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Hartlepool – 
Labour’s false 

narrative
Labour’s 

Road Back
Throughout this year ‘Labour Affairs’ has been 

making two connected arguments. The first is 
that the national economy is not like a household. 
The state can mobilise resources by issuing 
its own currency, it need not worry about debt 
and deficit if it is strengthening the productive 
powers of the economy, creating skills and jobs 
and enabling enough goods at affordable prices 
to be produced. 

By itself this is an abstract point. What does it 
mean for the inhabitants of the cities, towns and 
villages of England and Wales? It is possible to 
revive their fortunes if the political will is there, 
the resources are provided and the hard work 
required to prioritise local and regional needs is 
put in. The state has the power to revive local 
economies and communities if the government 
and local and regional institutions work together. 
The Labour Party, working with unions and other 
civil society institutions, can work out what is 
needed most, what inhabitants want most and 
propose solutions. A Labour government can 
provide the money, prioritise resources, advise 
on feasibility, advise local bodies to avoid 
duplication of effort and co-ordinate national 
with local and regional priorities.

People are concerned about the availability 
of good jobs, training and education, quality 
housing, a safe and attractive environment, 
good amenities for young and old and cheap and 
effective transport. Without these, communities 
find it difficult to flourish and it is difficult to 

Starmer addressed his first Labour Party 
conference as Labour leader in September 2020. 
He stated there that ‘it’s time to get serious about 
winning’.  In the Hartlepool bye-election on 6th 
May, a year after Starmer took over the leadership 
from Jeremy Corbyn, the Labour vote declined 
by 45%.  It is interesting to compare that result 
with Corbyn’s result in the 2017 general election.  
In Hartlepool, in 2017, the Labour Party, under 
Corbyn, increased its vote by over 50%.

Starmer’s statement at the September 2020 
Labour conference was the beginning of a false 
narrative of why Labour lost the 2019 general 
election.  Labour almost won the 2017 general 
election on the basis of a radical policy manifesto 
and a commitment to implementing the 2016 
referendum result.  Labour suffered its biggest 
loss of seats in decades in the 2019 general 
election on the basis of a radical policy manifesto 
and a commitment to attempting to stop Brexit 
by holding a second referendum. 

Keir Starmer was the architect of this ‘Let’s 
Stop Brexit’ policy which the Leave voting 
electorate comprehensively rejected in 2019 and 
the Tories ended up with an 80 seat majority in 
Parliament.

Rather than accepting what happened, a false 
narrative has been created that it was the radical 
2019 manifesto that was the problem.  It is 
doubtful that Labour will ever regain those red 
wall seats if they do not again embrace that 
radicalism.  Radicalism is what the electorate 
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persuade young people to stay 
in them. At the moment the 
expectations of many are so low 
that even some moves in the 
right direction will be met with 
approval. One only has to look 
at the success of Ben Houchen, 
the Tory mayor of Teesside, to 
see this. It is no accident that 
central government money has 
been sent in the direction of 
Teesside. The Tories realise that 
if you can quickly show tangible 
benefits for your constituents 
you will be rewarded. For the 
time being it doesn’t matter too 
much if the Tories’ efforts are 
haphazard. People have now got 
Brexit and they can see some 
improvements in Teesside and 
the West Midlands. The Tories 
are being rewarded for that.

Labour need not promise 
the earth. In any case voters 
will not believe them if they 
do. They need to set out some 
carefully considered priorities 
for localities that can be 
implemented fairly quickly. 
But the time to start doing so is 
now. A general election could 
be called in as little as two years’ 
time. There really is no time to 
lose. The point is that central, 
regional and local labour need 
to work together. It is no good 
making large gestures about 
jobs for a ‘green new deal’, if 
no provision for training, and 
no timescale and no distinction 
between short term and longer 
term measures is made. The 
fact is that measures like low 
energy retrofitting of buildings 
will take years to train the 
workforce, let along retrofit 
the houses. There needs to be 
a link between the short term, 
like immediate measures to 
provide work for young people, 

improve the environment, 
revive high streets and improve 
bus services on the one hand 
and longer term skill and 
technology development on 
the other, so that people can 
see what Labour is going to 
do NOW and what it hopes to 
achieve in three to four years’ 
time.

There are some in the 
Labour Party who understand 
this. Mayoral elections in 
places such as North of Tyne, 
Cambridge and Peterborough, 
West Yorkshire, Greater 
Manchester and Bristol suggest 
that a pragmatic focus on local 
priorities will bring electoral 
dividends. Areas that are out-
competed by the Tories such 
as County Durham, Teesside 
and the West Midlands will 
fail. Working class areas 
will no longer vote from 
intergenerational habit, they 
make up their own minds. 
Labour in Wales was successful 
because it understood the need 
to focus on the priorities of 
communities (and had stiff 
competition on this from Plaid 
Cymru) and was careful to set 
out a manifesto that looked both 
attractive and do-able to the 
electorate. Their achievement 
is all the more impressive 
because Wales does not have its 
own money and has to do what 
it can with meagre resources. 
A Labour government in 
Westminster would be able 
to provide resources for local 
initiatives to ensure a realistic 
but even better offer to the 
electorate. This does not mean 
that Labour should just listen to 
focus groups and then do what 
they suggest. Labour needs to 
listen to what people are saying 
and then decide priorities and 
what is feasible and explain 
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what they intend to do and why. 
A political party that cannot 
show leadership is not going to 
win a national election.

At the moment the national 
Labour Party is poorly led. The 
leader seems to prefer factional 
fighting  and virtue-signalling 
his respectability and patriotism 
to actually attending to the 
needs of the electorate. There 
is a focus on Westminster tittle-
tattle and trivia, a continued 
obsession with identity politics 
and ongoing grieving about 
Brexit. These are all tendencies 
that will seriously repel 
Labour’s traditional electorate. 
Removing the current, failing 
leader will not solve anything 
unless his successor understands 
what needs to be done and 
mobilises the Labour Party and 
the broader Labour movement 
to do it. Unfortunately the 
Labour politicians who do 
see this are mainly ensconced 
in Newcastle, Manchester, 
Liverpool or Cardiff, not in 
Westminster. Corbyn’s Labour 
saw the need for radical action 
across the country. But it had 
neither the capacity nor the 
interest to engage with the 
detail of working out how to 
benefit the different parts of 
England and Wales. Figures 
like Rebecca Long-Bailey and 
Angela Rayner talked a big 
talk, but ultimately there was 
too little of substance in what 
they had to offer. Once you 
have made a big gesture you 
need to follow it up in ways 
that show voters how it is 
going to change their lives for 
the better. Unless this changes 
Labour will continue to decline 
into irrelevance. There is no 
time to lose.

want to see.  We saw that in the Labour results in Manchester and 
Salford and in the Conservative results in Tees Valley.

If Labour, under Starmer, do not re-embrace that radicalism 
they will go the way of the SPD party in Germany.  50 years ago 
the SPD ruled Germany.  They abandoned their radicalism in the 
90s.  Now, the SPD are expected to come behind the Greens in the 
elections in Germany this September.

This magazine has argued consistently that the Labour Party 
must clearly differentiate itself from the Conservative Party by 
reclaiming the role of the state to advance the cause of working 
people.  A currency issuing state must not let considerations about 
the size of the fiscal deficit or national debt influence its policies.  It 
should, instead, focus its attention on the issues of unemployment 
and precarious employment, which have blighted the lives of 
working people since the 1980s.  

The role of the state in managing a capitalist economy was 
abandoned by Thatcher in 1979.  She argued that an unregulated 
market would produce much better results.  That impoverished 
political philosophy was largely accepted by Labour under Blair, 
Brown and Miliband.  It was thoroughly rejected by Corbyn who 
demanded that the power of the state be used to protect working 
people.  Corbyn may have lost the 2019 election but he substantially 
changed the parameters of the political debate.  The Tories, under 
Johnson, have grasped this more clearly than Corbyn’s own party.  
The Tories have rediscovered the critical role of the state.  Public 
money will pour into the ‘red wall’ seats, while Starmer focuses 
on the wallpaper in Downing street.   The critical role of the state 
in managing crisis-prone capitalism must be reclaimed by Labour.  
Otherwise, the party will follow the German SPD into oblivion.
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Labour and the housing crisis – Part 3.
Council housing, the welfare state and local democracy

By Eamon Dyas

“The Welfare State is a form 
of government in which the 
state protects and promotes 
the economic and social 
well-being of the citizens, 
based upon the principles of 
equal opportunity, equitable 
distribution of wealth, and 
public responsibility for citizens 
unable to avail themselves 
of the minimal provisions for 
a good life.” - Encyclopaedia 
Britannica.

As indicated in the previous 
issue of Labour Affairs I had 
intended to examine the role of 
John Major’s Government and 
his “Citizen’s Charter” as well as 
the significance of New Labour’s 
idea of the “Stakeholder” in the 
way the concept of the citizen 
has changed, particularly in the 
realm of housing policy, since 
Margaret Thatcher’s election in 
1979. However, on reflection I 
realised that the events leading up 
to that election required further 
explanation in order to place 
subsequent developments in their 
proper context. Consequently, I 
have delayed dealing with that 
aspect of the housing issue until 
a later date.  

Housing provision as part of 
the Welfare State

When Thatcher came to power 
in 1979 the most vigorous 
elements in the Conservative 
Party had come to view council 
housing as the clearest example 
of the culture of dependency that 
had been created after the Second 
World War. The direction in 
which Britain had evolved since 
that time had created the “Nanny 
State” in which the people had 
been deprived of the power of 
choice over how they ran their 

lives. 
While other privatisations 

initiated under the Thatcher 
Government were provoked 
by a determination to “liberate 
the market” the privatisation of 
council housing was different. 
That particular privatisation, 
which was summed up by the 
phrase “Right-to-Buy”, related 
to something much more 
intimate as it involved a family’s 
relationship with its home. For 
that reason, housing represented 
the arena where Thatcher’s 
social philosophy could be most 
effectively applied and the seeds 
sown for permanent change. 
However, it would be wrong to 
think that it was Thatcher’s idea. In 
fact, it was an idea that pre-dated 
Thatcher’s leadership of the party 
and had been gestating inside the 
Conservative Party for a number 
of years. It was also an idea that 
had to await the circumstances 
when the electorate was ready 
for the change represented by 
Thatcher’s overall radical agenda. 

The essence of what Thatcher 
dismantled through her 1980 
Housing Act was those residual 
parts of the Labour Government’s 
1949 Housing Act that had 
continued to influence the housing 
policy of successive governments 
for the previous thirty years. What 
was forgotten by the electorate 
in 1979 and what has since been 
forgotten by the Labour Party is 
that the Labour Government’s 
1949 Housing Act was seen at the 
time as an integral part of the post-
war Welfare State that Labour 
was in the process of creating. 
Consequently, Thatcher’s 
success in this area represents 
the most significant victory of the 
Conservatives in rolling back the 
idea of the Welfare State up to that 

point.
When Aneurin Bevan became 

Minister for Health in 1945 he 
viewed the housing needs of the 
nation in the same vein as its 
health needs. Just like his idea 
for the National Health Service, 
he believed that the benefits of 
a housing policy for people who 
needed decent and affordable 
homes should apply to everyone. 
This sentiment was apparent in his 
introduction to the Government’s 
Housing Bill on the occasion of 
its second reading to Parliament 
on 16 March 1949. In that 
introduction he made it clear that 
the bill was not directed at the 
needs of the working class alone 
but to anyone of humble means 
who wished to be housed in 
decent accommodation. Towards 
that end he explained to the House 
of Commons that he sought 
to replace the use of the term 
“working class” in the context 
of housing needs in favour of the 
idea of the community’s housing 
needs. He went on:

“I am anxious that the House 
and the country should pay 
special regard to this, because, 
if the House will do me the 
honour of recollecting what I 
said on this matter in 1945, they 
will see that I said that in my 
view and, I believe, in the view 
of most people, it was entirely 
undesirable that on modern 
housing estates only one type 
of citizen should live. I referred 
to them then as ‘twilight towns’ 
and said that it was a reproach 
of our modern social planning 
that from one sort of township 
should come one income 
group and from another sort 
of township another income 
group. I said that if we are 
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to enable citizens to lead a 
full life, if they are each to be 
aware of the problems of their 
neighbours, then they should 
be all drawn from the different 
sections of the community and 
we should try to introduce in 
our modern villages what was 
always the lovely feature of 
English and Welsh villages, 
where the doctor, the grocer, 
the butcher and farm labourer 
all lived in the same street. I 
believe that is essential for the 
full life of a citizen. I believe 
it is a necessary biological 
background for modern life 
and I believe it leads to the 
enrichment of every member 
of the community to live in 
communities of that sort. 

“Therefore, we are sweeping 
away all reference to housing 
of the working classes. 
Furthermore, what ought not 
to be regarded as a minor 
matter, we cannot get good 
architectural compositions 
into a township which has all 
the same type of house. We 
can only get the aesthetics 
of good modern architecture 
into a township which has 
the most variegated kind of 
housing in it. I hope I carry 
all hon. Members with me 
when I say that that inhibition 
should be removed and that 
local authorities should now 
be able to plan their estates in 
the way I have described. We 
believe it is essential that local 
authorities should also provide 
accommodation for single 
persons, for persons who are 
following professional life, and 
that they should provide for old 
people.” (Hansard, 16 March 
1949).

The circumstances in which the 
1949 Housing Bill was presented 
to Parliament were favourable to 

the radical measures proposed 
by Labour at the time. Britain 
had suffered significant physical 
damage during the Second World 
War. The housing infrastructure 
was decimated and when the war 
ended, aside from those destroyed, 
there were over 700,000 damaged 
homes in London alone in need 
of repair. Many Irish labourers, 
including my own father, came to 
London to work on bomb damage 
repair projects at this time. 
Housing repair and replacement 
was therefore a priority for any 
government. 

Therefore, when confronted 
with the scale of the task involved 
the Conservative Party could not 
be seen as hostile to a radical 
housing programme. Indeed, 
such was the sensitivity of the 
Tories at being depicted as 
hostile to such a programme that 
their main criticism of Bevan’s 
proposals was that it was not 
radical enough! That sensitivity 
was apparent in the response of 
the Conservative member for 
Hertford, Derek Walker-Smith 
(later Baron Broxbourne) to 
Bevan’s introduction of the Bill 
in Parliament. In his introduction 
Bevan had criticised the housing 
record of previous Conservative 
Governments – something that 
provoked the following response:

“I cannot let pass the 
Minister’s suggestion that his 
party, and the Government of 
which he is a Minister, view 
housing as a social service, 
whereas Governments in the 
past viewed houses simply as 
commodities to be bought and 
sold. I think that the party of 
Joseph Chamberlain, Neville 
Chamberlain and Kingsley 
Wood owes little by way of 
either apology or explanation 
to a party represented by 
Viscount Addison and the 
right hon. Gentleman. Indeed, 
it is a fact that a good deal of 
what is in this Bill is already 

in Acts of Parliament placed 
upon the Statute Book by Tory 
Governments of the past. It is 
for that reason that there was 
a faint but perceptible odour of 
moth balls when the Minister 
opened up his wardrobe for 
the edification and admiration 
of hon. Members today.” (ibid).

Leaving aside for the moment, 
the significance of Walker-Smith’s 
reference to the influence of 
such socially-minded politicians 
as Joseph Chamberlain on the 
Conservative Party, even prior to 
the 1949 Housing Act the Labour 
Government had made significant 
progress in its attempts to deal 
with the post-war housing crisis. 
According to Bevan’s speech 
introducing the Housing Bill to 
the House, 852,025 new homes 
had been provided since the end 
of the war. Of course, not all 
these were council houses for, as 
Bevan was at pains to stress, the 
Labour Government was eager 
to assist in the construction of 
houses built for private as well 
as public ownership. However, 
since he had become Minister 
for Health in 1945 (a position 
that significantly also embraced 
responsibility for housing) the 
government had overseen the 
completion of 55,600 new homes 
in 1946, rising to 139,600 in 1947 
and 227,600 in 1948. The council 
homes that Labour sought to build 
at this time were built according 
to what Bevan defined as houses 
for decent living. The criteria 
for decent living required the 
construction not just of houses 
but of houses with gardens for 
the physical and mental health 
of the inhabitants. Given the 
insistence on this type of high-
quality home, the continuing 
war-time restrictions on material 
supplies, and the high levels of 
war debt inherited by the post-war 
governments (Britain’s war debt 
to the US was not fully paid off 
until the end of 2006) the Labour 
government’s achievement in 
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the late 1940s was nothing short 
of astonishing. This period of the 
Labour Government also coincided 
with the first wave of the new towns 
movement with the designation of no 
less than ten new towns in England 
during Labour’s tenure in office.  

Such was the acknowledged place 
of public housing in the rebuilding 
of Britain after the war that the 
Conservative Government which 
replaced Labour in 1951 felt obliged 
to continue with an ambitious 
housebuilding programme. The 
Conservative Government under 
Churchill was elected in 1951 with 
a promise to build 300,000 new 
homes a year and Harold Macmillan 
was given the job of Minister for 
Housing. Although he never quite 
met that target in the three years 
he was in the job Macmillan’s 
achievement was impressive. 
However, Macmillan’s contribution 
was only achieved through a dilution 
of Bevan’s original requirement that 
all houses should possess a garden 
– an idea that had also informed 
the enthusiasm for the building 
of new towns. This requirement 
did not figure during Macmillan’s 
tenure as Minister for Housing and 
the public housing generated under 
the Churchill government consisted 
for the most part of flats and tower 
blocks. That the Bevan idea of houses 
with gardens was not a priority of 
the Conservative housing policy at 
this time is also illustrated by the 
fact that no further new towns were 
designated in the period between 
1950 and 1961.

Housing and 
Local Government democracy
But it should be pointed out that 

a Labour Party commitment to the 
building of public housing did not 
mean the idea of council house sales 
was anathema to either them or the 
Conservative Party. In fact, given the 
nature of publicly owned housing 
it is in the interest of local councils 
to retain the option of selling off 
portions of its housing stock from 
time to time when the circumstances 
permit. Council housing was built 
with the purpose of providing low-
rent housing for those most in need. 
The houses were paid for from 
public funds in the form of council 

investment together with a central 
government subsidy. The rent for 
these properties was set according 
to a formula which was based on 
the initial cost plus the anticipated 
ongoing maintenance costs. The 
object was that a rent based on that 
formula would not only provide low 
rent accommodation but over the 
lifetime of the property it would repay 
the construction and maintenance 
costs and in time go on to contribute to 
the funding of further house-building 
programmes. This meant that the 
older the council property the more 
surplus capital would accrue after it 
passed the point when the original 
cost had been repaid. But there was 
always a balance to be struck as the 
cost of the maintenance of these 
older properties also rose over time. 
In other words, there was always a 
point where the margin of surplus 
diminished and where, in a situation 
of low demand, it made the sale of 
such properties a more attractive 
option. Exercising that option not 
only provided the council with the 
capital sum the property sold for but 
divested the council of the ongoing 
maintenance costs associated with 
that property.

For that reason, the idea of 
council house sales was always 
something that both Labour and Tory 
government’s left to the discretion 
of the local authorities involved. 
Central to this arrangement between 
central and local government was 
the autonomy provided to the local 
authorities as the agency that best 
understood the housing needs of their 
localities. This autonomy provided 
them with the freedom to determine 
their response to local housing needs 
and balance that against any request 
from tenants to purchase their council 
house. It also gave them, subject to 
available government house-building 
grants, the freedom to determine 
their local housing investment 
programmes as well as the setting of 
rents within certain constraints (more 
on this later). The difficulty with this 
autonomy was that local authorities 
could mis-use it to encourage the sale 
of council properties for ideological 
reasons or to disguise financial mis-
management.

This problem was to become 
increasingly apparent by the end of 

the 1960s. In 1961, at the start of 
the decade, 25% of all households 
in Britain lived in council housing. 
Within that pool of properties over 
1 million council dwellings were 
more than 20 years old which meant 
that a combination of the council 
rental income and inflation during 
that period had significantly eroded 
the historic debt associated with 
these properties. In that situation 
the cost of the ongoing maintenance 
requirements of these properties 
began to outweigh their sale value 
and became a consideration in 
the formulation of local authority 
housing policies. As the decade 
progressed it is not surprising 
that some councils, burdened by 
increasing responsibilities in other 
areas of social provision, viewed 
their sale as an attractive proposition. 

Another ingredient that presaged a 
change of thinking among many local 
authorities on council house sales 
was that between 1966 and 1969 
Labour lost control of a number of 
councils particularly in urban areas. 
This itself would not have tipped the 
balance of the prevailing attitude of 
local councils as most (including 
Tory councils) remained committed 
to the provision of social housing as 
their priority over the idea of selling 
them. However, many of those 
councils that had replaced Labour at 
the end of the 1960s took office with 
a different set of priorities than their 
Conservative predecessors. At this 
point we come back to the tradition 
within the Conservative Party that 
Derek Walker-Smith, M.P. had called 
upon in the 1949 to endorse his 
claim that the Tory party had always 
been sympathetic to social housing. 
During the debate he referred to the 
influence on Conservative thinking 
by the likes of Joseph Chamberlain. In 
claiming such a legacy Walker-Smith 
was emphasising the relationship 
between Chamberlain and the Tory 
Democracy component that was 
epitomised by men like Sir Randolph 
Churchill (a friend of Chamberlain) 
and Sir John Eldon Gorst at the end 
of the 19th century – an influence that 
was to lead to a formal arrangement 
between Chamberlain’s successors 
and the Conservative Party in 1925 
when the party became known as 
the Conservative and Unionist Party. 
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It was the Unionist component that 
came to be identified with the more 
socially progressive wing within the 
Conservative Party from then on and 
it was the legacy of that component 
that Walker-Smith was referring to in 
1949.

It is ironic therefore that the city 
that made Joseph Chamberlain’s 
reputation as a social reformer should 
go on to provide the early local council 
leadership within the Conservative 
Party for advancing the idea of a 
more aggressive policy on council 
house sales. In 1951, a mere two 
years after Walker-Smith invoked the 
name of Birmingham’s most famous 
political son in refutation of Labour’s 
accusation that the Tories never 
really cared for the idea of council 
housing, the local Conservatives in 
Birmingham abandoned the social 
conscience sentiments with which 
Joseph Chamberlain had always 
been identified. In most years after 
1951 the Tories in Birmingham 
continued to have as part of their 
election manifesto the promise 
to advance the selling of council 
homes. This commitment was 
strengthened in 1959 and after the 
Tories gained control of the council 
in 1966 they became, in the words 
of one academic “one of a number 
of councils that adopted a more 
aggressive and evangelical approach 
to council house sales”. (See: “The 
Right to Buy?” by Alan Murie. 
Published by Policy Press, Bristol, 
2016, p.18).

But the Tories of Birmingham 
knew that the real key to unlocking 
the door for a serious advancement 
of their cause lay with getting a 
Tory government to facilitate it. 
With that in mind the Tory leader of 
Birmingham City Council became a 
major voice within the national party 
advocating the policy of council 
house sales. He delivered speeches 
on the subject at the Conservative 
Party conferences in 1967, in 1971 
and again in 1973. He also wrote two 
popular pamphlets on the subject, 
“How to sell council houses” (1967) 
and “Selling more council houses” 
(1971), both of which were published 
by the Conservative Political Centre. 
The Conservative Party after 1967 
went on to endorse the promotion 
of council house sales by local 

authorities as a shop-window policy 
of the party nationally.

However, the legal position 
remained that the sale of council 
homes was a discretionary power 
of the local authorities. Central 
government could not impose 
compulsory sales on those authorities 
nor prohibit such sales as decisions 
on such matters lay primarily with 
the local authority. What central 
government could do was to 
restrict the volume of sales if the 
numbers involved threatened central 
government housing programmes 
and they could also influence the 
discount price at which the homes 
were sold. Thus, governments did 
have some powers in the way in 
which a local council interpreted and 
operated a policy of council house 
sales. This power was evident in the 
response of the Labour Government 
to the circumstances brought about 
by the changed local government 
climate during the second part of the 
1960s. In 1967 and again in 1968 the 
Labour Government issued what was 
called a General Consent document. 
These documents were designed to 
discourage councils from adopting 
an over-vigorous strategy of council 
house sales by pointing out that 
such a strategy was financially 
and socially unwise. But the 1968 
General Consent document went 
further and imposed restrictions on 
the volume of sales in the four major 
conurbations of Greater London, 
Merseyside, South Lancashire and 
the West Midlands by limiting the 
annual sales of their council housing 
stock to one-quarter of 1%.

Besides holding the discretionary 
power to implement a house sale 
policy, local authorities also had 
the power to set council rents. As 
has already been pointed out, the 
formula for setting these rents was 
based on the initial construction cost 
(minus the government grant) plus 

the anticipated ongoing maintenance 
costs for the expected life of the 
property. This meant that there was 
little room for council authorities 
to manipulate rents in ways that 
encouraged the local demand 
for purchasing council homes – 
something that might otherwise be 
possible by rising rents to the extent 
that the cost of purchasing a council 
property became a more attractive 
proposition than the tenant’s 
continued payment of the rent on that 
property.

This constraint on the setting 
of council rents was seen as a 
hinderance by those Conservative 
Councils that wished to expand their 
policy of selling council houses and 
it was one that was removed after the 
Conservative Party’s victory in the 
1970 general election. The election 
manifesto of the Conservatives for 
that election had stated that it would 
“encourage local authorities to sell 
council houses to those of their 
tenants who wish to buy them.”

However, acknowledging the lack 
of a national consensus for any frontal 
attack on the discretionary powers 
of local councils to accept or deny a 
tenant’s application to purchase their 
council home, the Tory Government 
instead adopted a strategy of “open 
and nudge”. The former was achieved 
by abolishing the restrictions on the 
number of council house sales that 
had been introduced by the previous 
Labour Government in 1968 and 
the latter was achieved through the 
Housing Finance Act of 1972. This 
Act removed the discretion of local 
authorities in setting rents that were 
based on a calculation related to the 
local construction and maintenance 
cost and replaced it with a calculation 
based on the prevailing private rental 
market. In future council rents would 
be linked to the “fair rents” that had 
been introduced by the Rent Act of 
1965 and which up to this point had 

  

Freedom makes a huge requirement of every human being. With freedom comes 
responsibility. For the person who is unwilling to grow up, the person who does 
not want to carry is own weight, this is a frightening prospect.

Eleanor Roosevelt

Fifty percent of Winston is genius, fifty percent bloody fool. He will behave like 
a child.        Clement Attlee on Winston Churchill
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only applied to private tenancies. 
“These “fair rents” were the 

estimated market rents that dwellings 
would command if supply and 
demand were broadly in balance in 
the area in which they were situated. 
For the first time, rent paid by 
council tenants would not be related 
to the cost of providing, managing 
and maintaining council housing.” 
(Murie, op. cit., p.20).

For this reason the 1972 Housing 
Finance Act was probably the most 
significant piece of housing legislation 
that threatened the legacy of Labour’s 
1949 Housing Act up to that point. It 
opened the door for the local rental 
property market to influence the rents 
of council properties for the first 
time. In the process, it provided an 
incentive for an increased number 
of council tenants to see purchase 
through mortgage repayments as a 
more attractive option than continuing 
to rent in circumstances where the 
rent, in all likelihood, would continue 
to rise in response to the market.

The result of these measures was 
that in 1970 – the year that the new 
Conservative Government came to 
power under Edward Heath – the 
number of council houses sold was 
under 7,000 and by 1972 it was nearly 
46,000. Given this was the case, the 
conclusion must be that this surge 
was significantly influenced by the 
manner in which the 1972 Housing 
Finance Act created the environment 
in which purchase was seen by an 
increasing number of council house 
tenants as the more attractive option 
over continuing renting.

But this reliance on the replacement 
of the certainty of the non-market 
formula for setting council rents 
with the vagaries of the private 
rental market was soon revealed 
as a two-edged sword. While the 
fear of a market-driven rent may 
have convinced tenants to opt for a 
purchase-and-mortgage option this 
in turn left them vulnerable to a rise 
in property value (as the discount 
offered was based on prevailing sale 
market value) and/or interest rates 
on those mortgages. So it was that 
the relative attraction of rent over 
mortgage would be revealed as an 
unstable mechanism in the years 
after 1972 when the number of 
those tenants seeking to buy was not 

sustained in conditions where the rise 
in the market value of the property 
together with interest rate increases 
conspired to make the purchase-and-
mortgage option less attractive.

As things turned out sales of 
council houses after 1972 were to fall 
to a mere 2,723 in 1975. Although 
they rose consistently after then the 
1972 figure was only surpassed in 
1980 - the year in which the Thatcher 
government provided local authority 
tenants the legal right to buy their 
council properties.

Coincidental with these 
developments many within the 
Conservative Party doubled down 
on the assertion of the need for 
legislation to provide tenants with 
the legal right to their council homes. 
But, the vociferous campaign for this 
legislation did not necessarily reflect a 
similar sentiment in the wider society 
or even within the council house 
communities. Indeed, even within the 
Conservative Party much criticism 
was directed at Conservative local 
councils that still retained an affinity 
with their discretionary powers in the 
area of council house sales and when 
it came to the first electoral test of the 
Right-to-Buy policy it failed to be 
endorsed by the electorate.

As early as 1973, the Conservatives, 
while in opposition, had introduced 
the idea to Parliament in a Private 
Member’s Bill and in the lead up to 
the 1974 general election the party’s 
manifesto specifically stated that, “in 
future, established council tenants 
would be able, as of right, to buy on 
reasonable terms the house or flat in 
which they live.” The Conservatives 
went on to lose that election – an 
outcome that indicates that the 
electorate were not at this time 
prepared to sanction such a radical 
departure from what continued to be 
seen as an essential component of 
local democracy – the right of local 
councils to determine what happened 
to their housing stock. 

It was only in the 1979 election that 
the voters changed their mind and 
began to view the question differently. 
Most commentators describe the 1980 
Housing Act as something that was 
more or less inevitable. According 
to their explanation the Right-to-
Buy represented the culmination of a 
natural transition from a society that 
viewed rented homes as normal to one 

where that normality shifted towards 
the appetite for home ownership. 
While that may have been the outcome 
that resulted from the 1980 Housing 
Act it does not follow that it was an 
outcome that represented a natural 
and unmitigated progression from all 
that went before. The subtle policy of 
nudging council tenants towards an 
appetite for purchasing their houses 
by both local Tory local councils and 
the national party combined with the 
blatant objective of the less than subtle 
1972 Housing Finance Act would 
indicate otherwise. Even then, when 
the electorate was presented with the 
opportunity to pass judgment on the 
Right-to-Buy proposals contained 
in the Conservative Party’s election 
manifesto of 1974 it was rejected by 
the voters. 

The fact that the same proposal was 
endorsed as part of the Conservative 
Manifesto in the general election 
five years later does not mean that 
it was on the basis of that proposal 
alone that the electorate changed its 
mind. Far more significant things 
happened during the intervening five 
years that proved conclusive in the 
change of mind by the electorate. 
Not least among these was the so-
called Winter of Discontent between 
1978 and 1979 when the trade union 
movement ran rampant in defiance 
of the Labour Government. If we 
are to seek an explanation for this 
change of heart by the electorate 
between 1974 and 1979 it won’t 
be found in looking for some kind 
of new-found aspirational instinct 
among the vast majority of council 
tenants. Rather, the explanation has 
to be sought in the way in which the 
Labour Government endorsed by the 
electorate in 1974 failed to take a 
defiant trade union movement in hand 
and left society helpless in the face of 
the irresponsible exercise of its power. 
It was the electorate’s response to that 
rather than any inherent attraction of 
the Right-to-Buy policy that led them 
to elect the Conservatives in 1979. 
The Tories did not win that election 
but rather, it was Labour that was 
made to lose it.
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What am I going to do next? Young People and Unemployment  
Part 6: How to start

By Dave Gardner
Providing jobs now is 

necessary to avoid a long-
lasting blight on young 
people’s lives. But what 
should happen next? What 
people want is not difficult to 
describe:

Reasonably well-paid, 
secure and interesting jobs

Good training and further 
education opportunities

A safe, secure and attractive 
environment

Good leisure amenities
Quality housing
Good education
Good public transport
A wealthy civilised country 

should be able to provide all 
of these in all its regions. 
Most people are proud of 
where they live and a political 
party that promises to help 
their area with realistic and 
practical measures is likely 
to attract their support. Why 
is this so difficult for the 
Labour Party to understand?

One problem is that the 
Labour Party does not know 
what to do. It doesn’t know 
‘where the money is going 
to come from’, because it 
remains frightened of the 
idea that a state can issue its 
own currency at will. It has 
also lost the art of listening 
to people, investigating the 
needs of localities and regions 
and proposing workable 
solutions. The other problem 
is that too many people in 
the Labour Party and sadly, 

in some trade unions, are just 
not sufficiently interested 
in the problems of working 
people and prefer to indulge 
in lofty rhetoric or abstruse 
identity politics campaigns. 
If this attitude persists 
then the Labour Party will 
completely lose its working 
class constituency.

In this article I am going 
to assume that the money is 
available, but the challenge 
lies in mobilising resources 
to secure those practical 
solutions. Any community 
that wishes to retain its 
vigour will need to retain 
its young people. The most 
enterprising will leave if 
they cannot see any hope for 
them in the future in the area 
where they were brought up. 
The way to help them stay 
is to provide training and 
employment. But to attract 
good jobs you need to attract 
and retain employers and to 
attract them you need a good 
workforce and a nice place 
for incoming employees live 
in. So where do you start?

A region needs an overall 
plan and a timescale, 
something that local people 
find credible. They are not 
going to expect the Earth, just 
clear signs of improvement. 
Employers are looking for 
something that gives an area 
the edge against competitors 
who also want a plant 
located there. Rotherham for 
example, a town that Labour 

just managed to cling onto 
in the local elections, has 
a Rotherham Development 
Agency which has made use 
of the Towns Fund run by the 
government to help rundown 
areas, to build an Advanced 
Machinery and Productivity 
Institute that will build 
on the town’s traditional 
strengths in manufacturing, 
to help secure what they 
already have and to attract 
new manufacturers. It hopes 
to generate around 1200 jobs 
across the region. The jobs 
in turn will help to revive the 
town centre and will have a 
multiplier effect.

But to sustain this kind of 
effort there will need to be 
provision for training and 
vocational education, so 
a co-ordinated system of 
colleges and apprenticeships 
will also be needed. These 
facilities need to be there, 
not just to support existing 
employers but also to serve 
those that the area wishes to 
attract. If the offer for local 
and prospective employers 
is to be comprehensive then 
the local and even regional 
colleges need to co-ordinate 
to ensure that there is an 
integrated offer. For young 
people to access them, there 
needs to be reliable, safe and 
cheap public transport. While 
putting in new tramlines and 
suburban rail services will 
take time, taking control 
of and expanding the bus 
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network can be done relatively 
quickly. An incoming Labour 
government can legislate 
to make it easy for local 
authorities to run their own 
buses and can explain how this 
will benefit local communities, 
while the local authorities can 
get into the detail of the new 
services and make sure that 
local people know about them. 
This would be an excellent 
example of central and local 
government working together 
to provide for the needs of 
local communities. Critical 
also will be funding to ensure 
that young people are able 
to travel free to college and 
apprenticeships and that fares 
are kept low to encourage 
young people to travel more 
than a few miles to work if 
they need to. 

Employers do not at the 
moment have a particularly 
good record in providing 
apprenticeship and work 
experience opportunities. For 
smaller firms in particular, the 
administrative, pastoral and 
pedagogic burden might seem 
to be too much of a diversion 
from their core business. As I 
argued last month, government 
can do much more to support 
local businesses in providing 
apprenticeships and good work 
experience. The levy scheme 
is not wrong in principle but 
the devil is in the detail and at 
the moment it is not working 
properly and an incoming 
Labour Government would 
need to draw up detailed plans 
to reform it and to ensure that it 
serves the purpose for which it 
was originally designed, which 
was to expand apprenticeships 
for young people who do not 
wish to take the university 

route to the labour market and 
to ensure that everyone who 
wants an apprenticeship has 
access to a good one.

There is another important 
job that a Labour Government 
could carry out in conjunction 
with localities. The Labour 
Party should pledge the revival 
of a proper careers service that 
includes genuinely preparing 
young people and their parents 
for what the contemporary 
world of work involves. As well 
as proper careers education in 
school this will include good 
quality work experience so 
that young people understand 
what the contemporary 
workplace is like. Parents 
should also be involved. In 
many post-industrial areas, 
young people and their 
parents still live spiritually in 
a world where heavy industry 
predominated and they do 
not regard many of the jobs 
currently on offer as ‘proper’ 
jobs. Since these industrial 
jobs often did not require 
much in the way of formal 
education, there was little 
incentive to gain qualifications 
and adequate levels of literacy 
and numeracy. This is still 
a prevalent attitude in some 
areas. It is not something 
that can be changed easily or 
overnight, but that attitudinal 
change is important in giving 
some young people the 
incentive to reach a sufficient 
educational level where they 
have access to good vocational 
education and employment.

Government and local 
authorities working together 
can make a start on providing 
attractive and cheap housing 
for rent. Again, an incoming 
Labour Government would 

have to legislate and provide 
funding to make this happen. 
But the availability of high 
quality and affordable homes 
is a powerful way of keeping 
young people in the area and 
attracting employers to it. 

While the current 
employment situation for 
young people is bleak, Brexit 
also presents opportunities, 
as do demographic trends. 
Employers no longer have 
the ‘free lunch’ of unlimited 
labour arriving from 
continental Europe and will 
have to work harder to attract 
and retain workers. They will 
need to redesign jobs and 
increase training to improve 
productivity and will need 
to locate within reasonable 
commuting distance of the 
target workforce. Once a start 
has been made in attracting 
and retaining good employers, 
particularly through the 
provision of support for 
businesses and good transport, 
then some of the other 
desirable things will follow 
as a community prospers once 
again. 

These are the key points 
that should be in Labour’s 
campaigning. Labour can 
point to some successes in 
doing this, but these are the 
result of local and regional 
initiatives, not of the PLP or 
the party leadership. If national 
and local and regional Labour 
work together to tackle the 
issue of youth unemployment 
then they can hope to regain 
the attention of their working 
class constituencies.
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The Labour Party blames Israel for the failure to 
achieve a two-state solution

By David Morrison
The Labour Party’s reaction to the military action 

by Israel against Gaza was extraordinary.  One could 
be forgiven for thinking that Jeremy Corbyn had 
been reinstated as leader of the party.

Foreign Affairs spokesperson, Lisa Nandy, set out 
the party’s position in a letter to Foreign Secretary 
Dominic Raab on 15 May 2021 [1] before a ceasefire 
was reached.  In it, she proposed a series of actions 
that the Government should take, including that the 
UK should recognise Palestine as a state.

The letter didn’t condemn the rocket fire out of 
Gaza by Hamas and other Palestinian groups, nor 
did it provide justification for the continuing Israeli 
military attacks on Gaza by saying that Israel had a 
right to defend itself (as the Foreign Office had already 
done).  Instead, it urged the Foreign Secretary to join 
the international calls for an immediate ceasefire.  
That of itself qualifies the Labour Party as an enemy 
of Israel – in Israel’s eyes.  

Ban arms exports to Israel?
Worse still, as far as Israel is concerned, the letter 

demands that the Government assess “the use of 
exported arms and equipment in this conflict”, in 
other words, whether the export of arms to Israel 
should continue.  The letter says:

“There ought to be a report to Parliament setting 
out whether any further licences issued for the export 
of arms and equipment to the Israeli security forces 
could be used to commit acts of internal repression 
or external aggression or violations of international 
humanitarian law.”

This is in line with the 2019 Labour Paty manifesto 
[2], which promised that, if elected, the party would

“Immediately suspend the sale of arms to Saudi 
Arabia for use in Yemen and to Israel for arms 
used in violation of the human rights of Palestinian 
civilians, and conduct a root-and-branch reform of 
our arms exports regime so ministers can never again 
turn a blind eye to British-made weapons being used 
to target innocent civilians” (p98)

That is not going to happen any time soon, but it 
is amazing that the Starmer-led Labour Party has 
(apparently) retained this distinctively Corbynite 
policy,

A two-state solution?
Lisa Nandy also says that “the UK must … work 

with our allies to refocus attention and effort on 

the drivers of injustice and insecurity”.  It is no 
surprise that, according to her letter, the Labour Party 
“remains committed to a two-state solution”.  But, 
she says, “that objective is becoming more difficult 
to realise”, because

“continued violations of international law, forced 
evictions and expansions of illegal settlements are 
changing the facts on the ground and making the 
prospect of a viable, sovereign Palestine alongside a 
safe and secure Israel far harder to achieve.”

It is more accurate to say that a two-state solution 
is no longer realisable, but at least she makes it clear 
that Israel, and Israel alone, is responsible for the fact 
that a two-state solution has not been achieved.

In November 1988, the Palestine Liberation 
Organisation (PLO) declared its objective to be 
the creation of a Palestinian state in the West Bank 
(including East Jerusalem) and Gaza. With that 
declaration, the Palestinian leadership accepted the 
goal of a state on just 22% of their historic homeland, 
with Israel continuing to exist in the other 78%.

This was an historic compromise of extraordinary 
generosity on the part of Palestinians, which opened 
the way for a “two-state solution”. It hasn’t been 
realised because Israel has adamantly refused to 
withdraw to the 1967 borders and allow a Palestinian 
state to be established - and the international 
community has failed to force it to withdraw.

Halt new settlements?
In her letter, Lisa Nandy tells the Foreign Secretary 

that the UK should “insist upon the immediate halt to 
all new settlements” since they “violate international 
law”.  True, they do; the transfer of Israeli civilians 
into territory occupied by Israel is a war crime under 
the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court.  
And, down through the years, UK governments have 
condemned such settlement building with varying 
degrees of vehemence, but Israel has simply turned 
a deaf ear to such condemnation – and continued 
to build.  It’s inconceivable that Israel will cease 
building unless it is forced to do so by external 
economic sanctions. 

Is the Labour Party prepared to advocate that the 
UK should seek international approval for such 
sanctions? 

Continued On Page 12
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Recognise Palestine as a state?
The final point in Lisa Nandy’s letter is that the UK should “accept 

the need to recognise Palestine as a state, as nearly 140 other countries 
have done”.  

Way back in October 2014, when Ed Miliband was Labour leader, the 
House of Commons backed a Labour motion in favour of recognition by 
274 votes to 12.  And there is a commitment to “immediately recognise 
the state of Palestine” in the 2019 Labour manifesto (p99).  In response 
to a parliamentary petition, there is to be another debate on this issue 
in the House of Commons on 14 June 2021 [3], when presumably the 
Labour Party will again fly the flag for recognition.

This is a step which the UK can take on its own.  It will not, of course, 
affect the lives of Palestinians on the ground one whit.  But it will annoy 
Israel, so why not do it?

References:
[1]  https://twitter.com/lisanandy/status/1393633686738939906/

photo/1
[2]  https://labour.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Real-

Change-Labour-Manifesto-2019.pdf
[3]  https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/585313
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Walter Citrine: A Sense Of Direction - Review
By Peter Brooke

REVIEW Jim Moher: Walter Citrine, Forgotten statesman of the Trades Union Congress, JGM Books, 2021.

It is, or it could have been, 
a happy coincidence that Jim 
Moher’s biography of Walter 
Citrine has appeared so soon after 
Andrew Adonis’s biography of 
Ernest Bevin. If Adonis’s book 
wasn’t so obviously an attempt 
to recruit Bevin to the Blairite/
Atlanticist warmongering wing 
of the Labour Party the two 
books together could have been 
used to argue for a return to a 
much more intelligent form of 
working class politics than the 
simple dualist, good v bad, class 
struggle version on offer from, 
for example, Momentum. Of all 
Labour leaders in the twentieth 
century it is Bevin and Citrine 
who have the most to teach us at 
the present time. Bevin was, in the 
first instance, creator of the most 
powerful union of his day - the 
Transport and General Workers 

Union - put together from workers 
in trades divided up in a multitude 
of small businesses, notoriously 
difficult to organise, much like 
the employees nowadays of the 
‘gig economy’. Citrine as General 
Secretary of the TUC developed 
it from little more than a talking 
shop to an effective organising 
centre - a ‘general staff’ - for the 
whole trade union movement. 
Their work complemented each 
other to the extent that Moher’s 
book could almost serve as a 
biography of Bevin, though 
Adonis’s book could hardly serve 
as a biography of Citrine. Adonis 
tends to treat Citrine as someone 
who happened to be around while 
Bevin was doing things. Moher 
complains that this is a habit 
among Bevin biographers, a habit 
perhaps enforced in this regard by 
Bevin’s own bad example.

There was indeed a tension 
between the two men which 
climaxed, according to Moher’s 
account, with the decision of 
Attlee, supported by the coalition 
cabinet which included Bevin 
as one of its most influential 
members, to exclude Citrine, and 
therefore the British trade union 
movement, from the British team 
present in San Francisco for the 
discussions leading to the creation 
of the United Nations.

Nevertheless what is most 
interesting and important for current 
politics is to understand what they 
had in common that enabled them, 
despite their personal tensions, 
to work together. At the most 
elementary level of course, they both 
recognised that the working class 
had to have physical power, meaning 
the ability and willingness to wreck 
things if they didn’t get their way 
on matters of importance. Secondly, 
they recognised that there would 
always be a certain tension between 
the interests of particular sections 
of the working class and those of 
the working class as a whole - and 
this might help to explain some of 
the tension between Bevin as head 
of a particular union and Citrine 
as General Secretary of a body 
that aimed to act as a coordinating 
centre for the whole Trade Union 
movement. Thirdly, although they 
were both militantly opposed to the 
influence of the Communist Party, 
both had in their youth been inspired 
by Marxist and revolutionary 
Syndicalist ideas, and the direction 
of their own activity was towards the 
working class becoming the ruling 
class. That is to say that, without 
any fixed idea as to what the word 
‘socialism’ might mean, the economy 
and the institutions of society would 
be organised in the interests of the 
working class. And here we might 
instance Citrine’s intense, highly 
critical but also sympathetic attempt 
to understand what was happening 
in the Soviet Union which would 
lead us on to the fourth point. They 
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did not see this as a matter of ‘revolution’ or of simple 
‘class struggle’ and least of all seizure of power by a small 
group of people claiming to understand the interests of the 
class better than the class itself. They saw it as a matter 
of the working class itself, through its own institutions, 
solving the problems of society as they arose - within 
capitalism (one of Moher’s chapters is called ‘Coming 
to terms with capitalism’) but ever advancing, ratchet 
like, its own class interest. It was with this perspective 
that they helped establish the conditions in which, after 
the war, the working class could come close, even under 
Tory governments - much closer than it is at present - to 
becoming the ruling class.

A GIFT FOR PATIENT ORGANISATION
Citrine is best known as an administrator, an organiser 

of the trade union bureaucracy, hence Aneurin Bevan’s 
nasty crack about him ‘suffering from files.’ As if skill in 
administration is not an important part of a trade unionist’s 
work. One of his particularly attractive characteristics 
was his willingness to study administrative techniques in 
both capitalist and socialist models (it isn’t every aspiring 
young class warrior who devotes himself to learning 
‘how to analyse a company balance sheet and about 
such things as reserve funds, bonus shared [sic. shares? 
- PB] and depreciation’) and to engage when necessary 
in large amounts of humdrum, unrewarding backroom 
work. But this was work and study always with the aim 
of advancing working class power and, with it, working 
class responsibility. In 1920, on assuming the apparently 
modest role of ‘Second Assistant General Secretary of the 
Electrical Trades Union’ he set about a radical overhaul 
of its organisation and finances. Moher comments (p.48):

‘Modestly, Citrine doesn’t explain the scale of the 
administrative nightmare that greeted him in August 
1920. He had to deal with a rising tide of chaos induced 
by the slump in employment of electricians, the collapse 
of the union in Ireland, a defeat at Penistone, Sheffield, 
and the steady decline in effective representation in the 
cinemas, mines and for sea-going electrical engineers. 
The ruling sub-executive council dealt with 700 separate 
issues between January and March 1921. So, Citrine’s 
willingness and ability to drastically overhaul its systems 
made him a godsend.’

And he quotes the ETU President as saying: ‘the system 
of centralised finance which Citrine introduced saved the 
union.’

But he had wider concerns. In March 1921, in the run-
up to ‘Black Friday’ in April when the Triple Alliance - 
Railwaymen, Transport and General, and Miners - failed 
to call a general strike in support of the miners, Citrine 
complained about ‘the utter futility of the stage army of 
Labour’:

‘At present, the movement is simply deceiving 
itself with its power. As a movement it has no 
machinery which enables it to function efficiently. 
Instead of passing pious resolutions at futile and 
wasteful conferences, we would be better occupied 
by concentrating on the long awaited ‘General Staff’. 
It is ‘organised power’ which ‘counts’ in the long run, 

not eloquent speeches.’ (p.54)
And that was the spirit in which in January 1924 (the 

same month that a very weak minority government was 
formed by the Labour Party) he assumed the role of 
Assistant General Secretary of the TUC: 

‘His role was to be a mainly administrative one, 
literally to assist the general secretary. But as Fred 
Bramley (1874–1925), as well as being regularly 
away on international union business, suffered from 
ill health, Citrine was soon involved in wider matters, 
at which he proved more than capable.’ (p.62)

Adonis tries to contrast Citrine (and Baldwin) with 
Bevin by saying that Bevin built up his union from 
scratch. Citrine, by contrast, ‘became General Secretary 
of the TUC only 21 months after joining its staff. However, 
like most rapid ascents Baldwin and Citrine stepped into 
dead (or nearly dead) men’s shoes; and again like most 
leaders, they rose through established institutions and 
hierarchies’ (pp.30-31). But in Moher’s account the TUC 
was far from being an established institution or hierarchy. 
It had been founded in 1868 but ‘mainly as a political 
lobbying body focussed on parliamentary affairs ... The 
new General Council’s role had been designed in 1921 
as a supplementary power and then only to “coordinate” 
the actions of individual unions that requested it. Major 
unions - MFGB, AEU and T&GWU - had refused to give 
the General Council more power at the 1922 and 1923 
Congresses.’ (p.72) To draw a comparison between the 
established institution and hierarchy of the TUC with that 
of Baldwin’s Conservative Party is ridiculous.

It was only in September 1924, the same year as 
Citrine’s arrival, that the main unions agreed a ‘vaguely 
worded’ extension of the powers of the TUC but it was 
nonetheless the TUC, with Citrine effectively acting as 
General Secretary in Bramley’s place, that secured the 
success of ‘Red Friday’ in 1925 (31st July) when the 
government surrendered to the refusal of the Miners 
Federation to accept pay cuts in the wake of Churchill’s 
restoration of the gold standard at the pre-war rate. The 
support of the TUC had proved to be more effective 
than that of the Triple Alliance in 1921, and it was after 
Red Friday, in September 1925, that Bevin joined the 
General Council. However much the General Strike in 
the following year, 1926, may have looked like a failure, 
Citrine took the view that it had established the working 
class as a coherent force, capable of acting as a single 
force, in society that governments had to take seriously. 
According to Moher, Bevin, who had initially seen the 
General Strike as a ‘disaster’, eventually, in 1928, agreed 
with him. Adonis (p.57) says that ‘Bevin was seeking 
not just to represent the working class; in a fundamental 
sense he was forging it as a class.’ The same could be said 
of Citrine.

A REGRETTABLE EXCURSUS ON BEVIN, JEWS 
AND EMPIRE

Unfortunately, though, writing in Labour Affairs, which 
has just reprinted Brendan Clifford’s article on Bevin’s 
supposed antisemitism, I can’t let this passage (p.145) go 
without comment:



Labour Affairs  14

No. 319 - June 2021

‘He [Bevin] referred to the international money 
market as “a system of collective usury” and his anti-
Semitic views are well known.’

Clifford points out that no-one associated Bevin with 
antisemitism prior to his becoming Foreign Secretary and 
therefore assuming responsibility for Palestine. Adonis 
predictably refers to his ‘disastrous postwar handling 
of Israel/Palestine’ and certainly it wasn’t a success. 
But basically he saw the catastrophe (‘naqba’ in Arabic) 
that was unfolding through the rapid influx of Jewish 
refugees into Palestine and tried to prevent it. And given 
the immense and more than understandable sympathy 
for the Jews in the wake of the catastrophe (‘shoah’ in 
Hebrew) they had suffered in Europe, he was accused of 
antisemitism and that helped the likes of the very pro-
Zionist Aneurin Bevan and Michael Foot in their project 
of burying the practical implications of Bevin’s (and 
therefore also Citrine’s) legacy.

Moher implies here that there is something intrinsically 
antisemitic about Bevin seeing ‘the international money 
market as “a system of international usury.”’ The 
suggestion that ‘international money market’ = Jews could 
in itself be interpreted as an antisemitic ‘trope’! He gives 
Skidelsky’s Politicians and the slump as a reference. He 
was using a different edition from mine but I couldn’t find 
any reference to Bevin’s ‘antisemitic views’. I think the 
reference was just to the phrase ‘a system of collective 
usury.’ If the Citrine book goes into a second edition I 
would strongly recommend that this reference to Bevin’s 
antisemitism be removed.

The passage continues:
‘His [Bevin’s] remedy was “to create a regional 

grouping based on the Empire in which there would be 
a rough balance between supplies of raw materials and 
foodstuffs on the one hand and manufactured goods 
on the other, a group of nations practicing Free Trade 
between themselves, but putting up tariffs, if necessary 
against outsiders …” This imperial preference idea 
probably derived from similar recipes current at that 
time, not least Mosley’s nationalist ‘vision’. Bevin was 
taken with Mosley’s Empire preference ideas to combat 
unemployment initially but would vehemently have denied 
any Mosley influence for his ideas. In 1930, the press barons 
Lords Beaverbrook and Rothermere attempted to commit 
the Conservative Party to Empire Free Trade. This failed 
with the Conservative government as Baldwin, the prime 
minister, opposed it. Significantly, Lord Adonis described 
this idea as “politically compelling if economically 
dubious”. Under Bevin’s influence, Milne-Bailey had 
developed these ideas of a Commonwealth bloc in a TUC 
economic strategy document for the Imperial Conference 
in October 1930, but Snowden was unenthusiastic and 
it got nowhere. Bevin had more success with his views 
on coming off the Gold Standard and devaluation of the 
pound. Despite “the vast majority of expert opinion” 
(including Keynes on the Gold Standard issue) being 
against him on his call for devaluation in his Macmillan 
Report reservation, Bevin’s educated hunch was “proved 
right” about the need to devalue the pound.’

This raises an issue that interests me - Bevin’s support 

for ‘imperial preference’ - the Empire as ‘a group of 
nations practicing free trade between themselves but 
putting up tariffs, if necessary, against outsiders.’ 
(Bullock vol i, p.441). This was a proposal put forward 
by the TUC’s Economic Committee in submissions to 
the Macmillan Committee and, as Moher says, to the 
Imperial Conference due to meet in September (according 
to Bullock) 1930. The Economic Committee had been 
established in 1929 at the suggestion of Milne-Bailey in 
the wake of the Mond-Turner talks which took place in 
1928, a case of the new willingness of the capitalist class 
to encourage participation of the trade union movement 
in discussions about the economy as a whole. The 
imperial preference proposal was, in Bullock’s account, 
the subject of ‘a stormy and protracted meeting’ of the 
TUC General Council, a controversy that was renewed 
at the following TUC Congress meeting in Nottingham 
in November, when Bevin declared (Bullock, p.444): ‘I 
am no imperialist, but an Empire exists ... Are we not 
entitled through the Colonial Governments for which we 
are responsible to say that we will not leave the economic 
exploitation of raw materials to the tender mercies of 
company promoters?’

1930, the year in which this controversy took place, 
was the crucial year of the Macdonald-Snowden minority 
Labour government. Citrine unfortunately was out of 
action for most of it owing to ill health but it’s difficult 
to believe he wasn’t following the debate and didn’t have 
a view on it. Moher points to the possible influence of 
Mosley. Mosley at that time was one of the best elements in 
the Labour Party and though Bevin kept a certain distance 
he was on occasion willing to be associated with him. The 
real embarrassment was the association with Beaverbrook 
and Rothermere who launched a ‘United Empire Party’ 
in 1930. The imperial preference/protectionist tradition 
associated with Joseph Chamberlain was still very strong 
in the Conservative Party. It was the division between 
protectionists and free traders that had enabled Macdonald 
to form his shortlived Labour government in 1924 despite 
a strong Conservative Party majority.

Moher says that the idea got nowhere either with the 
Conservative Party or the Labour Party. He then rightly 
says that, alone among the members of the Macmillan 
Committee, Bevin (together with Sir Thomas Allen, 
chairman of the Cooperative Insurance Society) called for 
Britain to come off the Gold Standard and that in this case 
his ‘educated hunch was “proved right”.’

But if the proof of its rightness was the fact that it 
actually happened then he was also proved right on 
imperial preference which (unmentioned by Moher, 
Adonis or even, so far as I can see, Bullock) also happened, 
under Macdonald as Prime Minister but prompting the 
resignation of Snowden as Chancellor, at the Ottawa 
Conference of 1932. I discuss  this and its importance 
particularly for Anglo-American relations in an article 
in Irish Foreign Affairs (Vol 14, No 1, March 2021) also 
available on my own website at http://www.peterbrooke.
org/politics-and-theology/eu-economics/

Continued On Page 15
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There is much more that could be said in a review of Moher’s book, many 
more issues that Moher covers - for example his role in developing anti-
Fascist sentiment in the 1930s, his conscientious attempt to understand what 
was happening in the Soviet Union and the limits and possible advantages 
of cooperation, his role in developing trade unionism in the Commonwealth 
(particularly in Jamaica), his role as a Privy Councillor during the war and 
his post war career managing an important nationalised industry (the British 
Electricity Authority). Even after retirement, his interventions in the House of 
Lords are interesting - arguing in the 1960s for more emphasis on national rather 
than local wage bargaining, the need for more competent management, greater 
involvement of the workforce in management decisions, and supporting wage 
restraint as a logical concomitant of full employment to prevent inflation, but 
only on condition that prices could be disciplined as well. Moher has succeeded 
in establishing him as a person of substance in his own right. He is certainly, 
together with Bevin, part of the tradition which Labour needs to recover.

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

Continued From Page 14

Michael Rosen and Labour Against Antisemitism
Once Upon a Time  — A Case of Selective Outrage

By Mick Murray
Once upon a time, the leader 

of the Labour Party, Jeremy 
Corbyn, in a welcome break 
from an arduous political 
campaigning trail, was 
photographed at the public 
reading of a book, in the corner 
of what looks like an infants’ 
school. 

The audience gathered at his 
feet, are, at once, attentive and 
enthralled - as only children 
can be when an adult speaks to 
them at their level, figuratively 
- and literally. It’s a charming, 
spontaneous picture: one the 
children will treasure later, 
when they come to understand 
the significance of the moment, 
and ponder the might-have-
beens of their lives. 

As we admire the picture, the 
book title draws us in: “We’re 
Going on a Bear Hunt,” one 
of the many popular children’s 
books by the distinguished, 
gifted and much-loved 

Michael Rosen, educationalist 
and story teller. 

Fast forward to the present. 
A photoshopped version of the 
picture appears, with the book’s 
title changed. Now Jeremy is 
seen to be reading to the little 
innocents from the notorious 
“Protocols of the Elders of 
Zion,” another work of fiction, 
but this one tells a story of an 
ominous Jewish conspiracy to 
achieve world domination. It 
is credited with being one of 
the more influential tropes that 
fed into the modern European 
antisemitism leading to the 
horrors of the Holocaust. 

The plot thickens when it 
was discovered that the author 
of the egregious distortion was 
none other than a Director 
of the organisation, Labour 
Against Antisemitism. 

The  LAA was a prime mover 
in referring the Labour Party 
to the Equality and Human 

Rights Commission for an 
investigation into its alleged 
antisemitism, under Corbyn, 
which led, as we now know, 
to Corbyn’s suspension from 
the party and the subsequent 
withdrawal of the PLP whip. 

If there was any justice in 
the broken polity that is post-
Brexit Britain, there would be 
outrage at a blatant attempt 
to perpetuate the narrative of 
Jeremy Corbyn as inveterate 
antisemite. But no: the 
objections of Michael Rosen, 
as to how both Jeremy and 
himself have been scandalously 
abused, have fallen on the deaf 
ears of those who choose to 
see anti-semitism everywhere 
but under their own noses. 

The moral of the story?  
The doctored photo tells us 
much about the mentality and 
motivation of the LAA and 
allies and their faux crusade 
against antisemitism. We can 
only hope that others, in time, 
get wise to it too, and we can 
all get back from fiction to 
reality. And live happily ever 
after.

Read Michael Rosen’s article 
on this outrage. This article 
was originally published by 
Michel Rosen on his blog on 
23 May 2021.  

https://michaelrosenblog.
b l o g s p o t . c o m / 2 0 2 1 / 0 5 /
double-standards-case-of-
selective.html
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Quantitative Easing and Inequality
Has QE created more inequality?
This was one of the questions 

examined by the Lords 
Economic Affairs Committee on 
Quantitative Easing.  (See list of 
all questions examined below).  
Some witnesses, such as Paul 
Tucker, former Deputy Governor 
of the Bank of England, thought 
that QE did increase inequality.  
The present Governor, Andrew 
Bailey, and his deputies, dispute 
that.  See below answers to the 
same question in three separate 
meetings of the Committee.

2 February 2021
https://committees.parliament.

uk/oralevidence/1653/pdf/
Witness: 
 Sir Paul Tucker, Research 

Fellow at Harvard Kennedy 
School and former Deputy 
Governor of the Bank of England. 

Q18 Baroness Kramer: 
I feel slightly bad that I am 
taking this conversation in a 
different direction, which has 
been fascinating, but, Sir Paul, 
I would be interested to know 
what your views are on what the 
main distributional effects of QE 
have been on the real economy in 
contrast to the effects on markets 
and the issue of intergenerational 
equality. 

Sir Paul Tucker: The best 
answer—and you will get richer 
answers as you proceed than you 
will get from me today—is that it 
is best to think about it in terms 
of the counterfactual, but not only 
the counterfactual that Chris Giles 
posited of, “What if they had done 
nothing? Well, that would have 

been a lot worse for absolutely 
everybody”, but what about the 
counterfactual where there had 
been more fiscal stimulus or less 
fiscal retrenchment, and less 
monetary policy? 

My best guess is that, in those 
circumstances, the effect on 
unemployment and incomes 
would not have been hugely 
different, but that the effects on 
wealth disparities, particularly 
at the upper end of wealth, and 
ignoring housing, which one 
cannot ignore but putting it to one 
side, would have been different. 
Although you concentrated on 
the real economy, the financial 
economy might have served 
the real economy better with an 
upwards sloping yield curve, and 
without the search for yield that 
monetary policy almost inevitably 
fuels as one of its side-effects. 

I regret that one of my babies, 
the Financial Policy Committee, 
did not step in to choke off some of 
the leverage in financial markets, 
although I should make it clear 
that I have exactly the same regret 
about the Federal Reserve; it is 
not a point about the UK’s central 
bank in particular. 

Tuesday 16 March 2021 
Adam Posen, President of the 

Peterson Institute for International 
Economics, Kenneth Rogoff, 
Professor of Economics and 
Thomas D Cabot Professor of 
Public Policy, Harvard University. 

https://committees.parliament.
uk/oralevidence/1919/pdf/

Q92 Baroness Kingsmill: 
Professor Rogoff, I am interested 
in your analysis of the relationship 

between treasury and government 
and central bank. Do you think 
that the central bank has any 
responsibility to measure its 
effectiveness with QE and the 
distributional impacts, or is that 
the responsibility of government? 

Kenneth Rogoff: Of course, the 
central bank needs to care about 
whether QE is effective since it 
is doing it and because of its role 
as part of government. Monetary 
policy has huge distributional 
effects. 

There are many aspects of 
monetary policy. There is 
regulatory policy. If we are 
talking about interest rate policy, 
I would say that the distributional 
aspects are better addressed by the 
Government than by the central 
bank. Let me pick a stark example. 
This crisis has disproportionately 
hurt a sector of the population 
very badly—service workers, 
low-income workers and women. 
Amazon does not really need a 
zero interest rate; it is part of the 
reason its stock is so high. It does 
not need that help. That kind of 
targeting is much better done by 
fiscal policy. 

On the other hand, any time the 
central bank is making a major 
policy shift, it always needs to 
think about the distributional 
effects, because they might not be 
undone by the Government in any 
short order. 

Baroness Kingsmill: That is 
exactly what I am referring to—
the political implications: for 
example, inequality. QE is seen 
as a means by which asset prices 
rise. Quantitative easing affects 
the stratosphere as opposed to the 
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real economy. Theoretically, it 
is supposed to have a trickle-down 
effect, but it appears to many to have 
a very serious negative distributional 
effect, as you point out, in terms of 
inequalities. Adam Posen, do you 
want to add anything to that? 

Adam Posen: In line with 
something that Ken said earlier 
regarding the determinants of 
interest rates, while what you say is 
true, a fundamental at work here is 
that vulnerable and poor people who 
are discriminated against will always 
be worse off, whatever happens. 

Baroness Kingsmill: Yes. 
Adam Posen: Part of it is that, 

even if you stop QE and it has any 
contraction effect on the economy, it 
will disproportionately affect them. I 
am not suggesting you do not know 
that. I just want it to be on the record 
that the perceived inequality partly 
reflects an actual inequality and is 
neutral with respect to whichever 
instrument you use. 

Baroness Kingsmill: It is 
sometimes my role in this committee 
to bring things back to the realities 
of how these things affect everyday 
life: the common person, or the real 
economy, as it is known. 

Tuesday 18 May 2021 
Final session
Witnesses: 
Andrew Bailey, Governor, Bank of 

England; Dr Ben Broadbent, Deputy 
Governor for Monetary Policy, Bank 
of England; Sir David Ramsden, 
Deputy Governor for Markets and 
Banking, Bank of England. 

Q181 The Chair: Thank you 
for that. Would you agree that QE 
has created more inequality? For 
example, the evidence we have had 
from the Bank for International 
Settlements is that in 2016 wealth 
inequality had widened as a result of 
QE, and the ratings agency Standard 
& Poor’s stated in its February 2016 
report that QE exacerbated increasing 
wealth inequality in the UK. Would 
you agree with that? 

Andrew Bailey: I say at the start 
that I would not agree. I will bring 
in Ben, because it is a subject that 
he has spent a lot of time looking at. 
Aggregate measures of inequality in 
this country have not moved a lot 

in recent times. It moved quite a lot 
in the 1980s. It has actually moved 
relatively little since then, but there 
is quite a bit going on under the lid, 
as it were. There is no question that 
QE operates through asset values. 
There is no question that— 

The Chair: Before Ben comes in, 
I would like to pursue this general 
point. 

Andrew Bailey: Do you want me 
to just make the point and finish? 
Feel free to come in if you wish. 

The Chair: I am trying to get 
some quite short answers to specific 
questions. You have answered the 
point about inequality. You say 
that you do not think that QE has 
increased inequality. We have had a 
lot of evidence from people that it 
does. I was going to move on to the 
third aspect of QE on which we have 
had evidence, but it is up to you. 

Andrew Bailey: I started by saying 
“in aggregate”. There is quite a lot 
going on under the lid. There is no 
question that it operates through asset 
values. Of course, asset ownership 
is not evenly distributed. However, 
there is a second-round effect, which 
is to look at the effects of QE in terms 
of outcomes and ask where, in the 
counterfactual without QE, income 
and unemployment would be. Our 
view is that they would be worse, so 
it does feed through to those who do 
not own assets. If you do not mind, I 
was going to let Ben come in on this 
point. 

Dr Ben Broadbent: Andrew has 
already pointed out that we have 
measures of inequality of income 
and wealth. Those for wealth do not 
go back as far; they go back to the 
mid-1990s. Those fell over the first 
few years and have been pretty flat 
since, including during the period 
when QE was conducted, so there 
is an effect. It is not manifest in 
those headline measures of wealth 
inequality; nor, by the way, are real 
asset prices much higher than they 
were. Real equity prices are still 
significantly lower than they were 
before the financial crisis, and house 
prices are pretty flat. It is possible 
that this effect exists, but if it does it 
is not sufficiently big to show up in 
those aggregate numbers. 

As the Governor pointed out a 

moment ago, the primary thing that 
QE did was to support the economy. 
It is the less well-off who suffer in 
recessions—it tends to be the less 
well paid and less well-off who 
disproportionately lose jobs—so that 
too should be taken into account. 
That would tend, at the margin, to 
reduce inequality, at least of income. 

Annex:  Questions
The Committee is seeking answers 

to the following questions:
Has the expansion of the Bank 

of England’s Quantitative Easing 
programme undermined the 
independence of the Bank, or the 
perception of its independence? 
What are the implications of this?

How well has the Bank of 
England communicated its decisions 
on Quantitative Easing? Is the 
programme transparent enough?

Should the Bank of England’s 
mandate be altered?

How should Quantitative Easing 
be defined?

What were the original objectives 
of Quantitative Easing and have they 
changed?

Has Quantitative Easing been 
successful and how should success 
be measured?

What trade-offs does the Bank 
of England’s Quantitative Easing 
programme entail? What effect might 
it have on inflation?

What have been its distributional 
effects?

How does the Bank of England’s 
Quantitative Easing programme 
compare to other programmes 
internationally?

Could the expansion of 
Quantitative Easing in the UK create 
the possibility of economic stability 
being undermined in the future? If 
so, how?

What evidence is there for any 
upper limits to the Bank of England’s 
Quantitative Easing programme?

Will Quantitative Easing be 
unwound in full, and if so how? Is 
it likely that the Bank of England’s 
balance sheet will be permanently, 
and structurally, larger going 

Continued On Page 18



Labour Affairs  18

No. 319 - June 2021

Parliament
Notes (2) 

forwards?
Chair’s quote
Lord Forsyth, Chair of the Committee, comments:
“The Bank of England began its programme of Quantitative Easing to 

temporarily support the economy in the aftermath of the Global Financial Crisis. 
12 years on it has bought some £895 billion of Government and corporate 
bonds.

“This is an eye-watering amount and the public has largely been left in the 
dark about its potential long-term impact on the nation’s finances. This inquiry 
will examine the governance and accountability of Quantitative Easing, its 
impact on the economy, and what its limits are.

All transcripts can be found:
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/175/economic-affairs-committee/

publications/oral-evidence/?SearchTerm=&DateFrom=01%2F04%2F2021&DateTo=
29%2F04%2F2021&SessionId=

dViolence in Israel and Palestine, 
Debate in the House of 

Commons, 12 May 2021
[Extracts from the Debate]
Gavin Newlands  (Paisley and 

Renfrewshire North) (SNP)
The Government’s response 

to this and every other episode 
in Palestine is completely 
inadequate. The Palestinians have 
lived under brutal oppression 
and apartheid from Israel with 
the tacit consent of the west for 
too long, and we have heard the 
“plague on both your houses” 
song too many times. Of course 
we must condemn all violence 
on both sides, so in that spirit 
can the Minister tell me whether 
he thinks it appropriate that the 
UK grants arms licences that see 
UK weapons being used in these 
indiscriminate Israeli attacks on 
civilians, including children?

Andy Slaughter 
(Hammersmith, Lab):

If the Foreign Secretary will 
take action on ethnic cleansing 

in Xinjiang, why not in Sheikh 
Jarrah? If the UK Government 
will impose sanctions for the 
occupation of Crimea, why do 
they allow trade with illegal 
settlements in the Occupied 
Palestinian Territories? The 
Minister rightly condemns the 
killing of children in Gaza and 
Israel. Does he recognise that 
these war crimes spring from an 
unlawful occupation, and will he 
now give his full support to the 
investigation of the International 
Criminal Court?

Imran Hussain (Bradford 
East) (Lab)

After years of persecution 
and oppression, indiscriminate 
attacks, a brutal siege of Gaza, the 
expansion of illegal settlements 
and the demolition of Palestinian 
homes, unfair trials, arbitrary 
detention and restrictions on the 
freedom of movement, and now 
the attack on worshippers at the 
al-Aqsa mosque, tensions in 
the region are the highest they 

have ever been. I join others in 
condemning the escalation of 
violence and the loss of life, yet 
the silence of the international 
community is deafening, even as 
the Palestinians scream out for 
help. I have to ask the Minister: 
how many times will we come 
back to this House to debate the 
persecution of the Palestinians, 
and when will the international 
community finally wake up?

Crispin Blunt (Reigate, Con)
“If my right hon. Friend 

examines his statements today and 
compares them with those made 
by the Foreign Office 25 years ago 
in respect of illegal settlements 
at Har Homa, he will find a 
remarkable similarity. What has 
changed is the end of any hope for 
the Oslo peace process, built out 
of existence by illegal settlements, 
and the dominance of factions in 
both communities of those least 
committed to justice, security and 
reconciliation between the Israeli 
and Palestinian peoples. When 
will the United Kingdom work 
to achieve real accountability 
for those breaching international 
and humanitarian law, including 
those indiscriminately mortaring 
the innocent, the disproportionate 
response by the occupiers to 
violence by the occupied, and 
decades of the violation of the 
fourth Geneva convention that 
has made a practical mockery of 
the British policy commitment to 
a two-state solution.

https://hansard.parliament.
u k / c o m m o n s / 2 0 2 1 - 0 5 - 1 2 /
deba t e s /5CB9BFF2-D70C-
44FB-988B-425CDC0FEA6B/
ViolenceInIsraelAndPalestine

Continued From Page 17
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        By Gwydion M. Williams

Starmer’s Bland Strategy Loses Votes 
Who Fears to Speak of 1945?
Covid-19 – the New Right Plague
Snippets

Big Bill Is Harrassing You?
Bitcoin - a Coin Fit For Crooks?
Fond-of-Money Syndrome?
Neutralists OK With China
Yes, Insist on a Nanny State
A Pop Malaise?
Cameron of Greensill
Bad News Is Now News
Charles the Modest?
Xinjiang Again

Starmer’s Bland Strategy Loses Votes
Labour’s traditional vote has been declining since 

Blair’s second term, when people saw that nothing much 
had been done for them.  It went on dwindling until 2010, 
when they voted in Cameron.  He seemed vastly nicer 
than the string of bald unpleasant leaders that the Tories 
had chosen after John Major quit.

In 2010, voters nostalgic for 1960s stability believed the 
Tories when they blamed British government spending 
for a crisis caused by global ‘fancy finance’.  And Brown 
in his brief stint as Prime Minister gave enormous free 
gifts to profit-making banks.  It was called ‘Quantitative 
Easing’.  President Obama believed that such money 
would magically multiply and then flow out to ordinary 
people.  Not that the rich would keep it and let many small 
businesses perish.

Corbyn as Labour leader brought in a new wave of 
people who might not have bothered voting before.  And 
despite the determination of much of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party to present him as a mad eccentric, the 
Labour vote went up massively in 2017.  If we lost some 
traditional Labour voters, we gained many more among 
the young.

But many traditionalist Labour voters fastened on Brexit 
as the answer.  Especially in the 2019 election, after most 
Labour MPs helped block all of the possible versions 
of Brexit.  Including a Second Referendum, justified 
because Britain could not get the soft and easy terms that 
Brexiteers promised. 

The only likely way out was a big win for the Tories.  
In 2021, most Brexiteers have switched to the Tories.  

Starmer offers nothing in particular.
Labour did OK in local elections.  Voters liked Labour 

authorities keen on sensible public spending and social 
regulation.

Hartlepool was different.  Who could be trusted to run 
Britain?  Brexit voters trusted Boris Johnson to carry it 
through.  Perhaps mistakenly, but the Labour leadership 
were obsessed with him spending too much on wallpaper.  
There was no enthusiasm for Labour as an alternative 
government.

In Hartlepool, Labour’s share of the vote was 51.5% in 
2005.  42.5 in 2010.  36.5 in 2015.  Under Corbyn this 
shot back up to 52.5 in 2017.  Down to 37.7 with Brexit 
the big issue in 2019.  

Starmer delivered a miserable 28.7%, an historic low.1  
My blog gives many more details.2

Starmer was elected on a promise to push the sensible 
side of Corbyn’s radicalism.  He now seems ashamed of 
Labour’s recent past.  Was that supposed to be a vote-
winner?

Thinking like a lawyer rather than a politician, he found 
excuses to get rid of both Corbyn and Rebecca Long-
Bailey, his main rival in the leadership. He gave a clear 
message to those members and voters whom Corbyn had 
brought in: you are not wanted unless you are quiet and 
obedient.

Most stopped bothering.  Labour found it hard to get 
electoral volunteers, despite important local elections.

Who Fears to Speak of 1945?
There have always been Tories who wanted to look after 

workers who accepted the Tory view of their place within 
the class hierarchy.  It was liberals and pro-capitalist 
radicals who wanted the Free Market to decide it all.  
Sometimes blamed the poor for all social ills 

Thatcher revived the once-marginal views of the pro-
capitalist radicals.  This happened when there was no 
longer a danger of the working class going communist 
or fascist, as had happened in the crisis of the 1930s.  
The Soviet Union was less and less attractive after 
crushing sensible reforms in Czechoslovakia in 1968.  
And movements that might loosely be called fascist are 
unlikely to demand that the rich dance to their tune, as the 
Nazis sometimes did.  So pro-capitalist radicalism got a 
new lease of life.

Ideas are one thing: reality is another.  Promises of a 
smaller state and lower taxes have not happened – not 
in Britain, not in the USA, not anywhere at all outside 
of the imagination of right-wing economists.  We still 
1  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Hartlepool_(UK_Parliament_constituency)#2021_by-election 
2  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/
Labour-in-Britain-Starmer-the-Vote-Loser 
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have a system that was once called 
Mixed Economy or Keynesianism.   
Capitalism under social control, and 
helpful to the poor and to the working 
class, for as long as the Soviet Union 
was a real rival.

Centre-Right reforms did not sweep 
away regulations: they changed them 
to benefit the rich.  Likewise tax, with 
the very rich now paying much lower 
rates than the working mainstream.  
I’ve done an on-line study: Feed the 
Rich.3

Labour needs to be saying 
something like this.  

The Economist, a right-wing 
magazine that deals with awkward 
realities since it advises working 
business people, explains the 
problem nicely in an Opinion Piece:

“The Labour Party is being pulled 
apart by its two main constituencies…

“The ‘workers by hand’ feel that 
they have had their party—and 
indeed their country—stolen from 
them. In 1951, 70% of voters were 
manual workers. Today that figure 
is less than 40%. In 1945 only a few 
thousand school leavers went to 
university. Today more than half do. 
The proportion of Labour MPs who 
have done a working-class job at 
some point has declined from 33% in 
1983 to less than 10% today. Almost 
80% of Labour Party members fall 
into the official definition of middle-
class…

“Mr Blair’s politics had a downside: 
about 5m mainly working-class voters 
gave up voting during his long period 
in power, and many of them are now 
voting Tory. It is doubtful whether he 
could win in today’s circumstances. 
Labour has lost its vote-vault in 
Scotland and the culture wars are far 
more divisive than they used to be.”  
(The Economist.)4

In two World Wars, Britain had 
full employment.  In fact a labour 
shortage, and one which brought 
women into the labour force.  No one 
asked ‘how can we afford it?’ when 
the ruling class saw a real danger 
of losing a major war.  They knew 
what it might cost them, and after 
3  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 
4  https://www.economist.com/brit-
ain/2021/05/15/the-labour-party-is-being-
pulled-apart-by-its-two-main-constituencies 
(pay site)

1918 they had seen what it cost their 
class equivalents in Germany, Tsarist 
Russia and the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire.  They cared enough not to 
worry about the money.

After the First World War, brief 
promises of a ‘Home Fit for Heroes’ 
were not backed with cash.  Asked 
to look after ordinary people, both 
Tories and Liberals decided that 
taxes, boss power, and the Gold 
Standard counted for much more.

After the Second World War, the 
Soviet Union was strong and popular.  
People still knew that about half 
the strength of the German military 
machine had been destroyed by the 
Soviet Union.  2.1 million German 
troops lost out of 3.9 million lost 
overall.5  It took many decades to 
insinuate a belief that it was mostly 
the USA, and of course no military 
expert has ever tried arguing it.  But 
most war films show British and 
US units: few and mostly foreign-
language from the Soviet side.  

In the 1980s, the rich correctly 
guessed that they could grab more 
for themselves.

The amount of wealth that has 
flowed to the rich since the 1980s is 
ridiculous.  But Labour has said far 
too little about it.  Even the Labour 
Left mostly speaks in general terms 
against ‘capitalism’, rather than 
recognising that Classical Capitalism 
was never restored, despite promises.  
We have Mixed Economy Capitalism, 
not a real Free Market.  But a Mixed 
Economy fine-tuned to help the rich.

We must demand the same social 
controls of capitalism that worked 
from the 1940s to 1960.  These 
should have been sensibly reformed 
in the 1970s: and the Labour Party 
had some sensible ideas, including 
Incomes Policy and Workers Control.  
But even a simple return would be a 
big step forward.

And the traditionally-minded 
working class would like it.

Covid-19 – 
the New Right Plague 
Covid-19 probably started because 

the regional authorities in Wuhan 
were too lax and libertarian.  They 
ignored recent rules regulating a host 
5  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Nazi-Germany-Was-Defeated-in-Russia 

of small business people in markets 
that mixed meat and live animals, 
often exotic species.  

Most Westerners think of meat as 
something that comes in tins or neat 
packages.  But even urban Chinese 
are a generation or two from being 
peasants and slaughtering their own 
animals.  They want to be sure their 
meat and fish is really fresh.

But it could have started anywhere.  
Experts had long warned of a major 
global pandemic starting somewhere 
with a hot climate and a peasant 
desire to be close to your meat.  To 
eat exotic wild animals as a special 
treat.  

Middle East respiratory syndrome 
(MERS), also known as camel flu, 
caused great alarm.6  A virus related 
to Covid-19, but much more likely to 
kill.  But also much less likely to pass 
from human to human.  

Ebola still worries the experts.  And 
before Covid-19, works of fiction had 
a global pandemic starting in places 
like Indonesia.7  It could be true for 
the next pandemic.

More importantly, China quickly 
got control of the outbreak.  President 
Xi risked his political future by 
stepping in and imposing a hard 
crackdown.  His future depends 
on re-election at the next Party 
Congress, which might be refused if 
the other leaders felt he had done a 
bad job.8  But he was vindicated.  

“Why can China confine flare-ups 
to dozens cases?...

“Infections were limited to 16 
patients and 13 silent carriers as of 
Tuesday, which demonstrated how 
massive testing, epidemiological 
investigations and strict quarantines 
of close contacts have become more 
efficient through practices in each 
round of resurgence, while experts 
also attributed the achievements to 
public awareness, nonexistence of 
domestic virus plus tight port controls, 
which restricted virus spread and 
mutations…

“Another mechanism contributed 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Middle_East_respiratory_syndrome 
7  https://mrgwydion-
mwilliams.quora.com/
China-Viruses-Covid-19-and-Wuhan-400 
8  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/problems-magazine-
past-issues/post-liberalism/
chinese-politics-working-well/ 
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to China’s success is holding local 
officials in charge of epidemic control 
accountable. China removed at least 
five officials and issued warnings 
to dozens of other officials for their 
dereliction of duty amid the Anhui 
and Liaoning resurgence.

“China is so far the country that has 
held the largest numbers of officials 
accountable for failing to properly 
tackle the epidemic worldwide.  ”9

East Asia, lacking the fear of state 
power that currently haunts Europe 
and the USA, has done a much better 
job than Europe or the USA.  For 
the entire pandemic, the top ten with 
deaths adjusted for population size 
are the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, Belgium, Italy, UK, Peru, 
Brazil, the USA and Poland.10  And 
China, with the most authoritarian 
and socially concerned state, has got 
the best results.  Japan currently has 
waves of fresh controls, though they 
remain determined to stage a planned 
Olympics.  India faces disaster after 
lifting lockdown far too soon.

Snippets
Big Bill Is Harrassing You?
Learning that Bill Gates and his 

wife were divorcing, I supposed that 
one or both wanted to marry someone 
else.  For rich people, living separate 
lives and making a nice public 
impression is easy enough.

To my surprise – I’d not heard 
a whisper before now – it is now 
being suggested that Bill Gates is 
yet another powerful man guilty of 
pressurising women for sex.11

As a mere customer, I found their 
products convenient, and in fact hard 
to avoid.  But I also always found that 
Microsoft software has a bullying 
attitude.  I did it my way, you’ll do it 
my way, as Frank Sinatra might have 
sung if someone had slipped him a 
truth drug.

Did this spill over into treatment of 
staff?  Including sex, as well as the 
workaholic culture that is currently 
much admired?

9  https://www.globaltimes.cn/
page/202105/1223838.shtml 
10  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/New-Right-Covid-19-Blight 
11  https://www.theguardian.com/us-
news/2021/may/17/bill-gates-microsoft-
board-relationship-employee 

I’m puzzled that so many rich men 
mess up that way.  I’d have thought 
they could hire a suitable woman to 
handle it under some bland job title.  
Approach other women and say ‘if 
hypothetically a rich man fancied 
you and might do a lot for you, how 
would you feel?’  And take no for an 
answer.

Probably that happens a lot, and 
those cases never make the news.  
I’d not even see them as very bad, 
though women getting an advantage 
using sex is unfair to other women.

I await further news.  It might even 
be unfair.  But there is also the curious 
matter of him having dealings with 
the convicted sex offender Jeffrey 
Epstein.12

*

Bitcoin - 
a Coin Fit For Crooks?
“Twelve years on, cryptocurrencies 

play almost no role in normal 
economic activity. Almost the only 
time we hear about them being 
used as a means of payment — as 
opposed to speculative trading — 
is in association with illegal activity, 
like money laundering or the Bitcoin 
ransom Colonial Pipeline paid to 
hackers who shut it down.”13

Like other New Right ideas, it has 
worked so badly that even the less 
ideological centre-right are turning 
against them.

I also always suspected that the 
supposedly secret currency could 
be traced by the world’s top spy 
agencies.  Just as I warned about the 
Internet back in the year 2000, when 
most people thought otherwise.14

And now we learn that much more 
mundane computer experts can play 
games:

“Blockchains Were Supposed 
to Be ‘Unhackable.’ Now They’re 
Getting Hacked.”15

And surprisingly, The Economist is 
fairly relaxed about state-controlled 
12  https://www.theguardian.com/tech-
nology/2021/may/10/melinda-bill-gates-
divorce-jeffrey-epstein-meetings 
13  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/20/
opinion/cryptocurrency-bitcoin.html 
14  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/46-globalisation/
the-web-is-always-insecure/ 
15  https://futurism.com/
blockchains-unhackable-getting-hacked 

Electronic Currencies, even though 
China is taking a leading role.16

*

Fond-of-Money Syndrome?
“Western companies in China 

succumb to Stockholm syndrome
“Executives fearful of antagonising 

Beijing have adopted a hostage 
mindset…

“Stockholm syndrome, named after 
a notorious robbery in the Swedish 
capital in 1973, is a phenomenon 
in which the victim of kidnapping or 
hostage-taking develops feelings of 
trust, affection or sympathy for their 
captor. It is a condition that afflicts 
much of the corporate world and 
some governments when it comes 
to their dealings with the Chinese 
Communist party.”17

For me, this is consistent with 
300 years of European commerce 
and capitalism.  Which included a 
slave trade of unusual brutality.  The 
Opium Wars against China.  Child 
Labour at home.  Mass starvation in 
Ireland in the 1840s, to protect the 
profitable export of grain the Irish 
had grown.

The real power-brokers know that 
China does not threaten them.  May 
suspect that most of the dirty stories 
are propaganda.  And know that it 
remains a place where good business 
can be done.

*

Neutralists OK With China
“Developing countries sign 

Huawei deals despite US espionage 
warnings

“Tie-ups in Africa, Asia and Latin 
America could give Chinese group 
‘coercive leverage’, report warns”.18

In practice, there isn’t room for 
more than a dozen global high-tech 
companies providing a superior 
service.  Maybe less.  And China, 
unlike the USA or Europe, has 
not made a habit of subverting or 
invading governments that had 
previously been treated as friends.

Do people remember how the USA 

16  https://www.economist.com/lead-
ers/2021/05/08/the-digital-currencies-that-
matter (pay site) 
17  https://www.ft.com/content/51e1a437-
3aca-42ed-8403-2a05b338622b (pay site)
18  https://www.ft.com/content/c7623a49-
5fcb-4b48-ba0a-ee9e576538b1 (pay site)
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stepped in back in 1987 and ensured 
that Saddam Hussein would survive 
the aggressive war that he had waged 
against Islamic Iran?19  That was 
Ronald Reagan.  It was only after 
the Soviet Union fell that Saddam 
was suddenly re-invented as an 
unspeakable villain.

*

Yes, Insist on a Nanny State
“Childcare is pricey - maybe Boris 

should set up a nanny state?...
“Childcare costs, already 

prohibitively expensive, have gone 
up in the past year to an average of 
£263 a week, or £14,000 a year for 
one child in full-time care, although 
the costs vary massively across the 
country and spike wildly in the city 
where I live. Childcare fees account 
for almost 40% of the average 
employed parent’s income – after 
New Zealand, parents in the UK pay 
the most for childcare of any country 
in the world.”20

The article is jokey, but the point 
is serious.

Labour could make it a big 
demand.  Just the issue to win back 
the traditionally-minded working-
class.

*

A Pop Malaise?
“It was another disappointing night 

for the UK, with James Newman’s 
Embers scoring nul points.”21

It is a long time since a UK entry 
has done well.  We are always in the 
final, but not by merit.  From 1999, 
with semi-finals needed to keep the 
numbers sensible, France, Germany, 
Spain and the United Kingdom gave 
themselves an automatic place.22  

We last won in 1997, with Katrina 
and the Waves.23  Since then, we’ve 
only been in the Top Ten by votes 

19  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/very-old-issues-images/magazine-
001-to-010/magazine-004-october-1987/
why-the-west-saved-saddam-hussein-
in-1987/ 
20  https://www.theguardian.com/lifean-
dstyle/2021/may/16/childcare-is-pricey-
maybe-boris-should-set-up-a-nanny-state 
21  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
entertainment-arts-57198762 
22  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Eurovision_Song_Contest#Pre-selections_
and_relegation 
23  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_
Kingdom_in_the_Eurovision_Song_Contest 

in 1998, 2002 and 2009.  The latest 
flop is the seventh since 2009 to be 
outside the Top Twenty, in a total 
field of 26.  

I’ve no idea why: I’ve long 
stopped listening to current pop.  
But is it part of a general UK 
malaise?  One consequence of the 
wrong turning in the 1980s?

No point for your art in a society 
where the greed of the rich has made 
everything seem pointless?24

*

Cameron of Greensill
Can’t a former Prime Minister do 

some profitable lobbying without 
breaching existing rules?  And 
getting caught?25  I’d have thought 
so.  But perhaps David Cameron isn’t 
as clever as he seemed.

As I’ve said before, he could and 
should have demanded a Super-
Majority for Brexit.  This was done 
in 1979, and defeated the first push 
for Scottish devolution.26  

The USA, the first modern 
democracy, insists that amendments 
to their Constitution get a two-thirds 
majority in both houses of Congress.  
And then approval by two-thirds of 
the states.27

*

Bad News Is Now News
“US environmental agency 

releases climate report delayed by 
Trump…

“Heat waves are occurring about 
three times more often than in the 
1960s.”28

Floods, forest fires and Lyme 
disease are also spreading.

*

Charles the Modest?
I assume the style of the monarchy 

stays the same till our respected 
Queen Elizabeth finally dies.

Prince Charles would be wise to 

24  I’ve done a slightly longer study as a 
blog, https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Eurovision-2021-No-Points-for-the-UK 
25  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_
Cameron#Lobbying_for_Greensill_Capital 
26  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/1979_Scottish_devolution_referendum 
27  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_
of_amendments_to_the_United_States_
Constitution 
28  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-us-canada-57095347 

then shift to something more open 
and less ceremonial.  Drop some of 
the silly pomposity.

Replace Buckingham Palace 
with something more comfortable.  
Copy the successful monarchies of 
Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark 
and Sweden

He probably won’t.  But just in 
case, I have said it.

*

Xinjiang Again
Most of the Western liberal-left 

have swallowed wholesale the anti-
China claims of right-wingers.  But 
not all:

“The Report and the two institutes 
behind it are not ‘independent’, and 
the report does not present new 
materials. Co-produced with the 
Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human 
Rights, it’s the product of cooperation 
among individuals from at least six, 
more or less inter-connected, interest 
groups, or milieus, which are more 
Near– than Non-governmental–
namely:

“Christian fundamentalism + 
hawkish conservative U.S. foreign 
policy circles + Muslim Brotherhood 
circles + extreme anti-Communism 
+ pro-Israel lobby circles + the 
politicising human rights machinery 
(in which human rights concerns 
tend to serve various types of 
interventions by the United States of 
America).”29

It’s not the same as my viewpoint.30  
But it is good to have.

*

Old newsnotes at the magazine 
website.  I also write regular 

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

29  https://mronline.org/2021/05/08/the-
xinjiang-genocide-determination-as-agenda/ 
30  https://mrgwydion-
mwilliams.quora.com/
West-Reports-Only-Propaganda-on-Xinjiang 
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Continued From Page 24

like a triple mandate, it was 
basically manipulation of 
interest rates that were the 
means by which the first two 
aims - maximum (n.b. not ‘full’) 
employment and stable prices 
were to be achieved. Through 
the 1980s the idea of classical 
economics took hold that only 
one mandate was necessary 
- that ‘stable prices’ would 
ensure the maximum level of 
employment compatible with 
a successfully functioning 
economy, and this was now 
defined as the ‘NAIRU’ - Non-
Accelerating Inflation rate of 
Unemployment. In 1998 when 
the European Central Bank 
was established and when 
Brown de-nationalised the 
Bank of England (it had been 
nationalised by the Labour 
Government in 1946) both 
were given the single mandate 
of maintaining a stable rate 
of inflation (a small regular, 
ie non-accelerating, degree 
of inflation, around 2%, was 
thought to be desirable). 

Brown was highly impressed 
by the US example - the apparent 
skill with which the Federal 
Reserve Chairs Alan Greenspan 
and Ben Bernanke manipulated 
interest rates to control the 
fluctuations of a capitalist 
economy. Ben Bernanke called 
it the ‘Great Moderation’. But 
it blew up in Brown’s face with 
the Great Financial Crash of 
2008. Brown was one of the 
first people to see ‘quantitative 
easing’ as the necessary 
response to the problem, that 
is to tear up the rulebook and 
pour money which, according 
to conventional thinking, the 
government didn’t have, into 
the economy. It’s now easy 

to see what was wrong with 
quantitative easing - the money 
went to the banks in the hope 
that they would lend it into the 
general economy, but with little 
prospect of getting a return on 
their lending, they just let it sit 
idle. And it was followed by 
the idiotic irresponsibility of 
the Cameron/Osborne/Clegg 
government which insisted on 
trying to recoup the ‘deficit’ 
that quantitative easing had 
created. Nonetheless it was 
a step towards recognition 
that, under the circumstances 
of a radical collapse of the 
market mechanism, it was 
the responsibility of the 
government to intervene and 
pour new money into the 
economy, despite all the fictions 
about fiscal responsibility 
and the independence of the 
Central Bank. It wasn’t until 
2010 that the ECB defied the 
limits imposed on it by its own 
constitution and began timidly 
to do likewise and only in 2011 
after Mario Draghi took charge 
that it did so on anything like 
the scale necessary. Making 
of course all the mistakes that 
Brown had made - putting the 
money into the banks rather 
than directly into the economy 
- combined with the mistakes 
Osborne had made, treating the 
money as a debt that had to be 
repaid by governments through 
the imposition of austerity 
measures which, predictably, 
sucked the demand necessary 
for growth out of the economy.

Would Brown recognise the 
above as an accurate account 
of what happened? I don’t 
know but I note that one of 
the demands of the AFFE is 
‘Changing the constitution of the 
Independent Bank of England 
to match the new priorities of 

the US Fed such that it targets 
low unemployment as well as 
low inflation.’ Though it’s not 
clear why this talks about ‘new 
priorities of the US Fed’. It 
would be more accurate to see 
the targeting of unemployment 
as an old priority which was 
always maintained on paper 
but which is now once again 
being taken seriously. Another 
item on the programme is 
‘A fully funded Youth Jobs 
Guarantee, which covers recent 
education leavers’ and it was 
pleasing to see this as one of 
the pledges offered by Welsh 
Labour in the recent election. 
But the main point is that 
given the whole experience 
of the post war period, Brown 
and his supporters must know 
that ‘full employment’ cannot 
be achieved without a degree 
of government control over 
the economy as great as if not 
greater than that which was 
regarded as normal in the 1950s 
and 60s. 

In other words it is what 
Labour needs. A simple two 
word ideal - ‘full employment’ 
- that immediately confronts 
what will be the most immediate 
pressing problem as we emerge 
from the covid crisis, that can 
bring many different issues 
together under its umbrella, 
that can be shown to be 
realisable (because it has been 
realised), that can make sense 
to people who are not natural 
Labour supporters, people 
who don’t define themselves 
as ‘Socialist’, but which still 
can’t be done without a radical 
overthrow of the Thatcherite 
revolution.
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Labour—A ready-made recipe for success?
By Peter Brooke

What do Mark Drakeford, 
Labour First Minister in 
Wales, and the two Labour 
Metro Mayors - Andy 
Burnham in Manchester 
and Steven Rotherham in 
Liverpool - re-elected in the 
North of England have in 
common, apart from getting 
the best results for Labour in 
the recent elections?

They all signed up to 
Gordon Brown’s ‘Alliance 
for Full Employment’.

I’m not suggesting that 
that in itself explains their 
success - I doubt if many 
voters were aware of it. But 
I would suggest that the fact 
that they were attracted to 
the AFFE implies a sense of 
political direction that seems 
sadly lacking in other parts 
of the Labour Party.

‘Full employment’ is a 
radical slogan to raise at the 
present time, and if there 
is one person who should 
understand just how radical it 

is it would, surely, be Gordon 
Brown.

It was, of course, 
announced as government 
policy by Ernest Bevin - 
in a speech reproduced in 
the April issue of Labour 
Affairs - prior to the end of 
the war, while the wartime 

half that - 1.8 percent.’ Rising 
unemployment was one of the 
factors that brought Margaret 
Thatcher in (‘Labour isn’t 
working’) and from then on 
full employment as an ideal 
was dropped to be replaced 
by the battle against inflation, 
a change in emphasis that 
continued under Gordon 
Brown as Chancellor. Not 
that Brown would have 
been indifferent to the level 
of employment but he had 
essentially followed the Tory 
lead, reverting to the view of 
classical economics that high 
levels of unemployment were 
a temporary phenomenon, 
consequence of an economy 
that has gone out of balance. 
According to this view, 
relatively full employment 
(about 5% unemployment) is 
the natural state of affairs and 
an economy left to its own 
devices will always wobble 
towards it. This view was 
subject to withering criticism 
by Keynes in the 1920s. 

In 1977, after President 
Nixon had taken the dollar 
off the gold standard, the 
US Congress (at the time, 
Democrat, under President 
Carter) ‘amended the Federal 
Reserve Act, directing the 
Fed to “increase production, 
so as to promote effectively 
the goals of maximum 
employment, stable prices 
and moderate long-term 
interest rates.”’ If that looks 

 What Happened in Hartlepool?
In 2017 the Tories polled 14,319 in Hartlepool and lost.
Labour polled 21,969.
On 6th May this year, the Tories polled 15,529 in Hartlepool 

and won.
Labour polled 8,589!
The Tories gained just 1,210 votes but, with Labour hemorrhaging 

13,380 votes, Labour effectively gave it away. 
The survation poll that predicted a Tory victory in Hartlepool 

also said that 67% favoured investing more in public services, 
57% supported renationalisation of Royal Mail, 69% supported 
free broadband. Voters there clearly hoped for something better 
than Tories. 
This is not working class voters being conned or stupid this is a 

complete failure of Labour to offer an alternative.

all-party coalition was still in 
place. It was an ideal held in 
common by both Labour and 
Conservative governments 
and it was realised. 
According to the account by 
Nicholas Timmins (The Five 
Giants): ‘The bad winter of 
1963 aside, it was to be the 
1970s before unemployment 
rose above 3 per cent at all 
and between 1945 and 1970 
it averaged little more than 

They all signed up 
to Gordon Brown’s 
‘Alliance for Full 
Employment’.


