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The value of an 
effective opposition

Labour Must Exploit 
Tory Divisions

The most important political battle in British 
politics is currently taking place in the Conservative 
party.  There is, of course, also a political battle taking 
place in the Labour Party, but it is of a different kind.  
In the Labour Party, the party machine is being used 
to suppress the discussion of any radical ideas.  In 
contrast, in the Conservative Party, the political battle 
is very much a discussion on what type of society is 
wanted.  The leaders of the two opposing views are 
Boris Johnson and Rishi Sunak.

It is important that the Labour movement understand 
this battle in the Conservative party if they are to 
affect the outcome.  Sunak claims that a large state is 
morally objectionable. 

“Government should have limits. If this seems a 
controversial statement to make, then I am all the 
more glad for saying it because that means it needed 
saying. And it is what we believe. There is a reason 
we talk about the importance of family, community 
and personal responsibility. We do so not because 
these are an alternative to the market or the state, 
but because they are more important than the market 
or the state.”

Johnson is less ideological and more pragmatic on 
this issue.  Johnson believes that sometimes a big 
state is necessary and today is one of those times.  He 
believes that a big state is necessary to level up and, 
more importantly, to win the next general election.

This difference between Sunak and Johnson could 
have been more divisive in the October budget.  
However, a significant improvement in the flow of 
future government revenue (predicted by the Office 
for Budget Responsibility) meant that Johnson could 
get his larger state while Sunak could also get a 
smaller ratio of national debt to GDP.  But the truce 
that reigned in Parliament as Sunak delivered his 
budget was an uneasy one.  Sunak signaled numerous 
times to the Conservative Party back benches that 

Continued On Page 3

The Guardian Online of 4 October contained a 
page of reader’s letters in support of Sir Keir Starmer 
arguing that the criticism of his performance at the 
recent Labour Party Conference was unfair and only 
served the Tory interest. Aside from the fact that the 
“generosity” of the paper in this regard stands in 
marked contrast to the way in which it treated Jeremy 
Corbyn when he was leader, the letters in question 
throw up an interesting consideration of the role of 
Labour in opposition.

What the period of Corbyn’s leadership shows is 
that even in opposition the Labour Party continued to 
influence the behaviour of the party in Government.

But that influence is not necessarily, or exclusively, 
the result of the behaviour of the PLP in Westminster. 
When we look back at the seminal event during 
Corbyn’s leadership we see that, at the time of the 
referendum, despite the fact that the membership of 
the party was overwhelmingly anti-Brexit, the extent 
of that opposition was not an accurate reflection of 
the feelings of a significant element among the party’s 
traditional voters let alone the wider voting public. 

There were many inside the Labour Party and 
outside who advocated a pro-Brexit policy. But that 
sentiment was not shared by the majority of members. 
They were not convinced by the argument that it 
offered an opportunity for the working class. Yet, 
even when Brexit was endorsed by the electorate in 
the June 2016 referendum that argument continued to 
be dismissed as not worthy of consideration. At this 
point the Party saw its prime mission as the undoing 
of the results of the referendum and much of the 
focus of the party became centred on that goal. Such 
was the determination of the Remain component led 
by the PLP to reverse the referendum result that it 
attempted to remove the leader, Jeremy Corbyn – a 
known agnostic on the issue – rather than adjust to 
the new reality. That attempt was undertaken in the 
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he would have preferred to use the 
increased government revenues to 
reduce the national debt rather than 
increase spending:

“There is a different moral 
dimension to the economic challenge 
we face now. Last year, the state 
grew to be over half the size of the 
total economy, and taxes are rising 
to their highest level as a percentage 
of GDP since the 1950s. I do not 
like it, but I cannot apologise for it: 
it is the result of the unprecedented 
crisis we faced and the extraordinary 
action we took in response. But now 
we have a choice: do we want to 
live in a country where the response 
to every question is ‘What are the 
Government going to do about it?’”

In Sunak’s first full fiscal year as 
Chancellor, he spent some £300 
billion more than he levied in taxation 
and so national debt increased by that 
amount.  Sunak effectively created 
£300 billion in new money to pay 
for the pandemic.  This was a good 
thing.  It meant that some 20% of the 
workforce, who had to stop working 
to protect the health of the nation, 
could continue to enjoy a reasonable 
standard of living while on Furlough.

The ability of the government to just 
create £300 billion has taken many 
politicians and media commentators 
by surprise.  Since Thatcher came to 
power in 1979, the sacrosanct mantra 
was that governments can only 
pay with money that they raise in 
taxation or borrow from the private 
sector.  The pandemic revealed the 
falsehood of the “taxpayers’ money” 
mantra.  Sunak did not increase 
taxation or borrow from the private 
sector.  He simply created the money 
by ordering the Bank of England 
(BoE) to mark up the accounts of 
those he wanted to pay.  

The vast majority of MPs and 
media commentators still see no 
difference between a household 
budget and the budget of a currency 
creating state like the UK, despite 
the fact that the pandemic made it 
evident that the UK government, as 
the monopoly issuer of the currency, 
had limitless funds at its disposal.

The Treasury elite understand 
completely that the UK state is not 

financially constrained.  Sunak will 
also have grasped the fact and one 
suspects that it will be dawning on 
Johnson too, that national debt is an 
irrelevant statistic.  For Sunak this 
is a source of regret since it makes 
a big state, which he finds morally 
repugnant, more feasible.  For 
Johnson it’s a source of relief, since it 
makes retaining those red wall seats 
more feasible.

Labour should exploit this division 
in the Tory ranks to demand even 
higher spending in the interests 
of working people.  But here, 
unfortunately, Labour meets its own 
demons.  The Labour Party believes 
that a Labour government can only 
spend what it has levied in taxation or 
what it has borrowed from the private 
sector.  But it also wants to be a party 
of low taxation and low national 
debt.  The result is incoherence.  
The Labour Party needs to develop 
a much more coherent story around 
government spending, taxation and 
borrowing.

The story is not that hard to put 
together.  If there is unemployment 
in an economy then a currency 
creating government can spend into 
the economy without increasing 
taxation or borrowing.  Once a 
position of full employment is 
reached then a government wishing 
to increase spending will be 
competing with the private sector 
for resources.  This would likely 
have inflationary consequences.  
When there is full employment, 
the government must create 
unemployment before spending into 
the economy.  The typical tool for 
creating unemployment is taxation.  
People often, mistakenly, think that 
the purpose of taxation is to raise 
revenue.  It’s not.  Its main purpose 
is to reduce private sector demand 
and thereby to create unemployed 
resources which the government can 
then buy.

Sunak knows that most MPs, 
Conservative and Labour, do not 
understand these kind of things.  He 
therefore deliberately introduced a 
Charter of Budget Responsibility 
to lock MPs into a set of rules that 
would favour his agenda of a small 
state.

“Today I am publishing a new 
charter for budget responsibility. 
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The charter sets out two fiscal rules 
that will keep this Government on the 
path of discipline and responsibility. 
First, underlying public sector net 
debt, excluding the impact of the Bank 
of England, must, as a percentage of 
GDP, be falling. Secondly, in normal 
times the state should only borrow 
to invest in our future growth and 
prosperity. Everyday spending must 
be paid for through taxation.”

Sunak’s first rule would, for the 
most part, guarantee increased 
unemployment because if the private 
sector is a net saver, i.e. if the 
private sector is saving more than it 
is spending in investment, then the 
government, if it does not want to 
see increased unemployment, must 
match the private sector’s net saving 
with an equal fiscal deficit.  Labour 
should boldly state that it will match 
any private sector surplus with an 
equal fiscal deficit and that issues 
like the size of the national debt will 
not be considered of any relevance.

The UK government has no need 
to borrow from the private sector 
to do this.  It is a currency creating 
government and can simply spend 
an amount equal the increased 
private sector net saving.  However, 
governments do traditionally issue 
bonds that match the difference 
between what they spend and levy in 
taxation.  The government determines 
the interest on these bonds not the 
market.  The Japanese private sector 
has been a net saver for decades and 
the Japanese government has been 
consequently running a matching 
deficit for decades.  Japanese public 
sector net debt, as a percentage of 
GDP, is 2.5 times UK public sector 
net debt and there is no inflation and 
very low unemployment and the 
interest paid on 10 year government 
bonds is less than .1%.

Sunak’s 2nd rule that “everyday 
spending must be paid for through 
taxation”, makes little sense if there 
is unemployment and the purpose of 
the current spending is to support the 
unemployed.  Government spending 
would reduce unemployment but if 
it is matched by extra taxation then 
that extra taxation would increase 
unemployment.  Sunak should 
be reminded of Keynes advice to 
print money, bury it in disused 
coalmines and let the private sector 

dig it up again as a way of ending 
unemployment.

Sunak’s rules are a sop to his small 
state backbenchers.  They are a sign 
of his weakness in the Conservative 
Party at present.  They may well be 
an indication that Sunak’s moment 
in the sun has passed.  Will Johnson 
want to retain a Chancellor with such 
a small state bias.  But the rules also 
represent a trap for Labour.  Labour 
wishes to appear fiscally responsible 
and may feel tempted to sign up to 
these rules.  It should not.  These 
are the rules that led to 10 years of 
austerity. 

The only rules of budget 
responsibility that Labour should 
support are that they will spend when 
it makes sense to spend, will tax when 
it makes sense to tax and will borrow 
when it makes sense to borrow.  
The constraints on spending are the 
existence of resources, not money; 
government spending is possible 
and does not harm the economy; the 
objection to this spending is political: 
it creates a big state and gives power 
to the working class. Spending or 
austerity is a political choice, not one 
governed by economic and financial 
necessity.

Labour must hang the millstone of 
George Osborne’s austerity around 
Sunak’s neck by pointing out that his 
proposed rules were also Osborne’s 
rules and they did great damage to 
British society as Osborne pursued 
his dream of a small state.  

leadership contest between August 
and September 2016. Then, with 
Corbyn’s leadership endorsed by 
the overwhelming majority of the 
membership, the PLP resorted to 
desperate bureaucratic obstruction 
and exploitation of parliamentary 
procedure in an attempt to scupper 
Brexit. There was no mistaking the 
intent of Labour in opposition at 
the time. The extent to which such 
opposition impacted Government 
policy on this issue was the 
influence it had on the hardening 
of Tory policy – a hardening that 
resulted in the election of Boris 
Johnson as leader and Prime 
Minister in July 2019 in order to 
“Get Brexit Done.”

For that reason, from the 
Remain perspective, that 
influence of Labour in opposition 
was undoubtedly a negative 
one. But the emergence of Boris 
Johnson represented much 
more that a hardening of the 
pro-Brexit position in the Tory 
Party. Johnson showed himself 
to be more than a single-issue 
phenomenon. Rather, he has built 
on his Brexit position to develop 
policies that take the Tory Party 
to the Labour heartlands in a way 
that the Labour Party continues to 
fail to acknowledge. 

In essence, what Johnson’s 
policies have revealed is the way 
in which Brexit offered a real 
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opportunity for the working class. 
With Corbyn as leader—while he 
was never exactly in control of the 
ship, at least he was somewhere 
on the Bridge—there remained 
the prospect that the opportunity 
might have been taken. Alas and 
alack, such was the incoherent 
basis of much of his support 
(which was incapable of seeing 
Brexit as an opportunity and only 
capable of treating it as a disaster) 
that opportunity could not be 
grasped. 

However, the Labour Party is 
much more than the PLP and, 
in the meantime, under Corbyn 
it developed a series of policies 
which proved so attractive to 
the electorate, that, despite an 
intensive campaign to discredit 
them in the media, produced 
a result in the 2017 election 
that profoundly shocked the 
establishment. 

That Labour showing in 2017 
was to stimulate a response from 
the establishment that was both 
savage and creative. Not only did 
the establishment media embark 
on the most vicious campaign 
against a leader of the opposition 
in modern times (central to it all 
being a doubling down on the 
antisemitic smear) but it also 
brought forth a creative response 
which reflected the Tory Party’s 
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 
antisemitism as well as identity 
politics, the central issue is that 
the period between 2017 and 
2019 showed the influence that 
the Labour Party, as an opposition 
party, could continue to have over 
the governing party. 

As indicated, 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 Party 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”? 

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 retreat 
into policies designed around a 
Blair-light future 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. 

A Labour Party that fails to 
contest the ground on which 
ordinary people reside (whether 
it be one dominated by health, 
housing, transport, re-training 
or energy) by offering real 
alternatives to the current market 
failures will be a Labour Party that 
has betrayed the working class 
not only by its failure to provide 
the next Government but by its 
failure to provide an effective 
opposition in the meantime.



Labour Affairs  5

No. 323 - November 2021

What Am I Going to do Next? Part 10.

Thoughts on a High Wage  
High Skill Economy

By Dave Gardner
Last month I wrote about the 

government’s desire to force 
most young people not doing 
A levels to do a new type of 
demanding qualification called 
the T level. They intend to do 
this by defunding vocational 
alternatives such as the BTEC 
level 3. I was wrong in thinking 
that the government is going to 
defund all level 2 programmes 
for semi-skilled work. Instead 
they recognise that not all will be 
able to take T levels successfully 
and they are currently reviewing 
level 2 qualifications. I will 
comment on this in due course.

I would like to focus on the 
consequences, intended and 
unintended, of the government’s 
policy. Policy on vocational 
education is caught between 
two conflicting imperatives. The 
first is to provide know-how for 
the economy. In an advanced 
economy, this involves quite high 
levels of literacy and numeracy 
and thus a good level of general 
education. Many British people 
do not achieve this. In 2016 the 
OECD reported that a quarter of 
working age adults in England 
possessed low literacy and/
or numeracy skills, below that 
expected of an 11-year-old. Poor 
quantitative reasoning skills 
and/or difficulty with simple 
written information meant that 
many adults struggled to read 
a petrol gauge or understand 
instructions on a medication 
bottle. The report also found 
that there were more university 
students in England ‘with weak 
literacy and numeracy skills’ 

than in most other countries. 
Good technical education at level 
3 (A level equivalent) depends 
on students having good Maths 
and English abilities. So there 
is already a challenge for T 
levels. The second objective of 
vocational education policy is to 
get more people into jobs. The 
least educated are the most liable 
to unemployment. Therefore, to 
get them into employment they 
need to be equipped with the 
requisite know-how certified by 
a qualification. These will in the 
main be the people referred to in 
the OECD report.

Putting all its money on T levels, 
the government is gambling 
that the English economy will 
receive a steady supply of 
higher technical know-how that 
will enable it to become ‘high 
wage, high skill’ as announced 
by Johnson at the Tory party 
conference. If this means that low 
attainers have certain avenues 
closed to them, most notably 
the level 3 BTEC vocational 
qualifications, then so be it. A 
clear decision has been taken to 
make economic development, 
not social inclusion, the main 
objective of vocational education 
policy. This decision aroused a 
great deal of anger in the House 
of Lords, notably from Lord 
(Kenneth) Baker who declared 
that the policy made him ashamed 
to be a Conservative. There 
was also criticism from David 
Blunkett and David Willetts. 
Presumably the revamped level 
2 qualifications will take care 
of the social inclusion side of 

vocational education policy. 
The interesting question is 

whether this bold policy will 
work. There are some reasons 
for doubt. It’s worth saying 
however, that there is nothing 
wrong with the idea of a high 
skill high wage economy. It’s 
something that the Labour Party 
should be forming policy to 
achieve. The question is how you 
get there and part of the answer 
is that it’s difficult, takes a long 
time and involves co-ordinating 
educational, economic, 
employment and regional policy.  
That’s not something that British 
governments have traditionally 
been good at and they certainly 
don’t like taking a long time over 
implementing reforms.

The second thing to say is that 
this looks like a traditional supply-
side measure beloved of liberal 
economists. Supply creates its 
own demand according to the 
nineteenth century economist 
Jean-Baptiste Say. Except that it 
doesn’t. We can see this on the 
graduate market where at least a 
third of graduates are employed 
in jobs that don’t need a degree. 
There is undoubtedly demand 
for higher technical skills in 
some sectors in some regions, 
but whether there is likely to be 
mass demand for them is a moot 
point. Merely increasing the 
supply of technicians will not 
by itself increase the demand for 
them unless other measures are 
taken to stimulate that demand, 
for example by encouraging 
high-tech businesses to move 
to regions where colleges are 
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producing people with the right qualifications. If 
the jobs aren’t there then T level graduates will 
either go to university or take a level 4 or 5 higher 
technical qualification that will lead to a supervisory 
or managerial role or into jobs that could be done 
with lower qualifications. The fact that the English 
economy is, in many locations, particularly outside 
the Southeast, dependent on low skill low wage 
work cannot simply be wished away. It will be the 
work of years, requiring sustained and co-ordinated 
work, investment and co-operation with local and 
regional governments stretching well beyond a 
four-year electoral cycle.

The third point is that the pool of potential T level 
candidates will include a large number of those 
with very weak literacy and numeracy. T levels will 
demand far more than the threshold ability, described 
by the OECD, to understand written instructions or to 
read a petrol gauge. Well under half of 16-year-olds 
attain a grade 5 in Maths and English, the minimum 
needed to succeed on most T level programmes. 
Just under half the age cohort go to university. The 
government realises this and intends there to be a 
one-year transition programme prior to taking a T 
level for those with weak achievements in Maths 
and English.  This mirrors the situation in Germany 
where many young people have to go through a 
transition programme before they can access Dual 
System apprenticeships. There is no evidence to 
suggest that such a programme will work if it just 
involves taking GCSE exams that pupils have 
already failed.  Some new thinking will be required 
if the transition phase is going to work. But in any 
case, the government acknowledges that many 
young people will not be able to access them. Since 
quite a lot of young people, disproportionately from 
‘Red Wall’ constituencies, get to university through 
the shortly to be defunded BTEC qualification route, 
it hardly needs pointing out that denying young 
people a chance to go to university is not going to 
play well with their parents, particularly if there are 
no alternatives available.

The fourth and final point concerns the political 
and social influence of the universities. As we 
have seen, expenditure per student dwarfs that for 
vocational education and universities enjoy massive 
political influence compared with Further Education 
colleges. If the government hopes that T levels will 
provide an alternative route to adulthood through 
skilled employment, bypassing the universities, 
it will have to do a lot more to reduce the relative 
power of graduates on the job market. The problem 
is that although a degree may not necessarily equip 
someone to do a job or may not be appropriate to the 
job applied for, employers tend to take a university 

degree as a marker of employability rather than as 
a marker for a particular job. This disadvantages 
young people without a degree who may be 
perfectly capable of doing that job. T levels will be 
an unknown sub degree qualification that will have 
to fight its corner. One solution would be to reduce 
the number of university graduates, a policy that in 
theory at least has some merit. However, the political 
costs of taking something away from people which 
they have come to feel is their entitlement may be 
very high. We will look at this conundrum next 
month.

Belarus: Moscow urges 
unity against US drives 

for regime change 
RUSSIAN Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov called 

yesterday [13/10/21] for a united response to global 
meddling by the United States as he warned of 
continuing US attempts to overthrow “undesirable” 
governments. 

He was speaking at conference of intelligence and 
security chiefs of the Commonwealth of Independent 
States (CIS), an intergovernmental organisation 
comprising nine post-Soviet republics. 

“Our solidarity is still more important in a situation 
where Washington and its allies continue crude 
attempts to intervene in the CIS countries’ internal 
affairs,” he told the Moscow gathering. 

“Their policy of replacing governments they find 
undesirable remains in force, while the tactic of 
implementing it has changed,” the Russian minister 
added. 

He cited the disastrous “democratisation efforts” in 
Afghanistan, Libya and Iraq and claimed that Ukraine 
had been placed into “external administration.” 

The US and European Union backed a coup 
against the latter country’s democratically elected 
government in 2014 after it rejected a neoliberal 
trade deal.   A similar offensive is under way 
against Belarus, with Washington pumping 
millions of dollars into anti-government media 
organisations, opposition groups and trade unions. 
Belarus has rejected recommendations by the World 
Bank and International Monetary Fund to privatise 
the state sector, implement an austerity programme 
and encourage entrepreneurship. 

https://morningstaronline.co.uk/system/files/pdf-
editions/MorningStar_2021_10_14.pdf
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Diary of an ex-Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

The case of Heather Mendick — Diary
Diary of an ex-Corbyn foot soldier (November, 

2021) 
Dictionary definition of “foot soldier”: “…a 

dedicated low level follower…” 
Michael Murray: murraymicha@gmail.com; 

Facebook: Michael Murray London
The case of Heather Mendick: A Jew accused by 

Labour of being antisemitic. 
“NOI CN-9748”  lands on Heather’s doormat
In September of this year a Hackney Labour Party 

comrade and friend, Heather Mendick, party and 
community activist, constituency party official, and, 
in her day job, a post PhD Social Research Consultant, 
received a “Notice of Investigation” (NOI) from the 
“Governance and Legal Unit” (GLU) of the Labour 
Party. 

NOI CN-9748, came replete with an arm’s length 
adversarial tone and legalistic vocabulary. Like the 
reference to her as “The Respondent,” in the first 
line of her “Notice of Investigation.” Not “valued 
Labour Party member”- as she fully deserves to be 
addressed, for the work and effort she puts in, and 
has put in as, until recently, CLP secretary, now Vice-
Chair of Hackney Central Labour Party and taking 
a leading role in numerous local campaigns. She is 
Secretary of Morning Lane People’s Space and Co-
Secretary of Palestinian Solidarity Campaign.  And 
organiser of vegetarian feasts for Hackney Labour 
social events. 

NOI CN-9748 began: “Ms Heather Mendick (the 
Respondent) has engaged in conduct prejudicial 
and/or grossly detrimental to the Party in breach of 
Chapter 2, Clause I.8 of the Labour Party Rule Book 
by engaging in conduct which:

undermines the Party’s ability to campaign against 
racism may reasonably be seen to involve antisemitic 
actions, stereotypes and sentiments:

There follows a list of 14 “items of evidence” in 
support of charges (a) and (b) above - which could 
be boiled down to one, the 14th, written, of course, 
pompously and, to establish distance between the 
Accuser and The Respondent, as xiv: 

xiv: 23 February, 2021 “(You) liked a tweet stating 
antisemitism has been exaggerated within the labour 
party.”

Perhaps, a couple of others might be mentioned, 
in the interest of fair representation, and to give a 
flavour of the email’s contents. For example: 

iii. Jan 9th 2020 -“The commitment to kick people 

out of Labour for antisemitism with no investigation 
or right of appeal is a problem when antisemitism 
has been weaponised against the left.” 

And, for good measure: 
viii. August 30th, 2018 - “I think the row about 

antisemitism in the Labour Party is neither a 
rational nor a proportionate response to incidences 
of antisemitism and how they’ve been addressed.” 

All incidents are dated from August 2018 to the 
most recent cited, February 2021 in no particular 
order, with some not dated at all, and only one citing 
where it was published: an article in the Morning 
Star - and that not dated. (full text of the NOI in the 
JVL article cited below)  

The NOI looks like the work of someone who has 
been rummaging in a dustbin for bits of incriminating 
information. And, indeed, that’s what is going on, 
virtually, picking back through the years of Tweets 
largely. The process is designed to protect the 
anonymous, faceless  GLU writer of the NOI, not 
the “Respondent” as a member has a right to expect, 
according to the Labour Party Rulebook, Chapter II, 
Clause 2. 7, “Charter of Members’ Rights,” which 
reads: 

“Members have the right to dignity and respect, 
and to be treated fairly by the Labour Party.  Party 
officers at every level shall exercise their powers in 
good faith and use their best endeavours to ensure 
procedural fairness for members.”

“Shanah Tovah Umetukah !”
To add insult to injury, this email didn’t arrive on 

any old day in September: it arrived on Jewish New 
Year’s eve.   

It’s appropriate that Heather should tell this part 
of the story, highlighted in bold, because it beggars 
belief and ought to make anyone associated with this 
case in the GLU of the Labour Party charged with 
addressing antisemitism,  and, perhaps, Labour in its 
entirety, ashamed and embarrassed. 

“I received the email (from the Labour Party) 
accusing me, a Jewish person, of antisemitism - 
on Erev Rosh Hashanah (the Jewish New Year’s 
Eve) when Jews believe that G-d writes our fate for 
the coming year in the Book of Life or the Book of 
Death. 

“The email requested a response during the ten 
days of repentance before Yom Kippur, the day 
when G-d seals our fate. 

“This was done in the name of fighting 
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antisemitism and making the party welcoming for 
Jewish people. 

“In making this claim, the Labour Party is 
excluding me from the category of ‘Jewish people.’ 

“I cannot express in words how painful 
and offensive this is.”  (The Weaponisation of 
Antisemitism: the case of Heather Mendick, JVL, 
Home: Articles, 7th October, 2021)

You’re right to say antisemitism has been weaponised 
as part of a war on the left, and is being redefined in 
the process, to serve that purpose. And you’re right, 
too, when you say: “…there’s clear evidence that 
Jewish members appear disproportionately among 
those being investigated, suspended and excluded for 
‘antisemitism’.” (JVL article, cited)

It’s there to be seen in the JVL October, 2021, 
Submission to the EHRC  which cites five times 
more Jewish than non-Jewish Party members having 
faced complaints of antisemitism resulting in a level 
of persecution more than 200 times higher for JVL 
officers than for non-Jewish party members and 33 
times higher for rank-and-file members of JVL. 

“There is a particular concentration on visible 
JVL activists and currently eleven out of the 17 
JVL committee members have been accused of 
‘antisemitism.’” ( JVL, “We tell EHRC: LP Targeting 
left wing Jews, needs new Investigation,” Oct 23, 
2021)  

You’re not often wrong, Heather, as I’ve learned 
since first getting to know you in the party, but you’re 
right again in your explanation of the high proportion 
of left Jewish members falling foul of Labour’s 
disciplinary actions:

“This is unsurprising as the Party is using its 
disciplinary processes to police what members can 
say about Jewish identity and about anti-Jewish 
racism, and these are topics on which Jewish people 
are understandably more likely to speak out than 
non-Jews.”  

To a non-Jew like me, that comes across as 
insightful and helpful in the context of trying to 
arrive at a shared definition of the problem. 

Getting back to your own case: what differentiates 
you from all, or most, members, Jewish and non-
Jewish, who have received NOIs is how you have 
chosen to respond to yours. 

“Respond intelligently even to unintelligent 
treatment,”  Lao Tzu, Momentum Hackney

Heather began her response, thus: “I do not intend 
to legitimise these so-called ‘accusations’ with a 
defence.”  

She did not choose to hide behind the common 
law principle of Nemo Tenetur either (“pleading 

the 5th Amendment” in the US) -  the right not to 
incriminate yourself when asked to admit something 
you’re alleged to have said  or done - and most of the 
questions in NOIs and other GLU “investigations” are 
designed to invite people to incriminate themselves.

Not only that: instead of offering a defence or 
delivering an aggrieved, conventionally passionate 
“speech from the dock,” she chose a novel approach 
- in the context of the ongoing saga of NOIs, 
suspensions and “auto-exclusion” - of treating 
this horrible experience she’s going through - as a 
“teachable moment.” 

A “teachable moment” (I would prefer a 
“learning” moment) is a concept I first became 
aware of in the TUC Tutors’ training programme 
back in the ‘70s, though it wasn’t labelled thus. It 
was linked to a “learner-centred” approach within a 
“Skills/Knowledge/Affective Learning”  training and 
education-based design.  “SKA,” as we knew it.

A teachable moment around the intricacies of, 
say, Occupational Pension Schemes is when your 
own pension scheme comes under threat: e.g. 
being changed from a defined benefit to a defined 
contributions scheme. Then the otherwise boring, 
arcane subject of pensions becomes something very 
real and engaging, especially for those knocking on 
the retirement door.  

A political teachable moment for the Labour 
movement is the aftermath, and ongoing post-
mortem, on the 2021 Budget. That teachable moment 
was seized with both hands by Labour Grassroots’ 
“Not the Andrew Marr Show” last Sunday, 31st 
October with the help of Political Economist Richard 
Murphy and Professor of Accounting, Labour Peer 
Prem Sikka. (go to Labour Grassroots.com, or google 
on YouTube to view it).  And it’s the subject-matter 
of this month’s Labour Affairs Editorial. 

No apologies for that segue: political economy is 
where our intellectual energy should be going as a 
movement if Labour is to have a future and begin to 
be trusted, and trust itself, with the economy; Not the 
rabbit-hole of weaponised, exaggerated antisemitism 
in the Labour Party. That’s one thing Heather and I 
are agreed on.  

A constructive response 
To resume the main thread of this diary entry: As 

far as I can ascertain, an Australian educationalist, 
Glyn Davis, is due the credit for coining the term 
“teachable moment,”  which he defined as a 
favourable moment for optimising public awareness 
and education in a public policy issue. 

You can see why Heather is taken with the concept: 
Hers is a constructive response to extremely threatening 
and provocative treatment in an effort to turn a horrible 
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experience for all concerned - and don’t underestimate 
the damage being done to the anonymous persons 
dishing out this poison - towards the possibility of an 
individual, and organisational, transformative outcome.  

She refuses, as the GLU asks in all such correspondence, 
to keep this disciplinary process “Private and 
Confidential,” shared only with the Samaritans believing, 
in the words of another activist put through three years 
of the same inquisitional ordeal, and who refused to 
be silenced proclaiming: “no wrong was ever righted, 
except with the full glare of publicity.” A quote from 
Stan Keable - whose successful EAT case against Unfair 
Dismissal for anti-semitism is documented elsewhere in 
this issue of Labour Affairs. 

So, Heather set out from the beginning: “To use this 
NOI to explore problems with the way ‘antisemitism” is 
operating in the Labour Party.”  

And, in the spirit of Labour’s own “Charter of 
Members’ Rights,” (cited above) she said: “I want to ask 
questions of the people who are placed in a position of 
judgement over me.” 

Instead of responding to each of the 14 “items of 
evidence” she chose to submit a written statement while 
posting it online at the same time. 

Her rationale: “Because most of the statements (in the 
14 “items of evidence”) related to the weaponisation 
of antisemitism, and to my discussion of that, I wrote a 
short account of what that means and how that operates.  
And how that particularly positions left wing Jewish 
people like me and how that silences us -  as well as how 
it’s being used not just to silence criticism of Israel but to 
destroy a powerful left-wing insurgency that emerged in 
response to Corbyn’s leadership of the Labour Party.”

The Postman Always Rings Twice….
A week later she received a letter from the GLU. It 

wasn’t, as she expected, an acknowledgment of her 
response, but the start of a whole new investigation. A 
second bite of the cherry for the GLU. It was effectively 
a tidying up and reordering of the first 14 “items of 
evidence,” as if anticipating matters being taken to a 
higher level.  With this in mind, one can only surmise, 
this is why an additional charge has been added: 

“Makes mendacious, dehumanizing , demonising, 
or stereotypical allegations about jews as such or the 
power of jews as collective - such as, especially but not 
exclusively, the myth about a world jewish conspiracy 
or of jews controlling the media, economy, government 
or other societal institutions” (“Jews” in lower case? 
What’s that all about?) 

It’s outrageous, appalling and gratuitously offensive.  
And comes without any supporting ‘items of evidence,” 
or anything close. 

Nothing in what the Labour Party accuses her 
in the enlarged list of “items of evidence” comes 
near the mention, or imputation of a “world jewish 
conspiracy.”(sic)  How could anyone imagine Heather 
even writing much less mouthing those words?  

“Taking each item of evidence in turn,” she was asked 
again, “please explain your reasons for posting, sharing 
or endorsing each numbered item of evidence included 
in this pack.”

The GLU and the leadership will not have been 
prepared for what came next.  

This time, Heather decided on a different response, 
again in the spirit of the teachable moment, but using 
a videoed, oral medium. And, this time  providing, to 
camera, a detailed commentary on all 19 or 20 “items of 
evidence.” 

The video, titled “Why is Labour investigating Jews for 
antisemitism?” was posted on YouTube and elsewhere 
on the 27th October. On YT alone, it’s had 5,000 views 
so far.  

With this video, the “teachable moment” is realised in 
style, with the technical help of another Hackney Labour 
comrade, Daniel Taylor.  

Now, compare Heather’s approach to contributing to 
an understanding of  antisemitism in the Labour Party to 
what Deputy Leader Angela Rayner had to say to those 
who expressed solidarity with the suspended Jeremy 
Corbyn:  

“If I have to suspend thousands and thousands of 
members, we will do that.” (Independent, 29 November, 
2020).  Of course, solidarity with Corbyn is equated with 
“antisemitism.”   

(Note “If I have to suspend:’ I’”: losing the run of 
herself again, ignoring natural justice, due process. 
the rule book and constitution in her egotistical rant. 
This from the Deputy Leader, elected directly by the 
members, to represent them at the top table.)  

Or, Wes Streeting. The Mail Online (24th October, 
2021) reported him telling the Labour Shadow Cabinet: 
“Every day, we should drag a sacred cow of our party 
to the town market place and slaughter it until we are 
up to our knees in blood,” (Brendan Carlin, Political 
Correspondent, quoting “Sources,” of course. But there 
haven’t been any denials - or writs flying). 

Others, listening to the Rayners and Streetings, seeing 
the treatment of good, hard-working comrades - or at the 
juncture reached by Heather in the deliberately member-
unfriendly Labour disciplinary process are inclined to 
say: feck this for a game of soldiers, and walk away. 
Tear up the party card. Hundreds and thousands have 
walked. Not Heather. 

Heather’s is an imaginative, principled political 
response to a political crisis. Hers is the moral high 
ground. 

That has to count for something - even in today’s 
Labour Party, no?
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Sadly, President Biden is no Dictator
China the Key?
Parliaments the Least Bad System?
How to Ease the Climate Crisis
Taiwan – the basics
Snippets

Upper London Holds the World’s Dirty Money
Iraq: the Wrong Sort of Democracy

Sadly, President Biden is no Dictator
President Biden wants to limit Climate Chaos.  And to 

moderate the extreme privileges of the Millionaire Elite.  
But as at 3rd November, he is obstructed by the Senate.  
Not quite as Julius Caesar was: but Republicans have 
half the votes.  Control rests with a couple of ‘moderate’ 
Democrats.  

There is nothing moderate about defending the rich 
against the needs of the future.

COP26 has made some nice promises.  Past promises 
have not been met.  And Biden is further weakened by 
an unexpected Republican win for Governor of Virginia.  
Next year he may lose control of Congress.

But a better US system might not do much.  In Britain, 
Boris Johnson talks nicely.  But his government does as 
little as it can get away with.  

All round the world, most leaders hope that someone 
else will pay.  They now do finally accept the peril.  But 
insist ‘We should not have to pay much more’.

Rich countries have wasted more than three decades.  
The vast bulk of experts accepted climate change as a real 
threat in the 1980s.  But a few held out.  Politicians used 
them to delay.  

Critics said ironically ‘2% of Climate Scientists can’t 
be wrong’.

It was anyway crazy to delay, even if the odds had 
been as low as 50%.  Chances of immediate and personal 
disaster as low as 1% cause concern.  10% means panic.  
So even if opinion had been genuinely divided, doing 
nothing was foolish.

Imagine you were at a nice party in some upper-story 
flat.  But are told ‘there is a fire below: there is a 50% 
chance we will die if we don’t leave by the emergency 
exit’.  People might get killed in the rush.  And no one 
would blame the warner, if the fire fighters succeeded and 
they’d have been OK where they were.

But with Climate Chaos, people with the money and 
power don’t face immediate and personal disaster.  They 
might go live in New Zealand – some of the very rich 
have bought property to secure a bolt hole.  And for now, 

most resist higher taxes.  
Ordinary voters, whose children will suffer, still don’t 

care enough.  The peril is not immediate.
Passenger air travel is safer than train or car, because air 

disasters are well-publicised.  There is intense pressure 
to be as safe as possible.  And nuclear power was largely 
halted in Western nations, after a few well-publicised 
accidents.

The sad fact is that politicians know that it is unpopular 
to ask people to suffer now and prevent future risks.  They 
could lose their jobs.  Disasters in a few decades could be 
blamed on someone else, or they would be either retired 
or dead.

China the Key?
Meantime China can be decisive.  China’s ambassador 

to the UK put it neatly:
“Anyone familiar with China’s political system knows 

that once decisions and goals are set by the CPC central 
committee and the top leader, they are incorporated into 
the overall national development programme, turned 
into feasible action plans and delivered faithfully by local 
governments and competent departments. That is how 
the country has achieved its development miracle over 
the 72 years since the founding of the People’s Republic.”1

Note that he includes Mao’s pioneering work, along with 
Deng’s opening up after Mao.  Which happened after the 
USA finally accepted Beijing as the legal government of 
China, after more than 20 years of denying it and letting 
the exiles on Taiwan keep China’s UN seat.  Two decades 
in which the USA might legally have invaded Mainland 
China using Taiwan as a front.

Western books on China are evasive about what Mao 
achieved.  A book called How China Escapes Shock 
Therapy correctly says that China was wise not to follow 
the destructive New Right advice that did so much damage 
to Russia in the 1990s.2  But misleads when it says 

“In the period 1950-1980, most developing economies 
enjoyed high rates of economic growth, outpacing 
China’s.3

No source is given, but the generally-accepted figures 
from Angus Maddison show China matching the global 

1  https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021/oct/27/
china-climate-pledges-cop26-emissions 
2  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-top-
ic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/46-globalisation/1473-2/ and 
https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-imag-
es/magazines-020-to-029/magazine-030-not-yet-placed/
kleptocracy-in-yeltsins-russia/ 
3  How China Escapes Shock Therapy: The Market Reform 
Debate by Isabella M. Weber: page 259.  Routledge Studies on the 
Chinese Economy
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average at a time when Japan and the Asian Tiger 
Economies had unusual success.  China under Mao grew 
faster than India, the USA or the UK.4

China’s leaders can act.  But not if it puts an unfair 
burden on middle-income Chinese.  Not if the West tries 
to give them larger burdens than Western citizens will 
accept:

“China is the leading producer of greenhouse gas 
emissions because it has a population of 1.4 billion. 
Measured per person, its emissions are only around eight 
tons, however, putting it behind the likes of Japan and the 
Netherlands. Meanwhile three anglophone countries – the 
US, Canada and Australia – emit twice as much CO2 per 
head, while Qatar emits four times as much.”5

The Wikipedia, which is not at all pro-Beijing, has a 
useful page on how Europe and the USA caused most of 
the damage.6

Another source says that 60% of historic carbon dioxide 
comes from Europe and North America.  31% from all 
Asia.  Just 9% from Africa, South America etc.7

Mainstream Western media hardly ever show 
contribution per head.  Nor the historic share in breaking 
the lucky balance that allowed the rise of civilisation.

There is always much fog and darkness from media that 
are mostly owned by a multi-millionaire elite.  People who 
could and should pay to heal the world.  That could do so 
by just returning to the more modest share of the world’s 
wealth they had before the rise of the New Right.  Before 

4  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/ 
5  https://novaramedia.com/2021/10/27/
is-china-the-worlds-worst-climate-culprit/ 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
List_of_countries_by_carbon_dioxide_emissions 
7  https://blog.bti-project.org/2021/10/29/
climate-policy-responsibilities-and-liabilities/ 

they undermined a version of capitalism that worked a lot 
better than the one we have now.8

We will not go extinct – too many people have arranged 
shelters of one sort or another.  Nor will civilisation 
collapse: the super-rich have an interest in avoiding that.  
But most people still alive in 2050 may face declining 
living standards in a much more dangerous world.  Parts 
of the hottest lands might become so hot that people will 
have to abandon them – India may be a major victim.9  
And more immediately, if the current Climate Chaos 
extends to a long failure of the South Asian monsoons, 
hundreds of millions would be displaced.  

Or quite possibly left to die.

Parliaments the Least Bad System?
Parliaments were invented to give a voice in government 

to the Moderately Privileged.  Representatives were 
elected by knights, gentry, merchants, and other rich 
townspeople.  Men not rich enough as individuals for a 
King’s Council or House of Lords.

And it was almost always men.  Democracy was 
men-only until the 20th century, with socialists the main 
radicals.  Only the occasional female aristocratic heir had 
a political voice.

Different systems existed across Europe, with England 
copying Continental examples.  We don’t have details of 
the older Saxon system of Moots and a Witan, but this too 
was a voice for the privileged.  Those I call the Next Nine: 
individuals outside the richest 1% but inside the richest 
10%.

They copied older European traditions of Representative 
Government, which were mostly not democratic.  Not even 
democracy for at least 50% of men in the core territory or 
ethnic group.  Britain only reached that in the 1880s.10  

I doubt the British Empire would ever have become a 
conventional democracy, since Hindus would have had a 
clear majority.

Nor can we learn much from Rome’s highly 
undemocratic Republic.  It was not like Athens, where for 
brief periods there was an equal voice for citizens, who 
were still a minority.  In Rome the ‘Knights’ (gentry) and 
the First Economic Class had between them a majority 
of the ‘Centuries’ that elected the Consuls, the highest 
authority.11  And oddly enough, we have no record of the 
other citizens protesting at their majority wishes being 
overridden.

The Republic was subverted by the Emperors, because 
most ordinary Roman citizens preferred it.  They had 
never actually had much influence on the top levels of 
Roman government: the Senate and the Consuls.

Most protests about ‘failures of democracy’ miss the 
8  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/problems-magazine-past-is-
sues/the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ and https://labouraffairs.
com/2021/10/09/multi-millionaires-who-are-they/ 
9  https://www.ft.com/content/072b5c87-7330-459b-a947-
be6767a1099d (pay site).
10  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/40-britain/665-2/ 
11  See Elites In History: Rome’s Undemocratic Republic; https://
labouraffairsmagazine.files.wordpress.com/2021/10/problem-labour-
47-millionaires-c.pdf 
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point.  They assume without thinking 
that parliaments with multi-party 
democracy are the right choice.

It’s worth adding that the book series 
Dune includes a specific rejection of 
any notion that the people ruled by the 
heroic Atredes should have any sort of 
democracy.  This is not really covered 
by the dismal 1984 film of the first 
book, or the recent excellent remake. 
But a decent pair of TV series cover the 
first three books.  They follow them in 
specifically rejecting the notion12

Likewise Game of Thrones, and 
most similar works.  And the Star Wars 
franchise has elected governments, but 
takes a dim view of them.  The best 
people strike out on their own.

In the Foundation series, currently 
also a TV series, the First Foundation 
mostly has regular elections, though 
often subverted.  But behind the 
scenes, the Second Foundation has the 
real power, and this is approved of.  Or 
in later works, not quite correct, but 
the future lies with group minds that 
replace individual identity.

The TV version has changed the plot 
a lot.  But kept the notion of ineffective 
elected rulers, so far theoretically loyal 
to distant Emperors.  And as in the 
books, the real power lies elsewhere.

Is Western popular belief in 
Globalised Parliamentary Democracy 
any more than wanting foreigners to 
be as similar as possible to us?  Even 
if it kills them?

Sadly, ‘even if it kills them’ is often 
the literal truth.

How to Ease the Climate Crisis
Money is said to be short for fixing 

the Climate Crisis.
But not for finding excuses to delay:
“A huge leak of documents seen by 

BBC News shows how countries are 
trying to change a crucial scientific 
report on how to tackle climate change.

“The leak reveals Saudi Arabia, 
Japan and Australia are among 
countries asking the UN to play down 
the need to move rapidly away from 
fossil fuels.

“It also shows some wealthy 
nations are questioning paying more 
to poorer states to move to greener 
technologies.”13

12  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Frank_Herbert%27s_Children_of_Dune 
13  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
science-environment-58982445 

The rich can hope to ride out major 
climate disasters.  They own the 
mass media that accepted austerity, 
after an immense bail-out of the rich 
after the Crisis of 2008.  A crisis their 
speculations and gambles had caused.

But for warfare, there is always 
plenty of money.

And little hesitation about changing 
everything:

“[Roosevelt] introduced, for the first 
time in US history, general federal 
income taxes. The government rapidly 
raised the top rate until, in 1944, it 
reached 94%. It issued war bonds and 
borrowed massively. Between 1940 
and 1945, total government spending 
rose roughly tenfold. Astonishingly the 
US government spent more money (in 
current dollar terms) between 1942 
and 1945 than it had between 1789 
and 1941. From 1940 to 1944, its 
military budget rose by a factor of 42, 
outstripping Germany’s, Japan’s and 
the United Kingdom’s put together.

“Civilian industries were entirely 
retooled for war. When the car industry 
was instructed to switch to military 
production, its massive equipment 
was immediately jack-hammered out 
of the floor and replaced, often in a 
matter of weeks, with new machines. 
General Motors began turning 
out tanks, aircraft engines, fighter 
planes, cannons and machine guns. 
Oldsmobile started making artillery 
shells; Pontiac produced anti-aircraft 
guns. By 1944, Ford was completing a 
long-range bomber plane almost every 
hour. During its three years of war, 
the US manufactured 87,000 naval 
vessels, including 27 aircraft carriers, 
300,000 planes, 100,000 tanks and 
armoured cars and 44bn rounds of 
ammunition. Roosevelt described it as 
a ‘miracle of production’. But it wasn’t a 
miracle. It was the realisation of a well-
laid plan.”14

Taiwan – the basics
Taiwan was largely outside Chinese 

civilisation for a surprisingly long 
time.

Taiwan’s indigenous peoples were 
the main source of the Austronesians, 
a language group very different from 
Chinese.  And a remarkable people: 
the first settlers of Madagascar.  

Their Polynesian branch spread right 
across the Pacific.  The last people to 
14  https://www.theguardian.com/com-
mentisfree/2021/oct/20/us-war-footing-
1941-climate-emergency-earth-pearl-harbor 

find habitable but uninhabited lands, 
ending with New Zealand.  West 
Europeans were the first humans to 
know where all other humans were 
living, but not discoverers for humans 
as a whole.

Mainland Chinese began settling 
Taiwan from 400 years ago, probably 
because South China was filling up.  
There was complex politics involving 
the Spanish, Dutch, indigenous tribes, 
Han-Chinese settlers loyal to the 
fallen Ming Dynasty, and the Manchu 
dynasty that had conquered the core of 
Mainland China.

It ended with the Manchu dynasty 
annexing Taiwan.  And it became 
ethnic-Chinese:

“Immigrants mostly from southern 
Fujian continued to enter Taiwan. 
The border between taxpaying lands 
and what was considered ‘savage’ 
lands shifted eastward, with some 
aborigines becoming sinicized while 
others retreated into the mountains.”15

Imperial China in 1894 and 1895 
had a war with Japan over control 
of Korea.  China had more Western-
made warships.  But its rulers would 
not modernise their thinking or their 
government, unlike Japan.16  Korea’s 
loose links with China were cut.  It 
was annexed by Japan in 1910.

Taiwan in 1895 had not been 
involved, but was awarded to Japan 
by the peace treaty.  It needed an 
actual invasion to secure control, 
with Taiwanese creating a short-lived 
Republic of Formosa.

Japanese rule was harsh but 
effective.  Edgar Snow in the 1930s 
was sympathetic to China, but noted 
that Taiwan was much better governed.

Unlike Manchuria, grabbed by Japan 
with a phoney separatist movement 
as cover, Taiwan’s future might have 
been open after World War Two.  It was 
just as capable of self-rule as Korea, 
where North Korea was created by the 
anti-Japanese resistance with Soviet 
support.  Where most pro-Japanese 
Koreans became the government of 
South Korea, though the USA found 
a right-wing anti-Japanese exile to be 
the respectable face of the regime.

Taiwan was given to China by the 
famous Cairo Conference of 1943
15  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Taiwan#Qing_rule_(1683%E2%80%931895) 
16  See https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/traditional-
china-resisted-modernisation/ for details of 
what they did wrong.
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“All the territories Japan has stolen from the Chinese, 
including Manchuria, Formosa, and the Pescadores, 
shall be restored to the Republic of China”.17

That was official lying.  Manchuria had been grabbed 
illegally.  But Taiwan (Formosa) had been legally transferred 
to Japan from Imperial China.

This Cairo Conference was not attended by the Soviet 
Union, because they were not then at war with Japan.  But 
I doubt they disagreed.  Everyone saw that China by the 21st 
century would be a major power.  They all wanted a friendly 
China.

In both Taiwan and Manchuria, the regional populations 
were overwhelmingly Han Chinese.  But in both, many felt 
that the new Kuomintang rulers were worse than the Japanese 
had been.  There was a major revolt in Taiwan, with at least 
18,000 of them killed.18

People can identify with their rulers: many Hong Kong 
citizens waved the Union Jack in the now-crushed protests.  
Many Taiwanese had accepted Imperial Japan.  But power 
politics determined how things went.

Taiwan after 1949 was the main refuge of the defeated 
Kuomintang.  They also briefly retained Hainan, but soon lost 
it.  And without the North Koreans trying to take the whole 
of Korea, Beijing might have completed the job.  But during 
the Korean War, the USA decided also to defend Taiwan.  
And they continued to pretend that it was the real Republic of 
China, letting it keep China’s UN seat with its veto powers.

They did not want Kuomintang troops for their Korean war, 
nor later in Vietnam.  They had already decided during World 
War Two that these were low-quality troops, mostly left to 
defend their home territory.

Nixon and Kissinger decided in the early 1970s that peace 
with China would be a good move.  They stopped pretending 
that Taiwan was the real China.  Beijing got China’s UN seat.

Nixon in the 1950s had generated a lot of the hysteria 
about a supposed betrayal of the Kuomintang by US leftists.  
He knew the real situation: that the Kuomintang had been 
hopelessly bad.  But Taiwan had been modernised by Japanese 
ruthlessness.  And the Kuomintang, with no ties to Taiwanese 
landlords, managed the land reform that they had refused to 
do before.  And with vast amounts of US cash pumped in, 
and none of the damaging New Right nonsense pushed by the 
West from the 1980s, it was a successful economy.

But viewed by most Mainland Chinese as part of the 
Motherland.  Only Mao had the authority to decide otherwise, 
and I doubt he wished to.  In any case, Taiwan was still ruled 
by the ousted Chiang Kai-shek, and then by his son.  Only 
later was functional democracy allowed, with separatism 
surfacing.

But International Law does not in fact give a right of Self-
Determination: it balances it against Territorial Integrity.  
Would-be secessionists can mostly be crushed without 
serious global opposition.  It is a sad truth: but not to admit it 
can and has got many people hurt.

“Most in Taiwan — 87 percent, according to a recent poll 
— want to maintain some form of the status quo.

“The status quo means maintaining de facto 
independence but avoiding retaliation from China. And 
the percentage of Taiwan’s people who want to maintain 
the status quo indefinitely is growing. It is the best-case 
17  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cairo_Conference 
18  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/February_28_incident 

scenario in a sea of unenviable options.
“To be sure, if there were no risk of invasion from China, 

the majority would choose independence.
“But China’s President Xi Jinping has made clear that 

such a declaration is not available to Taiwan. So the status 
quo is pragmatic — and preferable.”19

But despite the example of Hong Kong, willfully annoying 
Beijing is being pushed by the West, and by Taiwan’s current 
rulers.

Taiwan is self-governing, and I don’t believe President Xi 
wants to invade.  But he can’t accept anything that implies 
it is an actually independent country, which is what they’ve 
been pushing for.

Snippets
Upper London Holds the World’s Dirty Money
Tony Blair twisted the Labour Party.  He made it the servant 

of the Millionaire Elite.  And also became one of them.  A 
brief revolt under Corbyn has so far been crushed by Starmer.

Labour MPs continue to find nice and entirely legal niches 
in the system, even if they are never ministers.  Ordinary 
people suffer continuing austerity.

Tax avoidance and tax evasion are part of it:
““The wealth held in tax havens is staggering … $6 

trillion to $36 trillion…
“The British network is surely the biggest…
“Britain, whose bloated financial sector exacerbates 

widespread economic problems.”20

For why I say ‘Upper London’, see Newsnotes for May 
2015.21

Or work it out for yourself!
*

Iraq: the Wrong Sort of Democracy?
In Iraq, the party of Muqtada al-Sadr is now easily the 

strongest in a fragmented system.22

No friend of the USA.  In 2004, the US-chosen rulers tried 
to frame him for murder.  I denounced this at the time.23

In 2018, the Iraqi Communists were allied with Sadr.  And 
won 13 seats.  They shared a demand for justice for the poor 
– very anti-US.

Results this time are still incomplete.
*

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

19  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/10/29/opinion/taiwan-china-
biden.html 
20  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/10/11/opinion/pandora-papers-
britain-london.html (pay site)
21  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/past-issues/before-
2018/2015-magazine/2015-05-magazine/2015-05-newsnotes/#_
Toc450392930 
22  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2021_Iraqi_parliamentary_election 
23  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-
topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/politics-various-articles/
us-shysterism-in-iraqi-in-2004/ 
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The launch of T Levels
Skills and Post 16 Education Bill  

Debate 21 October 2021
For an analysis of T-levels see 

What am I going to do next (Part 
10) in this issue of the magazine.

50% of young people do not 
go to university.  Of those, only 
20% have access to education and 
training.  That is because there 
is not the same funding level as 
for university education.  The 
government introduction of a new 
qualification, designed to simplify 
and enhance the non-university 
alternative, the T levels, will do 
nothing to solve that problem, on 
the contrary.  

The discussion takes place in the 
context of the government’s stated 
aim of levelling up and upskilling.

(Do not be put off by their silly 
names (Lord this, Baroness that), 
the speeches selected here are 
completely down to earth.)1

Lord Layard (Lab)
Given the time, I shall make just 

four points. The problem is much 
bigger than most people, maybe 
myself included, have realised. 
In 2019-20, the proportion of 
all 18-year-olds who were in no 
form of education or work-based 
training was 30%. That 30% of 
the 50% not going to university 
are getting no education beyond 
the age of 17. This is completely 
extraordinary and shocking. What 
is the reason? It is that there simply 
are not enough places for these 
people to study and acquire skills 
compared with people going down 
1  https://hansard.parliament.
uk/Lords/2021-10-21/debates/
AE4D13AD-9A4A-46BE-A93C-
2B739A49E020/SkillsAndPost-
16EducationBill(HL)#contribution-
3AD487AE-B12C-4898-BACE-
FD3EFAA964C9 

the academic route.
The lack of places is almost 

entirely due to the completely 
different way in which those 
places are funded. As the noble 
and learned Lord, Lord Clarke, 
said, when young people go down 
the academic route, the funding 
automatically follows the student 
year by year, but for the other 
50% the budget is simply set by 
the Treasury. It is capped in total 
and college by college. The current 
funding for 2021-22, including 
recent additions, is still less than 
half what it was in nominal terms 
in 2010. This is extraordinary and 
shows the failure of the system 
that this sort of thing can happen. 
It is difficult to think of any case of 
greater discrimination in any other 
aspect of our public life. I cannot 
think of any more extreme class-
based discrimination than in that 
area.

What is the remedy? It is clear 
that the only approach which is 
fair to other 50% and which will 
adequately address the problem 
is to fund the other 50% the same 
way as the privileged 50% who 
go down the academic route—to 
make the money automatically 
follow these students. The proposal 
is that every student up to level 
3 exercising the lifetime skills 
guarantee and taking an approved 
course—not just anything—should 
be automatically funded according 
to a national tariff. As the noble 
and learned Lord, Lord Clarke, 
explained, that is the essential part 
of the first half of this amendment.

The second half relates to 
apprenticeships. When I was very 
young, I worked for the Robbins 
committee. It established the 
principle that there should be 
enough places for anybody who 

qualified for a place and who 
wanted to exercise access to it. 
That has always applied to higher 
education, ever since the Robbins 
report. It has never applied to the 
other 50%; they just have not been 
thought of in that way at all. That 
really has to change.

As the noble and learned Lord, 
Lord Clarke, said, we now have 
a severe lack of apprenticeships 
for young people. There is huge, 
well-documented excess demand 
but supply is falling. The system 
is completely unresponsive and 
far too much of the apprenticeship 
money is being diverted to the 
over-25s. I will give two reasons 
why I think that is wrong. First, 
what is the key duty of any system 
of education and training? The 
first key duty is of course to get 
everybody off to a proper start. 
Good initial training is the central 
feature of any just, efficient system.

There is an extra, economic 
fact about the use of resources 
which I think is very relevant. 
The Department for Education’s 
own figures show that the benefit-
cost ratio is much higher—in fact, 
double—for apprenticeships for 
the under-25s compared with those 
for the over-25s. For the sake of 
justice and efficiency, we have to 
redirect this money to an important 
degree back to the under-25s.

I would have thought this was a 
central proposal for any levelling-
up agenda. We have a problem 
which is a major cause, almost the 
main cause, of our low national 
productivity per head. It is also a 
major cause of the spread of low 
incomes among the lower part of 
the workforce. If we are looking 
for items for a levelling-up agenda, 
surely this should be near the top.

[Finance for lower-level 
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qualifications]
Baroness Garden (LD)
On Amendment 60, it is important 

that the lifetime skills guarantee 
is on a statutory footing if it is to 
have any impact at all. Both these 
amendments refer to courses up to 
level 3. It is important that we do 
not overlook qualifications at levels 
1 and 2, because often they are the 
gateway to learning for people 
who have been put off education at 
an early age, as I have said before. 
Level 1 learners can be people who 
are encouraged for the first time to 
find learning accessible, enjoyable 
and fulfilling, when at school 
academic learning and GCSEs had 
been nothing but off-putting and a 
source of failure. That is something 
we need to be sure to support. Once 
such people discover that a national 
qualification is within their grasp 
and their ability, they will often 
find the confidence to continue to 
upskill and to gain employment 
in areas that they previously 
assumed were unobtainable. If 
the Government are serious about 
levelling up, they must start at 
the lowest levels. Amendment 60 
would be a definite boost to that 
agenda, and I hope the Minister 
will look on it favourably.

[The question of T Levels 
and funding of other technical 
qualifications being withdrawn]

Kenneth Baker (Con) 12 October 
2021

“the Government’s policy is 
according to their statement on 
1 January this year, when they 
opened consultation:

“It is our intention that technical 
qualifications which overlap with 
T Levels in these waves will have 
funding approval removed from 
the start of the 2023/24 academic 
year””

Baker then goes on to detail what 
the consequences will be for young 
people who traditionally took these 
technical qualifications:

 “I am quoting from the 
documents so that they are on the 

record, so that when MPs see it 
they know I am not making this 
up. This is real stuff. Listen to this:

“We have recognised the need for 
additional qualifications alongside 
A levels and T Levels, including 
small qualifications designed to be 
taken as part of a study programme 
including A levels. However, 
we recognise that students who 
traditionally take”

things such as diplomas, two 
BTECs or extended diplomas

“tend to have achieved lower 
GCSE grades than their peers 
who progress onto A level study. 
They are also more likely to be 
Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic 
students, have SEND and have 
received free school meals.”

So the Government admit in this 
impact document that one of the 
consequences of this is that the 
following people will suffer: black, 
Asian and minority ethnic students, 
those with SEND and those who 
have received free meals. They 
will not actually have much of 
a chance of going to university. 
This is a disgraceful and shaming 
statement to put into any public 
document.

It gets worse: those from
“Asian and black ethnic 

backgrounds are more likely to 
be affected by the proposals, as 
they are particularly strongly 
represented on qualifications 
expected to no longer be available 
in the future.”

It then does disabled students 
and disability, with

“these students being more 
strongly negatively impacted by 
being unable to achieve level 3 in 
the reformed landscape.”

So disabled students are going 
to be disadvantaged in this 
reformed landscape. Scrap the 
blasted landscape! It is absolutely 
disgusting. Quite frankly, I am 
very ashamed that a Conservative 
Government have done this. What 
they are denying to lots of people—
black, Asian, ethnic minority, 
disadvantaged and disabled 

students—is hope and aspiration.2

Baroness Garden
I remind the House of my 

interests as a vice-president of City 
& Guilds[…] BTEC broke away 
from City & Guilds in the 1970s.
[…] Over nearly half a century, 
BTEC has built a reputation which 
is recognised, understood and 
valued—or, as the noble Lord, 
Lord Lucas, said, respected—
by candidates, employers and 
academia.

It would be an act of extreme folly 
and damage for the Government 
to undermine, let alone cease 
to fund, a set of qualifications 
which have had a profound 
influence on the work skills of 
the country, especially, as the 
noble Lord, Lord Baker, pointed 
out, for disadvantaged groups, 
and especially at a time when the 
country needs all the skills it can 
muster. We need skilled people 
to replace all the skilled workers 
which Brexit has seen return to their 
countries of origin. Do you know, 
I do not remember seeing that in 
the Leave campaign materials: 
“Vote Leave and be deprived of all 
the skilled workers you need.” We 
have shortages of farm workers, 
HGV drivers and butchers. My 
grandfather was a butcher. He had 
no problems in those far-off days 
in encouraging young people into 
an essential and respected trade.

Successive Governments’ 
relentless focus on universities and 
academia has led to a generation 
believing that actually doing 
things is less worthy than thinking 
things. We must urgently work to 
address the academic superiority 
which has so beset this nation for 
generations.

2 https://hansard.parlia-
ment.uk/Lords/2021-10-12/
debates/49E8CD08-E5F1-
420B-8A15-E9B58AA8EE17/
SkillsAndPost-
16EducationBill(HL)
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Parliament
Notes (2)

Fire and Rehire Bill
Parliament debate 22 October 2021
During the Covid pandemic firms 

like British Airways fired part of 
their staff and rehired them on 
reduced terms and conditions.  The 
Labour MP Barry Gardiner presented 
a Private Member’s Bill to end this 
practice.1

No MP on either side defended the 
practice, but still the Bill was not 
passed.  Conservatives argued that 
the Bill was not the best way to end 
this ‘abhorrent practice’.    Read their 
speeches and note their newfound 
devotion to higher wages and higher 
skills.

One important point made is that 
employment tribunals, crucial for 
the implementation of employment 
law, are overwhelmed with a huge 
waiting list of cases. 

Laura Farris (Con) ex journalist and 
lawyer specialising in employment 
law.

The hon. Member for Feltham and 
Heston (Seema Malhotra) raised a 
point about the aviation sector. The 
conduct of British Airways was poor, 
but there is an important issue at 
stake. If in primary legislation the 
risks of fire and rehire are so great 
that employers are more inclined to 
lay people off, think what that would 
mean for airline pilots, for example. 
Airline pilots must fly within a two-
year period to retain their flying 
licence. If they are sacked by British 
Airways at a time when the entire 
travel sector is struggling badly, they 
would be very unlikely to get a job 
and it could easily be two years. It is 
not just the loss of a job; it is the loss 
of an entire career. We need to tread 
very carefully when we consider 
primary legislation in the area of fire 
1  https://hansard.parliament.uk/
Commons/2021-10-22/debates/BFCF71FC-
1BE2-488A-A926-7EA0A1E1F36A/Employ
mentAndTradeUnionRights(DismissalAnd
Re-Engagement)Bill?highlight=barry%20
gardiner#contribution-1EA2B774-28DC-
4ED0-B891-48FDCD646E7D 

and rehire.  […]
What we are primarily looking at is 

employers that have larger, unionised 
workforces. I am not sure how many 
employers it would engage, but the 
short point is that Conservative 
Members want a solution that does 
not make an existing problem worse, 
drive redundancies or lead to more 
business failures. Fire and rehire 
must be a genuine option of last resort 
when a negotiated settlement cannot 
be reached, when the business is on 
the brink of insolvency and when the 
alternative is layoffs.

Objection:  Ryanair negotiated 
temporary changes, why couldn’t 
BA?

Reply: employers should be 
required to set the criteria that they 
would exercise in deciding when to 
restore workers’ pay.

Objection:  [the agenda of the 
parent company of BA was] was 
about driving profits, not about 
saving the jobs and livelihoods of 
people, particularly women in their 
50s and those towards the end of 
their careers. It was a restructuring 
brought in under the guise of fire and 
rehire.

Answer:  the company was on thin 
ice financially.

[Note a contribution from a red 
wall Tory MP (Alexander Stafford, 
Rother Valley)]:

Fire and rehire is a cross-party 
issue that Conservatives in our 
constituencies are dealing with on 
the ground as well. In Rother Valley, 
Adam Tinsley, the councillor for 
Maltby East, fought against Sheffield 
University, which was going to use 
fire and rehire, as a Unite the union 
representative. I commend him 
for that. Let us take some of the 
partisanship out of the debate and 
work together to solve the problem.

[…]
Is not one of the big differences 

between what we are doing in the UK 
and what they do on the continent, 
that on the continent they have mass 
immigration across the EU, which is 
driving down wages, whereas in this 
country, now that we have left the 
EU, we can look after workers better, 
not rely on poorly paid labourers 
and actually get high quality high-
skilled jobs. That is the fundamental 
difference: we want better jobs and 
better pay for people, rather than 
relying on cheap labour.

Kevin Hollinrake (Con)
I am of course totally opposed to 

fire and rehire where a profitable 
business that does not need to 
restructure is taking advantage of 
a particular situation. Opposition 
Members are trying to cover those 
situations, and who would not want 
to do that? Such conduct is absolutely 
wrong and a stain on business, and 
every Minister I have heard at the 
Dispatch Box has criticised it.

There is only one thing worse than 
fire and rehire, and that is fire and not 
rehire. […]

Who would not agree with skilling 
up our workforce? Of course we need 
to skill up our workforce and good 
employers will do that to enhance 
productivity, particularly if we move 
to a higher-wage, higher-skilled 
economy.

Gavin Newlands (SNP) concluded:
Ministers, however, have done 

what they have done every time fire 
and rehire has been raised with them: 
they have clucked sympathetically, 
wrung their hands at how horribly 
ungentlemanly these companies 
are being, and said how much they 
sympathise with the workers who 
are being blackmailed, and have then 
proceeded to do absolutely nothing 
to address this in legislation. Every 
Minister from the Prime Minister 
down seems to have forgotten that 

Continued On Page 17
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Continued From Page 16

it is the Government who speak from the Dispatch Box, and that they have 
the power to act to protect workers rather than murmuring sympathy for the 
benefit of Hansard and no one else.

A defence of capitalism:  Richard Fuller (Con)
Capitalism is good. Capitalism creates. Capitalism creates higher wages, 

better skills, stronger businesses and a more global Britain. It is through 
capitalism that this country has grown the strength to provide public services 
for so many of our people. It is through capitalism that we have been able to 
have the highest increases in wages for the lowest paid that we have had for 
decades. It is capitalism that gives hope to people who want to start their own 
business. It is capitalism that is going to close the gender pay gap and the 
discrimination against people based on colour, because capitalism seeks out 
talent. It is upon the captains of capitalism—the women and men who lead 
our businesses—who understand how to get that great concoction of people 
and investment to create wealth and security, that we should be entrusting the 
responsibilities to act ethically and responsibly.

That session ended with no vote being taken.

A small victory for freedom of 
speech: the reinstatement of Stan 
Keable.

We reproduce Stan Keable’s 
statement.  For the full story, read 
the account in Jewish Voice for 
Labour:1

Statement by Stan Keable, Tues 
Oct 26 2021 

[Three and a half years after 
his sacking for a comment about 
Zionism during the ‘Enough 
is Enough’ demonstration in 
parliament square, Stan Keable 
welcomes a small victory in the 
struggle for freedom of speech 
and assembly: on October 26 
2021 the Employment Appeals 
Tribunal upheld his unfair 
dismissal judgment against 
Labour-led Hammersmith 
and Fulham Council and the 
reinstatement order made in 
January 2020.] 

I was particularly pleased with 
the reinstatement order, and I am 
optimistically looking forward 
to getting back to my permanent 
post as a private sector housing 
1  https://www.jewishvoiceforlabour.
org.uk/article/stan-keable-exonerated-an-
important-victory/ 

Stan Keable reinstated - not guilty of anti-Semitism
enforcement officer, visiting 
tenants in their homes when they 
need support with repairs. The 
Council gave evidence that I was 
good at my job and had a clean 
disciplinary record. The tribunal 
noted that I had “maintained good 
relations with work colleagues”, 
some of whom gave evidence on 
my behalf, and confirmed that 
“reinstatement was practicable” 
and that “trust and confidence 
had not been broken and the 
employment relationship could 
continue and develop”. 

Despite being eventually 
vindicated, my three and a 
half years of victimisation and 
uncertainty about my future has 
been a very unsettling experience, 
and is certainly enough to make 
any worker think twice about 
exercising their right to publicly 
express their political views – 
particularly if they are critical 
of Israel’s ongoing settler-
colonialism, its discrimination 
against Palestinian Arabs or 
its racial-supremacist political 
ideology of Zionism. While some 
of my work colleagues stepped 
up and gave evidence on my 
behalf, others gave me private 

support but were understandably 
afraid to speak publicly. 

The ‘Anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’ witch-hunt in 
the Labour Party had already 
been going strong for two years, 
focused on trying to unseat 
Jeremy Corbyn. Corbyn was no 
anti-Semite, but he was busy 
appeasing his rightwing Labour 
and Zionist accusers. Already in 
October 2017 I had been witch-
hunted out of the party – auto-
excluded, without due process, 
for being secretary of Labour 
Party Marxists. The purpose 
of the ‘Enough is Enough’ 
demonstration, organised by the 
Zionist-led, Tory- led, misnamed 
Board of Deputies of British Jews, 
was to brand Jeremy Corbyn and 
the Labour Party as anti-Semitic, 
despite ample evidence to the 
contrary – a campaign which, 
with the full support of the 
mainstream capitalist media, has 
been very successful. 

I joined the Jewish Voice for 
Labour counterdemonstration, 
and was suspended from work the 
following day, and subsequently 
dismissed, for my comments 
about the Zionist movement, 
made in parliament square. That 
is what the tribunal judged to be 
unfair dismissal: 

“If it was within the range 
of reasonable responses 
of a reasonable employer 
to dismiss an employee in 
circumstances where they 
have lawfully exercised 
their rights to freedom of 
expression and freedom of 
assembly, unconnected in any 
way to the workplace, without 
using language which was 
personally abusive, insulting or 
obscene, and when their views 
and opinions have, without 
their consent, been published 
and caused offence to some, 
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or indeed many people, then 
there is a very great risk of 
dismissal to any person who 
expresses their lawful political 
views outside the workplace.” 

Seems pretty straightforward to 
anyone with an eye to workers’ 
rights, doesn’t it? Well, that’s 
what I thought when I was 
handed my suspension letter at 
2.15pm the day after the demo, 
alleging that my comments 
had “the potential to bring the 
council into disrepute”. Actually, 
it was my reputation that was 
put in jeopardy as both my trade 
union, Unison, and the council 
blithely told the press that they 
“take anti-Semitism seriously” 
and are “investigating” – thereby 
implying that I was accused of 
anti-Jewish racism, a charge 
which my suspension letter 
carefully omitted. I immediately 
asked the dismissing officer a 
number of questions. Was there 
a complaint against me? The 
officer did not answer. What was 
the identity of the complainant? 
He did not know. How many 
complaints were made against 
me? He did not know. What 
was the precise wording of the 
allegation or allegations? I would 
be informed. What was the 
precise wording of the allegedly 
inappropriate comments? I would 
be informed by the investigating 
officer. 

The identity of the complainant 
– the Labour leader of the 
council, Stephen Cowan – and 
the precise wording of his 
complaint, were kept secret from 
me throughout the Council’s 
disciplinary procedure and its 
appeal procedure. This crucial 
information was only revealed 
to me shortly before the 
employment tribunal hearing, 
when my solicitor obtained a 
copy of Cowan’s email to the 
chief executive on the morning 
of March 27. The leader accused 

me of “making anti-Semitic 
comments” and saying “I believe 
he has brought the good name 
of LBHF into disrepute and 
committed gross misconduct” 
– which is code for demanding 
dismissal. Then: “Please have 
this looked at immediately 
and act accordingly and with 
expediency ... Please advise me 
at your earliest opportunity what 
action you have taken.” 

Four hours later, after the chief 
executive had met the council’s 
lawyers, my suspension letter 
contained no mention of anti-
Semitism – obviously because 
there wasn’t any. Presumably 
Cllr Cowan was informed of 
his mistake, as he had asked to 
be informed. That would have 
been a good moment to drop his 
complaint. I think he owes me an 
apology. 

Having mentioned the “very 
great risk of dismissal to any 
person who expresses their 
lawful political views outside the 
workplace”, the tribunal added: 

“This is particularly so 
where it seems that, as in this 
case, members of parliament 
are willing to put pressure 
on employers to dismiss 
employees who hold views 
with which that MP vehemently 
disagrees.” 

This is a reference to the 
involvement of Greg Hands, Tory 
MP for Chelsea and Fulham. But 
his two public tweets to Stephen 
Cowan urging action against 
me, on March 26 and 27, were 
merely his contribution to the 
Enough is Enough anti-Labour 
demonstration. They had nothing 
to do with the council, nor with 
my employment. Greg Hands did 
not yet know that I was a council 
employee. 

When he read in the newspapers 
that the council had initiated 
disciplinary proceedings against 

me, he must have been over the 
moon! So he posted on his twitter 
feed an open letter to Stephen 
Cowan, urging “Action on anti-
Semitism at Hammersmith and 
Fulham Council”, saying, with 
reckless disregard for worker’s 
rights to a fair disciplinary 
procedure: 

“I failed to see what further 
needs to be investigated and 
how could this man ever return 
to his role, interacting with 
tenants and landlords, who 
may well view Mr Keable as not 
assessing their circumstances 
entirely objectively. I believe 
that your response to these 
shocking statements by Mr 
Keable has been both weak 
and inadequate.” 

As has been normal throughout 
the witch-hunt, superlative 
outrage and false accusations of 
anti-Semitism are unaccompanied 
by concrete evidence. Hands’s 
open letter, 10 days after my 
suspension, made him the second 
and last person to complain to 
the council. In truth there were 
only two complainants: Labour 
councillor Stephen Cowan and 
Tory MP Greg Hands. So much 
for “reputational damage”. 

The council has damaged its 
own reputation. Attempting to 
ban public criticism of a racist 
ideology does not sit well with its 
equality, diversity and inclusivity 
policy. My words in Parliament 
Square, which the council found 
“offensive”, the tribunal judge 
described as “calm, rational, non- 
threatening and conversational”. 
The establishment’s witch-
hunt against critics of Israel’s 
persecution of the Palestinian 
people has made the Labour 
Party a hostile environment for 
socialists. The case against me 
brought the witch-hunt into the 
workplace. 
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Useful Work for Ex-Offenders:
Where to get your photos printed

EUGENIA RUSSELL explores 
how meaningful employment can 
be created for prisoners and ex-
offenders.1

THERE are not many 
businesses that employ prisoners 
in a meaningful way, but those 
that do deserve to be known about 
and supported by the public. 

A prime example is The Clink 
charity, which equips prisoners 
with catering skills that will stand 
them in good stead in the future. 

Another is retail specialist 
Timpson, a long-term champion 
of excellent working conditions 
for its staff, which also owns the 
photography labs Snappy Snaps 
and Max Spielmann. 

The Clink charity runs five 
high-quality restaurants within 
working prisons: Brixton, Car- 
diff, High Down, Styal and 
Manchester. 

The flagship restaurant operates 
at HM Prison Brixton. They 
also have an online shop and a 
delivery service called Clink@ 
Home. 

Prisoners gain City and Guilds 
national vocational qualifications 
while training for up to 40 hours 
per week. 

Fresh fruit, vegetables and eggs 
are delivered to the restaurants 
from their own prison- run 
gardens. 

The leather upholstery for 
several of the restaurants is made 
in HMP Frankland. 

A poetry book written by the 
trainees is sold in the online shop, 
which also offers cook- books 
and delicious preserves. 

Trainees have one of the lowest 
reoffending rates in the UK. The 

1 https://morningstaron-
line.co.uk/system/files/pdf-
editions/M_Star_231021.pdf

founder of the charity, Alberto 
Crisci MBE, catering manager at 
HMP High Down, Surrey, opened 
the first restaurant in 2009. 

The Clink training programme 
is becoming one of the most 
effective ways for men and 
women to gain experience while 
in prison; upon release they can 
enter the hospitality industry 
with confidence and hope. 

Businesses can show their 
support by booking event 
catering from the charity. 

Previous reports have praised 
the initiative for helping prisoners 
make the transition into gainful 
employment. A spokesman for 
the Ministry of Justice talking to 
the BBC in 2019 has called it a 
“unique opportunity to work in a 
professional restaurant.” 

Now with labour shortages in 
many areas of our economy, the 
government has the chance to 
expand on such opportunities 
so that they are not isolated 
and “unique” gems envisaged 
by individuals and pursued in 
isolation. 

This is an opportunity to take 
Crisci’s vision further and make 
other such initiatives possible 
with government backing. 

In recent weeks there has 
been talk of many of the most 
vulnerable in our society filling 
vacancies: prisoners, asylum- 
seekers, temporary workers from 
abroad. 

It is important that these people’s 
skills and energy are appreciated 
for themselves and not as a stop 
gap for an ill-functioning system 
that ultimately neglects the needs 
of those who service it. 

One company renowned 
for its pioneering work with 
former prisoners is the family-
owned business Timpson. 

As they state on their web- site: 
“Being fearful of hiring people 
with difficult backgrounds is a 
dated and loss-making concept. 
We wouldn’t be the biggest and 
best in our field without them.” 
Over 10 per cent of staff are ex-
offenders and Timpson’s run pre-
release schemes in many prisons 
through their own training 
academies. 

One employee interviewed by 
The Guardian had applied for 
nearly 70 different jobs before 
landing a job with Timpson, 
initially on day release, finding in 
Timpson’s a company where “the 
support never stops.” 

The company was applauded in 
a parliamentary paper in 2016 for 
helping change the attitudes of 
employers towards ex-offenders. 

To help secure the future of job 
applicants, however, more needs 
to be done. 

James Timpson, whose great-
great-grandfather founded the 
business, originally a shoe shop 
in Manchester (1865), believes 
that a national insurance break if 
granted by the government would 
encourage more employers 
to take prisoners onto their 
workforce. 

To date, this has not happened. 
Timpson was recognised with 
the award of an OBE in 2011 
for his “services to training and 
employment for disadvantaged 
people.” 

His ambitious plans include 
the foundation of a private 
university awarding degree-level 
qualifications to Timpson staff, 
including prisoners. 
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The United States does not 
support Taiwan independence

The US and the UK 
recognise that Taiwan is part 
of China.  Yet they speak as if 
Taiwan’s independence might 
be endangered and Taiwan 
need their protection, military 
if need be.

The BBC gives the 
impression that Taiwan is 
under threat.  It is ambiguous, 
as at times it is very careful 
about stating that the Chinese 
planes flying near Taiwan 
are operating in international 
airspace.

However, what the BBC 
never say  is that the official 
UK position is that Taiwan is 
Chinese territory - see  https://
publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm199900/cmselect/cmfaff/
uc574iv/574m15.htm

UK POSITION  ON THE 
STATUS OF TAIWAN

3.  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?

Like the US and the UK, the 
official policy of Australia is 
that Taiwan is a province of 
the Peoples Republic of China:

“The Australian 
Government continued to 
recognise Taipei until the 
establishment of diplomatic 
relations with the PRC 
in 1972. Australia’s Joint 
Communiqué with the PRC 
recognised the Government 
of the PRC as China’s 
sole legal government, 
and acknowledged the 
position of the PRC that 
Taiwan was a province of 
the PRC. The terms of our 
Joint Communiqué dictate 
the fundamental basis 
of Australia’s one China 
policy – the Australian 
Government does not 
recognise the ROC as a 
sovereign state and does 
not regard the authorities in 
Taiwan as having the status 
of a national government.”

https://www.dfat.gov.au/
geo/taiwan/australia-taiwan-
relationship


