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The Labour Party and 
Metropolitan Mayors

A chance for Labour’s revival?
The Tory assault on local government began in 1979 

and continued until 2017, when Metropolitan mayors 
became possible under new legislation. In the meantime, 
local authorities had their finances reduced, particularly 
in the ‘austerity years’ after 2010. Their housing stock 
was removed through compulsory council house sales 
and it became difficult for them to become serious house 
builders again. We are now in a time when the importance 
of local government is once again becoming recognised 
and the Tories, ever sensitive to the way in which the 
wind of public opinion is blowing, have responded to 
this with the creation of new local government structures 
with enhanced powers. Few of the current electorate will 
remember the destruction of local government during the 
Thatcher-Major years, untouched by Brown and Blair and 
resumed under Cameron. Fewer still will care if the Tories 
are seen to be the revivers of local government. The newly 
created metropolitan areas do, however, represent an 
opportunity for Labour if it can grasp it. 

There are now 8 city-regions covering 12 million people 
with directly elected metropolitan mayors. Although 
powers vary between each of these, it is true today that 
most of them have powers over housing, transport, skills 
training and business support.1 Some also have a role in 
health and social care. In addition, some of them will be 
able to start franchising bus transport as is currently the case 
only in Greater London. These are the current Metropolitan 
authorities, mayors and political affiliations: Greater 
Manchester (Andy Burnham, Labour); Liverpool City 
Region (Steve Rotherham, Labour); North of Tyne (Jamie 
Driscoll, Labour); Sheffield City Region (Dan Jarvis, 
Labour); West Midlands (Andy Street, Conservative); 
Tees Valley (Ben Houchen, Conservative); West of 
England (Tim Bowles, Conservative); Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough (James Palmer, Conservative).

A few things are worth mentioning. First, the majority 
1  Here is a good introduction to them: https://www.centreforcities.
org/publication/everything-need-know-metro-mayors/

are Labour, but at least one, Teeside, a traditional Labour 
area, is controlled by the Conservatives. Second, although 
centred around large or medium sized cities they also 
take in surrounding towns and semi-rural areas. Third, 
there is some evidence that they are using their powers 
to benefit their populations, for example providing travel 
concessions for young people and improving transport 
links. Fourth, by far the greatest area of England is not 
covered by a metropolitan authority and there is a danger 
that these areas will eventually be left behind if the 
existing metropolitan authorities are successful. There 
is also a danger that these metropolitan areas will focus 
resources on large cities like Birmingham or Manchester 
and lead to the further neglect of surrounding towns and 
villages. 

However, there are also advantages to this kind of 
organisation. First, they are high profile and can attract 
attention at the level of national politics. Andy Burnham 
showed this when he confronted the Prime Minister about 
inadequate Covid support for his city region. Second, they 
are large enough to include the surrounding area including 
towns and villages and to make up a significant economic 
region which can be planned for as a whole. Third, some 
of the powers that they now have will enable them to do 
something significant in the areas that they represent. The 
potential is there to create jobs, build new public housing 
and improve transport and amenities. They already have 
some successes, for example, Greater Manchester is on 
the way to co-ordinating further education provision in the 
area and, like other metropolitan areas, has provided bus 
passes to young people. It is also seeking to take control 
of the area’s bus services. Birmingham is improving 
its transport, re-opening a suburban railway to provide 
better access to the city. This is a reminder that Tory-
held metropolitan areas can also provide improvements 
to their residents and it should be a warning to Labour 
that an area like Teeside, centred around Middlesbrough 
could be led by a Conservative mayor. If Ben Houchen’s 
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authority turns out to be a success, 
matters could go ill for Labour in 
Teeside in the future. Houchen has 
helped to revive the local airport, 
secured a Freeport for Teeside, which 
may be of questionable benefit, 
and has financially supported local 
businesses.

This journal has consistently 
argued against ‘household budget 
economics’ as a way of running 
a sovereign and independent 
country like the UK. Availability of 
resources and statutory powers, not 
availability of money is the central 
constraint. And there is scope for 
mobilising resources and improving 
the amenities of the metropolitan 
areas through a Labour government 
working with those areas. The 2019 
Labour manifesto recognised the 
importance of restoring funding to 
local authorities but was vague about 
what it would do. If residents are not 
convinced that you have a practical 
plan for improving their lives then, 
no matter what money you promise 
them, they will not take you seriously. 
Now is the time to show exactly how 
Labour can bring jobs, homes and 
amenities to the metropolitan areas by 
putting in more money and removing 
barriers to authorities taking effective 
action in areas like environmental 
protection and enhancement, digital 
connection, transport, business 
development and housing. Without 
good transport, people will not be 
able to travel to work, training or 
study within a reasonable distance. 
Economic activity will not increase 
and businesses will not locate to an 
area with poor levels of transport, 
education, digital connection, 
security, housing and inadequate 
training. If Labour can develop 
economic activity and attract 
business to an area, putting money 
in people’s pockets, then an area will 
revive through a multiplier effect as 
the circulation of wages stimulates 
the growth of local businesses. The 
Welsh Labour Party understands 
this – why is it so difficult for the 
Parliamentary Labour Party and the 
Shadow Cabinet?

With the aid of the local labour 
parties, trade unions, universities, 
colleges and other civil society 
organisations and consulting with 
residents, Labour should be capable 

of developing proposals for each 
metropolitan area, showing in 
detail how they intend to work with 
metropolitan authorities to improve 
transport, housing, education and 
training, attract businesses, digital 
communication, improve amenities, 
including facilities for young 
people over a five year period. Such 
plans should have a timescale and 
cost attached to them for which a 
Labour government and labour-led 
metropolitan authorities would be 
accountable. If Labour in 2019 could 
be criticised for being far too vague 
about what they would do, there 
is currently a policy void. Labour 
seems afraid of its 2019 manifesto. 
The problem with this manifesto 
though was not its radicalism, it was 
that it was not accompanied by some 
detailed thinking about how peoples’ 
lives in their own areas could be 
improved and communicating that 
to their electorates. Unfortunately 
there is little sign that it has learned 
this lesson apart, from the work of 
some Labour metropolitan mayors 
and Welsh Labour. A limited start 
has been made by some of the 
metro authorities. North of Tyne 
for example, has plans for housing, 
developing the economy, including 
local supply chains, tourism and 
offshore infrastructure. It also prides 
itself on job creation.

Local Labour parties can only do 
so much on their own. They need the 
support of the national party, with a 
commitment to expand the resources 
and the powers of local government. 
They can then ask local labour and 
other organisations what is needed 
in their areas and can draw up local 
manifestos to show in detail how they 
are going to make a big difference to 
the quality of people’s lives. Failure 
to do that will lead to the steady 
erosion of what remains of Labour’s 
support among working people and 
their families. This erosion is already 
evident in the latest opinion polls, 
a sign that Labour needs to start 
thinking seriously about policies for 
those parts of the country that they 
still hope to represent in the future.
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Labour and the Housing Crisis – part 2

The removal of the citizen from political discourse
By Eamon Dyas

When Tony Blair embarked on his 
New Labour project from the mid-
1990s his ambition was not only 
to get into Downing Street but to 
change the Labour Party for good – 
in fact he saw both these things as 
intrinsically linked. The changes he 
initiated in terms of policy, process 
and procedure were designed to, in 
effect, create a new direction for the 
party – one that would shed its old 
lodestones and traditional political 
yardsticks that no longer had any 
legitimacy. Only by doing that, he 
believed, could the party once more 
be fit to challenge the Conservatives 
on the grounds of the new political 
landscape of the 21st century.

The political landscape to which 
Blair sought to adopt Labour was 
the creation of Margaret Thatcher. 
So, in order to understand Blair’s 
New Labour we have to understand 
what it was that Thatcher’s political 
landscape actually represented. 

The election of the Thatcher 
government in 1979 is usually 
described as representing a move 
to the right by British society but 
that is an over-simplification that 
doesn’t really help us understand the 
actual dynamics of what Thatcher 
represented. It also avoids the 
culpability of the labour movement 
in creating the conditions in which 
someone like Thatcher could thrive. 
A more accurate description would 
be that she represented the reaction 
of the electorate to the political and 
economic future that the labour 
movement had threatened to create 
through its irresponsible behaviour 
in the 1970s. At that time the trade 
union movement had shown by its 
actions that it was in control of most 
aspects of civil society from the 
disposal of the dead to the people’s 
access to energy and light. The 
question that dominated the concerns 
of civil society was how that power 
was to be used in the future. Up to 
then that power had been seen to 
assert itself as a disruptive power 
used in a sectional interest. What 
remained to be seen was whether it 
could be used responsibly by putting 

it to a more constructive use in the 
wider society.

In many ways the answer was given 
in the rejection of the 1977 Bullock 
Report on industrial democracy. 
That rejection came about through 
the dominant influence of a narrow 
sectional mindset among most of 
the trade union leadership and an 
ideologically constrained left-wing 
in politics. Those in the leadership 
of Labour politics who saw the 
problem in clear electoral terms, 
being unable to bring these elements 
into line, were then deemed to be an 
ineffective element in an evolving 
situation that could not be sustained 
indefinitely. The electorate was 
confronted with a Labour leadership 
that was unable to influence the way 
in which the enormous power of the 
trade union movement was being 
used. Consequently, the Labour 
Party was seen to offer no alternative 
to the ongoing prospect of continued 
industrial strife and anarchy. 

On the other hand, the Tory 
party under Thatcher was seen to 
represent the only escape from that 
unthinkable future. After winning 
the 1979 election and bedding in 
her administration, Thatcher set 
out, through a series of legislative 
actions, to meet the challenge that 
the trade union movement had laid 
down and although it fought back the 
trade union movement now found 
themselves no longer able to rely 

on the support, or even the passive 
acquiescence, of civil society. She 
also embarked on economic policies 
that had the effect of diminishing 
the importance of that sector of the 
economy that had provided the main 
centre of trade union power – policies 
that witnessed the acceleration of the 
move of the British economy away 
from manufacturing in favour of the 
service and financial sectors.  

However, Thatcher’s success in 
changing the political and economic 
landscape relied on more than policies 
that diminished the trade union 
movement. Her objectives could 
not have been achieved without the 
positive commitment of a significant 
element among the citizenship to her 
agenda – something that she sought 
to positively encourage in her wider 
reforms.

But, there was a paradox at the 
centre of Thatcher’s policies. While 
her election can be seen as a reaction 
of those citizens to the position that 
the labour movement created in the 
1970s the policies that she pursued 
as part of her solution emerged 
from a viewpoint that effectively 
marginalised the reality of the citizen. 
Traditionally the idea of the citizen is 
a legal idea based on the relationship 
of the individual to the state. The 
citizen offers allegiance to the state 
in return for the state’s protection 
of his or her wellbeing. But it is not 
a relationship that is confined to 
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one generation. It is a relationship 
that extends across the generations 
in perpetuity. From that it follows 
that what is understood by the state 
protecting the welfare of the citizen 
is reliant on the norms established by 
each generation – something that in 
turn is often described as the outcome 
of “progress”. By the time Thatcher 
arrived on the scene that “progress” 
had taken the form of a higher degree 
of state involvement in the welfare 
of the citizen than at any other stage 
of peacetime in history. This not only 
involved the emergence of the NHS, 
and the supply of housing and social 
care for those most in need but also 
indirect protection from the vagaries 
of the market through a high degree 
of state ownership of significant 
parts of the economy as well as an 
evolving regulatory framework that 
served to keep the worst excesses of 
the market in check. Of course, the 
measures that represent “progress” 
are not written in stone and, in liberal 
democracies they remain vulnerable 
to changes in government. However, 
those measures, insofar as they relate 
to the welfare of the citizenry, are 
usually viewed as something that can 
command the protection of what are 
called “progressive” politics. 

Thatcher’s policies had the effect 
of dismantling this “progress” and 
in its place she created an unstable 
arrangement whereby the electorate 
found itself more fully reliant on the 
market to fulfil many of the areas of 
needs for the welfare of the citizen 
that had previously been undertaken 
by the state.

The role of housing in 
Thatcher’s project

The re-arrangement of the 
relationship of the citizen with the 
state were consistent with Thatcher’s 
belief that there was no such thing as 
society. If there was no such thing as 
society then the idea of the citizen 
became problematic as the citizen 
had an intrinsic relationship with the 
state and the state could only exist 
as the expression of some form of 
societal arrangement. Of course, 
while marginalising the idea of the 
citizen Thatcher could not deny 
the existence of the state. She had, 
after all, assumed the leadership of 
the most successful state in history. 

Something else had to be identified 
which possessed the kind of societal 
arrangement that explained the 
existence of the state over which 
she had assumed leadership. Like 
the state, capitalism also requires a 
societal arrangement to exist and in 
Thatcher’s ideal world the market 
was to be the exclusive provider of 
the societal arrangement that gave 
legitimacy to the state. She therefore 
set about the task of de-legitimising 
anything that did not have a direct 
relationship with the market. That 
she never fully succeeded with this 
task was because the citizenship 
proved to have too strong an affinity 
with certain arrangements which 
had evolved outside the market 
and so things like the NHS and the 
Post Office, at least for the time 
being, proved too hard to prise free 
politically. 

But utilities and housing proved 
to be different. It was here that she 
managed to weld the citizenry to 
her political agenda for privatisation 
and it is in these arenas that her 
legacy remains over a quarter of a 
century later despite the interlude of 
three Labour administrations in the 
meantime. 

As far as Thatcher was concerned, 
the problem for Britain was that the 
citizen had become too far separated 
from the operation of the market. 
This separation had created a gap 
that had been filled by the influence 
of the trade unionism and socialistic 
thinking that was responsible for the 
descent into the anarchy of the trade 
union power of the 1970s. Thatcher 
saw her role as someone who 
would eradicate once and for all the 
conditions which had resulted in such 
anarchy by redefining in practical 
terms the electorate as investors 
rather than citizens. Thus, any 
cross-generational public ownership 
in things like public utilities and 
transport (and in fact any resource 
that possessed a value as the public 
property of citizens) was also viewed 
as the result of this separation of the 
citizens from the market. 

The solution, from her perspective, 
was to sell off as much of the public 
resources as it was deemed politically 
possible to do. Shares from the 
proceeds resulting from these sales 
were distributed among those who 

could afford the discounted prices 
after big business was allocated the 
lion’s share. That this was certain to 
deny future generations of citizens 
the benefits of these public resources 
was deemed to be of no concern as 
the sale was supposed to provide the 
means by which the citizenry could 
become investors not only in the fate 
of their specific shares but also in the 
movements of the market. The future 
lay in the emergence of a property-
owning democracy – a future that 
had no place for the idea of society 
or of the traditional concept of the 
citizen.

However, the sale of public 
resources could only be relied upon 
to ensnare a small proportion of the 
citizenry in the property-owning 
democracy. After all, most people 
did not have the disposable income 
to procure even the discounted shares 
and those that did, sold them on to 
bigger investors within a short space 
of time. A far more potent leverage 
was available through the sale of 
council homes.

Thatcher lost no time in 
implementing her housing policy 
with the flagship “Right to Buy” 
scheme that was introduced through 
the 1980 Housing Act. This gave 
council tenants the right to buy their 
home with huge discounts. Further 
acts in 1984 and 1986 added to the 
momentum of these sales until by 
1990 20% of all local authority 
housing stock that had been built 
for those in need had been sold at 
a discount. An indication of the 
importance of the “Right to Buy” 
scheme in Thatcher’s project to re-
mould Britain into a property-owning 
democracy was the financial reforms 
initiated under her premiership. Until 
1986, the mutually-owned building 
societies held a monopoly in 
mortgage lending. This had ensured 
that the bodies doing the lending 
were owned by their members. 
Because they did not have to take 
account of shareholder interests this 
helped to keep the lid on the cost 
of mortgage repayments as well 
as ensuring a cautious approach to 
those they lent to. But Thatcher’s 
project could not have succeeded 

Continued On Page 5
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with such a cautious approach to mortgage lending and she decided to open up 
the mortgage market. The result was the 1986 Building Societies Act. Under 
the terms of this act mortgage lending was opened up to the banks – something 
that in turn led to a lending frenzy as competition between mortgage lenders 
increased. This, together with the newly emerged demand instigated by those 
seeking mortgages to purchase their discounted council homes, created a boom 
in the housing market the likes of which had not been seen before (house prices 
rose by 28% in 1988 alone!).

But it was an unsustainable situation. The housing bubble was dependent 
upon a continuance of low interest rates, growing prosperity, and the easier 
access to mortgage credit facilities initiated by the financial reforms. It was a 
situation that changed very quickly. In 1988, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
Norman Lamont, initiated a series of interest rate rises which culminated in a 
15.4% interest rate in February 1990. This represented a 60% increase over the 
interest rate in 1988 and it resulted in many new mortgage holders being unable 
to pay their monthly instalments. With so many then forced to sell their homes 
the resultant flood of properties created a collapse in the housing market.

So it was that the end of the Thatcher years witnessed the worst housing 
slump since the 1950s. Under normal circumstances, this should have led 
to a re-think of those policies by the new incoming government under John 
Major which arrived in November 1990. But instead, he made the decision 
to consolidate the Thatcher project and viewing the housing aspect of it as a 
critical ingredient, left it alone with the result that by 1993 the annual number 
of repossessions had increased five-fold over those of a “normal year” prior to 
the crisis. 

Yet Major, due to a growing discomfort with Thatcher’s policies, felt obligated 
to give the appearance of moving the government in a different direction. He 
therefore set out to rescue the idea of the citizen as a means of providing that 
appearance. Within eight months after he assumed office Major introduced the 
idea of the “Citizen’s Charter”. This was formally launched on 22 July 1991 
but Major’s “Citizen’s Charter” was based on the idea of the citizen that was 
just as alien to the needs of actual citizens as was Thatcher’s project. 

The next instalment of this investigation will look in more detail at John 
Major’s “Citizen’s Charter” and the role it played in introducing the idea of 
performance targets into our political vocabulary. It will also look at the way 
in which the concept of the “stakeholder” emerged under New Labour and how 
it became an effective obstacle to the emergence of actual solutions to social 
problems particularly in the arena of social housing provision.

What am I going to do next? Part 5

Work and Work Experience
By Dave Gardner

The biggest difficulty in getting 
employed lies in getting work 
experience to show an employer 
that you are able to work 
effectively. Evidence suggests 
that young people’s entry into 
employment is often complicated, 
characterised by part time and 
temporary jobs, volunteering and 
internships as a way of getting 
a foothold in the labour market. 
Almost by definition, young 
people at school are unable to do 

this unless they have had some 
work experience. This is why, 
in the first article in this series, 
I stressed the importance of 
providing a job guarantee to every 
young person. But such work 
will be unskilled or semiskilled 
and although having worked 
is invaluable in getting further 
employment, young people also 
need qualifications and know-
how if they are to build careers 
or even to get well-paid and 

satisfying work. Well-connected 
and wealthy young people can get 
internships (sometimes very well 
paid), but that is not an option 
for the great majority of young 
people.

There are different routes into 
employment, but nearly all of 
them involve some experience 
of the workplace. Apprentices 
are basically junior employees 
with limited responsibilities who 
are also learning on and off the 
job. Other kinds of vocational 
qualifications involve work 
placements with less responsibility, 
but the young people are students 
not employees. Internships are 
like apprenticeships but without 
any structured learning, and 
emergency schemes to provide 
work experience, like Kickstart, 
run the danger of leaving young 
people as dogsbodies at the beck 
and call of employers and other 
employees with little meaningful 
to do in the workplace and thus 
a poor preparation for a working 
life. What is more, the current 
Kickstart work experience 
programme has a very low take-
up, illustrating the importance 
of creating new jobs for young 
people. 

It is evident that there are different 
kinds of work experience, some good, 
some bad and some indifferent. What 
do young people get out of work 
experience? In some cases they get 
paid, in some cases they get paid and 
learn to practice a well thought of 
occupation. Good apprenticeships are 
popular but often hard to come by in 
the area where people live. Working 
without learning can provide the 
experience of the adult world and 
its disciplines and satisfaction that 
gives young people dignity and a 
sense of responsibility and so is a 
great deal better than nothing. Some 
young people, who have never had 
responsibilities and have not worked 
at school for some years and are not 
used to taking orders, find work or an 
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apprenticeship too much of a challenge. They need some 
acclimatising experience of the workplace before they can 
engage with the responsibility of an apprenticeship. 

So what does work experience offer? It offers at least 
the following:

Basic self-discipline in a working environment
An entry into adult life and responsibility 
A sense of dignity, worth and respect by others
Intergenerational companionship
The possibility of putting theory gained in a classroom 

into practice in the workplace
Encountering significant experiences and being able to 

learn from them.

For an inexperienced young man or woman lacking in 
confidence, good work experience can be like gold dust, 
setting them up for life. No or bad work experience can 
have long term scarring effects leading to long spells 
of unemployment, dissatisfaction in the workplace, 
the inability to build a career and a general cynicism 
about employers and employment. Even an adherent to 
‘household economics’ should recognise the long term 
economic cost of failing to provide work and good quality 
vocational education and training that includes work 
experience. The ‘household economist’ might consider 
loss of taxes, expenditure on benefits and long-term 
expenses of poor health, unemployment and encounters 
with the law. This is something that Labour should 
advocate ‘throwing the kitchen sink’ at, so important is it 
for the future lives of young people. 

Perhaps the biggest challenge in providing work 
experience for young people is the shortage of opportunities 
that employers are able or willing to provide. It is not 
possible to provide apprenticeships or the new-fangled T 
level qualification (which I will discuss in a future article)  
if there is no quality work or work experience to go with 
it. But it would be a mistake to just blame employers for 
this. When you take a young person on in your workplace 
you take on a lot of responsibility at the same time and that 
can be a distraction from your business. If the government 
is going to rely on a major increase in work experience as 
a means of transition into adulthood and the workplace it 
is going to have to do a lot more than it currently does to 
ensure that employers can support young people. Money 
is part of but by no means the whole answer. 

Employers, especially in smaller firms and 
organisations, do not often have the resources, staff or 
expertise to provide a good experience for young people, 
even if they have the best of intentions. The government 
is very keen on promoting work experience so it is only 
right that they should provide firms with the support that 
they need to give young people good experiences. This 
would include helping to deal with administration, advice 
on safety and above all how to mentor young people  as 
well as to providing them with opportunities to learn and 
to socialise with older and more experienced workers. It 
doesn’t look as if those behind the Tory reforms (see part 
3 of this series) really appreciate this, so it is something 
that Labour needs to look at closely.

As for apprenticeships, they are daunting to offer, 
especially for small and medium sized businesses and far 
too many of them are currently being used to enhance the 
qualifications of already highly qualified employees. They 
are very far from being an option for the great mass of 
young people who do not wish to go to university and will 
continue to be a fairly remote option unless government 
does a great deal more to offer businesses support, and 
not just in terms of money but with administration, 
mentoring and liaison with the Colleges that support the 
apprenticeship.

National Military Service was abolished in 1960. One 
of the arguments of its advocates was that it eased the 
transition into adult life by developing attitudes suitable 
for working life and promoted social mixing. One may 
have a degree of scepticism about that, but the idea that the 
state takes some responsibility for helping young people 
make the transition to adulthood is not that stupid. But in 
any case, there should be opportunities for employment 
for any young person should they want it and they should 
be properly supported and mentored. Part of any job 
guarantee that Labour advocates should include special 
provision for young people so that they are properly 
looked after and guided. The work need not be especially 
skilled, but it should be meaningful and provide the 
confidence and experience to embark on the next stage, 
whether it be an apprenticeship, another job or a course 
of some kind. As argued in Part One of this series there 
is plenty of work that needs to be done. The government 
and local authorities need to make an inventory of it and 
to ensure that there is a ready ‘buffer stock’ of jobs for this 
purpose.

History has so far shown only two roads to 
international stability, equilibrium and domination

Henry Kissinger

History consists for the greater part, of the miseries 
brought upon the world by pride, ambition, avarice, 
revenge, lust, sedition, hypocrisy, ungoverned zeal 
and all the train of disorderly appetites

Edmund Burke

He slept more than any other president, whether 
by day or by night. Nero fiddled, but Coolidge only 
snored.

Henry Mencken on Calvin Coolidge

Removing [Tolkien’s telephone number] from the 
directory seems better than the method adopted by 
Major W. H. Lewis in protecting his brother, which 
was to lift the receiver and say 'Oxford Sewage 
Disposal Unit' and go on repeating it until they 
went away.

The Letters of J. R. R. Tolkien: Letter 287
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Diary of an ex-Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

Michael Murray: 
m u r r a y m i c h a @ g m a i l . c o m ; 
Facebook: Michael Murray 
London

Contents: 
(1) “How did  it get like this in 

the Labour Party ?”
(2)  Labour Party an 

“unincorporated association”: 
its relevance.

(1) “How did get like this in the 
Labour Party ?”

The April “Diary of a Corbyn 
foot soldier,” dealt with Labour’s 
disciplinary procedures, focusing 
on “Rule 2, 1.8.” This was re-
printed in the influential Dublin-
based “Cedar Lounge Revolution” 
site, and a certain “Phil,” unknown 
to me, commented: 

“Murray (Corbyn foot soldier) 
only briefly touches on one of the 
most disgraceful elements (in the 
Disciplinary procedure) : the use of 
‘fishing’ letters, passing on the evi-
dence against the member (usu-
ally ambiguous, circumstantial or 
both) and asking the member to 
clarify whether they consider it to 
be in accordance with the rules. 
It’s clearly designed to provoke 
(and/or trap) the addressee into 
incriminating him/herself. 

“How things got like that in the 
Labour Party I don’t know, all I can 
say is Corbyn’s team passed up 
the opportunity to do some thor-
ough house-cleaning, and we’ll be 
regretting that for some time.” 

Taking Phil’s last point - his 
first will be addressed later -  he 
hits the nail on the head.  As I, 
too, attempt to make sense of how 
things got to where they are in the 
Labour Party I’ve become aware 
of the lost opportunity due to - let’s 
call it a leadership deficit - which 
isn’t down to one person, though 
one person, Jeremy Corbyn was 
saddled with the blame.

The lost opportunity began 
with the Party non-action on the 
Chakrabarti Report, on the Party’s 
handling of antisemitism.  That 
was greeted in the Guardian as 
follows:

“Shami Chakrabarti’s report is 
sophisticated and empathetic, 
but whether a divided party 
can act upon such a nuanced 
message is debatable. This 
antisemitism report deserves 
Labour’s calm, close attention. 
No Chance.” (Guardian, 
20/06/2016)    

The full story of “what went 
wrong” for Labour, I believe, 
begins and ends with the fact that 
Jeremy Corbyn, with his long held 
and enunciated anti-imperialist 
Defence and Foreign Policy views 
was never going to be allowed 
to get anywhere near Downing 
Street.  

The dramatic turn-around in the 
Corbyn-led Labour 2017 General 
Election results, the impact of the 
radical, by recent British standards,  
2017 Manifesto on voter opinion, 
that raised so many expectations 
and hopes, frightened the shit out 
of the ruling classes. He had to be 
stopped by all means possible. 

The most dramatic foreshadowing 
of this was published in two main 
British papers, The Times and The 
Guardian: US Secretary of State, 
Pompeo’s visit to London in June 
2019. Here is what they published:

“In a recording leaked to 
the Washington Post the US 
Secretary of State was asked 
(at a meeting with British Jewish 
leaders) what he would do if 
Jeremy Corbyn was elected as 
Prime Minister: 

“‘Would you be willing to work 
with us to take on actions if 
life becomes very difficult for 
Jews in the UK?” Pompeo’s, 
recorded response: 

“It could be that Mr Corbyn 
runs the gauntlet and manages 
to get elected … You should 
know, we won’t wait for him 
to do those things to begin to 
push back. 

“It’s too risky and too 
important and too hard once it’s 
already happened.” (Guardian 
9/06/2019) 

The Guardian article also noted 
that Trump had just previously 
turned down Corbyn’s request for 
a meeting with the US President 
saying Corbyn was “somewhat of 
a negative force.” 

For the record, the Labour Party 
- correct -  response was to say: 

“President Trump and his 
officials’ attempt to decide 
who will be Britain’s next 
prime minister are an entirely 
unacceptable interference in 
the UK’s democracy.” (ibid) 

But it had nothing to say about 
the alarming  request made by 
British citizens to a leader of a 
foreign power to: “… work with us 
to take on actions if life becomes 
very difficult for Jews in the UK?” 
(my emphasis, MM). Neither did 
the Tory Government.

Knocking on doors in the 2019 
General Election, it was clear 
that the response to Labour was, 
overtly, less influenced by the 
Trump/Pompeo intervention 
in British politics than to three 
predominant interlocking factors. 
These were: an exaggerated 
perception of Labour as being 
antisemitic; Brexit - and what 
can only be described as an all-
out, highly orchestrated character 
assassination of Jeremy Corbyn 
personally. 

All that served as an impenetrable 
shield against the landmark 2019 
Manifesto, hailed in the run-up to 
the election, by the world’s leading 
economists, as the only solution on 
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offer to the UK’s economic, social 
and environmental challenges, as 
reported in this diary at the time. 

 The full extent of the 
demonisation of Corbyn, and its 
unfairness,  is only now, in his 
‘retirement’ beginning to surface 
in the public consciousness as 
the perceived “threat” of him 
becoming Prime Minister has gone 
and the relentless main stream 
media pressure on him has been 
eased. 

Of course, the political 
leadership, in Government and 
in the Loyal Opposition, dealing 
with Brexit and Covid has also 
made him look good. But he’s still 
outside the door, a poll-topping, 
life-long Labour MP and former 
Party Leader, exiled from the 
Parliamentary Labour Party, to 
the shame of  “new management” 
and all his former comrades and 
parliamentary colleagues who 
condone his treatment by their 
silence. 

That his Labour Party future 
hangs on the outcome of a 
pending court case takes us back 
to the starting point of this article: 
“Phil’s” mention of the Labour 
Party’s abuse of the “investigation” 
stage of disciplinary issues which 
can’t be challenged within the 
Party rules. This has led to a greatly 
expanded role for the courts in the 
life of the Labour Party - at great 
expense of money and time to 
individual members and the Party 
itself; to the heightening of party 
divisions and  the utter waste of 
time and energy badly needed to 
get beyond Brexit and Covid - and 
a huge Tory majority which allows 
it to run riot with its rapacious 
crony capitalism, asset-stripping 
and attacks on public services.  

(2)  Labour Party an 
“unincorporated association”  

I’ve heard it argued that quoting 
best practice in employing 
organisations regarding 
Disciplinary and Grievance 
Handling procedures is irrelevant 
- because the Labour Party 
(regarding its members) is an 

“unincorporated association” not 
an employing organisation. That, 
I would dismiss with the time 
honoured legal term “argumentum 
ad ignorantiam” (which I choose 
to translate as “bullshit baffles 
brains,” or playing on people’s 
ignorance.) 

This is what I found out 
when I looked into the term 
“unincorporated.”

In 2015, in response to the 
internal Labour Party row about 
Jeremy Corbyn’s right to be on 
the leadership ballot,  A. Aamodt 
examined the circumstances 
in which the courts might get 
involved in the affairs of a political 
party. He began by pointing out 
that the Labour Party, by its own 
admission is an “unincorporated 
association … a … creature of 
contract” that is separate from a 
company, partnership or a trust. 
“Unincorporated associations are 
not legal entities that are distinct 
from the members that comprise 
it.”  (Local Government Lawyer, 
September 2015: The LGA (the 
publisher of the newsletter will be 
known to Labour councillors for 
its Councillor Guidelines on the 
many legal challenges they face in 
their onerous work.)

I’ve had the term  explained to me 
at zoom meetings and briefings by 
those great people - the barristers 
and  QCs (Queen’s Counsel) - 
who have, literally, “come to the 
aid of the party” in this time of 
unprecedented legalistic turmoil. 
They work with the plethora 
of new organisations set up to 
support and protect democratically 
elected Labour activists from 
unjust attacks, like SOS (Save our 
Socialists) and LA4J (Labour 
Activists for Justice) offering their 
legal knowledge and expertise, 
sometimes “pro bono” other 
times, when we get into the (more 
expensive) heavy shit for modest 
payments raised through “crowd 
funding” and, to their credit,  some 
trade union legal funds.  

I’m not going to pretend I’ve got 
my head around all of what they 

say, but a trade union background 
in Employment law helps.  Apart 
from anything else, familiarising 
oneself with the massive case law, 
arising from previous court cases 
around this area of law would be 
a full time job in itself. And you’d 
want to be in the whole of your 
health.  

But, I get it when Duncan Shipley 
Dalton, one of these legal eagles 
with vast experience of defending 
suspended Labour members, says 
the General Secretary was acting 
“ultra vires” (outside the powers 
given him in the Rule book) in 
demanding from CLP voluntary, 
elected Officers compliance with 
his “guidance” as if he were 
the manager of a commercial 
organisation. 

“There is a de facto 
hierarchical relationship 
between the NEC and the 
Constituency Labour Party 
(CLP) but not one of complete 
subordination and control.” He 
continues: “If this approach 
combined with the General 
Secretary directing CLPs and 
the officers to do whatever 
he instructs without question 
and on pain of punishment for 
breaching Rule 2.1.8. then it is 
the end of any semblance of 
local democracy in the Party.” 
(Interview on Socialist Telly, 
08/02/2021, still up on its site 
- which incidentally, recently 
passed 2.5 million viewers 
while still in its infancy, a sign of 
the times.) 

Duncan is right that it should 
be challenged. Not challenging it 
would be to gift another hostage 
to fortune - as if we’ve not seen 
enough of that already.  

At this point, it might be useful 
to throw in a reminder that 
the authority of the employer, 
exercised through management, 
is based on the ownership of the 
means of production, distribution 
and exchange that does have a 
legally enforceable demand on 
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its employees’ loyalties in some circumstances - even 
when they’ve moved on from their employments.  

Only in recent times has labour been acceded the 
right to see its labour power as a property right of the 
worker. Statutory Redundancy entitlement is, perhaps, 
the greatest example of that: the employee deprived of 
the right to work is entitled to be compensated. Unfair 
Dismissal remedies (Reinstatement, Reengagement  
or Compensation) is another. ESOPs (Employee Share 
Ownership Schemes) - sharing in ownership and 
control - another. 

(I’ll resist segueing into discussing the “50+1” 
German football fans club ownership and control 
model - an offshoot of the German worker-management 
Codetermination. Or “Works Council” system. But I’ll 
sneak in a mention anyway.) 

The way in which the self-styled “New Management” 
of the Labour Party is operating vis-à-vis the members 
is gravely misplaced. It is not in conformance with 
what the Rules say is the relationship between our 
elected general Officers and the members. 

For example, the General Secretary according to the 
Rule book, if appointed between Annual Conferences 
(the Rule making body of the Party) must be ratified 
at the next Conference by a majority vote of the 
membership delegates (Chapter 4, II 4 A). 

Some see this as one motive for a perceived purge 
of left wing activists: to dilute the number of left 
delegates getting to Conference, and, perhaps, voting 
against the GS’s appointment, as would be their right 
under Rule 4.II.4A - if so delegated by their CLPs. 

The same rule, bluntly states what the actual power 
relationship is according to the Rule book:

“S/he shall remain in office so long as her/his 
work gives satisfaction to the NEC and Party 
Conference.” (my emphasis, MM) 

The General Secretary is there at the pleasure of the 
membership, not the other way round, as his bombastic 
rhetoric in recent correspondence with members might 
suggest. 

To fully participate in their “unincorporated 
association” - that is, in their avowedly democratic 
socialist Labour Party - members will have to 
assertively challenge any misinterpretation of their 
rights as expressed in the Rule book - including re-
evaluating whether it is fit for purpose at all in its 
present form. And find out what to do about it when 
they decide that it isn’t. 

Later diary entries will comprise a survey of the 
numerous organisations, such as SOS and LA4J, 
mentioned already, that have sprung up to defend 
activist and member rights against unfair application 
of Labour’s rules.  Continued On Page 10

Other groups advocating industrial democracy.
The Morning Star on 1st May 2021 gave over its front pages 

(online at least) to the Institute for Employment Rights (IER); 
their declaration included the following:

Restoring Democracy 
In the 1970s there was much debate about ‘industrial 

democracy’ with the Bullock Report recommending 
workers on boards (as in Germany). Though well received, 
no agreement on implementation could be reached. Such 
proposals are needed now and workers having a guaranteed 
percentage of voting rights in shareholder meetings. 

The concept of industrial democracy is fundamental to the 
transformation of the workplace. The exclusion of workers’ 
input through their unions (or even as individuals) has been 
striking throughout the pandemic. 

The most effective means of promoting industrial 
democracy is, of course, the reinstatement of sectoral 
collective bargaining (which in turn supports workplace 
bargaining). […]

But industrial democracy goes further than this. We 
need to re-institute what is sometimes referred to as 
‘the economic constitution’, i.e. a legitimate role and 
voice for trade unions in the process of government. 
Again, this is something which we had in the past, but have 
forgotten about, or are very defensive about, although we are 
entitled to it. Our voice should be heard in government, in all 
decisions which affect workers. In other countries unions are 
integral to setting nationally the annual pay increase parameters 
(e.g. Norway) or social security and pensions (e.g. France). 
The modest proposal of the TUC for a National Recovery 
Council with trade union involvement, was rebuffed by 
government — though it does not go far enough.  (https://
morningstaronline.co.uk/system/files/pdf-editions/M_
Star__010521.pdf

They conclude with the ILO Declaration of Philadelphia 
1944:

The 1944 Declaration of Philadelphia (binding on all the 
countries of the earth) sums it up. Its first proposition is that 
‘labour is not a commodity’ (meaning that 

it is not to be bought and sold on a so-called ‘labour 
market’). It contains much more, including this statement of 
objectives: 

(e) the effective recognition of the right of collective 
bargaining, the cooperation of management and labour 
in the continuous improvement of productive efficiency, and 
the collaboration of workers and employers in the preparation 
and application of social and economic measures;

They also have interesting things to say about tax:
Regrowing the State 
Inequality of income and wealth is primarily a question 

of wage levels (though social security and pensions play 
their parts, of course). But taxation is another lever, what 
economists call ‘an active fiscal policy’. 

COVID has shown that government expenditure is not tied 
to tax revenue. Taxation is not an effective mechanism for 

‘levelling up’. But it could be used to level down, for example 
by really cracking down on tax avoidance and by increasing 
tax on the wealthy who can spare the most, as with the one- 
off tax being introduced in Argentina to meet some of the 
costs of the pandemic, or raising the rate of tax on capital 
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Continued From Page 9

Bodies piling up — The War on Covid
By Eamon Dyas

With the perpetual existence of 
a virus more deadly than flu now 
part of society’s deadly repertoire 
the impact will inevitably lead to a 
fall in the average life expectancy. 
It is extremely unlikely that the 
COVID-19 jab will be an effective 
way of preventing this.

Is this not a part of the reality? 
Is it not also part of the reality 
that the Johnson lockdowns were 
never proper lockdowns? Is it not 
part of the reality that there was a 
criminally incompetent treatment 
of the old that continued for 
months after the impact had 
become obvious? Is the fact that 
Britain and the west ignored early 
Chinese warnings a sign that we 
were not taking the virus seriously 
not another part of the reality?

That Johnson was an expression 
of a liberal culture that hindered 
any proper attempt to efficiently 
deal with the outbreak is also the 
reality.

The reality is where we are now. 
But how we got to this reality has 
a backstory that led us to the here 
and now. The acceptance of that 
reality should not be made an 
occasion for a laurel bestowing 
ceremony on the head of someone 

who has used his position 
incompetently and corruptly on 
an almost industrial scale.

Just because Starmer has failed 
to drive the stake into the heart of 
the beast doesn’t mean we should 
similarly stay the hand.

Johnson is a wolf dressed up 
as a highly entertaining sheep. 
But the direction in which he is 
attempting to turn the Tories did 
not arise from a good place or 
from any genuine concern for 
the vulnerable. His one nation 
policies are the result of the fright 
the Tories and their backers were 
given by the arrival of Corbyn as 
the leader of the other party of 
government. 

The Labour Party’s performance 
under his leadership in the 2017 
election became the occasion of 
an unprecedented media effort 
at undermining that leadership. 
Alongside that there emerged an 
awareness among the mandarins 
of the establishment that the 
political ground upon which 
Corbyn’s support rested needed 
to be contested or at least churned 
up. 

That is the context of the Johnson 

phenomenon. The arrival of the 
virus was one of those unplanned 
things that nature occasionally 
throws up to put us humans in our 
place. Unfortunately, it arrived 
too late for Corbyn but it also 
caused complications for the 
political plans of the re-oriented 
Tory party. 

The result has been a level 
of unplanned intervention by 
the state in the operation of the 
economy on a scale not seen since 
the war. In Britain the aftermath 
of wars usually led to an advance 
in the implementation of policies 
that serve the workers and under-
privileged - the outcome of the 
experience of the people of a 
higher level of cooperation and the 
positive experience of increased 
state intervention during the war.

The current reality is different 
as the experience of the war on 
the virus, while necessitating 
a dramatic increase in state 
intervention, did not result in an 
increase in economic activity but 
rather the opposite. Nor, unlike 
other British wars, will there be a 
point where a final victory can be 
declared. This is a critical lesson 
that the public must be made to 
learn particularly as it is in the 
wake of such declarations of 
victory that the reappraisal of the 
lessons of the war begin. 

But more crucially of all, the 
current situation does not appear 
to include a competent and 
purposeful Labour Party capable 
of interpreting the experience of 
the war on the virus in a way that 
might lead to an advance in state 
activity that might underpin the 
ongoing well being of the people.

This is the most significant 
reality of all.

gains to that on income. 
Taxation could go some way to deal with the obscene profiteering of companies 

like Amazon and Serco during the pandemic. So, taxing to level across the board, a 
commitment to equality, an active tax policy coupled with an active wages policy 
to raise wages through collective bargaining. This is the way to redistribute wealth. 

All these measures require strong State supervision. 
Of course, in a democracy a sympathetic government 
or Parliament cannot be guaranteed but we can at least 
provide a menu for such a future government. First off, it 
will need to appoint a Secretary of State for Labour (not 
just for employment rights) with strong powers to impose 
sectoral collective bargaining in the sectors that need it 
and to introduce the legislation (as the Welsh are currently proposing) to use the 
mighty weapon of public procurement to bring employers into line throughout 
the public contract supply chain (which is a significant part of the UK economy). 

Comment: Readers of Labour Affairs will be aware that to say that the Bullock 
Report was ‘well received’ is somewhat ambiguous.  It certainly wasn’t well received 
by the Morning Star at the time.
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Bevin, The Anti-Semite 
Brendan Clifford

This reprint from Labour and Trade Union Review July/August 2002 deals with the question raised in the biography 
by Andrew Adonis ‘Bevin, Labour’s Churchill’, reviewed last month.

“The immediate straw-that-broke-
the-camel’s-back was the repeated 
refusal of the Jewish settlers in 
Palestine to be grateful for British 
protection and to conform to the 
plans that Bevin had made for them. 
By 1947, Bevin had become anti-
Semitic… The Jews had rejected 
his pet solution to their problem… 
Goaded by a perilous mixture of 
fury and extreme self-pity, Bevin 
got it into his head that the Jews 
were organizing a world conspiracy 
against poor old Britain and in 
particular against poor old Ernie! 
Crossman was an instrument of this 
diabolical plot”: that’s Tam Dalyell 
in Dick Crossman: A Portrait (1989).

Dalyell does not present a single 
piece of evidence in support of his 
assertion that Bevin became an anti-
Semite. There was no need for him 
to. It is one of those truisms that have 
disabled the British Left ever since 
Bevin’s time. It is a self-evident 
truth, a received truth, of a political 
culture which abhors thought.

Bevin was both the strategist and 
the founder of the welfare state 
established in the 1940s, which was 
constructed so securely that it still 
exists in substance despite all that 
has been done by Thatcher and Blair 
to erode it. He was the strategist in 
the 1920s and 1930s when, as creator 
and leader of the powerful Transport 
and General Workers Union, he 
distanced himself from the socialist 
ideologues and worked out how to 
make actual and functional reforms 
in the working class interest. He laid 
the foundations of the welfare state 
between 1941 and 1945, in Coalition 
with the demoralised Tories, when, 
as Minister for Labour, he ran the 
country while Churchill ran the war. 
In 1945-50 he was Foreign Secretary 
while the domestic reforms were 
worked out under Attlee’s direction.

An evolving Labour movement 
would have taken the Bevin/Attlee 
era (1940-1950) as its historical base 
area and worked its way forward 
from it. What actually happened was 
that Bevin was depicted as a right-

wing ogre by the socialist ideologues 
prior to being removed from political 
memory, and Attlee was sidelined 
as a kind of plaster saint. With the 
passing of Attlee and Bevin, the 
Labour Party was ‘radicalised’ by 
Nye Bevan, Michael Foot, etc. In 
this state of mind it could only enact 
superficial and fleeting reforms. 
It could not see where essential 
reforms, difficult to reverse, were to 
be made. The last Labour (as distinct 
from New Labour) Government 
enacted many reforms, all of which 
were easily undone by Thatcher. 
But the radicals had no time for the 
proposal of a Royal Commission 
that the workforce in enterprises 
should be represented on the board 
of management on equal terms 
with the shareholders. That reform, 
if enacted, would have been well-
nigh irreversible, and on a par with 
the 1945 reforms. But it somehow 
appeared worthless, or even 
damaging, to the ideology which had 
developed from a rejection of the 
Bevin/Attlee approach.

When Bevin became Foreign 
Secretary he opposed the 
establishment of a Jewish state in 
Palestine. He was therefore branded 
an anti-Semite by Zionist enthusiasts 
and Jewish ideological influence was 
deployed against him. And that was 
certainly a factor in blotting him out 
for the next generation.

Dalyell describes himself as an 
“issue” politician, as distinct from 
a “position” politician intent on 
advancing his career in government. 
But he takes absolutely no account 
of the issue on which he brands 
Bevin a racist--the issue of whether 
to establish a foreign state amidst 
the actual inhabitants of Palestine. 
It appears that the issue simply does 
not exist for him. He is in that respect 
a perfect imperialist. And he is of 
course a remnant of the old ruling 
class which was accustomed to 
discuss world affairs in what Kipling 
called “the argot of the Upper Fourth 
Remove”.

Zionism was, and is, a colonial 

movement. It was a Jewish movement 
to colonise Palestine, displace the 
Palestinians, and make Palestine a 
Jewish state.

Zionism was adopted into British 
colonial policy by Arthur Balfour, a 
high Tory, in November 1917, when 
Britain was in process of conquering 
Palestine. And this new colonialism 
of the anti-imperialist era somehow 
became the Utopianism of the Labour 
Party in the 1920s.

Imperialist assumptions run 
deep in English society. Zionist 
resolutions were routinely adopted 
by Labour Party conferences without 
any concern about their implications 
of ethnic cleansing, or genocide, or 
whatever we would call it these days 
if the Serbs attempted it. The notion 
that Palestine was an empty land 
could only be sustained on the basis 
of wilful and purposeful ignorance, 
and the idea that a Jewish colony 
could be inserted as the foundation 
of the Jewish state without riding 
roughshod over the Palestinians was 
strictly for the birds.

But the Zionist project was not only 
a colonial project which could only 
be accomplished with the support of 
an Imperial Power--a fact which the 
Zionist leaders never concealed--it 
was also a project for whose practical 
realisation a vigorous element of 
racial contempt was needed. How 
could you do to the Arabs what 
needed to be done to them, so that a 
Jewish colonial state could be set up 
in their country, if you did not hold 
them in contempt?

Bevin was an Imperialist. He 
took the Empire as given, and could 
hardly have become a Minister of the 
Crown if he hadn’t. The difference 
between him and some other Labour 
Ministers in that respect is that he did 
not posture as anti-imperialist. What 
was lacking from his make-up was 
the racial contempt. He was not the 
leader of a craft union with a closed-
shop mentality, but the creator of a 
great General Union accustomed 
to dealing fairly with people of all 
sorts and conditions. He did not 
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have it in him to do the necessary for 
the final accomplishment of the Balfour 
Declaration. And that is why he was 
branded an anti-Semite.

In a biography of Bevin published by 
the Manchester University Press in 1993 
(Ernest Bevin by Peter Weiler) we are 
told:

“Because of a number of his public 
statements and his opposition to Zionist 
goals, Bevin was accused at the time of 
being anti-Semitic, a charge denied by 
Alan bullock and other historians who 
countered that he was merely heavy 
handed and insensitive. Certainly, 
Bevin’s belief that the Jews could 
be convinced to resettle in Europe 
showed a lack of understanding of the 
emotional impact of the Holocaust, as 
did his warning that if Jews wanted to 
‘get too much at the head of the queue’ 
for resettlement they would enflame 
anti-Semitism. Similarly, his irritated 
observation that Americans agitated 
the Jewish immigration to Palestine 
because ‘they did not want too many 
Jews in New York’ had a point--
immigration restrictions excluded most 
Jews from going to the United States--
but it was not tactful.

“It was also the case, however, that 
Ernest Bevin held anti-Semitic views. 
We have already seen the connection 
he drew between Jews and finance. 
He did the same for Communism. 
Warning Zionist leaders of the political 
dangers of an all-Jewish state, he said 
that ‘it was significant that the only 
constituency in the United Kingdom 
which, on a population basis, was in 
a position to return a Jewish Member 
of Parliament had, in fact, returned a 
Communist’. He thought that Israel 
might become ‘another China’. 
Various of his colleagues privately 
noted what Ian Mikardo called ‘the 
pejorative and often vulgar language 
of many of Bevin’s references to 
Jews’. Christopher Mayhew, Bevin’s 
Parliamentary Under Secretary, wrote 
in his diary in May 1948 that he “must 
make a note about Ernest’s anti-
Semitism… there is no doubt in my mind 
that Ernest detests Jews. He makes 
the odd wisecrack about the ‘Chosen 
People’; explains Shinwell away as a 
Jew; declares the Old Testament is the 
most immoral book ever written… He 
says they taught Hitler the technique of 
terror--and were even now paralleling 
the Nazis in Palestine. They were 
preachers of violence and war… ‘What 
could you expect when people are 
brought up from the cradle on the Old 
Testament’.

“Some of Bevin’s bitter responses 
can be explained as anger at Zionist 
terrorism and frustration that the 
“Jews showed no readiness to reach 
a reasonable compromise”, as he saw 
it, and therefore undermined his Middle 
East policy. There can nevertheless 
be no denying Bevin’s prejudices, 
although there is no evidence that they 
shaped his policy towards Palestine”. 
(p. 170-171)

If his anti-Semitism did not shape 
his Palestine policy, the question arises 
whether this alleged anti-Semitism was 
shaped by Palestine and Jewish conduct 
therein. But Weiler does not ask this 
question.

If he showed that Bevin had been 
anti-Jewish before 1945, either in his 
conduct of union affairs or as Minister 
for Labour, one would have to take the 
matter seriously. But all his examples 
date from the years of Bevin’s Foreign 
Secretaryship and therefore prove 
nothing.

The comparison of Jewish conduct in 
Palestine with Nazi conduct is noted in 
May 1948, which is to say within weeks 
of the Deir Yassin affair--the Arab Lidice. 
Deir Yassin was a Palestinian village 
near Jerusalem in which the Jews killed 
all the villagers--about 300 of them. I 
say “the Jews” because the thing was not 
done furtively, or in hot blood, or as a 
reprisal. It was done at leisure. Some of 
the villagers were killed on the spot to 
begin with. Others were put in lorries, 
driven to Jerusalem, paraded around, and 
then taken back to Deir Yassin and shot.

Films are made about Lidice, a Czech 
village where a large number of the 
inhabitants were killed in reprisal for the 
assassination of the German Governor 
by a Czech parachuted in from Britain. 
Deir Yassin has been erased from popular 
memory, except amongst Arabs.

As to the Chosen People, that is the 
official status of the Jews in Judaic 
cosmology, is it not? As far as I could 
discover, that is the earnest understanding 
of the core which has kept Judaism 
in being. They are not preserving 
themselves as a cultural museum piece. 
They had purpose beyond cultural 
conservationism for refusing to become 
Christians.

As to the Old Testament, what is it if 
not an exhortation to genocide by the 
Elect? and it says a lot for Bevin that he 
was revolted by it even though he was 
brought up as a Baptist.

Protestantism in England was in great 
part a reversion from the New Testament 
to the Old, bearing little resemblance to 
the empty sentimentality which passes 
for Christianity after its collapse. I do 
not see the comparison of the Book of 
Joshua with Mein Kampf as outrageous. 
And I know that the Book of Joshua has 
outlasted Mein Kampf as a guide to 
action.

If observation of the connection 
between Jews and finance is anti-
Semitism, then anti-Semitism can only 
be avoided by denial of empirical fact. An 
investigation by a Jew of the position of 
Jews in the new states created in Eastern 
Europe by the Versailles Conference, 
published by Gollancz in 1938, shows 
the Jews in all those basically peasant 
countries as being concentrated in the 
commercial sector (A People At Bay by 
Oscar Janovsky). And, whatever the 
historical causes of it, that actually was 
the case. It did not greatly matter in the 
multi-national Austro-Hungarian Empire 
that the Jews made up the greater and 
most vigorous part of the commercial/
professional stratum, but when Britain, 
having won the First World War, broke 
up that Empire into small national states 
it mattered very much indeed. The New 
Order in Europe, established by Britain 
in 1919, generated a strong, widespread 
anti-Jewish sentiment around Europe 
long before Hitler came to power in 
Germany. And that anti-Semitism was 
not a remnant of mediaeval superstition. 
It was the specific product of the 
destruction of a functional and largely 
democratic European Empire, and the 
setting up in its place of a series of small 
nation-states, from the Baltic to the 
Balkans.

The sentiment of nationality had been 
extensively provided for within the 
evolving structure of the Austrian Empire 
in ways that minimised national conflict. 
Czechs, Slovaks, Croats, Slovenes 
etc. had representation in the Imperial 
Parliament as nationalities, but not as 
territories. This was the arrangement 
of “cultural-national autonomy”, which 
was roundly denounced by Lenin. The 
advanced nationalist idealists within the 
various nationalities aspired to establish 
separate territorial nation-states, but the 
national-separatist movements were 
retarded in their development by the 
democratic structure of the Empire.

Lenin advocated territorial nationalism 
for the purpose of undermining a state 
which was a stronghold of the capitalist 
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order in Europe. But it was not the 
growth of territorial nationalism under 
Leninist inspiration that destroyed the 
multi-national Empire. The setting up 
of the nation-states did not signify the 
rise to social dominance of nationalistic 
capitalist classes in the various regions 
of the Empire. The Empire was broken 
up and the nation states put in its place 
by the guardians of the capitalist order 
internationally--Britain, America and 
France. The nation-states were set up in 
place of the Austrian Empire by the Great 
Powers--the British Empire, the French 
Empire, and the United States. This 
deliberate engendering of nationalism 
had the dual purpose of punishing the 
Germans and Austrians for losing the 
war, and enlisting nationalism against 
Leninism in Central Europe.

These new national entities had not 
forced their way into the European 
order. They were brought into being by 
the Great Powers for ulterior purposes 
regardless of the fact that they lacked the 
internal structures that would have made 
them functional as liberal-democratic 
states of the capitalist order.

The Austrian Empire did not divide into 
coherent national units either territorially 
or economically. The Empire itself had 
been a more coherent entity than any of 
the states into which it was split up. The 
peoples on whom the new structures of 
nation-states were laid by the Versailles 
Conference had predominantly been 
peasant communities within the Empire. 
They might be described as provincials 
of the Empire. Their provincial cultures 
were worked up into national cultures 
by nationalist intelligentsias. But, at the 
moment when the Great Powers formed 
those provincial regions into nation 
states, those nationalist intelligentsias 
were still very far from forming capitalist 
classes of the various nation-states that 
were conjured into being by decree of 
the Great Powers.

Insofar as there was a commercial/
professional class of the Empire-
-a bourgeoisie--a capitalist class 
co-extensive with the Empire and 
flourishing in all its regions, that class 
was the Jews. The Jews therefore did not 
experience the break-up of the Empire 
of the Empire into nation-states as any 
kind of liberation. Janowsky described 
the formation of the nation-states as 
a “Balkanisation” of the Empire, and 
that description corresponds with the 
actual Jewish experience of the event.

Within that series of new states in 
Eastern Europe--liberated or Balkanised, 
depending on one’s point of view--
the Jews made up the greater part of 
the commercial/professional class. 
On average they were around five per 
cent of the population of the state, but 
made up about 80% of the commercial/
professional economic stratum. They 
occupied a position where in a nation-
state one would expect to find the national 
bourgeoisie. But, while they were pre-
eminently bourgeois, they were not 
national at all. They were the Balkanised 
remnants of the cosmopolitical middle 
class of the destroyed Empire.

Since they could not play the socio-
political part of a national bourgeoisie 
in those nation-states--in fact the part of 
many national bourgeoisies in conflict 
with each other--it was not a practical 
possibility that they should retain the 
economic position which they held at the 
moment when the Empire was broken 
up into nation-states. It was a practical 
inevitability that, within these hot-house 
nation-states, there would be a forced 
development of national bourgeoisie out 
of the various peasantries, and that, by 
one means or another, the Jews would be 
displaced from their economic positions.\

Most of the new nation-states were in 
territorial dispute with each other--until 
nationalist conflict was eased by the 
great ethnic cleansing conducted after 
the defeat of Germany in 1945, under 
the auspices of the United Nations, 
combined with the superimposition of 
Communist regimes harmonised by 
Moscow--but they shared a common 
culture of anti-Semitism. And, in the 
British war-propaganda of 1939-45, 
it was acknowledged that the position 
occupied by the Jews in the Versailles 
states created out of the Austrian Empire 
was unsustainable. A distinction was 
made between religious bigotry and 
an “anti-Semitism of fact”, which was 
understood to be a means of dealing with 
an objective social problem.

Was that distinction not itself an 
expression of anti-Semitism?

I don’t know that Bevin ever gave 
a moment’s thought to the possibility 
that the mode of Jewish existence in 
Europe after 1918 might have been an 
authentic social problem, or that he 
was in any way implicated in the anti-
Semitism of the “anti-Semitism of fact”. 
He was running Britain during the War, 
and taking advantage of the disordered 

position of the Tories to lay the 
groundwork of the welfare state. I have 
seen no suggestion that his attitude was 
in any way anti-Jewish in his conduct of 
union affairs, or that he saw the position 
of the Jewish community in Britain as 
being problematical for Britain. And he 
appears to have given properly mindless 
support to the Imperialistic resolutions in 
support of Zionism which were regularly 
passed at Labour Party Conferences.

Zionism was the Utopian ideology 
of the rather futile and compromised 
British Labour Party in the 1920s and 
1930s--its alternative to the Leninist 
Utopianism of the Communist Party. 
It was a bright ideal, as glittering as 
the Soviet, but safe and practically 
irrelevant--until in the Summer of 1945 
the Labour Party found itself not only 
in office, but in power--in a way that in 
the course of the 20th century only the 
Liberal Party of 1906 and the Tory Party 
of 1979 have been. Bevin was then faced 
with the immediate task of realising the 
Zionist ideal. He could not disguise from 
himself the reality of what was involved 
in the implementation of the Zionist 
policy. He was not a Parliament-bred 
politician who lived through euphemistic 
phrases. He was accustomed to looking 
frankly at the brute realities of life, 
and once he became Foreign Secretary 
he saw the brute realities of what was 
involved in the Zionist project--massive 
cleansing of the native population of 
Palestine to make way for massive 
Jewish colonisation--and he refused to 
play. That is why he was branded an 
anti-Semite by Richard Crossman. The 
slander stuck because Jewish influence 
in the Labour Party was considerable. 
And it is now repeated by Tam Dalyell 
in what is more a hagiography than a 
biography of Crossman.

I think it must have been pretty well 
the case that socialist Jews in Britain who 
were not Zionists were Communists. 
But, since the Communist Party was 
venomously hostile to Bevin on other 
grounds--he made “right-wing social 
democracy” effective and thereby curbed 
Communist influence in the Labour 
movement--Communist Jews had no 
more time for him than Zionist Jews.
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Citrine Biography Book Launch Report
By Manus O’Riordan

Dr Jim Moher’s biography, Walter 
Citrine: Forgotten Statesman of the 
Trades Union Congress, was profiled 
by its author in the March issue 
of Labour Affairs. On 24 March a 
book launch was held, in the form of a 
Zoom meeting, for which 160 people 
pre-registered and 120 attended, 
including myself. The launch was 
chaired by John Edmonds, former 
General Secretary, 1986-2003,  of 
the GMB union. The interlocutor 
was John Monks, former General 
Secretary, 1993-2003, of the Trades 
Union Congress, and subsequently 
General Secretary, 2003-2011, of the 
European Trade Confederation. 

As the interlocutor, Monks asked 
the author to address a series of 
themes, more or less along the lines 
of his March article, but segmented. 
After the presentation of each theme, 
Edmonds then put pertinent questions 
posed by those attending the launch. 
This alternating between each theme 
and the follow-on Q and A sessions 
allowed for a rounded profile of 
Citrine to emerge. 

The author had thoroughly 
researched the meticulous diaries and 
files that Citrine had maintained over 
the course of six decades. Moher’s 
objective was to rescue Citrine’s 
reputation, not only from the bad 
press he was so often given by the 
British Left, but also from some 
distortions of good points that others 
acknowledged. So it was not only the 
hostility of Nye Bevan that had to be 
addressed. For far too long Citrine had 
been overshadowed by Ernest Bevin 
with whom he had worked so closely 
and effectively during the 1920s and 
1930s, but who Citrine felt had let the 
international trade union movement 
down on the foundation of the United 
Nations in 1945. 

Beginning as a rank and file member 
of the ETU and becoming an official 
from 1914, Citrine had started out as 
both a syndicalist and a militant. For 
example, he had given support to the 
1919 police strike. He also believed 
in industrial action for political 
ends. Citrine became TUC Assistant 
General Secretary in 1924 and its 
General Secretary from 1926 to 1945. 
He was to be very much influenced 
by the writings of JM Keynes, most 
notably The Economic Consequences 

of the Peace (1919) and The Economic 
Consequences of Mr Churchill (1925). 
It was Churchill›s decision to go back 
on the gold standard, with too high 
an exchange rate for Sterling, that 
provoked the crisis in the coal industry 
and the 1926 General Strike. 

The author’s response to participants’ 
questions on the relationship between 
the TUC and its affiliated unions 
focused on what lessons Citrine felt 
needed to be learned from that nine 
day General Strike, involving two 
million workers, and the controversies 
surrounding its confused ending. 
Citrine believed that the commitment 
of the whole trade union movement 
to engage in strike action in support 
of the miners carried with it a quid 
pro quo that should have allowed 
Citrine negotiate on their behalf, but 
such permission was refused. The 
Communist Party accused Citrine of 
betrayal. Unlike the CPGB, neither 
Citrine nor Bevin viewed the General 
Strike as having the revolutionary 
potential to challenge state power. And 
that experience led them to face down 
both the CP itself and its Minority 
Movement in the unions. 

Jim Moher pointed out, however, 
that Citrine did not see the General 
Strike as a complete failure, but rather 
took note of the fact that it had put the 
wind up the Government. But to be in 
a position to do so ever again required 
the unity of the trade union movement. 
Citrine held that Hitler’s rise to power 
in Germany had been assisted by 
the movement being split between 
social democrats and communists. In 
facing down the Minority Movement, 
Citrine believed  that his success in in 
maintaining the unity of the British 
trade union movement had left it best 
equipped to counteract the appeal 
to sections of the working class of 
Mosley’s British Union of Fascists. 

Citrine also served as President of 
the International Federation of Trade 
Unions from 1928 to 1945, whose 
headquarters had been located in 
Berlin from 1931 to 1933. The author 
spoke of how being an eyewitness to 
Hitler’s rise to power prompted him to 
establish a World Anti-Nazi Council, 
of which he became Chairman. I 
myself already knew that Citrine had 
been opposed to trade union funds 
being used to support the families of 

even Labour Party members fighting in 
the ranks of the International Brigades 
in the Spanish Anti-Fascist War, on the 
grounds that the International Brigades 
were communist controlled. I asked 
the author if Citrine had taken a stand 
regarding the defence of the Spanish 
Republic. Did he, like Bevin, support 
the British Government sponsored 
“Non Intervention Pact” which 
strangled the Spanish Republic’s 
capacity to effectively arm itself 
against the massive Fascist military 
onslaught from Franco, Mussolini and 
Hitler? 

My viewpoint on Bevin had been 
formed by his most worthy successor 
as an outstanding TGWU leader in 
his own right, Jack Jones, and his 
autobiography Union Man. Jones 
wrote: “My respect for Ernie Bevin 
increased each time he denounced 
Fascism and I began to appreciate 
the thinking behind the formation 
of the TGWU as a practical means 
of meeting the needs of ordinary 
workers over a range of industries... 
In August 1936 Ernest Bevin 
praised ‘the heroic struggle being 
carried on by the workers of Spain to 
save their democratic regime’.” But 
effective union support for Spanish 
Republic was a different matter: 
“The Government and many Labour 
leaders, dithered and dallied with 
their policy of ‘non-intervention’... 
The absence of mainstream Labour 
and trade union speakers (at ‘Aid 
Spain’ meetings) worried me and 
provided ammunition for left-wing 
critics and the Communist Party. I was 
disappointed by the efforts of my own 
union and the TUC. Financial support 
from that quarter was negligible. I had 
the feeling that people in high places 
were washing their hands of the whole 
business.” 

Jones volunteered for the 
International Brigades in 1938: “I 
called on Ernest Bevin, told that he 
would like to see me. He asked me why 
I was going to Spain and listened with 
great attention. ‘Have the communists 
been after you?’ he asked. ‘No’, I 
replied, ‘the issue affects a lot more 
people than the communists.’ He 
nodded assent, but I got the impression 
he was pessimistic about Spain and 
probably felt my going to Spain was 
just another youthful indiscretion. At 
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Putin’s reply to Biden calling him a killer, on Russian television, 18 March 2021
Putin To Biden: Despite All Attempts To Stop Russia’s Development, They Will Have To Reckon With Us!
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uO6ptqMSVzU
The Western media reported half of this reply.  Read the complete transcript here.
As for the statement of my American colleague, we really, as he said, know each other personally.  What would I reply to him?  I 

would say, I wish you health.  I say that without any irony or joking intent.  Secondly, if we talked in more details about his subject, 
this is what I would say:  In the history of every nation, every state, there are many very difficult, dramatic, and bloody events.  But 
when you evaluate other people or even when we evaluate other states, other nations, we always seem to look at ourselves as in a 
mirror.  We see ourselves there.  Because we always see our own traits in other people and think they are like how we really are 
ourselves.  We are always projecting what is of importance for us, what is our essence, on other people.

And you know I remember in my childhood, when we quarrelled in the playground we used to say: ‘it takes one to know one’.  
And that’s not a coincidence, not just a children’s saying or joke.  It has deep psychological meaning.  We always see our own traits 
in other people and think they are like how we really are.  And as a result, we assess a person’s activities and give assessments.

Regarding the American establishment, not the American people as a whole, most of them are honest, decent, and sincere people, 
who want to live with us in peace and friendship, we know this and value this, and we will rely on them in the future.    

However, concerning the American establishment, the ruling class, its  creation happened in well-known and rather difficult 
conditions.  European conquest of the American continent led to extermination of indigenous population.  With genocide, as they say 
it today, direct genocide of Indian tribes.  Then followed a very tough, long, difficult period of slavery, a very cruel one.  All this goes 
through history, to this day accompanying the life in the United States.  Otherwise, where would the Black Lives Matter movement 
come from?  Black Lives Matter (in Russian).  Until now, African Americans face injustice and extermination.

Guided by such considerations, the ruling class of the USA resolves both domestic and foreign policy problems.  After all, the 
United States is the only country in the world that used nuclear weapons, moreover, against a non-nuclear state—against Japan, 
against Hiroshima and Nagasaki, at the end of World War II.  There was absolutely no military sense in this.  This was a direct 
extermination of a civilian population.

Why am I talking about this?  Because I know that the United States, the leadership in the United States as a whole, is determined 
to have certain relations with us, but on those issues that are of interest to the United States itself and on its own terms.  Although 
they think that we are the same as they are, we are a different people, we have a different genetic, cultural, and moral code, but we 
know how to defend our own interests.  And we will work with them, but in those areas in which we ourselves are interested, and on 
those conditions that we consider beneficial for ourselves.  And they will have to reckon with it.  They will have to reckon with this, 
despite all attempts to stop our development.  Despite the sanctions and insults, they will have to reckon with this.

Well, having in mind our national interests, we will develop relations with all the countries of the world, including the United 
States.’

one stage he growled: ‘Britain must 
stand up to these dictators, but we need 
to be stronger.’ He said that he hoped 
everything would go well for me, and 
that when I got there I should meet the 
Spanish unions, who might help me. 
He then dictated a letter to the UGT. 
While the letter was being typed he 
talked about the Spaniards he had met 
in the International Transport Workers 
Federation. I departed with the letter, 
mightily pleased that Bevin had been 
so friendly but still disappointed that 
he had not done more for Spain.» 

For my Bevin Society booklet on 
Jack Jones, see http://free-downloads.
atholbooks.org/pamphlets/Jack_
Jones_Vindicated.pdf

In reply to my question, Jim Moher 
suggested that Citrine’s stand on Spain 
had been stronger than I hitherto 
assumed. The resolution adopted by 
the International Federation of Trade 
Unions executive meeting that Citrine 
chaired in December 1936 stated 
that, in view of the military presence 
of the German and Italian Fascist 
powers in Spain, “there can be no 

question of equality between the legal 
Government of the Spanish Republic 
and the bloodstained hands of the 
rebel generals, and the Government is 
fully entitled to obtain all the means 
necessary for its defence”. The author 
pointed out that as “Non Intervention” 
came increasingly to be seen as an 
illusion, Citrine had directly lobbied 
British Foreign Secretary Eden to 
end the arms embargo on the Spanish 
Republic, but to no avail. 

The author did speak of the wartime 
estrangement of Citrine and Bevin and 
the resulting post-War departure of 
Citrine from the TUC, but he did not 
unnecessarily dwell on it. Thereafter 
Citrine became a member of the 
National Coal Board, and Chairman 
of the British Electricity Authority, 
following the nationalisation of 
those industries by the 1945 Labour 
Government. What the author did 
emphasise, both in response to 
questions and in his concluding 
remarks, was what Citrine and Bevin 
had politically achieved together in 
the 1930s. The experience of the 1924 

and 1929 Labour Governments had 
ended in disaster. It was the unions 
who rebuilt the Labour Party, but not 
in any behind-the-scenes manner. 
This rebuilding had to be undertaken 
transparently, with liaison and 
consultation between the Labour Party 
and the TUC being formalised through 
the National Council of Labour, 
established at the behest of Citrine and 
Bevin. It was through this mechanism 
that the blueprint for the 1945 Labour 
Government had already been put in 
place by 1940. At the close of a very 
informative book launch, Jim Moher 
suggested that it was probably this 
aspect of his biography of Citrine that 
had particular lessons for the present. 

Walter Citrine: Forgotten Statesman 
of the Trades Union Congress is 
available from Amazon, Blackwell’s, 
Hive, The Book Depository, W. H. 
Smith
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Parliament
Notes

Quantitative Easing, or “How will you pay for it?’
QE, or printing money, is capitalism’s 

cunning plan to overcome economic 
and financial crises.   In the massive 
economic crisis of the 1930s, the US 
state financed public works with money 
it hadn’t ‘earned’ from taxes.  The 
economies of the US and Europe have 
practised it since to avoid the worst 
disasters of the 2007/8 financial crash 
(and the money went to the banks in 
difficulty).  And now the government 
has found the money to pay for the 
Coronavirus crisis.   The money goes to 
individuals (furlough) and employers. 
This becomes ‘people’s QE’ as opposed 
to QE as such.  The difference is in the 
use to which the created money is put.

Nobody likes this: the capitalists don’t 
like to admit state intervention keeps the 
system afloat, and the ‘left’ think banks 
don’t work for the common interest, and 
some don’t think capitalism should be 
kept afloat at all.  Nobody is sure if QE 
should be a temporary measure to deal 
with emergencies, or if it can be a long 
term policy, or even the normal state of 
affairs.  There is no shirking the question.  
Labour will always be accused of being 
irresponsible if it can’t come up with 
answers to ‘how they will pay for it’.  

These are the questions the Lords 
Economic Affairs Committee has been 
debating since January this year. In their 
own words:

“The committee is examining 
Quantitative Easing in the context of 
the Bank of England’s operational 
independence, its accountability and the 
transparency of its decision-making. It 
is also considering the economic effects 
of Quantitative Easing, what risks are 
entailed, its distributional impacts and 
the future of the programme.” 

Sessions are February 2, March 23, 
April 13, 20, 22, 27.  A report will be 
issued.

We intend to give extracts from all the 
sessions and we begin with session 2, 
with witnesses Adair Turner and Charles 
Goodhart, both saying very interesting 
things.

The full text of that session can be 
found here:   https://labouraffairs.com/
lords-qe-report-discussion-2/ 

Lords Economic Affairs Committee 
enquiry on QE.  Session 2, March 23

[Usefulness of QE]
Adair Turner:
… what QE is doing now is what it 

has been doing for many years in Japan. 
It is lubricating a fiscal expansion and 
making it easy for the Government to run 
large fiscal deficits without the danger of 
setting a rise in interest rates. The direct 
impetus to stimulating the economy is 
coming through the fiscal deficit and QE 
is lubricating it. 

It is essentially doing what the 
monetary policy of the Fed did between 
1942 and 1951….

[QE and Covid.  QE is acceptable in 
certain circumstances.]

We are also in the very particular and 
strange circumstance of Covid19. We 
have the additional strange feature of 
a whole load of people earning income 
and accumulating money balances who 
cannot spend them in the hospitality 
and leisure sector, with the Government 
running large fiscal deficits on furlough to 
support the hospitality and leisure sector. 
This is a specific circumstance that we 
did not anticipate, but in that specific 
circumstance it is also appropriate to 
run very large fiscal deficits and quite 
reasonable for the Bank to buy those 
bonds to lubricate that.…

[The question is whether] bond 
purchases are permanent and for ever, 
rather than an exercise that you intend to 
reverse at some time.

Charles Goodhart:
… My expectation is that central 

bankers will go on saying that at some 
time they will reverse QE—but when?...

[Question: does QE increase 
inequality?]  it does not increase income 
inequality, it increases wealth inequality 
[because it increases the price of assets, 
including housing; it creates a brake on 
geographical mobility, as people can’t 
afford housing in richer areas of the 
country]

Adair Turner
[on the question of whether inflation 

will rise, he says that inflation won’t 
rise because of automation] We have 

effectively a kind of reserve army of 
robots rather than a reserve army of 
labour [in other words, the unemployed 
are no longer seen as a reserve army of 
labour].

Charles Goodhart
[quick history of the labour movement 

since Thatcher and reason for low 
inflation]

Charles Goodhart: … the world saw 
the most enormous positive supply 
shock of labour and a huge shift of 
manufacturing, particularly from high-
wage to low-wage economies with 
globalisation, and this is now rapidly 
reversing. Therefore, the underlying 
context in which central banks will have 
to operate over the next few decades will 
shift from deflationary to inflationary

… this massive upsurge in the 
availability of labour to anyone who 
could move production to low-wage 
economies so weakened trade unions that 
private sector trade union membership 
declined very sharply in virtually all 
countries, and labour is much harder 
to organise in the service sector than in 
manufacturing. The bargaining power of 
labour really got trashed and was sharply 
reduced, and it will be a time before this 
turns around.

[consequence (not mentioned 
directly) is low wages, and therefore 
low inflation].  [This could change, with 
around 1 m workers returning to their 
home countries in Europe.]

[On helicopter money and MMT]:
Charles Goodhart: Under the Biden 

stimulus programme, every family will 
be sent a cheque for $1,400. If that is not 
helicopter money, I do not know what is. 

The Fed is now arguing that it will not 
raise interest rates effectively until it sees 
inflation occurring. If that is not modern 
monetary theory, I do not know what is. 

We are in a very weird world where 
we are actually undertaking helicopter 
money; we are following exactly the 
precepts of modern monetary theory, 
otherwise known as the magic money 
tree; and at the same time we are 
claiming that we are not doing it. We are 
doing what we claim we are not doing. I 
find this situation absolutely weird.
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[Adair Turner disagrees slightly]:
Lord Turner of Ecchinswell: I do not 

entirely agree with Charles that you know 
from the fact that there is a distribution of 
a cheque that that is helicopter money. If 
that was a cheque that had been financed 
by the Treasury in the perfectly normal 
fashion of the issue of government debt 
without a simultaneous purchase of that 
government debt by the Federal Reserve, 
that is just a particular form of fiscal 
expansion. 

[Britain is following the example of 
Japan] 

It is undoubtedly true that the Bank of 
Japan is doing permanent overt monetary 
finance and post facto we will realise that 
we have done an element of it here. 

… The Bank of England has done 
close to £800 billion of QE.

Q98 Lord Skidelsky: …
We have become terribly involved in 

people’s QE and helicopter money. That 
issue has been very extensively explored, 
so I want to phrase my question slightly 
differently. To what extent does the 
use of the Bank to finance government 
spending, which is really what has been 
happening, undermine the accountability 
of the central bank as an independent 
actor? 

It seems to me that what has 
happened—I do not know whether the 
witnesses agree—is that Governments 
have been so scared of fiscal policy that 
when the crunch has come and they 
have needed to use it they have simply 
outsourced it to an institution supposedly 
independent of political pressure. 

Lord Turner, perhaps you could start 
the answer to this. You have said that you 
want central banks to decide how much 
government spending they are prepared 
to finance by monetary policy and that 
Governments should then decide how 
to spend it, but is that not another way 
of simply passing the buck? Surely, you 
cannot do that if you have a Government 
who are accountable to Parliament for 
their spending. You cannot tell the Bank, 
“This is how much we are prepared to 
finance”. The Bank will have to finance 
whatever the Government want. 

Lord Turner of Ecchinswell: I think 
it is both desirable and possible to use 
whatever you call it—people’s QE, 
helicopter money or, using my preferred 
and more precise phrase, permanent 
explicit monetary finance—and still 
preserve the appropriate distinction 
between the role of elected officials 
and the fiscal function and the role of 
the Bank of England. I think that we 
have preserved it so far. The QE that 
we are seeing is de facto financing the 
fiscal deficits that the Government are 

running, but the decision to do that QE 
was made by the MPC [Monetary Policy 
Committee] in its independent judgment 
that, given that the Government would 
run this larger fiscal deficit, it would 
be more stimulative if it also did a QE 
operation to finance it, and that without 
that QE operation inflation would have 
fallen further below target. 

I think that the MPC was completely 
appropriately following its inflation 
mandate when it made that decision. I do 
not think that there was a phone call from 
Rishi Sunak to Andrew Bailey of the sort 
that you undoubtedly get in Argentina 
and other places like that. I do not think 
that the MPC said, “We have to have a 
whole load of fiscal spending”. It said, 
“Given the fact that the Government are 
running this large fiscal deficit, what is 
the action we will take that is most likely 
to bring us closer to the inflation target?”

I think that this is also true even if 
you go as far as making an element of 
it permanent and explicit. The proposals 
for that were explicitly set out by Ben 
Bernanke in his April 2016 paper and 
by Fischer and Hildebrand in their 
November 2019 paper, in which they 
described a process by which monetary 
policy, or FOMC [Federal Open Market 
Committee], would have within its 
complete discretion the ability, if it 
believed it necessary, to say, “We think 
it would be a good idea now to spend 
more money, not in order to achieve 
some social purposes but to stimulate 
aggregate nominal demand. We therefore 
authorise £X billion, which the Treasury 
can spend if it wants and in the fashion 
it wants, and we will finance this tranche 
of fiscal expenditure with zero interest 
rate reserves in a permanent fashion”. 

[Adair Turner said there was an 
important  distinction between overt 
monetary finance (using pure central 
bank money) versus a purely monetary 
transmission mechanism, a distinction 
which he developed as follows:]

Lord Turner of Ecchinswell: First, 
it is important to define terms: whether 
you are talking about the way in which a 
stimulus is delivered or how you finance 
it. Some people using the expression 
“helicopter money” think that literally it 
has to mean sending a cheque to every 
individual, so it is the nearest equivalent 
of Milton Friedman’s scattering of 
money from a helicopter and people 
picking it up and spending it. 

That is a subset of a more general 
case, which is: should you ever have 
an element of overt monetary finance? 
Should you ever run a fiscal deficit? The 
Government issue debt; the bank buys it 
and the bank makes it plain that that is 
permanent and, indeed, that in its purest 

form it intends in future to finance it 
with reserves that are not remunerated, 
remembering that it is possible to have 
a policy for the future remuneration of 
reserves that distinguishes tiers between 
an element that is remunerated at zero 
rate and an element that is remunerated 
at the marginal policy interest rate. 

That is what we mean when we talk 
about overt monetary finance. The 
benefits of that versus a purely monetary 
transmission mechanism go back to what 
I said earlier, which is that when interest 
rates are already close to zero or lower 
bound, you are helping to finance a fiscal 
stimulus that produces a direct stimulus 
through to the economy where the purely 
monetary mechanism will not work.

The benefit versus a straightforward 
funded fiscal deficit, if there is a 
benefit, is that it overcomes what is 
called a Ricardian equivalence effect. It 
overcomes the fact that when you issue 
a whole load of debt people might worry 
about the fact that they will have to pay 
back in future, so it might not be as 
stimulative as it would otherwise be. 

It is because people are worried that 
there might be constraints on the amount 
of fiscal deficits that Governments are 
willing to run, which therefore might 
leave us in a liquidity trap, that a number 
of central bankers have argued that under 
certain circumstances we should have 
overt money finance. That was what Ben 
Bernanke, Stanley Fischer and Philipp 
Hildebrand argued should happen 
under certain circumstances. It is also 
a possibility that has been extensively 
discussed theoretically. It is essentially 
what Michael Woodford said in his 
Jackson Hole paper of 2012 and what 
Christopher Sims said in his Jackson 
Hole paper of 2016. 

That is what it is. Is it required today? If 
what you are trying to do is to overcome 
the danger of Ricardian equivalence, 
you have to ask: is there any Ricardian 
equivalence? The alternative strategy is 
to get rid of the Ricardian equivalence 
by a commitment to continue buying 
bonds to keep the yield at a zero rate 
for ever. Therefore, you end up, in 
the case of the Bank of Japan, with no 
real difference between a permanent 
commitment to yield curve management 
at a zero rate and overt monetary finance 
that is permanent. I do believe that there 
are some circumstances in which it is 
possible to get stuck in a liquidity trap 
so deep that the ultimate instrument—
which, Willem Buiter wrote in an article, 
is the one that will always work and 
should be deployed—is to run a fiscal 
deficit and finance it with pure central 
bank money.

[To be continued]
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Never Mind the Football: Feel the Money1

I was never much of a football fan.  My father took me to 
a couple of games in the days when crowds were reliably 
civilised.  I occasionally watch big matches on telly.

I also find it depressing how the Sporty Tigers of world 
soccer shape aggressive young men into something that 
suits the ruling class.  British football (soccer) was mostly 
working class, but also under the control of the rich. And 
the rich certainly see how it can be useful to them.

During the row over a super-league, I found it odd that 
clubs owned by big investors were heavily in debt.2  More 
financial games?

Financial trickery isn’t a failure of the system: it is the 
system.  The theorists of the New Right dream of Imaginary 
Capitalism – a system that never has existed and probably 
never will.  Even if Thatcher and Reagan were sincere 
about restoring pre-1914 capitalism, they have not done 
so.  We still have the Mixed Economy system that began 
with Roosevelt’s New Deal, and was called Keynesianism 
to sell it in Britain and the wider world.  And which the left 
allowed to drop out of the dictionary of politics, insisting 
on lumping it all as capitalism.  

What exists is a ‘Feed-the-Rich’ variant of the Mixed 
Economy.  Abstract notions of Free Markets are ignored 
when the selfish interests of the rich are at stake.  

The West’s system of ‘Wealth Creation’ is worse now 
than it was before the 1980s.3  China is relevant because 
the ‘restored capitalism’ of China has always been Mixed 
Economy.  It flourishes because it is much less of a ‘Feed-
the-Rich’ system.

For big-money football, someone who’s taken a deeper 
interest should write up details of all that’s wrong.  
Football’s ‘Dirty Dozen’ trying to make a Super-League 
with permanent members has already provoked interesting 
1  This comes from a late-1960s BBC comedy series called 
Never Mind the Quality, Feel the Width, which was about a 
small tailoring business.  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Never_Mind_the_Quality,_Feel_the_Width 
2  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/
Never-Mind-the-Football-Feel-the-Money 
3  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 

comments:
“The core misjudgment was less the misreading 

of the fans than making the proposal too nakedly 
self-serving. We supporters may have a win but 
we should not delude ourselves. We remain the 
phytoplankton of the footballing food chain.

“Indeed, the English football fan is one of the 
most deluded and over-sentimentalised creatures in 
modern life…

“It speaks volumes of the soppiness that mushes 
the brains of soccer fans that they were even 
surprised by the indifference of owners for whom this 
is an entirely transactional business. The same is as 
true of the Premier League. Football’s existing rulers 
may have played the fan card, but their thoughts were 
to their own structures and futures. This was more a 
clash of cartels than a David vs Goliath victory…

“What makes football different is the aspect of self-
identity that keeps us paying, however bad things 
are. For a big team, this means taking the fans for 
granted is normally a safe bet. Many top-tier teams 
have, via rising ticket prices, already replaced 
working-class fans with a more affluent cohort, and 
are happy to replace them again with a global TV 
audience, most of whom will never visit the ground”4

People closer to the game than I tell me that the working 
class are still there, and do not merit the Financial Times’s 
patronising attitude.  But they are probably right about the 
finance.

Having lost interest in English clubs until I found myself 
living right next to one in Peterborough, I was surprised 
to find that something called the ‘First Division’ was now 
the third tier:

“On 20th February 1992, clubs in the First Division 
of the Football League formalised their plans to 
launch a breakaway competition by creating the 
Premier League.

“While the new tier retains promotion from and 
relegation to the lower levels, its member clubs gain 
full control of their earning potential, sharing income 
almost equally among themselves but limiting their 
commitments to the rest of the Football League. 
With the TV rights market warming up, it changes 
the picture of British and international sport forever.”5

4  https://www.ft.com/content/c37146af-269a-4f49-8411-43fcba-
57fa37 (pay site) 
5  https://www.sportspromedia.com/analysis/
rise-premier-leagues-uk-tv-rights-income 
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The game is constantly changing:
“The struggle poses questions 

about football’s nature: is it a business 
like any other, or something more? 
With billions of euros of television 
rights and sponsorship money at 
stake and many clubs owned by 
investors demanding a return, top-
level football clearly is big business. 
Today’s clash reflects its evolution 
from community-based sport into 
an arm of the global entertainment 
industry. Yet TV revenues generated 
by the big clubs help to support an 
extensive ecosystem of more minor 
teams.

“As a business, football also 
relies for its audience on passion, 
suspense and unpredictability. True, 
a handful of clubs are now dominant 
in most countries. But the ‘pyramid’ 
structure of the game in Europe 
allows even the smallest teams to 
break through to the top ranks — 
including European competitions — 
or win trophies through giant-killing 
exploits. Outside the top few, other 
clubs rise and fall with time.”6

And Germany has top-level football 
without big outside investors: 

“Without knowing the intricacies, 
most football fans will be aware 
that German clubs are not owned 
by companies or individuals, which 
is why there are no American 
billionaires, Russian oligarchs or 
Gulf states involved… The clubs are 
often, though not entirely correctly, 
referred to as “fan-owned”, which is 
widely interpreted as one of the key 
reasons why the Bundesliga is by far 
the most fan-friendly of the bigger 
leagues.”7

Sad to say, most football fans 
would hate the idea of state control or 
new laws.  Some have an hysterical 
fear of it.  They are unlikely to learn 
better.  And so the sleezy deal may 
come back in a few months in a less 
absurd form.

Prince Phillip: Old Man Dead 
and Missed By Few 

Now the old fellow’s been decently 
buried and mourned, I’ll speak a few 

6  https://www.ft.com/content/e42b84e8-
91f3-4642-9306-fe81552453fe (pay site)
7  https://www.theguardian.com/com-
mentisfree/2021/apr/22/football-ownership-
model-germany-english-fans-european-
super-league-clubs 

truths that the mainstream media left 
out.

They complained a little about 
the BBC forbidding other people’s 
pleasures when the news came.  I 
never watch stuff about royals, but 
I’m told that normal programs were 
pulled and replaced by rubbish.  
Banal remarks by people who mostly 
had no more liking for the man than 
I had, but wanted to preen before a 
large audience.

“Viewers switched off their TVs 
in droves after broadcasters aired 
blanket coverage of Philip’s death, 
audience figures revealed on 
Saturday. Along with the removal 
of shows including EastEnders, 
Gardeners’ World and the final of 
MasterChef, BBC Four was taken off 
air and replaced with a notice urging 
viewers to switch to BBC One. It 
had been due to show the England 
women’s football team play France in 
an international friendly.”8

As with Poppy Day, a media 
blitz has been met with massive 
indifference.  Selfishness has been 
spread from the 1980s, to help the 
rich get a vastly inflated share of 
the national wealth.  But in the real 
world, you cannot easily control how 
selfish and asocial views spread in 
your own society.

Prince Phillip’s tactless remarks 
were recalled.  But I always 
suspected him of saying what many 
of his generation no longer felt it 
safe to say.9  He could not be sacked.  
Queen Elizabeth personally chose 
this unexpected candidate for the 
breeding of more royals, because of 
her sincere love for him.

Unwise love, in my view.
Born into a dysfunctional family, 

he created another one, no doubt 
very much against his intentions.  
He sent Prince Charles to a fancy 
school called Gordonstoun, since 
he had done well there.  But I recall 
from when Charles’s marriage broke 
down that he had a bad time there.  
A foreign prince was one thing: 
8  https://www.theguardian.com/me-
dia/2021/apr/11/bbc-pulls-prince-philip-
online-form-after-complaints-hit-peak 
9  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-
from-long-revolution-website/998-from-
labour-affairs/the-french-revolution-and-
its-unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 

forgiven for being foreign because 
he was a prince, and personally 
impressive.  The heir to the throne 
was another matter: friendship 
looked like sycophancy.  So the 
next generation were sent to Eton, a 
school founded by one of the last of 
the Plantagenet dynasty.

I never bothered with details, but 
he has to be at fault for the Royal 
Family messing up their relations 
with Princess Dianna, who was an 
unexpected hit.

Of his other children, Andrew 
and Anne are both divorced.  Three 
failures from four kids.

As some have noted, he was not 
ethnically Greek.  The failure of the 
Hapsburgs to turn Germany into an 
authentic kingdom meant that the 
families of a collection of petty rulers 
known as Princes were judged fit to 
marry into royal lines.  His ancestors 
were imposed on the Greeks when 
Britain helped free them from the 
decaying Ottoman Empire.  And 
this Greek monarchy, at one time 
doing a good job, became a Menace 
to Society in the 1960s.  Were 
deservedly kicked out in the 1970s.10  
And may have been remembered by 
the restored King of Spain when he 
himself faced a right-wing coup in 
1981.11

Prince Phillip came from a separate 
branch: his father went into exile 
after being blamed for Greece’s 
disastrous defeat when it tried to 
grab huge chunks of Anatolia, most 
of them ethnically Turkish.

A bad pedigree.  We may not keep 
the monarchy for long, once the 
dignified and well-meaning Queen 
Elizabeth finally dies.  

Elsewhere in Europe, monarchs 
have moved closer to ordinary 
people.  They are accepted as having 
a useful role as ceremonial heads of 
state.  Here, they’ve been a source of 
scandal.  A centre for snobbish views 
that most of the society rejects.

Of course that’s nothing compared 
to what monarchs were like when 
they actually ruled.  Eleanor of 
Aquitaine, wife of Henry 2nd of 
England and previously wife of the 
King of France, once signed a letter 
10  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Greek_junta 
11  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1981_
Spanish_coup_d%27%C3%A9tat_attempt 
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‘Eleanor, by the Wrath of God, Queen 
of the English’.  Most members of her 
family were at one time or another 
at war with some of the others.  She 
outlived four of her five sons and it 
was only Bad King John who carried 
on her bloodline.

Interestingly, aggressive rulers 
quite often have several sons but 
very few grandchildren.  No one 
can be sure whether Alexander the 
Great encouraged the murder of his 
father, but various quarrels killed off 
most of the descendants of Phillip of 
Macedon.  And on the female side, 
the notorious Catherine de’ Medici 
had four grown sons from nine 
pregnancies: three were successively 
King of France, but none left behind 
any grandchildren for her.12  Of three 
grown daughters, two were married 
away from France and let her gene-
line continue.

Autonomy: Britain’s Variable 
Moral Absolutes

It is wicked to suppress elected 
representatives in Hong Kong 
whose main concern was to show 
distaste for being part of China.  But 
virtuous to seek to suppress elected 
representatives in Donbas and Crimea 
who reacted to an illegal seizure of 
power in Kiev.13  They were alarmed 
at Ukrainian politicians making a 
hero of a man who began and ended 
World War Two fighting for Hitler, 
even if he fought both Hitler and 
Stalin for a futile middling period.

Russian ‘aggression’ protected 
people who really should have 
been moved back to Russia when 
the Soviet Union broke up.  Soviet 
Ukraine was defined with a view 
to keeping it attached, so the east 
included more Russian-speakers than 
speakers of Ukrainian.  But for the 
first few years, there were real efforts 
at co-existence.  Only with Western 
‘help’ and the organisation of the two 
Orange Revolutions did it become a 
deep split.

Western media mostly avoid the 
matter.  You get occasional evidence 
12  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Descendants_of_Henry_II_of_France 
13  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
past-issues/2015-07-magazine/2015-
07-ukraine-illegally-removed-its-elected-
president/, https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/46-globalisation/
ukraine-kievs-five-day-war-machine/ 

that at least some journalists are well 
aware of the real situation:

“‘My take is that it’s about 
deterrence,’ says Andrei Kortunov, 
head of the Russian International 
Affairs Council. He points out Kyiv’s 
own recent reinforcements in eastern 
Ukraine and argues that Russia’s 
actions are to avert any move to 
retake areas controlled by Russian-
backed militants.”14  (BBC Online.)

Do people recall how Croats armed 
and trained by the West evicted all 
Serbs from majority-Serb regions 
within Tito’s definition of Croatia?  
The Croat government was another 
that made heroes of wartime leaders 
who backed Hitler, in this case from 
beginning to end.15  Mass killers 
of Serbs and Jews, but this was 
excluded from the story fed to the 
Western public.

Putin may have saved East Ukraine 
from invasion:

“Nor was it clear what point Mr 
Putin was trying to make with this 
colossal show of force. His goal may 
be to intimidate Ukraine’s leaders into 
making concessions, such as formal 
autonomy for the Donbas. Or he may 
be preparing for future aggression.”16  
(The Economist).

Would Putin want those parts of 
Soviet-defined Ukraine where anti-
Russian feeling dominates?  They 
are much poorer than Russia, after a 
string of dishonest and incompetent 
leaders ever since ‘liberation’.

With the West retreating from 
New Right values, it is crucial to 
the prestige of the ruling elite to 
avoid admitting that Thatcher and 
Reagan were a disaster.  They slowed 
wealth-creation.  Rewarded the rich 
with a larger slice of a ‘cake’: a 
cake that would have been larger if 
the successful Mixed Economy of 
the 1950s and 1960s had not been 
rejected after its 1970s crisis.17  

Half-arsed attempts to restore the 
pre-1914 version of capitalism have 
failed.  They lost Russia in the 1990s, 
14  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-europe-56746144 
15  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Franjo_Tu%C4%91man 
16  https://www.economist.com/lead-
ers/2021/04/24/russias-president-menaces-
his-people-and-neighbours 
17  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 

when the Russian economy shrank 
and was looted.  They alienated most 
Chinese.  Xi’s policy of trimming 
the capitalist side of their Mixed 
Economy is popular.

All of this has to be covered up.  
Spreading fear of Russia and China 
is a counter.

‘Friends’ have been encourage to 
take stands that make the West look 
good but were bad for those ‘friends’.  
Hong Kong against China, which I 
knew was doomed.18  Ukraine against 
Russia.  

Has Mr Navalny realised that 
he’s viewed as expendable?  The 
latest news is that he’s given up on 
a hunger strike that Russia’s rulers 
viewed with huge indifference.19

Genocide: More Variable 
Moral Absolutes

I’ve asked elsewhere how China’s 
policy in Xinjiang can be genocide, 
when even the most extreme critics 
have not suggested there have been 
mass killings.20  But it seems no one 
in the British Parliament bothered to 
question it.21

Yet it is also ‘virtuous’ to say 
that the possibility of an impartial 
judgement will be evaded.

Sounding off about Chinese or 
Russian wickedness is done to 
defend the unfair privileges of 
the West’s elite.  Nothing done by 
China or Russia will make much 
difference to highly profitable trade 
and investment.

Don’t mention that most of the 
world’s Islamic states have backed 
China’s stand on Xinjiang.  Most 
have been accused of being much 
harsher to their own separatists and 
Islamic extremists.

Don’t mention that all of the 
evidence comes from people who’ve 
devoted their lives to ripping away 
part of China as an independent East 

18  https://www.quora.com/q/pwgwx-
usqvnzzrlzm/Hong-Kong-Committing-
Suicide, blog from August 2019
19  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-europe-56858865 
20  https://www.quora.
com/q/mrgwydionmwilliams/
Uighurs-Zero-Deaths-Genocide 
21  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2021/apr/22/uk-mps-declare-china-
is-committing-genocide-against-uyghurs-in-
xinjiang 
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Turkistan.
And on no account ask whether the 

British Empire committed genocide 
to win the Boer War. 

I posted the matter to the high-grade 
question-and-answer site Quora.  I 
was unsurprised when most replies 
said no.22  

The internment of Boers in 
Concentration Camps made the term 
globally familiar.23  Many women 
and children died there: mostly 
Afrikaner but also some Black 
Africans.24  It was much worse than 
Spanish repression in Cuba, which 
just put barbed wire around people’s 
existing homes.  

It’s disputed whether Hitler 
mentioned the death of Armenians as 
evidence that Nazi killings would get 
forgotten after a few years.25  It was 
certainly not more than once.  But the 
Nazis used the term ‘Concentration 
Camp’ to deny a big difference 
between themselves and the British 
Empire.  And before the war, most 
of those sent there survived the 
hardships there.

But when has truth got in the way 
of power politics?

President Biden has officially 
endorsed the genocide label for 
Armenians killed in 1915.  What’s 
never mentioned is what many 
Armenians had been doing in 1914:

“An estimated 20,000 Armenians 
engaged in armed activity behind 
the Ottoman lines in early 1915, 
rising to 50,000 at the height of the 
insurrection, while about 200,000 
Armenians were to fight with the 
Russians. In the winter of 1914/15 
the Armenians played a crucial 
part in the Sarikamis disaster when 
an entire Ottoman army of 80,000 
was lost. Around 100,000 Moslem 
civilians were killed by Armenian 
insurgents before June 1915, when 
the relocation policy was instituted.”26

Armenians claimed a Greater 
22  https://www.quora.com/Did-the-
British-Empire-commit-genocide-to-win-
the-Boer-War 
23  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Internment#Defining_internment_and_con-
centration_camp 
24  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2001/dec/09/paulharris.theobserver 
25  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Hitler%27s_Armenian_reference 
26  https://azerfocus.com/
the-ottoman-relocations-of-armenians-1915/ 

Armenia that included many areas 
with a non-Armenian majority.  Had 
history gone otherwise, would it have 
been like Israel clearing large regions 
of Arabs?

A majority of the British ruling class 
in 1914 wanted a war that would break 
Germany as a global competitor.27  
This needed Tsarist Russia, but 
their main war aim was to retake 
Constantinople from the Ottomans.  
So though the war started with the 
Ottomans neutral, they ‘somehow’ 
became enemies.  Armenians had 
long been encouraged to be hostile to 
their Muslim neighbours, with little 
thought of what it might mean for 
them.

Snippets
Last Exit From Afghanistan
The minority of Afghans who 

cherish Western values are also 
victims of the Western elite’s 
global folly.  The USA could have 
got a sympathetic government, if 
they had pumped in aid after the 
Soviet withdrawal.  They might 
have encouraged a coalition that 
included Afghan Communists, the 
most serious modernisers.  But 
New Right ‘wisdom’ led them to 
neglect Afghanistan.  Power passed 
to corrupt and brutal warlords.  The 
Taliban were a reaction to that.

After 9/11, the New Right ignored 
a Taliban offer to arrest al-Qaeda if 
the USA could prove their guilt using 
their version of Islamic Law.  They 
asked to be instantly obeyed.  Took 
27  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/problems-
magazine-older-issues/how-the-british-
establishment-planned-world-war-one/ 

control.  And went on to break the 
Westernising Baathist regime in Iraq, 
in the belief they could turn Iraq into 
a model Capitalist Democracy.

Of course it’s not worked.
The book and film Last Exit 

To Brooklyn is a nice example of 
why it’s unworkable.  US culture 
is decaying from what was once 
serious Christianity.  So you see Feral 
Humans living pointless violent lives.  
A huge motorway sign overshadows 
them and gives the book its name.

Why should anyone new to it wish 
to live like that?

Taliban at least view their own 
lives as meaningful and virtuous.

*

New Right Covid-19 Blight
Britain and the USA suffered far 

more than was necessary, because 
New Right ideas made governments 
slow to act.  Quick to relax too soon, 
causing a second wave.

Worse is happening in India.  Also 
in Brazil, run by a fool who thinks 
you can get macho with a virus.

For the entire pandemic, the top ten 
with deaths adjusted for population 
size are Czechia, Hungary, Bulgaria, 
Belgium, Italy, UK, Peru, Brazil, the 
USA and Poland.28

*

Old newsnotes at the magazine 
website.  I also write regular 

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

28  https://informationisbeautiful.net/visu-
alizations/covid-19-coronavirus-infographic-
datapack/ as of 25th April.

 

Hatred is something peculiar. You will always find it strongest and 
most violent where there is the lowest degree of culture.

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe

Hate and force cannot be in just a part of the world without having an 
effect on the rest of it.     Eleanor Roosevelt

Happiness is not a goal…it’s a by-product of a life well lived.
Eleanor Roosevelt

Great minds discuss ideas; average minds discuss events; small minds 
discuss people.       Eleanor Roosevelt
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Welsh Labour Party Election Manifesto May 2021
This is an extract from the Welsh Labour Party’s Manifesto for the forthcoming Senedd Elections. The extract concerns 

vocational education and the labour market, issue that Labour Affairs covers in some detail. In contrast to the policy 
vacuum that the national labour party seems happy to tolerate, Welsh Labour are focusing on issues of interest to voters 
in Wales.

 Wales does not control its own money supply, so there are fairly strict limits on what a left wing government can do. 
Nevertheless, Welsh labour sees the importance of providing good jobs, getting young people out of unemployment, 
reviving towns and smaller communities and the infrastructure that supports them. To its credit Welsh Labour is also 
promoting social partnership and the greater involvement of trade unions in economic, training and environmental 
policy. Welsh Labour’s main opposition, Plaid Cymru, is also a socialist party, and it has similar policies. English labour 
has something to learn from the locally and regionally focused nature of left wing policymaking. The elections in Wales 
will give some indication of how well policies that promote the interests of working people can stand up against the 
Tories.

The Labour is currently just short of a majority in the Welsh Assembly-Senedd.

Welsh Labour’s Promise to Wales
WE WILL:

•	Support young people who have been affected by both 
Brexit and the pandemic by developing a new Young 
Persons Guarantee, giving everyone under 25 the offer 
of work, education, training, or self-employment. 

•	Create 125,000 all-age apprenticeships during the next 
Senedd term. We will work with unions and employers 
to expand the use of shared and degree apprenticeships 
to give people more flexible routes into training and a 
career.

•	Take forward our Economic Resilience and Recon-
struction Mission for Wales and promote good quality 
skills in the areas where we know the economy will 
grow. We will strengthen Regional Skills Partnerships 
to ensure supply meets the changing economic needs 
of Wales.

•	Build a genuine system of lifelong learning for ev-
eryone who needs help finding work and re-training, 
especially those most disadvantaged. We will expand 
Personal Learning Accounts to allow people to study 
flexibly and obtain new skills.

•	Put into law our successful social partnership approach 
with employers and unions to improve workers’ rights, 
drive up the quality of jobs and public services, and 
strengthen the economy.

•	Tackle inequalities in work experienced by Black, 
Asian, and Minority Ethnic communities and take for-
ward recommendations in the Race Equality Action 
Plan. We will progress the Fair Work Commission’s 
recommendations and make Wales a genuinely Fair 
Work Nation. We will use the new network of Disabled 
People’s Employment Champions to help close the gap 
between disabled people and the rest of the working 
population. 

•	Strengthen our Economic Contract so inclusive 
growth, fair work, decarbonisation, and improved 
mental health at work are at the heart of everything 
we do. We will support the Wales TUC proposals for 
union members to become Green Representatives in 
the workplace. To help upskill our workforce, we will 
build on the success of the Wales Union Learning 
Fund, scrapped in England by the Tories. Using the 
power of the public purse, we will use all levers at our 

disposal to advance the fair work agenda in Wales.
•	Use our £500m Wales Flexible Investment Fund to 

support economic recovery and expand the Develop-
ment Bank of Wales’ patient capital funds to provide 
long-term lending to small and medium sized enter-
prises, entrepreneurs and start-ups. We will increase 
the use of equity stakes in business support. We will 
secure the creation of a Community Bank for Wales, 
supporting its growth so it has 30 branches across 
Wales over the next decade.

•	Build on our Better Jobs Closer to Home programme 
and our foundational economy work to grow local 
economies. We will develop a Backing Local Firms 
Fund to support local businesses. We will provide 
greater support for worker buyouts and, with the coop-
erative sector, seek to double the number of employee-
owned businesses. 

•	With local partners, we will develop masterplans for 
towns and high streets to coordinate and focus eco-
nomic opportunities and services, so more people 
work and spend time in these vibrant centres. We will 
empower communities to have a greater stake in local 
regeneration.

•	Enable our town centres to become more agile eco-
nomically, we will help businesses to work co-opera-
tively, increase their digital offer and support local sup-
ply chains, including local delivery services. We will 
support the development of a register of empty build-
ings and help small businesses move into vacant shops.

•	Change the way we work, rather than commuting to 
the office every day we will seek a 30% target for 
working remotely to achieve a better work-life balance. 
We will develop new remote working hubs in commu-
nities, increasing footfall and creating new opportuni-
ties in town centres.

The last five years have been some of the most 
disruptive our economy has ever faced – austerity, Brexit 
and coronavirus have each had a massive impact. Brexit 
will profoundly reshape jobs and entire industries, while 
the pandemic has changed the very nature of work itself. 
Addressing the disruption of today while preparing for the 

Continued On Page 23
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economy of tomorrow, in a sustainable and socially just 
way, is one of the most important tasks of our generation.

 We will build a post-pandemic, post-Brexit economy 
that tackles the underlying structural challenges in our 
economy – the climate crisis; the impact of four decades 
of deindustrialisation; the legacy of poverty and the need 
for new hope, new skills, and new opportunities. All 
this, against the backdrop of a lost decade of UK Tory 
austerity that has reduced the funding available to invest 
in skills, training, and infrastructure to support a vibrant 
sustainable economy.

 The future we want will not be found in the low tax, 
minimal regulation, shallow-protection economy the 
Tories believe in. It is the values of our Labour movement 
and the proven record of our Welsh Labour Government on 
which we will build the future – we will put collaboration 
ahead of competition; we will work in social partnership 
with our trade union and business colleagues to secure 
durable, meaningful, and fairly rewarded work.

 The next Welsh Labour Government will create secure 
and lasting jobs as we decarbonise our economy. We will 
support Welsh businesses to find new export markets and 
create new jobs. We will invest in the sustainable green 
industries of tomorrow – innovative housing, renewable 
energy, and new digital technologies – and we will deliver 
our economic future with fairness and equality at the heart 
of everything we do. 

Continued From Page 24

means, to enact social reforms more fundamental than those 
which usually accomplish political revolutions, because the 
potential forces of reaction have been diverted by the Crown.

The wealth of the royals is beside the point. The monarchy 
is an institution which enables large numbers of people of all 
classes who are apolitical by inclination to be apolitical, and 
to refrain from the reactionary interventions which occur in 
so many other states. It is, therefore, priceless.

Even if the rag-bag of royals were a sheer cost to the 
society, I think they would be worth it politically. But they 
are not a sheer cost, I imagine that they pay for themselves, 
and even make a profit, as a tourist attraction.

[…]
Britain is fortunate indeed in having a breed of distinguished 

people who get job satisfaction from exchanging inane 
remarks with all and sundry, and whom people come from 
all over the world to see. It would be an act of cruelty to 
impose that function of royalty on any normal family of 
citizens, but seeing that there is a family which is born to it 
as the fruit of a long historical evolution it would be an act of 
great political folly to establish a Presidency.

Tom Paine was the greatest of English Republicans. He 
preached republicanism in England, he made a substantial 
contribution to the establishment of the American republic 
in 1770, and he took part in the establishment of the French 
Republic in the 1790s. But Paine was always clear that a 
republic was a representative government elected by the 

people. Kings he could take or leave, depending on their 
behaviour.

In The Rights of Man he expressed complete satisfaction 
with the reformed monarchy in France. When the King 
misbehaved he agreed with the abolition of the monarchy. 
But he made himself unpopular by speaking against the 
execution of Louis on pragmatic grounds. And he almost 
lost his head under Robespierre because of his refusal to 
participate in the mystical republicanism of 1793- 4. He 
exerted no further influence on French affairs.

In America in the 1770s Paine’s “Common Sense” 
pamphlets exercised a degree of direct political and 
military influence without parallel. They kept the army of 
independence in being at a moment when it was liable to 
fall apart. Paine is in the foundations of the American state; 
but he is not in the superstructure. He quickly became an 
embarrassment to the United States, and within a generation 
he was all but written out of its history.

It was in England, and only in England, that Paine exercised 
a profound and lasting influence. And his realistic conception 
of the republic could have been formed nowhere but England. 
He recognised that even in the 1790s there were substantial 
republican elements in the British state. And succeeding 
generations of Englishmen, who had assimilated The Rights 
Of Man and The Age Of Reason, enlarged those republican 
elements until they encompassed all the real powers of the 
state. And when that had been done only a fetishist would 
have made an issue of the monarchy.

Ernest Bevin was a Tom Paine republican – he concerned 
himself with the substance of things, used power to good 
effect in the working class interest, and endured the 
ceremonial side of things with good grace.

Michael Foot often wrote about Tom Paine, but he was a 
mere fetishist. He preferred his donkey jacket to the power 
of government.

Foot’s bizarre pantheon of political heroes included 
Jonathan Swift, a failed Tory, and William Hazlitt, a 
lightweight litterateur, alongside Tom Paine. If we take an 
image from Swift, it might be said that the function of the 
monarchy for a couple of hundred years has been to keep the 
Yahoos of the petty bourgeoisie out of politics by impressing 
their imaginations with spectacle and pedigree.

I have such a strong sense of the political usefulness of 
British royalty to substantial and competent progressive 
forces in the society that if I somehow became Prime Minister 
I might almost bring myself to have dealings with the Queen. 
But then again it might be that at the last moment I would 
be unable to overcome a sheer animal revulsion against 
the procedure. Fortunately this disagreement between my 
understanding and my reflexes is something which I am 
under no necessity of resolving. 

There is no doubt that this attitude is self-contradictory. 
So is my irrepressible feeling of contempt for Labour peers, 
because I approve of the honours system connected with 
royalty. But what is life without contradictions? It is fantasy.

[If you are intrigued by the mention of Lenin ‘building a 
strong reactionary aspect into the Bolshevik state’, there is 
more by Brendan Clifford on the Russian Revolution on the 
Archive site https://labouraffairsmagazine.com]
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Contemporary Support for the Bullock Report

Labour Affairs is not a lone supporter of industrial democracy or alone in 
remembering the Bullock Report.  Here is another writer, from the former Lucas plant:

“The Labour Governments policy not to extend democracy into the 
workplace was taken at the time when workers started to take the initiative 
themselves in not only protecting their jobs but also the industries they worked 
in. This positive approach, when faced with redundancy, resulted in a number 
of initiatives, for example:-

The Upper Clyde Shipbuilders work-in
The Triumph Meriden Motorcycle Co-operative
And the Lucas Aerospace Combine Shop Stewards Corporate Plan which I was 

involved in.
Looking back, if the Bullock Report proposals had been agreed and implemented, 

the above initiatives could have been supported within a legislative framework and 
prospered, serving as examples for others to follow. If we had had the authority of a 
legal framework, as recommended by Bullock I consider, as Combine shop stewards, 
we would have had a better opportunity to bring about changes within the company. 
For example, in the areas of product development, investment policy and the future 
strategy of Lucas Aerospace. We all know the dangers of operating at Board level, 
as we would have been, within the Capitalist system. Given that, as shop stewards, 
we negotiated on a day to day basis, giving us sufficient experience and political 
nous to operate at that level. Like all negotiations, the outcome may have resulted in 
compromise, but to my mind that would have been a risk worth taking.

That was the past, so what about the present and the future. As stated above the UK 
has the most anti-union legislation in Europe. So a future Labour Government will 
need to introduce employment legislation to protect its workers, at least, to the same 
level as in Europe. Also, given that its being forecast that the future introduction of 
New Technology could result in a huge loss in employment opportunities, the Bullock 
Report proposals should be revisited, and possibly revised to take account of present 
day employment practices, and so enable a collective democratic decision be reached 
on how such a complex issue should be dealt with. That is just one important example. 
Generally, workers through their trade union representatives should have the same 
rights as shareholders in running and controlling their companies. Democracy in the 
workplace is long overdue and should be introduced when the opportunity next arises.

Brian Salisbury  http://lucasplan.org.uk/2018/07/10/industrial-democracy/

The Monarchy and Progress
by Brendan Clifford

Reprinted from Labour and Trade Union Review October 1987, on the occasion of the passing of Prince Philip.
Britain is a democratic republic with 

a hereditary monarch as ceremonial 
head of state. It has been a republic 
implicitly since the 1688 revolution. 
It was an aristocratic republic in the 
18th century, a bourgeois republic in 
the 19th century, and it is a general 
democratic republic in the 20th 
century. No political tendency of any 
substance has bothered its head about 
the monarchy for two hundred years.

[…]
Anyhow, it is worth considering 

what effect the monarchy, as a social 
phenomenon, has on the politics of 
Britain.

The main effect of the monarchy is 
that it gives a large body of people 

a sense of participation in the state 
without active participation in 
politics.

I have heard this state of affairs 
deplored by people who considered 
themselves socialists. They saw it 
as a device for diverting workers 
from their class interest, and were 
of the opinion that a removal of the 
“diversion” of royalty would bring 
a great access of strength to the 
socialist movement.

I can see no ground for the 
assumption that the people who are 
now lulled into political inertia by 
royalty would in the main go towards 
the socialist movement if they were 
precipitated into political activity by 

the abolition of royalty. The evidence 
is that the soporific of royalty has 
benefitted progressive movements 
over a long period by neutralising 
the elements who might have given 
force to reaction.

There has never been a reactionary 
development, properly speaking, 
in Britain since the present state 
was established. By the same token 
there has never been a revolution. 
(In situations in which revolution is 
possible, reaction is also possible.) 
What there has been is fundamental 
social reconstruction by active 
political minorities, with the potential 
forces of reaction held in check by 
traditional influences.

It has happened in many European 
states, in this century and the last, 
that the whole populace has been 
precipitated into political activity by 
the abolition of traditional institutions 
which engender inertia. The outcome 
has not in a single instance been 
favourable to progressive democratic 
government.

The French Republic of 1848 
was made Bonapartist in 1850 by 
the will of a disrupted people. The 
German Republic of 1918 was 
made fascist by the operation of 
forces which might have been kept 
apolitical by a compliant Kaiser. 
The Spanish Republic went down 
to the Franco dictatorship after it 
stirred the populace excessively out 
of traditional forms of lethargy. (That 
the Republic was defeated because 
of the intervention of German and 
Italian forces is, I think, a myth. It 
went down because it was guided by 
doctrinaire conceptions, and scorned 
traditional sources of social stability.)

The Russian Revolution is only a 
partial exception to this generalisation. 
It survived because of Lenin’s brilliant 
– though not necessarily admirable 
– manoeuvre of building a strong 
reactionary aspect into the Bolshevik 
state. Bolshevism, as Lenin put it in 
1921, accomplished its own Thermidor 
– and a pretty brutal Thermidor it was.

Britain has been able by Parliamentary 


