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Budget Battle Lines 
The next UK budget is on 3rd March.  We don’t 

know what position Sunak will take on the hugely 
increased fiscal deficit.  Will he return to austerity 
policies quickly or defer for a year?  Certainly the 
Labour Party response to Sunak’s budget will be 
an opportunity to clearly separate Labour from the 
Conservatives.  

There have been two important speeches by 
Anneliese Dodds on 13th January and Keir Starmer 
on 18th February.  They are important in the sense 
that they have attempted to clarify the Labour Party 
economic position.  

In an interview on the Today program on 18th Feb 
it was put to Dodds that, what she and Starmer were 
saying could have been lifted from the 2019 Corbyn 
manifesto which had led to Labour’s largest loss 
of seats and therefore why should she expect these 
ideas to now be welcomed by voters.  Unfortunately 
Dodds is not able to give an honest answer to such an 
observation.  She cannot respond that the seats were 
lost because of Labour’s refusal to accept the Brexit 
referendum result and not because its economic 
policies were too left wing.  It is very damaging that 
Labour ties itself up in a false narrative about the 
2019 election.

Dodds’ speech was considerably more detailed 
than Starmer’s speech which came across more as an 
attempt to raise his profile in the party and country 
than as a serious attempt to set out policy.  Dodds 
had several main points in her analysis.  Perhaps her 
most important point is that vast fiscal intervention is 
needed to get capitalist economies out of economic 
recessions whether these recessions are caused 
by debt crises as with the Global Financial Crisis 
(GFC) of 2008 or medical crises as in the current 
Coronavirus pandemic.  

Fiscal policy deals with government expenditure 

and taxation.  So fiscal intervention means that the 
government is changing its expenditure and/or its 
taxation.  Dodds calls clearly for a huge increase in 
government spending.  This is to be welcomed.  An 
alternative to fiscal intervention to bring economies 
out of recession would be monetary intervention.  
Monetary intervention involves governments, 
via the central bank, keeping interest rates low so 
that people and businesses will be encouraged to 
borrow to finance consumption and investment thus 
increasing demand.  Comparing monetary and fiscal 
intervention Dodds says: 

“Independent central banks cannot do 
everything on their own… Over-relying on 
monetary policy levers for economic growth – as 
the UK has arguably done for the past decade 
– can lead to undesirable outcomes....Instead, 
a truly responsible macroeconomic framework 
requires independent monetary policy to go 
hand in hand with a much more strategic use of 
fiscal policy.”

Dodds’ recognizes that monetary policy has been 
disastrously ineffective and demands vastly increased 
fiscal intervention, which is to be welcomed.  
Starmer echoes Dodds but in a more general way, 
talking about the need for a bigger role for the state.  
However, the context in which Dodds makes this 
demand is very questionable and will undermine her 
ability to defend that demand.  We consider three 
elements of this context below - independence of the 
central bank, low interest rates and recommendations 
from IMF, OECD and IFS.

Independence of the Bank of England
Dodds prefaces her correct call for increased fiscal 

intervention with a discussion of the role of the Bank 
of England (BoE) in the economy:
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“Central bank independence 
… is essential for the tough, 
transparent and coherent 
macroeconomic policy 
framework that is necessary 
for a resilient economy.”

This is a quite false narrative.  
The UK central bank, the BoE, is 
not independent.  HM Treasury is 
the sole shareholder of the Bank of 
England following nationalisation 
in 1946 and retains a public interest 
control over anything it does.  
Gordon Brown’s Bank of England 
Act 1998 suggested that monetary 
policy would be determined 
independently by the bank.  But 
since the Treasury has complete 
control of the membership of 
the Monetary Policy Committee 
which determines monetary policy 
that independence is illusionary.  
Dodds develops her fiction about 
the independence of the BoE even 
further:

“The Bank’s quantitative 
easing measures – on a 
scale that has seen asset 
holdings double in the last 
year, and its balance sheet 
set to represent half the stock 
of the UK’s total outstanding 
debt – are, clearly, within 
its mandate, and consistent 
with the Bank’s symmetrical 
inflation target. Andrew Bailey, 
the Governor has made clear 
that “[a]t no point [did the 
Bank believe its] job was just 
to finance whatever debts 
the government issues”. That 
clear division in responsibilities 
must continue. As Chancellor, I 
would ensure it would.”

It is remarkable that Dodds 
quotes with apparent approval 
this quite inaccurate statement 
by Andrew Bailey.  It is exactly 
the job of the BoE to finance 
whatever debts the government 
issues which have been approved 
by Parliament.  By law it has to 
do so.  As Neil Wilson et al make 

clear in their detailed account of 
the UK Exchequer:

“Once Parliament has authorised 
Supply there is no mechanism 
within the UK monetary system to 
stop that spending happening. The 
Bank has no power to refuse and 
there is no legal mechanism by 
which a balance has to be checked 
for available funds. The Bank 
accommodates the expenditure 
by balance sheet expansion … 
Parliament effectively legislates 
money into existence.”  An 
Accounting Model of the UK 
Exchequer, Andrew Berkeley, 
Richard Tye & Neil Wilson p116.

Low interest rates
Dodds places her call for 

increased government expenditure 
in the context of low interest rates.

“For now, financial markets 
have priced in low rates for the 
long term. For as long as that is 
the case, government must make 
use of benign circumstances 
to avoid choking off recovery 
via premature and politically-
motivated fiscal tightening….  
But it would be an irresponsible 
economic policymaker who 
planned on the assumption that 
low interest rates will continue 
indefinitely.”

The clear implication of Dodds’ 
statement is that economic 
recovery, via fiscal expansion, is 
dependent on financial markets 
and low interest rates.  If interest 
rates were not low then the 
government would not be able 
to engage in fiscal expansion and 
the economy would, no doubt 
regrettably, remain in recession.

For Dodds, low interest rates are 
important because she believes 
the government can only finance 
its expenditure from revenues 
raised either in taxation or by 
borrowing from the private sector.  
In effect the economics of the UK 
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government are the same as the 
economics of a household.

This is an erroneous 
understanding.  As we saw above, 
once Parliament has approved 
government expenditures the BoE 
simply marks up the accounts of 
those from whom products and 
services are being purchased.

The government does also 
issue bonds via the Debt 
Management Office broadly equal 
to the amount by which state 
expenditure exceeds tax revenues.  
This should be seen as a perk to 
the wealth owning section of the 
private sector since it allows them 
to convert non-interest earning 
cash into interest-earning riskless 
government bonds.  The BoE 
will expand its balance sheet to 
buy any bonds not wanted by the 
private sector.  They are a tool 
for managing interbank lending.  
It is absolutely not the case that 
the government is dependent on 
bond sales to the private sector to 
finance its expenditures.  

In Starmer’s big speech he 
shows the same false belief that 
the borrowing from the private 
sector is necessary to finance 
government expenditure when 
announcing his British Recovery 
Bond.  

“If I were Prime Minister, I 
would introduce a new British 
Recovery Bond.  This could 
raise billions to invest in 

local communities, jobs and 
businesses.  It could help 
build the infrastructure of the 
future – investing in science, 
skills, technology and British 
manufacturing.  It would also 
provide security for savers.  
And give millions of people a 
proper stake in Britain’s future.  
This is bold, it’s innovative.  And 
it’s an example of the active, 
empowering government I 
believe is needed if we’re to 
build a more secure economy.”

It’s neither bold nor innovative.  
The money to finance government 
expenditure is legislated into 
existence by Parliament.  Private 
sector borrowing is not required, 
although it might be very popular 
with those who have savings.  It 
would give them a riskless asset 
with a positive rate of interest.  

IMF, OECD, IFS
Dodds and Starmer partly justify 

their call for fiscal expansion by 
pointing out that the IMF, OECD, 
IFS are saying similar things about 
the need for increased government 
expenditure.  They should instead 
have made the point that these 
institutions have a very poor 
track record in economic policy 
recommendations.  Dodds uses 
their recommendations to suggest 
that problems about repaying 
national debt can be deferred for 
20-30 years.  Starmer is much 

more conservative and suggests 
that problems of national debt can 
be deferred and resolved in the 
medium term.

Of course they should have 
simply said there is no problem 
with national debt.  Britain is 
a currency creating state and 
will finance expenditure with an 
expansion of the balance sheet of 
the BoE.

The budget
The budget is on 3rd March.  It is 

unclear what position Sunak will 
take on the national debt.  But 
it should not matter to Starmer, 
Dodds and the Labour Party.  

They should present a clear 
Labour party position that Labour 
is the party of full employment, 
that the statistics that matter to a 
Labour government will be the 
level of unemployment and the 
level of inflation and not the size 
of the fiscal deficit. There is plenty 
to be done to make this happen 
and Labour should be pointing 
out how urgent it is to set plans in 
motion. At present there is far too 
little evidence that Labour, at least 
at the national level, is thinking 
about this. Labour Affairs has, 
over the past few months, been 
giving some indication of how the 
government’s own money should 
be spent to eliminate the scourge 
of unemployment.
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What am I going to do next: part 3?
Youth Unemployment and the White Paper on Skills for Jobs

By Dave Gardner
I’m interrupting the plan I had 

for this series of articles on youth 
unemployment to look at the just-
published White Paper ‘Skills 
for Jobs: Lifelong learning for 
Opportunity and Growth’,1 which 
is both topical and highly relevant 
to the argument that I have been 
developing. 

The first point is that Labour 
should be worried. There is plenty 
that is wrong with this White 
Paper (see below) but there is 
also evidence of careful thinking 
about what has gone wrong with 
VET and employment policy 
in the past under both Labour 
and Conservative governments. 
Thinking about employment and 
VET policy is something that 
has been conspicuously lacking 
in Labour policymaking for 
some time now and if the Tories 
get this even half right, given 
the low expectations that the 
working class electorate have of 
any government, they will have 
gained a significant advantage. 

So what do they appear to have 
got right in this White Paper? 
First, the government understands 
that vocational education needs 
to be integrated with economic 
development. Second, they can 
see that there needs to be more co-
operation between providers than 
currently exists and that there also 
needs to be room for both local 
initiative and national direction. 
They also recognise the need to 
put Colleges of Further Education 
at the centre of provision and 
to weed out ‘cowboy’ private 
training providers. They 
propose to stand fast by their 
commitment to apprenticeships 
and the apprenticeship levy and to 
increase their reach into the SME 

1 https://www.gov.uk/government/
publications/skills-for-jobs-lifelong-
learning-for-opportunity-and-growth

sector. Without admitting it, they 
acknowledge the devastation to 
local funding and facilities caused 
by the austerity of the Cameron – 
Osborne years, but their proposals 
for restoring funding really 
amount to little more than putting 
back what was there before, 
inadequate though that was.

At the same time, there is much 
to criticise in this White Paper. 
Let’s start with the predominant 
role given to employers. There are 
plenty of bombastic declarations 
like this:

“ We will use the national 
system of employer-led standards 
that have been created for 
apprenticeships as a model and 
will ensure employers have a 
central role in designing and 
developing qualifications and 
training.”

This needs unpacking as there is 
quite a bit of history here. No sane 
person involved in vocational 
education would exclude 
employers from a very important 
role in the design and development 
of qualifications, but that is very 
different from giving them the 
whip hand. In the 1980s, National 
Vocational Qualifications (NVQs) 
were introduced which allowed 
employers to set qualifications 
based on narrow workplace tasks 
and little else. This happened 
because backward employers took 
control of these qualifications, 
and no-one, including sadly the 
trade unions, challenged them, 
despite the fact that few took 
these ‘qualifications’ (essentially 
certifying routine work practices) 
seriously. 

The standards to which the 
quotation above refers to are a 
bit better than descriptions of 
workplace routines, but in the 
hands of poor employers, not 
much better. Employers in Britain 

are a very mixed bag and many 
of them have little or no interest 
in hiring qualified workers nor 
in training the workers that they 
have. It is folly to give such 
employers a decisive role in 
vocational education if you wish 
to improve the system. This is a 
piece of Tory dogma that Labour 
should challenge, and they should 
do so by advocating a system 
of local co-ordination in which 
local authorities, enterprise 
partnerships, central government 
and trade unions are also involved, 
to ensure that qualifications 
are of good quality and attuned 
not just to the current but to the 
future needs of local economies. 
It is ridiculous, if you plan to 
attract new employers to an area 
to allow those already there, of 
whatever quality, to dictate what 
qualifications there should be.

This brings me to the next point, 
that co-ordination, although 
approved of, is not enough. 
There is too much room for 
competing interests to determine 
local policies. First, employers 
have no incentive and there is 
no compulsion proposed to get 
them to co-operate with each 
other to provide good vocational 
education. Second, the further 
education colleges are completely 
independent of local authorities 
and are in practice under the 
influence of those employers 
who sit on the governing body 
as well as being in competition 
with other colleges in the area for 
students. Third, there is currently 
no structure to bring together 
local authorities, the government, 
trade unions, colleges and 
businesses to plan and co-ordinate 
local provision. This could be 
done by giving local enterprise 
partnerships (LEPs) wider 
representation and greater powers. 
While the role of employers 
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on such partnerships must be 
substantial, it cannot dominate 
the decision-making of the body. 
More representative LEPs should 
also be given substantial resources 
to create jobs and infrastructure in 
their areas, making them bodies 
difficult for business to ignore. 

They should be located at 
county or regional level. Some 
will complain that this sounds 
like excessive centralisation. 
However, I go back to a point 
that I made in the last artcile, that 
too much decentralisation can 
lead to excessive local rivalry 
and inefficient partitioning of 
resources. It is important that 
there is a degree of division of 
labour within an area but that 
also entails that there are good 
transport links to ensure that 
the assets available in a region 
are available to everyone in it 
and not just to those in cities or 
metropolitan areas. One of the 
most important criteria by which 
such a body should be judged is 
its success in serving towns  and 
rural areas by creating vocational 
education and job opportunities  
accessible to those who live in 
them. Responding to local pride 
and the desire of people to stay 
in their locality is important and 
Labour needs to recognise the 
pull of ‘local patriotism’ and to 
ensure that it can be expressed. At 
the same time, there are dangers 
that need to be guarded against. 
Some modest government 
representation will play an 
important role in ensuring that 
excessive localism and cronyism 
do not become dominant in the 
allocation of resources and jobs. 
Labour should be thinking in 
detail about what such structures 
should look like.

A third point is that the funding 
proposed is far too low. It will 
only reinstate cuts made over 
the years from 2010 and is just 
inadequate to the task of reviving 
local economies. However, it 
is not enough for Labour to be 

complaining about this, it needs 
to spell out in some detail in 
terms that local people can relate 
to, just how such resources will 
improve the lives of people in 
their localities. This is a job that 
labour controlled local authorities 
and local labour parties, working 
in conjunction with their local 
colleges and universities as well 
as local trade unions could be 
actively involved in by working 
up proposals to be put to the local 
enterprise partnership. 

Particularly objectionable is the 
White Paper proposal to provide 
loans rather than grants to those 
who wish to engage in vocational 
education. If the government 
wants ‘payback’ they should seek 
it through individual taxation, not 
by burdening struggling families 
with yet more debt, particularly 
when there is no guarantee of a job 
at the end of an expensive course 
and a specialised qualification. 
Perhaps, if there were to be a 
job guarantee associated with a 
qualification there might be some 
justification for doing so, but since 
this is not the case, there is none. 

Finally, not only is the 
government’s funding too 
niggardly, but the time scale for 
this to happen is far too extended. 
As I argued in the first of these 
articles, we need action now 
to prevent the further scarring 
of a whole generation through 

enforced idleness, poverty and 
lack of skills and qualifications. 
There is just no sense of 
immediacy in the government’s 
proposals and the Treasury seems 
to have been successful in curbing 
any ambition. It is all very well 
for Labour to complain about the 
delay, but the fact is that even if 
expenditure were available today, 
it takes years to create new skilled 
work.  A ‘green new deal’ will 
rightly be seen as pie in the sky if it 
is not accompanied by a statement 
to its natural constituency of 
working people of what it would 
intend to do NOW if it were in 
power and how it proposes to 
pressurise the government into 
doing something now. Otherwise 
it will fail to carry conviction. 

The Labour leadership may 
not be particularly interested in 
working on the details, but the 
party can draw on a wealth of 
expertise and experience within 
the party itself, the trade unions, 
colleges and universities to put 
together a proposal for the revival 
of vocational education that could 
put the Tories to shame. So far 
I’ve looked in vain for a response, 
let alone a detailed response, 
from Toby Perkins MP, who is 
supposed to be Labour’s shadow 
skills minister. What kind of 
opposition is this?

  

Whenever you find yourself on the side of the majority, it is time to 
pause and reflect.               Mark Twain

It is no measure of health to be well adjusted to a profoundly sick 
society.               Jiddu Krishnamurti

The men the American public admire most extravagantly are the most 
daring liars; the men they detest most violently are those who try to tell 
them the truth.           H. L. Mencken  

Humanists recognize that it is only when people feel free to think for 
themselves, using reason as their guide, that they are best capable of 
developing values that succeed in satisfying human needs and serving 
human interests.            Isaac Asimov 
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The Tory Party and the Labour Movement
Randolph Churchill Paddington Speech 1891

By Eamon Dyas
Lord Randolph Churchill wasn’t 

advocating a Tory initiative of pro-
labour policies. At this stage there 
was no Labour Party which had 
the responsibility of formulating a 
political programme representing 
working class interests, so the 
political language of the time didn’t 
include such things. In so far as 
working-class politics existed, they 
found expression in both the Liberal 
and Tory party.

It is sometimes forgotten that it 
was a Tory government that finally 
removed the criminality attached 
to combinations in 1875 which the 
Liberals had previously introduced 
as part of the legal recognition of 
trade unions in 1871. 

The action of the Liberals in 1871 
meant that while Trade Unions and 
strikes were now legal anything 
which made strikes effective such 
as picketing or any other actions 
which prevented an employer’s right 
to trade had been outlawed as part 
of a simultaneous Criminal Law 
Amendment Act.

 “A strike was lawful, but anything 
done in pursuance of a strike 
was criminal. […] In 1871 seven 
women were imprisoned in South 
Wales merely for saying  “Bah” to 
one blackleg.”  The History of Trade 
Unionism, by Sidney and Beatrice 
Webb. Revised edition extended 
to 1920. Published by Longmans, 
Green and Co., London, 1920, pp. 
282-283.

Despite several attempts by the 
trade unions to get Gladstone to repeal 
it he steadfastly refused. The trade 
unions had to wait until Disraeli’s 
“One Nation” Tory government for 
that to happen. 

The Liberals and Gladstone learned 
their lesson after that, and the Tories 
forgot it after Disraeli’s death. The 
result of legalising the strike weapon 
created something of a reactionary 
reversion within the Tory party when 
it began to be exercised on a large 
scale. It seems to me that what Lord 
Randolph Churchill was seeking 

to achieve in his 1891 speech was 
to get them to understand that the 
world had changed, and they needed 
to be in a position where they could 
offer a home for the emerging labour 
movement. 

He saw this rising labour movement 
not as finding political expression in 
a dedicated political party but rather 
as a potential source of support for 
the Liberal party. His object was to 
ensure that the Tory party deprived 
them of that support by being 
amenable to their interests.

The complete quote from The 
History of Trade Unionism:

“The legislation of 1871 was 
regarded by the Government 
and the House of Commons 
as the full and final solution of 
a long-standing problem. “The 
judges, however, declared,” as 
Henry Crompton points out, “that 
the only effect of the legislation 
of 1871 was to make the trade 
object of the strike not illegal. A 
strike was perfectly legal; but if the 
means employed were calculated 
to coerce the employer they were 
illegal means, and a combination 
to do a legal act by illegal means 
was a criminal conspiracy. In 
other words, a strike was lawful, 
but anything done in pursuance 
of a strike was criminal. Thus 
the judges tore up the remedial 
statute, and each fresh decision 
went further and developed 
new dangers.” But Gladstone’s 
Cabinet steadfastly refused, right 

down to its fall in 1874, even to 
consider the possibility of altering 
the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act. It was in vain that deputation 
after deputation pointed out that 
men were being sent to prison 
under this law for such acts as 
peacefully accosting a workman 
in the street. In 1871 seven 
women were imprisoned in South 
Wales merely for saying “Bah” to 
one blackleg. Innumerable 
convictions took place for the 
use of bad language. Almost any 
action taken by Trade Unionists 
to induce a man not to accept 
employment at a struck shop 
resulted, under the new Act, in 
imprisonment with hard labour. 
The intolerable injustice of this 
state of things was made more 
glaring by the freedom allowed to 
the employers to make all possible 
use of “black-lists” and “character 
notes,” by which obnoxious men 
were prevented from getting 
work. No prosecution ever took 
place for this form of molestation 
or obstruction. No employer was 
ever placed in the dock under the 
law which professedly applied to 
both parties. In short, boycotting 
by the employers was freely 
permitted boycotting by the men 
was put down by the police.”

Here’s the part of Lord Randolph 
Churchill’s speech. It was given to 
the annual meeting of the Paddington 
Conservative Association.

THE TORY PARTY AND THE LABOUR MOVEMENT. 
“He next asked them to consider the position of the Tory Party. because within 

fifteen months they must have a general election. The proximity of a general 
election ought to excite the anxious attention of every Conservative Association 
in the country. Since 1885, the whole political power of governing the future of 
the Empire had been placed in the hands of the labouring classes, and they might 
be certain that, just as the landowning class in former times made laws mainly 
in their own interest, so the labouring classes would make laws in their own 
interest, or what they deemed to be their interest. They desired that masses of 
the electors should be brought to support the political Constitution as it is – that 
the Monarchy should be sustained – (cheers) – the connection between Church 
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and State preserved, and the union 
of the three kingdoms maintained – 
(cheers). To impress the truth of those 
principles upon the electors, lecturing 
would not do much good with modern 
democracy – (hear, hear). They must 
have action. The question they had 
to consider was what they were 
going to do for the labouring classes 
to win over their support. They 
heard a great deal about the labour 
movement. In one sense, the labour 
movement was a sign of national 
prosperity. The labouring classes 
were conscious that the employers 
had made large profits in recent 
years, and they desired a larger share 
of those profits and had recourse to 
certain combinations to effect that 
object. The labour movement also 
showed that the labouring classes 
were becoming conscious of the fact 
that they possessed political power, 
and were becoming determined to 
use it in their interests. They had a 
remarkable development of strikes, 
and last year would very likely be 
known in history as the great strike 
year. They were threatened with 
a great war between capital and 
labour, the effect of which might be 
more disastrous to the prosperity of 
the country than a civil war. That 
was a state of things they could not 
pass over lightly. He deprecated the 
course which a certain section of the 
Tory press, representing a section of 
the Tory party, had taken on the side 
of the employers in denouncing the 
labourers in egging on the employers 
to resort to extreme measures, in 
uttering shouts of triumph over 
the victories of the employers, and 
pouring torrents of ridicule upon 
the futile efforts of the men. Such a 
policy was nothing short of insanity 
– (cheers). It was the duty of the 
Conservative politicians, in regard 
to strikes, to take up an attitude of 
impartiality, and endeavour to bring 
about peace between the contending 
parties. In view of these strikes, and 
the great development of labour 
disturbances, was it not a matter for 
practical consideration whether it 
was not the duty of Her Majesty’s 
Government and of the party which 
supported them, if they wished to 
claim the confidence of the labouring 
classes, to come forward with a 
proposal for the establishment of State 
Boards  of Arbitration to which both 

parties could refer their differences? 
Did they think it was the duty of 
any Government or political party 
to sit idle and allow this tremendous 
battle between capital and labour 
to develop? If it did develop, what 
would they think they could gain by 
it?

 
THE EIGHT HOURS’ SCHEME – 

SUPPORT OF THE MINERS’ BILL.
There were other questions 

affecting the labour movement which 
were pressing, and were treated in 
Sir John Gorst’s speech at Chatham, 
and deserved their consideration. 
They had four bills before Parliament 
dealing with factory legislation, the 
sweating system, and other matters 
affecting the working classes, and it 
would be disgraceful if those matters 
were not dealt with or were buried 
by the dilatory proceedings of Select 
Committees – (cheers). With regard 
to the demand which was springing 
up among large portions of the people 
that the hours of labour should be 
regulated by law, he would take the 
case of the colliery miners. Their 
industry was attended by constant 
danger and peculiar conditions, and, if 
there was an overwhelming majority 
of them in favour of their hours of 
labour being limited by law, he would 
greatly prefer that their labour should 
be regulated by Act of Parliament that 
that it should be obtained by a great 
combination, leading to a great strike 
on the part of the men, bringing with 
it all the misery and stagnation of 
trade which a great strike produced. 
When the Miners’ Bill came before 
Parliament, he would vote for it. 
Nothing, however, would induce him 
to countenance such a premature and 
chimerical scheme as a general eight 
hours’ scheme. If the Government 
were to appoint a Royal Commission 
to investigate the demands of the 
labouring classes generally for the 
regulation of the hours of labour by 
law, it would show that they were 
anxious to consider their position, 
and it might be the means of 
eliciting information which would 
be of the greatest value – (cheers). 
The Tory party, with regard to all 
these questions, should take up a 
sympathetic attitude – (cheers). They 
should approach these great social 
questions animated by generous 
feelings, and, endeavouring to place 

themselves in the position of the 
labouring classes, try to look at these 
questions from their point of view, 
and then they might depend upon it 
that, if they saw a demand brought 
forward and persevered in for any 
particular object, there was a great 
deal of good in it. He wanted the Tory 
party to place themselves in such 
a sympathetic attitude towards the 
labouring classes as to enable them 
to detect what was good and just in 
their demands, and, by granting with 
was good and just, to acquire such an 
influence over them as to win them 
from what was evil and unjust – 
(cheers). The Tory party should use 
their great influence to bring about 
peaceful and harmonious relations 
between employer and employed. 
He disclaimed any personal object 
in the course which he advocated, 
or any desire to upset or supplant 
anybody. His one object since he 
entered Parliament was, if possible, 
to contribute to the end that the Tory 
party should obtain a strong hold 
upon the affections of the masses 
of the people – (cheers). He felt 
that the position of the Tory party 
was a position of crisis and anxiety. 
They had a formidable antagonist 
to fight with. They had perhaps the 
most extraordinary man as their 
political opponent that this country 
had produced – a man who, by his 
increasing years and his increasing 
brightness became day by day 
more and more an object of popular 
veneration and hope. His belief was 
that, if the Tory party would frame 
their policy on the lines he had 
indicated, throw themselves heart and 
soul into these social questions, deal 
out justice to the labouring classes 
and remove their grievances, they 
might successfully compete even with 
that great opponent. But if they were 
lethargic, and held their hands, the 
constituencies would fall away from 
them, and they would be doomed to 
a useless and impotent Opposition, 
and their only consolation would be 
found in lamentation and mourning, 
and in reflecting on the great strength 
which had been wasted and the 
golden opportunities which had been 
thrown away – (cheers).

A vote of thanks was passed to 
Lord Randolph Churchill.”
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Walter Citrine:Forgotten Statesman of the Trades Union Congress
by Dr Jim Moher 

(JGM Books, from March 2021), £24.99 
This is the first biography of a 

trade union leader who was a leading 
figure in the Labour movement when 
the trade unions were a powerful 
influence in British society. It is also 
a study of his times for what it tells us 
about why unions were so important 
for working people and society and 
how they could be again. 

Walter Citrine is known today, 
if at all, for his classic guide to the 
conduct of union and party meetings, 
The ABC of Chairmanship, (known 
simply as ‘Citrine’ in union circles).  
He is   remembered on the left as an 
authoritarian figure from the pre-war 
era. This was the period when they 
were drawn to extreme socialist and 
pacifist policies which the trade union 
leadership that he served, no longer 
identified with, after the experience 
of the General Strike and the rise of 
fascism. Ironically, Citrine was also 
seen by senior Labour politicians as 
someone who ‘laid down the law’ to 
them and the Labour Party became 
known to cynics as ‘the General 
Council party’. In fact, the 1930s 
were the most productive period of 
interactive policymaking by the two 
wings of the Labour movement. The 
fact that this liaison committee, the 
National Council of Labour, shaped 
the post-war programme of the 
most successful Labour government 
ever, from 1945, is best proof of 
this. Could it be that the unions, 
led single-mindedly by Citrine (and 
Bevin), got it about right, steering 
between the Scylla of the utopian 
left and the Charbydis of a weak 
parliamentary Labour leadership? 
Certainly, under TUC leadership, the 
unions came to be regarded as a vital 
part of the ‘body politic’, respected 
and listened to by politicians of all 
parties. This authority was vested 
especially in the person of Sir Walter 
Citrine, an honour which recognised 
the standing of the trade unions in 
1935.

So, it is most surprising that the 
history books, even those written by 
many labour historians, have made 
so little of Citrine’s role.  

Citrine was not a ‘right-winger,’ 

nor simply a union baron, but a 
national leader from a strong union 
and socialist background. In his 
early days on Merseyside, he was 
a decidedly left-wing militant and 
he never lost that respect for union 
militancy, when justified. He was first 
smitten by the ‘industrial unionism’ 
(or syndicalism), which engulfed 
Liverpool from around 1911. The 
young Citrine, a skilled electrical 
worker, joined the small but pivotal 
group of electrical workers as that 
new power technology spread. 
By 1914, he was part of  the ETU 
leadership in the north west, elected 
as their first full-time Merseyside 
District Secretary. In that capacity, 
he dealt with all the key issues of the 
war – conscription, wage arbitration, 
dilution of skills and the odd 
unofficial short strike, in a manner 
attuned to his electrical members, 
despite the union leadership’s strong 
support for the war. But what brought 
him to prominence more than his 
own industrial activities, was his 
high-profile role in supporting the 
national police strike of 1919, which 
led to the Liverpool police authority 
describing him as ‘dangerous’.

In 1920, aged 33, Citrine was 
elected as a national officer based 
at the ETU’s headquarters in 
Manchester, during the biggest trade 
depression ever. Citrine made a name 
for himself through his mastery of 
the ETU’s finances, which stemmed 
their haemorrhaging of revenue 
previously controlled at branch level. 
It was this strong regional union 
and socialist background which 
brought him to national attention and 
prepared him for the job of Assistant 
General Secretary of the TUC from 
1924.  

Although labelled ‘austere’ and 
‘puritanical’ (his Presbyterian 
background was an influence on his 
strict disciplined approach), Citrine 
had good family and health reasons 
for adopting a strict non-smoking 
and mild social drinking life-style – 
a family curse of TB and his father’s 
alcohol habit, which left his large 
family very poor. But in 1914, the 

Liverpool Echo has him ‘with a 
really good tenor voice warbling 
sentimental and ragtime melodies’ to 
keep up the spirits of ‘a large party 
of cheerful strikers gathered round 
a piano.’ Throughout his time at the 
TUC, Citrine impressed his audiences 
by his meticulously marshalled and 
forensically presented arguments, 
with many flashes of humour and 
friendly engagement with opposing 
speakers, and always addressing the 
key points of the debate in his reply.  
His General Council and Trades 
Union Congress speeches in the 
course of the next thirty years still 
read well. In many cases they were 
prescient about the big issues of the 
day which would face the unions, the 
Labour movement and the country. 
Over time, it was this substance 
which gained him respect and a 
formidable authority, which purely 
bureaucratic dictation could not have 
done.  

Citrine’s socialist emotions were 
very real from his first induction into 
the very left-wing Wallasey branch 
of the Independent Labour Party. He 
stood for Parliament for Labour in the 
1918 general election for Wallasey 
on a very left-wing programme. 
He was greatly influenced by the 
writings of contemporary ILP leaders 
and especially, the then very radical 
socialist books and the Clarion 
newspaper of Robert Blatchford 
(Merry England and Britain for the 
British). The now forgotten Clarion 
movement radicalised much of the 
north of England in the decades 
before the First World War. His future 
TUC boss, Fred Bramley, toured the 
north for five years in one of their 
socialist propagandising caravans. 
Citrine was also conversant with and 
influenced by Marxist literature from 
his Social Democratic Federation 
workmate, Tom Brett, though he 
was never convinced by their class 
war or dictatorship of the proletariat 
dogmas.   

Leaf through the index of most 
historical accounts of this period in 
your local bookshop and you will 
not be detained long on the entries 
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for Citrine. Yet, as his books (he 
published fifteen in all), diaries, 
correspondence, Trades Union 
Congress, IFTU and National 
Council of Labour (NCL) reports, 
show, he was involved prominently 
in most of the major events of that 
period. The book explores how the 
traumatic events of the General Strike 
and its aftermath were the turning 
point for Citrine, Bevin and most of 
the General Council. He was also 
involved deeply with the fortunes of 
the second Labour Governments of 
1929-31, after which he contributed 
significantly to Labour’s recovery 
with enhanced union say. His 
international activities as TUC 
General Secretary and President 
of the International Federation of 
Trade Unions (IFTU) from 1928 
to 1945, are less well known and 
not fully appreciated by many 
parliamentary-focussed historians. 
This international perspective on the 
turbulent inter-war events, which 
greatly informed TUC and Labour 
agendas, made him one of the most 
authoritative union (and national) 
figures of that time.  His IFTU 
Executive Council met in Berlin 
from 1931 to 1933, from where he 
reported to the General Council and 
Congress as Hitler was snuffing out 
the once-mighty German Labour 
movement. His speeches were also 
hugely influential in alerting people 
far beyond the Labour movement 
in Britain, Europe and America, 
about the threat posed to their 
liberties from fascism. In 1934, he 
set up (and chaired) the Anti-Fascist 
Council in New York and London, 
with prominent party and other 
opinion-formers, such as Churchill, 
addressing their large Albert Hall-
size audiences. They countered 
the widespread anti-communist 
sympathy for Hitler amongst the 
British middle and upper classes, 
with the dangers of fascism.

Citrine had, in fact, a far more 
complex attitude to the Soviet Union 
and its rulers, than his reputation as 
an anti-communist suggests. He was 
originally a great fan of the Russian 
(Bolshevik) Revolution, fondly 
calling the Soviet Union, Lenin’s 
Electric Republic. He saw that ‘new, 
clean power’ as having the potential 
to harness the Soviet Union’s 

vast undeveloped, hydroelectric 
resources so that they would get ‘the 
advantages of a planned economy and 
the blessings of modern civilisation’ 
there.1 On his second visit in 1935, 
he still left a glowing testament in 
the visitors’ book at the Kirov Works: 
‘We write with a sense of pride and 
honour not only for the privilege of 
viewing the great constructive work 
of the Revolution inspired and led 
by Lenin, but as apparently the first 
Britishers to record their views in 
this historic book.’  He published a 
remarkably balanced assessment 
of progress there, from his diaries 
called,  I Search for Truth in Russia, 
despite his by then disillusionment 
with the Soviet communist regime.  
The wholesale execution of former 
revolutionaries after the world-wide 
sensation of the Moscow Trials of 
1936-8, (Tomsky committed suicide 
rather than face arrest and trial), 
the invasion of Finland in 1939-40 
and the Nazi-Soviet Pact 1941, all 
alienated Citrine and most socialists 
in the west. Yet, when Hitler invaded 
the Soviet Union later in 1941, 
Citrine was one of the first to call 
for an Anglo-Soviet alliance, going 
there again to cement it with a new 
joint Trade Union Committee.  The 
book tracks the unfolding of this 
ambivalent relationship.  

Citrine always made a distinction 
between communists tackling the 
gigantic task of transforming semi-
feudal Russia and communists in 
the advanced capitalist democracies 
trying to take over the trade 
unions to lead the workers into 
confrontation with those states. 
He also distinguished between 
communists such as Harry Pollitt 
and Arthur Horner, as individuals, 
whom he had much respect for and 
in their capacity as agents of the 
Communist International or leaders 
of unofficial caucuses within unions.  
Citrine always sought to expose and 
minimise this influence. ‘Look for the 
caucus’ was his advice in considering 
the character of the myriad of front 
movements which communists 
were behind. This account explores 
those complex distinctions through 
1  Walter Citrine’s autobiography, vol 
1, Men and Work, p.88. See my previ-
ous articles in Labour Review    December 
1917-March 1918, British Trade Unionists 
and the Soviet Union – the visit of Walter 
Citrine in 1925.   

Citrine’s eyes.

In response to the Communist 
International’s attacks on the TUC 
for ‘betraying’ the General Strike 
and the communist-front Minority 
Movement’s attempt to supplant 
the constitutional leadership of 
the unions, Citrine articulated the 
General Council and union leaders’ 
case. He did this in a series of 
influential articles, which the TUC 
published as a booklet in 1928, 
entitled, Democracy or Disruption? 
– An Examination of Communist 
Influences in the Trade Unions. This 
documented the disruption caused by 
the activities of communist caucuses 
in the unions and it led to their isolation 
in all the major unions. From there on 
in, he was on the receiving end of a 
concerted personalised campaign of 
the most scurrilous kind of distortion 
and libellous articles imaginable. 
Though it was the communists who 
became isolated, some of the mud 
thrown stuck. Citrine was no longer 
there to defend himself after 1946, 
and so the alliance of the Bevanite 
left with the CPGB in the post-war 
period, generated an image of an 
authoritarian and bureaucratic TUC, 
which was far from reality (though 
with Bevin and Citrine’s departure, 
a vacuum did occur, as the large 
union leaders no longer deferred 
to Tewson’s weaker authority as 
General Secretary). 

Citrine accumulated more than his 
fair share of negative sniping from 
lesser men. Aneurin Bevan’s famous 
jibe, ‘Citrine has files’, (a pun on 
‘piles’), was a sneering reference to 
his important modernisation of the 
TUC’s administrative system. He 
had engaged and motivated a team 
with many of the best brains in the 
movement to administer their small 
office as a civil service, which could 
deal on equal terms with governments 
of all hues.  In places that mattered, 
the TUC became acknowledged 
as a formidable champion of the 
union movement, whose ethos and 
commitment served it well over 
decades. These included, Vincent 
Tewson, Herbert Tracey, Walter 
Milne-Bailey, George Woodcock 
and Victor Feather, to name but 
the better-known TUC officials. It 
became a valuable resource serving 
the General Council and Congress, 
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to become the single union centre 
which other nations’ movements 
were in awe of.  His dealings with 
the Socialist League (Sir Stafford 
Cripps, Clement Attlee et al), are also 
explored. In highlighting Citrine’s 
formidable influence in that Labour 
movement, his frailties and mistakes 
are not glossed over.

The Bevin-Citrine relationship
We examine Citrine’s tempestuous 

relationship with Bevin more closely. 
Their ‘involuntary partnership’ has 
long been appreciated, (Bullock) but 
it is less known that their relationship 
broke down badly during the war. The 
recent appearance of a new biography 
of Bevin by Lord Andrew Adonis, 
which lauds Bevin as ‘Labour’s 
Churchill’, makes it necessary to 
reveal a fuller picture. 2 

Their very different backgrounds, 
personalities and styles did not lend 
themselves to a close friendship, 
despite their agreement on all the key 
issues before the General Council 
since the General Strike. So, a more in-
depth assessment of the secret of their 
success is called for. Undoubtedly, 
their complementary skills were a key 
factor, as Lord Bullock concluded. 
Citrine at the TUC, the voice of all 
the unions, speaking to governments 
(of all hues), as well as to employers’ 
organisations, with authority on 
behalf of a united union movement. 
Then Bevin for the T&GWU and 
the General Council, one of those 
transmitting the TUC consensus 
to Labour Party Conferences. Nor 
was it just a case of wielding the 
union ‘block vote’, they also won an 
amazing number of the big arguments.  

The various episodes in which 
they took prominent roles since the 
first Labour Government of 1924 
are examined. This builds a picture 
of their relationship during the TUC 
years to 1940. The TUC’s role in the 
fall of the 1931 Labour government, is 
not dodged and a novel interpretation 
is advanced as to Bevin and Citrine’s 
roles for the General Council. As 
joint Secretary of the TUC/Labour 
Party liaison policy committee, the 
2  Andrew Adonis, Ernest Bevin, Labour’s 
Churchill (Biteback Publications 2020). 
This was reviewed by the writer for Labour 
Affairs, September 2020 issue. See also, my 
Leaders in the heyday of Britain’s unions: 
Walter Citrine and Ernest Bevin in Labour 
Affairs, Feb & March 2017.

National Council of Labour on behalf 
of the General Council from 1931, 
Citrine was one of those instrumental 
in bringing about the sea-change of 
policy away from pacifism and for 
rearmament. Bevin’s biographers 
have claimed almost total credit for 
this and other achievements, but the 
record will show that Citrine was, at 
least, as responsible, if not the most 
significant, TUC figure. Finally, it is 
not appreciated by many historians 
that as Privy Councillor, (as Churchill 
made him when he declined an offer 
to be in the government), Citrine 
had access to all Ministers and their 
departments articulating the unions’ 
perspective. This was especially 
so with the Prime Minister, with 
whom Citrine had a close personal 
relationship since their Anti-Fascist 
Council days from 1936. He was 
able to use his good offices as TUC 
and IFTU leader to perform many 
diplomatic roles in Europe, the US 
and the USSR

But Citrine’s relations with Bevin 
as Minister of Labour and National 
Service, was not so good after the 
initial period during the threat of 
invasion, when they had worked 
closely to establish a system of close 
consultation. As the war wore on, 
however, relations became fraught 
and in fact, had broken down by 1942. 
Bevin publicly abused Citrine and 
The Daily Herald as ‘Quislings’, over 
a disagreement on skilled manpower 
call-up in 1941, which showed the 
tensions and stresses generated by the 
war. It was all downhill from there 
on as Citrine cooled on his erstwhile 
partner. It would culminate in Bevin’s 
manoeuvres to undermine Citrine’s 
TUC and IFTU attempts to establish a 
global union dimension to the United 
Nations Charter. At the founding 
conference of the United Nations in 
1945, the coalition Cabinet snubbed 
the TUC delegation, refusing their 
participation, for which Citrine held 
Bevin and Attlee mainly responsible. 
These high-level rows were never 
aired at home due to the landslide 
victory which installed the first 
majority Labour government in 1945. 
More pressing issues arose and then 
Bevin became Foreign Secretary and 
Citrine left the TUC for the National 
Coal Board. The book sheds light 
on these tensions between the two 
outstanding union and Labour leaders 
of the time.

Conclusion
So, is this all just a belated ramble 

over long-dead issues, of interest 
only to historians? There would 
be little appetite for such exercises 
generally in the British Labour 
movement. But given the paths that 
have been taken since Citrine’s time 
and the current weaker position of 
the trade unions and Labour Party, 
there should be lessons to be gained 
from Citrine’s vast experience in 
so many capacities. It has been 
truly said that Walter Citrine helped 
take the Labour movement ‘from 
Trafalgar Square to the corridors of 
power’.  Of course, it was a different 
time, and the unions of those days 
reflected an entirely different working 
class, whose solidarity and loyalty 
to their unions was legendary.  The 
main lesson for today, from the 
successful union movement that 
Citrine and Bevin led, is that after 
the slaughter of 1931 they devised an 
open and strong relationship which 
led to the radical programme of the 
1945 Labour government. Citrine’s 
proposal to institutionalise open 
liaison and proper consultation in 
the National Council of Labour was 
key. Labour needs again to respect 
union strengths if it’s ever going to 
crack the ‘Red Wall’. It needs to see 
unions still as an important voice 
of working people, not just loyal 
financial bankrollers and voting 
fodder. That would require open and 
honest dealing. But the unions have to 
earn that role again, by building unity 
and a strong TUC rather than separate 
union fiefdoms. They need to show 
to the Labour leadership, through the 
force of their counsel, as Citrine did, 
that unions speak for working people 
in today’s world of work and society 
and that such counsel is informed by 
a wider social and not just a sectional 
perspective. A new Council of Labour 
to build confidence and respect, might 
be a good start.

Meantime let’s put Citrine back in 
the Pantheon of Labour leaders so that 
his insights and prescient judgements 
are restored to a new generation of 
leaders. His beautifully written two 
volume autobiography, Men and 
Work and Two Careers should be 
reprinted and made essential reading 
in all Labour movement courses.
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Israel’s violations of the 4th Geneva Convention
By David Morrison

An extraordinary event took place 
on 24 January 2021: a BBC TV 
interviewer repeatedly challenged 
an Israeli representative about 
Israel’s failure to carry out its 
obligations under international law 
towards Palestinians living under 
Israeli occupation.  

The occasion was an interview 
by Andrew Marr with the Israeli 
Minister of Health, Yuli Edelstein 
[1].  Marr challenged him 
repeatedly about Israel’s failure 
to carry out its obligations under 
Article 56 of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention to provide Palestinians 
under occupation with COVID-19 
vaccines.

Article 56 states:
“To the fullest extent of the means 

available to it, the Occupying 
Power has the duty of ensuring and 
maintaining, with the cooperation 
of national and local authorities, the 
medical and hospital establishments 
and services, public health and 
hygiene in the occupied territory, 
with particular reference to the 
adoption and application of the 
prophylactic and preventive 
measures necessary to combat the 
spread of contagious diseases and 
epidemics.”

Marr began by asking:
“The United Nations says it’s 

your legal obligation to make 
sure the Palestinian people 
under occupation have swift and 
equitable access to COVID-19 
vaccines.  Why aren’t you doing 
this?”

Edelstein replied that Israel’s first 
obligation was to its citizens and that, 
while it was in Israel’s interest that 
Palestinians be vaccinated, Israel 
was under no “legal obligation” to 
make sure that this was done.

Marr interrupted him saying:
“I understand that.  But the 

Palestinians have asked you 
for vaccines but you haven’t 
given them some and, under the 
Geneva Convention, the Fourth 
Geneva Convention, Israel is 

required to do so.  I can read 
it back.  Article 56 says that 
Israel must adopt and apply 
the prophylactic and preventive 
measures necessary to combat 
the spread of contagious diseases 
and epidemics in cooperation 
with local authorities.  Now that 
means the vaccines.  Why aren’t 
you giving them the vaccines?”

Edelstein replied:
“I would say that first of all we 

also should look into the so-called 
Oslo Agreement where it says 
loud and clear that Palestinians 
have to take care of their own 
health.”

Marr interrupted him again, 
saying:

“Sorry to interrupt but the United 
Nations says that international 
law should supersede the Oslo 
Agreements on this.”

to which Edelstein responded 
facetiously:

“If it is the responsibility of the 
Israeli Health Ministry to take 
care of the Palestinians, what 
exactly is the responsibility of the 
Palestinian Health Ministry?  To 
take care of the dolphins in the 
Mediterranean?”

Israeli vaccination
At the time of writing (24 

February), over 3 million “Israelis”, 
that is, about a third of the total, have 
received both shots of the Pfizer 
vaccine.  A further 1.4 million have 
received one shot and are awaiting 
the second.  Overall, almost half of 
“Israelis” have received at least the 
first shot.  

Here, the term “Israelis” means 
people living in Israel and occupied 
East Jerusalem (of which around 1.5 
million are Palestinians) plus the 
Israeli settlers living in Jewish-only 
colonies on Palestinian land in the 
West Bank.

In a process that smacks of 
apartheid, the settlers are being 
vaccinated while Palestinians in 

nearby towns and villages are not - 
and neither are Palestinians in Gaza.  
In all, around 5 million Palestinians 
living under Israeli occupation in 
the West Bank and Gaza have been 
excluded from Israel’s vaccination 
rollout.

An American comedian called 
Michael Che has attracted the wrath 
of the Israeli lobby in the US for 
remarking on Saturday Night Live 
that “Israel is reporting that they’ve 
vaccinated half of their population, 
and I’m going to guess it’s the Jewish 
half”.  He wasn’t far wrong, though 
he may come to regret saying it.

Few vaccines for Palestinians
The Palestinian Authority has 

applied to the global COVAX facility 
for acquiring vaccines, though any 
such support will only cover up to 
20% of its population and may take 
weeks or months to arrive. 

Meanwhile, it has been donated 
10,000 doses of the Sputnik V 
vaccine by Russia, enough to 
vaccinate 5,000 people.    The transfer 
of 2,000 of these to Gaza was held 
up by Israel for 2 days.  Recently, 
20,000 Sputnik V doses from the 
UAE arrived in Gaza through the 
Rafah crossing from Egypt without 
passing through Israel.

Apparently, the US has urged 
Israel to provide Palestinians in the 
West Bank and Gaza with vaccines.  
According to the Times of Israel, 
Secretary of State Antony Blinken 
did so in a phone call with Israeli 
Foreign Minister Gabi Ashkenazi 
on 22 February [2].  So far, that 
hasn’t produced a big result for 
Palestinians.

However, the next day Prime 
Minister Netanyahu announced 
that “the stocks of vaccines in 
the country allow it to transfer a 
symbolic number of immunizations 
to Palestinian medical staff and 
to other countries that have asked 
Israel for help”.  The other countries 
include Guatemala, Honduras, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary.  

(These states qualified for Israeli 
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largesse because they have all 
taken steps to recognise Jerusalem 
as Israel’s capital - Guatemala 
moved its embassy to Jerusalem in 
2018; Honduras has announced its 
intention to move its embassy to 
Jerusalem; the Czech Republic has 
said it plans to open a “diplomatic 
office” in Jerusalem; and Hungary 
opened a “trade office” in the city in 
2019.)

Home demolitions in violation of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention

Andrew Marr challenged Minister 
Edelstein about Israel’s failure 
to carry out its obligations under 
Article 56 the Fourth Geneva 
Convention towards Palestinians 
living under Israeli occupation.  But 
he could have done much better.

What about Israel’s obligations 
under Article 53, which states:

Any destruction by the Occupying 
Power of real or personal property 
belonging individually or collectively 
to private persons, or to the State, 
or to other public authorities, or to 
social or cooperative organizations, 
is prohibited, except where such 
destruction is rendered absolutely 
necessary by military operations.

Contrary to the clear obligation 
in this article, the demolition of 
Palestinian homes without any 
semblance of military justification 
is a regular feature of life for 
Palestinians in the West Bank 
including East Jerusalem.  According 
to the Israeli human rights group, 
B’Tselem:

West Bank (excluding East 
Jerusalem) [3]

In 2020, the Israeli state 
demolished 151 homes, making 610 
Palestinians (including 311 minors) 
homeless;

From 2006-2020, the Israeli state 
demolished 1673 homes, making 
7,260 Palestinians (including 3,646 
minors) homeless

East Jerusalem [4]
In 2020, the Israeli state 

demolished 121 homes, making 379 
Palestinians (including 194 minors) 
homeless;

From 2004-2020, the Israeli state 
demolished 1097 homes, making 

3,579 Palestinians (including 1899 
minors) homeless

The numbers involved are 
staggering: in the last 20 years have 
deliberately made well over 10,000 
Palestinians homeless without any 
military justification.

Collective punishment in 
violation of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention

And Article 33, which says:
“No protected person may be 

punished for an offence he or she 
has not personally committed. 
Collective penalties and likewise 
all measures of intimidation or of 
terrorism are prohibited.”

Demolishing the homes of 
relatives of Palestinians who harmed 
or attempted to harm Israeli civilians 
or security personnel is common 
practice in the occupied territories, 
despite being a clear breach of 
Article 33.  Over the years Israel 
has demolished hundreds of homes, 
leaving homeless thousands of 
people who had done no wrong and 
were not suspected of doing wrong.

Since 2014, for example, Israel 
has demolished 92 homes as 
collective punishment, leaving 345 
Palestinians (including 143 minors) 
homeless.

Population transfers in violation 
of the Fourth Geneva Convention

And most important of all, Article 
49(6), which says:

“The Occupying Power shall not 
deport or transfer parts of its own 
civilian population into the territory 
it occupies.”

Despite the clear obligation on 
Israel as the occupying power not 
to transfer parts of its own civilian 
population into the territory it 
occupies, there are now well over 
600,000 settlers in the West Bank, 
including East Jerusalem

UK response 
The British Government has been 

largely silent on Israel’s failure to 
provide vaccines for Palestinians 
under occupation, although back 
in December in reply to a question 

Foreign Office Minister James 
Cleverly accepted that

“Under International Humanitarian 
Law, Israel, as the occupying 
power, has the duty of ensuring 
and maintaining public health and 
hygiene in the OPTs to the fullest 
extent of the means available and 
with the cooperation of the local 
authorities.”

To the best of my knowledge, 
there has been no official response 
from the Labour Party leader, Sir 
Keir Starmer, or from its foreign 
affairs spokesperson, Lisa Nandy.  
This is shameful.  In a major foreign 
policy speech to the Fabian Society 
in January, Sir Keir emphasised his 
commitment to international law: 

“I believe Britain can – and must 
– be a moral force for good in the 
world – a country that keeps our 
word and defends international law. 
….

“I care passionately about this. 
I was a human rights lawyer for 
20 years and I worked in many 
countries around the world so 
defending human rights and 
international law will always be 
incredibly important to me.” [5]

But he hasn’t said a peep about this 
latest violation of international law 
by Israel, which will most likely lead 
to the deaths of many Palestinians 
from Covid-19 because Israel’s 
failure to provide vaccines.  Nor 
has he said a peep, since he became 
leader, about the ongoing violations 
of international law described above 
which began in 1967 when Israel 
took over the West Bank and Gaza 
by force.  

References:
[1]  www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/m000rqd5/

the-andrew-marr-show-24012021
[2]  www.timesofisrael.com/blinken-said-to-

push-ashkenazi-to-provide-more-vaccines-to-
palestinians/

[3]  www.btselem.org/planning_and_building/
statistics

[4]  www.btselem.org/planning_and_building/
east_jerusalem_statistics

[5]  labourlist.org/2021/01/britain-can-and-
must-be-a-moral-force-for-good-in-the-world-
starmers-fabian-speech/
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

SUPER MARIO?
On 13 February 2021 Mario 

Draghi, economist and retired 
central banker became the Prime 
Minister of Italy. 

Draghi first studied under 
Federico Caffè, a Keynesian 
economist at Rome's Sapienza 
University. He then moved to 
the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology under Nobel prize 
winner Franco Modigliani, 
who said that Draghi “was an 
exceptional student”. He also 
spent five years as Governor of 
The Bank of Italy simultaneously 
working as Chair of the Financial 
Stability Board, where he was 
succeeded by Mark Carney. 

He retired after 8 years as 
President of the European Central 
Bank after steering it through the 
Euro’s financial crisis by doing 
the often repeated: “whatever it 
takes”. He is now 73 years old. 
Draghi has no obvious political 
affiliations, describing himself 
in an 2015 interview thus: “My 
convictions were along what you 
would call today ideas of liberal 
socialism,” Fiorella Kostoris 
Padoa Schioppa who was an MIT 
student with him, described him 
as “an American liberal, the same 
as (US Treasury Secretary Janet) 
Yellen”. (Politico website) 

The saga of how this highly 
regarded economist, often called 
“Super Mario”, came to be offered 
the post starts with Giuseppe 
Conte, the previous PM losing a 
parliamentary vote of confidence. 
Matteo Renzi, Prime Minister of 
Italy from 2014-16, and now the 
leader of Italia Viva (Iv), a tiny 
centre-left party withdrew his 
support for the governing coalition 
and Conte fell. Renzi claimed in 
a 12 February Financial Times 
interview, that he was partly 
responsible for Draghi’s new post 

of Prime Minister. Renzi speaks 
good English and he said that his 
votes had not only toppled Prime 
Minister Conte’s Government 
but ushered in Draghi. “The 
possibility to be led by Mr Draghi 
was (an incredible) hope. So 
I decided to risk everything.”. 
He went on to say that he didn’t 
care about his low “personal 
popularity”. His popularity 
dropped even further, after 
what was widely seen as a self-
interested act of sabotage against 
the Government at a stressful time 
with Covid, the Rescue Package 
from the EU and (the usual) inter-
party tensions. Letters to the FT 
and comment in the US and other 
foreign press outlets treated Renzi 
with derision.

Giuseppe Conte had been in 
his second administration, when 
his Government fell. The Italian 
constitution tasked the President, 
in this case Sergio Mattarella, 
with the responsibility of forming 
a new Government. He held talks 
with party leaders and then asked 
the Leader of the Lower House 
to find a political consensus that 
might usher in a Conte 3. As 
this failed, Mario Draghi was 
asked to form a Government. 
Could it be significant that two 
La Repubblica articles listed 
the “decisive mistakes” which 
led to Conte’s ousting? Was this 
part of a wider Roman political 
skulduggery? Orecchiette has no 
proof whatsoever but offers it as 
a suggestion. Francesco Merlo 
wrote in La Repubblica (13 Feb) 
that Conte will now sink without 
trace. He argued at length that 
Conte had become pompous and 
didn’t listen.  Another criticism  
was that “he spoke in the third 
person like Queen Elizabeth”. On 
the other hand national opinion 
polls showed that his popularity 

was 23 points ahead of the nearest 
party leader. 

There are two important 
background points. First is that 
Mario Draghi had been suggested 
as a possible candidate to succeed 
Mattarella when his term of 
Presidential office finishes next 
year. Obviously this would be too 
short a time for Draghi to make an 
impact as PM. Unless there is an 
election, the current Parliament 
will elect the new President after 
a vote.  Secondly, politicians 
are posturing and plotting for 
a general election in 2023 and 
have a lot invested in not being 
upstaged by Draghi. 

The current political situation 
is that on the political centre-
right Matteo Salvini’s Lega is 
the largest national party. It is in 
a group with Berlusconi’s Forza 
Italia (Fi) and Georgia Meloni’s 
Fratelli d’Italia (Fdi). Since the 
last election Meloni has overtaken 
Salvini in personal popularity 
and her (fascist-leaning) party 
has also surged in the polls. 
Conte’s Government was headed 
by a centre-left group plus the 
Five Star Movement (M5S) in 
an uneasy coalition. This had a 
slender numerical majority. The 
centre-left’s Partito Democratico 
(PD) is the largest party with 
Renzi’s tiny Italia Viva (Iv) party 
taking less than 3% of the national 
vote. M5S are a numerically 
significant group but they were 
riven by tensions well before a 
very recent split over support for 
Draghi. Their future is rocky and 
at one point Giuseppe Conte had 
been spoken of as a future M5S 
President. 

Draghi agreed to become Prime 
Minister designate. He then set 
out his priorities and appointed a 
cabinet. Although a 2020 opinion 
poll showed that only 14% of 
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voters favoured such a “technical 
government”, as it is called in 
Italy. But Il Fatto Quotidiano’s 
poll showed that Draghi 
immediately became the most 
popular Italian political figure 
with a “honeymoon” approval 
rating of 69%. (20 Feb) Lucrezia 
Reichlin of The London Business 
School said that this could be 
explained by the fact that Italians 
are scared both by the economic 
situation and Covid. (FT 8 Feb) 
The last technical, non-political 
administration Government of 
Mario Monte eventually failed, 
but Draghi has a couple of 
advantages.  First, Monte was 
appointed to cut expenditure while 
Draghi has the EU Recovery Fund 
to spend. Draghi also has worked 
closely with Italian politicians, 
and knows them only too well 
from his previous posts.    

The enormous EU Recovery 
Fund is not as munificent as it 
seems. The total of E209 billion 
will be granted over 6 years. 
However E127, or 60%, will 
come in the form of loans. At the 
same time Italy must continue to 
make its annual contribution to the 
EU’s central funds. Draghi knows 
that The Recovery Fund cash is 
contingent on results. The FT (10 
Feb) quoted Manfred Weber, head 
of the EU’s European People’s 
group: We expect Italy to do its 
homework....Don’t forget it is an 
explicit part of the deal. We will 
stick to it”. Draghi’s ambitious 
plans for the Reconstruction of 
the Country intend to curtail 
the excessive bureaucracy and 
the slowness of procedures in 
the finance, administration and 
judicial fields. He understands that 
this seemingly intractable sclerosis 
is a handicap to investment into 
Italy. The country also has the 
second highest national debt in the 
EU, at an amount above the EU’s 
permitted levels. The EU appears 
to disregard that particular rule. 

Draghi indicated his methods, 
priorities and objectives, giving it 

the encouraging title of “An Italy 
for our Children”. He quoted 
Cavour, the first Prime Minister 
of a united Italy, “Reforms 
carried out in time will strengthen 
authority instead of weakening 
it”. This was the Cavour who 
had said: “Long live the Republic, 
down with all tyrants”.

On 18 February Draghi’s 
Government was subjected to a 
parliamentary confidence vote. 
The Lega’s Salvini had not been 
an immediate supporter: “We’ll 
see what he says...For us the 
country comes first” but in the 
end he voted in favour. His 
Lega deputy offered a football 
analogy: “Draghi is a star player 
like Ronaldo and he mustn’t stay 
on the bench”. La Repubblica 
predicted that Salvini would soon 
start making trouble for Draghi 
with a headline: “The wolf enters 
the Government with a hood...” 
ie: Little Red Riding Hood. Fdi’s 
Georgia Meloni said from the 
start that she wouldn’t support 
the Draghi government. The M5S 
was split, and 15 of its MPs were 
later expelled from the Movement 
for not supporting Draghi. But 

the vote of confidence was passed 
with a large majority – yes: 535, 
no: 56, with 5 abstentions.  

Draghi now faces the 
unenviable task of uniting the 
warring and posturing political 
class in Italy. At the same time, 
as he said in a recent report to 
the G30, supporting a free market 
of ”creative destruction” to 
stimulate the business climate. 
(G30, The Group of Thirty is 
an independent global body 
comprising leading financiers and 
academics who aim to understand 
and explore decisions made in the 
international financial sector.)

Will Draghi succeed? An FT 
editorial put it crisply: This is “a 
once in a generation opportunity 
to lay the ground for a much 
improved future for Italy” (18 
Feb). Not only Italy’s but the 
EU’s own future is dependent on 
a positive outcome. Draghi has 
always achieved successes in his 
life but this time he is obviously 
willing to take an enormous 
personal risk for the sake of Italy’s 
future.

Fight unemployment with a job guarantee
Nigel Willmott’s constituency Labour party has written to its local council calling on 

it to adopt a job guarantee policy. He urges other CLPs to do the same
I was very pleased to see your editorial in support of a job guarantee (25 January). 

Hornsey and Wood Green constituency Labour party (CLP), at its last meeting, 
overwhelmingly supported the following motion, proposed by my branch and inspired 
by Pavlina Tcherneva’s book The Case for a Job Guarantee: “This CLP declares its 
support for the principle and policy of a job guarantee and urges Haringey council to 
nominate itself the first job guarantee council. A recent report found that 45% of the 
workforce in Tottenham was unemployed or on furlough. If we see a return to mass 
unemployment this winter, our borough will be among the hardest hit.

“We cannot implement a policy offering a socially useful job to anyone who wishes to 
work without funding from national government, which would also need to establish its 
terms and conditions. However, under the job guarantee scheme, jobs would be locally 
provided. So, the council can explore and plan for the implementation of such a policy, 
when the government is ready to support it. To this end, we urge Haringey council 
to provide resources to scope and explore what structures the council would need to 
set up to manage the job guarantee; the likely demand for job guarantee jobs in the 
borough; how it would interact with existing employment organisations and schemes; 
the partners in the third sector, community groups and other public organisations that 
can identify the socially useful jobs that could be created under the job guarantee.”

We await a response from the council, but hope that other CLPs and branches will 
pass similar motions to oppose any return to mass unemployment.

Nigel Willmott  
Chair, Stroud Green Labour party

Letter published in the Guardian 28.1.21
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Parliament
Notes

Food for schools, prisons 
and hospitals, or Public Sector 
Procurement of Food

[The Covid epidemic in England 
has highlighted the low number 
of nurses and doctors on the one 
hand, and the high number of 
people in poor health on the other.  
The minister for Health, Matt 
Hancock, presented to Parliament 
a White Paper that seeks to address 
both ends of the question.  This 
Paper seems to reverse some of 
the 2012 Health and Social Care 
reform, in particular the minister 
for health seems to be getting back 
ultimate responsibility for the 
health service, which should be a 
good thing.  See his presentation 
below.

Improving the food in schools, 
hospitals, prisons and army 
barracks, other government 
agencies and local government 
care homes would be a start 
in improving the health of the 
nation, but is a near impossible 
task because of the ideological 
stance of the government.  

The Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs Committee met on 
12 January this year to discuss 
just that.  There are guidelines for 
food buying in the public sector: 
buy local,  buy fresh food etc ; 
these guidelines are not enforced 
and the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State for Farming, 
Fisheries and Food, Victoria 
Prentis, is not proposing to have 
them enforced: it is a matter of 
cajoling and persuading.  As she 
says repeatedly, food is a private 
good in this country, it is bought 
and sold.  And the cost is where 
public bodies can make savings.  
(You won’t read that last bit in the 
transcript which follows.)

It was not membership of the 
EU that stopped public bodies 
from buying British, WTO rules 
also forbids this.  But ‘buying 
local’ is allowed, and it is a proxy 
for ‘Buying British’.]

Public Sector Procurement of 
Food

https://committees.parliament.
uk/oralevidence/1504/pdf/

[the first question refers to the 
already existing Government 
buying standards; these are:

Foods produced to higher 
sustainability standards  
Food produced to higher 
environmental standards – for 
example fish from sustainable 
sources, seasonal fresh food, 
animal welfare and ethical trading 
considerations

Foods procured and served 
to higher nutritional standards  
Food with reduced salt, saturated 
fat and sugar and increased 
consumption of: Fibre, fish, fruit 
and vegetables

https://www.supplychain.nhs.
uk/programmes/government-
buying-standards/]

Q99  Chair: I appreciate your 
co-operation in these matters. We 
will get stuck straight into the 
first question on procurement of 
food. Why are the Government 
buying standards for food and the 
balanced scorecard not mandatory 
across the whole public sector? 

Answer:
Victoria Prentis: They are 

mandatory in most of the public 
sector in terms of hospitals 
and the Prison Service and all 
Government Departments and 
their agencies. The section they 
are not mandatory for is schools. 
It is fair to say that the same 

standards are embedded in the 
school standards. The GBSF and 
the balanced scorecard are great 
documents. We will refine them 
and continue to work on them, 
but they are documents that I am 
sure most of your members would 
wholeheartedly support. The real 
problem with them is not whether 
they are mandatory; it is whether 
they are actually enforced. My 
worry and what we have to seek 
to address in this space is that we 
have to encourage public services 
to abide by these standards. They 
are mandatory across much of 
the public sector at the moment, 
but that does not mean that they 
always happen. 

Victoria Prentis: Seasonal food 
is broadly cheaper food, which 
is an important point to get out 
there. One of the things that we 
may talk about later is the rules. 
We will still be constrained by 
international buying rules and 
WHO rules on procurement. We 
will not be able to say, “You must 
buy British”, in terms, but we will 
be able to say, “You must buy 
local. You must buy seasonal. You 
must buy sustainably sourced. 
You must buy organic”, if that is 
what we want to say. Those are 
the ways that we will encourage 
the uptake of food from small 
and medium-sized British food 
producers. 

Q102 Robbie Moore: Welcome, 
Minister. My question is about 
monitoring and compliance. How 
many public sector bodies comply 
with the Government buying 
standards for food, and how do 
the Government obtain such data? 

Victoria Prentis: As I was saying 
earlier, this is the weak point. Our 
data is really not good enough. 
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In fact, I am not even prepared 
to tell you the extent of public 
procurement spend because we 
have not had good information on 
that, probably ever and certainly 
not for at least 10 years. It would 
not mean much if I were to tell 
you the data we have. 

In DEFRA we do an annual 
survey of Government 
Departments; some of the 
responses we get are excellent 
and some are not. This is the area 
we really need to focus on. This is 
where change can really happen. 
We need to work at how we 
enforce our good rules. We will 
undoubtedly do further work on 
these rules in the next 18 months, 
but they are already good and 
gold standard—the sort of things 
we all approve of. Enforcement is 
the key to this. 

We are having a national 
conversation at the moment 
about enforcement of rules. With 
that, it is probably the case that 
advertising, encouraging and 
showcasing good practice is 
going to be what truthfully makes 
the difference. Otherwise we 
would have to pay for a whole 
new world of enforcement, which 
I do not see central Government 
appetite for. We can definitely do 
more within the system; we have 
to see what is going on, and I am 
sure that will take place, but most 
of this is nudging, encouraging, 
advertising and showing. 

Q104 Mrs Murray: How will 
leaving the European Union allow 
the UK to change its domestic 
food procurement rules? 

Victoria Prentis: That is a 
really good question, because the 
perception of many of us has been 
that we have been held back from 
saying, “Buy British”, by being a 
member of the European Union. 
We have of course been part of 
the EU’s state aid rules for a long 
time. Truthfully, we will still be 
bound by the WHO state aid rules, 
which are not all that different. 
Where leaving the EU really 

changes our perception is that we 
are now starting to focus—you 
know, because you and I discuss 
it regularly—on our agricultural 
policies and fish policies as an 
independent nation. Leaving 
the EU, regardless of how we 
all voted in the referendum, has 
given us oomph and confidence 
as a nation in our food supply in 
a way that has really changed the 
focus. While the rules will not 
be all that different, we are still 
going to have to say, “Buy local. 
Buy sustainable. Buy organic”, or 
however you want to say it. We 
will not be able to say, “Just buy 
British”, but there is now a real 
appetite—sorry to use the word—
for this work, and a real sense 
of urgency within Government 
that we take this forward, which 
perhaps we have not had in the 
last few years. 

Q105 Mrs Murray: Do you 
agree that EU rules did not stop us 
from sourcing more food locally 
and that the UK could have done 
more by using proxy quality 
measures such as seasonal? 

Victoria Prentis: Yes, I 
completely agree. It is interesting 
to see what other EU countries 
do. The French equivalent of the 
Agriculture Act says that 50%, I 
think, of food in public canteens 
should be organic or local or 
produced to certain standards. 
It does not say anywhere, “You 
must buy French food”, but the 
net result is that this definitely 
favours French farmers. I am sure 
as a Committee you are already 
looking at that, but that is the sort 
of thing we need to be looking at. 
We do not need to put it in primary 
legislation, but we can build our 
own guidelines around that. 

The Netherlands are also really 
interesting in the food space, not 
least because they have done a lot 
of work on obesity that seems to 
be working. Of their Government 
spend, 40% has to be either organic 
or have sustainable properties of 
some kind. In Italy, I think 40%—

it is a lot—of the food in schools 
has to be organic. That would not 
work for us because our organic 
sector is very much smaller, but 
it is possibly an aspiration and 
something we could look at, going 
forward. It is really useful to look 
at what other countries do within 
the rules. 

[…]
Victoria Prentis: […]  You can 

definitely have me on record as 
saying that I will do everything 
I possibly can to encourage the 
public sector to buy more local, 
sustainable, seasonal food. What 
I will not do, because I am not 
terribly keen on breaking the 
law, is say, “We must buy British 
food”, but I am very happy that 
the result of saying, “We must buy 
local, sustainable and seasonal 
food”, will mean that many British 
businesses get a look in. 

[…]

Q114 Dr Hudson: Thank you all 
for being before us today. I wanted 
to focus in on the Government 
buying standards scheme and the 
balanced scorecard, and really 
look at some of the exemptions. 
The GBS says that all food must 
be produced in a way that meets 
UK legislative standards for food 
production and animal welfare, or 
equivalent standards. It adds that 
if in any particular circumstances 
“this leads to a significant 
increase in costs which cannot be 
reasonably compensated for by 
savings elsewhere, the procuring 
authority shall agree with the 
catering contractor or supplier to 
depart from this requirement”. 
I want to explore that particular 
exemption. I am encouraged that 
you said the GBS and balanced 
scorecard are going to be looked 
at by Government, but how 
can an exemption that allows 
substandard food production and 
animal welfare on the grounds of 
cost be justified? I wanted your 
thoughts on that. 

[Answer: it was only used by 
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the MoD, for buying bacon and eggs 
in Europe for troops stationed there.}

Q115 Dr Hudson: Given that 
the use of this exemption is, as you 
said, the exception rather than the 
rule, if the use of this exemption is 
happening it should be noted and 
recorded. Could you tell us how 
frequently this exemption is or has 
been used? 

Ananda Guha: I am not sure how 
often it has been used. I know it has 
been used in the past. It is properly 
audited because it is signed off by 
a senior official, presumably in the 
Ministry of Defence. As I say, I am 
not aware of instances where it has 
been used. We can ask the MoD and 
revert, but it is not something that 
is done on a regular basis. I would 
hazard—unfortunately it is just 
hazarding a guess—that it is not used 
at the moment. 

[…]
However, as I said, the future 

probably lies with auditing bodies 
and assurance bodies, such as the 
scheme, but not exclusively, Food 
for Life Served Here, run by the Soil 
Association. We do not have an army 
of enforcement officers in DEFRA in 
this space and we never will, so it is 
important that we find other ways of 
ensuring what goes on. 

Q137 Chair: Minister, it also goes 
back to this question. We can have the 
best rules in the world, but if we do 
not enforce them, we are just wasting 
rainforests of paper if we are not 
careful. As we improve the situation 
around what we are going to buy and 
how we are going to buy it, let us 
make sure that we can publish data 
at the end of each year as to what the 
public sector has bought. That would 
then make a difference because, 
once we saw what was happening, 
we could monitor it more closely. 
At the moment, we do not entirely 
know, sometimes until it is too late, 
what is happening. I am sorry to keep 
on about it, but it is the crux of the 
matter. 

Rosie Duffield: How important is 
the future food framework pilot that 
is being run by Crown Commercial 
Services for increasing market 
access for SMEs? I am pretty keen 
that that includes Kent producers. 
When will the pilot begin? What are 

the Government doing to ensure that 
it is not unnecessarily delayed? 

Q142 Chair 
Just before we get on to the 

border questions, you were prisons 
Minister. When we had the prisons 
representative here, he was saying 
that, traditionally, there were many 
more farms within the prisons, 
which worked very well. Probably 
for financial reasons and others, they 
have been sold off. I would just ask 
you perhaps, although it is not your 
exact brief, whether DEFRA can 
help to see whether we can reinstate 
some of those prison farms. It 
would be good for rehabilitation of 
the prisoner and also produce some 
excellent food. It is just something 
that I would like to throw into the 
mix. 
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Mr Speaker, I come to the House 
today to set out our White Paper on 
the future of health and care. The past 
year has been the most challenging 
in the NHS’s proud 72-year history. 
The health and care system as a 
whole has risen in the face of great 
difficulties. Throughout, people have 
done incredible things and worked in 
novel and remarkable ways to deliver 
for patients, and we in this House 
salute them all—not just the nurse 
who may have had to care for two, 
three or four times as many patients 
as he would in normal times, and not 
just the surgeon who may have been 
called to treat patients beyond her 
normal specialism, but the managers 
across health and care who have come 
together in teams, as part of a health 
family, at local and national level; 
the public health experts, who have 
been needed more than ever before; 
and the local authority staff who have 
embraced change to deliver for their 
residents—and from all, a sense of 
teamwork that has been inspiring to 
see.

As a citizen, I care deeply for the 
whole health and care family, the 

values they stand for and the security 
they represent. They are there for 
us at the best of times, and they are 
there for us at the worst of times. 
As Health Secretary, I see it as my 
role sometimes to challenge but most 
of all to support the health and care 
family in their defining mission of 
improving the health of the nation 
and caring for those most in need.

I come before the House to present 
a White Paper based firmly on those 
values, which I believe are values 
that our whole nation holds dear. The 
White Paper is built on more than two 
years of work with the NHS, local 
councils and the public. At its heart, 
this White Paper enables greater 
integration, reduces bureaucracy and 
supports the way that the NHS and 
social care work when they work at 
their best—together. It strengthens 
accountability to this House and, 
crucially, it takes the lessons we have 
learned in this pandemic about how 
the system can rise to meet huge 
challenges and frames a legislative 
basis to support that effort. My job 
as Health Secretary is to make the 
system work for those who work in 
the system—to free up, to empower 
and to harness the mission-driven 
capability of team health and care. 
The goal of this White Paper is to 
allow that to happen.

Before turning to the core measures, 
I want to answer two questions that I 
know have been on people’s minds. 
First, are these changes needed? Even 
before the pandemic, it was clear 
that reform was needed to update 
the law, to improve how the NHS 
operates and to reduce bureaucracy. 
Local government and the NHS 
have told us that they want to work 
together to improve health outcomes 
for residents. Clinicians have told us 
that they want to do more than just 
treat conditions; they want to address 
the factors that determine people’s 
health and prevent illness in the first 
place. All parts of the system told us 
that they want to embrace modern 
technology, to innovate, to join up, 
to share data, to serve people and, 
ultimately, to be trusted to get on and 
do all that so that they can improve 
patient care and save lives. We have 
listened, and these changes reflect 
what our health and care family 
have been asking for, building on the 
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NHS’s own long-term plan.
The second question is, why now, 

as we tackle the biggest public health 
emergency in modern history? The 
response to covid-19 has accelerated 
the pace of collaboration across 
health and social care, showing what 
we can do when we work together 
flexibly, adopting new technology 
focused on the needs of the patient 
and setting aside bureaucratic rules. 
The pandemic has also brought 
home the importance of preventing 
ill health in the first place by tackling 
obesity and taking steps such as 
fluoridation that will improve the 
health of the nation. The pandemic 
has made the changes in this White 
Paper more, not less, urgent, and it 
is our role in Parliament to make the 
legislative changes that are needed. 
There is no better time than now.

I turn to the measures in detail. 
The first set of measures promote 
integration between different parts 
of the health and care system and 
put the focus of health funding on 
the health of the population, not just 
the health of patients. Health and 
care have always been part of the 
same ecosystem. Given an ageing 
population with more complex 
needs, that has never been more 
true, and these proposals will make 
it easier for clinicians, carers and 
public health experts to achieve what 
they already work hard to do: operate 
seamlessly across health and care, 
without being split into artificial silos 
that keep them apart.

The new approach is based on 
the concept of population health. 
A statutory integrated care system 
will be responsible in each part of 
England for the funding to support 
the health of their area. They will 
not just provide for the treatments 
that are needed, but support people 
to stay healthy in the first place. In 
some parts of the country, ICSs are 
already showing the way, and they 
will be accountable for outcomes 
of the health of the population 
and be held to account by the Care 
Quality Commission. Our goal is to 
integrate decision-making at a local 
level between the NHS and local 
authorities as much as is practically 
possible, and ensure decisions about 
local health can be taken as locally as 
possible.

Next, we will use legislation to 
remove bureaucracy that makes 
sensible decision making harder, 
freeing up the system to innovate and 
to embrace technology as a better 
platform to support staff and patient 
care. Our proposals preserve the 
division between funding decisions 
and provision of care, which has 
been the cornerstone of efforts to 
ensure the best value for taxpayers 
for more than 30 years. However, 
we are setting out a more joined-
up approach built on collaborative 
relationships, so that more strategic 
decisions can be taken to shape 
health and care for decades to come. 
At its heart, it is about population 
health, using the collective resources 
of the local system, the NHS, local 
authorities, the voluntary sector and 
others to improve the health of the 
area.

Finally, the White Paper will 
ensure a system that is accountable. 
Ministers have rightly always 
been accountable to this House for 
the performance of the NHS, and 
always will be. Clinical decisions 
should always be independent, but 
when the NHS is the public’s top 
domestic priority—over £140 billion 
of taxpayers’ money is spent on it 
each year—and when the quality 
of our healthcare matters to every 
single citizen and every one of 
our constituents, the NHS must be 
accountable to Ministers; Ministers 
accountable to Parliament; and 
Parliament accountable to the people 
we all serve. Medical matters are 
matters for Ministers. The White 
Paper provides a statutory basis for 
unified national leadership of the 
NHS, merging three bodies that 
legally oversee the NHS into one 
as NHS England. NHS England 
will have clinical and day-to-
day operational independence, 
but the Secretary of State will be 
empowered to set direction for the 
NHS and intervene where necessary. 
This White Paper can give the public 
confidence that the system will truly 
work together to respond to their 
needs.

These legislative measures support 
reforms already under way in the 
NHS, and should be seen in the 
context of those broader reforms. 
They are by no means the full extent 

of our ambition for the nation’s 
health. As we continue to tackle this 
pandemic, we will also bring forward 
changes in social care, public health, 
and mental health services. We are 
committed to the reform of adult 
social care, and will bring forward 
proposals this year. The public health 
interventions outlined in this White 
Paper sit alongside our proposals to 
strengthen the public health system, 
including the creation of the National 
Institute for Health Protection, 
and last month we committed in 
our mental health White Paper to 
bringing forward legislation to 
update the Mental Health Act 1983 
for the 21st century.

This landmark White Paper builds 
on what colleagues in health and care 
have told us, and we will continue 
that engagement in the weeks ahead, 
but it builds on more than that: it 
builds on this party’s commitment 
to the NHS from the very beginning. 
Eagle-eyed visitors to my office in 
Victoria Street will have noticed the 
portrait of Sir Henry Willink, who 
published from this Dispatch Box 
in 1944 the White Paper that set out 
plans for a National Health Service, 
which was later implemented by 
post-war Governments.

Throughout its proud 72-year 
history, successive Governments have 
believed in our health and social care 
system and strengthened it for their 
times. I believe the NHS is the finest 
health service in the world. I believe 
in the values that underpin it: that we 
all share responsibility for the health 
of one another. Its extraordinary feats 
this past year are unsurpassed even 
in its own proud history. Once again, 
we must support the NHS and the 
whole health and care system with 
a legislative framework that is fit 
for our times and fit for the future. 
We need a more integrated, more 
innovative and more responsive 
system, harnessing the best of 
modern technology and supporting 
the vocation and dedication of those 
who work in it. This White Paper is 
the next step in that noble endeavour, 
and I commend this statement to the 
House.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

No Homage to Catalonia
Independence is a human right for 

Tibet, Xinjiang and Hong Kong.
But not Kashmir or Catalonia.  Nor 

Sri Lankan Tamils- but the West tells 
off its government for crushing the 
rebels.

Try finding a logic to that, other 
than crude power politics.

Catalonia’s wish is clear:
“Catalan separatists bolster 

majority in regional parliament…
“The pro-independence camp 

appeared to have won just above 
50 per cent of the vote, with low 
turnout…

“It was little short of a disaster 
for the centre-right People’s party, 
Spain’s main opposition group, 
which recorded its worst-ever 
election result, with less than 4 
per cent of the vote. The centrist 
Ciudadanos group, which topped 
the poll in the last elections in 
2017, also saw its representation 
collapse from 36 deputies to six.”1

The ‘sensible centre’ is being 
despised everywhere.  Ordinary 
people in the West know that 
something is badly wrong.  But can’t 
see how to easily fix it.  Separatism 
is one choice:

“Pro-independence parties 
gained a majority of the votes for 
the first time in an election, though 
they lost over 600,000 votes from 
the previous elections amidst the 
lowest voter turnout in history”.2

Catalonia’s elected leaders were 
punished when they claimed the 
right to let the people decide who 
ruled them.  The rest of Europe let it 
happen.  Just as it lets the Palestinians 
be oppressed by Israel, denied the 
separate-but-equal state they were 

1  https://www.ft.com/content/3931c7e5-
dc12-42e3-aab8-b16539ce2317 
2  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2021_Catalan_regional_election 

promised.
Western sources like the BBC, 

once respected as trustworthy, spread 
fog and darkness.

The fog for Xinjiang is not to 
mention years of violent separatism.  
Or the global links with Islamic 
extremism.  Or the support for China 
by most Muslim states.

For Tibet, the Wikipedia is infested 
with false claims that it was an 
independent state before 1949.  The 
current Dalai Lama was imposed 
on Lhasa in 1940 with Central 
Government support, with the 
customary Golden Urn test not done.  
Later claims for independence were 
never recognised by other states or 
the UN.

Bodies like the self-appointed 
International Commission of Jurists 
don’t explain how a government 
should handle minorities making 
demands that the global authorities 
refuse to recognise as actual rights.

Had the UN become a real force, it 
might have been otherwise.  But that 
dream has long been dead.  As things 
are, separatism is normally a formula 
for war and chaos, as in South Sudan.  
For now, a stable peaceful order of 
sovereign states is the best we can 
hope for.

Ukraine Remains Mired
It’s a land with a great future 

behind it.  With a single strong 
leader, it might have bounced back 
as Russia has.  It is a large European 
country with resources and a well-
educated population.  But as I’ve 
said before, the majority have a sad 
habit of violently rejecting whatever 
they chose last time.

Mostly the worst people get 
elected.3  Greedy oligarchs who 
consume the wealth of others.  And 
scorn the needy:
3  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/46-globalisation/
ukraine-kievs-five-day-war-machine/ 

“Ukraine state auctions debtors’ 
underwear…

“The number of debtors grew 
by 300,000 last year, according 
to official data seen by BBC 
Ukrainian.

“There was indignation on 
Ukrainian social media last year 
when two confiscated pet dogs 
were put up for sale. And an MP, 
Yevgeniy Brahar, became the 
butt of jokes for suggesting that a 
hard-up pensioner should sell her 
dog in order to pay her bills.

“Justice Minister Denis 
Malyuska later suggested that 
auctioning debtors’ pet dogs 
made less sense than selling 
more valuable domesticated 
animals.”4

They also silence opposition 
voices:

“Ukraine has shut down three 
domestic television channels 
linked to a politician close to 
Vladimir Putin, alleging that they 
pose a national security risk by 
spreading Kremlin disinformation 
at a time when the country is in its 
eighth year of an undeclared war 
with Russia.”5

Before the violence started, much 
of the country chose politicians who 
wanted friendship with Russia.  This 
was treated as criminal by an anti-
Russian majority in Kiev during 
their Second Orange Revolution.  
So naturally the pro-Russian areas 
resisted.6

The mess shows no signs of being 
fixed.  But for now, they have not 
repeated the entire self-destructive 

4  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/amp/
world-europe-56085599 
5  https://www.ft.com/content/176c0332-
b927-465d-9eac-3b2d7eb9706a 
6  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
past-issues/2015-07-magazine/2015-
07-ukraine-illegally-removed-its-elected-
president/ 
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cycle:
“President Zelensky has 

packed a lot into the first year 
and there are four to go. Plenty 
of people, particularly in Kyiv, will 
tell you that it’s heading towards 
inevitable disaster; that history 
will repeat itself and it will all end 
with street demonstrations.

“But for now the wider public 
still appear to back their unlikely 
leader. Despite the setbacks, 
many still see President Zelensky 
as Ukraine’s best chance for 
change.”7

But when have New Right politics 
ever fixed anything?  

Reagan and Thatcher initially 
acted as real conservatives.  
Reagan revived the USA by pure 
Keynesianism, state spending.  Since 
most of this was military, the point 
was missed.  Paying people to dig 
holes and fill them in again would 
also have worked, as Keynes himself 
said.

After this first success, New Right 
policies did damage.  Lost the West 
its cultural hegemony, which had 
briefly seemed secure after the Soviet 
collapse.

Freezing Texas, Flooding India
How can Texas be freezing, if the 

problem is Global Warming?
Because no one said it would be 

uniform.  Local cooling was always 
expected.  Maps of future worlds 
showed islands of cooler blue in a 
sea of warming red.

Climate Change is the proper 
name.  

A body of very cold air around the 
artic would once stay there all year 
round.  But is now likely to break out 
south:

“Heating Arctic may be to 
blame for snowstorms in Texas, 
scientists argue

“The wintry weather that 
has battered the southern US 
and parts of Europe could be 
a counterintuitive effect of the 
climate crisis…

“Cold air is normally 
7  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-europe-52721154 

concentrated around the north 
pole in the polar vortex, an area 
of low pressure that circulates in a 
tight formation in the stratosphere 
during winter. This rotation is 
likened by scientists to a spinning 
top, one that can meander if it is 
interfered with.

“This interference, researchers 
say, is occurring through changes 
to the jet stream, a band of strong 
winds that wraps around the 
globe at lower elevations than the 
polar vortex. The warming of the 
Arctic, it is thought, is causing the 
jet stream to shift.”8

In Texas, a privatised electricity 
system made things much worse.  
I’ve blogged on this, Texas: Live 
Free, Freeze and Die9 and Texas: 
Failures of Privatisation.10

Meantime glaciers are melting: a 
danger to those living close to them.  
Particularly when large-scale works 
are done:

“Before Himalayan Flood, India 
Ignored Warnings of Development 
Risks

“Long before a deadly flood hit 
two hydroelectric dams, scientists 
warned repeatedly that such 
projects were dangerous in a 
fragile region made more so by 
global warming…

“The region has about 15,000 
glaciers, which are retreating 
at a rate of 100 to 200 feet per 
decade. The melting feeds or 
creates thousands of glacial lakes 
that can suddenly break through 
the ice and rocky debris holding 
them back, causing catastrophic 
floods. In Nepal, Bhutan, India 
and Pakistan, a large number of 
glacial lakes have been deemed 
imminently dangerous by The 
International Centre for Integrated 
Mountain Development, an 

8  https://www.theguard-
ian.com/science/2021/feb/17/
arctic-heating-winter-storms-climate-change 
9  https://www.quora.
com/q/mrgwydionmwilliams/
Texas-Live-Free-Freeze-and-Die 
10  https://www.quora.
com/q/mrgwydionmwilliams/
Texas-Failures-of-Privatisation 

intergovernmental group.”11

Are the victims seen as marginal 
and unimportant, while cities needing 
electricity have lots of voters?  

Live Free and Die?
“Some nations have effectively 

beaten the pandemic; others 
have been soundly beaten. 
Japan’s 126 million citizens have 
recorded just over 5,000 deaths. 
With a nearly identical population, 
Mexico has suffered more than 
150,000 deaths and counting…

“Covid’s deadliness depends 
on something simpler and more 
profound: cultural differences in 
our willingness to follow rules.

“All cultures have social 
norms, or unwritten rules for 
social behaviour. We adhere to 
standards of dress, discipline 
our kids, and don’t elbow our 
way through crowded subways 
not because these are legislative 
codes but because they help our 
society function. Psychologists 
have shown that some cultures 
abide by social norms quite 
strictly; they’re tight. Others are 
loose – with a more relaxed 
attitude toward rule-breakers.

“This distinction, first noticed 
by Herodotus, is in modern 
times capable of being 
quantified by psychologists and 
anthropologists. Relative to the 
US, the UK, Israel, Spain and 
Italy, countries like Singapore, 
Japan, China and Austria have 
been shown to be much tighter. 
These differences aren’t random. 
Research in both nation-states 
and small-scale societies has 
shown that communities with 
histories of chronic threat – 
whether natural disasters, 
infectious diseases, famines or 
invasions – develop stricter rules 
that ensure order and cohesion. It 
makes good evolutionary sense: 
following rules helps us survive 
chaos and crisis. On the flipside, 

11  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/08/
world/asia/india-flood-ignored-warnings.
html 



Labour Affairs  21

No. 316 - March 2021

looser groups that have faced 
fewer threats can afford to be 
more permissive.”12

Lots of Mexicans die violently, of 
course.  But mostly killed by other 
Mexicans.  In the USA, none of their 
foreign wars cost them what their 
own Civil War cost them, especially 
the South.  

But when US liberalism broke a 
racist but sociable culture, they saw 
no need to replace it with anything 
else.  They expected everyone to be 
nice, as they defined niceness.  And 
Clinton and Obama saw no need to 
do anything about US wealth flowing 
to the very rich while working people 
suffered.  A risk of socialism would 
have changed that, but socialism was 
unpopular and confused after the 
Soviet collapse.

No new functional conservativism 
has yet emerged.  Self-styled 
conservatives in the USA have been 
pure nihilists.

China is the future: the USA is 
now the past

“President Biden used his first 
public encounter with America’s 
European allies to describe a 
new struggle between the West 
and the forces of autocracy, 
declaring that ‘America is back’ 
while acknowledging that the past 
four years had taken a toll on its 
power and influence.

“His message stressing the 
importance of reinvigorating 
alliances and recommitting to 
defending Europe was predictably 
well received at a session of the 
Munich Security Conference that 
Mr. Biden addressed from the 
White House.

“But there was also pushback, 
notably from the French president, 
Emmanuel Macron, who in his 
address made an impassioned 
defense of his concept of ‘strategic 
autonomy’ from the United States, 
making the case that Europe can 
no longer be overly dependent on 
the United States as it focuses 
12  https://www.theguardian.com/world/
commentisfree/2021/feb/01/loose-rule-
breaking-culture-covid-deaths-societies-
pandemic 

more of its attention on Asia, 
especially China.

“And even Chancellor Angela 
Merkel of Germany, who is leaving 
office within the year, tempered 
her praise for Mr. Biden’s 
decision to cancel plans for a 
withdrawal of 12,000 American 
troops from the country with a 
warning that ‘our interests will not 
always converge.’ It appeared 
to be a reference to Germany’s 
ambivalence about confronting 
China — a major market for its 
automobiles and other high-end 
German products — and to the 
continuing battle with the United 
States over the construction of 
the Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline to 
Russia.”13

I’d go further – the joint effort 
by the USA and Western Europe to 
remake the world in their image had 
failed even before Trump got elected.

And Trump might be back in 2025, 
or someone like him.  Thanks to 
reforms that the West described as a 
power-grab, Xi is likely to be there 
till at least 2027.14

And China in 2020 overtook the 
USA as Europe’s biggest trading 
partner.15  And not much of a threat to 
European jobs, unlike the hollowing-
out that occurred in US industry.

Interestingly, India seems to 
have read the signs.  They ended a 
confrontation over a lake in disputed 
territory.16  And the BBC reports it 
as a genuine dispute, not Chinese 
aggression.

But in the USA, Trump’s habit of 
blaming China for Covid-19 has led 
to Chinese in the USA being attacked.  
Along with other East Asians whom 
an ignorant public lump with them:

“A 23-year-old Korean woman 
in New York was punched in the 
face last March and accused of 
having the coronavirus. More 
incidents followed as the virus 
13  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/19/
us/politics/biden-munich-conference.html 
14  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/problems-magazine-
past-issues/post-liberalism/
chinese-politics-working-well/ 
15  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
business-56093378 
16  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-asia-india-56021141 

spread, with Asian-Americans 
being spat on, beaten, slashed, 
even attacked with chemicals…

“In January, in San Francisco, 
an 84-year-old Thai man died 
after being assaulted on the 
street”.17

Such ignorance and hate is not 
accidental.  It has been carefully 
cultivated by the right-wing media, 
especially since the 1980s.  Keep 
ordinary people at odds with each 
other and not making demands on the 
rich.  But now it is out of control, and 
the USA suffers.

Europe is very imperfect, but 
Europe did at least drive racism 
underground.  The difference will 
count.

East Asian Harmony
Japan also has read the signs.  

China since Mao has had no interest 
in imposing its system on others 
– indeed Mao had pulled back in 
his last years, though I’m sure he 
planned to resume later.  And as I 
mentioned earlier, Covid-19 showed 
an important cultural split that is 
broadly East-West.

“Decoupling denied: Japan Inc 
lays its bets on China

“Trade rift between Beijing and 
Washington creates havoc and 
opportunity for Asia’s economic 
giants…

“Panasonic’s decision to 
further signify its operations is a 
decisive vote of confidence in a 
trading model that it pioneered: 
bargaining technology to China 
in exchange for access to the 
largest market in the world…

“Most multinational corporations 
are in the same boat, whether 
German carmakers or US 
communications equipment 
companies. They play by China’s 
rules and give away technology 
as the price of market access…

“The other reason Japan Inc 
invests in China is the presence 
of a vast and sophisticated supply 
chain. Complex products such as 
cars require a huge number of 
17  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/21/
opinion/anti-asian-violence.html 
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components and a large supplier 
network, which exist in China but 
not necessarily in up-and-coming 
competitors such as south-east 
Asia. In fact, ‘companies that have 
moved to south-east Asia often 
have to import parts from China 
due to a lack of local suppliers’, 
he said.”18

Snippets
Texas Scandal
“His Lights Stayed on During 

Texas’ Storm. Now He Owes 
$16,752.

“As millions of Texans shivered 
in dark, cold homes… those who 
could still summon lights with the 
flick of a switch felt lucky.

“Now, many of them are paying 
a severe price for it.

“‘My savings is gone,’ said 
Scott Willoughby, a 63-year-old 
Army veteran who lives on Social 
Security payments in a Dallas 
suburb. He said he had nearly 
emptied his savings account so 
that he would be able to pay the 
$16,752 electric bill charged to his 
credit card — 70 times what he 
usually pays for all of his utilities 
combined. ‘There’s nothing I can 
do about it, but it’s broken me.’…

“The steep electric bills in Texas 
are in part a result of the state’s 
uniquely unregulated energy 
market … Under some of the 
plans, when demand increases, 
prices rise.”19

There are calls for the state to 
pay such bills.  But they come from 
mayors who won’t have to pay it 
from their budget, so who knows?

***
Amazing greed from Amazon
“Amazon ordered to pay back 

$61.7m after pocketing delivery 
drivers’ tips…

“Like other gig platforms, Flex 
drivers use their own vehicles 
and are responsible for their own 

18  https://www.ft.com/content/
d1e2f806-1958-4cd6-8047-e27901786f26 
19  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/20/
us/texas-storm-electric-bills.html 

expenses. Many Flex workers 
are used to fulfil same-day 
grocery orders through Prime 
Now or Amazon Fresh, for which 
customers can leave a tip via 
Amazon’s app.

“The FTC said that according 
to Amazon’s advertising, Flex 
drivers should ‘receive 100% 
of the tips you earn’, in addition 
to a minimum of $18 to $25 in 
earnings per hour.

“But beginning in 2016, the 
FTC alleged, Amazon started 
using customer tips to make up 
the minimum earnings, without 
notifying workers of the change. 
The practice ended in 2019, the 
FTC said.

“‘Rather than passing along 
100 per cent of customers’ tips to 
drivers, as it had promised to do, 
Amazon used the money itself,’ 
said Daniel Kaufman, acting 
director of the FTC’s Bureau 
of Consumer Protection, in a 
statement on Tuesday.

“‘Our action today returns 
to drivers the tens of millions 
of dollars in tips that Amazon 
misappropriated, and requires 
Amazon to get drivers’ permission 
before changing its treatment of 
tips in the future.’”20

***
Brexit Blight
“Amsterdam ousts London as 

Europe’s top share trading hub
“UK’s departure from the EU 

prompts shift in dealing of stocks 
and derivatives”21

“Brexit trade disruption fuels 
boom at French and Irish ports

“Customs paperwork diverts 
trucks from UK ‘land bridge’ on to 
EU-Ireland sea routes…

“The surge in demand for the 
routes linking the island of Ireland 
to the rest of the EU has fuelled 
a Brexit boom at French ports 
such as Cherbourg, Dunkirk and 

20  https://www.ft.com/content/92abc0ac-
1c58-46a6-94d9-2c16b31aa890 (pay site) 
21  https://www.ft.com/content/3dad4ef3-
59e8-437e-8f63-f629a5b7d0aa 

Roscoff, and at Rosslare in south-
eastern Ireland.”22

***
The East Is Red Again
“Anti-capitalist tirades go viral in 

China
“Marxist rhetoric is gaining 

currency among young, 
overworked netizens…

“In recent weeks netizens’ 
anger has also surged against 
other private firms and their 
bosses. Jude Blanchette, whose 
book ‘China’s New Red Guards’ 
describes a revival of Maoism 
among Chinese people since the 
1990s, argues that opposition to 
big non-state businesses has long 
been evident in the margins of 
public sentiment. The government 
normally supports firms such as 
Mr Ma’s and tries to dampen neo-
Maoist suggestions that China 
is capitulating to capitalism. But 
sometimes it gives Maoists more 
freedom to air their grievances. 
That appears to be happening 
now. Officials are targeting 
China’s big tech firms with new 
antitrust rules aimed at curbing 
their power. ‘It looks like they are 
using public frustration to help 
give tailwind to this campaign,’ 
says Mr Blanchette.”23

It has a lot to do with the visible 
failure of the Capitalism and Multi-
Party Democracy that the West has 
been pushing.

Also the anger is typical of young 
male primates.  China’s leaders are 
channelling it.

***
Red and Black
“How a Trinidadian Communist 

Invented London’s Biggest Party
“The Notting Hill Carnival was 

canceled last year. But it likely 
wouldn’t exist at all without the 

22  https://www.ft.com/content/164afe66-
6130-454a-ba0b-459c9b5511fd 
23  https://www.economist.com/
china/2021/02/06/anti-capitalist-tirades-go-
viral-in-china (pay site) 
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efforts of Claudia Jones.”24

Global Communism did a lot to break down barriers.  Sadly, by the 1970s the Soviet 
system was stagnating, while the West was changing fast.

***
Viruses After Covid-19
“Scientists Are Trying to Spot New Viruses Before They Cause Pandemics
“Scientists want to build a weather system for viruses. It would require a big 

financial investment, plus buy-in from doctors, hospitals and blood banks.”25

Other scientists seek a single vaccine to fix everything close to the pandemic we 
have:

“Scientists are working on a shot that could protect against Covid-19, its 
variants, certain seasonal colds — and the next coronavirus pandemic.”26

Will it be funded?  Go and demand that it must!
***

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

24  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/18/world/europe/notting-hill-carnival-claudia-jones.
html 
25  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/15/health/scientists-viruses.html 
26  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/09/health/universal-coronavirus-vaccine.html 

Article 10 of the European Convention 
on Human Rights, of the CLP officers’ 
case against the suspension, which had 
been imposed for allowing discussion 
of solidarity motions.  And the letter 
went on to acknowledge, also, that 
those readmitted had not previously 
transgressed any party rules.     

At this juncture, best practice 
disciplinary management would be 
expected to round off a reinstatement 
letter, or the lifting of a suspension, with 
some bridge rebuilding. Best practice 
disciplinary management (see ACAS 
guidelines, for example) suggests that, 
ideally,  this should  be done privately, if 
possible, off-site in an informal, friendly 
setting.     

But, fat chance of anything like 
that happening under Labour’s “new 
management.” That treatment is reserved 
for the party’s donors.  Instead, a whole 
new tack is undertaken in the second 
part of the letter: “The NEC considers 
that your conduct has breached 
chapter 2,1,8 of the Labour Party 
Rule Book. Now, “Chapter 2,1.8 of the 
Labour Rule Book” sounds precise. But 
read it. It occupies 25 lines of do and 
don’t rules about members’ conduct, all 
of one piece, punctuated with a mere 3 
full stops in the whole text.  But it sounds 
serious. 

Having begun as a letter of 
reinstatement, but without any welcome 

back gesture, or apology, the letter 
manages to morph into the language 
of a de-facto Written Warning: “If you 
commit any further breach of Labour 
Party rules during that period, this 
Reminder of Conduct and the behaviour 
that led to it will be taken into account 
in dealing with that breach. The NEC 
Disputes Panel may refer disciplinary 
charges to the National Constitutional 
Committee (NCC), which has the power 
to impose a lengthy period of suspension 
of your Labour Party membership or to 
expel you from the Labour Party.”  

To be clear: where there is the possibility 
of a case leading from the informal to a 
formal stage it is obligatory to give the 
accused a sense of the seriousness of the 
case, including all possible sanctions. 
But that should not be used as a threat 
- as an inquisitorial “Show them the 
Instruments.”  The focus should be 
on finding a solution, a path to agreed 
behavioural improvement, thus obviating 
even the consideration of sanctions.  

But control freaks, who not 
surprisingly, sometimes turn up in 
management, can have problems with 
this approach to conflict resolution. 
Their procedures may be predicated with 
worthy aspirations of how to respect 
perceived subordinates and colleagues. 
Indeed, the NEC Statement “The 
Importance of our Members,” illustrates 
this well: ”We do not believe that social 
change can be delivered solely by a top-
down approach,” it says, “That means 
that we value the role of our members and 

our affiliated members as progressive 
campaigners, community activists and 
social entrepreneurs who forge positive 
change in their own neighbourhoods as 
well as shaping and promoting national 
policy.”  (Labour Rule Book, Appendix 
1.) But walking the talk is a different 
ballgame.  

The language used with our colleagues 
in the letter of ‘reinstatement’  is 
appalling, not least, when you consider 
what’s expected from local officers 
arising from the extensive scope of their 
responsibilities involved in carrying out 
“Party Business” as outlined in Chapter 
17.  

There is a more serious outcome to 
this unfair treatment, for the morale 
of the activists and the retention of the 
members - who have been leaving the 
party in their 10s of 1,000s. 

The wonderful SOS (Save our 
Socialists) advocacy group of suspended 
branch and CLP Officers points 
out: “For some the Party is part of their 
everyday life and community. Suspension 
without reason and without a timescale 
for resolution (even if you include a 
telephone number for the Samaritans) is 
institutional bullying.“  Michael Walker, 
Novara Media has gone further. In a two 
party state, he says, to suspend someone 
as committed to the Labour Party as 
many of the suspended members is to 
disenfranchise them. 

A former CLP Secretary, now Labour 
MP, said: “To have to choose between 
democracy and suspensions is not why 
any of us joined the Labour movement, 
nor is it what members have given 
innumerable hours of voluntary time for. 
The tactics of silencing and intimidation, 
often used by bosses towards their 
workers, should never be part of  the 
Labour Party’s values or operations,“ 
(Apsana Begum,  December, 2020.)   

Let’ s spell it out: the letter sent to 
reinstated officers is nothing short of 
bullying, and it should be called out, as 
it would be if it occurred in employing 
organisations.   

Back to Humpty Dumpty, for the last 
word on the low trust manager: “The 
question is, which is to be Master - that’s 
all.”  

For labour members, foot soldiers 
and our respected officers the question, 
perhaps, should now be, a topic I first 
heard on a TUC workplace Reps’ 
course: “Is management too important 
to be left to managers?”
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray
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Dictionary definition of a foot soldier: “…a dedicated low 
level follower…”

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

Contents:
“Language and power under new Labour management”:
“Competent Business”
“Reminder of Conduct”
Humpty Dumpty: “When I use a word, it means what I 

choose it to mean”
Alice: “The question is whether you can make words mean 

so many different things.”
“Competent Business” 
“Competent Business,” is being used to limit democratic 

debate at Branch and CLP level - very successfully - though 
it is a term not to be found in the Rule Book, or in any 
other context, legal or commercial, other than in its obvious 
meaning: a business is either competent at what it does or 
not. In the Labour Party, I’d argue, it is a convenient weasel 
word which lends itself to being what someone, for ulterior 
purposes chooses it to mean. The only authority the term has 
is imparted by the disingenuous use of Capital Letters to give 
it a faux legitimacy.  A classic case of the truth of the saying;  
“bullshit baffles brains.” No, that isn’t a Humpty Dumpty 
quote.

The term used in the Rule Book to discuss what CLP’s 
do is: “Party Business.” This is the title of Chapter 17 of 
the Labour Party Rule Book, available on the internet, and 
downloadable. 

Clause I, G I. lays out the prime function of Party meetings 
as being: “to provide delegates and members with the 
opportunity to participate in party activities through social 
contact, political debate and policy discussion; and to 
establish objectives for the Party in the area for campaigning, 
the development of Party organisation and the promotion 
of links with sympathetic individuals and bodies within the 
wider community.”      

G ii takes the definition of “Party Business” further: “The 
agenda of all Party meetings shall be drawn up to give 

due priority to the Party business highlighted above, the 
endorsement and introduction of new members and/or 
delegates, the discussion of resolutions, Party policy items 
and -  other matters of interest to Party members -  and the 
receipt of reports from public representatives.”  Repeat: 
“other matters of interest to Party members.”  

What could be of more interest to members than the 
suspension from membership, or exclusion from the PLP 
of a former Party leader - or those who want to show their 
support for him? It’ a non-ambiguous, non-prescriptive part 
of the definition of what constitutes “Party Business.” I did 
not understand until now, in researching this article, why that 
straightforward statement hasn’t been widely quoted in the 
row about what is appropriate to local party discussion at 
Labour’s regular meetings. Now I know: had the term “Party 
Business”  been employed, and chapter and verse cited, I 
could have gone straight to the source in the user un-friendly 
157 page Rule Book, been in a position to challenge. And 
so could others. Knowledge is power.  But, practically the 
whole active membership fall for the decoy of “Competent 
Business” and overlook the part of the Rule Book which gives 
them the authority to interpret “Chapter 17: Party Business” 
as was intended. 

Diane Abbott, my MP, puts the curtailment of party 
democracy, through the use, or abuse of  the term ‘Competent 
Business” in a Party historical context: “These suspensions 
are wrong and unprecedented. Over the years there have often 
been issues where substantial numbers differed in their view 
with leadership of the party. The miners’ strike was one such 
issue. The Iraq War was another. But the leadership never 
attempted to stop people actually having a debate,” (Diane 
Abbott, MP. December, 2020.). Not until now.  

(2) “Reminder of Conduct”
For a classic display of unenlightened management 

practice, on the other hand, look no further than the language 
in the letter to the ‘reinstated’ CLP Officers.  And, bear in mind 
that the Labour Party letter  acknowledged the validity,  under 
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