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Starmer, Sunak’s 
Unwitting Ally

The Levellers
Keir Starmer repeats, at every opportunity, that his main 

objective is to win the next general election.  This is a 
welcome change of objective.  In 2019 Starmer seemed 
determined to lose that general election. Labour lost the 
2019 general election because they attempted to reverse 
the result of the 2016 Brexit referendum.  Starmer was the 
main architect of that ‘Let’s Stop Brexit’ policy.  On this 
matter Starmer is in complete denial.  He pretends that the 
2019 general election was lost because of an unrealistic 
manifesto which would have involved substantial state 
spending to reverse the results of 40 years of increasingly 
unregulated market activity.  He insists that the manifesto 
on which Labour fights the next general election will 
be realistic.  In this context, realistic means that close 
attention will be paid to the effect of government spending 
on the fiscal deficit and national debt.  And there will be 
nothing in the man"ifesto that arouses concern in the 
English middle classes.

The next general election will be a battle between the 
levellers – with both political parties claiming they will 
be the most successful at levelling up British society.  In 
which case, Starmer’s strategy of fiscal rectitude will 
most likely result in failure.  Unless the Conservatives do 
something very silly.  That is unlikely to happen under 
Boris Johnson.  It might happen, if the Tories decide to 
get excited about the size of the national debt.  Rishi 
Sunak is inclined that way, but Johnson knows the size of 
the national debt is not important for a currency creating 
state.  Johnson cares not a whit for the working classes, 
but will insist that as much spending takes place as will 
guarantee that he retains most of the red wall seats that he 
won in 2019 with his ‘Get Brexit Done’ policy.  Labour’s 
strategy should be to exploit this division in the Tories by 
advocating spending that favours working people without 
any reference to the national debt.

Biden in the US and the European Central Bank (ECB) in 
Europe are putting trillions into their respective countries.  
Both the US and the Eurozone appear to have finally 
grasped that, when the private sector is not spending 
enough to provide the level of demand that will allow 
full employment, then, the state must start spending.  One 
suspects many Conservatives are also becoming aware of 
this truth - certainly those Conservative MPs in the 53 
Red Wall seats.

Brexit offered a real opportunity for the working 
class. With Corbyn, while not exactly in control of the 
ship (as we’ve subsequently realised), at least being 
somewhere on the Bridge, there was the prospect that 
the opportunity might have been taken advantage of. 
Alas and alack, such was the incoherent basis of his 
support (incapable of seeing Brexit as an opportunity 
and treating it as a disaster) and the nature of the 
man, the opportunity could not be grasped. 

However, the policies which emerged under his 
leadership as well as the shock to the establishment 
in the 2017 election, where, despite throwing all it 
could at him, he attained a more than respectable 
result, provoked an unprecedented response. Not 
only did the establishment media then embark on 
the most vicious campaign against the leader of the 
opposition in modern times (central to it all being a 
doubling down on the antisemitic charge) but it also 
brought forth a significant response from the Tory 
party which reflected its superior capacity to “read” 
the British working class.

It was as a direct result of the 2017 election that 
the “Red Wall” became visible to the Tory Party. It 
was the strength of that visibility within the party that 
led to the election of Johnson as leader and it was 
Johnson’s capacity to understand his role by way of 
policies which won him the 2019 election - all aided 
by the inability of the Labour Party to understand 
what was happening. 

What happened inside the Tory Party between 2017 
and 2019 was just as dramatic as what happened 
within Labour but, such is the blindness of the 
membership and the arrogance of its leadership that 
its significance remains unlearned. 

Aside from all the continuing issues surrounding 
Corbyn and suspensions/expulsions over anti-semitism 
as well as identity politics, the central issue is that the 
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In contrast, the new shadow 

chancellor, Rachel Reeves, has decided 
that a policy of fiscal rectitude will 
go down well with the voters.  In her 
conference speech she raised Labour’s 
preoccupation with fiscal rectitude 
to a new level of absurdity when she 
announced that Labour would create an 
Office for Value for Money.  

“… Labour will create a new, 
independent Office for Value for 
Money.  It will be tasked with keeping 
a watchful eye on how public money is 
spent and equipped with meaningful 
powers so no government is allowed 
to mark its own homework…..I do not 
take lightly the responsibility to see that 
public money is spent wisely and our 
public finances kept under control.”

As private individuals, value for 
money is important.  We are currency 
users and have only a limited amount of 
money.  The UK state is not a currency 
user.  It is a currency creating state.  If 
it spends money buying products and 
services that are not fit for purpose or 
of no use to the society, it has wasted 
time and probably resources (think 
aircraft carriers instead of houses).  
But can one say it has wasted money 
when, as a currency creator, it has 
unlimited amounts of money?  Saying 
it has wasted money suggests that there 
are now things that it will not be able to 
pay for because it now has less money.  
The fraudulent PPE sellers should be 
pursued, not because the state needs 
the money it paid them but because 
they should not be allowed to enjoy 
that money.  The UK state never has 
less money.  It always has an infinite 
amount of money.  

One wonders what Reeves’ Office for 
Value for Money would have made of 
the following statement by Keynes in 
1936:

“If the Treasury were to fill old 
bottles with banknotes, bury them at 
suitable depths in disused coalmines, 
and leave it to private enterprise to 
dig the notes up again there need be 
no more unemployment and the real 
income of the community would… 
become a good deal greater than it 
actually is.   It would, indeed, be more 
sensible to build houses and the like; 
but if there are political and practical 
difficulties in the way of this, burying 
bottles filled with banknotes would be 
better than nothing.”

No doubt Reeves would have 

considered printing and burying bank 
notes a complete waste of money.  Yet 
the greatest economist of the 20th century 
tells us that it will end unemployment!  
It is not an intuitive idea if you only 
see debt from the perspective of a 
currency user.  But Reeves is a shadow 
chancellor.  It is quite unacceptable 
that she does not grasp the distinction 
between a currency user and a currency 
creating state.

Reeves appears not to grasp this 
distinction as she spouts the kind of 
nonsense that we grew used to hearing 
from George Osborne.  Osborne did not 
believe the nonsense he was talking, 
but found it a useful justification for 
implementing his political program 
which was to reduce the services that 
the state provided in health, education, 
housing, etc., and allow the private 
sector to provide them at great profit.

Reeves provides yet further evidence 
of her lack of understanding when she 
stated:

“Labour won’t be making promises 
we can’t keep or commitments we 
can’t pay for.  That is why we would 
put in place fiscal rules that will 
bind the next Labour government to 
ensure we always spend wisely and 
keep debt under control, so that we 
have the means to transform schools, 
hospitals and communities, and pay 
for investment in the new industries 
and jobs that our country desperately 
needs.”

A currency creating state can always 
pay for its commitments.  Whether it 
can keep its commitments will depend 
on whether the resource are there to 
be purchased.  Continuing to pay the 
£20 Universal Credit uplift would be 
a simple matter.  It has no resource 
implications.  This is not always the 
case.  Take for instance the question 
of house building.  Conference passed 
a motion calling for 150,000 homes a 
year to be built.  This might cost some 
£40 billion per year.  So Labour could 
just disburse some £60 million to each 
constituency and tell them to start 
building.  Cash is not a constraint.

But in this case resources most 
certainly are a constraint.  The UK 
does not have the skilled workers to 
immediately start building 150,000 
houses per annum.  It would first have 
to invest in training up workers with 
the skills needed for housebuilding 
– bricklayers, plumbers, electricians, 
roofers etc., before it could ramp up 
to that level of house building without 
creating wage inflationary pressures.  
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period between 2017 and 2019 
showed the influence that the 
Labour Party, as an opposition 
party, continued to have over the 
governing party. 

That influence was manifested in 
the policies the Tories developed in 
its efforts to win the “Red Wall”. 
Whether, Johnson or the Tories 
are capable of delivering on those 
policies remains to be seen. At 
present it seems that Johnson is 
holding firm despite a growing body 
of opinion within the party which is 
seeking to abandon them in favour 
of “fiscal probity”. 

But it would be a mistake to see 
the outcome of the present struggle 
within the government as being 
outside the realms of anything the 
Labour Party is currently doing in 
opposition. The inept leadership 
that continues to handicap the 
ability of Labour to influence these 
events in opposition will inevitably 
be a component in the outcome of 
the struggle currently taking place 
in the Tory party. The longer that 
continues the more it will contribute 
to an outcome that favours 
traditional Treasury economics over 
Johnson’s version of One-Nation 
Conservatism. 

From the Tory perspective as 
long as there remains the “threat” 
of a genuinely coherent and radical 
Labour Part emerging from the 
current turmoil the more that 
sustains the Johnson position. 
Should the turmoil continue within 
Labour or Labour fails to adopt 
policies that contain a genuine 

radical component, that will be 
reflected in how the Tories move 
towards the next general election.

At present, with Starmer failing 
to grasp the opportunity provided 
by the transport and energy crisis to 
formulate policies that offer some 
hope of an alternative to these market 
failures the situation is looking good 
for Sunak and his allies. 

It could be argued that bringing 
down the Tories is all that counts 
and ordinarily that would be an 
understandable argument. But 
for the Tories to be brought down 
requires the electorate to bring them 
down and for that to happen the 
Labour Party must prove itself an 
attractive alternative. How attractive 
is the current Labour Party to the 
“Red Wall”? 

As far as I can see the best prospect 
for the working class at present is for 
the Labour Party to recognise what 
is needed by way of policies that 
reflect the current popular awareness 
of market failures. In that way, even 
in opposition, the party can influence 
events inside government. But a 
failure to recognise that need by a 
return to policies designed around 
a Blair-light party will not only not 
result in a Labour government but, 
in the meantime, will prove an ally 
to the Sunak “fiscal probity” element 
within the Tory party as it seeks 
to dominate government policies 
moving forward.

Continued From Page 1
These are the kind of issues that a 
prospective Labour government should 
be thinking about – how they will 
ensure the existence of the resources 
that will allow them to build 150,000 
homes per year and not how they will 
pay for them.

Regretfully, Reeves’s speech to 
conference showed no understanding of 
the importance of resource constraints 
and focused instead on completely 
false financial constraints.  Having 
loudly proclaimed her commitment 
to controlling national debt, Reeve 
then blandly announced that Labour 
would spend some £28 billion a year 
in fighting climate change.  There was 
no explanation of how that could be 
done without raising national debt to 
which she had loudly proclaimed her 
opposition.

The next general election will be 
a battle between the Ievellers – with 
both political parties claiming they will 
be the most successful at levelling up 
British society.  Starmer and Reeves’s  
strategy of fiscal rectitude will be used 
by Johnson to his own advantage.  He 
will present himself as the politician 
who sees the welfare of the people as 
more important than the size of the 
national debt.  An important section of 
the Conservative Party, led by Sunak 
and Javid, will oppose Johnson’s 
indifference to the national debt.  

Sunak has already laid down the 
gauntlet to Johnson in his 2021 
conference speech.  

“I’m a pragmatist, I care about 
what works, not about the purity 
of any dogma. I believe in fiscal 
responsibility. Just borrowing more 
money and stacking up bills that future 
generations have to pay is not just 
economically irresponsible — it is 
immoral.  Because, because, because, 
it’s not the state’s money, it’s your 
money. ”

Reeves’s fixation with fiscal rectitude 
means it will be easier for Sunak to 
re-introduce his austerity economics.  
Instead, Labour should exploit the 
division between Sunak and Johnson to 
the full, by always demanding spending 
that is of value to the society without 
any reference to the size of national 
debt.  The party that convinces the 
voters in those red wall seats that it is 
serious about levelling up, is the party 
that will win the next general election.   
To date, Labour fails dismally on that 
measure.
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Public ownership is popular
The text below—a slightly abridged Facebook post by the 

group We Own It—makes you realise how extraordinary it is that 
Starmer and Reeves explicitly refused to make nationalisation a 
key policy for a future labour government, when public opinion 
and influential right wingers are for it.

“People are waking up to the fact that privatisation has failed 
the UK for nearly 40 years.

In the Times, Jon Yeomans talks about Thatcher’s sell offs, saying 
“More than 30 years later, Britain lives with the consequences of 
that 1980s revolution. From buses to trains to energy, there are 
signs that the wheels may be coming off.”

In the Herald, Lesley Riddoch asks on behalf of frustrated 
Scots “Is there any way to escape privatised Britain other than 
independence?”

Scotland is bringing its railway into public ownership.
Wales is bringing its railway into public ownership.
The East Coast line was brought into public ownership in 2018 

(it’s now run by the government’s operator of last resort).
The Northern franchise was brought into public ownership in 

2020.
And this week Southeastern, after defrauding the government of 

£25 million, has also been brought into public hands.
As the Telegraph (yes, the Telegraph) says “the Southeastern 

debacle exposes the failure of Britain’s rail privatisation”.
It’s not just rail – with Covid, the bus ‘market’ (never much of a 

market) is collapsing.
The Guardian comments on the proposed merger of Stagecoach 

and National Express, saying “Passengers, who have seen rail fares 
rocket and local bus services wither, may also hope this signals the 
end of a chapter when a few could profit so enormously from an 
essential public service.”

Meanwhile Andy Burnham, Mayor of Greater Manchester, who 
has committed to re-regulating the buses there (a victory of our 
campaign!) comments about himself and Mayors Tracy Brabin 
and Dan Jarvis “Between us we are rolling back the 1980s, we are 
overturning the Thatcher legacy.”

At the Labour party conference, shadow energy secretary Ed 
Miliband talked about the Green New Deal, committing to “a green 
Britain where public and alternative models of ownership play their 
proper role in making the transition affordable, secure and fair.”

Shadow transport secretary Jim McMahon confirmed his support 
for public ownership of rail and buses.

And Labour delegates voted for a Green New Deal, including 
public ownership of transport and energy, with speech after 
inspiring speech explaining why this is needed.

Despite all of this, Keir Starmer (who hasn’t responded yet to 
our open letter) and his shadow chancellor Rachel Reeves have 
said they don’t support nationalising the energy supply companies. 
They’ve said they don’t want to be “ideological” about it.

But the truth, as Cat writes in the Guardian today, is that 
privatisation is an extreme ideological experiment that has 
failed us all for decades, and people have had enough of it.

When the Times, the Telegraph, the Herald and the Guardian 
are questioning privatisation, when more and more of our railway 
is being brought into public ownership, when Mayors are re-
regulating buses, and when the energy market is in crisis – there’s 
a shift happening.

On moral and on economic grounds, privatisation just isn’t 
making sense anymore.

Cat, Alice, Johnbosco, Matthew, Zana and Anna – the We Own 
It team

https://weownit.org.uk/public-solutions/support-public-
ownership

 Rail Franchises
RMT Press Office:
RMT says damning new financial investigation shows 

Govia should be stripped of remaining GTR franchise after 
government nationalises Southeastern.

RAIL UNION RMT has called on the government to 
strip Govia of its Thameslink, Southern and Great Northern 
franchise and nationalise it after the union published research 
today raising further questions about the senior management of 
the company.

Govia’s subsidiary, London and Southeastern Railways, is 
rumoured to have been reported to the Serious Fraud Office 
following the government’s action this week in taking over the 
franchise in response to what it calls ‘a serious breach of the 
franchise agreement’s “good faith” obligation in relation to 
financial matters’.

The research, titled ‘Fit and Proper People? Govia’s profits 
and the South Eastern franchise’ reveals that:

• The senior management of Govia knew that the DfT was 
concerned about their reporting of profits as early as March 
2020, even as they negotiated a bailout with the government;

• The South Eastern franchise was seen by Govia as being 
vital to the Go-Ahead Group’s ability to pay dividends, with 
senior executive remuneration packages linked to maintaining 
the contract and its profitability;

• During the period in which LSER is accused of breaching 
good faith in reporting around its profit-share obligations, 
Govia received in excess of £360 million in net subsidy 
from the government and extracted £182 million in dividend 
payments, accounting for more than 60% of all rail dividends 
paid to the Go-Ahead Group.

• Company CEO David Brown personally made more than 
£9 million in the same period, much of it in performance-
based bonuses, some of which were linked to Southeastern’s 
profitability;

• Four out of Govia’s five Directors are also Directors of 
LSER, meaning that the same people who oversaw what 
was happening at Southeastern are running the Thameslink, 
Southern and Great Northern franchise, the biggest in Britain.

RMT General Secretary Mick Lynch said:
“Govia’s executives, the same people who are today running 

trains out of London and across the Southeast, were up their 
necks in what was going on at South Eastern.

“They were fixated on maximising Southeastern’s profitability 
and whatever it was exactly that they were up to, Govia’s 
shareholders and key executive personnel benefited financially, 
apparently from money that belonged to the taxpaying public.

“This is yet another story of the failure of rail privatisation, 
as if we needed any more, but it must also be the end of Govia’s 
time on the railways. They are demonstrably unfit people. They 
should pay back the dividends and bonuses they took over the 
last seven years and the government need to add their franchise 
to its growing public sector in rail without further delay.”

“I’m repeating our call for a forensic investigation into 
what happened in this franchise and whether it’s happening 
elsewhere on the network, but we also need to ask questions of 
the government because it’s clear they knew there were issues 
on South Eastern even as they were negotiating a multi-million 
pound bailout deal which guaranteed Govia profits.” 



Parliament
Notes

AUKUS
There is NATO, there is Five 

Eyes (the Anglo-Saxon English 
speaking alliance between Canada, 
New Zealand, Australia, the UK and 
the US); there is the Quadrilateral 
Security Dialog—the so-called 
“Quad”—a strategic engagement 
between Australia, India, Japan, and 
the United States, there is the 1971 
Five Powers Defence Arrangements, 
(Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia, 
Singapore and the UK).  

Now, to add to the anti-Chinese 
military alliances, we have AUKUS, 
a trilateral defence partnership 
between Australia, the UK and the 
US formed as Australia reneged on a 
contract with France for submarines.  
The first objective of AUKUS  is 
the building of nuclear powered 
submarines by and for Australia, to 
be followed by the development of 
other advanced defence systems, 
including in cyber, artificial 
intelligence, quantum computing and 
undersea capabilities.

The Europeans are left out; 
however they have their own EU 
strategy for cooperation in the Indo-
Pacific aka isolating China, unveiled 
on the same day as AUKUS was 
debated in the Commons.  

The Labour Party conference this 
September passed an emergency 
motion (70% for, 30% against) 
condemning the AUKUS agreement.  
Countries of the Indo-Pacific region, 
not just China, also condemned 
it, as we read on the website 
‘labouroutlook.org’:

“But of far greater significance, and 
much less reported, than European 
opposition is the response inside 
the Indo Pacific. China, of course, 
understands the completely hostile 
character of the pact.  Chinese Foreign 
Ministry spokesperson, Zhao Lijian, 
said that the three countries were 
“severely damaging regional peace 
and stability, intensifying an arms 

race, and damaging international 
nuclear non-proliferation efforts”. 

This response was endorsed by 
other significant states.  On 17th 
September, Indonesia’s foreign affairs 
spokesperson, Teuku Faizasyah said: 
“Indonesia is deeply concerned 
over the continuing arms race and 
power projection in the region”.  He 
added: “Indonesia calls on Australia 
to maintain its commitment towards 
regional peace, stability and security 
in accordance with the Treaty of 
Amity and Cooperation”.  The Treaty 
is the code of conduct between the 
Association of South-East Asian 
Nations (ASEAN).

Another ASEAN nation strongly 
opposed the pact.  Malaysian Prime 
Minister, Ismail Sabri Yaakob, 
defined AUKUS as a “catalyst for a 
nuclear arms race in the Indo-Pacific 
region”.  He added: “As a country 
within ASEAN, Malaysia holds the 
principle of maintaining ASEAN 
as a Zone of Peace, Freedom and 
Neutrality”.

Concern to keep the peace in 
the Pacific led the New Zealand 
government to oppose the pact.  On 
16th September, Prime Minister 
Jacinda Arden stated that Australia’s 
new nuclear powered submarines 
would not be allowed into New 
Zealand’s territorial waters under its 
1984 nuclear free policy.”

Back in London, the whole House 
of Commons agreed that AUKUS 
was a thoroughly good thing, because 
we are under threat from China and 
at risk because of China; why or how 
was not explained.  

Johnson said the main objective 
of AUKUS was defending the trade 
routes with new submarines:

‘While on patrol, they [nuclear 
powered submarines] keep silent 
watch over vast expanses of ocean, 
protecting shipping, gathering 
intelligence, deterring adversaries, 
and guarding the trade routes on 
which our livelihoods depend.’  

What is the danger facing ‘the 
trade routes on which our livelihoods 
depend’?  The Chinese are not going 
to torpedo the container ships that 
carry the goods they send to Europe 
and America.  

Tory and Labour mix concerns for 
free trade and international shipping, 
where China’s increasing strength 
may have consequences for Britain’s 
trade and therefore standard of 
living, and concerns for the Uyghurs, 
which are of no consequence 
whatever for Britain.  One is a 
lever for the other, concerns for the 
Uyghurs are used to justify actions 
really designed to uphold Britain’s 
economy.  Starmer’s language 
was particularly incoherent in this 
respect:  Chinese ‘assertiveness’ 
poses a threat to Britain in human 
rights, in democracy, and in trade.  
This is really mixing everything up.

Added to the mix are the prospects 
for economic development in Britain 
from the Aukus submarine and other 
military projects.  MPs were at pains 
to check that their constituency would 
get a share of the future contracts.  
Johnson was again reassuring to all, 
going so far as to say, in the case of 
Northern Ireland, that ‘Harland and 
Wolff has, as I understand it, just 
taken on another 1,000 apprentices 
for the first time in a very long time 
to get ready for exactly that strategy.’ 
As if Harland and Wolff had had 
advance warning of this.

After the Afghanistan debacle, 
Starmer felt that the UK influence in 
the world, and its security, should get 
a bit of a boost: “issues in faraway 
corners of the globe can quickly turn 
into threats at home.”  

He had questions however when 
he addressed the Prime Minister: 
We still need to have trade and 
diplomatic relations with China, how 
will that be achieved?  what about 
our relationship with France?  Was 
Europe to be neglected militarily at 
the expense of the Pacific region?  
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Was Britain, and its regions, to get a fair share of the 
military contracts resulting from this alliance?  The Prime 
Minister was reassuring on all points.

It was left to Theresa May to ask the crucial question:  
will this partnership involve the UK into joining in a 
military attack on China should China invade Taiwan?

The Prime Minister did not answer yes or no, instead 
he issued a stern warning to China, in the guise of ‘strong 
advice’.  He flatters himself, and the public, by talking 
about ‘global Britain’ and talking of China as ‘another 
global power’ as if both countries were on a par.  (‘We do 
not wish to be adversarial towards any other global power, 
but….’)

To be fair, a Labour MP, Tony Lloyd did ask a similar 
question to May’s:  ‘[The Prime Minister] has described 
the agreement as being essentially about technological 
transfer, not about a major commitment of military assets. 
Can he guarantee that that is where we are going, and 
that no overstretch will be involved as a result of this 
agreement?’

Note that neither MP will call things by their proper 
name; when Lloyd says ‘overstretch’, he means ‘war’.

Climate change worries should be an incentive for 
choosing peace over war.   One labour MP, Janet Daby, 
was the only one to see China not as a threat but as a 
necessary ally.  Climate change concerns are obviously 
world concerns, and in the case of this MP, this was more 
important than trade competition.  Solutions to the climate 
change crisis should call for world cooperation and peace, 
but the UK and the US much prefer to prepare for war.

Here is part of the debate:
h t t p s : / / h a n s a r d . p a r l i a m e n t . u k /

Commons/2021-09-16/debates/4835BC3D-E0BF-43E0-
9A3B-9BCC5B77DF7F/details#contribution-19A97C3F-
D203-4C0E-A78C-8C3B7A2009A6Hansard

UK Parliament, 16 September 2021
The Prime Minister (Boris Johnson)
With permission, Mr Speaker, I will make a statement 

about our friendship with Australia and the United States, 
and the security of the Indo-Pacific.

Yesterday I joined President Biden and Prime Minister 
Morrison to create a new trilateral defence partnership 
between our countries known as AUKUS. Australia 
has, for the first time, taken the momentous decision to 
acquire a fleet of nuclear-powered submarines, and it 
has asked for our help in achieving this ambition. I am 
delighted to tell the House that we have agreed to this 
request and we shall place the UK’s expertise in this field, 
amassed over decades, at the assistance of our Australian 
friends. The first task of AUKUS will be an 18-month 
trilateral collaboration to determine the best way of 
delivering advanced nuclear submarines for Australia—
emphasising, of course, that they will be powered by 
nuclear reactors, not armed with nuclear weapons, so the 
nuclear non-proliferation treaty places no prohibition on 
that work. The House will understand how Australia’s 
future possession of that capability will help safeguard the 
peace and security of the Indo-Pacific.

Nuclear submarines are the capital ships of our age, 
propelled by an effectively inexhaustible source of energy, 
allowing them to circumnavigate the world without 
surfacing, deriving oxygen and fresh water from the sea 
around them. While on patrol, they keep silent watch over 
vast expanses of ocean, protecting shipping, gathering 
intelligence, deterring adversaries, and guarding the trade 
routes on which our livelihoods depend.

To design, build, operate and then safely decommission 
a nuclear submarine ranks among the most complex and 
technically demanding enterprises yet devised. Only six 
nations possess nuclear-powered submarines, and to help 
another country join this tiny circle is a decision of the 
utmost gravity, requiring perhaps the closest relationship 
of trust that can exist between sovereign states. I hope that 
I speak for the House when I say that I have no hesitation 
about trusting Australia, a fellow maritime democracy, 
joined to us by blood and history, which stood by Britain 
through two world wars at immense sacrifice.

Today, the UK and Australia defend the same interests, 
promote the same values and face the same threats: 
we are as closely aligned in international policy as any 
two countries in the world. One of the great prizes of 
this enterprise is that Australia, the UK and the US will 
become inseparable partners in a project that will last for 
decades, creating opportunities for still greater defence 
and industrial co-operation.

The integrated review of foreign and defence policy 
described Britain’s renewed focus on the Indo-Pacific, 
a region that is fast becoming the geopolitical centre of 
the world, and ever more important for British trade and 
therefore British jobs and British livelihoods. If there 
were ever any question about what global Britain’s tilt 
towards the Indo-Pacific would mean in reality, or what 
capabilities we might offer, this partnership with Australia 
and the US provides the answer. It amounts to a new 
pillar of our strategy, demonstrating Britain’s generational 
commitment to the security of the Indo-Pacific and 
showing exactly how we can help one of our oldest friends 
to preserve regional stability. It comes after the 

UK’s success in becoming a dialogue partner of 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and our 
application to join the trans-Pacific free trade area.

At the same time, this project will create hundreds of 
highly skilled jobs across the UK, including in Scotland, 
the north of England and the midlands, reinforcing our 
industrial base and our national scientific expertise, 
exemplified by the British companies participating in this 
week’s Defence and Security Equipment International 
event.

A nuclear submarine programme exists within a 
different realm of engineering from any other marine 
project, requiring a mastery of disciplines ranging from 
propulsion to acoustics. In these fields and many others, 
we will have a new opportunity to strengthen Britain’s 
position as a science and technology superpower, and by 
generating economies of scale, this project could reduce 
the cost of the next generation of nuclear submarines for 
the Royal Navy, helping us to renew our own capabilities.

While our partnership will begin with nuclear-powered 
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submarines, now that we have created 
AUKUS, we expect to accelerate the 
development of other advanced defence 
systems, including in cyber, artificial 
intelligence, quantum computing and 
undersea capabilities. This partnership 
will open a new chapter in Britain’s 
friendship with our closest allies, 
help to safeguard the security of the 
Indo-Pacific, create jobs at home and 
reinforce our country’s place at the 
leading edge of technology. I commend 
this statement to the House.

Keir Starmer (Holborn and St 
Pancras) (Lab)

I thank the Prime Minister for an 
advance copy of his statement. The 
recent events in Afghanistan show us 
how precarious international stability 
can be. New challenges can emerge 
and issues in faraway corners of the 
globe can quickly turn into threats at 
home, so Labour welcomes increased 
co-operation with our allies. Australia 
and America are two of our closest 
security partners. Sharing resources 
and intelligence with them and 
enhancing capabilities makes them 
safer, makes Britain safer, and makes 
the world safer.

The lesson of the past few weeks 
is that Britain must look after our 
most important relationships, or our 
influence and security quickly decline. 
Labour welcomes this announcement, 
but may I ask the Prime Minister to 
outline in a bit more detail what the 
agreement means in practice? The 
strategic review identified China as 
a “systemic competitor”. China’s 
assertiveness does pose risks to UK 
interests in a secure Pacific region, 
in stable trading environments and in 
democracy and human rights. We need 
to deal with those risks, defend our 
values and defend our interests, but 
the same review also rightly stated that 
the UK must maintain a commercial 
relationship with China, and we must 
work with them on the defining global 
issues of the day, such as climate 
change and pandemic preparedness. 
Without diplomatic strategy and skill, 
those goals will come into conflict. So 
what plan does the Prime Minister have 
to ensure that this new arrangement 
increases, rather than decreases our 
ability to influence China?

In order to protect our security 
and interests, we also need to look 
after our broader alliances. NATO 
remains our most important strategic 
alliance. It is also the most successful, 
having delivered peace and security 

in Europe for three quarters of a 
century. Whatever the merits of an 
Indo-Pacific tilt, maintaining security 
in Europe must remain our primary 
objective. Will the Prime Minister 
guarantee that the arrangement will 
not see resources redirected from 
Europe and the high north to the 
Pacific? Will he also guarantee that 
the arrangement will strengthen rather 
than weaken the NATO alliance, 
including our indispensable bilateral 
relationship with France? We are also 
in the Five Eyes intelligence-sharing 
arrangements with Canada, New 
Zealand, Australia and the US, which 
is vital to our security. Will the Prime 
Minister assure the House that this 
new trilateral arrangement will not 
weaken our intelligence capabilities 
by producing a two-tier Five Eyes 
operation?

Finally, the arrangement clearly 
brings potential economic opportunities 
for Britain. We need the well-paid, 
high-skilled jobs that the defence 
industry provides in every corner of 
Britain. The Prime Minister said that 
the project will create hundreds of 
skilled jobs. Will he give more detail on 
what he has done to ensure that Britain 
gets its fair share of any contracts that 
come out of the arrangements? What 
will he do to ensure that no region or 
nation in Britain misses out on any 
job opportunities that the arrangement 
may bring?

[…]
Mrs Theresa May (Maidenhead) 

(Con)
My right hon. Friend said yesterday 

that this partnership has
“the aim of working hand in glove 

to preserve security and stability in the 
Indo-Pacific.”

What are the implications of this 
pact for the stance and response the 
United Kingdom would take should 
China attempt to invade Taiwan?

The Prime Minister 
The United Kingdom remains 

determined to defend international 
law, and that is the strong advice we 
would give to our friends across the 
world and the strong advice we would 
give to the Government in Beijing.

[…]
Janet Daby (Lewisham East) (Lab)
It is important that we maintain 

a diplomatic dialogue with China. 
Without it, solving some of the world’s 
greatest challenges, such as climate 

change, will not be achievable. Will 
the Prime Minister tell the House 
what is being done to increase our 
influence with China, and what impact 
this alliance might have on COP26 
negotiations later in the year?

[…]
Tony Lloyd (Rochdale) (Lab)
Obviously we have an interest in 

maintaining a peaceful region in 
the Indo-Pacific, so I welcome this, 
but will the Prime Minister make 
something clear? He has described the 
agreement as being essentially about 
technological transfer, not about a 
major commitment of military assets. 
Can he guarantee that that is where 
we are going, and that no overstretch 
will be involved as a result of this 
agreement?

The Prime Minister 
Yes, of course, although I remind the 

House that the carrier strike group is out 
there expressing British influence—
hard power and soft power—8,000 
miles away, which is something that 
very few other countries can do.

[…]
Jim Shannon (Strangford) (DUP)
I thank the Prime Minister for his 

statement. He will know that Northern 
Ireland plays an integral part in the 
procurement and manufacture of 
defence products; we have the highest 
technical and scientific manufacturers. 
We wish to be part of this move, and 
I know the Prime Minister wishes 
Northern Ireland to be part of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, better together, but 
we need to be assured. Will he tell us 
today in the Chamber that Northern 
Ireland will play its part?

The Prime Minister 
Of course Northern Ireland will play 

its part, not least in the shipbuilding 
strategy that will follow after the 
spending review. I should have made 
more of that. I am delighted to say 
that Harland and Wolff has, as I 
understand it, just taken on another 
1,000 apprentices for the first time in a 
very long time to get ready for exactly 
that strategy.

© UK Parliament 2021
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Parliament
Notes (2)

An end to bogus self-employed status.
We have mentioned before in this magazine the work of 

the Institute of Employment Rights (IER).  The Labour Party 
Green Paper: New Deal for Working People, is the outcome of 
discussions with the Power in the Workforce Taskforce chaired 
by Andy McDonald MP, with legal assistance of John Hendy QC 
and Prof Keith Ewing, both of IER.  It reflects many proposals 
by IER, in particular their Manifesto for Labour Law.

John Hendy is at the moment leading a bill starting in the 
House of Lords, entitled Status of Workers, which aims at doing 
away with bogus self-employed status, (the status of ‘workers 
whose arrangements are dressed up to look as if they are self-
employed, but who are in reality employees’) and ensuring 
that all workers—who are not genuinely self-employed —have 
employment rights against unfair dismissal etc.  At the moment 
‘they are not entitled even to the national minimum wage or paid 
holidays—not even some health and safety protections.’  Lord 
Hendy says: ‘Drawing the line between bogus and genuine self-
employment is not easy, but the courts will be aided by the Bill 
placing the burden of proof on the employer who claims that the 
relationship is genuine.’

The full name of the bill is A Bill To Make provision for the 
creation of a single status for workers by amending the meaning 
of “employee”, “worker”, “employer” and related expressions 
in the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 
1992, the Employment Rights Act 1996 and cognate legislation; 
and for connected purposes. 

https://bills.parliament.uk/publications/41688/documents/331
Here is the beginning of Lord Hendy’s speech on 10th September.  

It is exceptionally readable, clear and straightforward.
‘My Lords, Covid-19 has highlighted many of the failings 

in the law of the workplace in the UK. Working people have 
found that their workplace rights have not secured their jobs, 
their incomes or their health. One particular injustice is that 
many hundreds of thousands have only very few of the rights 
that Parliament has legislated that employees must have, such as 
rights to the minimum wage and to unfair dismissal protection. 
This is because “armies of employers’ lawyers”, to use a phrase 
used by the Court of Appeal in one case, have constructed 
contracts that seek to categorise these workers as something 
other than employees. The proper interpretation of such contracts 
has provided meat and drink to lawyers and judges for decades. 
The Bill is intended if not to remove then at least to narrow the 
grounds of contention by unifying the classification of workers 
into a single status, subject to an important exception.

Let me deal with a preliminary point on my use of the term 
“worker”. There is a definition in the Bill but, for the purposes 
of my speech today, I use the term loosely and generically: 
I mean a person who works for a living. This is close to the 
generic meaning in international law as used by the International 
Labour Organization, the Council of Europe and the European 
Court of Human Rights. The current problem is that there are 
subspecies of worker and this gives rise to the injustice that the 
Bill is intended to cure. Each subcategory—I identify six—is 
entitled to a different set of statutory rights. That means that 
employers, understandably, have an incentive to downgrade 
the status of staff so as to diminish the rights that they enjoy 

and hence the costs inherent in the provision of those rights. 
By creating a single status, this possibility is removed. In 
consequence, the effect of the Bill would be to give entitlement 
to all statutory employment rights to all workers from day one of 
their engagement, although I would gladly accept an amendment 
to remove or reduce waiting time for rights to be effective, such 
as for unfair dismissal. The Bill does not affect rights, such as to 
holidays, that increase over time.

I have said that there is an important exception in the Bill. This 
is my first category. Those who are genuinely self-employed, 
in business on their own account, with their own clients or 
customers, will be unaffected by the Bill. These are, by and 
large, the professionals. Examples are the owner-driver of the 
London taxicab or Hackney carriage—“mushers”, as they are 
known in London—the self-employed painter and decorator, 
the jobbing electrician, the gigging musician, the novelist, the 
barrister, of course, and many more. Their status and their rights 
will be untouched by the Bill. Some of these professionals have 
established a personal service company, a PSC, through which 
they find it convenient to work. This is a limited company in 
which the professional or a member of the family is the major 
shareholder and director. The professional is the sole employee 
and is content that his or her rights as an employee are exercisable 
only against their own company. Such genuine PSCs, my second 
category, will also be exempt.

The Bill is intended to stamp out abuse of these first two 
categories. It will therefore regulate my third category, bogus 
self-employed workers. These are workers whose arrangements 
are dressed up to look as if they are self-employed, but who 
are in reality employees. Unless they challenge their status in 
successful litigation, they are not entitled even to the national 
minimum wage or paid holidays—not even some health and 
safety protections. Bogus self-employment is rampant in the 
construction industry but by no means confined to it. Drawing 
the line between bogus and genuine self-employment is not 
easy, but the courts will be aided by the Bill placing the burden 
of proof on the employer who claims that the relationship is 
genuine.

The Bill will also regulate my fourth category: those forced 
into PSCs. This is where a worker is told by the real employer 
that if she wants to work, she must set up a personal service 
company to make a commercial contract with the real employer 
to supply her services and to make a contract of employment 
with herself. This contrivance is often arranged by the employer. 
On the face of it, the worker has full employment rights, but only 
against her own personal service company; the real employer is 
insulated against any responsibility for her rights. Such abusive 
PSCs are common in parcel delivery, construction and many 
other sectors. I will not dwell on the technicalities, but the Bill 
endeavours to draw a clear line between the genuine and the 
abusive PSC.’

Read on at: https://hansard.parliament.uk/Lords/2021-09-10/
debates/848C0DC3-749F-4167-BFB4-545BA3821E30/
detai ls#contr ibut ion-152B77AF-3D3A-452D-99DE-
713BE930C0B2
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Afghanistan – Taliban and Nothingists
Hurrey for Huawei
Internet – Not Being Free Our Way
Snippets

Russia is Red Again
Anyone For Tennis?
Morocco Congratulated On Thwarting Democracy
Cold Wars – Not In Our Backyard
Wealth Rules in the USA
Anti-State Fears Out Of Control
Post-Leninism and Peru’s Shining Path

Afghanistan – Taliban and Nothingists
On 11th September 2001, the USA got a sample of the 

suffering that it had inflicted on the rest of the world after the 
Soviet collapse.

This year, the USA had a grand 20-year commemoration.  
Western media fully agreed that 3000 US citizens killed by 
Islamic foes mattered a lot more than hundreds of thousands of 
less important persons dying elsewhere.

Embarrassingly, this happened with the Taliban firmly back 
in command of Afghanistan.  As I said last month, they were 
just concerned with being Afghans.  They might have handed 
over Bin Laden and other al-Qaeda operatives, had the USA 
agreed to ask politely under their version of Islamic Law.  But 
there, as in Iraq, the New Right believed that they could create 
ideal Capitalist Democracies if they were only allowed to smash 
what existed.

Even after all that failed, no one expected the Kabul puppet 
regime to collapse so quickly.  A common estimate was a couple 
of years, and Biden is probably not looking for a second term, 
regardless.  And during the collapse, people were still saying a 
couple of months.

But those expected to die for the shallow Kabul regime could 
make this same calculation.  They had no real belief in what 
the USA wanted.  They were Nothingists – brave at a personal 
level, mostly with a sense of honour, but without strong wider 
beliefs.  Always ready to make a deal.  

Meantime the Taliban felt they had something worth dying 
for:

“Afghanistan ‘a free nation’: Taliban hails US troops 
departure”1

It’s certainly not my understanding of freedom.  But it is 
just as valid to them as mine is to me.  And mine includes 
atheism.  Most Westerners are functional atheists, but hang onto 
ineffective shreds of faith.

Back in the 1980s, the USA put vast efforts into rooting out 
everything that was genuinely progressive in Afghan politics:

“John Pilger: Afghanistan, The Great Game of Smashing 
Countries…

“For women, the gains had no precedent; by the late 1980s, 
1  https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2021/8/31/
taliban-declares-afghanistans-independence-after-us-withdrawal   

half the university students were women, and women made up 
40 per cent of Afghanistan’s doctors, 70 per cent of its teachers 
and 30 per cent of its civil servants…

“On 3 July 1979, unknown to the American people and 
Congress, Carter authorised a $500 million ‘covert action’ 
programme to overthrow Afghanistan’s first secular, progressive 
government.  This was code-named by the CIA Operation 
Cyclone.

“The $500 million bought, bribed and armed a group of tribal 
and religious zealots known as the mujahedin. In his semi-
official history, Washington Post reporter Bob Woodward wrote 
that the CIA spent $70 million on bribes alone.”2

It is not that Afghanistan cannot be conquered:
“Genghis Khan conquered Afghanistan. So did Timur, better 

known as Tamerlane, and his descendant Babur. So did the 
Turks and the Huns, the Hindus and Islamic Arabs, the Persians 
and the Parthians. So did numerous empires, peoples and 
tyrants you’ve probably never heard of … Most of them stayed 
for decades, even centuries.”3

British India overran it more than once.  Afghan independence 
was conceded in 1919, with Britain exhausted from the 
First World War.  Afghans still celebrate it, ignored by most 
Westerners.  But had things been slightly otherwise, Afghanistan 
might have emerged in 1947 as just another disorderly region 
of Pakistan.  

Pakistan holds a majority of the world’s Pathans, the dominant 
Afghan group.  Much bigger Pakistani ethnicities do not let 
Pathans tell them what sort of Islam they should practice.  Fears 
of a Taliban Spread are foolish.

The US failure was likely from the start.  Busting in with 
their army, they could sign up any number of Nothingists.  But 
corruption was continuous.  The outside military contractors 
favoured by the New Right just wanted to draw their pay and 
get out alive.4

With the US committed to quit, the Nothingists listened when 
the West forecast that they’d be ruled by the Taliban in a couple 
of years.  And maybe much sooner, as Taliban converts from 
the northern ethnic groups started capturing northern regional 
capitals.  It was Nothingists ruling the north who let the USA 
push in originally.

Biden on 9/11 was left celebrating US failure.  But none of his 
right-wing critics had any better ideas.

Hurrey for Huawei
Huawei executive Meng Wanzhou was grabbed in 2018, 

while passing through Canada.  Grabbed because the USA was 
keen to punish her for breaking rules that the USA has set to 
harass Iran.  And Canada was very eager to please.

It’s not the sort of thing that commonly happens to white and 
Western business people.

Only a very spiritless Chinese would fail to see this as an insult 
to Chinese in general.  There are some, much vaunted by Western 
media.  But the numbers are dwindling.

Contrary to what our media now say, I’d count her release as a big 
victory for China.
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It is possible that the indecisive elections 
in Canada played a role: I’ve no idea what.

Likewise the failure to create instability 
in Russia in their recent election.

It is not surprising that other rich Chinese 
accept Xi’s push to give them a smaller 
role.

“Xi Jinping’s drive for economic equality 
comes at a delicate moment for China…

“Rana Mitter, a historian and director 
of the University of Oxford China Centre, 
said Xi’s ‘common prosperity’ rhetoric 
stemmed from genuine concern that 
previous economic models had created 
growth at the expense of inequality.

“‘Party officials also fear that the tech 
giants and the people who run them are out 
of control and need to be reined in. And 
then we must add Xi’s determination to be 
nominated next year for a third term, that 
changes to the constitution now allow,’ he 
said.

“Mitter warns that Xi is constructing a 
broad populist agenda that will make his 
bid for a third term in power unstoppable.

“‘He might not be facing a general 
election, but he wants social media to be 
behind him, cheering on policies that bring 
tech billionaires, property magnates and 
even film stars down to size,’ he added…

“Xi’s attempt to close the wealth gap 
‘marks the beginning of bureaucratic-
level reforms whereby local government 
officials will no longer be pressured to 
achieve lofty GDP targets; instead, they 
will be assessed by a variety of indicators 
to achieve higher quality growth.’

“He said it was unclear exactly how far 
reaching the reforms will be, though they 
are likely to ‘focus on improving the social 
safety net, improving labour productivity, 
reducing systemic financial risks and 
achieving more balanced growth in the 
long run’.”5

That’s The Guardian, suddenly noticing 
that he needs re-election.  That he is not 
a dictator with a job for life.  But maybe 
forgetting again soon enough: reality shifts 
smoothly for liberals.

Internet – Not Being Free Our Way
“Internet freedom on the decline in US 

and globally, study finds…
“Domestically, the lack of regulation in 

the tech industry has allowed companies to 
grow beyond reproach and misinformation 
to flourish online. Abroad, authoritarian 
governments have harnessed their tight 
control of the internet to subdue free 
expression.

“Freedom House cited a growing lack 
of diversity among sources of online 
information in the US that allowed 
conspiracies and misinformation to rise, 
5  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2021/sep/02/xi-jinpings-drive-for-
economic-equality-comes-at-a-delicate-
moment-for-china 

an issue that was gravely underscored 
during the 2020 elections and the 2021 
insurrection at the US Capitol.”6

Irish nationalist leader Charles Parnell 
always identified British Liberals as 
‘Cromwell’s People’.  Like the Taliban, 
Cromwell had a notion of Freedom that 
included a right to crush stuff he disliked.  
And the same views are there in his 
diminished heirs.

I’d agree that some bad right-wing stuff 
has spread on the internet.  But I’d see 
that as a case for limiting freedom in 
the interests of human welfare.  I see no 
merit in lying about what the real issue is. 

Western opinion is currently horrified 
by other people’s authority.  But insists 
on their own right to keep some views 
marginal.

This includes the overseers of the 
Wikipedia enraged by Mainland Chinese 
daring to include their own views.7

I don’t know the details.  But I had my 
own run-in, when the ‘arbitrators’ backed 
someone who insisted on adding Tibet to a 
list of 20th century annexations.8

Annexation has a precise meaning:
“Annexation, a formal act whereby 

a state proclaims its sovereignty over 
territory hitherto outside its domain. Unlike 
cession, whereby territory is given or sold 
through treaty, annexation is a unilateral 
act made effective by actual possession and 
legitimized by general recognition.

“Annexation is frequently preceded 
by conquest and military occupation of 
the conquered territory. Occasionally, as 
in the German annexation of Austria in 
1938 (see Anschluss), a conquest may be 
accomplished by the threat of force without 
active hostilities. Military occupation 
does not constitute or necessarily lead to 
annexation. Thus, for instance, the Allied 
military occupation of Germany after the 
cessation of hostilities in World War II was 
not followed by annexation.”9

Tibet was recognised as part of Imperial 
China, when the West imposed its own idea 
of International Law.  The current Dalai 
Lama was selected with the authority of the 
Central Chinese Government, which at that 
time included the Chinese Communists in 
their wartime anti-Japanese coalition.10  
For this Dalai Lama, they set aside the use 
of the Golden Urn, which had been used 
for the random selection of candidates 
under supposed supernatural guidance.
6  https://www.theguard-
ian.com/technology/2021/sep/21/
internet-freedom-decline-free-speech-study 
7  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
technology-58559412 
8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Annexation#By_China 
9  https://www.britannica.com/topic/an-
nexation, but it seemed identical with the 
14th Printed Edition of 1966.
10  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/42-china/tibet/
the-truth-about-the-dalai-lama/ 

‘Annexation’ is not a word you can 
validly use for enforcing a long-standing 
claim.  

I’ve found the Wikipedia very useful, 
but very imperfect.  It was invented in 
line with Libertarian views, and shares the 
same weaknesses.  The default is to accept 
individual actions and hope this works out.  
Often it does not.  I am one of many who 
uses a quota of my free time to remove 
silly or malicious changes.

I am also a contributor to IMDb (an 
acronym for Internet Movie Database.)  
It is very useful for film facts.  It is also 
professional, charging a subscription for 
certain levels of use.  It vets anything you 
might want to add.  It is commercial, yet it 
still works better.

I hope for an eventual alternative 
Wikipedia, with proper funding and 
controls.

Snippets
Russia is Red Again
From the Financial Times, a twisted 

admission that Russia has entirely rejected 
Western values.

“Ordinary Russians simply do not 
believe that they can make a difference 
or effect change. Instead they look for 
the future in nostalgic visions of the past 
perpetuated by state propaganda. In a 
recent poll, half of those asked said they 
would like to return to the Soviet political 
system, while 62 per cent would like to 
have a Soviet-style planned economy. 
Another poll found that the Soviet dictator 
Joseph Stalin’s popularity among young 
Russians was on the rise. Sustained by the 
empire’s former glory, Putin’s Russia is 
walking backwards.”11

They slide round the awkward fact 
that there was not much support for pro-
Western policies 

The Communists got 18.93%.  Yabloko, 
the largest survivor of open pro-Western 
politics, got 1.34%.  Such people used to 
get as much as 5%, even after ‘reforms’ 
under Yeltsin shrank the economy.  Even 
after silly privatisations delivered fortunes 
to crooks and tricksters.

*
Anyone For Tennis?
I was surprised and pleased to see the 

unexpected final in the women’s section 
of the US Open.  A contest between two 
teenagers, both born in Canada.  And both 
with parents with diverse origins in the 
wider world.  Let in because of Canada’s 
fairly relaxed line on immigrants.

Leylah Fernandez’s father Jorge is 
from Ecuador.  Her mother is a Canadian 
citizen of Filipino descent.  Her paternal 
grandparents are Peruvian. Fernandez is 
fluent in English, French, and Spanish.12

11  https://www.ft.com/content/854663c3-
9598-49e5-9791-9c4a930f7d66 (Pay Site) 
12  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
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Emma Raducanu was born in Toronto, 
Canada, to Ion Raducanu and Renee, 
who originate from Romania and China 
respectively. She attributed her mentality 
and ethics to her tennis idols Simona Halep 
and Li Na, both from countries of her 
ancestry.  Her family moved to England 
when she was two years old.13

The British contender won.  The liberal 
left delighted in mocking those who had 
been senselessly hostile to immigrants.

Many elderly people have been harassed 
because they were raised in Britain but 
had arrived as children.  I assume Emma’s 
parents got that sorted, and also faced less 
racial hostility.

*
Morocco Congratulated On 

Thwarting Democracy
“Morocco’s governing Islamist party 

has suffered a shocking defeat in recent 
elections - a turn of events reverberating 
across North Africa given its pioneering 
role for political Islam amid the Arab 
Spring.

“The Islamist Development and Justice 
Party (PJD), which was the first Islamist 
party to come to power in an election in the 
region and the wider Middle East, found its 
share of the vote was decimated from 125 
to a mere 12 seats…

“And the king and his courtiers - which 
has reluctantly tolerated the Islamists - 
did not block their rise to complete the 
democratic façade, while maintaining the 
strings of real power within its grip…

“It is perhaps too early to fully account 
for the reasons of this dramatic fall. But 
observers concur that PJD has simply failed 
to deliver on its electoral promises.”14

Someone at the BBC must have had an off 
day and let real attitudes slip out.  Western 
media are happy with a ‘democratic façade’ 
when Western interests are looked after.

*
Cold Wars – Not In Our Backyard
“A majority of Europeans believe a new 

cold war is under way between the US 
and its chief geopolitical rivals, China and 
Russia, according to a report – but few view 
their own country as a direct participant.

“Based on polling in 12 member states, 
the study by the European Council on 
Foreign Relations (ECFR) found, however, 
that more Europeans believed the EU 
leadership in Brussels was a party to the 
new international conflict.

“As fallout from the Aukus alliance 
continues and amid talk of rifts in the 
western alliance, the report’s authors said 
the polling data suggested there was a 
clear danger of a widening gulf between 
European public opinion and that in the 
Leylah_Fernandez 
13  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Emma_Raducanu 
14  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-africa-58571178 

US.”15

Russian actions within Europe have not 
gone beyond places that had been in the 
Soviet Union, and in Tsarist Russia before 
that.  Seem to exclude the Baltic States, 
which weren’t theirs between the two 
World Wars.

People’s China is simply asserting its 
right to territory and islands that were 
legally part of Imperial China, when the 
West forced it into their own world order.  
And they accept losses – Mao conceded 
that the former Outer Mongolia was an 
independent Mongolian Republic.  Various 
disputed borders have been cleaned up, 
by mutual concessions.  That with India 
remains outstanding, because all Indian 
governments have insisted they get the lot.

Globally, Russia and China are simply 
thwarting the USA’s bungling interference.  
There are still Europeans keen to follow 
in the US wake.  But after the brutal farce 
in Afghanistan, the numbers must be 
dwindling.

*
Wealth Rules in the USA
“The top 1 percent are evading $163 

billion a year in taxes, the Treasury finds.
“The Biden administration pushes 

lawmakers to embrace its ambitious 
proposal to beef up the Internal Revenue 
Service to narrow the ‘tax gap,’ which 
it estimates amounts to $7 trillion in 
unpaid taxes over a decade. The White 
House has proposed investing $80 billion 
in the agency over the next 10 years to 
hire more enforcement staff, overhaul its 
technology and usher in new information-
reporting requirements that would give the 
government greater insight into tax evasion 
schemes.

“The proposals have been met with deep 
skepticism from Republicans and business 
lobbyists who argue that the I.R.S. cannot 
be trusted with more power and that the 
proposals are an invasion of privacy…

“Tax compliance rates are high for low- 
and middle-income workers who have 
their taxes deducted automatically from 
their paychecks. The rich, however, are 
able to use accounting loopholes to shield 
their tax liabilities.”16

*
Anti-State Fears Out Of Control
“Vaccine hesitancy is a symptom of 

people’s broken relationship with the state
“From Khartoum to Kansas, vaccine 

conspiracy theorists have one thing in 
common: they have lost their faith in 
government”17

15  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2021/sep/22/most-europeans-believe-
us-in-new-cold-war-with-china-and-russia-
poll 
16  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/08/
business/irs-tax-avoidance.html 
17  https://www.theguard-
ian.com/commentisfree/2021/aug/15/

That’s Britain’s liberal-left Guardian, 
shallow as ever.  Somehow bad things 
happen.  How very bad.

They do not look back to when 
Reagan and Thatcher put vast efforts into 
persuading people that governments fixed 
nothing and that the state was a threat.  
Indeed, much of the liberal-left went along 
with it.  They put unrealistic faith in small-
scale personal actions.

Now it is out of control, but they fail to 
learn

*
Post-Leninism and Peru’s Shining 

Path
Leninism liberated much of the world.  

In 1917, a rich white male elite dominated.  
Even where it let outsiders to vote in 
elections, it still controlled them.

The Leninist challenge weakened that 
unequal order.  It continues to do so in 
China.  But Leninism failed to respond 
sensibly to massive changes after World 
War Two.  The West moving towards 
something more socialist in the West was 
treated with hostility.  The best prospect of 
a compromise, the Reformed Communism 
of the Prague Spring, was crushed in 1968.

Meantime there was still scope for 
Leninism in Latin America.  But Che, 
though he never went along with the 
anti-Stalin stuff,18 still had a belief in 
spontaneity that proved false.

Guzman with Peru’s Shining Path 
was closer.  He helped raise up the 
original inhabitants, who had never really 
recovered from the Spanish conquest.  And 
it was maybe no accident that the man who 
defeated him was ethnic-Japanese, and so 
looked somewhat like a Native American.

No accident either that Alberto Fujimori 
was found criminal after he had done the 
elite’s dirty work.

But Guzman helped wreck his own 
cause.  He was vain, not ready to share the 
sacrifices he asked of others.  He moved 
to the urban underground when he was ill.  
He was caught, put on display and ended 
up looking weak.  

A serious revolution needs its heroes, 
including dead heroes.  A serious Leninist 
would have stayed and died among his 
people.

Still, Peru has changed.  It goes on 
changing.

*

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

vaccine-hesitancy-broken-relationship-state-
conspiracy-theorists 
18  https://labouraffairs-
magazine.com/the-soviet-past/
why-che-guavara-approved-of-stalin/ 
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Multi-Millionaires - Who Are They?
By Gwydion M. Williams

Do millionaires earn their money 
through skill and hard work?  Millionaires 
certainly think so.  Likewise their right-
wing boosters.  But just look at the sums 
involved: it is hard to believe that they 
deserve that much.  Could anyone be 
hundreds of times better than the rest of 
us?

A Briton making £100,000 a year 
might indeed have earned it.  The average 
household income is nearly £30,000, 
though many get much less.1  The richest 
10% have incomes starting at maybe 
£63,000.  Most of us accept that as fair.  
It includes people like airline pilots and 
surgeons, whose skills we need.

But let’s split the richest 10% into 
two.  On top and with most of the real 
wealth and power we find a Millionaire 
Class, the richest 1%.  And a long way 
below them are the Next Nine, who are 
well-off but not millionaires.  Or maybe 
have just one million, perhaps from an 
ordinary house with inflated value.  But 
people with 2 to 999 millions form a 
vast and powerful elite.  Billionaires 
are not distinct: they number no more 
than a couple of thousand.2  Without 
the millions of multi-millionaires, many 
of them elected to be representatives 
of ordinary people, billionaires would 
count for far less.

The Next Nine loosely match the older 
idea of an Upper Middle Class, though 
in Britain that was more about social 
habits and origins than actual income.  
They have a decent claim to be a real 
Meritocracy.

The Millionaires are not a Super-
Meritocracy.  They don’t on average 
show an excess of the qualities we’d 
want to reward and encourage

Reagan and Thatcher and the New 
Right policies from the 1980s have 
done very little for this Next Nine.  The 
total wealth of the entire economy is 
greater, but not unexpectedly greater.  
No ‘economic miracles’ of the sort that 
happened in West Germany, Japan and 
Italy.  The overall wealth we have as of 
2021 is no more than if the successful 
system of the 1950s and 1960s had been 
fixed rather than denounced after the 
crisis of the 1970s.  Maybe less.  

And considered as individuals, have 
they really earned it?  If they have much 
greater wealth, do they deserve it?

Bill Gates came from a rich family 
and a family with several generations 
as business people.  His father was a 
very successful lawyer, and the son of a 
furniture-store owner.  His mother came 

from higher up in the business elite: 
her father and grandfather were very 
important bankers.  

He went to an expensive and superior 
school, where he was able to work with 
computers.  Back then they were remote 
well-guarded machines, and school-
child access was very unusual.3  Later on 
as a rising businessman, he was ‘Mary 
Gates’ boy’ to one IBM executive at one 
critical moment.  

Gates gained massively because a 
number of companies unconnected 
with him found legal ways to produce 
machines that would run software 
that Microsoft had made for the IBM 
Personal Computer.  

I’d agree that Gates had talents worth 
rewarding.  But does he merit the tens of 
thousands of millions that he’s got?  

It would be a nice exercise to check 
the fates of everyone who was in the 
same year studying maths at Harvard as 
Gates.  Who on the face of it had similar 
talents, but I’d assume most had much 
less glorious and well-rewarded fates.  
I’m not a journalist and have much else 
I want to work on: I offer the idea to 
whoever wants it.

When we complain about millionaire 
privilege, right-wingers call it ‘politics 
of envy’.  But when well-off people 
seem to have earned it, they are generally 
accepted.  What gets resented – but 
not nearly enough – is how much the 
Millionaire Class has grabbed since the 
1980s.

Let’s imagine another world in which 
hairdressers got 20 or 30 times the 
incomes they had in the 1980s, yet did 
a rather worse job of cutting people’s 
hair.  They would be resented by many 
who have nothing against them in their 
current role.

Millionaires are in practice the same 
people who’d have been chieftains or 
barons or warlords in earlier eras, except 
that many more of this elite come from 
poor or middling backgrounds.  But 
there were always some who were self-
made.  And even now, only a minority 
actually come from humble beginnings.

The New Right either ignore the 
effects of power in gaining wealth, or 
want the stronger to win.  And then make 
the naïve assumption that the winners 
are the best.

The Next Nine include much of the 
talent that needs rewarding.  How much 
they get varies between societies, but 
3  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Bill_Gates#Early_life 

socialists looking to win elections should 
say simply that the present set-up is 
acceptable.  Our loud complaints should 
be about the vast rewards that have gone 
to just a small elite.  We should say that 
such people do not need or deserve much 
more than the Next Nine get.

*
Hard Work is found all over.  As are 

various mixes of ingenuity, skills, a gift 
for handling people, a good memory, 
and high intelligence.  I would agree 
that these are found more in the most 
prosperous 10% than in the rest.  But 
talents are found all over, and not always 
rewarded.  Often worse rewarded than 
before the New Right took over, since 
they tend to view anything not generating 
cash returns as burdensome.  And exploit 
the natural good feelings of people like 
medical workers to keep their wages 
low.  Give vast rewards to selling and 
advertising, which get cash returns but 
mostly don’t make the society any richer.

More importantly, I’d deny that 
genuine merits are more often found in 
the richest 1% than in the Next Nine.

Looking at real details of real people, 
I found that some had inherited their 
wealth and done nothing much for it.  And 
those who were self-made mostly had a 
mix of good luck and good connections, 
as well as talent and hard work.

Specifically, things that improve an 
individual’s chances of being part of the 
Millionaire Elite include:

1) Rich parents
2) Educated parents
3) Parents with practical experience of 

commerce in the modern world
4) Parents with useful social contacts
5) Social displacement – where you 

live is not where you clearly belong
6) Membership of a minority subject 

to definite but limited discrimination
7) Being in the right place at the right 

time
8) Being a hobbyist in something that 

turns into a profitable industry
9) Being saved from a setback by sheer 

luck
10) Obsessive concern with a particular 

interest
11) Sociopathic attitudes
12) Egoism
13) Personal tragedy
14) An obsession with power
15) Cunning dishonesty within the law
16) A willingness to take big risks
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17) Cunning dishonesty that extends to 
grey areas like tax avoidance

18) The inheritance of vast wealth
19) Cunning dishonesty that is blatant 

illegality, including tax evasion.
Most actual multi-millionaires have 

a selection of these.  Bill Gates I would 
credit with 1 thru 4, 7, 8, 10, and 14 
thru 17.  Now suppose he had lacked 
his earlier experience of computers?  Or 
had not chosen to drop out of university 
and pursue this as a business?  He would 
probably have become a professor of 
mathematics at some minor university, as 
biographers have suggested.  He’d then 
have inherited millionaire status in 2020 
when his millionaire father died. 

Someone could do a nice short story 
set in 2020 in an alternate world.  A 
world where the life of Bill Gates has 
been obscure and he regrets having not 
pursued his early computer dreams.  He 
could very plausibly have been exactly 
the same person, but stayed in the Next 
Nine for most of his life.  And someone 
else would almost certainly have turned 
early computer dreams into the powerful 
business model that was made by 
Microsoft under his leadership.

He was also one of many IT pioneers 
who just happened to team up with 
someone equally obscure, but whose 
skills were different and meshed nicely 
with his own:

“Bill Gates and Paul Allen for 
Microsoft, Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak 
for Apple, Mark Zuckerberg and Eduardo 
Saverin for the beginnings of Facebook, 
replaced later by Sean Parker.”4

Looking back decades before and to 
lost worlds, there is Sir James Goldsmith.  
I read up about him in the 1980s.  At that 
time he was famous, and was noted for 
warning us about the terrible peril from 
the Soviet Union, a few years before its 
abject collapse.  The seriousness with 
which the Soviets were viewed before 
their sudden fall has been written out of 
history by the New Right: yet it is there 
for anyone who bothers to look.  Or who 
have kept their memory clear, if they are 
part of my own Baby Boomer generation.  

The same people who put Make Orwell 
History on their t-shirts seem unable to 
notice when their own people do it.  
And Orwell himself was a thoroughly 
dishonest writer, as well as being a glib 
and sometimes-accurate chronicler of the 
sins of others.5  

4  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-
from-long-revolution-website/998-from-
labour-affairs/the-french-revolution-and-
its-unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
business-success-a-mix-of-skill-and-luck/ 
5  https://labouraf-
fairsmagazine.com/about/

To get back to millionaire merit, 
Goldsmith had the first four Millionaire 
Factors, and then 5, 6, and 11 thru 
17.  His wife died young, giving him a 
reckless gambling attitude to life.  And 
in his autobiography, he explains how 
he was saved from bankruptcy by sheer 
good luck.  He was given time to save 
himself when the staff of every French 
bank went on strike for the first time in 
twenty years.6  And he himself says that 
in that era, no one could become wealthy 
by respectable means after having gone 
bankrupt.

Relationships are obviously complex.  
Social displacement, tragedy, obsessions, 
and risk-taking are things that are more 
likely to produce poverty and failure 
than riches.  Which to me suggests we’d 
be better off without them, if social 
regulation could manage this.

More importantly, the millionaire class 
has got far more than it deserved since 
the 1980s.  It probably already had too 
much back then.  But loose talk about 
‘freedom’ led to economic setbacks for 
most people in the West.

The radical attempt to set the 99% 
against the 1% has so far failed, for 
several reasons.  One is that far too many 
people imagine themselves as part of the 
winning elite:  

“An opinion poll a couple of years ago 
found that 19% of American taxpayers 
believed themselves to be in the top 
1% of earners.  A further 20% thought 
they would end up there within their 
lifetimes.”7

That’s why I prefer to say millionaire.  
You’d need to be more than a millionaire 
to be in the 1% in Europe or the USA.  
One recent suggestion for taxing them 
wanted to start at a wealth of £3.4 
million.  Anyone with less is just near the 
top of the Next Nine.8  But at least non-
millionaires know what they are.  

Labour and left-wingers elsewhere 
must emphasise that the status of the 
Next Nine is accepted.  Give the income 
bands – I reckoned above £63,000 a year 
but not a millionaire.  Translate it into 
monthly income, £5210.  Most voters 
should notice that this is not them.  

Avoid loose talk about ‘ending 
inequality’.  Say that some inequality 
is to be expected, which is the standard 
about-2/998-from-labour-affairs/44-fascism-
and-world-war-2/45-1-more-on-fascism-the-
world-wars/491-2/ 
6  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-
menus-from-long-revolution-website/
history-and-philosophy/10-1-more-ideas/
sir-james-goldsmith-rich-loud-and-ignorant/ 
7  The Economist, September 6th, 2003
8  https://www.theguard-
ian.com/commentisfree/2021/sep/20/
new-wealth-tax-uk-arguments 

Moderate Socialist position.  It also has 
in practice been the case in Communist 
societies even at their most hard-line.  
But say repeatedly and loudly and firmly 
that unfair wealth for millionaires has got 
vastly worse in Britain since Thatcher 
came to power.

It is also foolish to denounce ‘Baby 
Boomers’, who have mostly not gained 
from right-wing economics.  

Using the awkward term ‘high-net-
worth individual’, which is close to the 
actual 1% of Anglo cultures, there are 
13 million globally, with 4.7 million in 
the United States.  348,000 just in New 
York City: enough to seem like ‘public 
opinion’.  And yet still a small minority, 
and a selfish minority. 

*
Labour in Britain needs to hammer 

away at the gigantic gains made by the 
Millionaire Class.  

And the TUC or one of our big Trade 
Unions might commission a survey to see 
how measured IQ and paper qualification 
match to income and wealth.  Neither are 
perfect measures, but they are objective 
facts.  They can be used for number-
crunching.  They ought to vindicate my 
assertion that millionaires are not visibly 
better than the Next Nine in qualities we 
ought to be rewarding.  

It would be nice to include questions 
about as many as possible of the 
Millionaire Factors that I mentioned 
earlier.

Or as a simple start, ask if members 
of the High-IQ society Mensa would 
declare their incomes and wealth, as well 
as the score that Mensa gave them.  I’d 
expect it to be more grist to the mill, 
though with a likely bias.  When I did my 
own membership test, under supervision 
since no one is trusted when just self-
testing, it seemed to me that there were 
a lot like me, not even in the Next Nine.  
Probably with a job they were not deeply 
committed to and with less recognition 
and success than they were hoping for.  
People seeking objective proof that they 
were smart, as well as the hope of finding 
intelligent company.

And maybe smart enough to note that 
the 90% have been cheated, and the 
Next Nine not really rewarded for their 
recognised talents.
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What am I Going to do Next? Part Nine.

T levels: Reform and Disaster. The Bourbons of 
Vocational Education strike again.

Dave Gardner.
This month I was going to continue 

my discussion of the pros and cons 
of university education as a possible 
route to work for young people. That 
will have to wait until November 
because it is becoming apparent that 
a new development that promises to 
be disastrous for many young people 
is now a very real possibility. I refer 
to the decision to restrict government 
funding to the new ‘T level’ 
qualification, thereby cutting off the 
possibility for many young people 
with modest academic achievements 
at school of gaining a qualification. 
I briefly discussed the issue in Part 
7 of this series, but as government 
policy appears to be firming up, now 
is the time to return to the issue in the 
hope that the Labour Party is going 
to take some notice.

What are T levels?
A T level is a vocational qualification 

roughly equivalent to A levels or to 
an advanced apprenticeship or to 
an apprenticeship qualification in 
the German dual system. It is to be 
marketed as a more applied variant 
of A levels. There will be 17 ‘lines’ 
of T levels eventually, each one 
aligned with a particular economic 
sector such as Construction or 
Health. Although they will be mainly 
an academic study of the principles 
and practice of each sector they will 
also incorporate 45 days of work 
experience as an integral part of 
the qualification. One ‘T level’ will 
count as the equivalent of 3 ‘A levels’ 
and it will take two years of full time 
study to gain one. It is important to 
note that a T level will not, unlike an 
apprenticeship qualification, make 
you ‘job ready’. A T level graduate 
will still have to learn how to be a 
craftworker in, say, the construction 
industry or, more likely, will go on 
to a further qualification through a 
higher apprenticeship or a degree to 
become a manager.

The reason for the reform.
Vocational qualifications in 

England are often of low quality, 

there is a bewildering proliferation 
of them and quality control is 
weak. There is a long history of 
failed reforms meaning that new 
and promising innovations like the 
Labour government’s Diplomas are 
quickly abandoned. By eliminating 
the competition, the government’s 
T level reform will leave England 
with one high quality vocational 
qualification that industry, young 
people, workers and parents will all 
understand. What could go wrong?

When do reforms succeed?
Well, plenty. Vocational 

education and training  (VET) is an 
unbelievably complex area of policy 
which straddles the economy and 
the labour market on one hand and 
education on the other. Any reform 
of VET which fails to take account 
of the effect of education on VET, 
VETs effect on the labour market and 
the labour market’s effect on VET is 
likely to find itself in serious trouble. 
The evidence suggests that this has 
not been done. Instead, it looks as if 
VET reform is being used as a lever 
to transform both education and the 
labour market. But this is to place 
far too high a burden on a sector 
that has already been made fragile 
by a combination of reform and 
underfunding. 

Why this reform won’t succeed.
To complete a T level successfully, 

a young person will need a fairly 
high level of success at GCSE level, 
in particular in Maths and English. 
This is not presently the case for 
around 20% of young people, nearly 
half of the age cohort who will not 
be going to university. For them and 
their current levels of achievement, 
T levels will be pitched at too high 
a level of academic attainment and 
without special help these young 
people will not gain a vocational 
qualification. Currently, whatever 
one may think of the quality of such 
qualifications, there are plenty of 
less demanding level 2 qualifications 
available, not to mention well-

regarded level 3 qualifications which 
are accessible and do have labour 
market currency. The danger is that 
a large proportion of young people 
who can now enter the labour market 
as semi-skilled or even skilled will 
not be able to do so and will rely 
instead on casual and informal work 
to earn a living. 

The British economy is what it is 
and yet another VET reform is not 
going to change it. Although there 
are undoubtedly skill shortages 
including in technical occupations 
requiring level 3 qualifications, large 
swathes of the economy still operate 
on the basis of low skill, low pay 
and low specification goods and 
services, requiring at most a level 2 
qualification for an operative or craft 
worker. No VET reform can, of itself,  
change that. The British economy 
still needs workers qualified at level 
2, ideally with a good qualification. 
It is worth contrasting England 
with Germany which genuinely is 
a ‘level 3 economy’, where three 
year apprenticeships with a good 
theoretical as well as practical basis 
are the norm. Even here, where it 
is clearly understood that a good 
school record is essential to gaining 
an apprenticeship, there are many 
young people leaving school at 16 
who are neither mature enough nor 
academically qualified enough to 
enter an apprenticeship. They have to 
enter a ‘transition system’ often for 
two years or more in order to reach a 
level that will allow them to become 
apprentices.

Despite a commitment to ‘levelling 
up’ the Johnson government has not 
even begun to grasp the scale of 
the challenge involved in changing 
the orientation of the economy (the 
situation is somewhat different in 
Wales and Scotland). In particular, 
the embedding of apprenticeships 
in the small and medium business 
sector will require expenditure 
assistance, expertise, time and 
patience if it is to succeed. This is not 
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happening.  More generally, a reliance on 
poorly qualified and routine labour across 
large sectors of the economy including 
distribution and transport, retail and 
health care will have to change if there 
is to be a demand for more educated and 
skilled labour. Business would have to be 
discouraged from sticking to a business 
model that they think works for them. 
This is not likely to happen without a far 
more interventionist state than anything 
that Johnson, let alone the rest of the 
Tory party (or Labour under its current 
leadership) is going to contemplate.

So what is to be done?
Be a lot more conservative and 

cautious. Accept that change will be slow 
and incremental and that a cross-party 
consensus may be necessary to promote 
long-term reform (compare the situation 
in social care). At the education end, 
fund young people so that they can, if 
necessary, spend an extra year at college 
or school to gain the qualifications that 
they need to undertake a level 3 vocational 
qualification. Don’t abolish alternatives 
to the T level overnight. Better still, keep 
the names of current well-understood 
qualifications like BTECs and redesign 
them to be something more like T levels 
with integrated work experience.

Accept the labour market as it is and 
use the shortages induced by Brexit to 
oblige employers to offer better paid, 
more responsible and satisfying jobs 
and to demand qualifications to match 
the needs of these newly reformed 
occupations. Encourage small businesses 
to take on apprentices and give them the 
support that they need. In any case, the 
mass introduction of T levels with their 
mandatory work experience is going 
to prove a huge challenge which shows 
no signs of being adequately addressed 
by Whitehall. Better to make the work 
experience more meaningful through 
apprenticeship. There will still be level 
2 apprenticeships available, but the signs 
are that their take-up by young people is 
in sharp decline. Very often employers 
demand attainment in Maths and English 
that is beyond the scope of many young 
people entering the labour market. Here 
again, the options for young people who 
will not be able to access T levels look as 
if they are in danger of narrowing.

A ‘big bang’ reform that Gavin 
Williamson no doubt thought would 
embellish his ministerial career is about 
to happen. But it is ill thought out like so 
many of its predecessors and will damage 
the futures of many young people. Labour 
should of course champion the need for 
more well paid and interesting jobs that 
require good qualifications, but this is not 
the best way to do it. 

BBC Sharpening its Anti-China Propaganda
Editorial group

One of the main components of media propaganda is the reporting of events with 
a false context. That false context can be set either by a blatant lie or simply not 
providing the actual context. Not providing the actual context is a more subtle means 
of delivering the lie without being held responsible for it and it is the favourite   
technique of liberal media eager to preserve its reputation for objectivity.

As the anti-Chinese agenda of the US is cranked up some of the media outlets of 
the U.K. have been slow in adjusting to the requirements of the country’s ultimate 
masters. 

We see this in the reporting of the incidents around Taiwan over the past month. 
The BBC reported a story of Chinese jets in Taiwan air space on 6 September last. 
In the midst of that particular report there was a critical context-setting piece of 
information. which had the effect of neutralising its propaganda impact. It pointed 
out that the Taiwanese government was measuring air intrusions on the basis of a 
definition of its air space that had no standing in international law when it revealed 
that:

“An air defence identification zone is an area outside of a country’s territory 
and national airspace but where foreign aircraft are still identified, monitored, and 
controlled in the interest of national security.

“It is self-declared and technically remains international airspace.”1 
Since then the BBC seems to have been made aware of its “error” as this morning 

the latest report of this continuing story pointedly omits the context it had provided 
in its 6 September report of a similar Taiwanese described incident. The result: the 
reader is left with a less ambiguous conclusion of Chinese aggression.2

On their Outside Source on the News Channel at 7pm tonight the BBC was very 
careful about stating that the Chinese planes were operating in international airspace.

However, what the BBC omitted on that programme (and as far as I can see omit 
on their website) is that the official UK position is that Taiwan is Chinese territory.3  

UK POSITION  ON THE STATUS OF TAIWAN
“HMG recognised the Government of the PRC in 1950. We retained a British 

Consulate in Tamsui outside Taipei, accredited to the provincial authorities of 
Taiwan, until 1972. At that time, an agreement was signed with the PRC allowing 
for an exchange of Ambassadors with China. The Consulate was withdrawn at that 
time and since then there has been no official UK representation in Taiwan. Under 
the terms of the 1972 agreement with China, HMG acknowledged the position of 
the government of the PRC that Taiwan was a province of the PRC and recognised 
the PRC Government as the sole legal Government of China. This remains the 
basis of our relations with Taiwan. We do not deal with the Taiwan authorities on 
a government to government basis, and we avoid any act which could be taken to 
imply recognition.”

And the same is true of the US, as has been restated by the Biden 
administration - see State Department website at https://www.state.gov/u-
s-relations-with-taiwan/ in a section entitled US relations with Taiwan: 
The 1979 U.S.-P.R.C. Joint Communique switched diplomatic recognition from 
Taipei to Beijing. In the Joint Communique, the United States recognized the 
Government of the People’s Republic of China as the sole legal government of 
China, acknowledging the Chinese position that there is but one China and Taiwan 
is part of China. …

The United States does not support Taiwan independence.
Given that both the UK and the US regard Taiwan as Chinese territory, how can 

they assert that it would be contrary to international law for Chinese planes to fly 
through Taiwanese airspace (which it hasn’t done, at least not recently) or indeed to 
overfly Taiwan?  More fundamentally, how can there be such a thing as Taiwanese 
airspace, since Taiwan isn’t a state but is part of China?

3  https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199900/cmselect/cmfaff/uc574iv/574m15.
htm 
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Labour and the Housing Crisis – Part 5.

Council house sales – the financial dilemma 
By Eamon Dyas

It is generally accepted that the 1980 
Housing Act represented the greatest 
shift in public housing policy since the 
Second World War. Michael Heseltine, 
the environment minister in the 
Conservative Government at the time, 
described it as a social revolution. 
In the sense that it represented the 
most significant re-distribution of the 
nation’s wealth in history the term 
social revolution might not be too 
wide of the mark. But genuine social 
revolutions are bottom-up affairs and 
Heseltine’s social revolution was very 
much a top-down one. Because of this 
it required a strong political will on 
the part of government to implement. 
It also required the determination 
to ensure that the required financial 
resources necessary to make it work 
were available.

The political aspects of this social 
revolution were covered in the 
previous issue of Labour Affairs. 
What I propose to do in this issue is 
to explore the financial requirements 
associated with the Conservative 
Party’s Right to Buy social revolution. 

As a purely financial transaction, 
in order for it to succeed the Right 
to Buy (RTB) policy needed both a 
purchaser with the capacity to buy and 
a seller willing to sell (in this case at a 
significant loss).

From the point of view of prospective 
purchasers, even before the advent of 
the RTB policy, tenants had the right 
to buy, but that right was only possible 
with the permission of the local 
council. As a result, many tenants 
provided with the opportunity to do 
so, purchased their council homes. In 
such instances however, they did so 
without any significant financial help 
or inducement. It was well within 
the earning capacity of a skilled 
worker to procure a council house 
when it became available. It was also 
within the capacity of those council 
households where there was more 
than one wage-earner. Unsurprisingly 
then, in the period between 1960 and 
1978 (the year before the Tories came 
to power), 211,289 council dwellings 
and 34,887 New Town dwellings 
were sold to their tenants even at the 
relatively low levels of discounts then 
available (usually up to 20% of the 

market value).
The arrival of the Tory Government 

in 1979 changed the dynamics of the 
existing relationship between the 
prospective buyer (the tenant) and the 
seller (the local housing authority). 
As a result of the subsequent RTB 
legislation the local housing authority 
no longer had a say over what it 
sold or when it sold its stock of 
accommodation. From the point when 
the Tory RTB policy became law in 
1980 the local council was compelled 
to sell irrespective of its own policy 
in the matter. However, the mere 
devolving of that right to the council 
tenant did not automatically mean that 
all those newly-empowered council 
tenants would take advantage of that 
right. The 1980 Housing Act could not 
compel the tenant to purchase his or her 
council property and if the legislation 
was to be the tool by which Thatcher’s 
Britain was to become a “property-
owning democracy” the State had to 
intervene in the previously established 
relationship between the purchaser 
and seller in a way that provided a 
meaningful encouragement to the 
buyer – in other words, an artificial 
stimulation of the demand side of the 
purchaser/seller equation. 

This took the form of inducement 
and those inducements took the form 
of discounts which initially increased 
in 1979 from 20% to a minimum 33% 
and a maximum of 50% of the market 
value of the council property depending 
on the number of years the tenant had 
been an occupier.  However, in order 
to ensure a continuing high take-up the 
Government was compelled to further 
raise the maximum discount to 60% in 
1984 and to a “you’d have to be mad 
not to” 70% in 1986. 

While these inducements could be 
said to have acted as an influence on 
the demand for council house sales 
that demand still had to assume the 
character of “an effective monetary 
demand” if there was to be a 
consummation of the buyer/seller 
relationship resulting in an actual 
sale. Without that consummation the 
housing stock would remain under 
public ownership and represent a 
disaster for the RTB policy. The 
problem for the Tory Government 

was that it needed to ensure that a 
significant component of the working 
class had access to the funding it 
required to purchase their council 
homes for it to be able to claim that its 
RTB policy was a success. 

One element of working-class life 
which helped to translate the RTB into 
a monetarily effective demand was 
indirectly provided as a by-product of 
another aspect of the Tory economic 
policies at this time. Those policies 
were essentially hostile to industry and 
had the effect of driving a lot of border-
line manufacturing factories to the 
wall. As an increasing number of such 
companies failed during the 1980s it 
created a new pool of working class 
council tenants who now found that 
their redundancy packages provided 
them with a means of purchasing their 
homes. The author, Chris McCrudden, 
provides a personal account of the 
way in which his father’s redundancy 
package was used to purchase their 
council house in the Whiteleas area 
of South Shields in his essay “Shy 
Bairns Get Nowt” (Common People: 
an anthology of working-class writers, 
published by Unbound, 2019).

Yet, while the growth in redundancy 
packages might have provided the 
means by which a certain number of 
council tenants could buy their council 
properties the success of the RTB 
policy required funding to be available 
on a much larger scale to a much 
larger number of council tenants. It is 
here that access to mortgage funding 
became critical. 

Industry and council house 
purchase – a common problem of 
investment

But where was such funding to come 
from? Faced with a constituency of 
council home tenants who might wish 
to buy their homes, the institutions 
that traditionally allocated mortgages 
remained cautious even in the face of 
generous discounts. At the same time 
within that constituency there existed 
a strong culture which eschewed 
the idea of debt (although this was 
changing by the late 1970s to early 
1980s it still remained a significant 
component of working class culture).

While not being able to do much 
about the culture of credit avoidance 
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among significant sections of the 
working class, the Tory Government 
concentrated on the problem of access 
to funding. In addressing Parliament 
on the occasion of the Queen’s Speech 
in 1979 Thatcher promised that 
tenants wishing to buy their council 
house would be provided with a 100% 
mortgage if required. 

But the question remained as to who 
was to supply these 100% mortgages 
to council tenants even with up to 60% 
discounts. The mortgage market at this 
time was dominated by the building 
societies which traditionally had 
operated to a very cautious lending 
culture. If they were to fill the demand 
that culture would need to be changed 
while at the same time encouraging 
the banks, traditionally a very small 
operator in the mortgage market, to 
take on a bigger role. In the latter case 
the Tory Government was pushing at 
an open door.

Shortly after the Thatcher 
Government came to power in 
1979 Robin Leigh-Pemberton, then 
chairman of the National Westminster 
Bank and later, between 1983 and 
1993, Governor of the Bank of 
England, raised the issue of the 
advantages of the Building Societies 
when it came to personal savings. This 
was something that the banks had been 
complaining about for some years 
and had raised at the hearings of the 
Wilson Committee which sat between 
January 1977 and 1981. The Wilson 
Committee had been established in 
1977 to address what was seen by the 
Labour Government as the problem of 
lack of investment in industry and its 
brief was to provide both explanations 
and possible remedies. The purpose of 
the Committee was: 

“To enquire into the role and 
functioning, at home and abroad, of 
financial institutions in the United 
Kingdom and their value to the 
economy; to review in particular the 
provision of funds for industry and 
trade; to consider what changes are 
required in the existing arrangements 
for the supervision of these 
institutions, including the possible 
extension of the public sector, and to 
make recommendations.”  

Much of what the Committee dealt 
with came to be of little relevance 
by the time it published its report in 
1981 as by then the priorities of the 
Thatcher Government were very 
different particularly when it came to 

manufacturing industry. Nonetheless, 
the report did contain some conclusions 
which the new government could use 
in its formulation of its carte blanche 
policies towards the financial sector. 

One issue the Committee’s report 
considered was the disparity in the tax 
arrangements between the building 
societies and the banks which Leigh-
Pemberton had raised in 1979 shortly 
after Thatcher was elected.

Investors in a building society 
account received preferential treatment 
when it came to the tax arrangements 
compared to those with a normal 
bank deposit account. This resulted 
in a benefit to the building Society 
account holder. That benefit varied 
with the fluctuating Bank of England 
interest rate but using the middle of 
the 1970s as an example a building 
society account holder at that time 
could expect a payment of 7% after 
tax paid. For the basic rate taxpayer 
this was the equivalent of 10.77% 
gross. Comparing this with the next 
best rate which was available through 
a Trustee Savings Bank (which paid 
up to 9.5% gross) or that a personal 
deposit account with a high street bank 
which only brought in 6.25% gross 
(see: Sunday Times, 29 June 1975, 
p.49) and the extent of the disparity 
becomes obvious.

It was this disparity in the gross 
interest offered by the building 
societies and the high street banks 
that underpinned the attraction of the 
former over the latter when it came to 
the investment choices of the ordinary 
saver. 

The justification for this inequitable 
arrangement was always that the 
building societies, as the traditional 
providers of housing mortgages, 
needed to ensure that their financial 
coffers were sufficient to sustain the 
ongoing demand for mortgage loans. 
Should their capacity to provide such 
mortgage loans prove inadequate 
to the existing housing demand the 
market would be starved of funds 
and in turn grind to a halt with all the 
implications that had for the wider 
employment situation in the building 
industry and beyond. In addition, the 
accelerating cultural trend towards 
more home ownership since end of 
the 1950s meant that any frustrating 
of that trend would also have political 
implications.

By the time that Margaret Thatcher 
came to power in 1979 the situation 

created by the almost monopoly 
status of the building societies in the 
mortgage markets had become a factor 
that could not be ignored in her RTB 
plans for council homes. 

That monopoly was sustained by 
their growing position as the location 
of choice for domestic sterling 
depositors. At that point the percentage 
share of the Building Societies in 
the domestic sterling deposit market 
had more than doubled from 18.4% 
in 1964 to 37.8% in 1978 while the 
equivalent figures for the high street 
banks showed a reduction from 36.8% 
in 1964 to 30.5% in 1978. With the 
prospect of that trajectory continuing 
the Wilson Committee recommended 
the removal of the tax advantage then 
enjoyed by the building societies. 
According to the Committee’s 
argument the growing tendency of 
the current arrangements funneled 
potential investor money from the 
wider arena in which banks could 
lend to the narrow and restricted areas 
of property where building societies 
operated. Given that the Committee 
had been set up in 1977 to identify the 
reasons for what was seen as a lack of 
investment in industry and that it had 
refused to endorse a greater role for the 
State as a possible solution (through 
the nationalisation of financial 
institutions) what the Committee was 
left with was the re-jigging of the 
existing areas of domestic financial 
accumulation in ways that could 
facilitate a greater flow of investment 
to the required target. 

However, what the Wilson 
Committee did not foresee was that the 
target for such investment flows, after 
the fall of the Labour Government 
in 1979, was no longer industry but 
rather housing, and via housing, the 
financial sector itself.

Building societies and banks
With the introduction of the RTB 

there arose, over a relatively short 
period of time, the prospect of 
hundreds of thousands of council 
tenants requiring access to mortgages. 
While the building societies were 
quite capable of continuing to function 
along lines, and at an intensity which 
reflected a slow acceleration in the 
housing market, they were not geared 
up to meet the level and type of 
demand implicit in Thatcher’s RTB 
policy. The traditional culture of 
caution that prevailed in the building 
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societies made them unsuitable for the risk-taking element 
that came with the need to provide council house tenants on 
such a massive scale, with the funds necessary to purchase 
their council home. 

The solution was for other financial institutions to become 
players in the house mortgage market and the obvious 
candidate for this was the banks. Up to now the only area 
where the banks performed such a role was on the high-
end of the property market and they had little experience 
or capacity to broaden out their operations to supply the 
mass market in mortgages. Nonetheless, the banks had seen 
the way in which the market for home ownership had been 
moving from the 1960s and had begun to make some moves 
in that direction. But such moves were painfully slow and 
those banks willing to dip their toes into the uncertain waters 
of council property mortgages had to contend with the 
wariness of their institutional depositors and shareholders. 
The paradox was that while the banks with their large and 
institutional depositors had the potential to increase the size 
of the financial well from which more mortgages could 
be drawn the nature of the mortgages ensured that banks 
could only move as far and as fast in that direction as their 
circumstances permitted.

Consequently, if they were to play a significant role in the 
mass provision of mortgages they, like the building societies, 
needed to ensure that their access to more depositors could 
provide the funding to meet any significant increase in their 
mortgage lending activities. In other words, they needed 
to attract increasing numbers of depositors to meet any 
anticipated increase in the levels of mortgage loans. But 
their attempts to facilitate this came up against the the fact 
that they did not possess the tax advantages that the building 
societies could offer their depositors.

The results of this disparity between the banks and the 
building societies was thus a problem for a Government 
intent on selling off the biggest and most significant of 
State assets – its public housing stock. It wasn’t politically 
acceptable, or indeed, under the circumstances economically 
possible, to overcome the problem by simply abolishing the 
tax benefits enjoyed by the building societies at a stroke. 
Nor was it possible to provide the banks with a similar 
tax advantage as the Building Societies – something that 
would, in all likelihood have made no, or little difference to 
depositors’ habits which traditionally viewed the building 
societies as the natural home for such deposits. What would 
have made a difference was a possible re-calibrating of the 
relative tax advantages between the banks and the building 
societies by enabling the banks to offer a higher level of 
tax relief. But, even if it were politically possible, such a 
crude device would have had the effect of moving depositor 
money too quickly from institutions that had the relevant 
expertise and relationship with the housing sector to those 
which did not.

And yet, if Thatcher’s RTB policy was to succeed it 
required some means by which the necessary funds were 
made available to the hundreds of thousands of potential 
council buyers. How this was done and the implications it 
had for wider economy will be explored in a future issue of 
Labour Affairs. 

Railway Fat-Cats Well-Fed

7 October 2021
RMT Press Office:
Railway rolling stock fat cats paid out £1 billion 

dividends during pandemic year.
Rolling stock fatcats paid out nearly £1 billion in 

dividends at taxpayers’ expense last year, the RMT 
revealed today in a new report, the equivalent of half 
the £2 billion in fares paid by passengers and or 23% 
of the £8.3 billion in taxpayer support to the industry 
in the same year.

While the government has imposed pay freezes 
on heroic keyworkers, and passengers face massive 
fare rises in the New Year, the companies who own 
Britain’s trains have been siphoning taxpayer’s 
money overseas into the murky world of low tax 
jurisdictions and tax havens. 

According to the RMT’s research, published 
today, the three rolling stock companies, Angel, 
Eversholt and Porterbrook paid £950 million in 
dividends through their complex group structures 
last year, with most of it disappearing overseas into 
opaque companies based in Luxembourg and Jersey, 
traditionally used to minimise tax liabilities. 

The payments have been effectively made by the 
taxpayer as the government has guaranteed the pre-
pandemic payments they make to the Rolling Stock 
companies for leasing their trains and refused to cap 
either lease charges or dividends. 

RMT General Secretary Mick Lynch said:
“Another week, another tawdry pandemic 

profiteering story on our railways. 
“While staff were risking their lives and passengers 

were doing the right thing, pulling together to keep 
the country moving, the well-heeled spivs who 
rent out trains kept on raking it in at taxpayers’ and 
fare payers’ expense and shuffling our money into 
overseas bank accounts. 

“These people do nothing. They don’t build trains, 
they don’t operate them, they take no real risks 
and the taxpayer is bankrolling them. Their only 
real ingenuity is in devising company structures so 
complex they can hide what they’re doing.

“£I billion pounds in profits is more than enough to 
pay for a decent pay rise for rail workers and freeze 
fares for passengers.  Ultimately, all our rolling stock 
should be publicly owned but as a first step we are 
calling on the government to use the Comprehensive 
Spending Review to announce a windfall tax on the 
profits of the Rolling Stock Companies to fund a rail 
rebate for fairer pay and fairer fares.”



Labour Affairs  19

No. 322 - October 2021

Labour Affairs  19

Diary of an ex-Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

Running the rule over the Labour 
Party Conference

Contents:  
(1) Back to College - the Electoral 

College
(2) The main changes to the Party 

Rule Book: 2021
(3) Rule changes and the direction 

of the Party

(1) Back to College - the Electoral 
College

Anyone seeking a more detailed 
account of this year’s Labour 
Party conference rule changes 
may consult the Conference 
report, when available, or,  in 
the meantime, they can, as I did, 
go to the excellent source for an 
overview: “Every-Rule-Change-at-
Labour-Conference-2021-What-it-
Means-and-How-it-Passed.” This 
was written by the hard working 
Elliot Chappell and Sienna Rodgers 
in LabourList (1 October, 2021: 
available on LabourList’s internet 
site).  

I was not a delegate to this 
conference and did not receive the 
full text of motions nor was I party 
to the debates, so I’ve relied heavily 
on LabourList for this diary entry - 
opinions on the factual reports being 
my responsibility, as they say. 

Corroborative information was 
gleaned from delegates, shared on 
the excellent “Labour Grassroots” 
daily coverage of conference;  and 
“Arise: Labour Conference Report 
back”;  “Novara Media” ; this year’s 
“TWT” (The World Transformed— 
annual political festival since 
2016) on line meetings; individual 
delegates whom I know - and other 
miscellaneous sources, including one 
or two which I dare not mention for 
fear of proscription. (Now, isn’t that 
a sad reflection of the state of play 
in the Labour Party at the moment?)  
And - a spoiler  - from what I’ve 
seen or heard over the conference 

and the ongoing postmortems - it’s 
only going to get worse before it 
gets better. Much worse.  

Does that make me feel like 
leaving the Party? 

It has crossed my mind. But to 
go where? To build a new socialist 
party?  I’ve done my time in dingy 
rooms above pubs talking to maybe 
a dozen others on a good night. 
Because that’s where you’d be 
starting from, that’s the reality. 

Now, if, say, the Socialist 
Campaign Group of Labour MPs 
(or a substantial portion of it) plus 
a number of affiliated trade unions 
were to propose such a move. That 
would get my attention.  

What is clear to me after this 
conference is that there are tens of 
thousands of liked-minded socialists 
in the party. How can we hope to 
build a party from scratch in this 
FPTP Brexit land if we can’t fight 
our corner in the largest democratic 
socialist party in Europe?

One thing I heard at a zoom 
meeting last week clinched that 
decision for me: that if only a small 
number of the 150,000 who left 
the party in despair in the last year 
or so had stayed on Dave Evans, 
Acting General Secretary, would 
not have kept his job. But as a result 
of him retaining the job more will 
be pressured to leave, especially 
from the left, unless he drastically 
changes his attitude - which I doubt. 

A huge positive in the present 
situation is knowing there is a 
vigorous, well rooted leftist social 
media network developing out 
there, telling it as it is, unlike the 
mainstream media.  Without it, 
how would we know about the 
dirty war being fought via the 
party bureaucratic machinery to 
marginalise the left of the party, with 
which the main stream media, by its 
silence, colludes? 

We wouldn’t know about - as most 
people reliant on the MSM don’t 
- the countless elected delegates 
that were suspended so that they 
couldn’t attend conference. The 

hundreds who got letters just 
prior to conference who were told 
unspecified “security” issues with 
their conference paperwork meant 
they could not attend? All that would 
go unreported. 

And look at the wonder of TWT,  
forged in the white heat of the 
Corbyn renaissance, its influence 
growing serendipitously - no little 
thanks to the Covid driven social use 
of zoom - to becoming a real force for 
political and cultural change? And 
more: most of the great events are 
now up on the internet, to be enjoyed 
at home and abroad. Recommended: 
“The Socialist Campaign Group of 
Labour Party at TWT The Big Tent.” 

Hearing from that wonderful 
intake of ethnically diverse, mostly 
female 2019 entry MPs will warm the 
cockles of your heart. Guaranteed. 
Jeremy and John McDonnell are 
there to level up the age profile.

*
We will now proceed to looking 

at the main rule changes introduced 
during this year’s Labour Party 
Conference and assessing their 
likely impact on party democracy.  

But we’ll start with a proposed 
rule change that never made it to 
the Conference agenda after days 
of internal wrangling amongst the 
constituent parts of the Labour 
Party: the plan to reintroduce the 
Electoral College. 

I believe the reason for this is 
that, in retrospect, the row over 
the Electoral College will be seen 
as having set the tone for this 
conference, and may become a 
measure of Keir Starmer’s progress, 
or otherwise, in re-forging the party 
in his own - or his mentors’ - image.  

It read like pre-conference “false 
news” when rumours emerged in 
the days just before conference that 
the Starmer leadership, advised by 
Blairite “Grandees,” was going to 
propose a return to the “Electoral 
College” system of Party leadership 
elections. 

Under the Electoral College 
system, looked at as it would apply 
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to the party as now constituted, 
a third of the votes would come 
from affiliated union and affiliated 
societies membership, representing 
millions of members; a third from 
the 450,000 general membership - 
and a third from a mere 199 MPs. 

Now, that is not what Ed Miliband 
had in mind when he commissioned 
Lord Ray Collins to present a report 
on the democratic deficit in the 
Labour Party when he was party 
leader. “The Report on Labour 
Party Reform,” commissioned and 
published in early February 2014 
was circulated immediately for a 
Special Conference the following 
month. 

*
Imagine that!  A specially convened 

delegate conference with a single 
item agenda and a user friendly 
policy discussion document. With 
a month to discuss and debate it at 
local level beforehand. Compare 
and contrast with how the proposed 
rule changes were processed at this 
year’s conference, when delegates 
were overwhelmed by the quantity 
of documentation thrown at them, 
and the limited time available to 
come to grips with it. 

It’s the difference between a 
meeting convened to make a decent 
attempt to reach the best consensual 
decision, in the 2014 example, and 
pushing through a pre-planned 
outcome in this year’s conference. 

Press the link (CAC Report 2) on 
the LabourList piece on conference 
rule change, cited above, to see the 
crammed agenda of policy and rule-
changing motions to understand the 
point being made.  

“It’s time to make ourselves the 
party of equality,” said Ed, Labour 
Leader, back in 2014, proposing 
the move away from the use of the 
undemocratic “electoral college” 
for leadership elections. The 
proposal to drop it, he said: “.. 
would result in the biggest transfer 
of power to members and supporters 
in the history of the party.” 

One well known Labour activist 
and writer was to opine: “Last 
summer few people thought he 
would be able to get his party to 
vote in reforms on this scale with a 

majority of almost 90%. But he did 
it.…the very fact that Miliband has 
got them through, in the way he has, 
is a mark of leadership.” (Andrew 
Sparrow, Guardian, 1 March 2014.) 

So, after all that, what are we to 
make of Miliband’s support for, 
or acquiescence in Keir Starmer’s 
proposed re-introduction of the 
electoral college sprung on everyone 
at the last minute ? 

A very public slap in the face for 
Miliband, one would have to say; 
to be compounded shortly after 
by Starmer on a popular television 
station disowning a Labour 
commitment to bringing energy 
companies into public ownership, 
only days earlier enunciated by 
Miliband, as Energy spokesperson 
(and, of course, it being one of 
Starmer’s “10 Pledges” when 
seeking the Party leadership, less 
than 18 months ago.)   

(2) The main changes to the 
Party Rule Book: 2021

Note: “Card vote” is required by 
rule with policy motions where 
at conference it may be difficult 
to arrive at a decisive result by a 
show of hands, or where the motion 
proposed concerns a Rulebook 
change, and is, thus, binding. (We’ll 
return to what constitutes ‘binding’ 

Card vote 4:  Membership Rules  
This is the first rule change that 

jumps out at me - as someone who 
has argued at length in Labour 
Affairs and elsewhere about the 
Labour Party Rule Book not being 
fit for purpose in a democratic 
socialist party. 

“New members are subject to a 
period of provisional membership 
during which time their application 
for full membership can be rejected 
‘for any reason which the general 
secretary sees fit.’”  This is huge 
and I’m amazed there hasn’t been 
any public reaction to it, not even on 
left wing media.

And this was voted by 57% - 43%? 
Worse, in my book, the largest chunk 
of the vote was from trade unions. 

Think for a moment of a workplace 
comparison: “New employees are 
subject to a probationary period 

during which their application for 
permanent status can be rejected 
for any reason the Human Resource 
Manager sees fit.” What? The 
subjective judgement of one person? 
No second chance? No consideration 
of mitigating circumstances? No 
appeal? No discussion?  

Of course, employment exists 
where this type of rule can be 
invoked, and bad employers have 
long exploited their “probationary” 
employment contract clauses. But, 
such a clause wouldn’t be tolerated 
in any half-decently organised job. 
Nor, let it be said, would a reasonable 
HR manager invoke such a clause, 
even if it still remained in some pre-
existing hand-me-down disciplinary 
procedure he was obliged to work 
with (as I’ve often seen in US 
multinationals in Ireland.)  

So, can anybody explain to me 
why arbitrary, authoritarian rules 
like this get into the Rulebook of 
what is a predominantly trade union 
based democratic socialist party ?  

Card vote 6: Party Meetings
The main point of interest here 

is the introduction of a political 
education and training officer role 
in local parties, though that should 
read “re-introduction.” I was a 
“PEO” (political education officer), 
in Mildmay branch of what was 
Islington Central  and, as it happens, 
my current branch is looking to 
create the same role, though what it 
has in mind is more of an organiser 
of visiting speakers.

But, my question here is: whose 
asking?  What is the motivation for 
reviving this role? Is it to empower 
or to control? Based on how we’ve 
seen free speech interpreted in the 
last year and a half of Starmer/Evans 
leadership I can envisage the role 
being seen as an ‘agency’ directly 
accountable to the leadership, not 
driven by the members.

The other part of this rule change, 
connected, I suspect, with the above, 
is the withdrawal of the right of 
a branch to affiliate to any group - 
think JVL  (Jewish Voice for Labour) 
if you’re looking for an example - or 
a motive.   

Again, a scary 60% - 40% result, 
making you wonder where people’s 
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heads are at - or, is it down to the 
process, the way in which the 
decision was reached, as discussed 
above?

Card vote 15:  Snap Parliamentary 
Election Candidate Selections

“Stats for Lefties” sees this 
as a big step forward for Party 
democracy.  True, it takes away the 
excuse for “parachuting” in the 
leadership pick for a vacant seat. 
However, in practice it could be a 
different matter: three reps from 
the local party, chosen by the local 
EC on a 5-person selection panel 
along with one regional executive 
committee and national executive 
committee members, which looks 
about right. However, it all depends 
on the dynamics of the relationship 
between all these levels, which often 
hasn’t been too great of late, arising 
from an ongoing purge of left 
wing members. But long needed: 
“parachuting “ in parliamentary 
candidates, either by left or right, 
has caused a lot of bad blood in the 
past.

The vote was close enough for 
such a motion: 53% - 47%.  The 
mainly trade union affiliates were 
against - albeit by a small margin 
28% - 22%.  I’m looking forward 
to learning the rationale behind the 
union vote on this rule change. Lack 
of representation of trade union 
delegates to CLPs,  perhaps? 

Card vote 16:   EQUALITIES 
AND HUMAN RIGHTS 
COMMISSION

I don’t feel free to comment on 
the EHRC- mandated process for 
dealing with all complaints arising 
from breaches of the Equality Act’s 
“protected characteristics” (also 
referred to in Card vote 17). I’m 
only going to say I’ve heard much 
criticism of how this vote was 
carried out, and how a vote against 
was framed, from the beginning, as 
antisemitic.  

Doubts have been expressed about 
how “independent” the body set up 
to supervise this is likely to be since 
members are going to be appointed 
by the General Secretary, who is 
not in any sense “independent” 
in relation to this process. Again, 
perhaps, that will come down to the 

professional ethics of the lawyers 
and others involved.  But it shouldn’t 
be left to chance. 

Ultimately, one way to approach 
this is with an independent review 
mechanism which would give 
the body some transparency and 
acceptance. This would lift it out 
of the danger of coming to be seen 
as merely a stage in a disciplinary 
process, not part of an educational 
and transformative process, which it 
ought to be.    

Card vote 17: Disciplinary 
Procedures

It includes a requirement that 
those taking legal action against the 
party must in future go through an 
NEC process beforehand. Members 
resort to the pursuit of natural 
justice through the courts because 
of the failure to obtain it through the 
disciplinary procedure of the Labour 
Party. Now they will be obliged to 
go before the NEC on the way to 
meeting its legal representatives in 
court?  If this is an accurate read on 
what has been proposed, this could 
throw up some interesting legal 
conundrums.  

I would be in total favour of 
this new rule if, instead the NEC 
“process,” it involved some sort of 
attempt at mediation - something 
favoured by Sami Chakrabarti 
and the former Labour GS, Jenny 
Formby.   

Indeed, if asked what a 
democratic socialist disciplinary 
procedure looked like, it would 
have such a stage built into it - with 
concomitant commitments made, 
such as acceptance of education 
or counselling to bring about 
behavioural and attitude change 
instead of the punitive approach of 
the current Rulebook. 

As part of this rule change now 
involves adding new “protected 
characteristics” to the existing 
Rulebook list, punitive sanctions 
become even less efficacious to 
expedite behavioural issues and 
bring about meaningful individual 
- and host organisational - change. 
This is particularly relevant in an 
organisation  such as the Labour 
Party, which is implicitly committed 
to transformative change at both 

these levels. 
The rest of this depressing rule 

features the usual suspects of current 
Labour disciplinary procedures: 
“automatic termination”; 
“exclusion”;  “suspension” - all with 
the stress on punishment rather than 
behavioural improvement. And, 
without the slightest mention of an 
appeals procedure ? 

And yet: the total vote in favour 
was 62% .  

Card vote 19: “Getting Labour 
Election Ready” 

The main changes:
The proportion of MPs required 

to nominate a candidate for the 
Labour leadership is doubled to 20% 
minimum. With self-identifying 
socialists being a minority of MPs 
in the democratic socialist Labour 
Party (true!) this attempts to make it 
less likely that socialists can attain 
party leadership into the future.  

Also to be raised, is the threshold 
needed for a “trigger ballot” 
allowing for an incumbent MP to 
be put through a new selection 
process in the event of an impending 
election. This is to move the party in 
the opposite direction to mandatory 
re-selection of incumbents in each 
parliamentary period, a long-held 
democratic socialist principle - and 
the norm in Republican as well as in 
the Democratic parties in the US, for 
example. 

(3) Rule changes and the direction 
of the Party

One of the big stories of conference 
was the withdrawal of “The Bakers 
Food and Allied Workers Union” 
from the Labour Party in retaliation 
for the expulsion of their President, 
Ian Hodson, on the pretext of having 
shown solidarity with other party 
members who had been indefinitely 
suspended. But as Ian explained, this 
wasn’t the sole reason the union, a 
founder member of the Labour Party 
came to that decision.

“We have a real crisis in the 
country,” Ian continued, “and 
instead of leadership, the party’s 
leader chooses to divide the trade 
unions and the membership by 
proposing changes to the way 
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elections for his successor will take 
place.

“We don’t see that as a political 
party with any expectation of 
winning an election. It’s just the 
leader trying to secure the right 
wing faction’s chosen successor.” 
(Statement released 28th September, 
2021). Of course, in the process a 
valuable left seat was lost on the 
National Executive Committee.  

If Labour valued the Bakers Union 
for its long years of support, or for 
being in the front line of improving 
the working lives of the lesser paid 
today, a way around any perceived 
problem like that could easily be 
found. 

But we have to seriously consider 
Ian’s charge that Labour is, at this 
moment, all about securing a right 
wing successor - and the general 
thrust of the rules changes bear this 
out.

Moreover, John McDonnell 
also saw the attempt to revive 
the electoral college approach to 
labour leadership elections in much 
the same light when he spoke to 
the “Socialist Campaign Group 
of Labour MPs at the “The World 
Transformed” Rally on the last night 
of conference. 

He berated Keir Starmer for 
dumping his narrow obsession with 
rule changing on this crucial Labour 
conference which found itself in 
the midst of a perfect storm of a 
multiplicity of major challenges for 
Britain. And, at a time when the 
focus should be on challenging the 
false Tory pandemic/post-brexit 
narrative in a country with millions 
slipping down into serious levels of 
poverty and hopelessness.

Here is a different take on 
Starmer’s conference: “It’s the 
day after Labour Party annual 
conference and I’m still smiling 
broadly just thinking about what 
has been achieved during the week, 
and how it has taken Labour on a 
big step towards to being the party 
it should be. And a party ready for 
government.”  

“We went into conference with 
the doubters whispering that Keir 
Starmer hadn’t got what it takes to 
lead, and Momentum boasting that 

they had 55% of delegates and were 
going to sack the general secretary.

“But at ‘Labour to Win,’ we went 
in cautiously and quietly optimistic 
because our network across the 
country had worked their socks off 
to elect excellent CLP delegates and 
provided us with accurate intel so 
we could map the likely balance of 
voting strength.”

This is Luke Akehurst writing, 
NEC member and leading light 
of “Labour to Win,” one of the 
chief pro-Starmer rank and file 
organisations. In his long article 
there are only a couple of references 
to labour party policy: it’s all about 
the bureaucratic fight against the 
left. In this article he delights in 
Dave Evans ratification as General 
Secretary and sees this as a mandate 
for his modus operandi. 

The fact the left can be credited 
with winning much of the political 
debate is of little consequence 
to him: he knows the conference 
confirms the right’s increasing 
control of the party machinery and 
inherited regional structures. 

He knows that votes to tighten the 
right’s control over the machinery 
of the party is binding while votes 
on policy issues, like the New Green 
Deal, Palestine and Aukus are not: 
hence the Party Leader and Shadow 
Front Bench can publicly disown 
them within hours of  the conference 
agreeing  them, as, indeed, we 
witnessed this year on the  three 
issues listed above, and  perhaps 
more brazenly than usual this year, 
as if saying loud and clear: ignore 
the membership, we’re the Labour 
Party.

You ask: “Can they do that, 
Mick?”  My response: “Well, they 
just fecking did!” 

Perhaps you harbour some vague 
idea in your mind that the conference 
is the policy-making body of the 
Party and the NEC, on behalf of 
the members, carries out the policy 
between conferences? 

Most union rule books say 
something along those lines. 

Mine reads: “(Unite) Rule 12.1 The 
supreme policy making body of the 
Union shall be a Policy Conference 
held every 2 years….”

“(Unite) Rule 14.9.9 (The EC) 
may decide  questions of policy 
which may arise between Policy 
Conferences and which have 
not been decided by a previous 
decision of such a conference.  Any 
substantive policy decisions made 
by the EC to be ratified by the next 
scheduled Policy Conference.” 

I’m sure the first copy of the old 
T & G rule book I received over 40 
years ago was less wordy than that, 
but there has been a gansey load 
of rule revisions since then, mostly 
from the many amalgamations that 
ended with “Unite.” Now look at the 
role of the Labour Party conference 
in the Rulebook:

Chapter I, Clause II: “The Party 
shall give effect, as far as may be 
practicable, to the principles from 
time to time approved by Party 
conference.”  

Get it?  “…as far as may be 
practicable…” Plenty of wriggle 
room there for those who don’t 
want to have their hands tied by 
the democratic policy making of 
delegates who incur great expense 
of time, money and energy, often 
travelling great distances to have 
their say.  

To conclude: Luke Akehurst’s is a 
self-serving, myopic and delusional 
view. It’s driven by personal rather 
than political ambition: the pursuit 
of position to grow the individual’s 
career rather than the necessary 
socialised power to turn Britain’s 
existential crises about.     

But it sustains his section of the 
Labour right. The Tories. And the 
death grip of the Few over the Many.  
It’s what we’re up against.  As the 
oft-quoted Tony Benn might have 
said, if he were born a few miles to 
his West - and said here with much 
affection for, and solidarity with all 
fellow foot soldiers in these difficult 
times: “Cop yer selves on and feckin’ 
toughen up!”  

Michael Murray: murraymicha@
gmail.com; Facebook: Michael 
Murray London
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respective audiences – and both 
were also calculated big lies. They 
each hid behind their messages, their 
true purpose, already by the early 
‘80s under way. The project really 
was nothing less than dismantling 
as thoroughly as possible (and 
however long it took) a Western 
Hemisphere socially-based political, 
and economic order based on social 
or Christian democracy depending 
on your viewpoint; national markets, 
social safety nets and sovereign 
governments. This model was to be 
(and has largely been) replaced by 
a new global order of money, debt 
and financialisation; the break-up of 
integrated businesses and sectors, 
whether public or private, in favour 
of the disintegrated competitive 
model operating on a global scale; 
the undermining of union power 
driving down pay and conditions; 
and the dilution of the sovereignty 
of governments. Energising it all is 
an underlying wealth casino system 
of mobile, yield-seeking investors. 
All of this is now well-entrenched in 
the political cultures of the Western 
Hemisphere and its offshoots (such 
as Australia and New Zealand), 
underpinned by competition law, 
with even the ‘mainstream’ centre-
left so-called, signed up – as 
evidenced by Starmer during the 
Labour conference.

What we are currently seeing 
particularly in Britain but also in 
many EU countries in the energy 
(gas and electricity) sector and in 
fuel (petrol and diesel) especially 
illustrates the transformation.

Energy (gas and electricity)
Before Sid gas and electricity were 

separate industries in Britain, both 
state-owned and serving consumers 
(domestic and commercial). They 
each had a regional dimension to 
their organisation through Area Gas 
Boards (AGBs) and Area Electricity 
Boards (AEBs) with national 
overlays, for technology reasons very 
strong in the case of electricity with 
the Central Electricity Generating 
Board (CEGB) and the National 
Grid. The arrival of North Sea gas 
necessitated a higher than original 

degree of national integration to the 
gas business through the creation of 
the British Gas Corporation in 1973 
(taking over the AGBs), the entity 
sold to private investors in 1986. 
In 1989 the AEBs were turned into 
companies and then sold off, again 
to investors with the CEGB and 
National Grid going the same way.

In private hands gas and electricity 
became joint products with 
companies constantly changing 
hands, merging and demerging with 
customer and transparency of service 
now subservient to the impulses and 
desires of the investors (some of 
them EU public utilities and private 
companies) and the daily price 
movements in wholesale energy 
markets. In the face of the chaos 
the May government introduced 
a form of price-capping while the 
competition authorities faced with 
growing concentration encouraged a 
new breed of ‘challenger companies’ 
to enter the fray to ‘disrupt’ the 
market through more competition.

Fuel (petrol and diesel)
In the fuel business the rule of the 

vertically integrated majors (BP, 
Shell and the like) from the oil field 
to the forecourt is over, gone. Take 
Stanlow refinery in Cheshire, one of 
Europe’s biggest and critical to UK 
supply. Who owns it? It was owned 
by Shell up until 2011 (having built 
it in 1924). It is now owned by Essar 
Oil, which used to be part of an 
Indian global conglomerate until the 
Indians sold their refining business 
to a consortium led by Russia’s 
Rosneft. Stanlow is reportedly on 
the brink of closure. Its owners 
availed of a UK Revenue covid-
crisis VAT deferment scheme but 
they (whoever they now are) are 
reportedly threatening to hoof it 
rather than repay the VAT subsidy 
on time. The number of refiners has 
reduced to a handful with names like 
Shell and BP gone from the scene.

Refiners now sell via wholesale 
‘markets’ and franchise deals to 
forecourts, in turn owned by big 
supermarket chains and private 
operators (competing profit centres). 
Much of the business is now based 
on brand franchising and own-label. 
Recently ASDA which is a major 
petrol retailer, was taken over by 

the Issa brothers (owners of the EG 
forecourt chain) and TDR Capital 
in a highly debt-fuelled  purchase 
from Walmart. Convenience 
retailing, including fast foods, has 
also become a central feature of the 
modern forecourt business model.

HGV tankers (the ‘supply chain’) 
is also now another disaggregated 
‘business’ with many competing 
players organised as profit centres. 
Many drivers also are now required 
by their employers to be ‘self-
employed’ (‘independent’ sole 
traders) although HMRC is now out 
to change this hiring policy.

Is it all about Brexit?
So is it about Brexit (and covid)? 

No it isn’t though what both have 
done is expose again the fragility 
today of a complex and large UK 
economy that is by now based 
on a competitive market model 
with business in the hands of a 
professional investor class in ruthless 
pursuit of profit and yield. The hard 
Brexit model chosen has perversely 
exposed how utterly integrated into 
the EU economy the UK had and 
has become. Whether one talks 
about labour markets (truck drivers, 
fruit harvesters and so on) or export 
markets or logistics or sub-supply 
chains or energy, by the Brexit 
moment Britain was fully integrated 
into the European economy. The 
French government’s EDF and 
Germany’s E.ON today dominate 
gas and electricity supply. German 
and French railway companies 
are critical to the operation of a 
shattered domestic rail industry. 
And so it goes. All of this has built 
up slowly over decades – especially 
(again ironically) since the Single 
Market, unknown and unappreciated 
by most Brits and for those who did 
know, kept a dirty little secret.

The ‘Sid’ message was a nudge 
and a wink and a whisper of another 
little flutter. Well what a little flutter 
it’s been. Where’s Sid?
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Where’s Sid?
By Feargus ORaghallaigh

At a time when even rightwing 
newspapers like ‘The Times’ and 
‘The Daily Telegraph’ are lamenting 
the failures of the privatisation 
of public services and the Labour 
leadership is afraid to talk of 
returning them to public ownership, 
it is a good idea to remind ourselves 
of how this all began in earnest in 
1986.

In 1986 the then British government 
launched an ad campaign, ‘Tell Sid’. 
It promoted the privatisation or sell-
off of British Gas, then a nationalised 
(state-owned) industry. The point 
of the campaign was to stimulate 
‘punter’ interest, the eponymous 
‘Sid’. The pitch was the prospect 
of a quick turn on a bit of a flutter, 
‘nudge, nudge, know what I mean?’ 
in Eric Idle’s famous Monty Python 
sketch. It appealed unashamedly to 
spiv culture, the flutter and the quick 
turn (and wink).

You could say ‘Sid’ changed 
Britain, made it the chaotic thing it 
is today, Borisonia, with its queues, 
shortages, business disruption, 
energy price hikes and empty 
shelves. You could also say that 
‘Sid’ really tapped into something 
perhaps essential to the British 
way or psyche, a spiv essence that 
is culturally endemic and even 
classless, and that this was its 
genius. On such a view Thatcher 
with her sturdy, hand-bag belief in 
property, ownership, thrift and the 
long-term got it wrong while Idle’s 
Python character was culturally on 
the spot: England is deeply about 
the nudge and wink, the bit, the nod 
(you know!), the fragment of rumour 
and goes from one flutter to another. 
On such a view the chaotic is 
deeply ingrained. The thing is Idle’s 
character dissolves and disintegrates 
into quite a pathetic creature, far 
from being a knowing man of the 
world he is a foolish ingenue. And 
maybe that’s the Sid lesson.

Maybe had British culture cleaved 
sternly to a Wesleyian (Thatcherite) 
as opposed to the Sid way there 
would not today be the queues, 
shortages and price gouging, the 

nudges that currently characterise 
the place (know what I mean??)? But 
then again … Look at the importance 
of liquid financial markets (both 
in equities and debt) to the British 
way of business. Look also at 
Correlli Barnett’s histories of British 
nineteenth and twentieth century 
functioning and decline. And what 
of the rest of western Europe where 
much the same phenomena are (to a 
lesser extent) evident? What of the 
recent history of the US? What is 
happening? Here I think, the long 
view is essential.

From circa the mid to late 1970s 
into the 80s, both the UK economy 
and the ‘European project’ were 
seen, particularly in business (and 
political) establishments to have 
fallen on hard times and into some 
state of decay. In the UK the talk 
was of the ‘British disease’: a stop-
go cycle of fiscal and monetary 
crises combined with continuing 
low growth, stagnant productivity, 
and an utterly incompetent industrial 
management class.

In the EEC the diagnosis was 
‘Eurosclerosis’. Again it was a 
matter of political economy, the 
assessment was that a pattern of 
economic stagnation in Europe that 
may have resulted from government 
over-regulation and overly generous 
social benefits policies.. Add to this 
too big a role for public spending 
and the direct role of the state in 
national economies.

There is an American economic 
historian, Jefferson Cowie, author of 
a little book, The Great Exception, 
the New Deal & the Limits of 
American Politics. Cowie argues 
that essentially between the late 
1940s and at some point (pick a year) 
in the 1970s, America’s New Deal, 
WWII and Johnson’s Great Society 
unravelled. A US economy built on 
big companies, big unions, and big 
federal government bucks based on 
‘defence’ (Eisenhower’s ‘military-
industrial complex’) buckled and 
the politics that underpinned it 
as an essential framework to life 
disintegrated. And where America 

went (‘Reaganomics’), the rest of 
the Western Hemisphere eventually 
followed while Eastern Europe, 
under the Warsaw Pact, stagnated 
and lost any political legitimacy that 
it enjoyed among its population.

On this view America was by 
the mid-to-late-1970s in the slough 
of decline; the Brits were in long-
run secular decline for perhaps a 
century; and Western Europe’s post-
war reconstruction and renewal had 
run out of puff. In all cases it was 
argued it was all because of ruling 
class incompetence and decadence, 
socialism and unions. This decline 
wasn’t simply relative (although 
it was that), it was essentially 
decadence, the Decline of the core 
of the West. But what ho! Here 
came Maggie (1979). And Ronnie! 
(1980). And then came Sid!! And 
for Europe there was Maggie’s 1985 
gift to Delors of Lord Cockfield and 
his ‘Single Market’. Decline was not 
inevitable. Society, politics, people 
had agency and markets offered 
renewal.

With Maggie, Ronnie and Sid and 
Lord Cockfield came salvation. Well, 
not quite.

There are two quite brilliant TV 
campaigns of the 1980s. One is the 
Reagan (1984) political commercial 
advocating a second term for the 
Gipper – ‘Morning in America’. 
The other is the aforementioned 
‘Tell Sid’. Morning in America is in 
tone, patriotic, uplifting: prosperity 
is in prospect, it is a “new morning”, 
turnaround has been achieved (the 
musical background and the voice-
over are stirringly and upliftingly 
suited to the message). “Tell Sid’ 
on the other hand is a message of 
spivery to a low comedic, slapstick 
culture: its tone is chaotic in the 
‘Carry On’ tradition, but it gets a 
message through, there’s money to 
be made by everyone, “tell Sid”, 
nudge nudge, know what I mean!!!

Both campaigns were brilliantly 
purposed and aimed at their 


