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Batley & Spen 
By-Election

The Cornwall G7 
Conference

Labour has held on to the Batley & Spen parliamentary 
constituency with the slenderest of majorities.  Labour got 
13,296 votes while the Conservatives got 12,973 votes, 
giving Labour a 323 majority.  George Galloway, whose 
main point in standing as a candidate for the Worker’s 
Party, was that the Labour Party under Keir Starmer no 
longer represented working people, got 8,264 votes.  

It should not be forgotten that in 2017, when the party, 
under Jeremy Corbyn, fought the general election on a 
left manifesto and a commitment to implementing the 
Brexit referendum result, it won  29,844 votes and a 
9,000 majority over the Conservatives – some 30 times 
its current majority.  

Given Labour’s victory, there is now unlikely to be 
an immediate challenge to Keir Starmer’s leadership.  
But the large drop in the Labour vote and Galloway’s 
22% share of the vote have sent a strong signal that the 
Labour-voting electorate are not impressed by Starmer’s 
leadership.

We are not hopeful that Starmer’s leadership of the 
Party will improve.  Starmer fought his leadership 
campaign in 2020 with a bold 10 point program that could 
have been penned by Jeremy Corbyn.  Since winning that 
leadership campaign, he has been largely silent on his 10 
point program.  He feels more comfortable criticising the 
Tories from a right-wing perspective (wasting tax payer’s 
money) than from a left-wing perspective.  

A good case in point is social care.  On the issue of 
social care, there are suggestions that Labour has decided 
that it would be unwise to advocate a state funded social 
care system, as that might leave them open to the charge 
of increased state spending and profligacy.  Anneliese 
Dodds has been given the task to producing the policy 
documents on which Labour will fight the next general 
election.   Dodds is on the left of the Party.  The policy 
she produces on social care will be a good indicator of the 
direction in which the Party is going.

Throughout this year ‘Labour Affairs’ has been making 
two connected arguments.  The first is that the UK state is 
a currency-issuing state and is, therefore, not financially 
constrained.  National debt is not something it should  

The G7 conference in Cornwall ended on 13th June.  The 
main purpose of the conference was to re-establish the 
US as the leader of the largest capitalist economies – US, 
Canada, Japan, UK, Germany, France and Italy.  30 years 
ago the US was the undisputed leader of the capitalist 
world and became the undisputed military superpower 
when the Soviet Union collapsed in 1989.  From this 
position of supreme power the US attempted to impose 
its hegemony on the rest of the world, mainly through 
military means but also through economic means.

This culminated in the destruction of functioning states 
in Iraq, Libya, Afghanistan and Syria and the deaths of 
over 1 million people.  Russia might also have ceased to 
exist as a functioning state had Vladimir Putin not come to 
power.  Putin not only halted the disintegration of Russia 
but also returned Russia to the position of a military 
superpower.  It took two decades to achieve that.  

When Britain and the US set out in 2011 to destroy 
the functioning state of Libya, Putin could only watch 
in dismay.  By 2015, however, he felt strong enough 
to intervene to stop the destruction of Syria.  It was an 
intervention fraught with risk on Putin’s part.  There were 
times when it looked like it might fail.  But today, the 
existence of the Syrian state looks increasingly secure.

The US appears to be reducing its involvement in the 
Middle East and Afghanistan.  It will have withdrawn 
from Afghanistan by September 2021 and continues to 
reduce its troop numbers in Iraq.  The US relationship with 
Iran had completely deteriorated under Trump.  It now 
seems likely that the US will return to a more functional 
relationship with Iran.

In short, the US is in a retreat and regroup phase.  It 
realizes that its interventions have been unsuccessful 
and indeed have caused its usual allies to question its 
competence.  Doubts about the ability of the US to lead 
the West became particularly strong under the leadership 
of Trump.  That moment has passed, for now, but it has 
left its allies with a long-lasting sense of wariness about 
US leadership.

The world has again become multipolar.  The US and 
China are both military and economic poles.  Russia 



Labour Affairs  2

No. 320 - July-August 2021

Labour
Affairs

Contents

Regular Features
Diary of a Ex-Corbyn foot soldier 
by Michael Murray    13

Notes on the News    
by Gwydion M. Williams      19

Parliament Notes: White Privilege? 24

Labour Affairs

Published by the Ernest Bevin Society
Editorial Board:  Christopher Winch,
Jack Lane and Gwydion Williams

LabourAffairs@virginmedia.com
Websites: http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/ 
and https://labouraffairs.com/  

Subscription: £20 for one year (10 issues)

Distribution: Dave Fennell
Editorial Address
No. 2 Newington Green Mansions
Green Lanes

No. 320 - July-Aug. 2021   ISSN 2050-6031
         ISSN 0953-3494

The G7 in Cornwall - Editorial   1

Batley and Spen by-election -
Editorial      1

The Tory attack on council housing
by Eamon Dyas         3

Wars Of The Data Lords (Poem)       9

When is work not 'actual' work? 
by Pete Whitelegg    10

What am I going to do next? 
by Dave Gardner         11

Ivor Kenna’s Last Letter      12

Jewish Voice for Labour: response to 
Jewish Labour Movement 
antisemitism training    15

Putin’s answer to the BBC     16

Putin NBC interview     16

Left Labour MPs demand to meet 
jailed Assange    22

Continued From Page 1

remains mainly a military pole.  
Europe can be seen as an economic 
pole which is reluctant to get involved 
in military adventures.  Turkey may 
be developing as a military pole.  
Russia appears to have supported and 
nurtured that development of Turkey 
as a Middle Eastern pole.

The G7 summit in Carbis bay 
Cornwall was in some ways a 
meeting of the defeated, of those 
who had participated in the attempt 
to create a unipolar world.  That 
possibility is, at least temporarily, 
removed from the world geopolitical 
scene.  The purpose of the G7 summit 
was to identify how to deal with the 
new multipolar world.  On this there 
does not appear to have been strong 
agreement.  

If Biden is to be believed, the US 
sees China as the biggest threat to its 
continued economic pre-eminence, 
while the other G7 participants are 
more prepared to have a working 
relationship with China.  There is little 
that the US can do about this since 
in its new leadership role is based on 
listening more carefully to the views 
of its allies.  The Nord Stream 2 gas 
pipeline is a case in point here.  Trump 
had attempted to stop its completion 
with the use of economic sanctions 
against companies that worked on 
the pipeline.  Germany saw this as 
an unwarranted interference with its 
economic decisions which it saw as 
entirely Germany’s business.  Biden 
has now waived those sanctions in 
deference to Germany’s wish to be 
able to make whatever commercial 
decisions that it thinks are in 
Germany’s national interest.

After the G7 summit ended Biden 
went to Geneva for a meeting with 
Putin.  That meeting was further 
evidence that a new multipolar 
world was emerging from the chaos 
of the last 30 years.  In Geneva, the 
US and Russia, the two strongest 
military poles, met to establish 
better working relationships.  It was 
agreed that ambassadors would be 
re-exchanged.  Arms control and 
cyber security issues also seem 
to have been important topics of 
conversation.  Biden may well also 
have been attempting to drive a 

wedge between Russia and China 
but it is highly unlikely that Putin 
would have allowed himself to be 
manipulated in this regard.

This new multipolar world is to be 
welcomed.  It would not be too amiss 
to hold that a new cold war is on the 
cards despite Biden’s claims to the 
contrary.  It is unlikely that the US 
will take the defeat of its attempts to 
create a unipolar world hegemony 
lightly.  

The main pre-occupation of 
the G7 summit was the emerging 
multipolar world order.  However, 
nation state economic policies were 
also discussed.  Biden is reported as 
urging the G7 governments to spend 
without being overly concerned with 
inflation possibilities and national 
debt.  America is a hugely divided 
country and Biden senses that he must 
act boldly in the economic sphere if 
he is to prevent Trump reappearing 
as the Republican candidate in 3 
years’ time.  

While the UK is not as divided 
as America, it remains unlikely that 
people would tolerate a return to 
anything like the austerity of the 
Osborne era.  Divisions are already 
emerging in the Tory ranks on 
the issue.  Sunak sees the level of 
national debt as a problem but does 
not favour raising taxes.  We expect 
he will propose cuts in government 
services.  We suspect that Johnson’s 
inclination will be to oppose any 
such cuts.  It is not clear who would 
win in a Tory Party dispute over 
spending cuts.

Therein lies Labour’s opportunity.  
Labour should strenuously oppose 
any cuts in government services 
rather than attempt to appear 
economically responsible.  Indeed, 
if there is unemployment and low 
inflation, the responsible action of a 
currency issuing state is to increase 
government spending without 
reference to the national debt.  This is 
well understood by the new shadow 
chancellor, Rachel Reeves.  If she 
argues strongly against government 
spending cuts there is a chance that 
Labour may recover some of those 
red wall seats.
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worry about.  The second is that the UK state is resource constrained.  We are 
using the term resource loosely.  It could be the lack of a raw material, the lack 
of facemasks and ventilators or skills like plumbing or heavy-goods-vehicle 
driving.

The Labour party should focus completely on fixing the resource constraints 
that might hinder it achieving its social and economic goals, strengthening 
the productive powers of the economy, creating skills and jobs and enabling 
enough goods at affordable prices to be produced.  In doing this, it should 
ignore the size of the national debt.

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.

That is the substance of the message that should be embodied in Anneliese 
Dodds’ policy documents.

Continued From Page 1

Labour and the housing crisis – Part 4.

Opposition to the Tory attack on council housing
By Eamon Dyas

The Right to Buy policy instigated 
by legislation in 1980 became the 
foundation on which the housing 
policies of successive governments over 
the past 40-odd years have evolved. But 
it is important to understand that this 
did not happen because of any organic 
evolution of societal values. It happened 
because the political and economic 
ground had been prepared in advance 
by an ideologically driven Conservative 
Party’s desire to roll back the influence 
of the State. Council housing was viewed 
as the single most important component 
in people’s lives that required opening 
up to the discipline of the market. 

However, having said that, it was not 
a policy that until the 1970s had the 
support of the Conservative Party. Until 

the 1970s the Conservative Party had 
more or less adhered to the consensus 
on publicly funded housing that had 
its basis in the Labour Government’s 
1949 Housing Act. In that sense it was 
something that had been viewed as 
an element of social policy almost as 
sacrosanct as the NHS. The Tories might 
tinker with the operation of the way both 
operated but they retained a commitment 
to the principles on which both rested. 

Although a handful of Tory local 
councils had been advocating a more 
aggressive policy of council house sales 
since the 1950s, as late as 1972 the vast 
majority of Conservative local councils 
continued to adhere to a policy which 
treated such sales with circumspection. 
The extent of their caution was revealed 

in The Times when it reported that:
“Figures issued this week by the 

Department of the Environment 
show fewer than 50 Tory-controlled 
boroughs having sold 20 or more 
houses last year. Thirty-five sold 
a smaller number and more than 
70 none at all. Leicester, Bradford, 
Preston, Exeter, Gillingham 
(Kent), Maidenhead, Huddersfield, 
Harrogate, and Taunton made 
no sales. Weston-super-Mare’s 
decision not to sell council houses 
was underlined there at the 
Conservative party conference on 
local government in the spring, 
when ministers expressed their 
disappointment.” (“No council homes 
sold in 70 Tory towns”, The Times, 4 
May 1972, p.2).

At this time the Conservative 
Government under Edward Heath was 
eager to push the issue of council house 
sales as part of an attempt to undermine 
Labour’s strength in its urban strongholds 
(in May 1972 the Government was urging 
local authorities to sell more council 
houses by increasing the discount to 
20%). Nonetheless, although the Heath 
Government had a policy of encouraging 
council house sales it continued to adhere 
to the principle that local authorities 
remained the best-placed institutions 
to decide these matters. There was no 
desire on the part of Tory Government 
to circumvent their powers through a 
policy of providing tenants with a legal 
Right to Buy.

Despite this, it was at the local level 
that a legal Right to Buy policy began 
to be advocated by a small number of 
Conservative local authorities and it was 
from there that it began to be pushed 
through the party’s structure. One of 
the leading experts on the Right to Buy 
scheme explained it thus:

“The promotion of council house 
sales had been pioneered by 
Conservative local authority leaders 
rather than the Party nationally. 
The Conservatives’ frustration over 
the ability of local authorities to 
resist sales increased along with 
their willingness to breach local 
autonomy and local democracy. 
Electoral calculations also influenced 
Conservative party ambitions to 
break up the concentrations of 
council house ownership, which 
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were thought to underpin the Labour 
Party’s electoral support in cities. 
By the 1970s, the Right to Buy had 
become an exhortation policy linked 
with uncritical assertions about 
the merits of home ownership and 
market processes. Local authorities’ 
reluctance to sell was castigated 
and associated with socialism and 
electoral advantage rather than local 
knowledge or opinion.” (The Right to 
Buy?: selling off Public and Social 
Housing, by Alan Murie. Published 
by Policy Press, University of Bristol, 
p.30)

So, although Tory party policy on 
council house sales went on to became 
associated with the Thatcherite free 
market ideology, the original Tory policy 
on council house sales was not designed 
to underpin that ideological position. 
Rather, the policy was originally viewed 
as part of a pragmatic strategy to disrupt 
the cohesion of the urban Labour vote at 
local level.

But a mere two years later, by 1974, 
the Tory policy on council house sales 
had evolved to the extent that it could 
no longer be seen in that context. It now 
assumed the characteristics of a Right 
to Buy policy which was capable of 
becoming an integral part of Margaret 
Thatcher’s wider free market vision.

Since that time, the way in which the 
Right to Buy policy has been appraised 
has tended to steer clear of an explanation 
that relies on any consideration of the 
political aspects of its evolution. Even 
the author of the above quotation goes 
on to expand his explanation of the issue 
without attaching any significance to the 
political conditions that contributed to 
the change of focus by the Conservative 
Party at national level in the 1970s or 
the way in which that policy appeared 
to have gained the confidence of the 
electorate in 1979. 

Since 1979, the logical gap opened 
up by the absence of an explanation 
that provides sufficient emphasis on the 
political conditions has been filled by 
explanations that rely on a sociological 
perspective. Even when it doesn’t 
openly say so, that perspective carries 
with it a view that sets the evolution of 
council home sales in the context of the 
inevitable working through of a basic 
instinct that ultimately finds expression 
in a desire for home ownership. In other 
words, the Right to Buy policy is to be 
understood as the inevitable culmination 
of the pressure generated by a natural 
desire on the part of council tenants for 
ownership of their council homes. But 
such explanations only gain currency 
if we strip away the political context in 

which the Right to Buy policy evolved 
and only consider the extent to which 
council tenants availed themselves of 
the option of buying their council homes 
when the opportunity arose. 

However, it would be wrong to 
conclude from the numbers involved 
that this was the result of a natural 
instinct given free rein by a free market 
ideology. In other words, there is nothing 
to show that the majority of those same 
tenants would not have continued to 
reside quite happily as council tenants 
had there been no political and economic 
conditioning leading up to that situation. 
(I explained the relevant political and 
economic conditioning in the last issue 
of Labour Affairs so it’s not necessary 
to repeat them here). It was those 
conditions, based on a mixture of fear 
and inducement that, combined with the 
predicament of the Labour Government 
in the late 1970s, that ensured the Right 
to Buy policy became the law of the land 
in the 1980 Housing Act. And it was 
these political and economic conditions 
that were behind the manifestation of the 
desire for home ownership that emerged 
among council tenants after 1979.

But that is not how the issue is generally 
viewed. The peculiar circumstances 
leading up to the electorate’s endorsement 
of the Conservative Government in the 
1979 election is not something to which 
many commentators attach any pivotal 
role. In many ways this should not come 
as a surprise as there is very little room 
for accommodating explanations along 
those lines if it is not in the interests 
of either of the conventional political 
expressions to do so. On the one hand, 
those approaching the issue from the 
political perspective of the right will see 
the Conservative Party’s Right to Buy 
policy as the fulfilment of the natural 
instinct of council tenants to become 
home-owners. On the other hand, those 
commentators that view the issue from 
the political perspective of the left will 
be reluctant to delve too deeply into the 
results of the Right to Buy policy in ways 
that place it in the context of the events 
that confronted the Labour Governments 
in the late 1970s. That reluctance is partly 
attributable to the fear of acknowledging 
the fact that raw working-class power 
as expressed through the trade union 
activity of the time may have contributed 
to the emergence of Thatcherism and 
with it the destruction of a council 
housing system that had been a central 
feature of the Welfare State since the 
Second World War. The result of all this 
has been the emergence of an unspoken 
alliance between the right and the left in 
their acquiescence in an explanation that 
rests on the Right to Buy being viewed 

as part of a social evolution continuum 
in which politics played little or no part.

Labour opposition to the 
Right to Buy policy
This perspective is also a factor in the 

failure to acknowledge the extent of the 
initial Labour opposition to the Right 
to Buy policy. The following quotation 
is an example of the way in which that 
opposition has been relegated to a kind 
of historical footnote:

“The Labour Party initially 
expressed opposition to the right 
to buy because it infringed on local 
democracy and depleted the supply 
of rented housing in high demand 
areas. Labour’s manifesto at the 
June 1983 general election referred 
to ending the enforced sale of council 
houses, empowering public landlords 
to repurchase homes sold under the 
Tories on first resale, and providing 
that future voluntary agreed sales 
would be at market value (Lund, 
2016). Labour did not lose the 
general election simply because 
of this opposition, but the view that 
supporting the Right to Buy was an 
electoral necessity became accepted 
wisdom. Labour’s opposition was 
short lived and, after 1983, both 
Conservative and Labour parties 
nationally supported the right to buy.” 
(Murie, p.37)

While that’s fine in so far as it goes, 
this description of the opposition to the 
Right to Buy policy fails to do justice to 
the extent of the original opposition of 
the Labour Party at Westminster and in 
local government.

It is generally forgotten that the 
disaster the Labour Party suffered in the 
1979 general election was not reflected 
in the local government elections held 
on the same day (3 May). Labour went 
into those local elections having, in the 
previous years, suffered several setbacks 
in local government elections. Those 
losses came in the wake of changes in 
local government boundaries brought 
in by the Conservative Government 
in 1972. The changes involved a 
significant reduction in the number of 
local authorities and the creation of a 
number of new metropolitan counties. 
Subsequent local government elections 
resulted in the Conservatives gaining 
control of many local authorities which 
in turn became serious promotors of a 
policy of council home sales. Therefore 
the Labour Party approached the 1979 
local elections with the object of winning 
as many of those councils as possible. 
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The result of the 1979 local 
government elections was that Labour, 
while not achieving its more ambitious 
target, nonetheless achieved a more than 
satisfactory outcome. Labour  gained 766 
seats and won from the Conservatives 
control of Barrow-in-Furness, Coventry, 
Derby, Ipswich, Nottingham, Sandwell, 
Tameside, and Welwyn Hatfield. Labour 
also took control of several councils in 
which there had been no previous overall 
control. Those were: Bassetlaw, Carlisle, 
Hartlepool, Newcastle-under-Lyme, and 
South Tyneside. 

Aside from that, the surge in the 
Labour local government vote saw the 
Conservatives lose (to no overall control) 
the councils of Birmingham, Cambridge, 
Kirklees, Leeds, Pendle, Rochdale, 
Rugby, Warrington, and Wyre Forest.

These results meant that, although they 
did not represent an absolute success 
for Labour they did represent a set-
back for the Conservatives. Particularly 
significant was Labour gaining control 
over Coventry, Derby, Hartlepool and 
South Tyneside. But no less important 
was the fact that they had managed to 
deprive the Conservatives of control of 
Birmingham and Leeds – two of the main 
Tory Right to Buy flagship councils.

It has to be emphasised that these results 
came after the battle lines on council 
house sales had been firmly laid down 
between Labour and the Conservatives. 
There was no way in which anyone 
voting in these local elections could have 
been unaware of the issues involved. The 
Labour Government, in the months prior 
to the election, had made its position 
clear.

On 5 March 1979, Peter Shore, 
the Environment Secretary, told the 
Commons that the Labour Government 
intended to compel those local authorities 
that were felt to have been profligate 
in their policy of selling off council 
homes to cut back on their sales. He also 
announced that the Government intended 
to make changes to the rules governing 
local authorities which would have the 
effect of restricting sales of council 
houses to sitting tenants of at least two 
years’ standing. This was directed at 
some Conservative local authorities, 
notably Greater London Council which 
had adopted a policy of “free market” 
sales backed with generous discounts for 
tenant buy-outs and to buyers who were 
not necessarily sitting tenants.

In response to this announcement, 
Michael Heseltine, the Conservative 
Opposition spokesman on the 
environment, attacked the Labour 
plans and stated that the Conservatives 
would cancel them as soon as they 
formed the next Government. Thus, 

it was that the issues surrounding the 
Right to Buy were clearly visible to 
the electorate two months prior to the 
general and local government elections. 
That those elections, held on the 
same day, produced two different and 
apparently contradictory results can 
only be explained if the electorate felt 
they were voting on two different major 
issues at the time. On the one hand, the 
electorate in the General Election felt 
that the incumbent Labour Government 
had to go because of its failure to control 
what was seen to be an increasingly 
assertive and irresponsible trade union 
movement. On the other hand, that same 
electorate remained unconvinced that it 
was necessary to abandon the inherited 
policy on local council housing as part 
of that change. At the very least, these 
results indicated that the Right to Buy 
policy of the Conservatives fell a long 
way short of being mandated by the 
electorate in 1979.

But the Right to Buy policy was 
always destined to play an important 
role in Thatcher’s vision as it offered 
the means by which she could construct 
her “people’s capitalism”. In such 
circumstances the Thatcher Government 
was not going to abandon or modify 
it in the light of disappointing local 
government results. Instead, it ignored 
the contradictory outcome of the local 
government elections and insisted that it 
had a mandate to push on with its plans 
for the Right to Buy.

So, on 12 May, just over a week after 
the general election that brought the 
Thatcher Government to power, Michael 
Heseltine laid out the new Government’s 
plans. He announced that they would be 
abolishing “the restriction introduced by 
Mr Callaghan’s Government in March 
which limited councils to selling homes 
only to tenants who had occupied them 
for a minimum of two years”. He also 
promised that the Government would 
“introduce plans for the widespread 
sale of council homes to tenants within 
the next few days.” (See: “Council 
house sale plans expected in a few 
days”, Daily Telegraph, 13 May 1979). 
In the meantime, he issued a Directive 
instructing all local councils to abide 
by the policy which he said had been 
mandated by the electorate in the recent 
general election.

Some days later, on 17 May, in the 
debate in the Commons on the Queen’s 
Speech, Heseltine stated that it was the 
Government’s intention to introduce 
legislation in the Autumn of 1979 to 
bring into law the Conservative Right 
to Buy policy – a policy he described 
as representing a “social revolution”. 
Discounts would now start at 30% for 

tenants of under three years, 33% for those 
in their fourth year, and an additional 
one percent for each year thereafter 
rising to a maximum of 50% after 
twenty years. He also sought to induce 
prospective buyers other than council 
tenants to purchase a council property 
“for their own exclusive use”. Discounts 
to such buyers were either 20% or 30% 
depending on a pre-emptive right to 
buy-back within five or eight years with 
similar authority provided to new town 
corporations. As to those Labour local 
authorities that continued to hold out 
against the immediate implementation 
of the Government’s Right to Buy policy 
he again emphasised the mandate that 
he claimed his Government was given 
in the election and castigated them for 
depriving their tenants of what he now 
described as their right.

Those local authorities that continued 
to refuse to implement the Right to Buy 
policy did so on the basis of challenging 
the Conservative claim that it had been 
mandated in the May 3 elections. As 
far as they were concerned it remained 
just a Tory policy capable of being 
defied until it became law. Among those 
local authorities that continued to resist 
Government pressure was: 

“Manchester, with over 100,000 
council homes, is the largest authority 
barring sales. It has declared its 
intention not to sell until forced 
by law. Other authorities banning 
sales include Sheffield, with 90,000 
homes; Sandwell, West Midlands, 
58,000; Sunderland, 50,000 and 
Hull, 44,000.

“Councils banning sales are: 
Barnsley, Gateshead, Newcastle, 
North and South Tyneside, Tameside, 
St. Helens; Salford; Knowsley, 
Coventry, Ipswich, Peterborough, 
and North East Derbyshire. London 
boroughs forbidding sales include 
Brent, Camden, Hackney, Haringey, 
Lewisham, Newham, Islington, 
Lambeth, Southwark, and Tower 
Hamlets.

“Authorities still considering 
whether to ban include Stoke-on-
Trent and Wolverhampton. Action in 
Liverpool, which has 77,000 homes, 
is stymied until at least Thursday 
because no clear political control 
lies with any party group.” (“Council 
sales blocked”, the Guardian, 22 
May 1979, p.2).

Aside from these there were many local 
authorities that implemented the policy 
reluctantly because of Government 
pressure rather than conviction. Those 
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authorities that continued to oppose the 
policy were not exclusively Labour but 
naturally the Conservative Government 
reserved its main pressure for those 
that were under Labour leadership. The 
Conservatives consequently framed the 
resistance of Labour councils in terms 
that depicted them as hypocritical. 
During his speech to Parliament on 
17 May 1979 Heseltine deliberately 
distorted what the Government’s policies 
represented when he pointed out that 
several Labour representatives had 
previously been the beneficiaries of the 
sale of council houses and in so doing 
he laid the basis for how that resistance 
would henceforth be depicted:

“In resisting, as they so often 
do, the sale of council homes, the 
practice and position of the Labour 
movement on this issue is nothing 
less than humbug. In Coventry, 
the Labour chairman of the social 
services committee bought his own 
council home. In Grimsby some time 
ago, a leading member of the Labour 
group, when in opposition, bought 
his own council home, publicly 
declaring  ‘It’s too good a bargain 
to miss’. His Labour council when it 
took control of Grimsby, then stopped 
all other council tenants from buying 
their own homes.

“In Slough, two Labour councillors, 
having bought their council home 
when the Tories controlled the 
council, then voted to stop all further 
sales when Labour took over. I am 
glad to say that they subsequently 
lost their seats.

“The recently departed hon. 
Member for Bristol, North-West, Ron 
Thomas, bought his council home 
and, as the whole House knows, so 
did Jack Jones. The story is the same 
elsewhere. In the Labour movement, 
for councillors, for MPs and for trade 
union leaders, it is really a case of 
“I’m all right, Jack, but the rest of 
you will he kept down as tenants to 
bolster the appetites for power of 
petty Labour bosses.”

“I can conceive of no piece of 
legislation which would give me 
greater pride to introduce in this 
House than that which embodies the 
measures I have described. It is no 
less than a framework for a social 
revolution. It provides an opportunity 
of dramatic and immediate benefit to 
our people. I cannot fail to notice that, 
when we genuinely seek to spread 
wealth widely among working people, 

it is the Labour Party which frustrates 
it. The people have spoken, and 
we shall bring new hope and new 
opportunities to them.” (Hansard, 17 
May 1979)

What Heseltine failed to state however 
was that each of those purchases by 
Labour or trade union representatives 
took place within the existing policy 
on council house sales – a policy that, 
without depriving local councils of the 
right to make the ultimate decisions 
about such sales, had previously 
benefited thousands of council tenants. 
As was shown earlier, those policies 
had always facilitated the sale of 
council houses where the local authority 
felt it was appropriate in terms of its 
responsibilities to balance the available 
housing resources with local needs. 
What the Conservative policy was about 
to do was not only to deny those local 
authorities the management of those 
resources but also remove their capacity 
to meet future housing needs – something 
that, as a result of the Conservative 
Government’s own Housing Act of 1957 
they had a statutory obligation to do.

Peter Shore, in his reply to Heseltine, 
hit the nail on the head when he said:

“The Secretary of State must face 
some basic problems. How does he 
reconcile the freedom of democratically 
elected local authorities to determine 
their housing policies, including housing 
sales policies, with the compulsory right 
to buy? Yesterday, one Secretary of State 
was saying how much the Government 
deplored central Government regulation 
and interference in the discretion of local 
government. A day later we have the 
most serious intrusion into the rights of 
elected councils that we have ever seen 
in the area of housing policy.

“How can the Government reconcile 
with the right to purchase the obligation 
placed on local authorities since the 
Housing Act 1957 to consider housing 
conditions in their districts and the 
needs of the districts with respect 
to the provision of further housing 
accommodation? Where demand and 
supply for rented accommodation are 
in balance, the right hon. Gentleman 
can say that there is no insuperable 
problem, but how can he argue the case 
for the right to buy in areas of housing 
need, particularly the big cities and great 
conurbations?” (Hansard, ibid.)

But of course, that was then and this 
was now. In that sense the debate on the 
Queen’s Speech on 17 May 1979 was 
illustrative of the extent to which the 
post-war consensus on council housing 
had been shattered. 

The Labour Party based its opposition 

to the Right to Buy policy on the twin 
objections that it infringed the principle 
of local democracy as well as depriving 
local councils of their capacity to respond 
to local housing needs. The party at 
Westminster continued to support those 
local authorities that were refusing to 
comply with Heseltine’s Directive as 
it was not yet a legal obligation. This 
would remain the case until the Housing 
Act was passed in 1980 at which time it 
ceased to be a policy and became the law.

Labour obstruction of the 
1980 Housing Act

The right of council tenants’ to 
purchase their council homes assumed 
legal status with the  coming into force 
of the Housing Act on 3 October 1980. 
But that was not the end of Labour 
opposition either inside or outside 
Westminster. Inside Westminster, the two 
main politicians behind the formulation 
of the Labour case were Peter Shore and 
Gerald Kaufmann. Outside Westminster 
the main opposition came from trade 
union opposition and from a number of 
Labour local authorities.

Given that the Right to Buy was now 
the law of the land it was not possible for 
local authorities to refuse to implement 
it without leaving themselves open to 
legal action. But, in implementing the 
legal requirement inherent in the 1980 
Housing Act many council employees 
were being compelled to act against 
a significant component of their basic 
belief and conscience. The day after the 
Right to Buy became law The Times 
reported that council officials in several 
Labour local authorities were refusing 
to distribute the appropriate application 
forms to tenants wishing to purchase 
their council homes. Some branches of 
NALGO (the local government officers’ 
trade union that was later to form part 
of UNITE) encouraged their members 
not to have anything to do with council 
house sales which included the handing 
out of purchase application forms - an 
action that had the tacit approval of the 
council authorities. The Times report 
went on:

“In Thamesdown (based on 
Swindon), officials referred inquiries 
[about purchase application forms 
– ED] to the Department of the 
Environment’s regional office at 
Bristol. Mr Leslie Gowing, housing 
committee chairman, denied the 
council was acting illegally. “We are 
not stopping tenants from buying their 
homes. The Act does not say that we 
have to hand out the forms. If the 
tenants manage to get the forms from 
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elsewhere, and fill them in correctly, 
then we will sell them their homes.” 
(“Town Halls defy Government over 
house sales to tenants”, The Times, 
4 October 1980, p.3)

Aside from Thamesdown, The Times 
reported that a similar situation existed in 
other Labour-controlled local authorities 
including Newcastle upon Tyne and 
Sheffield (then under the leadership of 
David Blunkett, a man who at the time 
was considered a rabid Red but went on 
to become a New Labour stalwart under 
Tony Blair and later rewarded for his 
services with the title of Lord).

Yet, there were some local councils 
that remained committed to a policy 
that would put them on the wrong side 
of the law. Rochdale council initially 
took a decision not to implement the 
Act but stopped short of outright 
defiance. Instead, they decided that 
they would have nothing to do with the 
administration of the Act and adopted 
similar tactics as Thamesdown and the 
other councils. The leader of Rochdale 
council, Stephen Moore, in announcing 
the decision said: “We are not breaking 
the law. We are simply saying that we 
do not want to be any part of selling our 
properties.” He went on to say that under 
the terms of the Act the Government had 
power to bring in a commissioner but: 
“When we have 9,000 people on the 
council house waiting list there is no way 
we are going to sell any of our houses.” 
(See: “Opposition to homes plan grows”, 
The Times, 10 October 1980, p.2).

As the weeks passed, opposition among 
local authorities to the implementation 
of the Act increased both in scale and 
intensity. On 5 November Greenwich 
Council became the first authority to 
come out and openly say that it had no 
intention of implementing the Act. The 
event was reported in The Times as 
follows:

“The London Borough of 
Greenwich last night became the 
first local authority in Britain to refuse 
to implement the new Housing 
Act which gives council tenants a 
statutory right to buy their homes.

“By 35 votes to 19, the council 
adopted a resolution by its housing 
committee on Tuesday to reject 880 
applications for purchase. Three 
Labour members are understood to 
have voted with the Conservative 
opposition. 

“Although several councils, led 
by Rochdale, Greater Manchester, 
and supported in some cases by 
the National and Local Government 

Officer’s Association, have indicated 
their intention to disobey the law, 
Greenwich is the first to declare 
open defiance. Councillors said last 
night that among more than 30,000 
tenants there was little support for the 
Government’s right to buy legislation. 

“Under the Act, Department of the 
Environment officials may now pre-empt 
the role of council officers and conclude 
purchase agreements with tenants. But 
the department is thought to be unwilling 
to take action until it has had further 
talks with the councillors.” (“Greenwich 
refuses to sell council homes”, The 
Times, 6 Nov. 1980, p.4).

The reference to the Government’s 
reluctance to take immediate 
action against the council was an 
acknowledgement of the scale of the 
opposition among the country’s local 
authorities and it initially decided to 
tread warily. Although the Government 
had the power to appoint a commissioner 
to take over the work of selling council 
properties in those local authorities that 
were failing to do so it was an action 
that would require the cooperation of the 
office bureaucracies involved. For that 
reason, despite the ongoing Government 
threats, such action was always going 
to be a last resort on the part of the 
Government. 

However, from the Government’s 
perspective, it was also aware that 
delaying such action would have the 
effect of encouraging further defiance on 
the part of local authorities and a time 
would be reached when it was no longer 
possible to do so. 

In the meantime, there were other 
pressures that could be brought to bear 
on the recalcitrant local authorities. 
The main pressure was through the 
withholding of the central government 
grant. Already, in September 1980, 
the Government had announced it was 
withholding the grant from 14 councils. 
The declared reason for this action was 
because they were considered over-
spending councils. However, the fact 
that 13 of the 14 were Labour-controlled 
councils that were also opponents of 
the Right to Buy policy was not lost on 
those affected. However, not all Labour-
controlled councils could be accused of 
over-spending and in those cases other 
pressures were required and not all 
those pressures would come from the 
Conservatives. For instance, it is difficult 
to believe that no internal Labour 
pressure was involved in the decision of 
24 Labour councillors to vote with the 
Conservative opposition at the meeting 
of  Greenwich Council in January 1981 
which overturned its earlier policy of 

defiance (see: The Times, 23 January 
1981). The Labour Party was not about 
to confirm the earlier image of the party 
among the electorate as the party of 
anarchy by supporting any open defiance 
of the law.

Although the Labour Party at 
Westminster continued to oppose the 
Right to Buy policy after it became law 
it always insisted that any opposition 
should be within the law. In that regard it 
continued to support those local councils 
that exercised their opposition through 
legitimate means. The situation with 
Norwich City Council highlighted this 
quite clearly.

Norwich City Council decided early on 
to ensure that its opposition to the Right 
to Buy policy would be within the law. 
Consequently, it operated a policy based 
on a refusal to prioritise the procurement 
process. David Ennals, the Labour MP 
for Norwich North later explained the 
Council’s actions it in a letter to The 
Times:

“In relation to housing, the question 
is not, ‘Should housing authorities 
comply with the terms of the 1980 
Housing Act?’ Of course they 
must, whether they agree with the 
provisions or not, it is the law. 

“The questions are much 
broader, bearing in mind other 
statutory responsibilities of housing 
authorities. What priority should be 
given in terms of the time of elected 
members and professional staff to 
responsibilities such as housing the 
elderly, the disabled, single people 
and the homeless? What priority 
should be attached to processing 
improvement grant applications, 
repair and renovations, and housing 
transfer applications? How much 
should these priorities be influenced 
by an ever-lengthening waiting list 
of inadequately housed people 
as opposed to a waiting list of well 
housed tenants who have applied 
to buy their houses, maisonettes or 
flats?

"Above all, are decisions such as 
these best taken by locally elected 
people who know intimately the 
local needs as opposed to being 
determined by ministers and civil 
servants in Whitehall?” (“Letters to 
the Editor”, The Times, 10 December 
1981, p.13).

In other words, as far as Norwich 
Council was concerned the 1980 
Housing Act, while it gave the 
prospective purchaser (the tenant) the 
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right to buy his or her council dwelling, 
it did not impose on the selling authority 
(the council) any obligation to divert its 
office resources to prioritising such sales 
over its other statutory responsibilities. 
Just as any vendor remains in charge 
of the process at their end of a sales 
transaction even after a sale is agreed, 
so too is the Council entitled to arrange 
its resources according to its perceived 
priorities while processing council house 
sales.

The effect of the action of Norwich 
Council was to slow down the rate of 
council house sales. This meant that by 
October 1981, only 884 applications 
for the sale of council dwellings in 
Norwich had been admitted by the 
Council. Initially, it appears that even the 
Government was unclear on the legality 
of Norwich’s actions. By December 1981 
however, fearful of the implications of 
the example being set by Norwich, the 
Conservative Government decided that 
the time had come to bite the bullet. 

On 3 December 1981, Michael 
Heseltine announced in the House of 
Commons that he had notified Norwich 
Council of his intention to use his powers 
under the 1980 Housing Act to intervene 
to assist tenants of the council in the 
exercise of their right to buy their homes. 
Heseltine’s announcement was met 
with indignation in the Commons with 
Labour’s Gerald Kaufmann pointing 
out that Norwich City Council was one 
of the most successful and progressive 
housing authorities in the country.  He 
further pointed out that Norwich City 
Council’s record of council sales was not 
the worst in the country and in fact there 
were 53 Conservative-controlled local 
authorities in the country that had not 
sold a single house!

Because there were many other local 
authorities acting in the same way 
as Norwich the general feeling was 
that Norwich was being singled out 
because it was seen as a council with 
“an incomparable record of public 
housing” and had gained a reputation 
of being a council with a continuing 
strong commitment to protecting council 
housing.

Convinced that it was being singled 
out unfairly Norwich Council decided 
to challenge the Government’s legal 
right to usurp its powers in the manner 
proposed. The case was taken to the 
High Court where on 18 December 1981 
Lord Justice Donaldson and Mr. Justice 
Robert Goff ruled against the Council’s 
request that Heseltine’s order be quashed 
because it believed that the Minister 
had acted unreasonably and unlawfully. 
(See: Daily Telegraph, 19 December 
1981, p.6).

At this point it’s worth considering 
the political instincts of the senior judge 
in the case, Lord Justice Donaldson. 
He it was who presided at the trial that 
wrongfully convicted the Guildford 
Four in 1975 and who expressed the 
opinion after the verdict that he regretted 
he couldn’t hang the accused. He also 
presided at the trial of the Maguire Seven 
in 1976 and was heavily criticised by the 
later inquiry into his handling of the trial. 
Such were his Conservative sympathies 
that during his tenure as the first and 
last President of the Industrial Relations 
Court in the 1970s that 181 Members of 
Parliament signed a petition demanding 
his sacking.

Despite this setback, so confident was 
the Council in its legal position that 
it then pursued its case in the Court of 
Appeal where the case was heard by 
Lord Denning (the man who Margaret 
Thatcher called the greatest judge in 
modern times), Lord Justice Kerr and 
Lord Justice May on 23 January 1982. 
When the Appeal judges brought in 
their ruling on 9 February 1982 it was to 
confirm the original decision of the High 
Court. In his summing up Lord Denning 
accused the council of not acting in 
good faith and claimed that “they were 
misguided, and they must answer for 
it.” He said that the 1980 Housing Act 
imposed a duty on local authorities to 
process sales to tenants “effectively and 
expeditiously.” 

He further ordered that the Norwich 
City Council be liable for costs which 
were estimated at £20,000 and refused 
them leave to appeal to the House of 
Lords.

There were many who found Denning’s 
interpretation of the responsibilities 
of local authorities under the Act 
capricious. This hung on his emphasis 
on the need for councils to process the 
requests from tenants “effectively and 
expeditiously” without taking account of  
the effect of other contending statutory 
obligations on the ability of councils 
to do so. The office and bureaucratic 
resources of local authorities remained 
under pressure as a result of existing 
obligations and the arrival of the highly 
bureaucratic process of selling council 
homes had to be balanced alongside 
these other obligations. In doing what it 
did Norwich Council was not refusing to 
process house sale applications. It was 
merely refusing to prioritise those sales 
over and above its other obligations. 

Whether Norwich City Council was 
exploiting that confusion in the Act 
for political purposes was neither here 
nor there when it came to the law and 
Denning’s comments on the good faith 
or otherwise of the council was not an 

issue in law. That only became an issue 
if it was shown that the council was 
consciously and deliberately defying a 
clear instruction that was inherent in the 
1980 Housing Act. What the Court of 
Appeal was being asked to judge on was 
whether the 1980 Housing Act imposed 
a clear obligation on local authorities to 
prioritise their responsibilities under that 
Act above its other statutory obligations. 
Denning’s judgment did not address that 
issue. 

Instead, the judgment was based on 
whether Michael Heseltine was entitled 
under the Act to intervene in the work 
of a local authority when that authority 
was not deemed to be selling its housing 
stock fast enough.

However, the Denning judgment, 
because it refused Norwich City Council 
leave to appeal to the House of Lords, 
became the law of the land without 
being adequately clarified either in his 
own judgment or by the House of Lords. 
There is good reason why this particular 
issue was left unaddressed in the judicial 
process. The 1980 Housing Act was 
not specifically framed to instruct local 
authorities to prioritise their statutory 
obligations under that Act over and above 
their statutory obligations inherited 
under previous Acts of Parliament. To 
have framed the Act in that way would 
have left it open to the charge that it was 
elevating a council’s responsibilities to 
sell its housing stock above its statutory 
responsibilities to the homeless, the 
disabled and the old as well as to its 
existing tenants (by delaying urgent 
repairs). 

Consequently, for the judicial 
process to have done what the Act was 
deliberately framed not to do, would 
have opened a controversy that had the 
potential to damage the Government and 
the Right to Buy policy. Far better to 
ensure that the issue be left where it was 
always intended to be – unaddressed and 
safe from clarification – but continuing 
to imply that it superseded all existing 
statutory obligations.

What the culmination of the judicial 
process achieved under Denning was 
that it compelled local authorities to treat 
the 1980 Housing Act as if it contained 
a specific instruction to prioritise the 
sale of their housing stock even though 
it did not. The effect of the ruling was 
that in future those local authorities that 
previously treated applications for house 
sales on an “as and when” basis would 
now feel compelled to prioritise such 
applications. 

And just in case any local authority 
might feel the urge to once more test 
the issue in law the Conservative body 
on Norwich City Council demanded that 
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the Labour councillors who authorised the court application be 
personally liable for paying the £20,000 costs involved.

Michael Heseltine was later to claim that his department 
took meticulous care in how it framed the 1980 Housing Bill to 
ensure that it covered every aspect of a possible legal challenge 
when he said:

“we briefed a barrister from outside government to assume 
that he had been retained by a dedicated Marxist council, 
committed at any lawful price to frustrate the right to buy. It was 
a valuable exercise. Loopholes were found and closed.” (Where 
There’s a Will, by Michael Heseltine, Arrow Books, London 
1990, page 79).

But what the Norwich City Council case showed was that 
even if a loophole remained the courts could be relied upon to 
ensure that it was not treated as one even at the cost of it then 
becoming a deliberate obscuration. 

After the Norwich case the Labour Party continued to oppose 
the Right to Buy policy but the main attention of the party was 
taken up by the turmoil within the party at national level. Michael 
Foot became leader after the resignation of Callaghan in 1980 
and his left-wing policies ensured that the media would depict 
him in a negative light (in much the same way that Corbyn was 
to be depicted 35 years later except with Foot it was based on 
ridicule while with Corbyn it was based on venom). The party 
then went through a serious split with some of its leading figures 
leaving to form the Social Democrats in March 1981 (who then 
went on to form an alliance with the Liberal Party which lasted 
through the 1983 and 1987 elections). On top of that Thatcher’s 
Falklands War in 1982 continued to bear electoral dividends. 

This all meant that although the party went into the General 
Election in June 1983 with a commitment to reverse the Right 
to Buy policy the odds were heavily stacked against it winning 
that election. Although the election resulted in a Conservatives 
landslide almost on a par with 1979, the local government 
elections that followed almost a year later (on 3 May 1984) 
witnessed a different picture for Labour – one that also emulated 
the 1979 local elections.

By this time Neil Kinnock had replaced Michael Foot as 
leader of the party and the local election results left Labour with 
an increase of 88 seats and a share of the vote that was within 
one percentage point of the Conservatives (38% as against 
37%). In the context of the Right to Buy policy probably the 
most symbolic result of that election was the gain by Labour of 
the Birmingham metropolitan borough. Given that Birmingham 
had been one of the leading flagships for the Conservative Right 
to Buy policy and the place where Labour hadn’t managed to 
win in 1979 (although it had deprived the Conservatives of 
overall control at that time), winning that borough in 1984 
was a highly symbolic event. Aside from that there was also 
the significant fact that despite the mauling that Norwich City 
Council had suffered in the courts between December 1981 and 
February 1982 as a result of its obstruction of the Government’s 
Right to Buy policy the electorate remained loyal to the party 
when it again returned a Labour council in May 1984.

Thus it was that the pattern of elections since 1979 appeared to 
show a lack of trust in the party at national level but a continuing 
significant measure of support for Labour when it came to local 
politics among an electorate that remained sceptical of the Tory 
Right to Buy policies.

While this was something that could have been built upon, the 
Party’s focus on national issues meant that policies that remained 
important at the local level were inclined to be neglected. The 
result was that the 1983 General Election was the last election 
that the Labour Party fought on a ticket of opposition to the 
Conservative Right to Buy policies. 

After Neil Kinnock assumed the leadership of the Party on 

the resignation of Michael Foot, he had set out to move the 
party away from the left policies which he held responsible for 
the disastrous 1983 General Election result. The success of the 
Social Democrats in siphoning off Labour voters reinforced 
Kinnock’s determination to re-position the party as the party of 
the centre-left and by so-doing to take the ground occupied by 
the Social Democrats. As the Social Democrats had supported 
a modified version of the Right to Buy policy it was believed 
that this was a factor in its success in 1983 and so it was that 
after that election Labour opposition to that policy became an 
early victim of Kinnock’s vision for the party. Consequently, 
Labour went into the 1987 general election having dropped 
its opposition. However, this and the other sacrifices made 
by Kinnock in his attempt to redesign the party on the centre-
left failed to convince the electorate and the result in 1987 
represented almost an equally disastrous one for Labour as it 
had been in 1983 with the party only picking up 20 seats and the 
Conservatives only losing 21.

That then is the story of how the Labour Party managed to 
move from a position where its housing policies were based on 
an active opposition to the Conservative Right to Buy to one 
where its housing policies became reliant on an accommodation 
with that policy – the implications of which continues to stifle 
its thinking on housing policies to this day.

 

WAR OF THE DATA LORDS
They want to share your medical records.
Advancing medical science is the goal.
Best beware Palantir, the data lord

A US firm of surveillance accord.
Don’t allow the NHS to lose its soul.
Social change fed it umbilical cord.

Gone forever when they pull the ripcord.
US state security their main role.
Best beware Palantir, the data-lord.

It’s shark-bite bleeds the NHS concord.
24 million dollar contract holes.
Social change fed its umbilical cord.

Healing without profit must hit a chord. 
Except for those billionaires the greed-trolls.
Best beware Palantir, the data-lord.

No NHS, more graves, I pre-record.
With speculators  arriving in shoals.
Social change fed its umbilical cord
Best beware Palantir, the data-lord.

Wilson John Haire.  10th June, 2021.

   
Note from the Editor:  A reply to Peter Brooke’s review of ‘Walter 

Citrine, Forgotten statesman of the Trades Union Congress’ published 
in Labour Affairs June 2021 (https://labouraffairs.com/2021/06/02/
review-jim-moher-walter-citrine-forgotten-statesman-of-the-trades-
union-congress/) on the question of Bevin’s alleged anti-semitic views 
has been received from Jim Moher and accepted for publication, but 
subsequently withdrawn by the author.
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When Work is not “actual” work
By Pete Whitelegg

Back in February the Supreme Court 
made a landmark judgement concerning 
a case that had been wending its way 
through the British legal system for 
at least the last five years. The case, 
Royal Mencap Society Society vs. 
Tomlinson-Blake, addressed the 
issue as to whether sleepover shifts 
are subject to the National Minimum 
Wage. The outlines of the case are 
not disputed. Blake Tomlinson was 
employed by Mencap to provide 
support and care to vulnerable adults 
on behalf of local authorities. The 
claimant was employed by Mencap as 
a care support worker.  She was part of 
a team who worked a mix of day shifts 
and overnight ‘sleep-in’ shifts at two 
residential properties, providing 24-
hour care to individuals with learning 
difficulties who lived there.

During the “sleep-ins” she was 
obliged to remain on the premises 
throughout the night and to keep a 
‘listening ear’ in case she was needed. 
It was determined that the need was 
real, but infrequent, as Tomlinson-
Blake had only been required to 
intervene 6 times during the previous 
16 months. After the ‘sleep-in’ shifts 
staff were required to work a full day 
shift the following day.

According to Mencap, and the wider 
social care sector for that matter, the 
issue was much larger than under what 
conditions the National Minimum 
Wage was payable, although this would 
have had a significant effect on the 
balance sheets of many care providers.  
If the case had eventually gone against 
Mencap the whole social care sector 
would have had to foot a significant bill 
for back pay, estimated at around £400 
million.  A bill that would have seen a 
considerable number of companies in 
this sector go to the wall. 

In the case of Mencap vs Tomlinson-
Blake the Supreme Court confirmed 
that workers on sleep-in shifts are 
entitled to have their hours counted 
for NMW (National Minimum Wage) 
purposes only when they are “awake 
for the purposes of working”.

The original Employment Tribunal in 
2016 came to the opposite conclusion. 
According to the National Minimum 
Wage Act there are four types of work 
which are used to calculate a worker’s 
pay. These are not dependent on the 
duties carried out but only on the way 
the workers pay is calculated. 

Within the Act there a four types of 
work used to determine whether the 
national minimum wage is payable.  
They are salaried hours, time work, 
output work and unmeasured work.  
In this case it was determined by the 
tribunal that the applicable type of 
work in this case was time work.

Regulation 32 of the 2015 
Regulations states:

“2. Time work includes hours when a 
worker is available, and required to be 
available, at or near a   place of work 
for the purposes of working unless the 
worker is at home.

“3. In paragraph (1), hours when 
a worker is ‘available’ only includes 
hours when the worker is awake 
for the purposes of working, even 
if a worker by arrangement sleeps 
at or near a place of work and the 
employer provides suitable facilities 
for sleeping.”

The effect of regulation 32 is that if 
a worker has to be available at a place 
of work where suitable sleep facilities 
are provided, the worker is only paid 
the NMW for the time when they are 
“awake for the purposes of working”.

However, in several previous 
Employment Tribunal judgments 
care workers had been found to 
be actually working throughout  ‘sleep-
ins’  for example because they could 
not leave site or were present due to a 
statutory obligation on the employer – 
and therefore the question of whether 
they were deemed to be working under 
regulation 32 simply did not arise.

 In previous Employment Tribunal 
cases it was deemed correct that 
workers should receive the National 
Minimum Wage for the whole of their 
shift, not just the proportion of the shift 
they were awake, because they were at 
their place of work and were unable 
to leave. In essence then the Tribunals 
determined that this would constitute 
“actual” work.

The judgement by the Supreme Court 
overturned this ruling and confirmed 
that workers on “sleep-in” shifts can 
only count the hours for which they are 
actually awake as counting towards the 
calculation for pay under the National 
Minimum Wage.

The Court emphasised the distinction 
in the Regulations between carrying 
out ‘actual work’ on the one hand and 

being ‘available for work’ on the other: 
if the worker was (merely) available for 
work, regulation 32 applied and they 
could not be said to be carrying out 
actual work under regulation 3(above).

The scope of this judgement is 
much wider than just the care sector 
as it overrules judgements that apply 
to other employment sectors. In a 
landmark case from 2002 workers who 
operated a telephone booking service 
for a nurse agency were deemed by the 
employer not to be working between 
calls. During the day the service 
was conducted from the employer’s 
premises, but the night shift worked 
from their homes. 

The calls were diverted to the night 
“duty nurse” who would take the 
call and book the nurse. The workers 
were paid an amount per shift. The 
employers considered that the staff 
were not working when they were 
not actually answering the phone and 
therefore not entitled to the minimum 
wage during these periods. The 
employment Tribunal determined that 
an employee who operated a night-
time telephone service from home is 
doing “time work” when waiting to 
answer a phone at their own home. 
They were therefore entitled to the 
National Minimum Wage for the 
duration of their shift. 

The importance of this judgement 
is the distinction it draws between 
“available for work” and “actual” 
work.  According to this judgement 
your employer can mandate that you be 
at your place of work for a set number 
of hours and providing no specific 
tasks or work is specified the worker 
will not be entitled to the National 
Minimum Wage. 

Under these conditions the worker 
will only be entitled to the National 
Minimum Wage when they perform  
”actual” work. Strangely, the National 
Minimum Wage Act provides no 
definition of what is to be considered 
work.  In the digital age where work 
is handed out to employees via an app, 
I wonder how long it will be before 
this distinction between “available for 
work” and “actual” work becomes a 
real problem for an increasing number 
of workers
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Young People and Unemployment, Part 7

What am I going to do next?
By Dave Gardner

One way of getting a job is to 
work for someone who will employ 
you on the basis that you look as if 
you can do the job. This could come 
from a demonstration (eg repairing 
a bike for a bike repairer) or from a 
personal recommendation. These are 
also ways of making a living through 
self-employment. Some people are 
successful in this way. Large swathes 
of the British economy still exist on 
this informal basis. It is also a way for 
immigrants, both legal and illegal, to 
get a foothold in the British labour 
market. However, most people need 
a formal qualification as well as 
successful work experience to be 
able to compete in the labour market 
let alone get a job. Why? 

Having a qualification is a signal 
to employers that you have achieved 
something. For example, you have 
enough application to pass an exam 
or test; you can read, write and count; 
you can lay a line of bricks. Having 
achieved something says something 
about you: that you may be reliable, 
punctual and obedient and maybe 
have a minimum amount of common 
sense. But a vocational qualification 
such as an apprenticeship certificate 
can also mean that you are competent 
in an occupation that requires some 
knowledge and skill. This is not 
only a guarantee to a prospective 
employer that you can do the job, 
but is also a signal to society that 
you can do it without endangering 
your own and others’ lives and 
limbs. Qualifications are important 
in a regulated economy that protects 
the public from the worst excesses 
of ‘wild west’ capitalism. In an 
economy dependent on high quality 
work, rigorous qualifications provide 
a guarantee of a capable workforce.

Many young people dislike 
studying for academic qualifications 
that they do not find interesting or 
do not think provide them with any 
job prospects. It has been noticed for 
years that white working class young 
people see education as a route into 
adult life with less enthusiasm than 
working class young people from 
other ethnic groups. This is partly a 

hangover from the time when their 
grandfathers could work in a factory, 
mine, shop or railway without any 
formal qualifications and when 
who you knew and where you were 
brought up were more important 
than education in fitting you with 
the know-how and attitudes suitable 
for the workplace.  But those times 
and those jobs are now largely gone, 
except for the kinds of informal jobs 
such as delivering and casual retail 
and catering work mentioned above. 
These can be useful for gaining 
work experience but will not usually 
properly support an adult let alone 
a family. Furthermore, a capitalist 
society likes to have a ‘surplus army of 
the unemployed’ in order to maintain 
dominance over the working class. 
British businesses do not particularly 
like to train employees, preferring 
them to turn up ready to work with a 
minimum of expense for employers. 
The lower your level of education the 
less likely you are to receive any kind 
of workplace training as employers 
think that there will be little value to 
them in giving it.

We’ve seen how vocational 
qualifications can benefit society. But 
they can also benefit workers. The 
general tendency of employers is to 
pay for training that is of immediate 
use to them, but preferably to employ 
workers who have already been 
trained. They are not interested in the 
general employability of the workers 
they take on. If anything, they would 
prefer to make it more difficult for 
them to leave to work for a rival. 
In a labour market full of people 
desperate to work, this is a tempting 
strategy.  But if a worker has a 
nationally recognised qualification 
and some decent experience in the 
occupation, this is a powerful signal 
to a whole range of employers 
that this worker can do the job 
competently. Furthermore, if most 
of the workers in that occupation 
are also qualified, then an employer 
can be reasonably confident that 
he can replace a qualified worker 
who leaves. It is better still for the 

employee if his or her vocational 
qualification is broadly based so that 
s/he can take on similar jobs with 
different employers or can adapt to the 
needs of a new process or technique 
within the occupation. Germany 
operates with a labour market along 
these lines where the majority of 
the population have recognised and 
broadly-based qualifications. Britain 
does not, except in some specialist 
and professional areas.

There are therefore good reasons 
for getting a vocational qualification 
in an area where prospects for skilled 
employment are good. But in order 
to do this, young people need to have 
some achievements to show for their 
period of compulsory schooling. In 
particular, they need to have reached 
a certain level in Maths and English 
and currently 40% don’t achieve the 
requisite level of Maths and English 
considered necessary for progression 
to a qualification for a technical as 
opposed to a semi-skilled or craft 
job requiring a level 2 qualification. 
Although most of these make up for 
it by achieving a level 2 vocational 
qualification, three fifths fail to 
achieve a level 3 qualification, very 
roughly equivalent to a few A levels.1 
This means that 10% of young 
people fail to gain a significant 
vocational qualification. Their long 
term prospects for earnings and 
other indicators of well-being are not 
good. Even the achievement of level 
2 predicts a tougher future than for 
those with higher qualifications. For 
this group the economic inactivity 
rate for 25-64 year olds is nearly 
17%, rising to nearly 45% for those 
with no qualifications.2

This means that some young people 
will go on to achieve an appropriate 
level of Maths and English as part 

1  https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/
news/progression-from-gcses-not-working-
for-many-young-people-new-research-finds

2  https://www.ons.gov.uk/employ-
mentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/
employmentandemployeetypes/articles/
qualificationsandlabourmarketparticipationi-
nenglandandwales/2014-06-18#economic-in-
activity-and-unemployment
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of their vocational qualifications, 
but the number is still very low. 
There is some evidence that young 
people with modest educational 
achievements will work harder if they 
are persuaded that work at school 
or college will lead to a decent job. 
This is particularly the case where 
the English and Maths is taught as 
an integral part of the vocational 
qualification itself, using examples 
derived from the occupation for 
which they are preparing. For these 
young people, GCSE Maths and 
English do not always work. 

This brings us to a point that we 
have visited more than once in 
this series. Several things need to 
happen for youth unemployment to 
be effectively tackled. In this case, 
more young people will study to get 
qualifications if there are likely to be 
decent jobs requiring qualifications 
in their locality and there are the 
apprenticeships and college places 
available for them to do so. Good 
private sector employers providing 
good jobs will come to these localities 
if the right workforce and facilities 
are available. There is really little 
alternative to the government and 

local authorities creating the right 
conditions by tempting businesses 
or supporting local ones and helping 
firms to take on apprentices in the 
ways described in the previous 
article.

Britain will not stop being a low 
skill economy overnight. If there is 
ever to be a transition to a high skill 
economy employing the majority 
of workers with level 3 and above 
qualifications that will take time. 
At the moment the government is 
pinning a lot of its hopes on the T 
level, an A level equivalent study 
in different economic sectors which 
requires in some cases quite high 
levels of Maths and English. But T 
levels will be academic qualifications 
in a vocational subject, not direct 
passports to employment. They are 
unlikely to appeal to the majority of 
young people who are struggling to 
obtain GCSE Maths and English. It 
is arguable that the needs of young 
people would be better served by 
a more extensive and properly 
supported apprenticeship system that 
would result in a widely recognised 
and respected qualification. At 
the moment we are very far from 

this. Labour needs to show how 
a high quality mass system of 
apprenticeship can be developed 
with government support for smaller 
firms and the local FE colleges that 
can support them.

We also need to be realistic. 
England will not become a high-skill 
economy overnight or even after a 
prolonged period. Unlike Germany 
where level 3 and 4 qualifications 
are the norm for skilled workers and 
where most people have them and 
there are the jobs available that require 
those qualifications, England needs 
to ensure that more young people 
reach a minimum level 2 standard so 
that they can do jobs (for example in 
construction) that are currently done 
by migrants. Brexit is an opportunity 
for the government to put pressure on 
employers to end their ‘free lunch’ of 
skilled employees from abroad and to 
start taking their responsibilities for 
vocational education and bringing 
on the next generation seriously. If 
Labour had any sense, this message 
would be ringing out loud and clear 
along the ‘Red Wall’ and beyond.

Ivor Kenna’s Last Letter
It is with great regret that we learn of the death in London of Ivor Kenna, an Anti-Revisionist and campaigner for 

national rights. He died on Thursday, 3rd June. As Flo Kenna has told us: “He really enjoyed your publications”. Ivor 
was born on 28th July 1931, so he just missed his 90th birthday. Flo and her husband were true comrades: they were 
married for sixty years. A sad loss.

The Anglo-Saxons
I was very interested to read Brendan Clifford’s quotation from Sir Charles Dilke: “The Anglo-Saxon is the only 

extirpating race on earth” . The Anglo-Saxons extirpated the Maoris, until the Maoris stopped them, the Australian 
aborigines to some extent, the Tasmanians complete, the North American nations, to some extent.

New Zealand, Australia, Tasmania and North America are in temperate climes, suitable for Anglo-Saxon settlement.
Nearer home there were white Christian nations to deal with. If the inhabitants were prepared to become English-

speaking they would play a useful role in the British Armed Forces alongside Englishmen in conquering as much of the 
world as possible.

The Cornish were to be treated as English (see John Angarrack’s book Our Future Is History).
The Scottish and Welsh languages were banged out of their speakers by such devices as the Welsh Not.
Ireland was more of a problem. Seventeenth century English population experts such as Petty seriously discussed 

getting rid of the Irish out of Ireland by any means necessary and settling English people there.
Later on in the 1840s, potato blight spread remarkably quickly to Ireland and North-West Scotland, leaving England 

untouched.
The Penal Laws did have some success in turning Catholics into Protestants.
Henry of Navarre, who turned Catholic to become King of France said “Paris is worth a mass”.
Irish people who turned Protestant were of the opinion that material possessions and higher social status are worth not 

having a mass.
Ivor Kenna
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Diary of an ex-Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

Michael Murray: murraymicha@gmail.com; Facebook: 
Michael Murray London
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(2) Doing the numbers: importance of Unite election 

result for the Labour Party
(3) Trade unionism and politics: a case of  “Westminster 

or the Workplace” ?
(4) Howard’s End? 

(1) Unite the Union’s 2021 election of a General Secretary 
to succeed Len McCluskey

Earlier this year the 1.4 million-strong Unite the Union’s 
EC set in motion the rule-book based procedure for the 
election of a General Secretary to replace the outgoing GS, 
Len McCluskey.

Soon after, four names were submitted to contest the 
position: Howard Beckett, Steve Turner, Sharon Graham and 
Gerard Coyne. The first three are all three existing Assistant 
General Secretaries (there are 5 Unite AGSs in total) - an 
appointed, not elected, position in the union. 

The fourth candidate, Gerard Coyne, is a former full time 
Unite official who narrowly lost out to Len McCluskey in the 
2016/7 GS election and, thus, on those grounds alone, has to 
be considered a serious contender. 

And a “serious candidate” also, due to the radically 
changed political environment that now obtains. Whereas 
the 2017 Unite election was held in the immediate aftermath 
of Jeremy Corbyn’s second leadership victory in September 
2016: a highpoint of Corbynism which owed not a little to 
the active support of Len McCluskey, he only managed a few 
percentage point victory over his right wing rival.     

How a self-avowed right winger should have done so well 
in the Unite leadership election is explained, first, by the anti-
Corbyn faction taking a hand in the contest - something we’re 
seeing yet again.  But the key factor was the participation in 
that election of a second candidate of the left by the name of 
Ian Allinson, who stood as a “rank and file” candidate. His 
winning 13.2% share of the vote was enough to narrow the 
gap between McCluskey and Coyne’s vote share to a couple 
of percentage points (45,5%  v  41.3%). A slightly larger vote 
would have let Coyne through.     

According to Unite’s press release, 2nd July, updated, this 
year’s branch nomination results were as follows: Turner 
525; Graham 349; Beckett 328 and Coyne 196, enough to get 
Coyne over the line, with a few to spare. 

This gave rise to the strong possibility of a three-way split 
left vote - this time favouring Coyne more than the two-way 
left split of the previous election. So, it’s understandable 
that, in the post-Corbyn era of enhanced factional Labour 
Party involvement in influencing union elections, and the 
added phenomenon of the “Blue Wall” of uncertain political 
allegiances, there was considerable panic on the left when 
Coyne, though coming last, managed to achieve sufficient 
Unite branch nominations to make it onto the ballot paper.  

A lesson learned from the 2016/7 Unite leadership election 
is that branch nominations, which this year, of themselves, 
ought to see Turner safely home in the “First Past The Post 
Electoral” system, does not necessarily translate into votes in 
the bag when the membership is balloted.     

And in changed times, with loyalties more fickle and 
working class disillusionment with the democratic process at 
an all-time low - as the rarely talked about low voter turnout 
in recent by-elections showed - voting outcomes are uncertain 
and a right wing victory cannot be ruled out.    

So, what to do?   

(2) Doing the numbers on the importance of the Unite 
election result for the Labour Party

A recent article by Eli Folan, founder of the podcast “Stats for 
Lefties” clearly shows why the Unite election is so important 
to the Labour Party, apart from the future of Unite itself, and 
how it could have repercussions for decades to come.   

Folan uses just a couple of graphics to illustrate how a 
Coyne win would shift the centre of power in the Labour 
Party to the right.

First, the composition of the Labour Party’s Annual 
Conference is a 50:50 trade union to membership divide. 
Within the 50% trade union bloc the Left trade unions currently 
comprise an estimated strength of 18.3%. That portion of the 
trade union bloc vote would fall to 5.1% with a Coyle victory. 
The pro-Starmer portion of the trade union bloc vote would 
increase from 31.7% to 44.9% .

Second, the 40 seat Labour Party National Executive 
Committee (NEC) which currently has an estimated 24 pro-
Starmer seats and14 left seats - the other 2 seats are occupied 
by the so-called “Open Labour” group - would instead 
comprise 26 pro-Starmer, 12 pro-Left and, of course, the 2 
“Open Labour” seats.

Folan draws the conclusions for the Labour Party of a Coyne 
victory:  “If Unite swings to the right, two things will happen. 
First, Starmer will be just one seat short of a supermajority 
(66%) on the NEC of the Labour Party, allowing him to 
implement many changes to Labour’s rules with relative ease. 

“Second the Labour Leader will be able to rely on 90% 
of the trade union votes (ie 44.9% of total votes) at party 
conference, meaning he’d need the backing of just 11% of 
party members (5.5% of total votes) to pass his agenda.

“In short, Unite’s influence within Labour is so huge that 
the loss of it would prove a serious setback for the party left, 
leaving Starmer with virtually carte blanche and the left with 
little ability to challenge him.” (Ali Folan, Novara Media’s 
on-line magazine, available on NM’s web-site, 21/06/2021) 

(3) Trade unionism and politics: a case of   “Westminster 
or the Workplace” ?

Folan, in the article cited above,  acknowledges Howard 
Beckett’s principled decision to withdraw from the election to 
ensure against handing the election to the right wing Coyne.  
He advises Sharon Graham to do likewise, or, at least, work 
with Steve Turner to counter the threat of Coyne. But, her 
more recently released election video doesn’t hold out much 
hope of that. Her slogan is “Back to the Workplace.”  
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“We now stand at a crossroads, she 
says. “There is a clear choice for our 
members to make. It’s Westminster 
versus the workplace. Let’s make the 
workplace choice and get back to our 
members, back to the workplace, back 
to protecting jobs pay and conditions. 
Back to being a union.”

“Back to being a union.”?  As if 
being a union didn’t historically and 
necessarily include a role in the political 
democracy of the country. 

The front page of Gerard Coyne’s 
election Manifesto takes a similar 
line on trade unionism and politics. It 
reads: “This Manifesto was forged over 
months of discussion with 100s of  Reps 
throughout the UK and Ireland.  You 
told me you want more support for Reps 
and members and an end to messing 
about in Westminster politics. That’s 
what I will deliver.”

The Unite Rule Book spells out the 
Objects of the union, not just for the 
benefit of the members, but because it 
is legally obliged to do so under various 
pieces of trade union legislation.  

The Unite Rule Book, in Rule 2: 
“Objects”,  defines a workplace role 
for Unite and -  spelled out at greater 
length -  a political role -  including an 
international dimension. 

2.1.2 identifies the primary role of 
the union in organising the workers to 
achieve, and attempt to maintain, good 
wages and conditions.  

2.1.4  (“Objects”)  How the union 
deals with the politics of the wider 
society - with which, it is implicitly 
recognised, the workplace is 
inextricably bound.: 

“To have a strong political voice, 
fighting on behalf of working peoples’ 
interests, and to influence the political 
agenda locally, regionally, nationally 
and internationally, so as to promote a 
Socialist vision for:

*a more equal society in which 
wealth is distributed from the rich to the 
poor, including by means of progressive 
taxation and other regulatory measures 
to restrict excessive wealth

*a collective society in which public 
services are directly provided on the 
basis of public need and not private 
greed, and a fair system of welfare and 
benefits to support those in need

*public ownership of important areas 
of economic activity and services, 
including health, education, water, post, 
rail and local passenger transport. 

But 2.1.5 (Objects) is the kicker: “To 
further political objectives including 

by affiliation to the Labour Party.” 
(Rule Book, Unite the Union, 2019; 
Accessible on line) 

It really is hard to believe an Assistant 
General Secretary of a union - Graham, 
or a former Unite senior officer  - 
Coyne,  could seriously propose a 
choice between “Westminster and the 
workplace” after reading the foregoing 
union Objects. 

Not least, it could be said in 
parenthesis, there being so many 
representative political, bodies, local 
and regional that the union has to 
and does deal with before you even 
get to Westminster, as recognised in 
the Rules above. And in daily life. 
Or, not acknowledging that Unite’s 
affiliation includes serious bankrolling 
of the Labour Party?  (About 4 pages 
of the Rule Book is taken up with the 
conditions appertaining to, and the 
operation of, Unite’s Political Fund). 
Or the key role of Unite in Labour’s 
NEC?  Or, that Unite sponsors around 
100 Labour MPs?  

Are Coyne and Graham saying that, 
as aspirant General Secretary of Unite 
they can walk away from all that history 
and politics from their obligations, as 
officers, to conforming to the Unite 
Rule Book’s stated “Objects” ?  

Getting the right balance between the 
union’s workplace and political role 
might be a legitimate concern. But the 
binary choice, between “Westminster” 
and “Workplace” presented in these 
two election appeals: can only be 
attributed to their choosing to go with 
the lowest common denominator or the 
prevailing zeitgeist?   

And the sad truth is that, in the 
current political malaise in the Labour 
movement this may be working for 
them.  We are where we are.    

(4) Howard’s End ? 
Finally, a word about Howard Beckett 

and his decision to withdraw from the 
Unite GS election in favour of Steve 
Turner.  

Howard lit up the Lockdown for 
me. Speaking truth to power. And with 
such inspiring eloquence. The attention 
to detail and the feistiness of the true 
“Nordie,” whether of the Nationalist or 
Unionist communities - and he is the 
proud product of both. The lawyer’s 
skills and the fighter’s mindset - for he 
is a lawyer, and a fighter.     

The only other left candidate, 
Graham, has made it clear where she 
stands. It’s “Back to the Workplace”  - 

and becoming the first woman GS. 
Living in London I’ve had most 

contact with Turner, through the 
various Left Labour fringe groups. 
He’s been consistent over that period 
of time. He doesn’t purport to be, and 
he isn’t, an “attack dog.”  A fear is he 
is too conciliatory, too much the mister 
nice guy, a soft touch for the perceived 
Machiavellianism  of Labour’s “new 
management.”  

Many, me included, were 
disappointed that Howard retired from 
the election. But it was the right thing to 
do, especially since Starmer controlled 
Labour appears to have contrived 
to have him suspended to harm his 
chances in the election - the fate of 
many throughout the Labour Party left 
activists throughout the Labour Party. 
Either way, being suspended would 
have compromised any future role 
as General Secretary of Unite in his 
relationship with the Labour Party.  

People who retain doubts about 
Howard’s decision to stand down  - or, 
indeed, also, those who agree with it , 
should make a point of watching the 
videoed rally of the announcement of 
him standing down and pledging his 
support to Steve Turner. It’s called: 
“STEVE TURNER’S UNITY RALLY 
TO WIN FEATURING HOWARD 
BECKETT.”  It’s on YouTube.  

Howard’s end? Beckett, lawyer 
and fighter, hasn’t gone away. In 
the old Irish proverb of his mother’s 
birthplace, Waterford, Ireland: “Beidh 
lá eile ag an bPaorach.” = “The Powers 
will have another day.”  An allusion 
to the usurpation of the Power family 
property by Cromwell. Just down 
the road from where greedy Irish 
capitalists purloined the occupational 
pension fund of Waterford Crystal 
employees - since restored to them 
through the efforts of Howard Beckett 
(in whole or in part? I don’t know the 
details). I do know the former “Glass” 
Shop Stewards Convenor, Jimmy 
Kelly, was present at the Turner Unity 
Rally, because I was there too, having 
rejoined Unite, through Hackney and 
Islington Community Branch, inspired 
by Howard’s vision of trade unionism 
in the community.

Remaining Unite General Secretary 
Election Timetable:

Voting papers dispatched to Unite 
members with voting rights: July 5th

Deadline for return of votes to 
Scrutineer: 23 August (noon)

Results declared: 26th August 2021
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Jewish Voice for Labour:
 Response to Jewish Labour Movement antisemitism training

Wed 16 Jun 2021.  
[Extracts]
JLM as antisemitism trainer
The sessions were largely delivered 

by JLM’s National Organiser, Rebecca 
Filer, with introductions by Chair 
Mike Katz and – for the June 14 
session – by Deputy Party Leader 
Angela Rayner. They were delivered 
in Zoom webinar format in which the 
speaker and a series of slides were 
visible, but attendees could not be seen 
or heard. There was almost no time for 
questions, and those that were chosen 
were read out by a presenter. It was 
a hyper-controlled environment and 
the large numbers involved allowed 
no scope for interaction between 
participants. There was no indication 
that other forms of education were 
planned where this would be possible.

The resulting one-way transmission 
of statistics and information has its 
place if the intention is to instruct 
participants on how to think and act, 
but it is not a substitute for education. 
When it is delivered by an organisation 
with its own very particular ideological 
standpoint – one not shared by large 
numbers of Jews and very many other 
members of our movement – it is 
particularly questionable.

The JLM was introduced to 
participants as the Labour Party’s 
Jewish affiliate. There was no mention 
of its core principles which “promote 
the centrality of Israel to Jewish life” 
and seek “To maintain and promote 
Labour or Socialist Zionism as the 
movement for self-determination of 
the Jewish people within the state of 
Israel.”  JLM therefore brings with it 
to the training process the assumption 
that the diverse communities of UK 
Jews share one point of view about 
Israel and Palestine. There is no room 
for non-Zionist Jews or for those 
orthodox Jews for whom Judaism, 
rather than Israel, occupies the centre 
of their Jewish life.

This is the background to the role 
JLM has played in the party’s factional 
politics over the past five years,

[…]
There can be – and indeed there 

are! – raging controversies about how 
antisemitism is defined. More than 300 
eminent academics in relevant fields 
of study, most of them Jewish, have 

endorsed the Jerusalem Declaration on 
Antisemitism as an alternative to the 
IHRA working definition promoted by 
the JLM and other pro-Israel lobbyists. 
There was no mention of this by the 
training presenters, nor any reference 
to the battles fought over the working 
definition in 2018, when it was alleged 
that failure to adopt without question 
all 11 examples attached to it was 
itself evidence of antisemitism – an 
allegation used to destabilise Jeremy 
Corbyn’s leadership.

Party members have been suspended 
for arguing against the IHRA definition. 
Yet there was no discussion about it, 
only an assertion that it placed ‘an 
important emphasis on context’.  The 
trainer did not offer any explanation 
as to why many party members have 
been disciplined without any reference 
to the context of their statements or 
social media postings.…

Members were told not to use 
the terms Jew, Israeli and Zionist 
interchangeably – advice with which 
we agree. But in certain contexts it 
may be understandable for people to 
commit this error without any malign 
intent, since supporters of Israel make 
this elision all the time. It is unjust for 
a Labour Party member employing the 
word ‘Zionist’ to be accused of really 
meaning ‘Jew’ and find themselves 
facing disciplinary charges.

This example illustrates how 
important it is to recognize the relevance 
of intent – not mentioned during the 
JLM training – when deciding if a 
statement is antisemitic or not. The 
Party recently published a Complaint 
Handling Handbook including the 
NEC Code of Conduct on Antisemitism 
which states: “even contentious views 
… will not be treated as antisemitism 
unless accompanied by specific 
antisemitic content (such as the use 
of antisemitic tropes) or by other 
evidence of antisemitic intent.” Many 
members have suffered from bad faith 
complaints against them that ignore 
this, as highlighted in the ongoing legal 
action by Labour Activists 4 Justice.…

Being Jewish in the Labour Party
 The way the presentations were 

framed was particularly tendentious. 
A number of politically partisan 
assertions were made at the beginning 
and end of the sessions, include serious 

misrepresentations of the situation for 
Jewish Labour Party members.

Participants were told the Equality 
and Human Rights Commission 
(EHRC) report concluded that the 
Party was not a ‘safe space’ for Jews. 
It did not reach any such conclusion. 
There were no findings against Jeremy 
Corbyn, no finding that antisemitism 
was widespread in the Party, and no 
finding that the Party had victimised 
anyone for being Jewish.…

Overview
Although billed as “Antisemitism 

Awareness Education”, these JLM-run 
webinars bear no relation to awareness-
raising sessions encountered elsewhere. 
While posing as authoritative, they too 
often relied on superficial, unsupported 
assertions. Issues that have been 
intensely controversial in the Labour 
Party were glossed over. The selection 
of material was slanted in a way that 
exaggerated the threat to Jews in the 
UK – a stance more likely to generate 
panic and alarm than engagement.

Oft-repeated allegations, such as 
about the bullying of Jewish MPs 
apparently by the left, were asserted 
without any evidence or context being 
given. We will be looking in detail at 
these and other examples in a separate 
analysis in the coming days.

The stated intention to make the 
Labour Party a welcoming place for 
Jews is hard to take seriously when 
at least 25 Jewish members have 
been investigated, given reminders 
of behaviour, suspended or expelled 
under the regime that JLM helped to 
usher in and consolidate. Awarding 
the training franchise to JLM is part 
of the same sectarian policy as the 
refusal to allow any alternative voices 
on the Party’s Advisory Board on 
Antisemitism.

Jewish Voice for Labour does not 
do training. We do education. You can 
find out about it here.1

1 https://www.jewishvoice-
forlabour.org.uk/statement/
jvl-response-to-jlm-antisemitism-training/
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Vladimir Putin’s reply to the BBC’s question on Russian “unpredictability”
policy is unpredictable. Let me 
return the puck. The US withdrawal 
from the ABM Treaty in 2002 
was an absolutely unpredictable 
decision. Why was it necessary to 
do this, thereby destroying the basis 
of international stability in the field 
of strategic security? Then pulling 
out of the INF Treaty in 2019. Is 
this stability? Absolutely not. The 
withdrawal from the Open Skies 
Treaty, is this stability? There is 
almost nothing left in the sphere 
of strategic stability. Thankfully, 
President Biden adopted an 
absolutely adequate decision to 
extend the New START Treaty for 
five years.

Or take the situation with Ukraine 
and Crimea – is it a song and 
dance situation? Was it for the sake 
of stability that coup d’état was 
supported in Ukraine after former 
President Yanukovych had agreed to 
accept all demands of the opposition? 

Press conference following Russia-
US talks, Geneva, 16 June 2021

Question from BBC News (Steve 
Rosenberg):

Mr President, Joe Biden is calling 
for stable and predictable relations 
with Russia. But it is believed in the 
West that unpredictability is a feature 
of the Russian foreign policy. Are 
you ready to give up unpredictability 
for the sake of improving relations 
with the West?

Vladimir Putin: You are a famous 
wordsmith who has reached a high 
degree of perfection in this field; this 
is to be envied. In the first part of 
your question, you said “it is believed 
in the West.” In the second part, you 
asked if we are ready to give this up. 
If something is believed in the West, 
this does not mean that it is true.

Let me begin with the first part of 
your question. You said it is believed 
in the West that Russia’s foreign 

He was actually ready to step down 
and to hold new elections in three 
months. But no, it was decided to 
stage a bloody coup d’état, which has 
led to the consequences everyone is 
aware of, in the southeast of Ukraine 
and later in Crimea.

And you say we are unpredictable? 
No, I don’t think so. In my opinion, 
we are responding absolutely 
adequately to the arising threats. I 
believe that for the situation to be 
really stable we should coordinate the 
rules of conduct in all the spheres you 
have mentioned: strategic stability, 
cyber security, and the settlement of 
regional conflicts.

I think that it is possible to come to 
an agreement on all these issues; at 
least this is my impression after the 
meeting with President Biden today.

h t tp : / / en .k reml in . ru /even t s /
president/transcripts/65870

Putin NBC Interview
Transcript of the interview with 

Russian President Vladimir Putin by 
Keir Simmons of NBC News, which 
took place in Moscow on June 11, 
2021. [extracts]1

[The interview was conducted in 
an aggressive and insulting manner 
towards Putin, the interviewer saying 
things like: ‘President Biden said you 
have no soul’ and ‘you are a killer’, 
‘China sides with the US against you’ 
etc.  Putin remained calm and put the 
Russian point of view.  Editorial sub-
headings and summaries are in square 
brackets.  Please note that when Putin 
remarks that the US have a law to 
control foreign agents, he is referring 
to the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act (FARA) passed in 1938, which 
requires

“individuals  doing political 
or advocacy work on behalf of 
foreign entities in the United States 
to register with the Department of 
Justice and to disclose their 
relationship, activities, receipts, 
and disbursements in support 
1 https://www.nbcnews.com/
news/world/transcript-nbc-news-ex-
clusive-interview-russia-s-vladimir-
putin-n1270649

of their activities” (see US Congress 
Research Service here.)]

NBC: Well, President Biden says 
— one time when you met, you were 
inches away from each other, close to 
each other. And he said to you, “I’m 
looking in your eyes, and I can’t see a 
soul.” And you said, “We understand 
each other.” Do you remember that 
exchange?

[Putin: I don’t remember.]

[Cyber attacks]:
[There is no proof of Russian 

government involvement, but the 
problem is increasing for Russia as 
well]

VLADIMIR PUTIN: You know, 
the simplest thing to do would be 
for us to sit down calmly and agree 
on joint work in cyberspace. We did 
suggest that—

KEIR SIMMONS: In September.
VLADIMIR PUTIN: —to 

Obama’s administration in Octo— - 
we started in September and - during 
his last year in office. In October at 
first, they didn’t say anything. Then 
in November, they came back to us 

and said that, yes, it was interesting. 
Then— the election was lost.

We restated— this— proposal to 
Mr. Trump’s administration. The 
response was that it is interesting, 
but no— it didn’t— it didn’t— it 
didn’t come to the point of actual 
negotiations. There were— there are 
grounds to believe that we can build 
an effort— in this area with the new 
administration, that the domestic 
political situation— in the U.S. will 
not prevent this from happening.

But we have proposed to do this 
work together. Let’s agree on the 
principles of mut— mutual work. 
Let’s find out what we can do together. 
Let’s agree on how we will structure 
counter-efforts against the process 
that is— gathering momentum.

We here in the Russian Federation 
have— cyber crimes that have 
increased— many times over in 
the last few years. We’re trying to 
respond to it. We’re looking for 
cyber criminals. If we find them, we 
punish them.

We are willing to engage with 
international participants, including 
the United States. You are the ones 
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who have refused to engage in 
joint work. What can we do? We 
cannot build— this work, we cannot 
structure this work unilaterally.…

Cyberspace is a very sensitive 
area. As of today, a great deal 
of human endeavors rely upon 
digital technologies, including 
the functioning of— government. 
And of course interference in those 
processes can cause a lot of damage 
and a lot of losses. And everybody 
understands that. And I am repeating 
a third time— for the third time: Let’s 
sit down together and agree on joint 
work on how to— achieve security in 
this area. That is all.…

Once— I— I repeat one more time. 
It is my hope that we will be able to 
start engaging in positive work in 
this area. In terms of what’s to be 
afraid of, why is it that we suggest 
agreeing on something? Because 
what— people can be afraid of in 
America, are worried of in America, 
the very same thing can be a danger 
to us. U.S. is a high-tech country. 
NATO has declared cyberspace an 
area of— combat. That means they 
are planning something. They are 
preparing something. So obviously 
this cannot but worry us.

[About Navalny and the 
suppression of two media outlets, 
and the law on foreign agents]

Many entities of the so-called 
“civil society,” the reason I say 
“so-called civil society” is because 
many of those entities are funded 
from abroad. Specific relevant action 
programs are prepared. Their core 
members are trained abroad. And 
when our official authorities see 
that, in order to prevent this kind of 
interference in our domestic affairs, 
we make relevant decisions and 
adopt relevant laws.

And they are more lenient than 
yours*. You have— we have a 
saying: “Don’t be mad at the mirror 
if you are ugly.” It has nothing 
to do with you personally. But if 
somebody blames us for something, 
what I say is, “Why don’t you look at 
yourselves?” You will see yourselves 
in the mirror, not us. There is nothing 
unusual about it. As far as political 
activities and the political system, it 
is evolving. We have 44 registered 
parties. Well, 34 I think. And 32— 
are about to participate in various 

electoral processes—
[* Putin pointed out that the US 

have had similar laws about foreign 
interference since the thirties: 
‘you are presenting it as dissent 
and intolerance towards dissent 
in Russia. We view it completely 
differently. You have mentioned the 
law on foreign agents, but that’s not 
something that we invented. That 
law was passed back in the 1930s 
in the United States. And that law 
is much harsher than ours, and it is 
directed and intended, among other 
things, at preventing interference in 
the domestic political affairs of the 
United States’—]

[NBC: Did you order the 
assassination of Navalny?]

‘Did you order the assassination 
of the woman who walked into the 
Congress and who was shot and 
killed by a policeman? Do you know 
that 450 individuals were arrested 
after entering the Congress? And 
they didn’t go there to steal a laptop. 
They came with political demands. 
450 people—

KEIR SIMMONS: You’re talking 
about the Capitol riot.

VLADIMIR PUTIN: —have been 
detained. They’re facing— they’re 
looking— they’re— they’re looking 
at jail time, between 15 and 25 years. 
And they came to the Congress 
with political demands. Isn’t that 
persecution for political opinions? 
Some have been accused of plotting 
to topple— to take over-government 
power. Some are accused of— 
robbery. They didn’t go there to rob. 
The people who you have mentioned, 
yes, they were convicted for violating 
their status, having been previously 
convicted— given convent— given 
suspended sentences— which were 
essentially warning to not— violate 
the Russian laws.

And they completely ignored the 
requirements of the law. The court 
went on and— passed— and turned 
the conviction into real jail time. 
Thousands and thousands of people 
ignore— requirements of the law, and 
they have nothing to do with political 
activities, in Russia every year and 
they go to jail. If somebody— if 
somebody is actually using political 
activities as a shield to deal with 
their issues, including— achieve 

their commercial— goals, then— it’s 
something that they have to be held 
responsible for.

[NBC: Are you a killer?]
Look, I am— over my tenure, 

I’ve g— gotten used to attacks from 
all kinds of angles and from all 
kinds of areas under all kinds of— 
pretexts and reasons and of different 
calibre and fierceness. And none of 
it surprises me. People with whom 
I work and with whom we argue, 
we— we are not bride and groom. 
We don’t swear everlasting love and 
friendship.

We are partners. And in some areas, 
we are rivals or competitors. As far 
as harsh rhetoric, I think that— this 
is an expression of overall U.S. 
culture. Of course in Hollywood, 
because we mentioned Hollywood 
at the beginning of our conversation, 
there are some— deep things— in— 
Hollywood— macho— which can 
be treated as— cinematographic art 
but more often than not it’ s macho 
behavior that is part of— U.S.- 
political culture where it’s considered 
normal.

By the way, not here. It is not 
considered normal here. If this 
rhetoric is followed by a suggestion 
to meet and discuss bilateral issues 
and matters of international policies, 
I see it as desire to engage in joint 
work. If this desire is serious, we’re 
prepared to support it.

[Russia as an aggressive military 
menace, conducting provocative 
exercises]

Now, at our southern borders, there 
is— there is a war game, Defender 
Europe, 40,000 personnel, 15,000 
units of military equipment. Part of 
them have been airlifted from the 
U.S. continent directly to our borders. 
Did we airlift any of our military 
technology to the U.S. borders? No, 
we did not.…

 Look, we— did we— did we say 
that we were planning to send our 
armed formations anywhere? We 
were conducting war games on— in 
our territory. How can this not be 
clear? I›m saying it again because I 
want your audience to hear it, your— 
listeners to hear it— both on the 
screens of their televisions and on 
the internet.

We conducted military exercises in 
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our territory. Imagine if we sent our 
troops into direct proximity to your 
borders. What would have been your 
response? We didn’t do that. We did 
it in our territory. You conducted war 
games in Alaska. God bless you.

But you had crossed an ocean, 
brought thousands of personnel— 
thousands of units of military 
equipment close to our borders, and 
yet you believe that we are acting 
aggressively and somehow you’re 
not acting aggressively. Just look 
at that. Pot— pot calling the kettle 
black.

[Exchange of prisoners, sentenced 
for civil crimes; case of an American 
sentenced for drunken attack on 
Russian policeman]

He— he got drunk on vodka and 
started a fight. He fought a cop. 
There is nothing offensive about it. 
These things happen in life. There 
is nothing— nothing horrible about 
it. It happens to our men as well. 
Somebody— somebody— gulps 
down some vodka and starts a fight. 
So you violate the law, you go to 
prison. What would have happened if 
he’d— fought a cop, if he’d hit a cop 
in your country? He would have been 
shot dead on that spot, and that’s the 
end of it. Isn’t that the case?

[About Navalny]
 Look, look. I— look. Please listen 

to me carefully. His name can be 
anything. He’s one of the individuals 
who are in prison. For me, he one of 
the citizens of the Russian Federation 
who has been found guilty by a court 
of law and is in prison. There are 
many citizens like that.

By the way, our so-called prison 
population— the people who are in 
prison, has in the last few years— 
been reduced by almost 50%, which 
I consider a big victory for us and— 
a major sign of— our legal system 
becoming more humane.

[About China]
We do not believe that China is a 

threat to us. That’s one. China is a 
friendly nation. It has not declared 
us an enemy, as the United States has 
done.…

The level— both in terms of the 
amount of— ammunition and— 
warheads and— delivery vehicles, 
the United States and Russia are far, 
far ahead of China. And the Chinese 

justly say, “Why would we make 
reductions if we are already far 
behind what you have? Or do you 
want us— do you want us to freeze 
our level— of nuclear deterrence?

“Why should we freeze? Why 
we a country with a 1.5 billion 
population cannot at least set the goal 
of achieving your levels?” These 
are all debatable issues that require 
thorough consideration. But— 
making us responsible for China’s 
position is just comical.

[NBC: China’s biggest banks have 
not contravened American sanctions 
against Russia. Do you think you get 
100% support from China?]

We can see attempts at destroying 
the relationship between Russia and 
China. We can see that those attempts 
are being made in practical policies. 
And your questions, too, have to do 
with it. I have set forth my position 
for you.

I believe that this is sufficient, 
and I’m confident that the Chinese 
leadership being aware of the totality 
of these matters, including the part 
of their population who are Uyghurs, 
will find the necessary solution to 
make sure that the situation remains 
stable and benefits the entire multi-
million-strong Chinese people, 
including its Uyghur part.

[About space]
Well, honestly, I don’t think that 

Mr. Rogozin, that is the name of the 
head of— Roscosmos, has threatened 
anyone in this regard. I’ve known 
him for many years, and I know that 
he is a supporter— he is a supporter 
of expanding the relationship with 
the U.S. in this area, in space.

Recently, the head of NASA spoke 
in the same vein. And I personally 
fully support this. And we have 
been working with great pleasure all 
of these years, and we’re prepared 
to continue to work. For technical 
reasons though, and that’s a different 
matter, is that the International Space 
Station is— coming to an end of its 
service life.

And maybe in this— regard, the 
Roscosmos does not have plans to 
continue their work. However— 
based on what I heard from— our 
U.S. partners they, too, are looking at 
future cooperation in this particular 
segment in their certain— in a certain 

way.
But on the whole, the— cooperation 

between our two countries in space 
is a great example of a situation 
where despite any kind of problems 
in political relationships in recent 
years, it’s an area where we have 
been able to maintain and preserve 
the partnership and both parties 
cherish it.

I think you just misunderstood the 
head of the— Russian space program 
said. We are interested in continuing 
to work with the U.S. in this direction, 
and we will continue to do so if our 
U.S. partners don’t refuse to— to— 
to do that. It doesn’t mean that we 
need to work exclusively with the 
U.S.

[Asked about his successor]
You know, I have linked my entire 

life to— my entire fate to the fate of 
my country to such an extent that 
there isn’t a more meaningful—goal 
in my life than the strengthening of 
Russia. If anybody else— and if I 
see that person, even if that person is 
critical of some areas of what I have 
been doing, if I can see that this is 
an individual who has constructive 
views that he or she is— committed 
to this country and is prepared to 
sacrifice his entire life to this country, 
nor just some years, no matter his 
personal attitude to me, I will make 
sure, I will do everything to make 
sure that such people will get support.

It is a natural biological process. 
At some point, someday, we will all 
be replaced. You will be replaced 
at where you are. I will be replaced 
at where I am. But I am confident 
that the fundamental pillar of— the 
Russian economy and statehood 
and its political system will be such 
that Russia will be firmly standing 
on its feet and look into the future 
confidently.
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Batley and Spen – a weak victory
Starmer has once again failed to recover the voters that 

Corbyn was blamed for losing in 2019.  If any have come back, 
they are outweighed by pro-Corbyn voters now lost.

Boris Johnson has dropped a lot of Thatcherite doctrines.  
Labour under Starmer follows very timidly.  His mind seems 
stuck in the era of Tony Blair’s foolish surrender to New Right 
values.

Turning a safe Labour seat into a marginal is a disaster.  But 
the media said Labour would lose.  This let it be called a victory.  

Given the universal hostility to Corbyn by the British media, 
I can’t help wondering if this was intentional.

The broad picture was the same as at Hartlepool.1  Labour’s 
vote fell from 42.7% in 2019 to 35.3% now.2  It was 55.5% in 
2017, when Brexit was not the main issue.

George Galloway got more than 8000 votes. His vote plus 
Labour would be about 1000 less than Labour got in 2019.  
Candidates to the left of Labour usually get only a few hundred 
votes.

Interestingly, the Tory vote also fell. From 36.0% in 2019 and 
38.8 in 2017 to 34.4% now. The Brexit candidate got more than 
6000 votes in 2019, and there was no significant Brexit vote 
this time.

Starmer has driven away the new voters who were enthused 
by Corbyn. He has wholly failed to recover the Labour voters 
lost in 2019.

If this pattern lasts till the next General Election, then Labour 
will fail to recover.  Labour will lose even more seats. Labour 
may follow the same downward path as the French Socialists.

But the headlines are ‘victory’.  I suppose he is safe for now.

Labour’s Timid Tendency
“Labour’s Ed Miliband backs reform to broaden 

businesses’ responsibilities…
“The party’s former leader believes legal clarity is needed 

1  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/
Another-Failure-for-Starmer-and-Ashamed-to-be-Labour 
2  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Batley_and_Spen_(UK_
Parliament_constituency)#Elections_in_the_2020s 

to bolster work already done by many companies to put 
staff, customers, society and climate at the heart of their 
business model, not just the interests of shareholders.”3

This would actually be a traditionalist move.  It was the 
norm before Thatcher.  And early on, Tony Blair talked about 
‘stakeholders’.  But he let that slip and accepted the Thatcherite 
idea of life as a burden on money.  The useful sound-bite 
‘stakeholder’ was forgotten.

Ed Miliband lost in 2015 because he didn’t act on his sound 
instincts.  He now admits this:

“In Miliband’s case, … he was derided for advancing 
arguments that have since been absorbed into the political 
consensus. He warned that Britain’s underregulated, 
post-Thatcherite economic model had been captured by a 
predatory form of capitalism. That the system was rigged 
in ways that obstructed social mobility, stripped away 
security and fomented frustration.”4

But so far, Starmer has refused to learn anything.

China: The East Stays Red
“Beijing has challenged the geopolitical order that 

enabled the rise of east Asia
“There is an east Asian development model of rapid, 

export-driven industrialisation that was pioneered by 
Japan, South Korea and Taiwan. What China did was 
to pursue the same model — at scale… China’s one 
real innovation was that the country had not liberalised 
politically as it had grown richer…

“Unlike Taiwan or South Korea, which turned from one-
party states to democracies as they got richer, China under 
Xi has entrenched the dominance of the Communist party.

“The original Asian tigers were all American allies. 
In the context of its cold war with the Soviet Union, the 
US saw the advantages of opening its market to exports 
from its east Asian allies. Washington was also willing to 
tolerate their protectionist policies for longer than it might 
otherwise have done.

“The emergence of Asian economic competitors was 
never an easy proposition for the Americans to deal with. 
There was a panic about the rise of Japan in the 1980s. 
But the backlash was containable because Japan was an 
ally and a fellow democracy.

“China was never going to be an ally of the US. But, until 
recently, it was very careful to avoid overtly challenging 
American power in the Pacific area. That has changed 
under Xi, as China has built military bases across the 
South China Sea.”5

3  https://www.ft.com/content/89f1c72c-aab5-4cba-911e-bd157af-
c0a42 (pay site)
4  https://www.theguardian.com/books/2021/may/22/i-wasnt-bold-
enough-ed-miliband-on-losing-leading-and-the-future-of-labour 
5  https://www.ft.com/content/04d3c78f-f801-4bb2-9fa2-
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This is from the Financial Times, and 
does not look deep enough into history.  
Mao’s China was a very serious global 
competitor.  Contrary to what Western 
books now insinuate, Mao’s China was 
an overall success.6  It grew faster than 
Britain, the USA or India.  But not as 
fast as Japan, Italy or West Germany.  
That was the basis for Deng opening up 
China.

Japan is virtually a one-party state, 
with the opposition only once gaining 
power and then swiftly losing it again.  
Singapore remains solidly one-party.

The USA in the 1950s and 1960s was 
keen to see its allies succeed even of 
it didn’t give business and the rich the 
same privileges as in the USA.  But 
in the 1980s, the Western electorates 
were persuaded to vote for parties that 
deregulated.  It did not boost growth in 
the USA or Britain. There was a sharp 
slowing of growth in Japan, Italy and 
Unified Germany.  But for the rich, it 
was an Economic Miracle.7

China never dropped Stakeholder 
values.  The Communist Party imposes 
them and can ignore objections.  Ideas of 
softening Chinese politics were rejected 
with the Tiananmen crackdown of 1989.  
The rapid decline of Russia when they 
followed New Right ‘wisdom’ under 
Yeltsin persuaded most Chinese that the 
Party had been right after all.

Ordinary people can have fun much as 
they please, unlike Maoist days.  They 
cannot challenge official decisions.  
And dissenters are being successfully 
crushed.

Tibet, restive a decade ago, has now 
gone quiet.

In Hong Kong, the opposition ignored 
the awkward fact that they had been 
handed over with nothing more than the 
promise of a slow transition.  They were 
supposed to converge in the long run.  
And protest movements that waved the 
British flag and denied their identity as 
part of China were doomed.  I did warn 
them at the time,8 and wonder at the 
judgement of all those who encouraged 
them.

In Xinjiang, China has crushed the 
Islamic extremism that flourishes 
elsewhere, including horrible instances 
of school children being kidnapped 
in Nigeria.  The West, which covertly 
sponsored torture and assassination to 
d9f4f096d7b7 (pay site)
6  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/ 
7  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 
8  https://www.quora.
com/q/pwgwxusqvnzzrlzm/
Hong-Kong-Committing-Suicide 

make itself safe, also bad-mouths China.  
But most of the Islamic world takes 
China’s side.

No peace with Covid-19
“Zero-covid countries have done 

best and it’s not too late to switch.
“Countries that pursued strict 

pandemic suppression strategies 
fared better on measures of health, 
wealth and civil liberties than those 
that didn’t, according to an analysis 
published in The Lancet. The 
analysis covers the first year of the 
pandemic from February 2020, but 
has relevance to ongoing efforts 
to end it. Moving to an elimination 
strategy even at this stage could 
lead to better health and wealth, the 
authors say.

“The researchers compared 
37 wealthy nations’ deaths from 
covid-19, GDP growth and strictness 
of lockdown measures. They 
classified the countries into two 
groups: five ‘elimination’ countries, 
which took maximum action at all 
times to suppress the outbreak; 
and 32 ‘mitigation’ countries, which 
reacted to events to stop their health 
systems from being overwhelmed…

“The five elimination countries 
are Australia, Iceland, Japan, New 
Zealand and South Korea. They 
didn’t succeed in eliminating the 
virus but set out to do so and stuck 
to their guns…

“Elimination countries had just 4 
per cent of the per capita death toll 
of mitigation countries. Their GDP 
growth returned to pre-pandemic 
levels early in 2021, while the 32 
are still below pre-pandemic levels. 
Crucially, elimination had less of 
an impact than mitigation on civil 
liberties, according to a ‘lockdown 
stringency’ index developed by the 
University of Oxford.

“Overcoming economic and 
libertarian prejudices against 
elimination won’t be easy, says 
team member Ilona Kickbusch 
of the Global Health Centre in 
Geneva, Switzerland. She was part 
of a group of scientists in Germany 
that unsuccessfully lobbied for an 
elimination strategy. They were 
branded as ‘Stalinists trying to close 
down society’, she says. ‘Actually our 
argument was just the opposite.”9

9  https://www.newscientist.com/

China isn’t mentioned, despite being 
the most successful Eliminator.  Of 
course it is also middling rather than rich 
if you look at average income.

And we see another case of the 
persistent of muddled thinking that 
comes from separating Stalin’s methods 
from those of Lenin, and of Trotsky 
when in power.  Some forms of control 
get called tyrannical, but others are not.  
And it is done by personal whim, not any 
sort of logic.

Climate Chaos
First we said ‘Global Warming’.  That 

gave openings to the unscrupulous 
agents of the enormous industries that 
would have to pay for fixing it, since 
cold snaps still happen.

The norm became Climate Change.  
But Climate Chaos would be better 
still.  Climate Chaos With a Warming 
Trend, if you want to be precise in some 
thoughtful debate.  Climate Chaos as the 
soundbite. 

Also Climate Fraud for the resistance.  
Some people still honestly disbelieve 
and are victims of the fraud.  Some even 
believe the tale that warming in recent 
decades is caused by a brighter sun – it is 
actually slightly less bright.10

Scientists who looked in detail 
overwhelmingly said it was real, but 
were then ignored:

“The scientists hired by big oil 
who predicted the climate crisis long 
ago…

“Dr Martin Hoffert [said] I didn’t 
realize how hard it would be to 
convince people, even when they 
saw objective evidence of this 
happening.”11

But it was cheaper for Big Oil to keep 
profits high and let it be someone else’s 
problem.

“The climate crisis is a crime story
“Fossil fuel companies lied for 

decades about climate change, 
and humanity is paying the price. 
Shouldn’t those lies be central to the 
public narrative?”12

The chaos is often worse than expected:
“Canada weather: Heat hits record 

article/2280607-zero-covid-countries-have-
done-best-and-its-not-too-late-to-switch/ 
(pay site with occasional free articles)
10  https://climate.nasa.gov/faq/14/
is-the-sun-causing-global-warming/ 
11  https://www.theguardian.com/environ-
ment/2021/jul/02/scientists-climate-crisis-
big-oil-climate-crimes 
12  https://www.aljazeera.
com/opinions/2021/6/30/
the-climate-crisis-is-a-crime-story 
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46.6C as US north-west also sizzles”13

“Canada heatwave: Military on standby as lightning 
triggers more wildfires”14

“Cyprus appeals for help as deadly wildfire rips through 
forest”15

And it’s not just heat:
“At least five dead as tornado wrecks buildings in Czech 

Republic”16

“Firefighters searched the rubble on Friday while the 
army sent in a team with heavy engineering equipment 
to deal with the aftermath of the strongest storm in the 
central European nation’s modern history and its first 
tornado since 2018.”17

Czechs are at least safe from rising seas.  The rest of us are 
not, with the Arctic ice cap fast vanishing.  And with the massive 
ice shelves of the Antarctic in peril:

“Climate change: Extremes committee validates 
Antarctic record heat”.18

Britain just now has bland wet weather.  But Moscow also just 
had record heat, though they lived through it without trauma.  
Indeed, Russia with its frozen north is almost certain to be a 
net gainer.

Some oddities might have happened anyway;
“Unusually strong cold weather outbreak spreads from 

Antarctica into central South America, bringing early winter 
temperature records and first snowfall after decades.”19

Unlike the outbreak of arctic air that hit Texas in February, 
this could be just a fluke.  But Japan has once again been hit by 
excessive rain: 

“Japan landslide: 20 people missing in Atami city…
“Atami has had more rainfall in the first three days of 

July than it usually sees in the whole month.”20

Thou Shalt Only Be As Different As We Are
In Britain, normalising gay sex has meant more people opting 

for it.  Still less than 3%, but rising.21

Parliament originally relaxed the rules in a belief that what 
there was a fixed human nature and they were simply being 
tolerant.  In fact everything changed.  But most of us now see it 
as a change for the better.

Most of us in the West.  The rest of the world increasingly 
believe that their own customs and traditions are just as good.22  
Russia, China, Hungary and Poland are currently agreed that 
gays are legal but that their culture should stay underground.  
Much of the world is even less tolerant.

The speed of a convoy is the speed of the slowest ship.  On 
13  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-57634700 
14  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-57711581 
15  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-57710048 
16  https://www.theguardian.com/weather/2021/jun/25/czech-
republic-tornado-deaths-villages-damage-south-moravia-hodonin-
hrusky 
17  https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/
rare-tornado-storms-rip-through-southern-czech-republic-2021-06-24/ 
18  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-57676695 
19  https://www.severe-weather.eu/global-weather/
south-hemisphere-america-cold-winter-outbreak-fa/ 
20  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-57704967 
21  https://www.oxfordmail.co.uk/news/19333008.
new-statistics-ons-show-changes-uk-populations-sexual-orientation/ 
22  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/problems-mag-
azine-past-issues/the-west-fails-in-five-civilisations/
the-west-fails-in-five-civilisations-2/ 

moral issues, creating a shared global cosmopolitan moral 
standard would have had a better chance if activists in the west 
had been less militant.  But I doubt they ever had clear ideas on 
this.  Almost all of them react with baffled fury at alien cultures 
rejecting them.  Very few notice how much the Western elite 
provoked it by being too greedy for wealth.  They think in terms 
of ‘Rights’, which they see as obvious and eternal.

And what of other possibilities that human cultures have 
in the past allowed?  Polygamy and polyandry are not legal 
in most of Europe and the USA.  People can in practice have 
such arrangements, just as there were gay couples before they 
could have recognised marriages.  But poor Robin Cook was 
bullied into ending a polygamous arrangement during Tony 
Blair’s rule.23  He was obliged to divorce his wife and marry 
his mistress.

I could see why polygamy was banned in places like China, 
where it was mostly exploitation.  A film called Raise the Red 
Lantern shows how nasty it could be.  The film was for a time 
banned in China, though maybe because it could be seen as an 
anti-government metaphor.24

But now there is a dispute in South Africa:
“A proposal by the South African government to legalise 

polyandry - when a woman has more than one husband 
at the same time - has led to howls of protest from 
conservative quarters…

“South Africa has one of the world’s most liberal 
constitutions, embracing same-sex marriages for all and 
polygamy for men.

“Businessman and TV personality Musa Mseleku - who 
has four wives - is among those opposed to polyandry.”25

Snippets
Russia and China stick together
Thinking on Russia’s tough history, I felt like adapting a 

1970s pop song:26

Poles to the west of us!
Tartars to the east!
Here I am, stuck in the middle with grief!
Westerners mostly know just about how Russia and then the 

Soviet Union kept Poland down.  Few know of what the Poles 
did when they were stronger.  How badly they hurt the Russians 
in the 17th-century ‘Time of Troubles’.27

And while Putin rejects Russia’s Leninist past, many other 
Russians do not.  Chinese Communism is anyway a separate 
issue.  Many now think that Gorbachev should have copied 
post-Mao China, fixing the economy and keeping the politics 
stable.  And regardless, good relations are needed:

“Russian Embassy celebrates CPC centennial singing 
Chairman Mao poem on Weibo, among sincere, creative 
blessings from other embassies”.28

The link gives the rendition.  Rather good, but I’d have liked 
a subtitled translation.  

*

23  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robin_Cook#Personal_life 
24  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Raise_the_Red_Lantern#Reception 
25  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-africa-57548646 
26  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stuck_in_the_Middle_with_You, 
apparently just about management in the music industry.
27  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Time_of_Troubles 
28  https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/202107/1227686.shtml 
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The Call of Rewilding
If we move away from the extreme trust in commerce that 

Reagan and Thatcher pushed, many things become possible:
“Wildcats, storks and beavers: my stay on a Devon 

rewilding farm…
“Gow’s farm seems a quirky menagerie, but each animal 

has a purpose and the operation is driven by his genuine 
passion for restoring Britain’s denuded natural landscape. 
These herbivores roam freely in the former sheep farm 
and its woodland because Gow is seeking to replicate the 
actions of extinct grazers – wild horses, cattle and boar, 
whose browsing and rooting (and dung) was historically a 
great driver of biodiversity.”29

*

Abuse of women treated mildly
“Bill Cosby freed after top court overturns sexual assault 

conviction…
“Dozens of women have publicly accused Mr Cosby 

of sexual assault, but he was only tried criminally for the 
incident against Ms Constand. His conviction in 2018 
was widely seen as a landmark moment in the #MeToo 
movement.

“In a verdict issued on Wednesday, Pennsylvania’s 
highest court found there was a ‘process violation’ 
because Mr Cosby’s lawyers had made an agreement 
with a previous state prosecutor that he would not be 
charged in the case…

“Ms Constand first came forward to police about the 
assault in 2005, but former state prosecutor Bruce 
29  https://www.theguardian.com/travel/2021/jun/05/
my-stay-at-a-devon-rewilding-farm-wildlife-holiday 

Castor did not press criminal charges. She then sued the 
comedian for sexual battery and defamation, reaching a 
settlement with a confidentially agreement in 2006.

“In 2014 and 2015, dozens of women came forward with 
similar allegations of drugging and assault by Mr Cosby. 
Local authorities knew that statute of limitation rules meant 
they could not pursue the majority of these accusations - 
but they reopened the case involving Ms Constand and 
eventually charged him just days before the 12-year limit 
on her allegations was set to expire.”30

That’s US law – no one should be punished merely because 
they are guilty.  They have to be convicted with a set of elaborate 
rituals that are justified as avoiding injustice.

*
Supreme Pragmatists
“The Supreme Court’s Newest Justices Produce Some 

Unexpected Results
“In the term so far, including two major decisions on 

Thursday, the court’s expanded conservative majority is 
fractured and its liberals are often on the winning side.

“The arrival of Justice Amy Coney Barrett in October 
seemed to create a 6-to-3 conservative juggernaut that 
would transform the Supreme Court.

“Instead, judging by the 39 signed decisions in argued 
cases so far this term, including two major rulings on 
Thursday, the right side of the court is badly fractured and 
its liberal members are having a surprisingly good run…
30  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-57671012 

Left Labour MPs demand to meet jailed Assange
by Ceren Sagir 1

LABOUR MPs Richard Burgon and Diane Abbott handed a letter to the governor of HMP Belmarsh yesterday, 
demanding permission for a meeting with Wikileaks founder Julian Assange. 

The two socialist MPs joined Mr Assange’s fiancee Stella Moris outside the prison to deliver the letter on behalf of a 
parliamentary working group. 

Mr Assange remains locked up at the Covid-hit south London prison pending an appeal after he beat an extradition 
case brought by the US. 

But the journalist continues to face up to 175 years in jail if convicted of espionage in a US court, after revealing the 
country’s war crimes. 

He has already spent two years in jail since he was removed from the Ecuadorian embassy in London in 2019 and has 
had bail requests denied three times. 

Visits to Belmarsh have been limited due to Covid-19 restrictions. 
On June 20, Ms Moris was able to visit Mr Assange, along with their two young sons, for the first time in eight months. 
Mr Burgon, who co-ordinated the cross-party letter, said: “Julian Assange’s case has huge implications for press 

freedom in the UK and for the US-UK extradition treaty. 
“It’s in the public interest that British parliamentarians are able to discuss these issues with Julian Assange. 
“That the authorities have repeatedly stopped an online meeting going ahead speaks volumes. 
“The Justice Secretary [Robert Buckland] and prison governor [Rob Davis] must now put a stop to their intransigence 

and allow it to go ahead without further delay.” 
The letter is signed by 20 parliamentarians including former Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn, MPs Bell Ribeiro-Addy, 

John McDonnell, Zarah Sultana, Caro- line Lucas, Claudia Webbe and members of the House of Lords. 
cerensagir@peoples-press.com 

1  https://morningstaronline.co.uk/system/files/pdf-editions/Morning_Star_300621.pdf 

Continued On Page 23
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Continued From Page 24
likely to have higher teacher turnovers.

“We know that there are issues 
about school teacher supply and 
retention, particularly around 
supply of subject expert teachers 
in those areas [where White 
working-class kids are focused 
demographically].”  (Submission to 
enquiry).

“Way forward:
“We ask the Government to:
“Support the development of 

local teachers
“Target recruitment and retention 

policies to schools that are 
struggling, particularly those in left-
behind White communities.

“Make teaching degree 
apprenticeships more widely 
available, with a specific focus 
on developing teacher subject 
specialisms. 

“We need a curriculum that 
equally values academic and 
vocational subjects

“We support the Department’s 
insistence that all children should 
benefit from an ambitious and 
challenging curriculum. A culture 
of low expectations is damaging 
for White working-class children. 
However, too many disadvantaged 
White pupils are leaving school 
without essential qualifications, 
and something needs to change to 
re-engage these learners in their 
education.

Continued From Page 22
“The court’s most conservative members who are issuing howling dissents and aggrieved concurrences to protest a 

majority they say is too cautious.”31

There has been talk of adding more justices to the current nine.  The US Constitution stops them being removed easily, but says 
nothing about numbers.  This threat should theoretically not change the verdicts delivered by the current nine Supreme Court 
Justices.  But I strongly suspect that it does.

The newest members have the most to lose.  And are maybe reserving their right-wing feelings for whatever they care most about.  
They have just upheld voting restrictions in Arizona.  These are blatantly unfair, but the court demanded that complainers prove 
‘discriminatory intent’.

Courts can ignore the blindingly obvious when it suits them.  Or treat weak evidence as indisputable, if they prefer.  The USA 
should never have let them meddle in political matters.  The British trend to do the same is foolish.

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

31  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/06/18/us/politics/supreme-court-conservatives-liberals.html 

“The Department must 
reform accountability measures 
by reforming the English 
Baccalaureate, so that it includes 
both academic subjects and at 
least one technical, creative or 
vocational course in KS4.  By doing 
this, the Department could super-
charge its technical and skills 
agenda, inspiring all young people 
to consider alternatives to the well-
trodden academic pathways.

“White working class pupils must 
be given more options for higher 
education

“Strikingly, just 16% of 
disadvantaged White pupils went 
on to higher education last year. We 
do not believe that university is the 
right destination for everyone, but 
we also believe that disadvantaged 
White pupils deserve as wide a 
range of options on leaving school 
as any other group, and that should 
include university.

“We ask the Government to:
“Provide better careers guidance
“Ensure disadvantaged White 

pupils know what their options are 
on leaving school.”

Extracts from the full report, on the 
subject of place2:

“Geographic disparities also affect 
children from ethnic minorities who 
live in left-behind areas. That said, 
the Commission on Race and Ethnic 
Disparities found that geographic 
inequality is “in simple numerical 
terms” an “overwhelmingly White 
2  https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm5802/cmselect/cmeduc/85/8504.htm 

British problem”. The Commission 
on Race and Ethnic Disparities 
acknowledged that ethnic minorities 
are more likely to live in poverty, 
however “it is the poorer White 
people, outside London, who are 
the largest group to be found 
in areas with multidimensional 
disadvantages, from income to 
longevity of life”. For example, the 
report found that “Nearly 70% of all 
the social mobility ‘hotspot’ success 
stories are in London and the South 
East”, while there “are none in the 
North East, Yorkshire and the Humber, 
and the West Midlands”. In terms of 
IDACI scores, “The worst 5 areas with 
IDACI scores of around 30% are all 
overwhelmingly White British places: 
Middlesbrough, Blackpool, Knowsley, 
Liverpool and Hull”. 

The solution is not to be found in 
education alone: the job market and 
infrastructure must improve:

The Government has committed to 
‘levelling up’, but there remain stark 
differences in educational outcomes 
in different parts of the country, which 
seem likely to be exacerbated by 
the differential impact of covid-19. 
Education is a part of a larger whole 
with regard to geographic inequalities. 
Without improvements to local job 
markets and infrastructure (including 
digital infrastructure), education faces 
an uphill battle to raise outcomes 
for disadvantaged White pupils in 
left-behind areas. Equally, creating 
opportunities is of limited use if 
education has not equipped local 
people with the skills to fill them.
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Parliament
Notes

Continued On Page 23

“The forgotten: How White working class pupils have been let down and how to change it”

The Lords Committee on Education published its report on White British educational underachievement on 22 June 
2021.  

The Committee, led by Robert 
Halfon, is composed of both Labour 
and Tory peers, and has heard 
statements from witnesses from all 
walks of life (see Labour Affairs 
December 2020/January 2021, 
Parliament Notes, for a number of 
witness statements, and a note about 
FSM (Free School Meals) as short 
hand for underprivilege).  

Poor White British pupils have the 
lowest educational achievement of 
all pupils except Roma and Travellers 
and the lowest numbers in higher 
education (see below for figures).  
Other groups, including non-British 
Whites, have higher achievement.  
Surely this is a problem worth 
considering, and worth trying to 
solve.  It comes as no surprise that 
among the possible causes, the most 
prominent has to do with place.  It is 
where these pupils live that matters, 
the left behind places, the red wall, 
the deindustrialised  towns, places 
with low economic prospects.  
The Conservative Party has been 
addressing this plight (‘levelling 
up’), with some success.  The Labour 
Party would do well to look at this in 
detail.  Labour Affairs magazine has 
run a series of articles and editorials 
on that very topic.

You might expect that a left-wing 
newspaper like the Morning Star, 
and left leaning at times like the 
Guardian would be interested in the 
analysis and proposals offered by the 
Lords Committee.  On the contrary, 
both dismiss the report en bloc.

The Morning Star (‘White 
privilege? Don’t you believe a word 
of it) and the Guardian (How white 
working-class underachievement has 
been used to demonise antiracism) 
have both rubbished the report.  This 
is because the report has a short 
section, at the beginning, entitled 

‘White privilege’ which explains 
that, considering the large number of 
underprivileged white children (there 
are more underprivileged white 
children than underprivileged non-
white children, since they are the 
majority ethnic group), the phrase is 
misleading and divisive.  The report 
says: 

“While White British pupils are 
less likely to be FSM-eligible than 
pupils from ethnic minorities, Free 
School Meal-eligible White British 
pupils as a whole are the largest 
disadvantaged ethnic group.”  

We can understand that for the 
Guardian race is more important than 
class, but you might have thought that 
the Morning Star could at least have 
entertained the idea that economic 
prospects are more important than 
skin colour and nationality in 
determining privilege.  Unfortunately 
for the labour movement, an 
interesting report for improving the 
lot of the most deprived in Britain 
has been demonised and its detailed 
proposals ignored.  The detailed 
proposals are important, because 
it’s not just funds that are needed, 
but funds directed at the right place 
and the right factor, eg resurrecting 
careers advice, improving vocational 
education, creating family hubs in 
the worst affected locations etc.  
As the report says: The problem is 
not caused by ethnic origin or by 
‘poverty alone. Pupils from ethnic 
minority backgrounds are more 
likely to experience poverty, yet they 
consistently out-perform their White 
British peers’.12  

On the other hand, since the 
concept of ‘white privilege’ does 
not figure in the report’s summary 
of causes and solutions, discussion 
of it was never more than an 
aside, which has proved a harmful 

distraction, and it should perhaps 
have been left out altogether.

Extracts from the abridged version 
of the report:1 

“The White working class 
are by far the largest group of 
disadvantaged pupils

“Among the many factors that 
may combine to put White working-
class pupils at a disadvantage are: 

“Persistent and multigenerational 
disadvantage 

“Place-based factors, including 
regional economics and 
underinvestment 

“Family experience of education 
“A lack of social capital (for 

example the absence of community 
organisations and youth groups) 

“Disengagement from the 
curriculum 

“A failure to address low 
participation in higher education.” 

The Morning Star and the Guardian 
say the report accuses teachers of 
favouring black children by talking 
about ‘white privilege’.

This is what the report actually 
says about teachers as a factor in 
poor white underachievement:

“The best way for schools to 
improve disadvantaged pupils’ 
outcomes is to improve the quality of 
teaching

Schools in disadvantaged areas 
are less likely to have experienced 
teachers, less likely to have teachers 
in qualified subject areas, and more 

1  https://houseofcommons.shorthand-
stories.com/disadvantaged-white-working-
class-pupils-/index.html 


