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Starmer Under Fire
The knives are out for Keir Starmer. With the 

government’s and Johnson’s popularity beginning to 
slip, and Starmer’s performances at Prime Minister’s 
Questions are eulogised, Tory MPs and the Daily Mail 
are doing their bit to portray Labour’s new leader as an 
incompetent, uncaring, hypocrite.

Nadine Dorries, Maria Caulfield, and Lucy Allan 
retweeted a video which showed that Starmer, in his 
former role as Director of Public Prosecutions, was 
reluctant to prosecute grooming gangs. The video, said to 
have originated from a far right group, had been doctored 
and the truth was the exact opposite. But why let that spoil 
an opportunity to smear Starmer and the party he leads? 
Dorries is a government health minister and received a 
slap on the wrist from 10 Downing Street, when a sacking 
or resignation would have been the right thing to do. As 
far as we are aware, none of the three has apologised.

The Tory supporting Daily Mail, which rarely missed 
an opportunity to publish distorted and fake news about 
Jeremy Corbyn, is now on the trail of Keir Starmer. An 
article in the Mail Online, 17 May, below the sarcastic 
headline “Man of the People?”, claimed that Starmer is 
the owner of land in Surrey, “which could be worth up to 
£10 million”. 

Starmer bought the land, actually a field behind his 
mother’s house, in 1996 when acting as a human rights 
lawyer. Land values have increased astronomically since 
then, which is obviously something outside of Starmer’s 
control. But in the eyes of the Mail, he is leader of the 
LABOUR party and therefore ought not to condone the 
accumulation of unearned income through land ownership. 
Naturally, the Mail failed to mention that its Chairman 
and controlling shareholder Viscount Rothermere is the 
owner of thousands of acres of land in Dorset.

Contrary to the Mail’s accusation, Starmer has denied 
the land is for sale to house builders. The local authority 
confirmed that planning permission would, in any case, 
be denied. A non-story, but nevertheless one with which 
to tarnish the Labour leader. If Starmer’s popularity 
continues to grow, we can expect more ‘dirty’ stories 
about him.

But Tory MPs and the Daily Mail are not the only 

opponents Starmer will have to contend with. It seems 
that the Equality and Human Rights Commission, EHRC, 
are out to get Labour for the alleged endemic antisemitism 
in the party. In this issue of Labour Affairs we report that 
the EHRC may use Labour’s internal report as sufficient 
proof that the party is guilty of antisemitism. And, if true, 
there is little that Starmer can do about it. By saying he 
would accept in advance the recommendations of the 
EHRC inquiry into antisemitism, he made a rod for his 
own back. 

Although it is prepared to investigate allegations of 
antisemitism in the Labour party, the EHRC is refusing 
to examine accusations of Islamophobia in the Tory 
party, on the bizarre grounds that the Tories are carrying 
out their own inquiry. Labour’s independent inquiry 
hasn’t prevented the EHRC from carrying out its own 
investigation into the alleged antisemitism. Why, 
therefore, is the EHRC focusing on Labour while ignoring 
the Tories? We suggest that this is a question for Starmer 
to ask.

John McDonnell has said that the antisemitism report 
could destroy the party, but this may be pure hyperbole, 
based on little more than a feeling. The alleged 
antisemitism itself was not one of the factors that caused 
Labour’s election defeats. But it cannot be denied that it 
has had a damaging effect on party unity. It was voters’ 
perception that the party was at war with itself, and thus 
deeply divided that harmed its prospects. It is an axiom 
that divided parties do not win elections. 

Politics is currently going through an abnormal phase. 
The unreal atmosphere in the House of Commons is 
unsuited to Johnson’s style of doing politics. The empty, 
sterile chamber exposes his shortcomings: poorly briefed, 
he believes that he can bluff his way out of a difficult 
situation. But it works to the advantage of Starmer, 
used to a court room setting, able to challenge without 
interruption. Johnson on the other hand needs the backing 
of the boisterous crowd of Tory backbenchers, cheering 
his every word. When MPs return in greater numbers the 
advantage may swing back in Johnson’s favour.

The Covid-19 crisis will eventually recede allowing 
normal politics to return. A public inquiry into its handling 
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will be held, with its findings, if 
damaging to the government, held 
over until after the next general 
election. That was how the Iraq war 
falsehoods were handled. However, a 
positive sign is that the World Health 
Organisation is committed to an 
inquiry into the whole course of the 
pandemic.

The urgent question then facing 
the UK government and the Labour 
opposition will be how to handle 
the long-term economic impact of 
the virus. So far, the measures put 
in place by the Chancellor Rishi 
Sunak have been broadly welcomed. 
Whenever gaps have appeared in 
his support for individual workers 
and business he has quickly filled 
them. In most, if not in all, cases. 
His furlough scheme, extended to 
the end of October, has increased 
the deficit way above what would 
normally be accepted by Sunak 
and his colleagues. Public spending 
was planned to go up considerably 
to fulfil promises made to voters in 
the ‘red wall’ seats and to plug gaps 
resulting from Brexit, but it has 
soared to inconceivable heights.

The deficit is forecast to rise to 
around £300 billion by the end of 
the year, which Sunak says he will 
pay for by borrowing. This would be 
a reversal of Chancellor Osborne’s 
punitive austerity programme, 
obsessed with reducing the debt 
and deficit. Sunak is doing what 
he believes is necessary given the 
damage Covid-19 is doing to the 
economy. It will be interesting to see 
how Labour approaches the problems 
the economy will inevitably face, post 
Covid-19 and the impact of Brexit. 
But Starmer may have a problem 
with some of his parliamentary 
colleagues. Leading Labour lights 
Margaret Hodge and David Lammy, 
with the Social Market Foundation, 
have advocated the scrapping of the 
triple lock on state pensions, as a 
first step in an austerity programme. 
State pensions here are half those in 
France, Germany, and Spain. 

Starmer should make it clear that 
Labour opposes a return to austerity 
in whatever form, but will it propose 
a different way of running the 
economy, one that ditches traditional 
economics? In favour of a programme 
that accepts that public spending can 

be a positive force for good, and 
includes a genuine recognition of the 
enormous contribution that workers 
make to the health and well-being of 
the country.

It’s reported that Johnson has 
ruled out austerity to help to pay 
for the deficit, clearly rejecting 
the leaked Treasury document that 
implied otherwise. It revealed that 
post Covid-19, the Tories intend to 
raise taxes and raid state pensions. 
It will also impose a 2 year pay 
freeze on public sector workers. If 
this was effected it would be an act 
of political suicide for Johnson and 
the Tories. Almost a guarantee that 
the next election would be lost. It 
would also be a betrayal of the warm 
words of praise for all those workers 
who have kept the economy ticking 
over, and for the NHS staff and care 
workers, particularly those who 
have made the ultimate sacrifice, to 
punish them with another pay freeze. 
Johnson belatedly recognised this 
when he reversed the proposal to 
make migrant NHS and care workers 
pay an extra fee for their treatment. 
It should be noted that the proposal 
would have included the two migrant 
nurses Johnson praised for saving his 
life.

Labour’s current focus is 
understandably on ensuring that the 
government is taking all necessary 
measures to deal with the impact of 
Covid-19. At the same time the crisis 
presents Labour with an opportunity 
to radicalise its economic agenda, 
by developing policies that will 
revolutionise the way the economy 
is run. The problem for Labour, 
however, is that under Johnson the 
Tories may have caught onto this, and 
will use the economic leverage of the 
state to boost the economy. This may 
irk the small state members of his 
cabinet, but they know that without 
him they are mere straws in the wind.

In Labour’s favour there have been 
encouraging noises about the need for 
a greener economy. Shadow Business 
Secretary Ed Miliband is said to be 
working on a green plan. This is a 
small step in the right direction. But 
more needs to be done. Overall, the 
party needs to convince voters that 
its policies will help to create a more 
equal, fairer, less divisive country. 
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

Editorials and articles at our 
website, by subject, at  

http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/.  

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

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

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

Part Two of the Debate on the 
Address, 11 February 1919. 

(Part One appeared in Labour 
Affairs, April 2020)

William Adamson (2/4/1863-
23/2/1936). Scottish trade unionist 
and Labour politician. Began his 
working life as a miner. Elected 
to Parliament for West Fife in the 
Dec. 1910 general election. Leader 
of the Labour Party from 1917 
to 1921. He served as Secretary 
of State for Scotland in 1924 and 
during 1929 to 1931 in the first two 
Labour governments headed by 
Ramsay MacDonald. He split from 
MacDonald after the formation of 
the National Government. Lost his 
seat in 1931 which he contested 
for Labour against the coalition 
government.

Mr. ADAMSON I desire in the 
first place to congratulate the hon. 
and gallant Members, the Mover 
and Seconder of the Address, on the 
eloquent and appropriate terms of 
their speeches. I also congratulate 
them not only on the speeches to 
which we have listened with interest, 
but also on the notable and gallant 
services they have rendered to the 
country. I am certain that those 
qualities which have secured for 
them honour and distinction in the 
Army and Navy will justify us in 
looking forward to an honourable 
and successful career for them in this 
House. I note with pleasure the lofty 
tone and eloquent terms in which His 
Majesty’s Gracious Speech from the 
Throne brings before us to-day the 
spirit of unity and sacrifice which has 
animated all sections of our people 
in the course of the great struggle 
through which we have just gone. In 
particular do I note with satisfaction 
the terms in which His Majesty 
enjoins Members of this House to 
reward that service and that sacrifice 
by heralding in at the earliest possible 
moment a new and better social order 
of national life, in which a resolute 
war will be waged against poverty, 
unemployment, inadequate housing, 
and the many other remediable ills 
which unfortunately may still exist 
in this country of ours. The tone and 

spirit of that appeal is in harmony and 
accord with the countless statements 
that have been made in the Press, and 
from platforms and pulpits during 
the last four and a half years in this 
country, namely, that the common 
sacrifices, suffering, and services in 
which all sections of our people have 
taken part would at the close of the 
War be bound, in the very nature 
of things, to produce a different 
atmosphere and an entirely different 
relationship amongst all sections of 
our people to that which we have 
been accustomed to in pre-war days.

That promise and, above all, 
the knowledge of the value of the 
services which have been rendered, 
have created in the minds of working 
people of this country not only a 
spirit of expectancy of the coming 
opportunities of living a fuller 
and higher life, but they have also 
created a determination to take 
the steps which are necessary, by 
constitutional means, for securing a 
just and equitable share of the wealth 
earned by our united energy, and so 
to translate into understandable terms 
the meaning of the promise made in 
the course of the time to which I have 
just referred. I hope that no attempt 
will be made to disappoint that 
legitimate expectation of the working 
classes of the country. We have 
reached the stage when all sections, 
of our people should understand that 
we require to lay all the cards on the 
table, if the country is to continue to 
live and prosper. We have reached 
the stage when to us the famous 

declaration of Abraham Lincoln, in 
a speech delivered before the war 
of rebellion in America, has some 
meaning—a meaning which I think 
we would be well advised to have 
proper regard to. The declaration to 
which I refer is one in which the old 
President declared, at a very large 
meeting of his fellow countrymen, 
“that this country cannot continue to 
live and to prosper half slaves and 
half free.” 

We have reached that stage when 
the working classes of the country 
will refuse longer to continue to be 
treated as cogs in the machinery 
for mere profit-making purposes. 
We have reached that stage when 
all sections of our people fully 
realise that the greatest freedom 
and the greatest spirit of toleration 
will require to be exercised, and 
when our people of all sections will 
require to be recognised as standing 
on an equal footing before the State. 
The King’s Speech is interesting 
not only for what it contains, but 
also for some of the very important 
questions to which no reference is 
made in it. I intend, in the course of 
my remarks this afternoon, to deal 
shortly with some of the contents 
of the Address as well as some of 
the omissions. Dealing with the 
omissions first, I note with regret that 
no mention is made of any measure 
to deal further with the question of 
pensions, separation, allowances, 
and grants to our serving men and 
the men who have been demobilised 
from the Army. The Mover and 
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the Seconder of the Address have 
drawn our attention to the great 
services rendered by our men in the 
Army and the Navy. Surely these 
services are worthy of the highest 
and most generous recognition that 
it is possible for this House and the 
country to give. I noted, with some 
satisfaction, that during the course 
of the recent election nearly every 
one of the candidates contesting the 
various constituencies of the country 
were putting first in their programme 
higher pensions, larger separation 
allowances, and other rewards to our 
soldiers and sailors, and I am certain 
that in all parts of the House this 
omission will be as much a matter 
of regret to hon. Members as it is to 
myself. I hope the Prime Minister, 
in the course of our proceedings to-
day, will give us some indication of 
the manner in which the Government 
intend to deal with this very important 
point.

The next omission to which I want 
to draw the attention of the Prime 
Minister in particular is the absence 
of any reference to the disposal of 
Government property in the shape 
of shipyards, ships, and stores of all 
kinds, on which millions of pounds 
have been spent. One observes 
from newspaper reports, which 
are not always reliable, that some 
of these stores have already been 
disposed of, and if there is any truth 
in this report I would desire some 
assurance from the Prime Minister 
that fair price has been obtained 
for any part of that Government 
property which is reputed to have 
been sold in newspaper reports. I 
would very respectfully suggest to 
the Government, and to the Prime 
Minister in particular, that if these 
reports are not true, and if the larger 
portion has not yet been sold, it 
would be well that they should be 
retained in the hands of the nation 
and be properly used in the interests 
of all sections of our people, instead 
of the interests of a very small section 
of the community.

The next omission to which I 
want to direct the attention of the 
Prime Minister for the moment 
is the absence of any reference to 
Russia. This is a matter upon which 
neither the House nor the country 
has received any explanation of the 

Government’s intention and policy, 
and I can assure the Prime Minister 
it is a question that is causing great 
dissatisfaction in the minds of a 
large section of our people, and 
in particular in the minds of those 
parents whose sons have been sent 
to Russia, after having performed 
valiant services on other battle fronts. 
I think that the Government would 
be well advised to give the country 
a full explanation of the position, 
and I think that explanation should 
be given at the earliest possible 
moment. I am glad to notice from the 
newspaper reports that a suggestion 
has been put forth from the Peace 
Conference that representatives of 
the various sections of the Russian 
people should meet at a certain centre 
with a view to discussing the affairs 
of Russia.

I proceed now to deal as briefly 
as I can with some of the questions 
which are referred to in the King’s 
Speech, and in that connection I am 
glad to note that the Government 
propose at an early date to introduce 
a Bill dealing with the housing of the 
people. I can assure the Government 
that that information will be received 
with a considerable amount of 
satisfaction by a very large section of 
the people in this country, for there are 
not many social questions regarding 
which there is so much concern being 
displayed as the question of housing, 
and I hope that the Prime Minister 
will give us some assurance when 
he comes to reply this afternoon as 
to the steps the Government intend 
to take with regard to this question. 
It is now nearly three months since 
hostilities ceased, and in the interval 
the manufacture of munitions of 
war has been greatly reduced; large 
numbers of men and women have 
been discharged from Government 
employment, and they are at the 
moment finding great difficulty in a 
large number of instances in finding 
suitable employment. As far as one 
can see, notwithstanding that that 
is the condition of affairs, not one 
single step has been taken for the 
purpose of building the necessary 
houses. Surely it is worth the careful 
consideration of the Government as 
to whether now is not a suitable time 
to begin the building of houses on a 
very large scale so as to reduce, as 

far as possible, the hardships of the 
unemployed.

My next point in this connection 
is that in the interval there has been 
great difficulty in getting houses 
either of a suitable or an unsuitable 
kind in many parts of the country, 
and I suggest for the earnest 
consideration of the Government the 
extension of the life of the Increase 
of Rent and Mortgage Interest (War 
Restrictions) Act so as to avoid the 
great difficulties which are bound 
to arise in the present shortage of 
houses that exists in the country 
if this Act is allowed to expire as 
provided for in the Act. I also suggest 
that land will be needed for the 
building of the necessary houses, and 
that steps should be speedily taken 
for securing at the earliest possible 
moment the necessary land for this 
purpose. I would, in particular, 
draw attention to certain proposals 
to meet the difficulties of local 
authorities getting from Government 
Departments at a reasonable rate the 
necessary land for building purposes. 
Surely the Government ought to set 
an example both to employers and 
to landowners, and where there is 
land in suitable localities it should 
be made as easy as possible for the 
various local authorities who desire 
to build houses to get that land on 
reasonable terms.

The next matter to which I desire 
to draw the attention of the Prime 
Minister is also one in which a brief 
reference is made in the Speech from 
the Throne. I refer to the present 
industrial situation, a situation which, 
in my opinion, is almost as menacing 
a danger as the war itself from which 
we have just emerged, and which if 
not dealt with wisely and quickly 
will undermine the stability of the 
State and endanger the continued 
existence of this country. During the 
past few weeks I have observed that 
serious attempts have been made 
in the Press and on the platform 
to create the idea that there were 
two factors mainly responsible for 
the serious industrial situation that 
exists in this country at the present 
moment, those two factors being, 
firstly, the presence in the ranks of 
the working classes of the country of 
a small band of revolutionaries who 
are out to upset the existing order of 
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things, and, secondly, the presence in 
the trade union movement of a small 
band of men who are out to upset the 
officials of that movement, if not to 
undermine and destroy the movement 
itself. These are statements that I have 
no desire to minimise, and which, as 
a member of the Labour party and 
a trade unionist, I have no desire to 
shirk. As a constitutionalist, and as 
the leader for the moment of a party 
constitutionalist, I speak for a party 
that will not give encouragement 
either to revolution or to unofficial 
action in the Labour movement.

At the same time I wish respectfully 
to point out to the House and to the 
country that these two sections which 
have been named, and on which the 
blame has mainly been put, represent 
a very small proportion of the Labour 
movement of this country, and that 
unless there were some genuine 
grievances which they could exploit 
and thereby secure the support of a 
large section of our men, there would 
be no danger of those sections which 
have been held up for weeks past 
making very much headway in this 
country. Unfortunately there are many 
genuine grievances that await speedy 
remedy. These grievances, no doubt, 
have been used in a small number 
of instances for ulterior purposes, 
but if the country is to see the end 
of the serious industrial situation 
that confronts it the Government 
and the House must deal speedily, 
effectively, and wisely with the 
grievances which are undoubtedly 
inflating the minds of the working 
classes of the country at the present 
moment. What are these grievances? 
If I begin to discuss them in detail, 
I shall run the risk of wearying the 
House. I had better refrain and 
merely mention them, and ask the 
Prime Minister what he and his 
Government intend to do in the near 
future to deal effectively with them. 
What are these grievances? They 
are wages, hours, unemployment 
existing in a considerable number of 
areas at the moment and the fear of 
a further development of the evil of 
unemployment, and the cost of living 
and the fear that encouragement is 
being given even by the Government 
itself to the creation of monopolies 
that will make impossible any 
reduction in the cost of living in the 

near future. These are some of the 
leading grievances existing in the 
Trade Union and Labour movement 
at the moment. In concluding my 
remarks regarding the unrest that is 
undoubtedly seriously menacing the 
stability of the State, I would ask the 
Prime Minister to give us some reply 
at an early date as to the steps that 
the Government intend to take for 
dealing effectively and satisfactorily 
with this matter. I might also indicate 
that the principal Amendment which 
the Labour party intend moving to the 
Address will deal with the question 
of the causes of industrial unrest.

There is another matter mentioned 
in the King’s Speech to which I want 
to make a brief reference. It is stated 
that the Government intend at an early 
date to create a Ministry of Transport. 
I desire to ask the Prime Minister 
if that foreshadows the fulfilment 
of a promise that was given by a 
member of the Government during 
the course of the late election that it 
is the intention of the Government 
to nationalise the railways and other 
essential national services? The 
King’s Speech also intimates that a 
Ministry of Health is to be created. 
The Labour party welcome that 
intimation, and hope that the Bill will 
have a speedy passage to the Statute 
Book. At the same time, I want to 
remind the Government that unless 
the Ministry of Health is entirely 
free from the taint of the Poor Law it 
will receive the strenuous opposition 
of the members of the party which I 
represent. There is one other matter 
in the King’s Speech to which I want 
to make a brief reference. It is stated 
that, in order to reap the full fruits of 
victory, and to safeguard the peace 
of the world, an adequate Army 
must be maintained. Will the Prime 
Minister, in his reply this afternoon, 
assure us that that does not mean the 
continuance of Conscription in this 
country, because I can assure him 
that there will be great dissatisfaction 
if this passage means, as some of us 
fear, the continuance of some kind 
of conscripted Army? The Prime 
Minister might also tell us if it is 
the intention of the Government 
to bring before this House the final 
terms of peace for approval before 
they are ratified by His Majesty’s 
Government and agreed to by His 

Majesty the King.
There are many more matters with 

which one could deal if one cared 
to deal in an exhaustive way with 
all that is raised within the terms of 
the Speech from the Throne, but I 
have taken up sufficient time of the 
House and possibly have already 
exhausted the patience of most right 
hon. Members. I want, in conclusion, 
simply to say that the party with 
which I am associated, the Labour 
party, have been ambitious enough to 
intimate to the country, and to others 
concerned, that they intend to fill the 
role of the principal Opposition to His 
Majesty’s Government That claim 
may be contested, but I can assure 
you that it is a claim that is made by 
the members of the Labour party in 
all seriousness, and in the course of 
the proceedings of this House they 
will endeavour to justify the claim 
which they have put forward. The 
nature of the opposition which they 
will give to the Government will 
be of an entirely different character 
from the opposition of the past. The 
Labour party will not oppose the 
proposals of the Government simply 
because they have been made by 
the Government. If the proposals 
of the Government are such as we 
can support we will gladly support 
the Government in giving effect 
to them, but if the proposals are of 
such a character that we cannot agree 
to them, then on the other hand we 
shall give them our most strenuous 
opposition. We are here as a party 
to do our best—again referring to 
the words of the Speech from the 
Throne—”to usher in at the earliest 
possible moment a new social order,” 
to bring to working-class lives and to 
give to working-class homes higher 
and fuller opportunities of life than 
they have ever been able to enjoy up 
to the present moment. We are here 
as a party to take such steps—again 
referring to the words of another 
famous American statesman—”as 
will prevent vested interests in all 
forms from continuing to press down 
upon the blow of labour a crown 
of thorns, and from continuing to 
crucify the worker upon a cross of 
gold.”
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Obesity
Obesity is the second risk factor 

after age for Covid 19.  Obesity 
now is not the gluttony we are 
warned against in the Bible.  It 
is a phenomenon of the last fifty 
years, starting in America, followed 
by England and then France and 
spreading to the rest of the world, 
affecting primarily the lower social 
classes, often starting at a young 
age. This phenomenon coincides 
with the vastly increased use of 
highly processed foods consumed 
both in and outside the home.  This 
is not causal proof, but cause for 
concern. Scientists working with 
food corporations and governments 
have so far been of no help in finding 
a solution. This unhelpfulness of 
scientists is not new.

At a public inquiry held at the Royal 
Courts of Justice in February 1920 
on the wages of dockers, a statistics 
professor at the London School of 
Economics, A. Bowley, testified 
that the needs of dockers in terms 
of calories were met by their present 
wages.  Ernest Bevin, trade union 
leader and the workers’ KC,  bought 
plates of food with the amount of 
money quoted by Bowley, displayed 
them before the court and proved 
the professor wrong.  Afterwards he 
said about the LSE: “Bowley and 
his budget are a revelation of the 
prostitution of a great institution [the 
LSE] which was founded not to keep 
the workers in slavery but to develop 
knowledge so the human race might 
be happier”.

Food scientists work in the large 
food corporation laboratories.  They 
create new products by extracting, 
blending, deodorising, flavouring, 
and putting together with the help 
of added chemicals various foods; 
these products are cheap, convenient, 
and tasty, and don’t make you ill 
suddenly.  Nutritionally engineered 

foods are scientifically calculated to 
create the perfect hit of sugar, salt 
and fat that will have you asking for 
more, a hyperreal food, attractively 
packaged, which is more exciting than 
bread and butter.  They are produced 
for the home for convenience and for 
fast food restaurants.

Scientific information serves 
two other purposes, apart from 
technological development.  One 
is to produce marketing strategies, 
and the other is to collaborate 
with  government with science 
backed nutrition advice for the 
public. Marketing and government 
nutrition advice follow the approach 
of not looking at new ingredients 
and processes, but only at abstract 
nutrients in isolation.

Marketing
Food is increasingly marketed 

with the help of health claims: ‘With 
added vitamin D’ ‘With added fibre’.  
The health claims have multiplied, 
along the lines of ‘helps digestion’ 
‘provides beneficial bacteria.’  In 
2002, during the H1N1 flu epidemic 
in America, Kellogg put on the 
packets of their very high sugar 
Cocoa Krispies ‘now helps support 
your child’s immunity’, on the basis 
of added vitamins A, C and E.  

Every packet of food has 
printed on it a nutrition analysis, 
couched in scientific vocabulary:  
“carbohydrates, of which sugar/
starch, fat, of which saturates, 
protein, calories”, plus sugar, salt, 
and fibre.  This list is separate, and 
diverts attention from the list of 
ingredients which can be much 
shorter (just one item on a bag of 
pasta or rice) or much longer (a whole 
list of mostly unfamiliar words on a 
highly processed creation.)  It gives 
the impression that all foods are 
equivalent: a gram of fat is a gram 

of fat.  A gram of carbohydrate is a 
gram of carbohydrate. That is not the 
case. Depending on how the nutrient 
has been obtained, or has been 
produced, with the help of higher or 
lower degrees of heat, mechanical 
and chemical processes, the resulting 
product will have a greater or lesser 
quantity of vitamins and other 
beneficial elements, and therefore 
a different effect on the body.  
Polyunsaturated fats are supposed 
to be good for you.  But there are 
different qualities, with different 
effects.  The use of extreme heat, 
mechanical extraction and chemical 
solvents changes the chemical 
structure of polyunsaturated oil, 
but oil processed in this way still 
bears the same nutrition science 
name as a cold pressed olive oil: 
polyunsaturated oil.

Saturated fats are deemed bad, but 
some saturated fats occur naturally 
and have been consumed with good 
effect for centuries (meat, milk, 
butter, cheese).  The fat also changes 
in nature depending on the use it 
is put to.  Consuming oil as salad 
dressing is different from consuming 
the oil in crisps, which has been 
heated and reheated an unknown 
number of times.

In the same way, a calorie is not a 
calorie in terms of the effect it has 
on the body. A calorie from bread 
includes elements like vitamins and 
fibre, unlike a calorie from sugar. 
All calories, that is, all foods, are not 
used (metabolised) by the body in 
the same way and at the same speed. 
Calories do not make you feel full 
in the same way, depending on what 
food they are present in.  

The so-called traffic light 
system of labelling,  approved by 
manufacturers, follows this single 
nutrient paradigm, with absurd 
results.  Parmesan cheese, sprinkled 
on the pasta of Italians for ever with 
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healthful results, gets a red light (saturated fat); sweets get a 
green light (no salt).

General health advice for the public
General health advice for the public is disseminated in the 

media, and often follows the same approach, that food can be 
analysed in terms of simple ingredients and that one ingredient 
might be the culprit in a range of illnesses.  After all, if scurvy 
is prevented by vitamin C, couldn’t other diseases be prevented 
or cured or indeed caused by a single nutrient?

For a time scientists blamed fat, and recommended low fat 
diets; they discussed the merits of saturated, unsaturated, and 
polyunsaturated fats.  But there was no discussion regarding 
the quality of each sort of fat.

Then they blamed carbohydrates and recommended low carb 
diets.  A difference was made between refined carbs (white 
flour, sugar) and unrefined carbs, present in wholemeal flour 
and vegetables (except potatoes).  No difference was made as 
to quality. Yet white flour for example can contain vitamins 
and fibre and other nutrients, it is perfectly possible to make a 
nutritious loaf of bread with white flour.  Potatoes also make 
a nutritious meal.  Sugar on the other hand is a pure element, 
with no extra nutrition within it; giving them the same name, 
‘refined carb,’ obfuscates matters.

Another weight loss and health theory focussed on a single 
element was to avoid cholesterol in food, until it was found 
out that naturally occurring food cholesterol e.g. in eggs, has 
a modest influence on blood cholesterol. Then low Glycemic 
Index (GI) foods became fashionable as the answer to obesity 
and diabetes.

That again gave the impression of scientific precision: each 
food has its Glycemic Index, all you have to do is to avoid 
foods with high GI (foods that turn into sugar in the blood 
quickly). But it’s not as simple as that. A carrot has a high GI 
of 71, but that figure is obtained if you eat 50g of available 
carrot carbohydrate. The public is left to work out how much 
available carb there is in a carrot.  And so on with all foods. 
Moreover eating foods in combination can lower the GI, 
for example adding fat to a food reduces the speed at which 
a carbohydrate is converted into sugar in the blood. This is 
what happens in such tried and tested staples as bread and 
butter, baked potatoes and cheese and other traditional food 
combinations. All studies of GI involve good quality low 
GI foods, not poor quality low GI foods.  The actual foods 
promoted by the low GI school is almost always good quality 
whole foods.  

Government advice
This is direct government advice, not advice produced as 

a result of legislation as nutrition information on tins and 
packets. Government advice follows the trend of considering 
nutrients independently of their quality and manufacturing 
history.

In England and in France, government advice does not 
recommend or warn against particular foods, only particular 
nutrients.  It talks as if all foods contained only what the 
nutrition information list proclaims, as mentioned above: 
carbohydrates, fat, and protein, plus salt and sugar; fruit 
and vegetables are put forward.  Absent from the advice is 
any mention of all the other possible ingredients, additives, 
sweeteners, emulsifiers etc, the effect of which, especially in 
combination and in quantity, is unknown.  Caught between the 
conflicting aims of protecting public health while not impeding 
the commercial interests of the food industry, governments 
end up warning against foods that can be perfectly healthy: 

red meat, butter, cream, hard cheese, cakes, biscuits. Cakes 
and biscuits are more or less healthful depending on the 
ingredients, but talking about ingredients is taboo. 

The British NHS still recommends margarine, under its new 
name of ‘spreads’.  We still don’t know completely the effects 
of hardening oil to make it spreadable (rather than liquid). 
Otherwise the advice is not as straightforward as it sounds.  
It assumes a certain lifestyle, which is not as common as it 
was.  ‘Eat five portions of vegetable and fruit a day’ may sound 
easy, but it can’t be done unless you eat at home, cooking 
from scratch. Cooking from scratch usually means cooking 
for others, who abide by mealtimes and eat together. Many 
families don’t do that. The guilt for not following advice is 
heaped on the citizen, not on the purveyors of potentially 
harmful poor quality food, or the lifestyle which has become 
normal.

The food manufacturers, the government, and the scientists 
they employ, speak with one voice: look at the major nutrients, 
and don’t worry about the ingredients and the processes.  

Food manufacturers produce foods that are cheap, tasty, 
and convenient. The presence of these foods in the home and 
in fast food restaurants has increased dramatically in the last 
40 years, coinciding with an increase in obesity and diabetes 
among the less well off. There is a problem here, but we can’t 
count on scientists to solve it. Cheap food, carefully avoided 
by the better off, enables the continuation of low wages. By 
being complicit in obfuscating advice on food, scientists are 
instrumental in the perpetuation of low wages, as they were 
a hundred years ago when Ernest Bevin was defending the 
dockers.

Source: the single nutrient approach to food science is 
an ideology called ‘Nutritionism,’ described by Gyorgy 
Scrinis in his book of the same name.  He was quoted by the 
French nutritionist Anthony Fardet in his presentation to the 
parliamentary committee on industrial food at the French 
Parliament, in June 2018.

 

ONE WORLD SHIVERING

We had man-made climate change
  to forecast the end of the world
but it’s something we have yet to arrange
  with Greta Thunberg’s flag furled.
Now it’s Covid-19 
  that will see our end,
and before that
  the H-Bomb fiend.
Our primal fear has given rise to
  a great religious trend 
but with scientists and doctors the new
  preachers,
  our merchants of doom.
The holy grail a vaccine that features
  an alternative Jesus, Moses, Mohammed
and Buddha as a new broom.

Wilson John Haire. 14th May, 2020.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Real Politics at China’s 
National People’s Congress 
Vital politics must be occurring 

at the current gathering of China’s 
National People’s Congress. But 
not in the ways it would happen in 
the West. The government presents 
policies.  Respectful debates occur.  
Votes are held that overwhelmingly 
endorse those policies. No dissent 
occurs in front of the general public, 
or the foreign media.  

But in other countries where 
plenty of open dissent is allowed, 
everyone knows that the bulk of 
the important politics occurs out of 
sight. I assume the same happens 
in a gathering of chosen delegates 
from across China.

Back in 2012, I noted that the fall 
of Bo Xilai occurred just after that 
year’s NPC.1 But no one else saw 
this as significant.

This year, I’d find it significant 
if there were further replacement 
of regional officials in Wuhan and 
the surrounding province of Hubei 
in the next few weeks.  It would 
be a sign that the majority of those 
with power in China’s provinces 
accept that this one region was at 
fault.  That Beijing led by Xi were 
forgivably misled, early on.

Interestingly, Xi’s role in 
correcting regional errors is 
suggested by a Financial Times 
article that otherwise blames him:

“Mr Xi’s disappearing act in late 
January and early February could 
indicate that even China’s most 
powerful leader since Mao Zedong 
was finding it difficult to get to the 
bottom of what was happening in 
Wuhan, says Mr Johnson.

“‘The instinct of local officials in 
China, or any similar system, is not 
to say, just before the biggest holiday 
of the year: ‘We have a catastrophe 
1  https://gwydionwilliams.com/
newsnotes-historic/2012-newsnotes/
newsnotes-2012-10/#_Toc419217650 

on our hands,’’ he says. ‘The bottom 
line was Xi didn’t have his people 
in Wuhan initially so he didn’t 
know what the right information 
was. The real risk [he faced] was 
coming out and saying that ‘things 
are great’ or ‘things are terrible’ and 
then being proven wrong three days 
later. That’s how you get yourself in 
trouble.’”2

Mr Xi is an elected authoritarian.  
Not a dictator, even though 
Western media pretend otherwise.3  
The Central Committee of the 
Communist Party has a legal right to 
replace him. More realistically, the 
Party’s leading core could oust him.  
This has happened to other leaders, 
in China and elsewhere.  

Khrushchev was replaced twice.  
The first time, in June 1957, he 
managed to rally the full Central 
Committee to endorse him.  Got 
them to condemn Molotov and the 
others as the ‘Anti-Party Group’.  
But his people on the Central 
Committee were tired of him by 
1964 and removed him again.  
And then had no better idea than 
the Brezhnevite stagnation, which 
led by stages to the system’s final 
collapse.

In China, Mao dominated the 
party for more than three decades, 
till his death in 1976.  Deng 
Xiaoping was dominant by 1982, 
and held unofficial but real power 
till he died in 1997. There was then a 
consensus that both the Top Leader 
and the Number Two should serve 
for just 10 years. Their successors 
would be indicated by the top two in 
elections to the Politburo Standing 
Committee.

Mr Xi himself emerged that way 
2  https://www.ft.com/
content/3a294233-6983-428c-b74b-3cc-
58c713eb8). 
3  https://labouraffairs-
magazine.com/problems-maga-
zine-past-issues/post-liberalism/
chinese-politics-working-well/ 

in 2007.  He came ahead of Li 
Keqiang, believed to have been the 
choice of the then-leader Hu Jintao.  
The pair duly succeeded in 2012, 
and seem to have worked together 
very smoothly.

Everything changed in 2017.  
Rather than designate the next pair 
of successors, it was left open.  There 
were strong suggestions that Xi and 
Li would not be stepping down in 
2022. There is no term limit for 
Party General Secretary.  But every 
leader after Deng has combined the 
job with that of President, the official 
Head of State.  And this previously 
had a two-term limit

It seems that in 2017, there was 
a consensus that the ten-year limit 
left the top leadership too weak to 
carry through vital reforms.  They 
needed time to get control, but after 
five years people might be looking 
to the next leader.

Mr Xi can now get a third term 
at the Party Congress that should 
be held in 2022.  Presumably with 
Li Keqiang still as Number Two.  
But this depends on a vote by the 
200-member Central Committee.  
It is in turn elected by the Party 
Congress, which decides the basics 
of Chinese politics.  

Xi’s continuing power past 2022 
depends on the party feeling he still 
merits it.  If opinion turned against 
him, he would probably save face and 
say he did not feel able to continue.  
That’s how Chinese politics usually 
works. Xi’s future after 2022 was at 
stake when he apparently overrode 
the regional authorities and imposed 
a drastic lockdown.  Something that 
was widely criticised at the time in 
Western Europe and the USA.

The very places that now have the 
bulk of the world’s Covid-19 cases.  
States forced to copy Xi’s measures 
when it became obvious that this 
unusually infectious virus was 
spreading rapidly from an initially 
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tiny number of cases. By any sensible 
view, Xi has once again proved very 
competent.  The pandemic within 
China barely got outside of Hubei.  
A solid lockdown also worked for 
every foreign country that had the 
good sense and modesty to impose it 
quickly.

Mostly East Asia and Australasia.  
There, fresh pandemics were widely 
expected.  They are acutely aware 
that a dangerous mix of fresh meat 
and live or freshly killed animals also 
exists throughout South-East Asia.  
As do bats that can tolerate a vast 
range of unknown viruses. 

With hindsight, the Wuhan and 
Hubei regional governments made 
errors similar to other governments 
all round the world in the weeks and 
months since then.  Slow to accept 
bad news, and inclined to suppress it.

A weakness all too easily worsened 
by the competitive politics and 
unchecked criticism of governments 
that China has been preventing. The 
same Financial Times article I quoted 
earlier also says:

“‘No matter how many 
shortcomings exist in China’s 
administrative system, if there was 
freedom of speech citizens could 
have taken measures to protect 
themselves,’ wrote Mr Ren, who has 
since been detained by the party’s 
discipline inspection commission.” 
This is the official Western consensus 
– but blatantly wrong.  

Citizens freely discussing the 
pandemic on the Internet have blamed 
5G aerials, and attacked workmen 
putting them up.  Demanded a lifting 
of lockdown, when the disease is still 
spreading fast.  Have held public 
protests at which some of them must 
have infected others.  Decided in 
a few cases that it is a government 
conspiracy to take away their 
freedoms.  And hydroxychloroquine, 
pushed by President Trump, 
tragically turns out to raise the death 
rate.4

As at 26th May, the USA is 2nd in 
terms of cases per million.  8th in 
deaths per million.5    Rising rapidly 
on both counts, since the USA was hit 

4  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
health-52799120# 
5  https://information-
isbeautiful.net/visualizations/
covid-19-coronavirus-infographic-datapack/ 

later than Western Europe. A further 
spike in US cases is now likely, as 
they yield to populist demands for an 
over-hasty end to lockdown.  Perhaps 
also in the UK, or at least in England. 
China meantime is seeing the world 
move in its direction.

Hong Kong: 
Its Friends Encourage Suicide
Hong Kong’s ambiguous status 

ended in 1997.  It was handed over 
entirely to China. It was stated 
plainly that Hong Kong would in 
the long run be fully integrated.  But 
there would be a period of transition. 
Hong Kong was trusted to make its 
own laws on the security matters that 
all states enforce.

Attempts by Hong Kong to do this 
have repeatedly been blocked by 
protests.  But after the last round, the 
protestors thought it a good idea to 
carry on with repeated protests.  Now 
the demands were that they be given 
even more scope to make trouble, with 
the police to be punished for doing 
the normal job of police anywhere.  
With a business-dominated electoral 
system to be replaced by one that 
might return a regional government 
with no coherent ideas except making 
life harder for Beijing.

It’s a really stupid idea.  But 
spontaneous popular movements tend 
to sink to the limited understanding 
of the most aggressive protestors. 
And almost always fail.  Only when 
there is a disciplined movement with 
leaders who can make a compromise 
is there any success. Now Beijing 
has lost patience and is passing its 
own law.  Probably leading on to a 
much tougher crackdown.  

And don’t look to International 
Law. It has always been a fiction. The 
West has repeatedly made sure that 
the semblance of International Law 
existing in the United Nations and 
other bodies can never be enforced 
against Western interests.  So the rest 
of the world is no more respectful of 
this empty prattle.  States yield only 
when the empty prattle is backed by 
real power: mostly Western power 
applied selfishly.

When Hong Kong was dumped, 
the UK made sure that nominal 
citizenship of the British Empire 
would not give any right to come to 

Britain.  Only a selected few with 
wealth or skills got such a right. 
But Chris Patten also took pains to 
encourage some of them to think 
that they should carry on a struggle 
against Beijing.  And hope to change 
it over to Western values.

This might have worked, had 
not the West made a complete 
mess of transforming Russia in the 
1990s.  And an even worse mess by 
repeatedly attacking Secular Arab 
Nationalism, despite repeatedly 
seeing it replaced by something 
much more hostile to Western values.

And then had a massive economic 
crash in 2008.  Following by vicious 
austerity for most people and secure 
protection for the rich gamblers who 
had caused the crash. Western values 
as redefined by Thatcher and Reagan 
in the 1980s are simply not working. 
But they seem to have learned 
nothing and forgotten nothing.  And 
never warn the protestors of the 
wisdom of backing down before they 
get hurt worse.

China’s very tough penal system 
could absorb a few hundred thousand 
Hong Kong dissidents, and might 
well do so.  I’ve been continuously 
warning them they could not win, and 
could only get hurt. But everyone else 
has been encouraging them.  Giving 
them the false hope that something 
may be done to help them. Why?

It could be cynical.  Expending 
Hong Kong dissidents has been a 
great boon to anti-Beijing forces 
on Taiwan, and globally. But only 
in Japan, Taiwan and Australia did 
China’s enemies react intelligently 
to the Covid-19 crisis.  The rest of 
them seem to think that ‘Freedom’ 
means that they should be free to do 
what suits them, even when others 
are denied that same freedom.  (Very 
relevant to the current scandal over 
Dominic Cummings and Lockdown.)

New Right Blunderers
Why do our Centre-Right elite 

miss what others find obvious? It 
may be because their whole lives are 
bound up with continuous struggles 
for small gains that can add up to 
massive profit. They see life as all 
about struggle. They don’t bother 
to think long-term or outside of 
conventional ideas.
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There’s a nice analogy with the 
famous ‘Gorillas in our midst’ 
experiment.  A film was shown 
with some ordinary people playing 
basketball – but then a man in a 
gorilla suit wanders among them.  
Obviously everyone noticed, when 
just asked to watch.  But when asked 
to count the passes made by one 
of the teams, they did just that and 
never noticed the gorilla.6

Likewise our competitive elite 
focus on a series of small struggles 
in which they hope to advance 
themselves.  Mostly they miss the rest. 
And have an egoist’s understanding 
of freedom.  There should be no 
limits on what they want to do.  And 
they are not concerned about what 
others are either not allowed to do, 
or lack the cash or leisure to do. So 
they continue business practices that 
are in the long run self-destructive. 
All very unfortunate for anyone who 
trusts them.

We Have Plutocracy, 
Not Capitalism
“Too Big to Fail: The Entire Private 

Sector.
“Large parts of [US] financial 

markets are now being managed by 
the government. Even if they don’t 
like it, investors must acknowledge 
it. A decade ago, the Federal Reserve 
was instrumental in keeping the 
banking system from going bust. This 
time around, the Fed’s actions are far 
more sweeping, and it has essentially 
propped up entire financial markets 
with its bottomless ability to buy 
assets with freshly created money…

“While the Fed says it does not seek 
to keep stock prices up, the market 
has rebounded some 30 percent 
since the institution began its giant 
program to pump trillions of dollars 
into financial markets. It has bought 
billions of dollars’ worth of U.S. 
Treasury bonds and government-
insured mortgage bonds, keeping the 
prices of those bonds up, and pushing 
yields, which move in the opposite 
direction, down.”7

But it looks as if small businesses 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Inattentional_blindness#Invisible_Gorilla_
Test 
7  https://www.nytimes.
com/2020/05/19/business/too-big-to-fail-
wall-street-businesses.html 

will be allowed to fail: I’ve seen 
other articles complaining about this.  
They vote Centre-Right whatever 
is done to them.  So they keep 
getting kicked. I expect they will 
learn nothing as they dwindle into 
increasing insignificance.

WHO Dares Say No
Australia tried to organise an 

inquiry into the origins of Covid-19.  
One that might well blame China. 
Trump pitching in, while also 
accusing WHO of not giving him the 
warnings they had in fact given him 
repeatedly.  Demanding ‘reform’, 
and cutting funding. This weakened 
the case against China. Wrecked it.

“W.H.O. Members Reject Trump’s 
Demands but Agree to Study Its 
Virus Response

“The outcome left the United 
States isolated as officials from 
China, Russia and the European 
Union chided Mr. Trump over his 
heated threats.”8

“President Donald Trump’s 
approach to China is so erratic that 
it is more likely to alarm US allies 
than to unite them. And without 
a unified and coherent western 
response, the chances of modifying 
Chinese behaviour are dramatically 
lowered…

“The broader difficulty is that 
America’s allies fear that the Trump 
administration’s goal is not to 
compel China to follow international 
rules — an aim they would support 
— but to destroy the rules. The allies 
know that the White House has 
pulled the US out of the Paris climate 
accord, the Iran nuclear deal and 
the Trans-Pacific Partnership, and is 
deliberately hobbling both the World 
Trade Organization and the World 
Health Organization. They remember 
that the president has threatened to 
impose tariffs on Germany and Japan 
— and has expressed scepticism 
about Nato and hostility towards the 
EU. They also know that Mr Trump 
is up for re-election in November, 
and suspect his motives in going 
after China now.

“The sad truth is that America’s 
allies in Europe and Asia are also 

8  https://www.nytimes.
com/2020/05/19/us/politics/trump-who-
coronavirus.html 

angered by Beijing’s behaviour. 
They simply do not trust the Trump 
administration’s leadership in 
countering it.”9

Trump has indeed recognised 
what the liberals refuse to see – that 
Globalisation as centred on the US 
had failed.  (Something that many of 
us had been hoping for all along.10)  
And it is now hurting what Trump 
would see as core US values. But 
he messed up on Covid-19, as did 
Boris Johnson.  Experts are now 
saying Trump could have saved 
some 36,000 lives by locking down 
a week earlier.  54,000 if it had been 
two weeks earlier.11

The World Health Organization 
gave him excellent advice from early 
on.  He just didn’t listen.

Snippets
Times Changing?
“Large areas of London are to 

be closed to cars and vans to allow 
people to walk and cycle safely as 
the coronavirus lockdown is eased…

“Experts say it is crucial to 
encourage walking and cycling 
as people return to work because 
physical distancing is impossible 
on crowded transport and a surge in 
car use would cause gridlock and an 
increase in air pollution.”12

But will the old norm ever return?
“Many cities have already 

announced measures to improve 
walking and cycling and support a 
low-carbon, sustainable recovery 
from the coronavirus crisis.”  (Ibid.)

***
China Itself Again?
“China ‘copycat’ buildings: 

Government clamps down on foreign 
imitations…

“A government statement says 
‘plagiarising, imitating, and 
copycatting’ designs is prohibited in 
new public facilities.

“The statement says buildings 
9  https://www.ft.com/content/
b9a063aa-9057-11ea-9207-ace009a12028 
10  https://gwydionmadawc.com/
against-globalisation/degraded-globalisation/ 
11  https://www.nytimes.
com/2020/05/20/us/coronavirus-distancing-
deaths.html 
12  https://www.theguardian.com/uk-
news/2020/may/15/large-areas-of-london-to-
be-made-car-free-as-lockdown-eased 
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‘reveal a city’s culture’ - and that ‘large, foreign, and 
weird’ designs should be limited.

“The guidelines also clamp down on new skyscrapers - 
limiting them, in general, to a maximum of 500 metres.”13

***
New Types of Education?
“Not Everyone Hates Remote Learning. For These 

Students, It’s a Blessing…
“For the vast majority of students, remote learning is a 

poor substitute for being in the classroom…
“But one unexpected silver lining of the shutdown 

has been an improved learning experience for certain 
students, including some who struggle to pay attention 
in class and even some high-achieving self-starters. 
Enough students are benefiting from this crash course in 
remote learning that parents and educators are wondering 
if, when buildings reopen, there are aspects that can be 
continued for these students, as well as lessons that can 
apply to everyone else.

“For some, the avoidance of distractions like disruptive 
classmates, or simply not being in a room filled with other 
children, has been a boon. Others have taken advantage of 
the ability, when offered by their teachers, to work at their 
own pace and take breaks when they want.

“Some students have found it easier to participate in 
remote classes without the social pressures of a physical 
classroom. Introverts who are the last to volunteer an 
answer in class, even when they know it, are now making 
themselves heard.”14

I’ve always felt that education was much too much 
set up to processing ‘one standard Unit of Child’.  Even 
where the intentions are excellent, which they mostly are, 
the right to be different is not much respected.

***
More Home Working?
“Millions of Americans are taking part in an 

unprecedented experiment in working from home. Many 
are happier, more efficient and want to hang onto the 
benefits when the pandemic ends.”15 

And not just work.  I’ve long thought it would be a good 
idea if a jury should be protected from being seen in court.  
With the current crisis, Texas is now trying a jury trial by 
Zoom.

***

Old newsnotes at the magazine website.  I also 
write regular blogs - https://www.quora.com/q/
mrgwydionmwilliams

13  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-china-52585684# 
14  https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/20/nyregion/coronavi-
rus-students-schools.html 
15  https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/05/business/pandemic-
work-from-home-coronavirus.html 

  

CLAPTRAP AROUND A MYSTERY PATIENT

The ceiling reflects child-drawn rainbows,
  quivering like water marks in rows.
From outside the sound of wooden spoons
  on stainless steel pots.
Government-inspired who don’t, for the NHS,
  usually care a lot.
It’s lockdown time so my wife can’t visit me.
  But bed Six has many visitors, I see.
They file in one by one, stay minutes and go.
  It is ex-prime minister after ex-prime-minister
and cabinets past and present looking
  sinister.
So who is this VIP patient?
  My bed is adjacent
to this bed and the curtains have been drawn,
  all I hear is mumbling as they fawn.
Then in comes a be-medalled Colonel Tom
  on his walking frame. Opposite, some old patient
gets the wrong war and talks about the Somme.
  Again, I want to know this patient’s identity.
I ask the African nurse, she won’t say. I would think
 she has no indemnity.
It’s dawn and the curtains have gone back.
  There’s no one there! Gone to the mortuary rack?
Or like an ever present god this patient is everywhere
  at the nation’s need for care? Then I guess
that near-death patient must have been the NHS.
    

Wilson John Haire. 22nd May, 2020.

  

"An amusing incident occurred in November, 
when I went as a courtesy to hear the last lecture 
of this series of his given by the Professor of 
Poetry: Robert Graves…  He introduced me to a 
pleasant young woman who had attended it: well 
but quietly dressed, easy and agreeable, and we 
got on quite well. But Graves started to laugh; 
and he said: 'it is obvious neither of you has 
ever heard of the other before'. Quite true. And I 
had not supposed that the lady would ever have 
heard of me. Her name was Ava Gardner, but it 
still meant nothing, till people more aware of the 
world informed me that she was a film-star of 
some magnitude."

The Letters of J. R. R. Tolkien: Letter 267
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The Covid Sonata
Richard Jones 

Last month I wrote about the 
orchestrated campaign of 
disinformation about China’s 
role in relation to the Covid-19 
epidemic. Here I review some of 
the recent developments. 

Andante 
When what we now know as 

Covid-19 was first recognised as 
a problem in late December 2019, 
all that was known was that there 
were several patients suffering 
from severe pneumonia with 
unfamiliar symptoms. 

The doctors called heroes and 
whistle-blowers for spreading 
rumours knew even less, as they 
were sharing a wrong diagnosis of 
SARS. 

We have come a long way 
since then, even though there is 
probably more unknown than 
known about the disease and the 
virus that causes it. 

Early studies of the epidemic 
found most of the early patients 
worked in or visited the markets 
in Wuhan, the so-called ‘wet 
markets’ of anti-Chinese psy-war. 
This prompted speculation about 
the markets as source for the 
epidemic, though it was unlikely 
as over a quarter of those patients 
had no connection with the 
markets. 

At first it was uncertain whether 
the virus was communicable 
among humans. The first sign of 
this came from families, although 
that could have been due to 
exposure to the same unknown 
animal source. Then medical 
workers acquired the disease 
and it became apparent that they 
were infected by patients. It was 
then thought that the disease 
was human transmissible with 
prolonged close contact. 

Gradually, it became recognised 
that the disease could spread very 

rapidly, that people were infectious 
long before showing symptoms, 
and eventually, that a majority of 
carriers had mild or no symptoms. 
Recently, some experts proposed 
that most carriers do not pass on 
the virus, and that transmission 
is mostly by a small number of 
carriers who infect many people. It 
is also suspected that these super-
spreaders involve transmission 
via aerosols that travel over a 
wide area and remain airborne 
for maybe a couple of hours, 
compared to the larger droplets 
that fall quickly to the ground, 
that are the basis for the familiar 
two metre or six foot distancing 
guidelines. If this is confirmed 
the implications for future public 
health measures are enormous. In 
any case, governments with the 
right priorities will have better 
knowledge with which to contain 
the epidemic with less drastic and 
harmful measures. 

The search for the source of 
the outbreak continues. Neither 
the animal nor the geographical 
location have been determined, 
but the earliest infection in Wuhan 
is probably at least as far back as 
17th November, over a month 
before the outbreak was detected. 
In some countries, examination 
of stored blood samples has been 
confirming the existence of Covid 
patients in November, and weaker 
evidence points to possible 
Covid in the US as far back as 
October. None of this changes the 
probability that the source was in 
Wuhan, or at least its province, 
Hubei. However, it means that 
the virus spread globally before 
the discovery of cases connected 
to the Wuhan markets. So instead 
of doubtful evidence, there is zero 
evidence of the Wuhan markets 
being the origin of the disease. 

There are now many strains of 
the virus, with a great many minor 

variations. Scientists are using the 
distribution of these in time and 
location to build a genetic tree 
of mutations. This apparently 
still points to Hubei as the likely 
region where the virus passed 
from animal to human. 

We keep hearing of progress 
on medical treatments and on 
vaccines, and whether it’s the 
companies or just the media, with 
continual noise implying vaccines 
will be available soon. Trump has 
advanced from expert on bleach 
injections to soothsayer giving 
a timetable for new vaccines, 
perhaps invigorated with his 
perceived success in stealing the 
work of European companies. 
However the reality is that, firstly 
there is plenty of doubt whether 
any of the hundred or more 
vaccines being tested will lead 
to one that is safe and effective, 
and still less certainty about how 
long a successful vaccine would 
last; secondly, the American and 
probably at least some of the 
European companies do not, on 
the whole, operate scientifically. 
They are in a race for windfall 
profits from being first to produce 
a patented vaccine. That means, as 
is normal in pharmaceuticals and 
weapons, secrecy that excludes 
the first principle of science, that 
it is a social activity that advances 
by timely sharing of discoveries 
and hypotheses. 

With widespread agreement 
that Covid-19 will be with us 
indefinitely, and that we may have 
no effective treatments or vaccines 
for a considerable time, there is an 
obvious need for improvements 
in the public health defences. And 
in this area, scientists are also 
gradually gaining understanding 
that may enable a much better 
response to outbreaks than the 
familiar ‘lock-downs’. 

Recall that early in the epidemic 
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when it appeared to be mostly a 
Chinese problem, anti-Chinese 
propaganda focused as usual on 
civil liberties and criticised the 
lock-down as a typical autocratic 
assault on the long-suffering 
citizens, including of course the 
millions who might have died 
without that prompt response. 
Donald Trump’s remarks at 
that stage were more in tune 
with opinion around the world, 
admiring China’s effective 
handling of an emergency. 

East Asian governments took 
heed of the warnings from China 
and took measures that effectively 
prevented disaster on the scale 
that struck Wuhan. Western 
governments, whether through 
bureaucratic inertia, taking their 
own silly propaganda seriously, 
or bad advice, did nothing until 
too late and when they woke up 
to the disastrous consequences, 
ignored constraints such as civil 
liberties, laws, and constitutions, 
and ordered lock-downs, some 
more effective than others, and 
all rather random in what was 
included and what was exempt. 

Scherzo 
At this stage, Trump morphed 

into Bart Simpson, saying 
repeatedly “I didn’t do it” to 
anyone who would listen, and 
declaring not only that China, 
whose response he had admired 
so much, had lied and tricked him, 
but that the WHO had corruptly 
connived in Chinese lies and 
disinformation. 

It’s enormously popular to 
ridicule Trump, especially among 
liberals, which is to say fake, 
totalitarian, liberals. He gives an 
opportunity for mediocre thinkers 
to feel smart by making him look 
stupid. The US forced globalism 
on the world, harming subject 
nations like Australia that like to 
think of themselves as allies, for 
which purpose they have to turn a 
blind eye to the hard, and helping 

China to overtake the US as the 
world’s biggest manufacturer and 
then the biggest economy (though 
commonly ranked second by the 
device of counting in overvalued 
US dollars rather than real 
production). 

When I compare with Bart, that’s 
just the denial of responsibility, 
a routine requirement in the 
warped system of US presidential 
elections. It’s widely agreed 
that this year’s election will be 
decided by China-bashing. The 
Clinton camp, or Biden camp 
to get technical, seem to think 
that they can save their breath 
and their budget, and rely on 
Covid-19 matters to destroy 
Trump’s support. That could be, 
for them, a costly blunder. Trump 
has an almost unassailable lead in 
China-bashing. 

Trump clearly identified how 
globalist policy had led to the 
migration of US manufacturing 
to China, boosting China’s 
stupendous advances and leading 
to decay in the US. He acted 
aggressively on this, with punitive 
tariffs on Chinese imports, and 
secured an agreement with 
massive concessions from China. 
This was concurrent with the 
developing epidemic and highly 
relevant to his initial positive 
remarks about China’s response. 

Given that Trump was widely 
blamed for the appalling 
consequences of US inaction over 
the epidemic, is it possible that 
he tried to kill two birds with one 
stone, secure re-election by means 
of anti-China rhetoric, and use 
that rhetoric to gain support for 
further reverses of globalism? Or 
perhaps a trifecta, getting revenge 
on Tedros for appointing Mugabe 
ambassador? 

Coda 
Trump doesn’t mind high odds, 

especially if he thinks he has 
resources to manipulate outcomes. 
It’s still a hell of a gamble. He 

won no friends by attacking 
the WHO, with only Australia 
backing him and Europe avoiding 
confrontation by sidestepping 
the issue and coming up with 
a resolution that merely tells 
the WHO to do what it already 
does. And blacklisting Chinese 
companies with the same bullying 
tactics against allies, tactics that 
have already harmed Europe, 
under the pretext of punishing 
Russia, is harmful to many 
other countries as well as to US 
companies. Trump may not care 
about the harm but he probably 
will care if it ends up with the US 
isolated instead of China. 

Notes 
An early attack on China’s 

‘authoritarian’ approach by 
the Atlantic contrasts that 
“sledgehammer” with “responding 
to an emerging epidemic requires 
precision closer to brain surgery.” 
https://www.theatlantic.com/
health/archive/2020/01/china-
quarantine-coronavirus/605455/ 

Article in Science on how the 
disease is spread: https://www.
sciencemag.org/news/2020/05/
why-do-some-covid-19-patients-
infect-many-others-whereas-
most-don-t-spread-virus-all 

CNN on genetic analysis: https://
edition.cnn.com/2020/05/05/
health/genetics-coronavirus-
spread-study/index.html 

  

I think, at a child’s birth, if 
a mother could ask a fairy 
godmother to endow it with the 
most useful gift, that gift should 
be curiosity.

Eleanor Roosevelt

I read the newspapers avidly. 
It is my one form of continuous 
fiction

Aneurin Bevan
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Jewish Voice for Labour (JVL) rebuttals destroy credibility of the 
vast majority of Jewish Labour Movement’s (JLM) claims

Allegations of antisemitism mis-state 
facts and draw false conclusions

Leaked report on Labour’s 
Governance and Legal Unit undermines 
JLM allegations

Procedural failings unjustifiably 
attributed to antisemitic bias

Calling for due process and natural 
justice, for accused as well as accusers, 
is not antisemitic

Hiding the names of accusers and 
the evidence they presented while 
publishing the names of those they 
accuse of antisemitism puts the 
reputations and even the personal safety 
of those accused on secret evidence at 
risk.

JVL has produced a detailed 
analysis of over 150 claims made 
by the Jewish Labour Movement in 
their late submission to the Equalities 
and Human Rights Commission in 
support of their charge that the Labour 
Party discriminates against its Jewish 
members when dealing with allegations 
of antisemitism. The executive summary 
of the analysis has been made available 
to the public

Co-chair of JVL, Jenny Manson 
said: “We have had the benefit of 
expert opinion in producing this 
thorough review of the claims made 
in the JLM’s closing submissions to 
the EHRC in December 2019. We find 
overwhelmingly that it fails to establish 
its case that Labour ‘is no longer a safe 
space for Jewish people or for those 
who stand up against antisemitism’.”

In its “Supplementary Submission to 
the EHRC in response to the Closing 
Submissions on Behalf of the Jewish 
Labour Movement”, JVL presents its 
conclusions based on JLM’s evidence 
“insofar as this is possible, given the 
often sketchy or over-generalised 
nature of it.” JVL’s investigators were 
nonetheless able to explore scores of 
JLM’s complaints in detail, finding 
totally inaccurate narratives in many 
cases including high-profile, widely 
publicised ones. 

The oft-repeated story of antisemitic 
abuse directed at Luciana Berger by 
pro-Corbyn Labour Party members, and 
the case of expelled Black activist Marc 
Wadsworth, are two such examples 
where the evidence presented by JLM 
is “just plain wrong”.  Details of the 
rebuttals of these two claims are in the 
Notes to Editors below, along with JVL’s 
refutation of the charge against Jeremy 

Corbyn concerning a meeting with 
Holocaust survivor Hayo Meyer. Just 
one of the many of the claims against 
Corbyn rebutted in the JVL submission.

The claims relating to staff procedures 
lack inherent credibility and now, 
they are further undermined by the 
explosive revelations in the recently 
leaked, and widely available, internal 
Labour Party report on the workings 
of the Governance and Legal Unit 
responsible for processing complaints. 
Many of JLM’s allegations concern 
party members who accused the GLU of 
deliberately manipulating disciplinary 
procedures to undermine Jeremy 
Corbyn. The leaked document gives 
ample evidence that this was indeed the 
case. Furthermore, whereas JLM alleges 
that Corbyn presided over procedural 
failings caused by antisemitic bias, 
we now know that – to the contrary – 
hostile senior staff deliberately sidelined 
serious complaints of antisemitism 
in order to discredit the elected party 
leader.

Underpinning the JVL submission is 
an understanding of the flawed definition 
of antisemitism (the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance non-
legally binding working definition, plus 
11 examples) deployed by the JLM to 
justify a substantial proportion of its 
allegations.

Mike Cushman said: “Time after 
time the dossier moves from remarks 
about a specific Jew or group of Jews 
to claiming this refers to all Jews. An 
individual Jew may be accused of some 
sort of undesirable behaviour, just as any 
individual may be. It is only antisemitic 
if there is a pattern of selecting individual 
Jews for this behaviour and overlooking 
it in the case of non-Jews or if there is a 
suggestion that the behaviour is in some 
way reflective of their Jewishness.”

The decision of the JLM to release its 
document in a partially redacted form 
gives rise to great concern. The names 
of those giving evidence are redacted 
and their identity is not disclosed. In 
contrast the names of those against 
whom allegations are made are public. 
Their reputations, and indeed their 
safety, are jeopardised and the reader 
is unable to evaluate whether they 
have been fairly accused or not; those 
accused cannot effectively rebut 
undisclosed evidence and their chance 
of mounting an effective defence is 
seriously undermined.

Many of the claims depend upon the 

false assertion that defending someone 
accused of antisemitism is the same as 
denying the existence of antisemitism

Overall the JVL submission 
demonstrates that the JLM’s evidence 
depends so heavily on the selective 
use of prejudiced gossip, distortion, 
double standards and presumption of 
guilt without investigation as to render 
it largely worthless.

Three examples of the rebuttals 
contained in the JVL submission:

1. Ruth Smeeth 
and Marc Wadsworth
JLM Claim
Paragraph 20.2: After Ruth Smeeth 

MP was forced to walk out of the 
launch of the Chakrabarti Inquiry 
Report following harassment by Marc 
Wadsworth (for which he was eventually 
expelled from the Party, some two years 
later), she was the subject of over 25,000 
antisemitic posts and messages. These 
included being called a “yid c***”, a 
‘‘CIA/ MI5/Mossad informant” and a 
“f***ing traitor”.

JVL response
Ruth Smeeth was not “forced out” 

of the Chakrabarti report launch. This 
can be evidenced by the video of the 
event which showed that Smeeth left 
of her own accord. A witness sitting 
close by heard one of Smeeth’s contacts 
stating “that’s antisemitic” when Mark 
Wadsworth referred to the fact that she 
was exchanging notes with the Daily 
Telegraph correspondent. Wadsworth 
subsequently stated that he had not 
known that Smeeth was Jewish and 
that what had disturbed him was the 
Press attempts to ignore his statements 
that the Chakrabarti report should have 
addressed racism more widely.

Dr Alan Maddison, a professional 
statistician, raised questions about 
Ruth Smeeth’s claims. These may be 
summarised as follows.

Ms Smeeth claimed that she had 
received over 25,000 abusive tweets. 
This volume of online abuse was not 
picked up by three surveys that were 
undertaken at the time: one by the 
Community Security Trust, one by 
Salford University and one by Amnesty, 
all finding nothing like the volume of 
messages that she had reported.

From the Salford study for example;
In one of these prospective surveys, 

by Liam Mcloughlin and Stephen Ward 
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of Salford University, on-line abuse was 
tracked for 573 MPs, for over 10 weeks 
from 14th November 2016 to 28th 
January 2017. Their results showed that 
MPs received a total of 4,761 abusive 
tweets and that of the top 50, Corbyn 
and his supporting MPs had received 
more abuse than Labour MPs who had 
opposed him. In addition, those MPs 
who did not appear in the list of the 
top 50, including Smeeth, would have 
therefore received less than 50 abusive 
tweets over the whole 10 week period.

With regard to the volume of 
messages Ms. Smeeth claims to have 
received, a Sheffield University study 
of abusive tweets in 2016 found that the 
highest number were directed at Jeremy 
Corbyn himself. In addition, no data 
appears to have been produced to show 
how many of these messages emanated 
from Labour Party members.

More information
Alan Maddison (2018) Searching for 

the truth about on-line abuse allegations 
Jewish Voice for Labour 01.03.2018 
(updated 08.04.2019)

Liam McLoughlin and Stephen 
Ward, Turds, Traitors and Tossers: The 
abuse of UK MPs via twitter, European 
Consortium of Political Research Joint 
Sessions, University of Nottingham, 
Nottingham April 25 - 29 2017

Andy McSmith (2016) Labour activist 
who berated MP Ruth Smeeth says he 
did not know she was Jewish and denies 
Momentum links, The Independent 
30.06.2016

University of Sheffield (2017) 
University of Sheffield research shows 
MP Twitter abuse doubled after terror 
attacks, 25.07.2017

JVL (2018), David Rosenberg on the 
Wadsworth show trial, Jewish Voice for 
Labour 20.04.2018

2. Luciana Berger
JLM Claim
Paragraph 20.4: The campaign of 

online abuse against Luciana Berger 
MP was persistent and aggressive, until 
she was finally hounded out of the Party 
earlier this year. Examples of the abuse 
include caricatures of her with a hooked 
nose, sometimes featuring Stars of 
David soaked in blood and accompanied 
by various extreme terms of abuse. In 
September 2018, the broadcaster LBC 
received from anonymous sources an 
internal Party dossier detailing cases 
involving messages posted on social 
media, which included a threat to Ms 
Berger’s safety, and other messages 
including: “We shall rid the Jews who are 

a cancer on all of us”. The Party had not 
even informed Ms Berger of the threat 
to her safety. Such was the severity of 
the abuse, that several individuals were 
successfully prosecuted for hate crimes.

JVL response
Jeremy Corbyn chose Luciana Berger 

to be the first ever Shadow Cabinet 
Member for Mental Health, highlighting 
the importance he attached to the 
issue and the confidence that he had 
in Ms. Berger, then MP for Liverpool 
Wavertree. In 2016, Berger was one 
of the first to resign from the shadow 
cabinet, helping to trigger a second 
leadership ballot in which she backed 
Corbyn’s opponent

There is no doubt that Berger has 
been subject to abuse and threats of an 
antisemitic nature, some of it serious, 
emanating from the far right. (see also 
response to paragraph 36.6 below) In 
2014, for instance, a member of a neo-
Nazi group, National Action, was jailed 
for sending Berger an antisemitic tweet. 
This generated a wave of hateful attacks 
on her. She and JLM have persistently 
portrayed her as a victim of antisemitism 
from the left within the party but there 
is no evidence of this (see below). There 
has been much political criticism of her 
opposition to Corbyn, but she has not 
made public any convincing evidence 
of antisemitic attacks from within the 
party. The local LP member whose name 
was most publicised to his distress and 
detriment, Professor Scott-Samuel, is 
Jewish and was the Chair of the CLP for 
much of the period (see also response to 
paragraph 133 below).

JLM alleges that the party failed 
to inform her of threats contained in 
dossiers of evidence it had received. 
The dossiers JLM refers to which 
were leaked to LBC and handed to the 
Metropolitan Police, have resulted in 
only one individual being charged with 
an offence, and it is not clear whether 
this person was a Labour Party member. 
There are in fact three people who have 
actually gone to prison after being 
convicted of race hate crimes against 
Berger, not one of whom is connected 
with Labour but who are instead Far 
Right activists. They are Garron Helm 
(who received a four-week sentence in 
October 2014), Joshua Bonehill-Paine 
(two years in January 2016) and John 
Nimmo (two years and three months 
in February 2017). It seems that only 
one LP member from Liverpool was 
convicted.  He is on record for saying 
that he sincerely regretted saying such 
things to LB while he had too much 
to drink. He was charged with a minor 
public order offence.

Locally in Wavertree CLP it was 
acknowledged that Luciana Berger 
did get antisemitic abuse on social 
media and she received a message of 
sympathy from the CLP to this effect. 
The CLP indeed gave Berger every 
opportunity to attend meetings and 
engage in discussion. However, she 
never engaged with the executive, 
and it appears that this was because 
the majority of members supported 
the leader of the Labour Party, Jeremy 
Corbyn. None, however, would tolerate, 
let alone excuse abuse of any kind.

More information
Bob Pitt (2019) Has the Labour left 

subjected Luciana Berger to hatespeak 
and death threats?, Medium, 20.03.2019

3. Corbyn meeting 
with Hayo Mayer
JLM Claim 
Paragraph 25.5: In August 2018, Mr 

Corbyn was again forced to apologise 
after it was revealed that he attended an 
event in 2010 on Holocaust Memorial 
Day entitled “Auschwitz to Gaza: Never 
Again for Anyone”, during which Israel 
was compared to the Nazis

JVL response
The main speaker at this event was 

Hayo Mayer, a Dutch Holocaust survivor 
who made this parallel between Israeli 
actions and Nazi conduct from the 
depth of his experience under the Nazis, 
including 10 months in Auschwitz. The 
lesson that Mayer learned from this 
experience was that nothing like this 
must ever happen again, not only to 
Jewish people, but to anyone. As such 
he felt compelled to speak out against 
the treatment of Palestinians, ostensibly 
being carried out in his name and some 
aspects of which recalled his treatment 
by the Nazis.

Various other senior Labour figures 
including Louise Ellman were present 
at the meeting which is strange given 
this statement by her to the Times in 
2018: “I am exceedingly disturbed to 
hear that now there is evidence that 
Jeremy [Corbyn] was actually at a 
meeting where these sorts of views were 
expressed”.

It is perplexing that Mr Corbyn’s 
attendance (along with other senior 
Labour figures) at a presentation by a 
Jewish Holocaust survivor should be 
reckoned evidence of antisemitism.
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Jewish Voice for Labour Supplementary Submission to the EHRC 
in response to the closing submissions on behalf of the Jewish 

Labour Movement, 20 April 2020
JVL Executive summary
Note: This document was in final 

stages of preparation when the 
internal Labour Party report on the 
GLU was leaked. We have not been 
able at this late stage to incorporate 
the content of that report into this 
response except in a few instances. 
Accordingly, we reserve the right 
to submit a supplemental report 
when we have time to compare 
the content of that report with the 
claims in the JLM submission. On a 
preliminary reading of that 850 page 
document it is our strong impression 
that the report on the GLU 
substantially challenges many of 
the JLM’s claims especially, but not 
exclusively, in Part B ‘Whether the 
Party has responded to complaints 
of unlawful acts in a lawful, efficient 
and effective manner’.

In its belated closing submissions 
to the EHRC in December 2019 the 
JLM produced a massive dossier of 
evidence alleging that the “Labour 
Party is no longer a safe space for 
Jewish people or for those who stand 
up against antisemitism”.

In this document we assess the 
evidence submitted insofar as this 
is possible, given the often sketchy 
or over-generalised nature of it, 
and find overwhelmingly that it 
does not establish its case. We have 
responded to over 150 claims made 
in the dossier. Many paragraphs 
make generalised assertions that we 
do not accept but there is insufficient 
detail given for us to be able respond 
meaningfully; other paragraphs 
are based on redacted supporting 
statements that again it is impossible 
for us to respond to.   While some 
claims in the dossier are valid, our 
failure to respond to an item should 
not be taken as an indication that 
we accept the claim made. Some 
of it relates to interpretations of 
the law, or to internal matters in 
the Labour Party about which we 
have no privileged knowledge. We 
leave those questions to the relevant 
experts to respond to. But a large 
swathe of the dossier contributes to 

the construction of the Labour Party 
as a dangerous place for Jews, quite 
contrary to our experience. In our 
response we deconstruct it and, in 
the process, have observed a variety 
of faults in the dossier which we 
summarise here.

Much of it is simply rumour 
and gossip, or unsubstantiated 
allegations. Where we have been 
able to investigate these, we find 
remarkably little support for what 
is alleged to have taken place. It is 
sometimes demonstrably wrong.

Much of it is interpretation of 
the IHRA working definition of 
Antisemitism or of how Labour 
party processes did or did not work. 
We express reasoned disagreements 
on many of the conclusions which 
the JLM submission chose to draw, 
in particular its repeated eagerness 
to interpret failings (or alleged 
failings) relating to incidents with no 
obvious connection to antisemitism, 
to antisemitic intent or antisemitic 
institutional bias.

Before looking at specific points 
in the JLM dossier we make a 
number of general comments which 
are common to problems with the 
submission as a whole. In some 
cases, we link to specific responses 
in our submission which illustrate 
the general points we are making 
here.

Questioning the reality of particular 
accusations of antisemitism, or 
the extent of antisemitism in the 
Labour Party or on the left is not 
evidence of playing down of the 
significance of antisemitism nor, 
worse, of antisemitism denial. On 
the contrary, it is essential to do 
so to understand the real extent 
and nature of any antisemitism 
there may be in the Party in order 
to deal appropriately with it. The 
JLM submission is pervaded by 
the belief that to question particular 
allegations of antisemitism is to be 
denying the reality of the problem. 
It is an attitude also reflected in the 
leaked Labour Party Review of the 
Governance and Legal Unit and it 

needs to be challenged.
Equally, we affirm that the 

evidence simply does not sustain 
the view that the Party is rife with 
antisemitism. We have published 
extensive analyses of this topic. (See 
in particular Smoke Without Fire: 
The Myth of a ‘Labour Antisemitism 
Crisis’ and Journalists, check your 
evidence on antisemitism!)

As we say above, we regard 
knowing the extent and nature of 
the problem as essential for drawing 
up any coherent strategy for dealing 
with it. The dossier, on the contrary, 
regards any such search for evidence 
as denial of the problem.

There is an assumption that if 
anyone believes an individual 
has been unjustly accused of 
antisemitism, or simply deserves a 
proper hearing without being judged 
in advance by the media, or even 
that someone might be guilty of 
antisemitism but still deserves the 
right to a fair trial; this is evidence 
of being a secret antisemitic 
sympathiser. It appears as a form 
of guilt by association at numerous 
points in the JLM submission. It is 
not acceptable.

Time after time the dossier moves 
from remarks about a specific 
Jew or group of Jews or Jewish 
organisation(s) to claiming this 
refers to all Jews. An individual 
Jew may be accused of some sort 
of undesirable behaviour, just as 
any individual may be. It is only 
antisemitic if there is a pattern of 
selecting individual Jews for this 
behaviour and overlooking it in 
the case of non-Jews; if there is 
an inference that the behaviour 
is in some way reflective of their 
Jewishness; if the allegation is 
applied only to Jews and not to 
other individuals guilty of this form 
of behaviour. Defending someone 
accused of antisemitism is not the 
same as denying the existence of 
antisemitism.

A whole series of cases and 
examples have become ‘common-
sense go-to’ examples, illustrations 
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of situations where antisemitism is 
simply assumed – Riverside CLP, for 
example, and the Marc Wadsworth 
case. Or assumptions are made that 
those calling out antisemitism are 
then victimised for so doing: Luciana 
Berger being a prime example. 
We show the absurd distortions 
and construction of cases for the 
prosecution without any credible 
evidence involved in a number of 
such cases.

The submission abounds with 
references to labour’s disciplinary 
processes and the unfairness of 
them. We ourselves have made 
many criticisms of these processes 
and judge them in the light of the 
Chakrabarti recommendations 
and general principles of natural 
justice, due process, transparency, 
proportionality and more; we still 
have grave misgivings about the 
reformed procedures currently in 
use.

But unlike the points made in the 
submission, which stress only the 
injustice to complainants of delay 
and lack of information, we believe 
the injustice extends to all, including 
the accused. We still believe in the 
presumption of innocence, the right 
to know one’s accusers, the right to 
a hearing with proper representation 
and more. Calling for these is not 
calling for antisemites or any other 
offenders to be let off the hook. 

The stress of being suspended and 
being asked to construct the case 
for the prosecution by inquisitorial 
questioning without understanding 
what you are supposed to be guilty 
of, or knowing who has accused 
you, or being suspended from the 
Party world in which many people 
so accused have given their lives 
– sometimes for months or years 
at a time – has no role in dealing 
with racism of any kind that we can 
understand.

The decision of the JLM to release 
the document in this form gives 
rise to great concern. The names of 
those giving evidence are redacted 
and their identity is not disclosed. In 
contrast the names of those against 
whom allegations are made are 
public. Their reputations, and indeed 
their safety, are jeopardised but the 
reader is unable to evaluate whether 
they have been fairly accused or not; 

those accused cannot effectively 
rebut undisclosed evidence and their 
chance of mounting an effective 
defence is seriously undermined. We 
do not question the right of the JLM 
to communicate with the EHRC but 
we assume the document submitted to 
the Commission is not redacted. We 
can only assume that a separate effort 
was put into preparing a redacted 
version precisely so that it could be 
“made available” at some point. Its 
effect of poisoning the well of public 
opinion when it was “leaked” in the 
run-up to the General Election and to 
bias opinion against the Labour Party 
undermines the JLM’s continuing 
right to be a Labour Party affiliate.

There is an assumption in the 
dossier that only punishment such 
as expulsion is appropriate for the 
offences alleged. Although the 
JLM complains about having been 
excluded from antisemitism training 
it also complains that education and 
training are used as ways of dealing 
with incidents of antisemitism. It 
takes this as a sign that antisemitism 
is not being dealt with seriously, that 
there is institutional bias against 
dealing with antisemites. We can see 
no grounds for this interpretation 
and indeed believe education to be a 
crucial element in building an anti-
racist policy, which incorporates 
effective opposition to antisemitism, 
within the Labour Party.

Connected with this is a failure 
to be willing to accept apologies, to 
recognise that people can shift and 
change. Apart from the single case of 
Naz Shah – where the JLM accepted 
her apology in the past – we cannot 
find a single other example of where 
someone’s apology for what they 
did or said in the past is taken as 
evidence of any change whatsoever. 
It’s never good enough. It is our view 
that racism is endemic in our society 
and racist tropes of all kinds abound 
without making people irredeemable 
racists, that most people are 
redeemable.

Huge cultural shifts have 
undoubtedly taken place within 
British society in this regard since the 
fifties and sixties; huge changes still 
need to take place. Here discussion, 
education, debate are crucial levers 
in these longer-term changes which 
cannot be accomplished by a 

simple zero-tolerance-expel-them-
all approach. They are never given 
credence in this dossier.

Nowhere is this more important 
than in connection with the Israel/
Palestine question and the way in 
which issues of antisemitism have 
been intertwined with it. It is our 
concern that the JLM dossier confuses 
rather than clarifies these issues, 
determined criticism of Israel and its 
actions being taken as a presumption 
of a lurking antisemitism. The 
IHRA definition, and particularly 
its examples, has exacerbated this 
problem and its existence has in 
certain circumstances created “a 
climate of fear”, in the words of 
its US drafter Kenneth Stern who 
rejects its use as a disciplinary tool 
and code. 

A number of the allegations in 
the dossier are old and time-worn, 
particularly those against Jeremy 
Corbyn personally: the Mear One 
mural; ‘irony’; support for Paul 
Eisen; for holocaust survivor Hayo 
Meyer; wreath laying and a number 
more –. We, and many others, have 
shown that often the accusation is 
simply wrong or so wrenched out of 
context that it is utterly misleading; 
we have also stressed the occasions 
on which Corbyn accepted that he 
had been mistaken and apologised 
(for example over Mear One). In our 
view there is not a single accusation 
of personal antisemitism on Mr 
Corbyn’s part that can reasonably 
be made to stand up. This dossier 
simply assumes they are true, without 
reference to evidence.

Different standards are applied 
to different cases. Ian Austin and 
Margaret Hodge appear as the 
innocent victims of party processes 
which when applied to others are 
deemed perfectly appropriate. Austin 
and Hodge’s Jewish backgrounds 
are deemed relevant whereas Hayo 
Mayer’s as a Jewish holocaust 
survivor, or Moshe Machover, Glyn 
seeker, Jo Bird and others’ Jewish 
background are deemed irrelevant.

Hayo Mayer’s as a Jewish holocaust 
survivor, or Moshe Machover, Glyn 
seeker, Jo Bird and others’ Jewish 
background are deemed irrelevant. 
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Is this why the EHRC dropped the investigation into Tory Islamophobia?
The following article by Koser Saeed 

appeared in SPOTLIGHT on 13 May.
Today we learn that the Equality and 

Human Rights Commission (EHRC) 
has decided to drop its investigation into 
Tory Islamophobia because the Tories 
have told them they’re doing their own 
“independent” investigation.

In an attempt to understand the 
thought process behind such a decision, 
given that the EHRC didn’t consider 
dropping their investigation into 
alleged anti-Semitism in the Labour 
Party, despite the fact that the Labour 
Party undertook their own extensive 
investigation, Spotlight have taken a 
look into the EHRC and the background 
of some of the people involved in the 
decision making process.

PROFILE: Equality and Human 
Rights Commission, David Isaac & 
Rebecca Hilsenrath:

Although the EHRC is a non-
departmental public body (NDPB), it is 
government funded.

In April 2016, the Guardian reported 
that the then Tory Minister for Women 
& Equalities, Nicky Morgan, was under 
fire for appointing David Isaac, a wealthy 
city lawyer whose firm works for the 
government, as chair of the Equality 
and Human Rights Commission. Harriet 
Harman, chair of parliament’s joint 
committee on human rights said at the 
time that this was a serious conflict 
of interest because “the EHRC often 
took cases against the government” 
and Isaac’s firm often represented the 
government, This even including work 
for the DWP. Concerns were ignored 
and Isaac was appointed chair.

In December 2016, Harriet Harman 
wrote directly to David Isaac, the 
new chair of the EHRC and raised her 
concerns over the fact G4S had been 
awarded the contract for the Equality 
Advisory Support Service (EASS) and 
that they had taken over the management 
of the EASS Helpline. She noted that 
she was also aware that the EHRC 
had a representative on the helplines 
management board so she knew they 
were involved in the supervision of 
the service. She goes on to say that 
she’s had complaints about the quality 
of service by G4S employees and that 
there was evidence of a loss of trust in 
the service. Interestingly, she adds near 
the end of her letter that she had also 
been made aware that there may have 
been something untoward about the way 
the government procured the service in 
the first place.

In May 2016, the Jewish Chronicle 
boasted that the Chairman of the EHRC, 
David Isaac and the Chief Executive 
of the EHRC, Rebecca Hilsenrath, 
represented “a strong Jewish presence at 
the top of Britain’s equality watchdog”.  
Perhaps this explains their eagerness 
to investigate allegations of anti-
Semitism and their apparent disinterest 
in investigating Islamophobia or other 
forms of prejudice and inequality.

David Isaac, an Oxbridge graduate, 
supports a Tory think tank and pressure 
group called ‘Bright Blue’

Isaac is a partner at, as well as the 
Global Sector Head for, Advanced 
Manufacturing & Technology at 
Pinsent Masons, an international 
law firm specializing in the energy, 
infrastructure, financial services, real 
estate and advanced manufacturing and 
technology sectors. Pinsent Masons 
are ranked in the top 100 law firms in 
the world by turnover (Revenue: 432.1 
million GBP for 2016–2017) and they 
are government lawyers.

In May 2016, award winning journalist 
David Hencke wrote… “the EHRC is 
becoming part of the new nasty Britain. 
It will issue fine words but do nothing 
practical about the plight of people 
because it won’t have the staff to do it. 
It is all part of turning the country into a 
place where the wealthy feel comfortable 
and the rest have to scavenge to survive. 
The only added twist is that the well 
paid people at the top of this pyramid 
at the EHRC are being paid out of 
ordinary people’s taxes.”. Hencke had 
learnt that David Isaac had made the 
decision to sack 30 of the lowest paid 
workers at the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission, a “racist and cruel” 
act in Hencke’s eyes as most of the 
employees were black and/or disabled. 
Hencke similarly expressed concerns 
about Rebecca Hilsenrath, who he 
said was also a highly paid executive 
(on £105,000 a year). Incidentally, 
Hencke also noted another interesting 
fact in his article when he pointed 
out that, although Hilsenrath was on 
£105,000 a year, this was still £30,000 
a year less than her male predecessor. 
It won't escape anyone’s attention that 
this is the ‘Equality and Human Rights 
Commission’ we’re talking about.

Rebecca Hilsenrath, a Cambridge 
Law graduate, was Legal Adviser to 
the Treasury Solicitor’s Department 
from April 2001 and August 2008 
(During the Blair/Brown years). The 
Treasury Solicitor’s Department was 
“the non-ministerial government 

department that provided legal services 
to the majority of central government 
departments and often represented 
government departments and other 
publicly funded bodies in England and 
Wales.” Does look as though conflict 
of interest doesn’t even factor into the 
government’s decision making process 
when appointing senior exec.

On a weird note, on the 19th April 
2019, the Sun newspaper reported that 
the EHRC payroll figures showed that 
they paid white staff, on average, £1,000 
more than ethnic minority employees 
and that women were also paid 
significantly less than men, giving the 
example that “Male BME employees 
typically earn £43,273 to female BME 
staff’s £40,510”. I realise this is the 
Sun newspaper I’m referencing here 
so I do have some reservations as to 
how credible the data is but, if it’s not 
true then they’ve gone to some extent 
to fabricate the story by giving such 
precise figures instead of just vague 
percentages.

Finally, another interesting fact is that 
on the 16th May 2019 (shortly before the 
EHRC announced a probe into Labour’s 
alleged Anti-Semitism problem), Sarah 
Sackman, the Vice-chair of the Jewish 
Labour Movement was appointed to the 
EHRC’s panel of lawyers.

Knowing everything we now know 
about the EHRC and their senior staff, 
I think it’s fair to say that their decision 
to drop the investigation into Tory party 
Islamophobia was predictable, to say 
the least.

Addendum. Writing in the Jewish 
Chronicle (JC) on 15 May about 
Labour’s internal report, journalist Lee 
Harpin claimed that a (unnamed) legal 
source told the JC that “The report is 
so flawed it has little evidential value, 
although the creation of the report 
itself is suggestive of the endemic 
problem.” (Labour Affairs emphasis).

In other words, the unnamed legal 
source believes Labour’s internal report 
proves that the party is antisemitic. Lee 
Harpin further wrote that the report 
“could be incorporated into the EHRC’s 
own investigation into the crisis, the JC 
understands.”

If the above is true, the EHRC is 
determined to show that Labour is an 
antisemitic party. Guilty as charged, 
before the evidence is thoroughly 
investigated. This is not an independent 
inquiry. It’s a show trial. Labour should 
dismiss it as such.
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Talking About My Boomer Generation
By Gwydion M. Williams

In 2015, there wasn’t a huge gap 
between how the young and old voted.  
Under 30 they voted 36% Labour to 
32% Tory.  25% and 45% for 60 and 
older.  But between those two extremes, 
not much difference.

In 2017, the difference was extreme.  
Labour had a clear majority among 
people under 50.  More than 60% 
of the votes of those under 30.  But 
among the Baby Boomer generation, 
my generation, people born between 
1946 and 1964, support for Tories 
and rejection of Labour became 
much stronger.1 And I’d suppose it 
was likewise for the War Babies, 
born between 1939 and 1945, who 
were slightly older within the Youth 
Rebellion of the 1960s and were often 
its leaders.

Much the same held in 2019.  
Maybe a slight shift to Tories, because 
the discontented who might vote 
Labour also knew that Brexit would 
be further delayed unless the Tories 
won decisively.  And as I showed 
in a previous article, in England it 
was mostly people failing to vote for 
Labour.  The Tory vote increasing little 
despite the lack of a serious alternative 
Brexit candidate in most of the seats 
the Tories held.2

A curiously similar situation exists in 
the USA.  The young mostly preferred 
Sanders and new politics to Biden 
and another round of failed Clinton / 
Obama politics.  But antagonism to 
Trump scared enough voters to make it 
almost certain that the weakling Biden 
will face Trump.

These clear but under-reported facts 
have not convinced most of the pundits.  
These often don’t bother to look at what 
the young are doing, except when they 
are either criminals or else consumers 
of cultural products sold to them by 
their seniors

Labour needs to think otherwise.  And 
might usefully commission YouGov 
or some other respected agency to get 
hard data on just these facts.  Show the 
voting and other relevant attitudes of 
Baby Boomers, War Babies, and the 
various named generations since then.
1  h t t p s : / / w w w . q u o r a .
c o m / q / m r g w y d i o n m w i l l i a m s /
Will-British-Labour-Now-Reject-the-Young 
2 
 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/edito-
rials-from-labour-affairs/the-brexit-defeat/
labours-vote-held-up-in-the-2019-defeat/ 

Baby Boomers who opted for 
Thatcherism are now offended by the 
modern world they helped create.  My 
generation: and I remember well that a 
majority of them were only interested 
in radicalism when it served their 
selfish interests.  

They were greedy then.  And as they 
aged, most have got worse.

Rebels against The System even 
when they became The System.  It 
does not make for good government, as 
the current Covus-19 crisis is vividly 
showing.

It was a cultural liberation.  But 
a liberation that also weakened or 
destroyed the security and welfare of 
the less fortunate.

People born since the 1960s may 
not have heard of a pop group called 
The Who – though that generation as a 
whole were highly creative, and their 
influence lingers.

Songs from The Who were catchy, but 
even at the time I had a low opinion of 
them.  Saw them as silly little whiners.  
Much worse than most of the whining 
selfish majority of a generation whose 
commitment to others was weak.

Even The Beatles, far more positive 
than most, broke with tradition in 
simply ignoring requests for free 
charity work that previous musical 
successes had respected.

Later bands were much more 
negative.  The Who were the worst case 
known to me.

And the 1965 hit song My Generation 
is the one that most offends me now.

At the time, my late mother got very 
offended by the line ‘Why don’t you 
all fade away’.  Young people with no 
gratitude for the older generation who 
had made an excellent world for them.  
A world better than any generation had 
inherited before them.

And in many ways better than what 
generations after the Baby Boomers 
would get.  When they got older and 
more prosperous, a majority of Baby 
Boomers began seeing the taxes 
that had funded their comfortable 
upbringing as an intolerable burden.  
And twisted logic was used to deny the 
obvious fact that Social Welfare had 
been a grand success.

This was helped by most of the 
left whinging about what was still 
imperfect.  Not admitting how much 

good had been done.  
Good done by people who were 

neither Trotskyists nor Anarchists nor 
post-Stalin pro-Moscow Communists. 
Positive socialist successes, bad-
mouthed by people with few positive 
achievements.  People whose rise 
coincides remarkably with the decline 
of socialist prestige and power.

I never forgot my mother’s words.  
This and other things she said come 
out as quite as relevant as the published 
work of my father Raymond Williams.  
Who indeed would almost certainly 
not have become the productive and 
successful man he was without my 
mother’s support.  Indeed, in the 
Forward to Culture and Society, 
he says she was “virtually the joint 
author”.  It is a pity he did not make 
her such: she was always hesitant about 
asserting herself.  I’d suppose that in 
today’s changed world, even much less 
deserving wives or other partners do 
get listed.

And re-checking details of My 
Generation, I learn that the song was 
sparked at a minor exercise of authority 
by the Queen Mother.  She allegedly 
had a Who member’s 1935 Packard 
hearse towed off a street in Belgravia 
because she was offended by the sight 
of it. 3

Whatever her faults, the widowed 
wife of George 6th did show real 
concern for those less fortunate than 
herself.  Something the new wave of 
pop stars seldom bothered with.  And 
though a film called The King’s Speech 
may bend history a little, I think the full 
picture would be even better.

Reading and checking the full lyrics 
of My Generation, I was struck by a 
line I had forgotten: ‘I hope I die before 
I get old’.4  Not something they or their 
kind stuck to when they really did get 
old.  Keith Moon killed himself with 
drugs and alcohol in 1978: one of a 
string of premature deaths within a self-
indulgent self-destructive culture.  But 
the others lasted into the 21st century, 
with two of them still alive.5

3  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
My_Generation 
4  https://www.azlyrics.com/lyrics/
who/mygeneration.html 
5  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
List_of_the_Who_band_members 
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Reactions of a Reactionary: Elizabeth Bowen on the 1945 Labour Victory 
Manus O’Riordan

Love’s Civil War is the title of 
the 2009 book. edited by Victoria 
Glendinning, of diary entries and 
letters exchanged between the Anglo-
Irish writer and wartime British spy 
Elizabeth Bowen, and Charles Ritchie, 
who had become her lover in 1942 
when wartime Private Secretary to 
the Canadian High Commissioner in 
London, at the same time as she also 
maintained her marriage with Alan 
Cameron. 

Elizabeth Bowen had been born 
in Dublin in 1899, but raised and 
educated in England, while holidaying 
in Bowen’s Court, her family’s Anglo-
Irish ‘Big House’ in North Cork. But 
she would also spend more time in 
wartime neutral Ireland for a specific 
purpose. As Hermione Lee put it in her 
1981 biography: “Bowen’s war years, 
some of the most intense and exciting 
of her life, were spent in London and 
Ireland... Her affair (with Ritchie) 
continued throughout the war... They 
spent a great deal of time together in 
London... But Bowen also travelled 
regularly to Ireland. This was possible 
for her in wartime because of her 
offer in 1940 to work for the (UK) 
Ministry of Information. Like Stella 
Rodney in (her novel) The Heat of 
the Day (1949), she became involved 
in ‘secret, exacting, not unimportant 
work’. What she called her ‘Activities’ 
(EB’s own capital ‘A’) allowed her to 
get to Ireland during the war.” 

Or, as Victoria Glendinning put it 
in her 1977 biography: “She was only 
able to get to Bowen’s Court at all 
during the war ... because of what she 
called her Activities. She had written 
to the Ministry of Information to ask if 
she could be of any help with regard to 
Ireland: briefed by Harold Nicholson, 
she made her first ‘intelligence 
mission’ that July... Lord Cranbourne 
passed on Elizabeth’s findings to 
Churchill.” 

Elizabeth Bowen: ‘Notes on Eire’ 
- Espionage Reports to Winston 
Churchill 1940-2, with accompanying 
introductions and essays by Jack 
Lane and Brendan Clifford, is a 
fascinating book published by the 
Aubane Historical Society - http://
aubanehistoricalsociety.org/ - which 
was to see three ever-expanding 
editions between 1999 and 2009. 

This article is concerned with 

Elizabeth Bowen’s reaction to “Red 
England”, the name she would give 
her country in 1945, in the wake of 
the Labour Party’s General Election 
victory which, quite literally, was to 
make her physically sick - a “country 
run by Jews and Welshman” as she 
would put it, such as the Jewish MP 
Manny Shinwell, the new Minister for 
Fuel and Power who would nationalise 
coal mining, and the Welsh MP Nye 
Bevan, the new Minister for Health 
who would establish the NHS. 

With Ritchie back in Canada by 
war’s end, Bowen had written to him 
from London on VE Day (Victory in 
Europe Day), May 8, 1945: “On a 
monster scale it was like an experience 
in love. Everything, physically - 
beginning and ending with the smell 
of sweat, so strong and so everywhere 
that it travelled all through this house 
by the open windows - was against 
exultation and yet it happened.” [The 
previous night] “I switched off the 
wireless and said to Alan, ‘Well, the 
war’s over’, and he said, ‘Yes I know’, 
and we went into the dining-room and 
sat on the window-sill for about an 
hour, quite unable to rally ... I furious 
because I hadn’t got any flags...” 

[They walked to Westminster 
Abbey.] “Almost everyone wore a 
curious limpidity of expression, like 
newborn babies or souls just after 
death. Dazed but curiously dignified. 
As you know, I do in general loathe 
Demos. I don’t think anyone has 
less warm feelings or fewer illusions 
than I have. But after a ‘crise’ (which 
happened quite early on) of hysterical 
revulsion and tiredness, I passed 
beyond and became entered by a rather 
sublime feeling.” 

While Bowen happened to have 
been born in Dublin, she would never, 
of course, have stooped to express 
herself in Dublinese, where ‘demos’ is 
the term used as shorthand for protest 
demonstrations. As Glendinning 
helpfully explained in a footnote, 
Bowen used the Greek word ‘Demos’ 
to denote what she regarded as 
“common people en masse”. She did, 
of course, have her inherited Anglo-
Irish retreat in Bowen’s Court, County 
Cork. As Glendinning related in her 
1977 biography, when the Protestant 
Republican artist Jack Yeats met her 
in 1947, he observed of Bowen: “The 

English who settled in Cork remained 
English. They liked it because it 
seemed like a part of England. She was 
afraid I’d expect her to buy a picture.” 

On June 26, Bowen reported to 
Ritchie on the imminent British 
General Election, due to take place 
on July 5, 1945: “Alan says he is 
going to vote Labour because the 
Labour candidate is a woman. (His 
1912 feminism.) I ask him whether 
he wants this country run by Jews 
and Welshmen?” On July 29, Bowen 
wrote to Ritchie of her response to that 
stunning Labour Party victory at the 
polls: 

“I must say the results were a terrific 
psychic shock to me: for the first few 
hours (in fact while I was writing to 
you) I felt sick, and shortly afterwards 
was. I don’t think I minded the 
Socialist walkover: it was the complete 
collapse and ignominy of the people 
who represent the ideas I support that 
got me down... Personally, selfishly, I 
am feeling what a terrific advantage it 
is to be Anglo-Irish. I mean, to belong 
to a class, that potted at by the Irish 
and sold out by the British, has made 
an art of maintaining its position in 
vacuo... What has happened may 
of course make a class of Anglo-
English. But I feel, don’t you, that 
they would rot. People can’t just be 
passengers without going to pieces... 
If there is any aspect of Red England 
you are particularly interested in, do 
ask me, and I’ll employ my well-
known faculties for espionage. (The 
emphases are mine - MO’R). I have 
woken up from my melancholia, to 
a degree, at any rate; and am feeling 
more ginned up and observant. Ought 
you not to come over and observe the 
changed face of England for yourself? 
Nobody could give Ottawa a more 
valuable report than you.” 

She moved house to Bowen’s Court 
and wrote on August 24: 

“I have been feeling desperately 
aggressive and disaffected... I can’t 
dis-obsess myself from the feeling 
that democracy has celebrated its 
victory by being had for a mutt in 
a big way. The smug blah being 
talked in England, inside and outside 
Parliament, was beginning to make 
me quite ill. I know that at least 20% 
of these people (Left-wing people and 
the new Labour government- VG) 
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are All Right - I mean that they have 
principles etc that one may not share 
but can admire... But the few good 
ones have this awful entourage of the 
sissy, the half-baked, the manques 
(underlined by EB; “manqués” 
meaning “failures”), the people with 
the chips on their shoulder, the people 
who’ve never made any grade and are 
convinced that it must be the grade’s 
fault.” 

“VJ Day (Victory in Japan Day - 15 
Aug 1945 - VG) meant nothing. You 
know how I felt about VE Day. But 
that sort of thing can’t happen twice. 
The days were listless and a flop, 
the nights orgiastic and unpleasant. 
(Violent anti-Yank demonstrations in 
Piccadilly, etc: a lot of fights all over 
the West End and people beaten up.) ... 
I don’t think anybody (underlined by 
EB) felt much - I mean about VJ Day. 
Feeling was exhausted. And there 
was a majority guilt-feeling (wrong, 
I think) about the atomic bomb. 
(The nuclear bomb was dropped on 
Hiroshima on 6 August 1945, and on 
Nagasaki on 9 August - VG).” 

“So you see it was high time to be 
here. I stare at the outside of this house 
and think my ancestors didn’t care a 
damn about English politics, and how 
right they were. This country, come 
back to, seems very amiable and good 
and sweet (in the sense one speaks 
of air being sweet)... In fact the Irish 
are the only people I have met so far 
who really are getting 100% kick out 
of world peace. They also remark 
with justifiable smugness that they 
always knew this war would end up in 
Bolshevism, and they are gladder than 
ever they kept out of it.” 

Whatever about her ancestors, and 
notwithstanding her own protestations 
to the contrary, the problem for Bowen 
herself was that she cared very much 
indeed about English politics, and 
was horrified that what she regarded 
as something akin to Bolshevism had 
won out in England itself. And that is 
why she had taken refuge in Bowen’s 
Court, away from such an outcome. 
Three years later, on May 13, 1948, 
she would write: 

“There is, for the first time, a slight 
whisky shortage over here. The Duke 
of Westminster is said to have sent out, 
during his months here, and bought 
up practically all the whisky in these 
southern counties... I hope we shall not 
have too (underlined by EB) many of 
these rich refugees from red England 

- I have always liked, in this country, 
rambling along in one’s own shabby 
and seedy way; and I should hate the 
whole place to go Kenya-type smart.” 

Yet again, Glendinning helpfully 
explained: “With the Labour Party 
in government, some wealthy and 
right-wing English people moved to 
Ireland, fearful of high taxation and 
the march of democracy, and seeing 
Ireland as providing fine country 
houses, plentiful domestic help, and 
a ‘traditional’ way of life. This was 
known as the ‘flight from Moscow’ 
(my emphasis - MO’R)... Kenya was, 
notoriously, another playground for 
the rich English.” 

But back again to 1945, when 
Bowen had written on November 18 
of that year: 

“I found the enclosed extraordinary 
letter from Shaya (the Oxford don and 
political philosopher, Sir Isaiah Berlin 
- MO’R). I suppose that - in view of his 
‘burn this, burn this, destroy this’ - I 
ought not to be sending it on... Though 
one never forgets that Shaya is a Jew, 
I suppose I had rather forgotten that 
Shaya is a Russian Jew ... I shall very 
much like to know what you think of 
this letter. I suppose you had either 
burn it; or better, keep it locked up and 
give it back to me some day... There 
certainly would be a breach if he knew 
that I’d sent it on... I also feel guilty 
because his whole letter is inspired by 
a misapprehension - I know I never 
said, in any way that ‘Pravda’ could 
have got hold of, that I wanted more 
Russian works to be translated...” 

“With the beginning of the hunting, 
Co Cork has woken up from its long 
summer sleep. Houses (Anglo-Irish 
houses - MO’R) that were empty are 
being opened, and men just out of the 
(British - MO’R) army are rushing 
about doing things about their horses. 
It’s like a scene out of ‘War and Peace’ - 
they might really be coming back after 
the Napoleonic wars - pretty women 
in 1938 evening dresses sitting round 
them in groups in lamplit drawing-
rooms, hanging on their words. It’s 
been like that in your (underlined by 
EB) country, I hope and expect. And, 
of course, both the Anglo-Irish and 
the Canadians have the distinction 
of being voluntary fighters, with the 
old gallant surround. Certainly, they 
are both luckier, now, than the young 
men coming back to England - to tired 
women, long tales of civilian suffering 
and, in so many cases, no homes at all. 

It’s desperate (underlined by EB) for 
the English. I’m beginning - anyhow at 
this safe distance - to have a renewed, 
emergency, 1940 fondness for them.” 

Bowen had made her “Flight from 
Moscow” in 1945 because, as she 
wrote to Ritchie, she regarded a British 
Labour Party victory in the General 
Election as resulting in a “country 
run by Jews and Welshmen”. Bowen 
remained in exile for thirteen years, 
until she sold Bowen’s Court and 
returned to London in 1958. Under 
Harold Macmillan’s Tory Government, 
he could tell Britons: “You’ve never 
had it so good!” And Bowen agreed. 
Bolshevism had been held at bay. 
On August 1, 1959, she enthused to 
Ritchie: “Charles, I can’t tell you how 
lovely (underlined by EB) London 
is looking. It’s completely knocked 
me flat - I’ve fallen in love with it all 
over again!” And again, on August 16: 
“It’s being pleasant to be in England 
now, it’s v good policy, I realized. It 
was time I ‘showed’, and I’m awfully 
touched by the tremendous welcome 
back everybody has given me... I 
like this new, rather flashy, robber-
baronish, up-and-coming England, 
and feel well able for it. I think really 
I had become panicked by the decay 
and depression and dishevelment of 
those immediately post-war years in 
London: my one idea was to barricade 
myself into Bowen’s Court as far as 
possible from the hideous scene. But 
now the scene has changed, or is at 
least very rapidly changing.” 

Bowen had come home to her 
beloved England. In a 1999 update to 
her biography, Hermione Lee wrote of 
Elizabeth Bowen’s meeting with her 
cousin Hubert Butler, shortly before 
her 1973 death, and of Butler’s 1976 
account thereof: “When I last met 
her in County Kilkenny, just before 
her own death, she spoke of Ireland 
with such bitterness that I have tried 
to persuade myself that it was her last 
illness that was speaking and not her 
utter disillusionment.” “I hate Ireland” 
had the exact language of Bowen’s 
vehement farewell. 
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The Past Will Come Back To Haunt You.
Dick Barry

Bridget Phillipson has been the 
Labour MP for Houghton and 
Sunderland South since 2010. 
She serves as Chief Secretary to 
the Treasury in Keir Starmer’s 
shadow cabinet. Appearing on 
BBC’s Question Time on 14 May 
she said the following about the 
government’s handling of the 
Covid-19 crisis: “The decisions 
that have been taken over the last 
decade have left us ill-prepared 
for this”. But the ill-preparation 
she referred to includes not only 
the neglect of social care and the 
public sector generally. It also 
includes the attacks on welfare 
that have had a serious impact on 
the mental and physical health 
of millions of working class 
households. This has left many 
of them easy prey to Covid-19, as 
shown by the high number deaths 
in those areas of the country with 
the highest rates of deprivation 
and poverty.

Phillipson was right to draw 
attention to the appalling impact 
of the Tories austerity programme. 
But it’s a pity that, in 2015, she, and 
many of her Labour colleagues, 
failed to grasp the opportunity 
to oppose the Tories proposed 
reform of the welfare system. On 
20 July 2015 the Tories moved the 
Second Reading of the Welfare 
Reform and Work Bill. The aim 
of the Bill was to “reduce the 
household benefit cap, to freeze 
the rate of many working-age 
benefits, to reduce social rents in 
England and for other changes to 
the benefits system”. Financially, 
it would mean cuts of £12 billion 
in the welfare bill. It was moved 
by Iain Duncan Smith and was 
the forerunner of his disastrous 
Universal Credit system of 
welfare payments.

The Second Reading was carried 
by 308 votes to 124. Harriet 
Harman, acting Labour leader at 
the time, urged her parliamentary 

colleagues to abstain rather than 
vote against the Bill. Supported 
by the Scottish National Party and 
other minor parties, 48 Labour 
Members voted against the Bill. 
The Labour rebels included 
current shadow cabinet members, 
Louise Haigh, David Lammy, 
Rebecca Long-Bailey, Andy 
McDonald, and Jo Stevens. The 
214 MPs who abstained (‘absent’ 
in Hansard speak) included 184 
Labour members. Of these 14 are 
current members of the shadow 
cabinet, including Bridget 
Phillipson and Keir Starmer.

The Bill was a golden opportunity 
for Labour to put its money where 
its mouth was and defend the 
welfare state. But there was a 
widespread belief that welfare 
payments were too generous, 
which encouraged people to stay 
at home rather than seek work. So 
Labour, afraid of being accused of 
taking the side of “benefit cheats” 
and “scroungers”, against ‘hard-
working families’, backed down. 
Harriet Harman acknowledged 
this when she said that the party 
needed to send a message to the 
electorate that it was listening to 
concerns over welfare payments. 
Concerns based on innuendo and 
misinformation. 

Labour moved what it believed 
was a reasoned amendment in 
the name of Harriet Harman. 
The amendment, which simply 
raised concerns about some 
of the Bill’s proposals, was 
defeated by 308 votes to 208. 
In his opening remarks on the 
Second Reading, Labour’s John 
McDonnell said: “I want to make 
this clear: I would swim through 
vomit to vote against the Bill.” 
And concluded with: “ I say to 
Labour members that people out 
there do not understand reasoned 
amendments; they want to know 
whether we voted for or against 
the Bill.” 

The Tories attacked Labour for 
its amendment and ridiculed it for 
its abstention. Andy Burnham, 
Labour’s Health Spokesman, (now 
Mayor of Greater Manchester), 
later admitted that the party had 
“messed up”.” Hopefully, Starmer 
and his team will have learned 
this lesson from July 2015: that 
Labour should stand up for the 
welfare state, take the fight to the 
Tories and not cave in when the 
going gets rough. 

  
I must remind the right honourable gentleman that a monologue is not a 

decision.                     Clement Atlee on Winston Churchill

I love those who yearn for the impossible.     Johann Wolfgang von Goethe

I have spent many years of my life in opposition and I rather like the role.
                  Eleanor Roosevelt

I have as much authority as the Pope, I just don’t have as many people who 
believe it.              George Carlin

I do not, like the Fundamentalists, believe that creation stopped six thousand 
years ago after a week of hard work. Creation is going on all the time. 

George Bernard Shaw
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Labour Friends of Israel
with regard to Covid-19. I am 
sure the Minister agrees that that 
highlights how wrong it is for a 
new Israeli Government to pursue 
a policy of illegal annexation 
of large parts of the west bank. 
What are the Government doing 
to mobilise international opinion 
against that annexation?”

Cleverly replied: “The UK 
Government have expressed, both 
publicly and to the Government 
of Israel, our concerns about 
reports of annexation, which 
we have consistently said we 
oppose and could be detrimental 
to the chances of the peaceful, 
sustainable two-state solution 
that we should all be working 
towards.” Not the  straight answer 
that David was hoping for. And 
similar to the line adopted by LFI, 
that Israel’s actions make a two-
state solution more difficult to 
achieve. It’s what is known as a 
cop out.

Note: Harpin refers to Wayne 
David as a former member of 
Labour Friends of Israel. But 
according to Wikipedia, as of 
March 2020, David was still a 
member of LFI. However, he may 
have renounced his membership 
upon his appointment as Shadow 
Middle East minister on 9 April 
2020.

Labour Against 
Antisemitism

Dick Barry
On 26 May, David Evans was 

appointed Labour’s new General 
Secretary. The same day the BBC 
news reported: “Labour Against 
Antisemitism spokesman Euan 
Phillips, praised the appointment 
for being ouside the ‘hard left’,” 
but he said Mr Evans “now has 
a huge job to tackle institutional 
anti-Jewish racism in the party. 
Actions not words will be the 
measurement of his success.”

The use of the term ‘institutional’ 
clearly suggests that Euan 
Phillips and his group believe 
that ‘anti-Jewish racism’ has been 
deliberately organised within the 
party. Labour’s internal report 
on antisemitism includes some 
examples of antisemitism by 
party members. And most of these 
have been expelled or disciplined. 
But the majority of allegations of 
antisemitism/anti-Jewish racism 
involve non-party members. And 
individuals falsely claiming to be 
party members. Social media is 
a useful tool for racists to spread 
their message.

A statement from Labour 
Against Antisemitism on 19 
May says that it has provided 
evidence to the Board of Deputies 
of British Jews (BoD) of ant-
Jewish racism within the party, 
and has submitted it to Keir 
Stamer’s office. Presumably the 
individuals are named and have 
been informed of the steps taken 
by Labour Against Antisemitism. 
The statement also says that “In 
the meantime we will continue 
to support the BoD and their ten 
pledges, and look forward to 
the publication of the findings 
of the EHRC investigation into 
institutional racism in the Labour 
Party.” One wonders why.

On 19 May, Labour Friends of 
Israel, LFI, tweeted, “Israel plans 
to let nearly 82,000 Palestinian 
workers return to Israeli 
construction sites, which would 
provide a boost to both economies 
struggling with the coronavirus 
outbreak.” Clearly, LFI believe 
this to be a magnanimous gesture 
by Israel and proof that it has 
only good intentions towards the 
Palestinians.

The day before, 18 May, 
the Guardian reported that a 
Netanyahu-Gantz deal (Israel’s 
joint leaders), drawn up by the 
United States, “gives Israel full 
military control over Palestinians, 
much of their land, all of Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements.” The 
report also stated that Netanyahu 
said that he would extend Israeli 
sovereignty over settlements in 
the occupied West Bank, calling 
it “another glorious chapter in 
the history of Zionism.” I have 
searched in vain for an LFI 
comment on this.

On 15 May, Lee Harpin, writing 
in the Jewish Chronicle, reported 
that Wayne David, Labour’s 
Shadow Middle East minister, 
criticised the government for its 
passivity over the proposed Israeli 
annexation in the West Bank. 
David said “Britain must not be a 
passive observer, and Labour will 
continue to push the government 
to meet our international and 
moral obligation.” According to 
Harpin, David also called for the 
Tories to “ban goods from the 
illegal settlements in the West 
Bank”, although he admitted that 
“the issue of labelling remains to 
be resolved”.

The specific reference to Wayne 
David concerns the following 
question from David to James 
Cleverly, Minister for the Middle 
East and North Africa, on 11 
May: “As has been said, there 
is encouraging co-operation 
between Israelis and Palestinians 

for four terms, and while there was 
voted the most popular mayor in Italy. 

Italy is waiting for the outcome of 
EU negotiations about whether the 
country will be assisted by a grant or 
loans as post-Covid support. Beppe 
Sala in Milan is proud to have reduced 
the deficit in his city during his tenure, 
unlike the country. Italy’s pre-Covid 
budget deficit was enormous and the 
future additional stresses will cause 
not only financial problems but also 
civil and political instability. There is 
no gold at the end of all those hopeful 
rainbows. 
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

ITALY TRIES TO MOVE ON
In the last week of May the Italian 

and UK press shared many of the 
same preoccupations. La Repubblica 
even had a brief on-line article about 
“The Rasputin of Downing Street”. 
The possibility of a Covid second 
wave is causing concern at a national 
and regional level.  Additionally 
some regional administrative 
(including regional presidents) and 
mayoral elections are due to be held 
this autumn. The dates are yet to be 
confirmed.

Opinion polls show Prime Minister 
Giuseppe Conte as the most popular 
national leader, even though his 
ratings slipped in the last three weeks 
of May. Matteo Salvini the leader 
of Lega is hoping to arrest his own 
more protracted decline in popularity 
by embarking on a country-wide 
tour, in rabble-rousing mode. La 
Repubblica’s 27 May headline 
recorded a welcome boost for him: 
“A lifeboat for Salvini”. At issue was 
a possible court case which followed 
his 2019 three week blocking of the 
landing of the Spanish boat “Open 
Arms” full of migrants. The decision 
on whether to proceed with the case 
rested on a parliamentary vote on 26 
May. The result was more indicative of 
behind-scene political machinations, 
as right-wing Salvini was supported 
by centre-left Matteo Renzi and two 
dissident M5S MPs. They swung the 
vote in his favour.

In the elections to come there are 
some significant, interesting and 
some successful political figures at 
the forefront of the regional political 
scene. 

Luca Zaia, the Lega President 
of Veneto, imposed what has come 
to be known as the “Veneto model” 
of highly successful testing and 
tracking during the Covid crisis. 
This resulted in a very low sickness 
rate. The Italian press quoted a 
eulogising Financial Times (FT) 
article from Miles Johnson, their 
Rome correspondent, who sees Zaia 
as being an internationally“ rising 
star of Venice”. Apparently he is now 
nicknamed: “The Doge”. A recent La 

Repubblica interview concluded with 
the question of whether he was a rival 
for the leadership of the Lega .The 
response was a rather sharp “No”.

And yet Zaia and his consistent 
management is highly respected 
by the Region’s important business 
community. He is standing for re-
election in 2020. The Italian press 
quoted the FT’s highlighting of 
Matteo Salvini’s odd behaviour as 
a comparison with serious Zaia. 
Miles Johnson used the well-known 
example of Salvini ringing the 
doorbell of a North African family 
with the accusation that they were 
drug dealers. One example not 
mentioned in the FT was the way 
that Salvini waves a crucifix while 
canvassing. The Pope has objected 
strongly to this. It is significant that 
his fellow right-wing party leader 
Fratelli d’Italia (FdI) Giorgia Meloni 
now has higher and increasing 
popularity ratings than Salvini. 

Beppe Sala The non-aligned centre-
left, Mayor of Milan is considering 
standing again, next year, in 2021. 
Successful politically, he has a clear 
vision for his city and like Zaia, he 
managed the Covid crisis with skill. 
The surrounding Lombardia Region 
had the highest Covid incidence 
in Italy. He used a La Repubblica 
interview to outline his plans for the 
city. Paramount is his commitment to 
convince the Milanese to transform 
their environment. He cited Paris and 
Barcelona with their cycling areas and 
lanes. He also mentioned “car free” 
London and the congestion charge. 
In another initiative architect Stefano 
Boeri designed two tall neighbouring 
sustainable apartment blocks, covered 
in vegetation that encourages wild 
life. Bosci Verticali – vertical forests. 
(https://www.stefanoboeriarchitetti.
net/en/project/vertical-forest) 

In addition Milan has its own 
integrated renewable energy and 
waste management service: A2A. This 
is part-owned with the city of Brescia 
and has 12,000 employees. 

Virginia Raggi & Chiara 
Appendino The M5S mayors of: 
respectively, Rome and Turin. Both 

posts will be open for election 
in 2020. Raggi’s mayoralty has 
been dominated by problems with 
rubbish. M5S put their hopes into the 
elections of these two young female 
mayors. They envisaged that their 
successes would finally confirm the 
moral strength and purpose of their 
movement. 

Raggi started badly with the 
appointment to her cabinet’s 
environmental post of someone with 
Mafia connections. The question of 
whether or not Raggi knew became 
an issue. The large waste management 
plant that partly served Rome had 
previously closed partly because 
of Mafia influence and the highly 
hazardous mismanagement of waste. 
Rome was in the position of having 
to send waste not only around Italy 
but abroad. In the last year, for many 
complex reasons, rubbish has piled up 
in the streets and lack of maintenance 
to the Metro system have caused some 
long-term station closures. Her term 
of office has not been characterised 
by firm leadership. Matteo Salvini is 
desperate to field a mayoral candidate 
in Rome to fix what he sees as a mess. 
It is a poisoned chalice.

Apparently Raggi is ineligible to 
stand for office again because of the 
movement’s two-mandate only rule. 
She is willing to re-candidate and 
has recently been endorsed by Luigi 
Di Maio, the ex-M5S leader. Clearly 
clarity is needed. 

Turin’s Chiara Appendino has 
been criticised for an increasingly 
autocratic management style, and it is 
not known whether she will be able or 
willing to stand again.

Vincenzo De Luca, President 
of Campania (ex-communist, 
Partito Democratico, centre left) 
is a colourful figure who will be 
standing again in 2020. He is noted 
for controversial statements and his 
authoritarian style. His nicknames 
serve as apt descriptors: Pol Pot, The 
Archduke, The Sheriff, clearly a firm 
leader. He was also mayor of Salerno 


