally rigging 
markets to give the wrong answer,  Or at 
least wrong for the welfare of the society. 
Most of the wreckers of Boeing have 
quite legally walked away with millions.  
Left a ruin behind.

If It Is Difficult, It is Impossible
The New Right were the wrong answer 

to a very real question. The Mixed 
Economy system was in trouble in the 
1970s.  But it needed to be reformed 
by people who saw its basic merits. Not 
simple-minded ideologues who decided 
that a purge of everything socialist was 
a sure-fire cure. It is a real problem for 

8 https://medium.com/swlh/
how-the-737-max-went-down-e6791bef30d0
9 https://medium.com/swlh/
boeings-culture-crash-c1500d2db9a

socialism that people remain selfish 
and ambitious when control of industry 
is administrative rather than legal and 
financial.  It needs time to change people.

Mao with his Great Leap Forward and 
Cultural Revolution tried to find a fast-
track solution.  He underestimated the 
need for expertise.  Faced a problem, 
given how easy it was to wrap selfishness 
in ideology.  Still, China did develop 
quite fast during Mao’s last ten years, 
which I suspected and then confirmed 
when I noticed the way in which the 
topic of overall results was carefully 
avoided in current Western books.10 

He and Stalin were both highly 
successful in advancing the original 
Bolshevik agenda. If someone says they 
don’t want the sort of socialism that 
the Bolsheviks were aiming for, that’s 
a legitimate viewpoint.  But if they 
disbelieve that Stalin was efficiently 
advancing the cause of such socialism, 
they are simply wrong. And those 
aiming at some other sort of socialism 
should think carefully about whether the 
existence of the Soviet alternative helped 
or hindered.

We could talk briefly about Trotskyist 
achievements. There are no Trotskyist 
achievements.

Or none if you define ‘Trotskyism’ as 
the various movements that challenged 
the Leninist mainstream that Stalin came 
to be unchallenged leader of.

Leninism is militarised socialism.  
Trotsky had no trouble with this.  But 
he had no significant body of loyal 
followers in 1917.  He was inept enough 
to get himself detained when he briefly 
passed through British territory when 
returning from the then-neutral USA.  
Was eventually released by the petition 
of many left-wing Russians.  Most 
of these ended up dead, fled, or in jail 
when Trotsky was in power. In power, 
Trotsky was not trusted even by other 
Bolsheviks.  Most pre-1917 activists 
remembered him as a former enemy. Out 
of power, he borrowed the language of 
those he had earlier helped suppress.

Trotskyism teaches you how to sound 
very clever, while being a complete fool. 
Their only useful service to socialism is 
that they infected the New Right with the 
same trash. But earlier, it may well be 
that Khrushchev internalised Trotsky’s 
false view during a brief period of 
influence as a young man, which Stalin 
chose to forgive.11 
10 See https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/
11 https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-
topic-menus-from-long-revolution-
website/history-and-philosophy/
khrushchev-influenced-by-trotskyism/
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The Soviet decline happened under the long sterile rule of 
Brezhnev, but he had been raised up by Khrushchev.  It has 
always seemed to me that Khrushchev demonising Stalin and 
keeping Lenin sacrosanct was the start of the trouble. The false 
view of Stalin was the reason the Soviets could not sensibly 
reform, as Deng did.  Deng kept Mao as a cultural hero, and 
later he was confirmed as the creator of the state by being on 
every single banknote in the current issue of currency notes. 
Wise Persons in the West told off successive Chinese leaders for 
not copying Khrushchev. But only a fool seeks good advice for 
those who keep on failing.  Losing power and influence, despite 
their command of gigantic Establishment powers.

Snippets
Former Australia?
“How Long Will Australia Be Livable? “Facing a future of 

fire, drought, and rising oceans, Australians will have to weigh 
the choice between getting out early or staying to fight…“Towns 
in Queensland are relying on charity handouts of water, even 
as a planned coal mine in the region is set to access billions 
of gallons of groundwater. The largest remote Aboriginal 
community in Central Australia — along with many others that 
have long thrived on their traditional lands — is also running 
out of drinking water.

“Then there are the heatwaves. On January 4, 2020, western 
Sydney became one of the hottest places on the planet, at 120 
degrees Fahrenheit (48.9 degrees Celsius). ‘That’s uninhabitable; 
you can’t live in that,’ Bradstock says. And there are floods — 

 
UNDER CONCRETE STEEPLES

The streets are empty like small rural rivers.
  A bus drifts empty like flotsam.
If you make your way along Magdala Avenue -
  you might ask but mostly you won’t -
 who titled it thus? Google it.
  A great name giver, 
the British Empire, an expedition to rescue missionaries,
  the ears and eyes of colonialism,
 through a battle in Magdala, Abyssinia, 1868.
  All is calm now, too calm.
Then someone comes towards you
  and at the last minute careers across the street.
The idea is not to mix.
  Is he a carrier of the virus.
Does he think I might be.
  How many times have we had this.
Wasn’t such events written on papyrus
  during a much emptier earth.
Am I too old to be out.
  From the Whittington Hospital a sleek limousine too 

good
to be a hearse-
  Was that a shout?
I know of those blackened windows
  and the ambulance sirens in the night,
And I know now the self-isolation of limbo. 
  Dare I cough or wipe a drop from my nose.
No aircraft in the sky.
  The squeals of children from the playground gone,
now locked into their pressure-cooker life.
  Not another guy!
Should I make him a carrier by crossing the street
  in a tit-for-tat.
It’s rife.
  everyone is doing it.

one-in-100-year floods have laid waste to Queensland twice in 
two years — and climate-change-related sea-level rise, which is 
predicted to be a significant issue for a nation whose population 
is concentrated in a narrow strip of land around its coastline.” 12

***
China Stay Chinese
“Police arrested 15 pro-democracy activists in Hong Kong 

on Saturday as Beijing seeks to reassert its authority after last 
year’s protests.  “Martin Lee, an 81-year-old pro-democracy 
politician who helped write the city’s Basic Law and Jimmy 
Lai, 71, the founder of anti-Beijing newspaper Apple Daily 
were among those arrested. Both have been accused of being 
part of a “gang of four” targeting China. “The arrests followed 
allegations the activists were involved in organising unlawful 
assemblies and come as the city is distracted by coronavirus, 
which ended months of anti-government protests.”13 

I had always expected the West’s little pets to be crushed.  And 
the Hong Kong protests were obviously doomed when even the 
Mainland versions of the West’s little pets rejected them.  

They might have negotiated some concessions.  But the West 
either did not foresee, or did not care.

***
Old newsnotes at the magazine website.  I also write regular 

blogs - https://www.quora.com/q/mrgwydionmwilliams

12 h t t p s : / / m e d i u m . c o m / t h e - a t l a n t i c /
how-long-will-australia-be-livable-83c587bff14a
13 https://www.ft.com/content/50d5dcfe-e860-4fcc-9ce8-
673b5f86aa50 (pay site)

 

That is, the few with hurried steps on this new landscape.
  Now, who’s coming towards me.
It’s Spring and I scarcely noticed. Blossoms are
  on the bough. 
I try to divert my attention but there’s no escape.
  Dark glasses, a large white mask,
a hat pulled down over the face.
  The quick flash of golden skin in the cold sun
asks:
  Is she Chinese.
In her agony of dress I want to say:
  `I’m not blaming you.’ (not like the rest)
But she’s gone and I have not been able to please,
  not in this stark atmosphere.
Not many pickings for the pigeons, no fast food remains.
McDonald’s is closed..
  The blackbird so bold and even bolder now.
Some starlings have come down from their clockwork 
  crazy whirling cloud, their dark rainbow feathers glow.
They look me straight in the eye before they’re up again
  in with some sort of argument.
Quieter still this mighty city as a village. 
  Another bus, one lone passenger unloaded
as spillage.
  The burst into the Archway hub: 
Navigation Square, commemorating the Irish
  navvies  who dug 
for England, when life was less than fair.
  Coarse bread and raw onion their grub.
The supermarket is in sight, its queues of anxious
  people
distancing even more in an already socially-cold city.
  Sheltering under the new build of the
concrete steeples.

Wilson John Haire.  7th April, 2020.
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Letter to the Editor
Madawc Williams writes (Labour Affairs, March issue) that “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”.  And he says that his father, 
Raymond Williams, decided correctly “that pacifism was not going to work in the face of Hitler”, and therefore “ending his 
brief membership of the British Communist Party, which was not supporting the war at the time he volunteered to fight in 
it.”

The positive effect of the Falklands War was that it consolidated Thatcherism in power by holding on to a small 
colonial remnant on the other side of the world.  It was war by a 2nd Power Army on a 3rd Power Army.  It is hard to see 
what effect it had on world affairs beyond transferring Churchill’s mantle to Thatcher and reinforcing her opposition to 
British development as part of the European Union.  The Falklands issue itself remains to be resolved.

Tony Blair, in one of his retirement speeches reminded the Labour Party that Britain is a war-fighting state.  It fought 
the Falklands War with its own resources, without Allies, unconcerned about what the world thought of it.  I suppose it was 
‘positive’ in that sense.

The “war against Hitler” was entirely different in kind and in scope.  Britain did not fight it with its own resources, and 
never had the intention of doing so.  It put a small army in the field, alongside the French Army, in September 1939, having 
made a military alliance with Poland which encouraged the Poles to refuse to negotiate over the Danzig anomaly, but did 
not act in support of the Poles when Germany resorted to direct action.  It declared war, but that was of no use to the Poles.  
The declaration of war only led to the Phoney War, which lasted for about eight months—until Germany responded by 
striking at the Anglo-French Armies on its borders.  The fighting war lasted about six weeks.  Germany disrupted the forces 
deployed against it.  Britain brought its Army Home.  France tried to make a settlement but was condemned for betrayal by 
Britain.

Britain required that French democracy, having declared war on Germany and lost, and being without a regular Army, 
should resort to a rising of the populace and conduct guerrilla war, as in 1870.  When the French democracy chose to do 
otherwise, Britain organised French dissidents for terrorist war and began dropping them into France.

British-organised guerrilla war in France could not possibly have brought about the defeat of Germany.
The serious purpose which Britain had during the year when it “fought alone” by this method, was to bring others into 

the war to do the fighting with real Armies.  It was the year of “spreading the war”.  The United States was deaf to British 
appeals.  The realistic prospect was, by maintaining a sense of instability in Europe, to bring about a German/Russian War.

Once the German/Russian War started, the British “war against Hitler”, whatever might have been its purpose, fell 
away and a different war took its place.  It was Russia that brought about the defeat of Germany and its purposes were 
not British purposes.  If the British purpose was to secure the independence of Poland, what it achieved was the close 
subordination of Poland to Russia.

I have never read Raymond Williams and I don’t know what his reasoning was for resigning from the CP because it 
did not support the War, and joining the Army.  Was it in the period of the Phoney War, or the period of spreading the War 
to Russia?

Many years ago I had some argument about CP policy with Monty Johnstone, who ran the YCL, who held that the 
Party was wrong in not supporting the War in 1939.  As I recall, there was a faction that wanted to do so, led by Harry Pollitt, 
the General Secretary, but Palme Dutt held the line in support of the Soviet position.

Pollitt’s position as I recall was British nationalist and he advocated the method of area bombing of industrial areas 
that was put into effect about three years later.  I do not recall that he advocated Russian/German War, or what his view was 
after the end of the Phoney War.  But support for the War after the end of the Phoney War could only have meant realistically 
advocacy of Russian/German War.

Hitler was only capable of fighting a major war in 1939 because of successive breaches of the Versailles Treaty in his 
favour by Britain.  When he took power in 1933, Germany was a disarmed state.  Britain was the Superpower of the time, 
and was the guarantor of the Versailles Treaty.  It had refused to revise the Treaty for the German and Austrian democracies, 
but it set it aside in practice for Hitler.  It was not by any miracle that Hitler broke the Versailles restrictions and made 
Germany into a major European military power by 1938, it was by the active collaboration of Britain.  And to what purpose 
if not for war with Russia?

I don’t know that this matter should be discussed in a magazine like Labour Affairs.  Support for the state at war has 
been pretty well obligatory since the Great War, when mass involvement in state affairs began.  Britain was democratised 
on the basis of imperialism, when it was widely understood that without the Empire it would starve.  Seeing this coming, 
Robert Blatchford, the outstanding Labour newspaper publisher, said My Country Right Or Wrong around 1900.  William 
Beveridge, in preparation for the 2nd World War, said in an Oxford War Pamphlet in the early Summer of 1939, that war 
became totalitarian in the Great War.  Ordinary life became ever increasingly dependent on the welfare of the State, and 
when the State goes to war there is little space for thinking out whether it is right or wrong according to some independent 
standard.

But, if it is felt necessary to say it was right, then some better reasoning is required than has been given by Madawc 
Williams.

Brendan Clifford
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Plague and Political Theory
Christopher Winch

Nation states in the West are based on 
the ideology of liberalism. According 
to liberalism the state is a means of 
coercion whose only justification is the 
defence of the population from internal 
and external enemies and the securing of 
private property through legal as well as 
‘kinetic’ means. Threats to the population 
of a nation state are: other  criminals 
internally and other states and/or 
brigands externally. At a stretch there are 
also wild beasts to be defended against: 
wolves, bears, snakes etc. Coercive 
power underpinned by a monopoly on 
the exercise of force is only justified 
to deal with threats to property and 
life coming from internal and external 
enemies, actual and potential. 

To my knowledge, liberal thinkers 
do not consider natural threats to life: 
disease, famine, drought, earthquakes 
as factors to be taken account of when 
justifying the state. Liberal states do 
take such measures but they always sit 
uneasily with the ideology that underpins 
the state. But populations need protection 
from these threats as much as they do 
from the more conventional ones. So 
why are these threats neglected in liberal 
theory? 

In part, this is because no state in the 
Seventeenth or Eighteenth Century could 
have dealt with some of these: virus and 
bacteria borne disease, threats posed by 
the climate and weather for example. But 
it has been well-known for millenia that 
food security can be improved through 
irrigation and navigation projects, 
as happened for example in Ancient 
Imperial China. Where liberal political 
theorists pay any attention to these at all 
it is to sneer. For example, Adam Smith 
in Book V of the Wealth of Nations 
dismisses reports of public works carried 
out by states in the Far East, without 
considering whether such works might 
be necessary and a proper function 
of a state that took the welfare of its 
population seriously. The idea that the 
state might increase people’s freedom by 
promoting public works to make them 
more safe and prosperous is anathema 
to liberals like Smith, not to mention 
contemporaries like Hayek and Nozick.

Let’s consider some features of these 
natural threats, with particular attention 
to plagues. 

The enemy is invisible, impersonal, 
and does not have any malevolent 
intent. It cannot be frightened and its 
progress is invisible and insidious. You 
can’t mobilise the population against 
an ‘enemy’ in the conventional sense. 

Everything depends on organisation, 
education, persuasion, co-operation and 
compliance of the population. The lead 
has to be taken by the state, although 
a strong civil society and sense of 
solidarity can help enormously. But 
liberalism doesn’t take much account of 
these either. 

The probability of the occurrence 
of these threats is known in a very 
general sense, but predicting them is 
difficult even when the general causal 
explanation for their occurrence is 
broadly understood. Inevitably, if they 
are to be mitigated there needs to be 
contingency planning, precautions need 
to be taken and that means redundancy 
in provision. Economic liberals hate 
the ‘inefficiency’ required by built-in 
redundancy. For them what is important 
is not the potential to ward off economic 
damage, but the maximum flow of goods 
and services. 

To a certain extent everyone is 
threatened by plagues, pestilences 
such as locusts, droughts, earthquakes, 
etc. The wealthy can mitigate these 
threats but they remain deadly and 
unpredictable to all within the national 
boundaries. Furthermore, they are 
oblivious to national boundaries and 
cannot be contained within them unless 
extraordinary measures are taken such 
as restrictions on movement. The extent 
to which they damage a population 
does depend though on the ability of 
the population to take avoiding and 
mitigating action collectively. Up to a 
point this depends on collective habits of 
trust and solidarity but is unlikely to be 
sufficiently effective without the coercive 
power of the state being brought to bear 
to enforce collective action. Again, this 
threatens the market-based ‘spontaneous 
order’ based on short-term advantage 
beloved by liberals, especially economic 
liberals.

All of this can only be achieved with 
the state adopting a role markedly 
stronger than that accepted by liberalism. 
This is not even to mention the need to 
regulate the economy in crisis situations 
which has become so apparent in recent 
months. Recent awareness of the ability 
of the state to use its monopoly on the 
issue of money (ultimately based on its 
coercive power), to mitigate economic 
damage caused by plague and  to revive 
damaged economies, only reinforces 
the importance of the role that the state 
plays in maintaining normal life. The 
state can also mitigate personal risk. As 
we have seen in the US, people will not 

volunteer in times of plague if infection 
means financial ruin for them. This is 
not the case in the UK, where this risk is 
managed by the existence of the NHS. In 
Britain, a state based on liberal ideology, 
an irruption of socialism immediately 
after the Second World War ensured that 
the state took on the major responsibility 
for the health of the population.

David Hume (more of a conservative 
than a liberal thinker) emphasised both 
the sociability of human beings and 
our short term perspective. A ‘society 
without government’ could get along 
perfectly well for millennia, but would 
be unable to take long-term measures 
to secure the population’s security or 
to co-ordinate complex processes and 
divergent interests. For this a political 
class is necessary, able to make the long-
term interests of the population their 
own short-term interests. Unfortunately, 
in liberal democracies it is much easier 
for politicians to attend to the short-term 
interests of the population if they wish to 
survive as a political class. 

Until, that is, disaster strikes. The 
limited predictability of natural disasters 
(their long-term probability is known but 
their short-term probability much less so) 
reduces the incentive to take collective 
precautions. They belong to the realm 
of ‘known unknowns’ and this is an 
excuse to neglect them as the population 
will not even be aware that they are 
being neglected. This, together with 
the redundancy required for effective 
collective action to secure protection, 
makes liberalism ill-equipped to extend 
its protective doctrine from human to 
natural threats to human safety. We can 
also add that liberalism’s encouragement 
of short-term individualistic behaviour 
makes it more difficult to secure the 
non-coerced collective action that makes 
response to this kind of threat much 
more effective. 

In other words, liberalism sees 
collective action in the face of threats 
as a regrettable necessity unless it 
is accompanied by the pursuit of 
private profit, as in the case of military 
technology. The development of public 
works and improved hygiene in the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries have 
been the result of reforming pressure 
on the state through class struggle, not 
through the internal development of 
liberal ideology. The exception was the 
German development, influenced more 

Continued On Page 7
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Continued From Page 6

The first of May is Labour Day; 
in France the Communist Party 
normally has a big fund raiser 
selling sprigs of lily of the valley.  
Originally a wild woodland flower, 
it is now grown commercially, 
principally in the Loire Valley.  This 
year supermarkets, who normally 
sell 50% of the crop, have reduced 
their orders, and the flowers won’t be 
harvested.  The CP’s disappointment 
was reported in the Le Monde.

The present situation
The present crisis looks very similar 

in France and England.  There are 
high numbers of deaths, and the same 
lack of clarity as to who is included 
in the statistics.  Medical staff die 

due to lack of personal protective 
equipment.  The lockdown, slow to be 
declared, impacts the economy.  The 
government pays 80% of employed 
people’s wages.  Unemployed, self-
employed or pseudo self-employed 
depend on benefits.  An increasing 
number depend on charity.

There are some differences.  The 
lockdown is organised slightly 
differently: in France, people have to 
take a piece of paper with date and 
time and purpose of outing when they 
leave the house, and the police may 
check it; this is now also available 
electronically (a government website 
sends a bar code to your phone).

The popularity ratings of Johnson 
are twice as high as Macron’s. The 
French applaud essential workers 

every day at 8pm (every Thursday in 
England), and in places the clapping 
is accompanied with anti-Macron 
shouts.  The unpopularity of Macron 
to start with, as shown by the Gilets 
Jaunes movement explains that.  And 
staff at Intensive Care Units had been 
demonstrating for over a year about 
lack of personnel and equipment 

In England it is known that the 
virus strikes the low paid and ethnic 
minorities disproportionately.  It is the 
case in France, but the concentration 
of this population in the Paris suburb 
of Seine Saint Denis makes it starker 
yet.  That département houses care 
workers, health assistants, delivery 
drivers and others who are exposed 
to the virus, and their death rate has 

by the economic nationalism of Friedrich List rather than the 
dogmatic cosmopolitanism of Adam Smith, which put in social 
provision early and ‘ate the socialist’s lunch’. 

What is the role of the state if its role as a solution to collective 
action problems is to be taken seriously?

We need a realistic assessment of the threats, which may 
remain potential and unpredictable. This means the funding of 
national and international research and monitoring bodies whose 
‘payoff’ may be uncertain. A  precautionary principle needs to be 
adopted, meaning there must be redundancy built into hygiene, 
public health and safety measures. The ‘threat to one, threat to all’ 
principle suggests collective action which can be coercive, but 
which also depends on habits of  compliance and co-operation 
to be fully effective. In the absence of such habits the state needs 
to take both precautionary, educative and coercive measures 
to ensure compliance in the face of health emergencies. This 
means a large degree of national self-sufficiency, such as making 
sure that there is enough medicine and medical equipment 
within the borders of the nation state to deal with sudden and 
unpredictable emergencies. But international collaboration is 
also linked to national security: collective security measures 
are a primary principle as viruses and bacteria are oblivious to 
national borders. Plague and natural disasters need collective 
action by states to mitigate their effects. The state as a body with 
a monopoly of force is the only collective agent within a society 
that can do these four things, but it is necessary for them to be 
done but not sufficient. There also needs to be a will to do them 
and a public attitude that supports that will. But even this may 
not be sufficient. At the very least there needs to be international 
co-operation in order to detect developing threats and to devise 

ways of coping with them. This means some pooling of national 
resources for an international common good. 

Why has liberalism faltered in doing promptly what is 
required in the face of such threats? Liberal ideology has 
largely ignored them as an issue for collective security and 
collective action. Those particular liberal states most saturated 
with attitudes about the undesirability of state action and least 
inclined to promote collective compliance in the face of threats 
have shown themselves to be least equipped to deal with a 
plague. The United States and the United Kingdom stand out in 
this respect. So why is liberal ideology so uncomfortable about 
natural threats? The main problem is hubris about the power of 
markets and a failure to understand human vulnerability in the 
face of nature. Since these threats require pervasive collective 
action, whereas liberal ideology only mandates collective action 
in limited circumstances, sometimes not including those which 
pose a deadly threat to humanity, it is ill-equipped to justify 
the protection of populations against some of the most deadly 
threats to their security. Another way of putting this is to say that 
sometimes the exercise of one person’s rights has a very negative 
effect on the rights of another. My right to have a picnic in the 
park may affect someone’s else’s right to life. The protection of 
fundamental rights of one person then requires the temporary 
restriction of less fundamental ones of another person. A political 
theory based on recognition of these threats and the need for 
both the state and the population to act collectively to deal with 
them is needed. Socialism is such a possible response but only 
if the left lets go of the liberal thinking that raises individualism 
to a fetish. 
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been the highest in France.  The 
département has also seen sporadic 
riots.

Union action carries on in France.  
Amazon employees have taken the 
firm to court for putting their lives in 
danger by not providing protective 
equipment and not organising social 
distancing measures properly.  The 
Court ordered Amazon to sell only 
essential goods and imposed fines 
of 1 million euro per transgression.  
Amazon decided to close the 
warehouses for 4 days instead, and 
appealed.  On appeal the Court 
maintained the order, but reduced 
the fines by a factor of 10.  Amazon 
did not reopen, but is supplying 
its customers via other European 
countries.  French employees 
are getting a taste of their own 
medicine, because they delivered 
parcels to Spain when Spanish 
Amazon workers were on strike, 
and Portuguese employees refused 
to deliver in their place.

Amazon carries on delivering.  It 
uses one of its ‘branches’, Amazon 
Transport, which is distinct from 
‘Amazon Logistic’ and apparently 
not subject to the same court order.  
The independent firms that sell on 
the Amazon platform but do their 
own deliveries have also contributed.  
Amazon is selling less as a result.

The next following two aspects 
of the crisis are common to France 
and England: the vast sums made 
available by the governments to save 
the economy, and the underlying 
health conditions of patients most 
affected by the disease.

Financing the crisis
There should be no government-

imposed policy of austerity when 
the crisis abates.  Le Monde explains 
that the vast sums expanded to save 
the economy won’t have to be 
repaid:

“If states have no hidden reserves 
of “magic money”, an institution 
based in Frankfurt has this fantastic 
power: the European Central Bank 
(ECB). Since the creation of the euro 
zone, it is the ECB that manages the 
stock of euros in circulation. So why 
not ask it to print new banknotes to 
finance debt, freeing governments 

from the pressure of the financial 
markets?

In fact, the ECB has already been 
doing this for several years. Not 
directly, because European rules 
prohibit it from lending money to 
governments. But it does buy back 
stocks of “second-hand” government 
debt from the lenders who hold it. As 
a result, these debts remain desirable 
in the eyes of the markets, and states 
such as France can continue to go 
into debt with low interest.

The ECB has already planned to 
spend €1,110 billion on such sleight 
of hand in 2020 - a fivefold increase 
due to the coronavirus crisis. Why 
not go even further, using this endless 
windfall of “free” money to finance 
existing debts, but also investments 
in health, social protection or the 
environment?

Until now, the main brake on this 
policy has been the risk of inflation: 
if too many euros enter into 
circulation, the currency could lose 
value, prices could soar, and savers’ 
investments could melt like snow 
in the sun. This is what happened 
in Germany in the inter-war period. 
But such a risk is limited in the 
current crisis, since a total standstill 
in the economy is not conducive to 
inflation - at least in the short term.

Could Europeans’ reluctance to 
get the money board to work be 
definitively overturned? In recent 
crises, Europeans have disregarded 
a lot of monetary policy principles 
that they claimed were irremovable. 
So, for the future, nothing can be 
ruled out.”

Epidemic of chronic bad health
The other crisis that threatens the 

health of the country, both France 
and England, is the obesity epidemic. 
In the case of the virus, “there is a 
proven link between obesity and the 
risk of complications, due to related 
pathologies, but also independently 
of them” says the French Ministry 
of Solidarity and Health, quoting  
a study conducted by teams from 
the Lille CHRU; this shows that 
more than 47% of infected patients 
entering intensive care are obese 
and that the severe form (i.e. a 
BMI greater than 35) significantly 

increases the risk of being placed 
under invasive mechanical 
respiration, regardless of age, high 
blood pressure and diabetes.”

A video on the same page of the 
Ministry’s website tells you that 
‘obesity is a disease’.  It is a disease, 
but it is man-made.  The finger 
points at the quality of food and 
the decline in cooking from fresh 
ingredients.  An unbalance between 
work and home life, made worse by 
low wages.

An article on the website of the 
Atlantic magazine puts it very 
clearly; it refers to cytokines, 
which are the elements that cause 
the ‘immune storms’ that can be 
fatal: “The people who get the most 
severely sick from COVID-19 will 
sometimes be unpredictable, but in 
many cases, they will not. They will 
be the same people who get sick from 
most every other cause. Cytokines 
like IL-6 can be elevated by a single 
night of bad sleep.  Over the course 
of a lifetime, the effects of daily 
and hourly stressors accumulate. 
Ultimately, people who are unable to 
take time off of work when sick — 
or who don’t have a comfortable and 
quiet home, or who lack access to 
good food and clean air — are likely 
to bear the burden of severe disease.1 

Let us leave the last word to the 
Financial Times, which, editorially, 
says something must be done 
about this.  Here it is, quoted in the 
Morning Star: Even the Financial 
Times, in its article “Virus lays bare 
the frailty of the social contract” 
(April 3 2020) recognises that we 
need: “Radical reforms — reversing 
the prevailing policy direction of the 
last four decades... Governments 
will have to accept a more active 
role in the economy. They must see 
public services as investments rather 
than liabilities, and look for ways to 
make labour markets less insecure.” 

 

1  https://medium.com/the-
atlantic/why-some-people-get-sicker-
than-others-f64796b01486 
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

“A good war” “Let us finish what 
we have started”

Jacinda Ardern New Zealand PM 
Monday, 20 April 2020

Once it was said of certain British 
politicians who’d fought in WWII, 
that they’d had ‘a good war’. Any 
sketch of Denis Healey almost 
always included the reference. Heath 
too had that ‘good war’.

If war is to be the invoked 
metaphor for dealing with Covid-19 
then Jacinda Ardern has to date had 
a ‘good war’ though not yet over (by 
any means). Not all of her ministers 
have had a ‘good war’: not the deputy 
PM Winston Peters and certainly 
not the idiotic Minister for Health 
David Clark, twice caught stupidly, 
arrogantly and selfishly breaking 
his own restrictions on movement. 
Actually apart from her finance 
minister Grant Robertson it is hard 
to identify anyone else at political 
level who has been less that abysmal, 
stupid or silent.

The Ministry of Health (normally 
associated with mismanagement, 
crises and disaster) has come 
surprising well through the crisis. 
That is largely down to Dr Ashley 

Bloomfield, the Director General for 
Health, who’s become the beloved 
and reassuring national GP, a Kiwi 
Dr Finlay (and he reminds me of my 
own GP).

There is in NZ a division (not 
uncommon internationally) between 
the Ministry on the one hand 
(policy) and its operational agencies, 
principally here, the District Health 
Boards (DHBs) on the other. There 
is also an unmentioned arbiter, 
Treasury. The power balance has to 
date weighed in favour of the DHBs, 
rigorously complying with Treasury 
financial rules (‘fiscal responsibility’) 
and it has been generally disastrous. 
The DHBs are utterly dysfunctional 
and the Ministry has for years sat 
back, hands-in-the-air, compliant 
with Treasury strictures.

Not any more. Finance Minister 
Grant Robertson has (for the moment) 
thrown the ‘fiscal responsibility’ 
rulebook out the window; the 
Reserve Bank has gone Keynesian, 
even almost if not quite, MMT. The 
health ministry has flexed muscle and 
Ardern and Bloomfield have through 
their live broadcast joint daily press 
conferences come to represent what 

can only be described as a success to 
date in the battle (yes, war metaphor) 
against the novel coronavirus known 
as Covid-19.

There is internationally any amount 
of argument over actual incidence 
and counting of incidence and how 
to count Covid-19 cases. This will 
go on for years, decades. The UK 
authorities appear to have engaged in 
politically driven creative counting. 
Here in NZ they just count – it is a 
country of less than 5 million people, 
not much more than a big parish 
(well diocese).

At the time of writing (Wednesday 
29 April) the Ministry of Health has 
reported a total of two new confirmed 
and probable cases bringing the 
cumulating total to 1474 (confirmed 
and probable). There were no new 
recorded deaths on Wednesday so 
the total remains at 19. According 
to today’s count, some 1229 patients 
have recovered. There were two new 
cases reported. There are currently 
six people in hospital with none in 
intensive care.

Putting that in perspective, here is a 
comparison with three other similar-
sized countries.

Table - Selected Covid-19 comparisons1

Country Population
(million)

Total cases
(Confirmed & probable)

Deaths Cases/m Deaths/m

New Zealand 4.9 1474 19 304 4
Ireland 4.9 19648 1102 3979 223
Scotland 5.3 11034 1415 2081 266
Singapore 5.6 14453 14 2465 2

 
***

“Does Ardern, then, deserve the international adulation for her leadership during Covid-19? Or has New Zealand 
done well in this crisis primarily because of its natural advantages?”

William Han, South China Morning Post, 17 April, 2020
William Han is ethnic Taiwanese, a New Zealand citizen and regular columnist with the South China Morning Post (SCMP). He 

raises an interesting question, whether the New Zealand story is all down to luck and a geographical advantage, location.
Geography is undoubtedly a factor. The country is the last bus-stop on the planet, next stop the barrenness of Scott Base, Antarctica. 

As Han put it in another of his SCMP columns “I’ve always said that New Zealand is the place you’d want to be in the event of a 
zombie apocalypse. I just never thought I’d get to actually test that proposition.”

However there is more to it than just geography. There is the culture and the society. In a way the country is made for social 
distancing even with the extremes of Alert level 4 (the highest) in its four-level alert system to combat the virus. New Zealand has 
its larrikin side and people do have an individualistic independence of mind. But overall Kiwi culture values social cohesion and 
compliance and is small enough as a society to sustain it. Kiwis also put a high trust in government (while having their own version 
of tall poppy syndrome).

There is also as far as I can see, what most people strongly aspire to, what the former British Labour MP and one-time New 
1 For New Zealand, Ireland and Singapore data taken from the Worldometers site. Scottish data are taken from the Scottish government 
web site Coronavirus (COVID-19): daily data for Scotland - gov.scot and related to people tested for Covid-19.
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Zealand resident Austin Mitchell, 
humorously but astutely described as the 
Quarter Acre Pavlova Paradise. This is 
not just a ‘home of your own’. It is your 
quarter acre of ‘Paradise’ on which you 
self-build and potter in your free time, 
gardening and growing, communing 
with neighbours and engaging in home 
and the garage in the religious practices 
of DIY. Most New Zealanders by the 
way do use the word ‘paradise’ to 
describe the country – with a touch of 
irony of course (but only a touch). One 
of the great hates of modern young New 
Zealand is the loss of capacity to achieve 
the Pavlova Quarter Acre.

The ‘Bubble’ life and economy
There has not been the strong sense 

of ‘crack down’ during the alert level 4 
regime that characterised other countries 
in Asia (for example China, Taiwan, 
Singapore, Hong Kong). However 
crackdown it has been – but compulsion 
as an honour system and based on 
persuasion – with even Lotto kiosks 
closed (along with schools, universities, 
shops other than supermarkets, off-
licences (‘bottleshops’) and pubs) and 
game (wild pig and deer) hunting off 
limits. Sushi bars and coffee shops were 
(and remain) shuttered and boarded. 
The All Blacks do meal deliveries to old 
people in isolation. William Han again: 
“The New Zealand police may lack 
the power to crack down like Chinese 
authorities, but they don’t need it. As 
in the thinking of Chinese philosopher 
Mencius, a government with true 
authority governs by persuasion.” 
Ardern has with her lockdown managed 
to achieve true authority with New 
Zealanders – even with a largely 
lacklustre set of ministers. And Lotto 
tickets can be bought online.

I think there is also something else. 
Aotearoa is in its way of life very far 
removed from the hyper- economies 
and societies of Western Europe and the 
Americas. ‘Hectic’ Wellington (and even 
Auckland) is an oxymoron even by the 
standards of Bundoran or Blackpool on 
a wet and windy summer Sunday night.

Life in ‘the bubble’ of level 4 has 
seen the writing off of the peak summer 
tourist season (the Chinese New Year); 
the shuttering of almost the entire 
economy; and turning the government 
into the paymaster of last resort for 
around 2 million workers with the other 
half a million remaining at work (as 
‘essential’). Prudence has been evicted 
from her Treasury home. In the huge 
commercial forests the logging industry 
chain saws fell silent, the logging trucks 
and trains lay idle. Cranes also idled 
silently on building sites and wharfs. 
Airports fell empty, Air New Zealand 

effectively went out of commercial 
business. Anyone visiting the country or 
returning faced a 14-day quarantine in a 
government facility (usually an otherwise 
empty hotel). The winter skiing season 
has effectively been written off – for this 
year. The big-bang opening of the duck 
shooting season has been cancelled. 
Who knows when foreign tourists will 
be allowed back!

Lockdown-lite: Level 3
There is little that changes in all 

of this under alert level 3. It is no real 
lifting of lockdown, it is ‘lockdown 
lite’ as they say. The bubble remains 
in place. Building sites and logging 
ops are reopened but still no barbers or 
hairdressers or Lotto kiosks or shopping 
malls or restaurants or sushi bars. 
Surfing and swimming are allowed – as 
well as limited game hunting. Level 3 
remains in place for at least two weeks. 
It can extend further – and there can 
be a reversion to level 4 if government 
sees that as appropriate. The data (cases, 
deaths) and the performance of test, 
trace and track will shape the coming 
months. This is all about achieving what 
is the purpose of level 4, ‘Eliminate’, 
and the method, breaking the chain of 
human contact. Note ‘eliminate’ does 
not mean ‘eradicate’ (absent a vaccine, 
impossible).

Those businesses that do open under 
level 3 must maintain dramatic social/
physical distancing rules and other 
health and safety regimes – in both the 
workplace and in any dealings with the 
public (which must be ‘contactless’). 
Schools that choose to open are 
unrecognisable. Many are likely to 
decide the regime is in their specific 
circumstances, impossible and remain 
closed. In hospitality and retail there can 
be no direct dealing with the public, all 
transactions must be remote – online or 
if not, cashless and contactless. All this is 
for two weeks minimum – with options 
to extend and also to revert to level 4 if 
the stats are deemed to warrant it. There 
is also the beaconing level 2 and then 
level 1 (which will not be pre-covid 
normal).

A Waikato woman
Finally, about Ardern. She is regularly 

portrayed by journalists and sketch 
writers as the ‘provincial’, ‘small town’ 
girl, Jacinda from the Waikato dairy 
country on North Island. It is the historic 
heart of New Zealand dairy land – and 
on the edge of (Maori) King Country. 
She plays to it: the young woman from 
Morrinsville. She also has not a speck 
of ideology of the left/right variety 
about her, unusual for a Labour Party 
leader. As PM during the past three years 

she has proven herself cautious, even 
conservative in much of her decision-
making – for the more radically inclined, 
frustrating. She did have one big radical 
policy moment as prime minister, her 
support (genuine) for a capital gains tax 
in New Zealand. In 2019 she suffered 
a serious defeat on the proposal at the 
hands of her deputy PM and leader of 
her New Zealand First (NZF) coalition 
partner Winston Peters. It was crushing.

What Ardern does have and 
communicates (call it an ideology if 
you will) is not red socialism, rather a 
sincere belief in ‘common humanity’ 
and the essential ‘goodness’ of people – 
a bit like China’s Confucian philosopher 
Mencius. There is in this view no 
distinction on grounds of class, race, 
ethnicity or religion or identity: there is 
simply, again, common humanity and 
the compassion required by decency. 
The Covid-19 crisis has allowed her to 
bring these beliefs to the fore, guide her 
decisions, cage Winston and NZF and 
silence the National Party opposition 
(decency doesn’t deny ruthlessness).

It was the same following the 
Christchurch mosque attacks and 
killings. On both occasions this almost 
Confucian value system she has far 
outshone in leadership virtually all of 
her cabinet, and junior ministers, as 
well as the Opposition while sidelining 
her coalition partners. The ministerial 
exception is again the finance minister 
and confidante, Grant Robertson (and 
then there is the nation’s now favourite 
doctor, Ashley Bloomfield). Unless 
jolted she seems to me set to return as 
PM in September (or whenever now the 
general election is to be held). She might 
even miraculously (though unlikely 
given the proportionality in the NZ 
system and party fragmentation) secure 
an overall majority for Labour – in which 
case say ‘hello’ to the mother of the 
nation. Again William Han: “In a more 
cynical jurisdiction, the government 
slogans on Covid-19 (“be kind”, and 
kia kaha – Maori for “be strong”) could 
sound like meaningless propaganda. But 
here the prime minister says them with 
all sincerity, and so does everyone else.”

I think Han gets it (they knew each 
other as students). She has had a few 
misjudgements but, ‘It’s the sincerity 
stupid.’ And the common humanity. 
They count with Kiwis.
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Was China’s response to Covid-19 Culpable? 
An Account of What Actually Happened, set against the Propaganda Campaign Against China. 

Richard Jones

Protocols of the Elders of 
Missouri

The Other Pandemic 
Everyone knows about the 

Covid-19 pandemic, but there 
is another viral pandemic, the 
orchestrated campaign to attack 
China’s response to the outbreak. 

On 21st April, while I was preparing 
this article, the US state of Missouri, 
in a local court, launched an action1 
widely reported as suing China, but 
actually against numerous national 
and local bodies in China as well as 
the People’s Republic of China. 

Apart from the legalese, the actual 
details of the complaint read as 
the result of someone trawling the 
internet for every attack on China, 
no matter how absurd or dishonest. 
So it is a convenient summary of the 
propaganda or psywar pandemic. 

Of course, the corporate media 
carried the story everywhere. One of 
the themes was already “China Must 
Pay”, but the absurdity of a provincial 
government taking action made them 
less than enthusiastic. Reporting 
tended to take it as a serious legal 
claim, and as such it was thought to 
be going nowhere, so interest quickly 
waned. In the US, however, I suspect 
that the huge army of propagandists 
understood that it was a script for 
continuing the psywar. 

National Review, whose rant2 was 
used extensively in the Missouri 
action, has published an article3 
purportedly criticising the action 
on legal grounds. However, I think 
they got the message. “Use this as a 
Template!” 

Basically the approach is that China 
has done grievous harm to our nation 
so it is for our national government 
to punish them, not local courts. 

To do that, it needs to run through 
the allegations again. It is actually 
1  https:/ /ago.mo.gov/docs/
default-source/press-releases/2019/prc-
complaint.pdf 
2  h t t p s : / / w w w .
nationalreview.com/the-morning-jolt/
chinas-devastating-lies/ 
3  https://www.nationalreview.
com/2020/04/missouris-misguided-
lawsuit-against-china/ 

very helpful as it does an excellent 
job of providing a framework for 
analysing the claims. It breaks the 
story down into four categories, 
which I shall use. 

In their words: 
(1) cover-ups of the outbreak, 

including public denials of the risk of 
human-to-human transmission; (2) 
arresting whistle-blowing doctors; 
(3) inadequate steps to contain 
the contagion; and (4) hoarding 
personal protective equipment 
while exporting defective personal 
protective equipment. 

The first two really hinge on claims 
about dates. So I will begin with a 
summary of the chronology from 
Chinese medical and epidemiological 
sources. This provides the basis for 
comparison with the ‘truth’ that has 
supposedly been covered up. 

The ‘Official’ Story 
For my picture of the unpoliticised 

story from Chinese authorities, I 
have relied a lot on the analysis4 
by Tomas Pueyo, mainly for the 
ease of presentation, but I have 
also consulted any primary sources 
I find. The first I saw, and the most 
useful for a general picture, was 
the report5 by the Chinese Centre 
for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC) dating from 14th February 
(online 17th), which analysed 72,314 
patient records. This document was 
the primary source for Pueyo’s data 
and charts. 

Dr Jixian Zhang in HICWM 
hospital noticed 4 unusual cases of 
Pneumonia on 26th December 2019, 
and reported to the Wuhan CDC the 
next day. Over the next two days, 
three more cases were found in 
the same hospital. On the 30th, the 
Wuhan Health Commission began 
active case finding. This I presume to 
mean alerting doctors and hospitals to 
the unusual symptoms and pathology, 

4  h t t p s : / / m e d i u m . c o m / @
tomaspueyo/coronavirus-act-today-or-
people-will-die-f4d3d9cd99ca 
5 
 http://weekly.chinacdc.cn/en/article/id/
e53946e2-c6c4-41e9-9a9b-fea8db1a8f51 

and calling for notification. On the 
31st, they notified the National 
Health Commission and China 
CDC, resulting in the World Health 
Organisation being notified, the same 
day. 

The next day, Huanan Seafood 
Market was closed. On the 7th 
January, what was then called 2019-
nCoV was identified. On the 11th, 
gene sequencing on three strains of 
the novel coronavirus was completed 
and shared with the world. Next 
day, the first test kits were available. 
(Until then, it would have been 
impossible to confidently identify 
which of hundreds of sick people had 
contracted the new virus, rather than, 
for example, influenza or the many 
other causes of pneumonia.) 

On 20th January, Covid-19 became 
a class B notifiable disease. What 
is rarely mentioned, is that severe 
cases were already notifiable. 
Procedures established following the 
SARS epidemic of 2002-3 required 
notification of unusual cases of 
pneumonia. Dr Jixian Zhang did the 
right thing in this respect. Also on 
the 20th, China reported that there 
was human-to-human transmission. 
The next day, case numbers began 
to climb dramatically. On the 23rd, 
Wuhan City was shut down, and on 
the next day 15 more cities. 

Cover-ups 
Stories of cover-ups and whistle-

blowers are intertwined, as they 
depend on convincing people that 
the authorities knew details of the 
outbreak earlier than admitted, and 
the people called whistle-blowers are 
as close as they come to evidence. 

For example, according to CNN, 
on December 30, 2019, Dr. Li 
Wenliang, using the popular chat 
application WeChat, told his medical 
school alumni group about patients at 
his hospital suffering from a SARS-
like illness that may have originated 
from a coronavirus. 

In his messages, Dr. Li Wenliang 
shared details of what would be 
named COVID-19, urging them to 
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take precautions against the risk of 
human- to-human transmission.” 

The CNN story6 uses a standard 
journalistic deception, opening with, 
“On December 30, Li Wenliang 
dropped a bombshell in his medical 
school alumni group on the popular 
Chinese messaging app WeChat: 
seven patients from a local seafood 
market had been diagnosed with a 
SARS-like illness and quarantined in 
his hospital.” 

If Li had actually just said that, it 
would have been accurate, though 
irresponsible, and in any case 
was doubtless well-intentioned. 
Later, where many are no longer 
reading, buried in the details of 
Li’s ‘punishment’, and those who  
have been distracted by the popular 
communist tyranny theme, the 
deception is corrected. 

“In that message, Li said the patients 
had been diagnosed with SARS” 
… “He clarified in a subsequent 
message that the virus was actually a 
different type of coronavirus”. 

I’ve read countless versions of the 
Li story, but if he actually said that, 
none clarify where he obtained this 
information. The article, in typical 
fashion while failing to provide 
evidence provides instead, support 
for the standard Chinese account. 
Thus “Chinese scientists identified 
the pathogen as a new coronavirus 
on January 7.” 

“On the same day in December 
that Li messaged his friends, an 
emergency notice was issued 
by the Wuhan Municipal Health 
Commission, … with a warning 
… organizations or individuals are 
not allowed to release treatment 
information to the public without 
authorization.” 

There is no mention that the Wuhan 
authorities had received information 
on the 27th December and were 
following procedures (very probably 
with the bureaucratic delays that 
are seen everywhere–although the 
procedures were intended to speed up 
responses to serious new outbreaks, 
there is no way that they could have 
known by the 30th, when (at the 
latest) they began to take action, that 
a catastrophe was developing. 
6  h t t p s : / / w w w . c n n .
com/2020/02/03/asia/coronavirus-doctor-
whistle-blower-intl-hnk/index.html 

While it is said here that people 
were warned about releasing 
information when information was 
scarce and investigations were under 
way to find out the nature of the 
disease and the pathogen causing it, 
compare what happened in China 
with the political and bureaucratic 
cover-ups that are routine where 
you live. Or with the threats made 
by Britain’s National Health Service 
of dire consequences for any staff 
publicising their negligent lack of 
preparedness and failure to protect 
staff and patients with PPE. 

The vast scale of the NHS’s (failed) 
cover-up7 mocks the corporate 
media’s much greater publicity over 
Li’s encouragement to his friends to 
use their PPE, with no suggestion 
anywhere that this wouldn’t already 
be standard procedure in Wuhan, or 
that authorities were not providing it. 
(It has to be admitted that, because 
the dangers were not understood, 
the equipment in use may have been 
inadequate, though in Li’s case we’ll 
never know as, sadly and ironically, 
he didn’t use it.) 

In8 the context of the catastrophic 
delays in countries such as the UK and 
USA, twiddling fingers for a couple 
of months, assuring their populations 
that there was no problem, before 
taking drastic but inadequate action 
while still totally unprepared in 
terms of medical and public health 
resources, the Missouri assertions 
continue desperately producing one 
after another variation on the theme, 
with references that mostly refute the 
claims about dates, delays, and cover-
ups, giving accounts closer to those 
of the standard Chinese sources. 
Indeed many of them are standard 
sources, just given a misleading slant 
in the claim. 

All this in a failed attempt to show 
that authorities knew what was 
happening two weeks earlier than 
they revealed. At best, they knew that 
something was happening, but didn’t 
know what. 

Much more important than precisely 
7  https://www.theguardian.com/
society/2020/mar/31/nhs-staff-gagged-
over-coronavirus-protective-equipment-
shortages 
8  https://www.straitstimes.com/
asia/east-asia/qa-whistleblower-doctor-
who-died-fighting-coronavirus-only-
wanted-people-to-know-the 

when they knew (something) about 
the outbreak, is the question about 
human-to-human transmission. 

Much is made of the allegation by 
Taiwan, towards the end of March, that 
China, assisted by the WHO, lied and 
misled the world about the question 
of human transmission of Covid-19. 
This was a scurrilous attempt to 
take advantage of the pandemic to 
promote their complaints about not 
being recognised as an independent 
country, which is by no means a 
consensus goal in Taiwan. Taiwan’s 
government was happy, under the 
protection of US hostility to the 
People’s Republic of China, (PRC), 
to have the world misrepresent the 
situation and recognise it as the 
only lawful government of a single 
Chinese nation, with a permanent 
place on the UN Security Council 
from 1945. Now it objects to the 
much more sensible proposition 
according to which that role passed 
to the PRC in 1971. 

The accusation was simply based 
on statements from China and the 
WHO about the matter not yet being 
resolved. 

“China confirmed human-to-
human transmission on Jan. 20. The 
WHO said on Jan. 12 there was no 
clear evidence of human-to-human 
transmission.”9 

This clearly says that what evidence 
exists is not yet conclusive. 

Taiwan was richly rewarded, 
with the proposition that China lied 
about the matter for weeks. (Some 
governments also started making 
noises about Taiwan deserving proper 
recognition as a separate entity.) 

The National Review article had 
this to say on the subject: “December 
31: The Wuhan Municipal Health 
Commission declares, “The 
investigation so far has not found 
any obvious human-to-human 
transmission and no medical staff 
infection.” This is the opposite of 
the belief of the doctors working on 
patients in Wuhan, and two doctors 
were already suspected of contracting 
the virus.”3 

This is the same deliberate 
9  https://www.reuters.com/article/
us-health-coronavirus-taiwan/taiwan-
says-who-ignored-its-coronavirus-
q u e s t i o n s - a t - s t a r t - o f - o u t b r e a k -
idUSKBN21B160 
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misinterpretation involved in the 
Taiwan complaint. My Google 
translation of the Commission’s 
statement10 has a similar passage in the 
second paragraph. The first contains 
“At present, all cases have been treated 
in isolation, follow-up investigations 
and medical observations of close 
contacts are in progress”, and the third 
and final discusses viral pneumonia, 
of which the outbreak was a new form 
with a lot of unknowns, and says “The 
disease can be prevented and controlled 
by preventing indoor air circulation, 
avoiding public places where there 
is no air circulation and places where 
people are concentrated, and wearing 
masks when going out.” 

There is no way that the statement, 
taken as a whole, could be interpreted 
in the manner that is done in malicious 
attacks on the Chinese authorities. 
With any new disease, all manner of 
things will be “suspected”. Saying 
something is suspected implies a lack 
of strong evidence for the suspicion . 

Whistle-blowers 
The whole business about whistle-

blowers keeps doing the round, despite 
nobody producing anything with any 
substance. While Li Wenliang gets the 
spotlight, his role was trivial. There are 
probably two reasons for the focus on 
Li. He spoke out, after his encounter 
with police. (But so did his informant, 
Dr Ai Fen,11 who seems to have only 
been noticed when Australian TV 
falsely promoted her disappearance.) 
And he provided great service to the 
China-bashing industry by dying of 
Covid-19. He was an ophthalmologist  
who carelessly operated without PPE 
on a patient, despite his explanation 
that all he wanted when he passed on 
the SARS rumour to his friends was to 
warn them to exercise caution. 

Li’s death is routinely mentioned in 
stories representing him as a whistle-
blower. We know about whistle-
blowers in the West. They spill the 
beans on crimes of civil servants, 
politicians, governments, armed 
forces, and so on. In Australia, people 
doing this public service and exposing 
official corruption face jail for 
10  http://wjw.wuhan.gov.cn/front/
web/showDetail/2019123108989 
11  h t t p s : / / w w w. m s n . c o m /
en -au /news /co ronav i rus /wuhan-
doctor-who-was-among-the-first-to-
alert-other-medics-to-the-spread-of-
coronavirus-goes-missing-amid-fears-
she-has-been-detained-for-speaking-out/
ar-BB121xXE 

“criminal libel”. In the US, Manning 
was jailed for revealing details of US 
war crimes. In the UK, Assange is 
still subject to torture and indefinite 
imprisonment without trial having 
first been framed with sex offences, an 
excellent way of assisting the gutter 
media to generate hatred towards 
someone who has merely reported 
the revelations from actual whistle-
blowers, and then framed with crimes 
in the US to back the case for an illegal 
extradition to the US. If Li Wenliang 
was a hero for making a bit of a fuss 
about a disease (not about government 
wrong-doing), then Assange should 
be receiving a Nobel Peace Prize. Or 
rather some equivalent citizens’ award, 
since the Nobel one has been disgraced 
by too many war criminal recipients. 

Reports generally agree that Li was 
one of eight reprimanded for spreading 
rumours. I have yet to see what the 
others did or who they are, except for 
Dr Ai Fen. She saw a pathology report 
wrongly diagnosing SARS, and rather 
than following procedure and notifying 
the authorities, she photographed it 
and passed it on to Li, who followed 
suit. Eventually the disruptive rumour 
went viral. 

To grasp the significance of this 
heroism, imagine an American doctor 
receiving an incorrect diagnosis of 
a patient with Ebola. Rather than 
investigating further and/or notifying 
the CDC, the doctor passes on the 
story and it ends up all over social 
media. The CDC, hospital authorities, 
State and Federal Government, etc 
all go on TV saying it’s OK, we have 
no evidence, we’re investigating, etc. 
Social media now are full of stories of 
a cover-up, and people are imagining 
not just one patient but an epidemic. 

Back to Wuhan, of course we now 
know that there was a devastating 
epidemic in the making. However, 
nobody has produced evidence that 
anyone had an inkling of that in 
December and early January. With 
that hindsight, authorities reviewed 
the cases and acknowledged that the 
offences were trivial, and even that 
the local authorities had been out of 
order in censuring Li and others. Of 
course they were not out of order, but 
this seems to be a consensus-seeking 
concession, bearing in mind that with 
hindsight, the officials may have 
delayed people taking precautions that 
the ‘whistle-blowers’ hastened. The 
central authorities gave precedence to 
the effect on public health over legal 

and bureaucratic procedures. Can 
anyone imagine a whistle-blower in 
the UK being let off with a warning 
and then an ‘independent’ enquiry 
ruling that this was too heavy-handed? 

No doubt China does have its 
whistle-blowers, and when they 
threaten powerful people, they risk 
harsh treatment, like anywhere else. 
However, with all this attention on the 
handling of events in Wuhan, where is 
any evidence of that kind of whistle-
blowing, or of harsh treatment? 

Inadequate steps 
Many of the Missouri references 

are to the Wall Street Journal (WSJ) 
with a pay wall (which I do not cross). 
For instance, citing WSJ,12 on 20th 
January, not coincidentally the day that 
China affirmed human transmission, 
President Xi made “his first public 
statement on the crisis…[with] no 
explicit mention of human- to-human 
transmission.” 

So even at the very time that human 
transmission is explicitly confirmed, 
we should maintain our belief that the 
Chinese aim to deceive about it. 

Better still, by that time “more than 
3,000 people had been infected during 
almost a week of public silence”. This 
from a fairly reasonable article13 critical 
of a six day delay, which Missouri 
carefully omits to mention continues 
with relative honesty, “estimates based 
on retrospective data.” 

The six days are based on the 
improbable claim of when “Chinese 
officials secretly determined they 
likely were facing a pandemic from a 
new coronavirus”. Even if that were 
true, it is not an unreasonable time 
to spend determining the best course 
of action. The article isn’t accusing 
China particularly over the supposed 
delay, rather pointing out the tragic 
consequences that could not have been 
foreseen, as the “more than 3,000” 
was known much later. The Chinese 
epidemiology published in February 
shows over 6,000 cases, probably 
not all confirmed, up to 20th January. 
However, the cases known as of 20th 
January would have been much fewer. 
Still, the article is right pointing out 
12  h t t p s : / / w w w. w s j . c o m /
articles/how-it-all-started-chinas-early-
coronavirus-missteps-11583508932 
13  https://www.stltoday.com/news/
national/your-daily-6-nurses-suspended-
over-masks-cheaper-iphone-and-how-
six-days-of-silence/collection_a2b87190-
132f-5438-a36d-1c48c64be013.html 
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that by that time the epidemic had 
spread to many other provinces. Quite 
possibly it may have been travellers 
passing it on in other provinces that 
provided the certainty that the disease 
was contagious. 

All in all, it is clear with hindsight that 
more, and perhaps better, action could 
have been taken sooner. But compare 
these delays and “inadequate steps” in a 
country facing an invisible and, initially, 
unknowable threat to what happened 
in so many other countries who had 
detailed information in advance of the 
infection arriving. 

The unprecedented lock-down 
measures in China were as clear a 
warning as anyone could need, but that 
wasn’t really needed for proper action to 
be taken. 

As of 20th January, 4 cases had been 
reported outside China.14 Three days 
later, when Wuhan was shut down, this 
had risen a little, with one in Taiwan and 
seven in other countries, as well as one 
in the USA. 

Taiwan, meanwhile, was demonstrating 
that lock-down, whereas necessary for 
China, dealing with a highly contagious 
disease that was running wild before 
the situation was understood, was 
never necessary for countries that took 
proper public health measures promptly. 
Taiwan’s complaints about being misled 
over the question of human transmission 
are entirely spurious. They rightly 
assumed contagion from the beginning, 
restricting entry, testing and quarantining 
new arrivals, and introducing effective 
contact tracing. China showed that lock-
down, at great economic and some social 
cost, is fairly effective if the epidemic 
has taken hold, but Taiwan showed how 
to avoid those high costs and prevent 
an epidemic. The Missouri document 
rants about economic and social costs, 
and loss of life. China never could have 
prevented this. Only the governments 
of the USA and of Missouri State could 
have prevented all this, but instead acted 
negligently and recklessly. 

Case dismissed. 

Hoarding PPE 
It is alleged that China hoarded masks 

(test kits are also mentioned–other 
countries managed to adapt to producing 
these on a large scale. The fact that the 
US and UK screwed up in this regard is 
hardly to be blamed on China. 3M has 
made complaints about China effectively 
taking over its factories in China and 
14  https://www.who.int/docs/
default-source/coronaviruse/situation-
reports/20200121-sitrep-1-2019-ncov.
pdf?sfvrsn=20a99c10_4 

using them for domestic requirements. 
The US had a large contingency supply 

of PPE for use in a pandemic, but used 
them in a minor epidemic and saved a 
few pennies by not replacing them. Let’s 
blame China, but had the US done the 
right thing and replaced the stockpile, 
and had they adopted testing and tracing 
as taught by Taiwan, they would have 
had ample supply. 

The little PPE that China has released 
has drawn complaints from governments 
and hospitals across the world for being 
faulty, raising the prospect that it is 
keeping quality materials for itself while 
shipping defective equipment elsewhere.

The reports on defective products 
seem to be great exaggerations, and 
it is remarkable that countries such as 
UK and USA had to import from China 
due to the defects and shortfall in their 
domestic production. However, again, 
if the Chinese government was at fault, 
what should they have done? Should 
they have arrested the management 
of the private companies for selling 
poor quality goods? Or for getting the 
best price? Wasn’t it supposed to be a 
wonderful thing when China permitted 
production for greed, in the capitalist 
manner, instead of production for social 
benefit? 

On information and belief, the 
Defendants’ hoarding of PPE has been 
motivated, at least in part, by the desire 
to profit from increased worldwide 
demand of PPE during the viral outbreak, 
including in Missouri. 

Nobody will win a case against China 
by projecting onto the Chinese leadership 
the corrupt capitalist motivations that 
guide government, politics, and business 
in the USA. Faulty goods came from 
Chinese capitalists or foreign capitalists 
with production in China, not from the 
Chinese government or communists. 
Restrictions were placed on exports after 
complaints were received about defective 
goods. Because they are communists, the 
government is to be blamed whether they 
permit the capitalists to export shoddy 
goods or whether they try to interfere to 
prevent it.

Molehill? 
All the attacks on China’s handling 

of the epidemic rely on, and seek to 
reinforce the false picture promoted 
by the corporate media of China as a 
tyrannical dictatorship where the people 
are fed lies, communications are totally 
censored, and contrary views are brutally 
suppressed, all of which is in contrast 
to the US, the land of freedom and 
democracy, free speech, and informative 
and truthful media and political leaders. 

Remarkably, the most tyrannical action 
in China was indubitably the lock-down 
in Wuhan at a time when the known new 
cases were running at a mere 400 a day 
(actually at least 2,500, but nobody knew 
that). A weak, bumbling form of this 
lock-down has been repeated in many 
other countries, and it is hard to avoid 
wondering whether the criminal delays 
in taking action in the UK and USA were 
in part motivated by a desire to engage 
in an experiment in large scale social 
control. 

China is attacked for doing too much, 
and too little. Stories about the lock-
down in Wuhan focus on hardships 
that are a feature in other countries that 
lack the strong community engagement 
that is part of the strength of Chinese 
democracy. When it comes to the wet 
markets which apparently played a part 
in the outbreak, China is castigated for 
irresponsibly putting the whole world 
at risk. So China was at fault for not 
brutally suppressing the wild animal 
trade, which would have required very 
intrusive policing of the resulting black 
market along with severe penalties for 
even being minor accessories. Compare 
the US drug trade, with the mixed efforts 
to control and to profit from it and to turn 
a blind eye to wealthy cocaine users. 

Despite the efforts to blame the 
pandemic on a cruel tyrannical state, 
all the propagandists can come up with 
is weak evidence of minor (as in short) 
bureaucratic delays, possible attempts 
to discourage widespread alarm about 
matters that were not understood, and 
very light disciplinary action that would 
never even be noticed in the UK, where 
it would be delivered by a hospital 
administrator, or in the US, where it 
might not be so light and might be 
delivered by incognito FBI hoods, in 
contrast to the open procedures involving 
Chinese police. 

I feel that I have given the review of 
evidence far too much weight, and if I 
had time I would replace most of that 
with comparison of the claimed Chinese 
delays, cover-ups, lies, and threats, with 
the actual ones in the UK and USA. 

That would be like comparing a 
molehill with a mountain. 
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Paying for it all
Martin Seale

Mario Draghi in an article in 
the FT on 27th March entitled “We 
must mobilise as if for war”, called 
for the creation of as much money 
as was needed to get through the 
Coronavirus crisis and also hinted 
that after the crisis debts could be 
just written off:

“The loss of income incurred by the 
private sector - and any debt raised 
to fill the gap – must eventually be 
absorbed, wholly or in part, on to 
government balance sheets.  Much 
higher public debt levels will 
become a permanent feature of our 
economies and will be accompanied 
by private debt cancellation.

“…The speed of the deterioration 
of private balance sheets – caused by 
an economic shutdown that is both 
inevitable and desirable – must be 
met with equal speed in deploying 
government balance sheets….”

What does Draghi mean by 
deploying government balance 
sheets?

Governments spend money.  They 
also raise taxes.  When a government 
spends more than it raises in taxes – 
say £100 million, then it has to find 
money from somewhere to make up 
this difference.  Where does it get this 
money?  Well, the UK government is 
a currency issuing government.  It 
and it alone has the power to create 
pounds sterling.  Furthermore, it can 
create as much money as it wants.  
It is not revenue constrained.  The 
UK government has an account at 
the Bank of England (BoE). It can 
instruct the BoE to give it a loan 
and put money into this account 
and then use this money to finance 
the £100 million shortfall.  In the 
national accounts this would register 
as an increase of £100 million in 
national debt.  But since the UK 
government owns the BoE this is 
of little consequence.  It has created 
money out of thin air and that money 
never has to be paid back.  So the 
BoE has expanded its balance sheet.  
It has a new asset of a loan of £100 
million to the government.  Equally 
it has a new liability in the form of 
the £100 million it has added to the 
government’s deposit account.  This 

is what Draghi means when he talks 
about deploying government balance 
sheets.

The action by the BoE of buying 
government bonds is referred to as 
expanding its balance sheet.  What’s 
important to grasp is that it’s not 
important that the BoE should rush 
to reduce its balance sheet.  Since the 
BoE is owned by the UK government, 
the government is effectively just 
borrowing money from itself and can 
pay itself back as and when it wants.

But will creating so much money 
not result in inflation?  Why does 
the government not just borrow 
the money that it needs from the 
private sector?  It could announce 
that it is selling a bond.  The buyer 
of this bond would receive £100 
million in 10 years’ time and would 
get £2 million per annum in interest 
payment.  Some financial institution, 
like a pension fund, might reckon 
this was a good deal and offer to buy 
the bond for £100 million.  Another 
financial institution might consider 
that it was not such a good deal and 
offer to buy the bond for only £90 
million.  This latter institution is 
looking for an effective interest rate 
of 2/90= 2.22% to buy the bond.  (It 
will of course still get £100 million 
in 10 years’ time despite having 
only paid £90 million which further 
increases the yield on the bond. 
)  Issuing a bond is considered as 
non-inflationary.  The private sector 
is reducing its purchasing power by 
£100 million and allowing the state 
to increase its purchasing power 
by an equivalent amount.  No extra 
money is being created.

  
 It was interesting to see the 

problem of financing a huge increase 
in state expenditure being discussed 
in the FT on 25th March by Philipp 
Hildebrand who formerly chaired 
the governing board of the Swiss 
National Bank and is now vice-
chairman of the BlackRock hedge 
fund.  Hildebrand writes: “Left to its 
own, vast government spending will 
eventually lead to bond yields rising, 
making sovereign debt harder to 
raise and more expensive to finance.  

This would also risk creating a large 
public debt-servicing crisis down the 
road.”

On 9th April the BoE announced 
that: “HM Treasury and the Bank 
of England (the Bank) have agreed 
to extend temporarily the use of the 
government’s long-established Ways 
and Means (W&M) facility. As a 
temporary measure, this will provide 
a short-term source of additional 
liquidity to the government if needed 
to smooth its cash flows and support 
the orderly functioning of markets, 
through the period of disruption 
from Covid-19. The government 
will continue to use the markets as 
its primary source of financing, and 
its response to Covid-19 will be 
fully funded by additional borrowing 
through normal debt management 
operations. Any use of the W&M 
facility will be temporary and 
short-term. As well as temporarily 
smoothing government cash 
flows, the W&M facility supports 
market function by minimising 
the immediate impact of raising 
additional funding in gilt and sterling 
money markets.”

The ‘ impact of raising additional 
funding in gilt and sterling money 
markets’ would be a large increase in 
the interest rate at which governments 
can borrow and therefore the 
servicing cost in the future.  A 
currency issuing government like the 
UK will not tolerate this outcome.  
Nor should it. 

We will monitor how this develops 
over the next few months.  I would 
expect that much of the money will 
be borrowed from the BoE and spent 
into the economy.  Subsequently, 
bonds will be issued to mop up 
excess reserves.  The government 
of the UK, as a currency issuing 
government, will determine the yield 
on those bonds and not the private 
sector.

Should we be worried about this 
huge increase in national debt?  
Rishi Sunak will be spending some 
additional £220 billion into the 
economy over the next 3 months, 
much of it, we expect, by directly 
printing money.  In 1943 Abba 
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Lerner, a follower of Keynes, published a famous paper, 
‘Functional finance’, in which he argued that the size of 
the national debt was of no consequence.  We should focus 
only on the effects of fiscal policy:

“The central idea is that government fiscal policy, 
its spending and taxing, its borrowing and repayment 
of loans, its issue of new money and its withdrawal of 
money, shall be undertaken with an eye only to the results 
of these actions on the economy and not to any established 
traditional doctrine about what is sound or unsound.  This 
principle of judging only by effects has been applied in 
many other fields of human activity, where it is known 
as the method of science as opposed to scholasticism.  
The principle of judging fiscal measures by how they 
work or function in the economy we may call Functional 
Finance.”1

Taking Abba Lerner’s functional finance approach the 
only question we should ask is what are the effects of 
Sunak’s vast expenditure.  So let’s consider the effects.  
What should limit the amount that a government spends 
into its economy?  It should not spend an amount that has 
inflationary results.  If what the government spends into 
the economy is used to produce goods and services then 
it is unlikely to be inflationary.  In the typical Keynesian 
stimulus money is printed and spent into the economy to 
bring unemployed resources into productive employment.  
However, in this CV crisis, the government is spending 
into the economy so that some 10 million people, some 
30% of the workforce, don’t work.  As Draghi says, it 
is desirable that they don’t work.  They are being paid 
to not produce goods and services.  How can this not be 
inflationary?

Suppose the government had not provided these 10 
million people put on furlough, i.e. being kept on the 
company books but not engaged in production, with 
income there would have been a drop in demand in 
other sectors like food and drink.  A possible 2nd wave of 
redundancies has been avoided.  That is a positive effect.

Furthermore the government is providing these 
furloughed workers with some 80% of their wages up to a 
limit of £2,500 per month which works out to about £400 
per week after tax.  After payments for accommodation 
and energy it’s hard to see how it will be inflationary as 
long as the supply of food and drinks is kept up.  There 
would likely be inflation in food prices if the supply was 
disrupted. But, so far, that does not seem to be a significant 
problem.  And listening to the ‘Farming Today’ program 
at 5.45 on Radio 4 suggests that production, distribution 
and supply issues are being slowly resolved.

Those working in the food and drinks sector (production, 
distribution and supply) will likely see their incomes 
stable to rising.  Will this be inflationary?  Hardly.  
During the CV crisis, like during a war, they will have 
nothing to spend their money on other than food, drink, 
accommodation and energy.  Perhaps the government will 
mop up these enforced savings in short term government 
bonds like when they issued war bonds during WWII.  It 
will make a continued lockdown more palatable.

Those in the self-employed sector are a different matter.  
1  https://www.gc.cuny.edu/CUNY_GC/media/LISCenter/
pkrugman/lerner-function-finance.pdf 

It’s a big sector with over 5 million workers.  They are 
left hoping to receive a letter in June asking them to 
apply for government support at 80% of the average 
of their previous 3 years’ earnings up to a maximum of 
£2,500.  In the interim many will be attempting to live on 
meagre Universal Credit payments of about £95 per week.  
Compare that with the Covid-19 Pandemic Unemployment 
Payment of €350 per week in Ireland.  The effect on this 
self-employed sector will thus be quite deflationary and 
may result in many being left in a financially exposed 
position unable to pay rents and mortgages or even put 
food on the table.  The government should, as Draghi 
demands, use its balance sheet to provide much more 
protection for these people.  Labour should not let the 
government get away with this deliberate austerity.

People usually find it easy to accept that in order to fight 
WWII it was acceptable to divert huge numbers of people 
into the production of war machines.  It would save the 
nation and therefore that was a good thing.  These war 
machines could not be consumed.  So there was much 
less production of the things that people would really 
have liked: food, drink, clothes, entertainment, education, 
foreign travel, etc.  But why is that any different from 
paying people not to work?  It’s actually much, much 
better.  We will simply have a short 6-12 months war 
against CV and probably with much less death than in 
a physical war between nations, certainly much less 
deliberate death.  Real productive resources will not be 
destroyed.  We won’t need a Marshall plan to get going 
again.  

    

SUDDENLY IT’S  ACCOUNTABLE DEATH

During  Chiang Kai-Shek  death was easy but
  who recorded it.
Or those Filipinos buried during the American 
  occupation in pits.
The body-print darkened the Kenyan earth when rotted off 
  the British gibbet. 
Now death knows no rest as the  human
  race is edited.
It’s disease they worry about  now when it comes to
  the killing habit,
no one is safe with that writ.   
  But the most terrible thing of all is the
propaganda that orbits,
  like my four sisters, who quarrel and rewrite family 

history, it’s
a knife-slit,
  not much difference from these journalists when writing
outside their ambit.

Wilson John Haire. 21th April, 2020.
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The work of the Labour Party’s Governance and Legal Unit 
in relation to antisemitism, 2014-2019

The Labour Party
March 2020.
Executive Summary 
The Labour Party exists to 

champion equality, and fight 
discrimination and prejudice. These 
aims are not secondary to any 
wider goals of the Party - they are 
fundamental to its purpose.  

The decision of the Equality 
and Human Rights Commission 
to investigate the Labour Party 
to determine whether the Party 
committed unlawful acts in relation 
to its members is therefore a matter 
of extreme seriousness to the Party. 

The events which led to this 
investigation, including the Party 
becoming host to a small number of 
members holding views which were 
unarguably hostile to Jewish people 
and in some cases frankly neo-Nazi 
in their nature, are deeply disturbing.  

This has caused great pain to the 
Jewish community in this country, 
including Jewish members of the 
Labour Party. The Party must take all 
possible steps to repair this damage, 
and apologise for failing to take 
the necessary action to tackle the 
problem sooner. 

This report is a result of the in-
depth and extensive investigatory 
work which the Party has undertaken 
to comprehensively respond to the 
Commission’s investigation, and 
aims to provide a full and thorough 
account of the evolution of the 
Party’s disciplinary processes in 
relation to dealing with complaints of 
antisemitism. It sets out the evidence 
of what has happened, explains the 
evident shortcomings in the Party’s 
work, and assesses the improvements 
the Party has made in the last two 
years in particular. To aid the reader, 
every section has a “Summary” at the 
start, which covers the key topics and 
findings of each section. 

It does not directly address the 
wider politics of antisemitism or a 
number of the controversies which 
have convulsed the Party, since 
these fall outside the scope of the 
Commission’s investigation, but 
such matters are inevitably touched 

upon at points. 
This report thoroughly disproves 

any suggestion that antisemitism is 
not a problem in the Party, or that it 
is all a “smear” or a “witch-hunt”. 
The report’s findings prove the scale 
of the problem, and could help end 
the denialism amongst parts of the 
Party membership which has further 
hurt Jewish members and the Jewish 
community.  

This report reveals a litany of 
mistakes, deficiencies, and missed 
opportunities to reform, develop and 
adapt a clearly failing disciplinary 
system. Since Jennie Formby became 
General Secretary in 2018, the Party 
has taken extensive measures to create 
a functioning disciplinary system 
capable of dealing with antisemitism 
complaints at considerable volume 
and in an appropriate manner, with 
a high standard of investigations 
and decision-making. However, this 
report shows that some problems 
still continued during this period, 
and so further extensive work was 
undertaken in 2019 to improve 
processes and revisit decisions taken 
in previous years.  

As this report demonstrates, 
significant and wide-ranging 
measures have been put in place to 
ensure that the errors and procedural 
problems that have taken place in the 
past, which are documented in this 
report, could not be repeated again 
today.  

The Party welcomes the opportunity 
which this investigation has given us 
to further hold a magnifying glass 
up to the Party’s performance in 
relation to managing this issue over 
this time period and closely inspect 
our internal flaws and failings in this 
regard. 

The Commission’s investigation 
spans the time period from 11 March 
2016 until the commencement 
of the investigation on 28 May 
2019 (although the Commission 
has both requested and received 
evidence from before and after 
this period). However, the matters 
under consideration cannot truly 
be understood without looking at 

a longer time period. This report 
reviews material spanning 2014-
2020, although in one section, the 
Party has gone back as far as 2010 
in order to better understand the 
situation. 

The situation in 2016 was different 
to the situation in 2019. These time 
periods, and all those between, 
cannot necessarily be analysed and 
understood through the same lens. In 
2016, the problem of antisemitism in 
the Labour Party could be attributed 
to a small number of individuals 
who had long held antisemitic views 
- some of them new joiners, some 
long-standing members - as well as 
individuals who had inadvertently 
strayed into antisemitic discourse 
through apparent ignorance, often 
linked to passionately-held views 
on the conflict between Israel and 
Palestine. In 2019, the problem of 
antisemitism is more widespread, 
because a specific discourse has 
developed around “Labour and 
antisemitism” which in itself has 
antisemitic undertones and has 
aggravated the problem. 

In 2015, the membership of the 
Labour Party was about 200,000 and 
then suddenly more than doubled, 
with many of those joining with 
a desire to elect Jeremy Corbyn 
following the 2015 General Election 
defeat. In 2016, it grew again to 
well over half a million, as many 
members joined to participate in 
the 2016 leadership election. At its 
height Labour Party membership was 
almost 600,000, or roughly 1% of the 
British population. This is obviously 
welcome at a time when widespread 
political disengagement is assumed 
to be the norm. However, it meant 
that the Labour Party became more 
broadly reflective of the problems 
and prejudices of British society at 
large. 

Dealing with this was complicated 
by the complacent assumption that 
to be in the Labour Party was to 
be automatically free of prejudice. 
There are in fact a number of 
instances in the Party’s history when 
it has fallen short of that ideal. In 
relation to antisemitism there is a 
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lack of understanding as to how it 
can sometimes be expressed on the 
left of politics, as well as the right. 
This had a bearing on the failure to 
recognise early the problems that 
could be attached to a very large 
increase in membership, as well 
as such prejudices among existing 
members. 

Some of those who joined expressed 
antisemitic views, sometimes framed 
in terms of support for the Palestinian 
people, but incorporating traditional 
tropes about Jewish power/influence. 
The explosion of social media has 
given these (and other) unacceptable 
views far greater exposure than they 
would have had fifteen or twenty 
years ago – what would have been 
private discussions are now shared 
publicly. The internet has also 
contributed to the growth and sharing 
of conspiratorial theories about a 
shadowy global elite, often tending 
towards antisemitism. Ten years 
of economic and social dislocation 
have also doubtless contributed 
to a society much less at ease with 
itself, and prone to the search for 
scapegoats.   

For all these and other reasons, 
complaints about antisemitism in 
the Labour Party began to grow 
from 2016 onwards. At that time, the 
Party’s disciplinary process was ill-
equipped to deal with the impending 
caseload and, in fact, the disciplinary 
processes did not adequately deal 
with even the far fewer number of 
cases the Party was managing before 
2015. The process was drawn out 
and overly complex, and staff often 
decided on informal resolutions, 
including suspending individuals 
and then lifting their suspensions 
a few weeks later, without taking 
the case through to the National 
Executive Committee (NEC) or the 
National Constitutional Committee 
(NCC). At this time, staff regularly 
consulted with Ed Miliband’s office 
on responses to cases involving 
elected representatives at all levels 
of the Party, as well as high-profile 
cases that could have a reputational 
impact on the Labour Party. 

When investigations did take 
place, these were outdated, clunky, 
time-consuming and required vast 
staff resources to undertake. These 
processes were not fit-for-purpose. 

Therefore, in 2015 the Governance 
and Legal Unit (GLU) lacked 
systems, processes or guidance 
for managing complaints and 
disciplinary processes. The need for 
major reforms to address this was 
identified by senior staff in GLU 
and the General Secretary’s Office 
(GSO) by late 2015. Nevertheless 
by 2018 very little had changed. 
Subsequently, two rounds of 
rule changes at Labour’s Annual 
Conferences, and continual reforms 
and changes to internal processes, 
have been required to introduce the 
reforms needed.  

In the period until spring 2018, the 
Labour Party’s investigation shows 
that Labour HQ and GLU failed to: 

* develop any consistent 
system of logging and recording 
complaints; 

* develop any consistent 
system of logging and recording 
disciplinary investigations, or 
tracking their progress; 

* develop any consistent 
system, process or training for 
investigating and progressing cases; 

* develop any general guidance 
or training for staff on decision-
making regarding complaints; 

* develop any specific 
guidance or training for staff 
on decision-making regarding 
antisemitism complaints; 

* develop any detailed or 
coherent guidelines for investigating 
complaints based on social media 
conduct, including how to identify 
Labour members from social media 
accounts and how to treat different 
forms of social media activity; 

* recommend or enact any 
reforms to the ineffective NEC and 
NCC disciplinary procedures, to 
bring in new systems suitable for a 
mass member party of 500,000 people 
or more, and capable of dealing with 
a much enlarged caseload; 

* implement the Macpherson 
principle of logging and investigating 
complaints of racism as racism. 

This investigation has revealed to 
the Party that in this period, before 
Jennie Formby became General 
Secretary in spring 2018, GLU 
failed to act on the vast majority of 
complaints received, including the 
vast majority of complaints regarding 

antisemitic conduct. Systematically 
reviewing all letters sent to members 
by GLU from 1 November 2016 to 19 
February 2018, the Party has found 
that GLU initiated investigations 
into just 34 members in relation to 
antisemitism in this period. More 
than 300 complaints relating to 
antisemitism appear to have been 
received, however. At least half of 
these warranted action, many of them 
in relation to very extreme forms 
of antisemitism, but were ignored. 
Almost all of these complaints were 
forwarded from one inbox to another, 
and many of them were identified 
as Labour members and sent to the 
Head of Disputes, Sam Matthews, 
for action. The Head of Disputes 
rarely replied or took any action, 
and the vast majority of times where 
action did occur, it was prompted by 
other Labour staff directly chasing 
this themselves.  

The complaints system simply 
did not function, and the inbox to 
which complaints were forwarded 
by other GLU staff would apparently 
go months at a time without any 
staff member monitoring it. For the 
failures during this period, the Party 
must apologise most profusely to 
Jewish members and the Jewish 
community.  

However, when questioned by 
the office of the Leader of the 
Opposition (LOTO) about such 
matters, as the Party’s handling of 
antisemitism complaints came under 
unprecedented media and political 
scrutiny, senior GLU and GSO staff, 
including the General Secretary Iain 
McNicol, repeatedly: 

* Insisted that all complaints 
were dealt with promptly. 

* Justified delays and claimed 
that outstanding issues would be 
dealt with soon. 

* Provided timetables for the 
resolution of cases that were never 
met. 

* Falsely claimed to 
have processed all antisemitism 
complaints. 

* Falsely claimed that most 
antisemitism complaints the party 
received were not about Labour 
members. 

* Provided highly inaccurate 
statistics of antisemitism complaints. 
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This situation, best characterised 
as bureaucratic drift and inertia, 
compounded by attempts to cover up 
poor performance (in part by, for a 
brief period, soliciting the involvement 
of LOTO staff in decisions properly 
the responsibility of Party HQ alone), 
led to several negative consequences. 
The provision of false and misleading 
information to both LOTO and the 
General Secretary (both Lord McNicol 
and subsequently Jennie Formby) by 
GLU when under the management 
of Sam Matthews, John Stolliday and 
Emilie Oldknow meant that the scale 
of the problem was not appreciated. 
By the time a new General Secretary 
took over Party HQ in April 2018 there 
was a backlog of cases that had been 
ongoing, often for years, with little to 
no progress, and with information on 
their status and content scattered across 
different systems and central and 
regional offices. Some of these were 
high-profile cases, awaiting decision at 
NEC or NCC level. There was, further, 
a hidden backlog of people reported to 
GLU for antisemitism, but never dealt 
with or mishandled, many of whom 
would be re-reported subsequently, or 
were picked up in spring 2018 as Iain 
McNicol was leaving. 

It should be clarified that there is no 
suggestion that these shortcomings 
can be attributed to any antisemitic 
views on the part of party officials, 
nor to an unwillingness to oppose 
their expression. The Party has found 
no evidence of this. On the contrary, 
current and former staff members have 
expressed their disgust at examples 
of antisemitic attitudes within the 
party. While this report focuses on 
complaints concerning antisemitism, 
complaints concerning other alleged 
misconduct and prejudices were 
handled in the same way by GLU in 
this period. 

The problems were not just 
procedural, however. There is also 
abundant evidence of a hyper-factional 
atmosphere prevailing in Party HQ 
in this period, which appears to have  
affected the expeditious and resolute 
handling of disciplinary complaints. 
While it may not be immediately clear 
why this is relevant to a report on the 
party’s disciplinary procedures, the 
way that GLU operated in the past, and 
the relationship between LOTO and 
GLU, cannot be understood without 
understanding the domineering role of 
factionalism within the Party.  

Many staff, including GLU staff 
and senior staff with responsibility for 
managing and overseeing GLU, were 
bitterly opposed to the leadership 
of Jeremy Corbyn, and seem to 
have been demotivated, or largely 
interested in work that could advance a 
factional agenda. At its extreme, some 
employees seem to have taken a view 
that the worse things got for Labour 
the happier they would be, since this 
might expedite Jeremy Corbyn’s 
departure from office. Further, there is 
little evidence of strong management 
of procedures, workloads, and 
priorities in HQ, which also impacted 
GLU’s work. 

The evidence of Labour HQ and 
GLU’s opposition to LOTO also 
disproves allegations that Corbyn’s 
office had influence over GLU’s work 
even while Iain McNicol was General 
Secretary, and was responsible for 
GLU’s failures to act in this period. 
The Party is aware that such claims 
have been made to the Commission, 
and hence an assessment was required 
of the attitude of staff in HQ towards 
LOTO, and the relationship between 
LOTO and Labour HQ. The evidence 
found demonstrates that staff in HQ, 
including in GLU and GSO, did not 
take instruction from LOTO. On the 
contrary, they often openly worked 
against the aims and objectives of the 
leadership of the Party, and in the 2017 
general election some key staff even 
appeared to work against the Party’s 
core objective of winning elections.  

Considering this evidence, it 
becomes clear that the suggestion 
that GLU staff were being forced by 
LOTO to follow secret “unwritten 
guidance” on antisemitism - for 
which the Party has been unable to 
find any documentary evidence - did 
not happen and indeed could not have 
happened.

These issues were compounded by 
at times poor judgements from staff 
on what constitutes antisemitism and 
on what warrants suspension from the 
Party, and by staff sometimes seeking 
“informal resolutions” to even serious 
evidence of antisemitism, like asking 
individuals to delete and apologise. 
The Chakrabarti Report, released on 
30 June 2016, and Jeremy Corbyn’s 
speech on the same day, provided 
guidance on a wide range of conduct 
that was antisemitic and had no place 
in the Labour Party. GLU largely 
failed to use this guidance, however, 

as well as to develop any more in-
depth guidance to assist staff decision-
making on complaints of antisemitism. 

Such problems – both managerial 
and procedural – have since been 
addressed, ensuring that the mistakes 
of the past could not be ^ groups to 
Facebook and urging that Facebook 
shut such groups down and take action 
against individuals.

GLU has been professionalised 
– it now handles disciplinary cases 
regardless of the political views of 
either complainants or the members 
complained about. 

Restoring to the NEC the power to 
expel members, removed from it in 
the 1980s, has had a significant and 
extremely positive impact, enabling 
the Party to expel individuals for gross 
antisemitism and racism much more 
speedily, including individuals whose 
cases had been pending for a long 
time. There has been a radical increase 
in the processing of cases, with 63 
people expelled for antisemitism since 
January 2019, compared to 11 in the 
three years from 2015 through to the 
end of 2018. New cases can now be 
handled swiftly - for example in the 
last quarter of 2019 and the first quarter 
of 2020, a number of individuals have 
been expelled within days or weeks of 
the complaint being submitted to the 
Party. 

There is of course scope for further 
improvements in processes and 
rules, and the Party is committed 
to considering any such proposals, 
particularly from the Jewish 
community, and from the EHRC in this 
regard. GLU has recently conducted a 
further review of all its processes and 
practices, and is implementing further 
reforms to improve efficiency, reduce 
bottlenecks and bring more cases to 
swift and robust resolution, and the 
Party is open to all ideas on how to 
improve processes.

We hope that an approach of 
transparency and willingness to 
self-reflect and self-criticise, as 
demonstrated by this report, can be 
part of this process to help the Party 
root out antisemitism and ensure that 
never again will Labour find itself 
estranged from a minority community 
in our country. 
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Statement by Jewish Voice for Labour
The leaked internal Labour Party report into the 

workings of its Governance and Legal Unit is now 
circulating widely on social media. It contains much 
that is relevant to the Equalities and Human Rights 
Commission investigation into Labour’s disciplinary 
procedures and it must be submitted to them.

The picture it reveals is of a small vindictive cabal 
at the most senior levels of the Party’s bureaucracy 
who worked to undermine and depose the elected 
leader Jeremy Corbyn. They are on record as helping 
to prevent a Labour electoral victory in 2017 that 
would have consolidated his position and saved us 
from a Tory government.

We note and support the open letter from UNISON 
members and the statement by the Socialist Campaign 
Group of Labour MPs and specifically the demands 
that:

* the Report should be officially published by the 
Labour Party (in redacted form to protect the names 
of rank and file Labour members)

* the NEC should establish a transparent process 
to investigate the alleged conduct of individuals 
while serving as senior salaried officials of the Party, 
allegations which include harassment, bullying, 
misogyny and racism; and where a case is proven 
take such action against them as is legally possible.

We note some of these officials were the same 
‘innocents’ who gave such virtue-signalling 
testimony on the Panorama programme Is Labour 
Anti-Semitic?

We are deeply concerned that:
cases of outright antisemitism from a few Party 

members were put to one side while stretched 
definitions were employed to construct and progress 
cases against troublesome Party members who were 
overwhelmingly Corbyn supporters.

in a party that should be an exemplar of anti-
racist practice, the Report demonstrates how BAME 
members were left exposed to racist and Islamophobic 
abuse, with no redress. If accurate, the account of the 
treatment of Diane Abbott was appalling.

Party officials continue to display a lack of 
knowledge of what antisemitic conduct is and how 
it can be combatted. Our leaflet  What is – and what 
is not – antisemitic misconduct should be required 
reading for Party staff.

The confidence of members, who work so hard for 
the Party must be regained. Keir Starmer and Angela 
Rayner’s proposal for an investigation, which 
concentrates on who leaked the report and not on its 
substance, will not do. We need a full report into the 
allegations that senior officials abused our trust, and 

conspired against our democratically elected Leader.

Jewish Voice for Labour was formed in 2017 
for Jewish members of the Labour Party. Its aims 
include a commitment “to strengthen the party 
in its opposition to all forms of racism, including 
anti-Semitism...to uphold the rights of supporters 
of justice for Palestinians to engage in solidarity 
activities” and “to oppose attempts to widen the 
definition of antisemitism beyond the meaning of 
hostility towards, or discrimination against, Jews as 
Jews.”

  

THIS IS WHERE WE CAME IN

How do you make war on Covid-19 virus,
  not any war but WW2,
the direst.

  She would have
 imbued 
  a song,
of longing.

Soldiers have their drinking songs,
  what a din.
 Catholic Malta,
  and what extraordinary sin. 

`Drinking gin with Vera Lynn,
  won’t we be having fun
until the lights out
  and now she has a son.’

  Yes, I remember it all.

Wilson John Haire,  26th April, 2020. 
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3.   What is to be done? 
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1.   Labour Leaks
On the 13/01/2017, within six 

months of Jeremy Corbyn winning 
the  Labour Party leadership for 
the second time, with an increased 
majority, Julie Lawrence, the then 
Director of the General Secretary’s 
Office wrote: “..if we lose the Stoke 
and Copeland by-elections we could 
have another leadership election.” 
To remind readers: both out-going 
MPs in the by-election constituencies 
cited their dissatisfaction with the 
new Corbynist Labour Party as the 
reason for their standing down: 
their action was seen as part of a 
permanent coup against the twice-
elected Leader, Jeremy Corbyn. 

According to the loaded report, 
Julie Lawrence continued: “We 
should set up at some stage a 
discrete working group to go over 
rules, timetable scenarios and 
staff servicing the process. Just so 
we’re prepared.”  Iain McNicol, 
then General Secretary replied, 
within a minute: “OK, can you pull 
together. Operation Cupcake.” 
Julie’s reply: “Yep.” Emilie 
Oldknow, then Executive Director 
for Governance, Membership and 
Party Services wrote: “Iain and I 
spoke to TW (Tom Watson) about 
this.”  Another Executive Director, 
Patrick Heneghan, asked what that 
meant, Emilie Oldknow replied: “It 
means Iain told TW (Tom Watson) to 
prepare for being interim leader.” 

The quotes above are from what 
is commonly referred to as the 
“Labour Leaks” document, full title: 

“The Work of the Labour Party’s 
Governance and Legal Unit in 
relation to antisemitism, 2014-2019.“ 
(Unsigned but with the imprimatur of  
“ The Labour Party, March 2019” on 
the cover.)  As the name implies, this 
851 page document was intended for 
the EHRC inquiry into the Labour 
Party’s handling of disciplinary cases 
around the issue of antisemitism and 
the apportioning of blame for the way 
it was handled by internal competing 
Labour Party factions. 

On reading it, many members 
will be disappointed to learn that 
the leaked document’s version of 
events seems to end up making the 
case that Corbyn’s Labour would 
have  been more effective “witch-
hunters” than the “witch-hunters” 
who had contrived to suspend and 
expel thousands of members. The 
many good comrades at the receiving 
end of the rough justice of the 
entrenched anti-Corbynists in charge 
of discipline will get no comfort 
here. Nor will Chris Williamson,  
Jackie Walker, or Ken Livingstone, 
to name but three.  They will see 
in the document support for many 
labour members’ view that they were 
indeed thrown under a bus for the, 
no doubt genuinely held, objective 
of cleaning up  the existing mess 
that antisemitism cases brought to 
the flawed internal Labour Party 
disciplinary rules and procedures.    

The focus of this diary entry is 
not the antisemitism issue but the 
apparent sabotaging of the 2017 
General Election. What we’ve 
seen is that, in WhatsApp and 
email exchanges which lasted 
mere minutes, on the 13th January, 
the Labour General Secretary - 
McNicol, the Director of the General 
Secretary’s office, Lawrence - the 
typically grandiosely titled “Director 
of Governance, Membership and 
Party Services - Emilie Oldknow, are 
shown in these apparently verbatim 
electronic messages  to have been 
involved in a plot to replace Jeremy 
Corbyn with Tom Watson as Party 
leader. Succession planning, Blair 
style.  And now, I think we may  
know why Watson suddenly stood 

down last December, despite having 
appeared to have  strengthened his 
support in the PLP.   

In April, 2016 Theresa May decided 
to go to the country on the back of 
very low polling by Labour and an 
apparent opportunity to increase 
her majority. The election was to be 
held in June. Labour looked set to 
be in for a hammering. I remember 
the early canvassing in different 
constituencies. The response on the 
door wasn’t very promising but as 
the weeks went by that changed. 
More and more Labour members and 
supporters got involved.  The leak, 
then the official, launch of the 2017 
Labour Party Manifesto accelerated 
the swing towards support for 
Labour.  When, finally,  Election Day 
came around and the results began to 
come in, starting with the traditional 
“exit poll” predictions, it gradually 
dawned on us activists that an upset 
was on the cards - far  greater than 
we dared to hope for. Successive 
results only confirmed that. 

Now, it seems, from the leaked 
documents, that our joy and 
exhilaration was not shared by others 
in the Party. Tracy Allen, McNicol’s 
office manager, is quoted as having 
said that this was “the opposite to 
what I had been working towards for 
the last couple of years.”  General 
Secretary, McNicol responded: 
“It’s going to be a long night”  But, 
the quote that will go down in the 
history of the Labour Party came 
from Tracey Allen, McNicol’s office 
manager: “The people have spoken. 
The bastards.” 

2.  Democracy in Political Parties: 
Michel’s theory of Oligarchy 

Ian Lavery and Jon Trickett, two 
veteran Labour MPs and 2017 
General Election campaign co-
ordinators, wrote a piece on the 
leaked document for a Labour 
magazine, Tribune. I am going to 
quote it at length here, because (1) 
inadvertently, it raises questions 
about democratic socialist party 
governance that should be part of any 
discussion, or investigation, of the 
leaked report; (2) Lavery was Party 

Diary of an ex-Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray
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Chair at the time of these events and, 
with Jon Trickett, election campaign 
co-ordinator -  yet they write as if they 
were mere spectators on the ditch, 
without any power or authority. (3) 
It is the record of the events around 
the 2017 General Election written by 
two leading members of the Labour 
Party, in their own words, and which, 
if anything, is even more accusatory, 
more damning than the report itself.   

 “It is sometimes hard to recall, in 
retrospect, the excitement which the 
(2017 Election) manifesto release 
produced,” they begin. “It changed 
the landscape of that election. 
As campaign coordinators, we 
needed to know what impact it was 
having on the electorate, and which 
demographics were turning towards 
Labour…. But when we asked where 
the data was, the party managers met 
us with blank faces.” 

What?  Was that the extent of the 
oversight these senior representatives 
of the membership exercised? Why 
couldn’t they demand that crucial 
information? Where was their sense 
of responsibility to the membership, 
to us the front-line foot soldiers who 
generated this data on our clip-boards 
on the doorsteps countrywide?  

It gets worse.
“This information,” they continue,  

“together with opinion polling - is a 
tool in the hands of party managers. It 
determines where we put resources, it 
influences our messaging and it helps 
to direct our activists …. Instead, we 
were presented with a paper which 
suggested we pour resources into 
seats with large Labour majorities 
where we were never under threat. 
We were astonished to see the 
candidates’ names who it was 
suggested should be the beneficiaries 
of those resources. They almost 
exclusively belonged to one wing of 
the party.”

 
“The leaked document makes clear 

that this was a deliberate strategy. It 
appears to reveal the existence of an 
“Ergon House Project,” where party 
resources to the tune of six-figure 
sums were secretly reassigned during 
the election for factional purposes.” 

“we must never again allow a 
permanent aristocracy of party 
managers to overrule democratic 

decisions. We must never again allow 
our members and their efforts to be 
treated with contempt.” 

As a member, I’d like to know how 
it happened in the first place. Why 
was the tail allowed to wag the dog?  
Where was the oversight on behalf of 
the members?  

But then, as a shop steward on a 
WEA/TUC training course, back in 
God’s time, I was introduced to a 
certain Roberto Michels: ”Political 
Parties: A Sociological Study of 
the Oligarchical Tendencies of 
Modern Democracies,” a German 
study intended to be of relevance to 
trade unions as well as democratic 
socialist parties - and still in print, a 
hundred and five years after its first 
publication in English.  

3  What is to be done?
John McDonnell, the greatest 

Chancellor we never had,  has said: 
“If what is reported is true, that a 
group of senior staff undermined  
the chances of Labour going into 
government, it would represent the 
most shocking act of treachery against 
the party, its members and supporters 
in Labour’s century-long history.” 
Welcoming Keir Starmer’s call for 
an investigation, he comments :  “Of 
course, this investigation must look 
at the commissioning, drafting and 
leaking of the document, but surely 
the focus must be on its shocking 
contents.(my emphasis) Obliquely 
addressing, no doubt, the general 
scepticism of Labour members about 
Starmer’s “investigation into an 
investigation,” which seems to be 
more concerned about the leakage 
of the document than its contents,  
McDonnell is forthright: “The same 
procedures must apply to those 
implicated in this report as apply 
to other party members. If charges 
are serious, implicated members 
are suspended pending the outcome 
of investigation and discipline. 
Those found guilty of serious 
contraventions of our rules should 
be expelled.” (jewishvoiceforlabour.
org.uk, 22 April, 2020: reprinted 
from The Guardian)

The Labour NEC at its 22nd April 
meeting agreed the scope of the 
investigation. A commitment which 
some felt did not preclude disciplinary 

action against individuals cited in 
the leaked report.  I heard  one NEC 
delegate say on Novara Media that 
evening that she  came away feeling 
there was not the same level of anger 
amongst the NEC delegates, as there 
is in the wider membership, about 
the contents of the report. But we 
shall see how the newly constituted, 
more right-leaning NEC processes 
this issue.    

Kensington CLP Executive 
Committee,  in the constituency 
which includes Grenfell Towers, 
for those who live outside London, 
welcomed Keir Starmer’s call for 
an investigation into the report,  to 
address the following issue:

A transparent process to investigate 
the conduct alleged in the leaked 
document; 

The terms of reference for such an 
investigation and the appointment 
of the investigation leader and team 
needs to be transparent; 

Immediate structural change in 
party organisation. 

(Statement, issued 23 April, 2020)

A final point: labelling people 
“unelected  bureaucrats”(John 
McDonnell) or  a “permanent 
aristocracy of party managers,” 
(Lavery and Trickett) doesn’t address 
the core problem here. Neither the 
disciplinary rules and procedures nor 
the organisational structure of the 
Labour Party that Corbyn’s Labour 
inherited from a faction riven past 
are fit for purpose. 

If the Labour Party is to regain 
a semblance of equilibrium it has 
to address these structural issues, 
starting with the bleedin’ obvious: 
introducing holistic organisational 
oversight,  recruitment, induction, 
retention, employee-member 
relations and transparent continuous 
improvement review mechanisms 
befitting a democratic socialist party 
in the 21st century.      
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NHS Nurses, We Love You!
Dick Barry

Boris Johnson, Rishi Sunak, Dominic Raab, Michael Gove, Matt Hancock and Priti Patel have all eulogised about our 
wonderful NHS and the frontline staff who work within it. After recovering from his illness Johnson said about nurses, 
“I can’t thank them enough, they saved my life.” One wonders therefore why it has taken a crisis of life threatening 
proportions for them to acknowledge the enormous contribution the NHS and its staff make to the health and welfare 
of us all. Cynics would put their newly found admiration down to pure political opportunism. Or to guilt over Tory 
indifference for the past decade to the pay and working conditions of NHS employees. A callous indifference which 
manifested itself within living memory.

Less than three years ago, on 29 June 2017, MPs voted on a Labour amendment to a debate on the Economy and Jobs, 
part of the Queen’s address to Parliament. The amendment called for the removal of the 1% cap on public sector pay and 
for a more generous increase. The 1% cap followed a two year freeze between 2010 and 2012. The combined effect was 
a real cut in the pay of public sector workers, including nurses. (According to the Royal College of Nursing, over the past 
decade the average salary for a nurse has fallen by 8%, based on the Consumer Price Index, or £2,646 in real terms).The 
Cameron government argued that the pay freeze and pay cap, part of the Tories’ austerity programme, was necessary to 
get the public finances in order, as the previous Labour government had left the cupboard bare.

Had it been carried, Labour’s amendment would have meant a real boost to the pay of nurses and other public sector 
employees. But it was not to be. The amendment was defeated by 323 votes to 309. The Tory majority  being boosted 
by the votes of the ten DUP members from Northern Ireland. It was their way of thanking Prime Minister Theresa May 
for the recent £1 billion gift in return for their support in Parliament. With the exception of the Attorney General Suella 
Braverman, who was absent from the House of Commons at the time, every member of the current cabinet voted against 
Labour’s amendment. And when the result of the vote was announced the Tory benches cheered it to the rafters. 

Labour Friends of Israel
Dick Barry

 On 21 April the following statement by Labour Friends of Israel (LFI) appeared on the twitter feed of Mike Gapes, former Labour 
MP and arch critic of Jeremy Corbyn:

“LFI unequivocally opposes any Israeli annexation in the West Bank. Unilateral steps are a barrier to peace. Progressives who 
support a two-state solution must now redouble our efforts to fight any measures that make that vital goal harder to achieve.”

The use of the term “any Israeli annexation in the West Bank” is intriguing. Does it apply to all previous annexations by Israel? 
I searched in vain for earlier LFI statements on this. Not a word could be found. The LFI website contains nothing related to the 
subject. So what has prompted the LFI’s concern? Perhaps LFI can enlighten me.

On 27 April a LFI tweet appeared on the same twitter feed. It concerned a meeting hosted by LFI with the UK Israeli Ambassador 
where a range of issues were discussed, including potential for annexation in the West Bank. In my attempt to copy the tweet into 
this article it suddenly disappeared and despite all efforts on my part it has not reappeared in any form.

Apart from the above, LFI statements on Israel appear to be thin on the ground. Other tweets have criticised Hamas for detaining 
Gazan peace activists for holding a Zoom meeting with their counterparts in Israel, and praised the Israeli Defence Force for 
distributing food to needy people. But nothing on any other activity by Israel towards the Palestinians since May 2018.

On 14 May 2018 the Israeli Defence Force (sic!) killed 61 Palestinians during protests on the Gaza-Israel border. It also injured 
at least 2,400, including more than 1,300 with live ammunition. The UN called the killings “an outrageous human rights violation”.

In response to this the LFI issued the following comment on twitter. “Tragic events on the Gazan border; all civilian deaths are 
regrettable. Hamas must accept responsibility for these events. Their successful attempt to hijack peaceful protests as cover to attack 
Israeli border communities must be condemned by all who seek peace in the Middle East”. 

After widespread criticism the LFI deleted the tweet and replaced it with the following: “It is clear from yesterday’s terrible death 
toll that the violence on the Gaza border has to stop. Hamas must end its cynical exploitation of peaceful protests to launch attacks on 
Israel and we would urge the IDF to ensure they take all necessary measures to minimise civilian casualties and show restraint. This 
cycle of violence only makes peace harder and we maintain the only answer is supporting those committed to peaceful reconciliation 
and a two-state solution”.

It is hard to spot the difference between the two comments. LFI clearly absolve the IDF from all blame for the deaths of innocent 
Palestinian protestors. Urging the IDF to show restraint is like expecting a hungry tiger to refrain from killing its prey. 

Note: Members of LFI include 55 MPs, of which 6 are LFI officers, and 38 members of the House of Lords. 
The 26 full members of Keir Starmer’s shadow cabinet includes 8 LFI members: Preet Kaur Gill, Shadow International 

Development Secretary, Nia Griffith, Shadow Wales Sec., David Lammy, Shadow Justice Sec., Bridget Phillipson, Shadow Chief 
Sec. to the Treasury, Luke Pollard, Shadow Environment, Food & Rural Affairs Sec., Rachel Reeves, Shadow Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster, Jonathan Reynolds, Shadow Work & Pensions Sec., Emily Thornberry, Shadow International Trade Sec.

7 Ministers are entitled to attend cabinet meetings: Rosena Allin-Khan MP, Nick Brown MP, Cat Smith MP, Valerie Vaz MP, Lord 
McAvoy QC., Baron Falconer PC. QC., Baroness Smith. Of these only Nick Brown is a LFI member.

In addition to the 26 full members of the shadow cabinet there are 73 ‘junior’ ministers, of which 20 are LFI members. 


