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The making and breaking 
of Boris Johnson

The Fall of Johnson 
and the Energy Crunch:

Why the political parties don’t 
want to tell the truth

Foreign and domestic policy are often 
related. Countries seek mutual benefit 
through trade and take measures to protect 
their own trading routes. They make long 
term arrangements for mutual exchange of 
products and services. In the contemporary 
world, the manufacture of a particular 
product often involves complex movements 
of components between different countries. 
Raw materials need to be sourced through 
trade with other countries. The countries of 
Western Europe are not self-sufficient. They 
need, in particular, to trade with Russia to 
access energy, food, fertiliser and various 
minerals. Europe’s prosperity and security, 
and ours, depend on our ability to reliably 
access these resources. There is no good 
reason, from the point of view of national 
self-interest, why we should not come to an 
arrangement with Russia to mutually assure 
our security concerns and to develop long 
term trading and cultural relationships. 

Unfortunately, our relationship with Russia 
is not determined through our interests but 
through the perceived interest of the United 
States in eliminating Russia as a significant 
world power. Western Europe and the UK 
have subordinated their interests to American 
foreign and trade policy. This has been 
done under a moralistic cloak of rhetoric 
about Russia’s ‘revanchism’ and aggressive 
tendencies, all the while ignoring Russia’s 

In many ways we have Jeremy Corbyn to thank for 
Boris Johnson. For, without the 2017 general election 
result -  which came within a whisker of bringing a 
left radical to no. 10 - the British body politic would 
not have experienced two things: Firstly, it wouldn’t 
have led the mandarins of the Conservative Party 
to agree to the election of someone like Johnson as 
leader; and secondly, the world would still be ignorant 
of the existence of wholesale anti-semitism in the 
Labour Party under Corbyn’s leadership. The arrival 
of these two things are interlinked and represented 
the response of the British establishment to the threat 
it perceived from Corbyn as a result of the outcome 
of the 2017 general election. 

The mandarins of the Conservative Party would 
not in a month of Sundays have taken the risk of 
electing Johnson to the leadership of the party if they 
hadn’t felt that the Party and the country needed an 
unorthodox and non-typical politician to lead it at 
that time. It was not the perceived need to “get Brexit 
done” that made Johnson leader - that work could 
have been done by a number of other individuals 
more in the orthodox Conservative mould. But such 
individuals lacked what it took to also take on the 
wave of support that the unorthodox Corbyn was 
generating among not only Labour voters but among 
the general electorate. 

When Johnson sat down with the kingmakers in 
the Conservative Party in the summer of 2019 what 
he offered them wasn’t his attitude to getting Brexit 
done but the type of personality that would appeal to 
the emerging zeitgeist of the time that was eschewing 
the more traditional politicians epitomised by both 
the Conservative Party and the Blairite Labour Party. 

It was the combination of those personal qualities 
and the way in which Starmer and his allies sabotaged 
the Labour Party over Brexit in 2019 that provided 
Johnson with a power base among the “Red Wall” 
constituencies of the midlands and the north. In the 
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often expressed security 
concerns about hostile forces 
on its borders. The result has 
been the ongoing military 
struggle in Ukraine and the 
economic warfare of the US 
and Western Europe against 
Russia in the form of sanctions 
on the purchase and movement 
of Russian exports. There is 
little evidence that this policy 
has done Russia serious harm. 
There is plenty of evidence that 
it is doing the NATO countries 
plenty of harm and that it will 
continue to do so. Western 
Europe needs Russian and gas 
and oil to run its economies. 
There are no ready alternatives 
and there won’t be for a long 
time, even if a huge effort is 
made to diversify sources. Even 
if such efforts were successful, 
the era of cheap energy for the 
West would be over. 

Practically every economic 
activity depends on energy 
inputs. If the cost of energy 
increases, there is a tendency 
for the prices of products 
and services which use that 
energy to go up as well. This is 
reflected in a rate of inflation in 
the UK currently approaching 
an annual rate of 10%. 
Energy costs have increased 
catastrophically and have been 
passed on to consumers, already 
causing considerable hardship. 
As the weather deteriorates in 
the autumn, the problems of 
accessing affordable energy for 
heating, transport and industrial 
activity will become acute. It 
is sometimes admitted that the 
problems are partly due to the 
‘war in Ukraine’, without going 
into detail. Although the UK 
does not depend on Russian oil 
and gas nearly as much as many 

other European countries, it 
does need to import most of its 
requirements and the sanctions 
have caused a spike in price for 
these commodities which have 
caused inflation in the UK.

No political party: Labour, 
Liberal, Conservative, 
Nationalist, will admit that the 
policies of the UK government 
are deliberately throttling the 
supply of energy and are the 
primary cause of a rate of 
inflation that we have not seen 
for nearly forty years since 
the ‘oil shock’ of 1973. The 
standard of living of most people 
is under assault in a way that 
most have never experienced 
before and that assault is likely 
to become more severe as 
autumn draws near. A couple of 
economic commentators such 
as Larry Elliott in the Guardian 
have made the point tucked 
away in the financial pages. 
As Elliott pointed out, you 
can have economic stability or 
you can have severe economic 
sanctions against Russia, 
but you can’t have both. The 
distinguished Financial Times 
journalist Wolfgang Muenchau 
could not get a similar analysis 
published in the paper he 
worked for over many years. 
Even the ruling class, it seems, 
are not to be allowed to think 
too much about the economic 
consequences of our foreign 
policy. The British government 
has chosen economic instability 
and an existential threat to our 
economic and physical well-
being in order to pose as the 
moral and military leader of 
Europe against an imaginary 
Russian threat. 

A torrent of propaganda from 
newspapers, the BBC and other 
TV channels has talked up 
this threat. Russian, Chinese 
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and Iranian media, which give 
an alternative perspective, are 
banned from broadcasting in 
this country. Critical thinking 
about foreign and defence policy 
requires that citizens have access 
to a range of sources of reliable 
information and differing  and 
dissenting views. These have been 
largely eliminated because neither 
the government, nor Britain’s 
political parties want the public 
to question what is being done to 
them. A democracy in which no-
one is able to express a dissenting 
view without being demonised as 
a  traitor is not really a democracy. 
This suits Keir Starmer who wants 
nothing more than to continue 
with the same foreign and defence 
policy as the current conservative 
government. The UK is slipping 
towards a crisis of standards of 
living that it has not experienced 
for decades and our media and 
political class do not wish to talk 
about it. 

But that does not mean 
that it will go away. We are 
effectively at war with Russia 
and the Russian government 
has come to the conclusion that 
it is no longer possible to deal 
with NATO governments. A 
thirty year quest for collective 
security arrangements with the 
NATO countries has met with 
contemptuous rebuff. Russia 
has had to rely on China and 
friendly countries in the middle 
east to bolster its security. It has 
had little difficulty in finding 
new markets for its oil, gas and 
other raw materials and will 
feel little inclination to do deals 
with such untrustworthy and 
unreliable partners as Germany 
or Britain again. This means that 
we have probably lost access to 
cheap energy for the foreseeable 
future and will have to rely on 
highly priced American gas for 
heating and industry. We will be 
as dependent on them as we were 
on Russia, only the Americans 
do not tolerate dissent and will 

turn off the taps if Europeans do 
not submit to the dictates of US 
foreign policy.  Our economic 
future looks bleak.

Johnson is the first western 
leader to fall as the result of 
NATO fighting a war with Russia. 
His reckless warmongering has 
contributed to the prolonging 
of Russia’s Special Military 
Operation. The consequence of 
the blowback of sanctions against 
Russia is that energy prices have 
gone through the roof. Voters 
may not particularly care for 
Johnson’s antics or associated 
goings-on in the Carlton Club but 
they would not be too bothered 
if inflation were low and they 
were confident that they could 
heat their homes and drive their 
cars this winter. Since inflation is 
increasing they are not confident, 
the government’s poll ratings are 
terrible and this exercises Tory 
MPs mightily. They will not 
admit what the real cause of their 
unpopularity is and will go on 
to elect another warmonger with 
the same policies and the same 
polling results. All the furore 
about parties, alcohol and groping 
is just displacement activity to 
allow them to avoid talking or 
even thinking about what matters 
to the electorate. We now learn 
that Germany is rationing energy 
and it is only July. Will Olaf 
Scholz be the next western leader 
to fall?

This journal does not know 
whether or not Russia could 
be persuaded to become an 
economic partner of the NATO 
countries once again. We would 
like to think so, but it seems 
increasingly unlikely. We will 
enter a world of expensive energy, 
endemic inflation and slow or no 
economic growth. Large sections 
of the population will experience 
economic hardship and will find 
it difficult to heat their homes. 
The Labour Party, supposedly the 
party that defends the interests 
of working people is, through 
support of the government, an 
accomplice in the destruction 
of the standards of living that 
working people have managed 
to enjoy since the end of the oil 
crisis of the 1970s. This is as true 
of the left as it is of Starmer’s 
supporters. Is it even possible to 
talk of a democratic government 
when the key facts are concealed 
from the public by the whole 
political class and media? Now 
is the time to speak out, but we 
doubt that anyone who is not on 
the margins of British politics will 
do so. 

We are probably at a turning 
point in our history where the post 
imperial benefits of free trade and 
access to cheap raw materials is 
at an end. The future of British 
politics will reflect that change, 
but it is unlikely that a left that let 
down its people will benefit.
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aftermath of that election Johnson 
began to formulate his levelling up 
policies on the basis of a strategy 
that sought to retain those “Red 
Wall” seats at the next election.

But the removal of Corbyn as 
leader of the Labour Party in the 
aftermath of the 2019 election left 
Johnson vulnerable to the voices 
that had bitten their tongues when 
it came to his election as leader 
of the Conservative Party in July 
2019. Those voices represented 
the traditional low tax, low spend 
outlook in the party. 

It was a voice that was never going 
to be comfortable with the spending 
requirements of Johnson’s “levelling 
up” strategy for the next election. 
It’s difficult to know when their 
discomfort with that policy would 
have broken out into rebellion. 
That it failed to find an expression 
in the immediate aftermath of the 
fall of Corbyn was probably due 
to their fear of the possibility of a 
resurgence of Corbyn’s influence in 
the Labour Party at that time. 

Then, by the time, that prospect 
was buried by Starmer and his 
witch-finders, Covid had arrived 
on the scene. Johnson was lucky a 
second time as the requirements of 
a response to Covid ensured that 
government spending became a “no 
go” arena in which the orthodox 
Tory voices could commence battle 
for the duration of the government’s 
response to the pandemic.

Then, with Covid diminishing as 
an issue in the latter part of 2021 
the gloves began to be removed and 
sleeves rolled up for an assault on 
Johnson. The same establishment 
media influence that had been 
mobilised through leaks and 
unsubstantiated allegations against 
Corbyn were now mobilised against 
Johnson. Regular leaks and reports 
of partying throughout the Covid 
lockdown (that were revealed to 
the public well after the alleged 
offences) and the daily media reports 
of tensions between Johnson and his 
Chancellor of the Exchequer over 
tax and spending ensured that the 

public were made receptive to the 
depiction of Johnson as a profligate 
and dissolute Prime  Minister both in 
his personal as well as his political 
life. These were characteristics for 
which he was already infamous 
before he had been made leader of 
the Conservative Party but were 
now being introduced as if they had 
only become manifest. 

Then it looked like Johnson would 
be lucky a third time. Tensions built 
up between Russia and Ukraine 
in the Autumn of 2021. But those 
tensions didn’t become a crisis until 
late February 2022 and by then the 
momentum for his removal became 
almost unstoppable. Yet as late 
as early July he appeared to have 
beaten the odds. But in the beating 
of those odds he had been weakened 
and survival had required him 
conceding to Sunak on the issues 
of tax and spending to an extent 
that left his levelling up strategy in 
tatters. 

The Ukrainian crisis and the way 
in which he and the rest of the British 
political establishment - both Labour 

and Tory - enthusiastically adopted 
an idiotic sanctions policy against 
Russia before the economy had 
recovered from the Covid measures 
has created a cost of living crisis 
that has compelled the trade unions 
to embark on industrial action to 
protect living standards. With the 
prospect of the outcome of these 
idiotic sanctions likely to create an 
even worse cost of living crisis as 
the country enters the Autumn the 
Tory mandarins have decided that it 
is best to shed itself of the man who 
not only saved the Tory Party from 
itself, the country from a pandemic 
and the State from Corbyn. 

Where everything else that has 
been thrown at Johnson has failed it 
seems that the threat now posed to 
Tory seats by the likely response of 
the electorate to the domestic impact 
of the sanctions against Russia has 
finally become the issue, which has 
combined with those others, to “get 
Boris done”.

Beth Rigby interviews Gordon Brown on 
Sky News.

Gordon Brown does not dispute that only 20% of the world 
supports sanctions on Russia.  Interviewed by Beth Rigby on 
30/6/22, he says he wants Putin indicted by an international 
court, without waiting for the ICHR.  Rigby could have 
queried the expeditive nature of the court, or the nature of 
a trial where you know the outcome in advance; instead she 
said:

The problem is, if you look at how many countries round the 
world actually sanctioned Russia, it’s 20% of the world.  Can 
you coalesce the world to charge Putin?  The world is divided 
on this.

GB: This is what has happened.  We’ve got NATO unity, 
but we’ve got global disunity.  82 counties either abstained or 
voted with Russia.  […]

About 150 countries are not imposing sanctions.  The reason 
goes back to the events of the last few years.  The whole of 
Africa, the whole of Asia, Latin America including Mexico 
and Brazil, much of the Middle East are refusing to impose 
sanctions or take any action against Putin.
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Half-Earth Socialism — 
A Plan to Save the Future from Extinction, Climate 

Change and Pandemics
By Troy Vettese and Drew Pendergrass.  Verso 2022

A brief review by Catherine 
Dunlop

Reading the Islington 
Tribune the other day I came 
across this book, and as I 
have always thought that 
only socialism could do 
something about extinctions 
and environmental damage, I 
read it.  The reviews in other 
places including the Islington 
Tribune had not prepared 
me for what I found, which 
is a history of the theory of 
socialist planning, from the 
Soviet Union, Cuba, Chile, 
and Vienna 1919.

Since we don’t live in an 
intellectually free society, 
the authors (Pendergrass, a 
PhD student at Harvard and 
Vettese, a former research 
fellow at Harvard) do not put 
this at the forefront of their 
blurb, which can be found 
on the website http://half-
earth, and which you would 
be forgiven for thinking a 
hodgepodge of trendy ideas.  
It is much more than that, as 
I will explain.

From the blurb: “Half-
Earth Socialism draws 
on ecology, energy 
studies, epidemiology, 
biogeography, Chilean 
cybernetics, history, 
e i g h t e e n t h - c e n t u r y 
philosophy, Soviet 
mathematics, the socialist 
calculation debate, 
Hayekian epistemology, 

cutting-edge climate 
modelling, feminist sci-fi, 
and the forgotten tradition 
of utopian socialism. From 
this intellectual potpourri, 
we come to several 
conclusions: 

1. widespread veganism 
makes it far easier to 
save land for the Half 
Earth, renewable 
energy, fossil-free 
agriculture, and 
carbon sequestration;

2. energy quotas are 
needed to hasten 
the transition to 
renewables and 
reduce demands for 
land and extraction; 

3. marketless planning 
will ensure these 
important goals are 
met; 

4. socialist democracy 
is based on the 
public deliberation of 
distinct blueprints for 
the future, because 
there is more than 
one way to address 
the environmental 
crisis.

Our book is meant 
as a humble proposal 
that hopefully provokes 
broader discussion about 
life after capitalism that 
seriously contemplates 
the mechanisms of 

socialist governance. 
That is, energy quotas, 
veganism, and marketless 
planning are not [sic] the 
only possible solutions 
for the environmental 
crisis. We hope, however, 
that be [sic] offering a 
clear framework, we can 
spur environmentalists, 
feminists, animal 
liberationists, and socialists 
to seriously contemplate the 
outlines of a new society. 
Thus, just when the end of 
the world seems upon us, 
we must instead realize 
that new utopias are near at 
hand.” 

This blurb is enough to put 
people off (veganism and 
feminism as answers to the 
environmental crisis?) but 
that would be a shame.

Their view is that half the 
earth must be returned to 
nature, and that can only be 
done by socialist planning, 
‘because it would be 
impossible to leave half the 
Earth uncommodified under 
capitalism’.

 They are not Malthusian 
and assume  no reduction in 
population.

For them “Socialism is 
society emancipated from the 
relentless, unconscious and 
irrational power of capital”.

Conscious planning is 
the only solution.  So the 
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authors sensibly look at previous 
experiments at planning, the 
Soviet Union, Vienna 1919, Cuba, 
especially the Período Especial of 
1991, Chile in the early 70s.  They 
focus on the theoreticians of these 
experiments.  

Vienna:  Otto Neurath an 
economist employed by the 
wartime Vienna Cabinet, and later 
in the short lived Vienna Soviet 
government.  He tried to imagine 
a view of economics that did not 
depend on looking at money as 
an all encompassing explanatory 
factor.  He wrote “Through war 
economy to Economy in Kind” 
(1919).  One of his opponents, 
Ludwig von Mises, on the 
contrary considered money’s 
universality as the very basis of 
economic rationality.  Hayek, a 
protégé of Mises, continued this 
with a theory of knowledge: limits 
to knowledge are such that the 
market is the only reliable guide: 
conscious control of humanity’s 
destiny is not possible.  Proving 
the opposite thesis is why the bulk 
of the book Half Earth Socialism 
is devoted to socialist planning, 
that is conscious control of 
humanity’s destiny.

At the end of his career Otto 
Neurath founded the Social and 
Economic Museum in Vienna; he 
is also responsible for ISOTYPE: 
International System of 
Typographic Picture Education.  
Both the museum and Isotype 
are designed to make economics 
understandable to all, a requisite 
for a successful planned economy.

In the USSR, the authors 
analyse Leonid Kantorovich, 
mathematician and economist, 
who wrote “The Best Use of 
Resources”.  During the siege 
of Leningrad he played a crucial 
role in the provisioning of the 
city over frozen Lake Lagoda, 
the only route possible, with his 
calculations.  In peacetime he 
organised the country’s plywood 
production and this led him to 

planning theory and practice.
Soviet economists read another 

planning theorist, Stafford Beer, 
who believed that complex 
systems, like a world economy, 
could be controlled, as a ‘viable 
system model’.  Beer designed 
the system to manage Chile’s 
state owned industries in the early 
1970s, called Cybersyn.  The 
authors explain how an American 
backed coup put an end to it; they 
are perfectly aware of potential 
final opposition to their utopia.

In the USSR again, Olga 
Burmatova in the 1980s in 
Siberia worked on an experiment 
in planning that combined 
decentralised control within a 
total plan plus explicit protection 
of the environment, in this case, 
Lake Baikal.

In 1977 the Computer Centre 
in Novosibirsk launched a 
programme to build what is now 
called an Earth System Model, 
completed in 1982.

To sum up the difficulties 
encountered in socialist planning 
in practice, the authors call 
on Janos Kornai, a Hungarian 
economist, who said that 
socialist planning tends to lead to 
shortages, unlike capitalism and 
its tendency to overproduction.  
This is because it does not have the 
coercive element of capitalism, 
where the inefficient/unprofitable 
go under.  They say:

“One can concede to the 
neoliberals that even the best 
plans based on the most up to 
date information will not be as 
dynamic as the price system.  […]  
Socialism involves certain trade-
offs that are inseparable from the 
system itself, just as the dynamism 
of capitalism goes hand in hand 
with inequality, unemployment, 
and ecological devastation”.

They end their book with a 
chapter describing a utopian 
future.

Alongside previous socialist 

economic planners, they give 
importance to utopian writers: 
Plato, More, William Morris and 
Ursula Le Guin.

I think this book is very useful 
in giving the younger generation, 
the ones most worried by climate 
change and environmental 
disaster, ideas about solutions not 
based on individual behaviour 
change (give up meat/flying or 
you are a bad person) or punitive 
ecology (e.g. increasing the price 
of fuel so that the low paid are 
most impacted).  It is not demand 
that must change, it is supply.  This 
can only be done through state 
socialist planning.  The book also 
goes some way to counteract the 
pervasive demonising of socialist 
experiments, which is a start in 
getting young people thinking, 
without the handicap of writing 
off everything connected to the 
Soviet Union and other planning 
states as a failure.

Note.
Interestingly, Le Monde 

recently (1/7/22) carried an 
article investigating prospects 
of planning to cope with the 
looming crisis, and the name of 
Kantarovich (and Leontief) was 
prominent there also.  

ht t p s : / / w w w. l e m o n d e. f r /
idees/article/2022/07/01/petite-
histoire-de-la-planification-ce-
concept-qu-on-croyait-mort-et-
enterre_6132854_3232.html

Short history of planification, 
this concept everyone thought 
was dead and buried.   ‘Born 
more than a century ago and 
abandoned after the collapse of 
the Soviet bloc, the idea that a 
state can organize the economy 
more effectively than the market 
alone is making a comeback 
thanks to the fears aroused by the 
climate emergency and the war in 
Ukraine’.
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Winston Churchill and the 1909 
Land Tax proposals

Herbert Asquith became Prime 
Minister on 5 April 1908. In becoming 
Prime Minister at this time Asquith 
had not been elected but rather 
inherited the position in mid-term 
due to the ill-health of Campbell-
Bannerman who in fact died just over 
two weeks later. On 30 April 1908, 
a week after Campbell-Bannerman’s 
death, Asquith went on to assume 
the leadership of the Liberal Party. 
In assuming these positions Asquith 
took over a government and a party 
that was divided between those 
who considered welfare reform 
as the more important task facing 
the Government and those who 
believed that preparation for war 
with Germany should be the priority. 
Although Asquith lent towards the 
latter position his situation as a new 
leader of a mid-term Government 
meant that he was compelled to 
represent both camps of the party 
in the choice of his new cabinet. 
Nonetheless, his appointment of 
Lloyd George as Chancellor came 
as something of a surprise. Not only 
was Lloyd George identified with the 
welfare reforming wing of the party 
but in taking up that position Lloyd 
George became the first Chancellor 
who had not benefited from a private 
education.

So it was that one of the great 
positions of State was given to an 
“outsider” and someone who was not 
at this time a member of Asquith’s 
inner circle. But the appointment was 
a shrewd one and one that Asquith 
knew could also be made to serve the 
cause of war preparations. Asquith 
understood what would be demanded 
by a war with Germany; - a war like 
no other that Britain had previously 
fought. A war with Germany 
represented a war with a neighbouring 
country possessing an advanced 
industrial economy. As such it 
would require the mobilisation of the 
British people on an unprecedented 
scale. Consequently, the reduction 
of social tensions and the creation 
of circumstances where the working 
class felt invested in the State had 
become a leading component in 
how Asquith had perceived his role 

as Prime Minister. So it was that 
Lloyd George was made Chancellor 
in a political environment where his 
radical instincts would prove to be a 
benefit. 

Asquith was not disappointed as 
both Lloyd George and Winston 
Churchill (who replaced Lloyd 
George as head of the Board of 
Trade) would soon gravitate closer 
to the pro-war component of the 
Liberal Party. In the meantime, 
on 18 May 1908, barely a month 
into his new role, Lloyd George 
circulated a memorandum among 
the Cabinet calling attention to the 
need for the government to generate 
more revenue from taxation. The 
increased revenue was required not 
only to pay for the proposed welfare 
reforms but also to cover the cost 
of the Admiralty’s aggressive naval 
rearmament programme. A month 
later, on 16 June, Lloyd George 
moved the second reading of the 
first Old Age Pension Bill (which 
had earlier been drafted by Asquith) 
and in mid-August, in the immediate 
aftermath of the Bill receiving the 
Royal Assent, he undertook a visit 
to Germany, sponsored by his friend 
and metal millionaire the Jewish 
Liberal imperialist, Sir Charles 
Henry. The object of the trip was 
to examine the welfare system that 
had been introduced by Bismarck 
just over twenty years earlier. As 
a result of that visit Lloyd George 
became convinced that his welfare 
reforms would need to be based on 
a compulsory, contributory social 
insurance arrangement in tandem 
with a corresponding reform of the 
taxation system.

In this way the funding of the 
welfare reforms and the Admiralty’s 
ambitious super-Dreadnought 
programme became entwined in 
Lloyd George’s so-called “People’s 
Budget” of 1909. And conscious 
of the need to ensure a minimum 
reaction to the new taxation demands 
among the general populace Lloyd 
George, rather than laying the entire 
burden on the existing taxation 
streams, introduced a new tax – a 
land tax.

The new land tax divided into two 
segments. There was to be a tax of 
20% on the “unearned increment” 
from future land sales above the 
proposed official land valuation 
and an annual tax of one-halfpenny 
in the pound on the capital value 
of undeveloped land based on 
that valuation. Such proposals, as 
anticipated, provoked the opposition 
of the landed classes and others. 
Among those who opposed the land 
tax at this time was Edward Carson 
who in a letter to The Times on 2 
August 1909 pushed the case for the 
withdrawal of the opposition from 
parliament in protest – a position 
which an editorial in that paper the 
same day advised strongly against. 

As things turned out those landed 
interests in the House of Commons 
did not withdraw but instead came 
to rely on the decisive majority they 
held in the House of Lords to block 
the measure. Consequently, although 
the Budget along with its land tax 
component was passed by the House 
of Commons in 1909 it was rejected 
by the House of Lords. It only 
became law in April 1910 after the 
Liberals won the endorsement of the 
general election earlier that year. 

The new tax having become law 
there was then a need to construct 
the machinery by which it could be 
collected. But before that could even 
begin there needed to be some means 
by which individual circumstances 
appertaining to specific land 
transactions could be assessed. This 
required a comprehensive exercise 
in land valuation on the part of the 
Government – something that had 
previously been promised by both 
Churchill and Lloyd George in their 
advocacy of the land tax.

With that in mind a 4,000 strong land 
valuation workforce was recruited. 
It was on the basis of that valuation 
that the tax was to be calculated on 
subsequent sales of land. However, 
from the start the collection of the new 
tax was confounded by problems. It 
took time to embark on a national 
land valuation programme. In the 
meantime, many local Tory councils 



Labour Affairs  8

No. 330 July-August 2022

proved to be unsympathetic and 
obstructive and tax judgments and 
valuations were regularly challenged 
by landlords in the courts. This 
meant that by 1914 only £612,787 
had been collected. The war further 
complicated the land valuation 
programme as well as sales in land 
and then after the end of the war the 
Conservative-dominated post-war 
Coalition Government delivered the 
coup de grace to land taxation when 
all traces were removed from the 
statute book.

But before any of that hard reality 
came to pass, the speech below was 
delivered by Winston Churchill to 
an audience in the King’s Theatre, 
Edinburgh on 17 July 1909 as part 
of a series of events organised in 
Scotland to muster support for 
Lloyd George’s budget. Similar 
efforts were organised in England 
with the main event being a speech 
by Lloyd George in the East End of 
London on 30 July 1909, nearly a 
fortnight after Churchill’s Edinburgh 
speech. Although Churchill’s and 
Lloyd George’s speeches covered 
other aspects of the budget the 
overwhelming emphasis in both 
speeches was on its land tax 
component. This was because the 
land tax was meant to provide a 
major source of funding for the naval 
programme and welfare reform as 
well as conveying the message that 
the Liberal Government was on 
the side of the working man and 
enterprising businessman rather 
than the parasitic land owner. In his 
speech Churchill also set the idea of 
the land tax within the context of the 
argument for free trade, contrasting 
it with the protectionism of the 
tariff reform movement then in the 
ascent within the Conservative Party 
and something which the Liberals 
claimed would result in higher food 
prices for the working class. 

Churchill’s speech of 17 July 
1909 is being republished here not 
only because we feel it is important 
to see how Winston Churchill and 
Lloyd George understood the issues 
surrounding landed property before 
the First World War but because 
we believe that the arguments still 
retain a potency for contemporary 
British working-class politics. This is 
particularly the case when considering 

the housing question at a time when 
Boris Johnson, the self-proclaimed 
disciple of Winston Churchill, is 
reported to be considering extending 
the Thatcherite “Right to Buy” 
scheme to housing association 
tenants. It also provides a measuring 
gauge that highlights just how far the 
current Labour Party has moved not 
only from its own radical past but 
that of the radical wing of the then 
Liberal Party. Such sentiments would 
no doubt be considered revolutionary 
in today’s party.

The wording of Churchill’s speech 
is as reported in The Times newspaper 
of 19 July 1909.

Mr. Churchill on the Budget.
Mr. Churchill, who was greeted 

with loud and prolonged cheering, 
said:-

We are often assured by sagacious 
persons that the civilization of modern 
States is largely based upon respect 
for the rights of private property. 
If that be true, it is also true to say 
that that respect cannot be secured 
and ought not indeed to be expected 
unless property is associated in the 
minds of the great mass of the people 
with ideas of justice and of reason.

Distributing the Burdens.
It is, therefore, of the first 

importance to the country - to any 
country - that there should be vigilant 
and persistent efforts to prevent 
abuses, to distribute the public 
burdens fairly among all classes, and 
to establish good laws governing 
the methods by which wealth may 
be acquired. The best way to make 
private property secure and respected 
is to bring the processes by which 
it is gained into harmony with the 
general interest of the public. When 
and where property is associated 
with the idea of reward for services 
rendered, with the idea of reward 
for high gifts and special aptitudes 
displayed or for faithful labour done, 
then property will be honoured. 
When it is associated with processes 
which are beneficial, or which at the 
worst are not actually injurious to 
the commonwealth, then property 
will be unmolested; but when it is 
associated with ideas of wrong and 
of unfairness, with processes of 
restriction and monopoly and other 

forms of injury to the community, 
then I think that you will find that 
property will be assailed and will be 
endangered. 

A year ago I was fighting an 
election in Dundee - just the same 
sort of election as we have fought 
and won in Mid-Derbyshire and just 
the kind of election that my friend 
Mr. Gulland is fighting in Dumfries. 
In the course of that election I 
attempted to draw a fundamental 
distinction between the principles 
of Liberalism and of Socialism, 
and I said Socialism attacks capital, 
Liberalism; attacks monopoly. And it 
is from that fundamental distinction 
that I come directly to the land 
proposals of the present Budget.

The Land Proposals of the 
Budget.

It is quite true that the land 
monopoly is not the only monopoly 
which exists, but it is by far the greatest 
of monopolies - it is a perpetual 
monopoly, and it is the mother of all 
other forms of monopoly. It is quite 
true that unearned increments in land 
are not the only form of unearned or 
undeserved profit which individuals 
are able to secure; but it is the principal 
form of unearned increment which is 
derived from processes which are not 
merely not beneficial but which are 
positively detrimental to the general 
public. Land, which is a necessity 
of human existence, which is the 
original source of all wealth, which 
is strictly limited in extent, which is 
fixed in geographical position - land, 
I say, differs from all other forms 
of property in these primary and 
fundamental conditions. Nothing 
is more amusing than to watch the 
efforts of our monopolist opponents 
to prove that other forms of property 
and increment are exactly the same 
and are similar in all respects to the 
unearned increment in land. They 
talk to us of the increased profits of 
a doctor or a lawyer from the growth 
of population in the towns in which 
they live. They talk to us of the profits 
of a railway through a greater degree 
of wealth and activity in the districts 
through which it runs. They tell us of 
the profits which are derived from a 
rise in stocks and shares, and even of 
those which are sometimes derived 
from the sale of pictures and works 
of art, and they ask us - as if it were 
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the only complaint “Ought not all 
these other forms to be taxed too?”

Misleading Analogies.
But see how misleading and false 

all these analogies are. The windfalls 
which people with artistic gifts are 
able from time to time to derive 
from the sale of a picture - from a 
Vandyke or a Holbein - may here 
and there be very considerable. But 
pictures do not get in anybody’s way. 
They do not lay a toll on anybody’s 
labour; they do not touch enterprise 
and production at any point; they 
do not affect any of those creative 
processes upon which the material 
well-being of millions depends: and 
if a rise in stocks and shares confers 
profits on the fortunate holders far 
beyond what they expected or indeed 
deserved, nevertheless that profit 
has not been reaped by withholding 
from the community the land which 
it needs, but on the contrary, apart 
from mere gambling, it has been 
reaped by supplying industry with 
the capital without which it could not 
be carried on. If the railway makes 
greater profits, it Is usually because 
it carries more goods and more 
passengers. If a doctor or a lawyer 
enjoys a better practice, it is because 
the doctor attends more patients and 
more exacting patients, and because 
the lawyer pleads more suits in the 
courts and more important suits. 
At every stage the doctor or the 
lawyer is giving service in return 
for his fees, and if the service is too 
poor or the fees are too high, other 
doctors and other lawyers can come 
freely into competition. There is 
constant service, there is constant 
competition: there is no monopoly, 
there is no injury to the public 
interest, there is no impediment to 
the general progress. 

Fancy comparing these healthy 
processes with the enrichment which 
comes to the landlord who happens to 
own a plot of land on the outskirts or 
at the centre of one of our great cities, 
who watches the busy population 
around him making the city larger, 
richer, more convenient, more 
famous every day and all the while 
sits still and does nothing. Roads 
are made, streets are made, railway 
services are improved. electric light 
turns night into day, electric trams 
glide swiftly to and fro, water is 

brought from reservoirs a hundred 
miles off in the mountains- and all 
the while the landlord sits still. Every 
one of those improvements is effected 
by the labour and at the cost of other 
people. Many of the most important 
are effected at the cost of the 
municipality and of the ratepayers. 
To not one of those improvements 
does the land monopolist as a land 
monopolist contribute, and yet 
by every one of them the value of 
his land is sensibly enhanced. He 
renders no service to the community, 
he contributes nothing to the general 
welfare; he contributes nothing 
even to the process from which his 
own enrichment is derived. If the 
land were occupied by shops or by 
dwellings, the municipality at least 
would secure the rates upon them in 
aid of the general fund, but the land 
may be unoccupied, undeveloped, it 
may be what is called “ripening” - 
ripening at the expense of the whole 
city, of the whole country, for the 
unearned increment of its owner. 

Roads perhaps have to be diverted 
to avoid this forbidden area. The 
merchant going to his office, the 
artisan going to his work, have to 
make a detour or pay a tram fare 
to avoid it. The citizens are losing 
their chance of developing the land, 
the city is losing its rates, the State 
is losing its taxes which would have 
accrued if the natural development 
had taken place: and that share has 
to be replaced at the expense of the 
other ratepayers and taxpayers, and 
the nation as a whole is losing in the 
competition of the world - the hard 
and growing competition of the world 
- both in time and money. And all the 
while the land monopolist has only 
to sit still and watch complacently 
his property multiplying in value 
sometimes manifold without either 
effort or contribution on his part; and 
that is justice. 

But let us follow the process a 
little further. The population of the 
city grows and grows still larger 
year by year, the congestion in the 
poorer quarters becomes acute, rents 
and rates rise hand in hand, and 
thousands of families are crowded 
into one-roomed tenements. There 
are 120,000 persons living in one-
roomed tenements in Glasgow alone 
at the present time. At last the land 

becomes ripe for sale - that means that 
the price is too tempting to be resisted 
any longer. And then, and not till then, 
it is sold by the yard or by the inch at 
ten times, or twenty times, or even 
fifty times its agricultural value, on 
which alone hitherto it has been rated 
for the public service. The greater 
the population around the land, the 
greater the injury which they have 
sustained by its protracted denial, 
the more inconvenience which has 
been caused to everybody, the more 
serious the loss in economic strength 
and activity, the larger will be the 
profit of the landlord when the sale 
is finally accomplished. In fact, you 
may say that the unearned increment 
on the land is on all fours with the 
profit gathered by one of those 
American speculators who engineer 
a corner in corn, or meat, or cotton, 
or some other vital commodity, and 
that the unearned increment in land 
is reaped by the land monopolist in 
exact proportion, not to the service, 
but to the disservice done.

Drawbacks to Industry.
It is monopoly which is the keynote, 

and where monopoly prevails the 
greater the injury to society the 
greater the reward of the monopolist 
will be. See how all this evil process 
strikes at every form of industrial 
activity. The municipality, wishing 
for broader streets, better houses, 
more healthy, decent, scientifically 
planned towns, is made to pay, and 
is made to pay in exact proportion or 
to a very great extent in proportion 
as it has exerted itself in the past to 
make improvements. The more it has 
improved the town, the more it has 
increased the land value, and the more 
it will have to pay for any land it may 
wish to acquire. The manufacturer 
purposing to start a new industry, 
proposing to erect a great factory 
offering employment to thousands of 
hands, is made to pay such a price for 
his land that the purchase price hangs 
round the neck of his whole business, 
hampering his competitive power in 
every market, clogging him far more 
than any foreign tariff in his export 
competition, and the land values 
strike down through the profits of 
the manufacturer on to the wages of 
the workman. The railway company 
wishing to build a new line finds that 
the price of land which yesterday 
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was only rated at agricultural value 
has risen to a prohibitive figure the 
moment it was known that the new 
line was projected, and either the 
railway is not built or, if it is, is built 
only on terms which lately transfer 
to the landowner the profits which 
are due to the shareholders and 
the advantages which should have 
accrued to the travelling public.

Every Enterprise Affected.
It does not matter where you look 

or what examples you select, you 
will see that every form of enterprise, 
every step in material progress, 
is only undertaken after the land 
monopolist has skimmed the cream 
off for himself, and everywhere to-
day the man or the public body who 
wishes to put land to its highest use 
is forced to pay a preliminary fine in 
land values to the man who is putting 
it to an inferior use and in some cases 
to no use at all. All comes back to the 
land value, and its owner for the time 
being is able to levy his toll upon all 
other forms of wealth and upon every 
form of Industry. A portion, in some 
cases the whole, of every benefit 
which is laboriously acquired by the 
community is represented in the land 
value and finds its way automatically 
into the landlord’s pocket. If there 
is a rise in wages, rents are able to 
move forward, because the workers 
can afford to pay a little more. If 
the opening of a new railway or a 
new tramway or the institution of 
an improved service of workmen’s 
trains or a lowering of fares or a 
new invention or any other public 
convenience affords a benefit to the 
workers in any particular district, it 
becomes easier for them to live, and 
therefore the landlord and the ground 
landlord, one on top of the other, 
are able to charge them more for the 
privilege of living there.

Some years ago in London there 
was a toll-bar on a bridge across the 
Thames, and all the working people 
who lived on the south side of the 
river had to pay a daily toll of one 
penny for going and returning from 
their work. The spectacle of these 
poor people thus mulcted on so 
large a proportion of their earnings 
appealed to the public conscience, an 
agitation was set on foot, municipal 
authorities were roused, and at the 
cost of the ratepayers the bridge was 

freed and the toll removed. All those 
people who used the bridge were 
saved 6d. a week. Within a very short 
period from that time the rents on the 
south side of the river were found to 
have advanced by about 6d. a week, 
or the amount of the toll which had 
been remitted. And a friend of mine 
was telling me the other day that in 
the parish of Southwark about £350 
a year roughly speaking was given 
away in doles of bread by charitable 
people in connexion with one of the 
churches, and as a consequence of 
this the competition for small houses, 
but more particularly for single-
roomed tenements, is, we are told, 
so great that rents are considerably 
higher than in the neighbouring 
district. All goes back to the land, 
and the landowner, who in many 
cases, in most cases, is a worthy 
person utterly unconscious of the 
character of the methods by which he 
is enriched, is enabled with resistless 
strength to absorb to himself a share 
of almost every public and every 
private benefit, however important 
or however pitiful those benefits may 
be.

The System to be Attacked.
I hope you will understand that 

when I speak of the land monopolist 
I am dealing more with the process 
than with the individual landowner. 
I have no wish to hold any class up 
to public disapprobation. I do not 
think that the man who makes money 
by unearned increment in land is 
morally a worse man than anyone 
one else who gathers his profit where 
he finds it in this hard world under 
the law and according to common 
usage. It is not the individual I attack, 
it is the system. It is not the man who 
is bad, it is the law which is bad. It 
is not the man who is blameworthy 
for doing what the law allows and 
what other men do; it is the State 
which would be blameworthy were 
it not to endeavour to reform the 
law and correct the practice. We do 
not want to punish the landlord. We 
want to alter the law. Look at our 
actual proposal. We do not go back 
on the past. We accept as our basis 
the value as it stands to-day. The 
tax. on the Increment of land begins 
by recognizing and franking the 
past increment. We look only to the 
future and for the future we say only 

this, that the community shall be 
the partner in any further increment 
above the present value, after all 
the owner’s improvements have 
been deducted. We say that the State 
and the municipality should jointly 
levy a toll upon the future unearned 
increment of the land. The toll of 
what? Of the whole? No. Of a half? 
No. Of a quarter? No. Of a fifth? That 
is the proposal of the Budget - and 
that is robbery, that is plunder, that 
is communism and spoliation, that 
is the social revolution at last, that is 
the overturn of civilized society, that 
is the end of the world foretold in the 
Apocalypse. Such is the increment 
tax about which so much chatter 
and outcry are raised at the present 
time and upon which I will say that 
no more fair, considerate, or salutary 
proposal for taxation has ever been 
made in the House of Commons.

Tax on Capital Value.
But there is another proposal 

concerning land values which is not 
less important. I mean the tax on the 
capital value of undeveloped urban or 
suburban land. The income derived 
from land and its rateable value under 
the present law depend upon the use 
to which the land is put, consequently 
income and rateable value are not 
always true or complete measures of 
the value of the land. Take the case to 
which I have already referred of the 
man who keeps a large plot in or near 
a growing town idle for years while it 
is ripening - that is to say, while it is 
rising in price through the exertions 
of the surrounding community and 
the need of that community for 
more room to live. Take that case. I 
dare say you have formed your own 
opinion upon it. Mr. Balfour, Lord 
Lansdowne, and the Conservative 
party generally think that that is an 
admirable arrangement. They speak 
of the profits of the land monopolist 
as if they were the fruits of thrift and 
industry and a pleasing example for 
the poorer classes to imitate. We do 
not take that view of the process. 
We think it is a dog-in-the-manger 
game. (Hear, hear.) We see the 
evil, we see the imposture upon the 
public, and we see the consequences 
in crowded slums, in hampered 
commerce, in distorted or restricted 
development, and in congested 
centres of population, and we say 
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here and now to the land monopolist 
who is holding up his land - and the 
pity is it was not said before - you 
shall judge for yourselves whether it 
is a fair offer or not - we say to the 
land monopolist:-

“This property of yours might be 
put to immediate use with general 
advantage. It is at this minute saleable 
in the market at ten times the value 
at which it is rated. If you choose to 
keep it idle in the expectation of still 
further unearned increment, then at 
least you shall be taxed at the true 
selling value in the meanwhile.”

And the Budget proposes a tax of a 
halfpenny in the pound on the capital 
value of all such land; that is to say, a 
tax which is a little less in equivalent 
than the income-tax would be upon 
the property if the property were 
fully developed. That is the second 
main proposal of the Budget with 
regard to the land, and its effects 
will be first to raise an expanding 
revenue for the needs of the State; 
secondly, half the proceeds of this 
tax, as well as of the other land taxes, 
will go to the municipalities and 
local authorities generally to relieve 
rates; thirdly, the effect will be, as 
we believe, to bring land into the 
market, and thus somewhat cheapen 
the price at which land is obtainable 
for every object, public and private, 
and by so doing we shall liberate 
new springs of enterprise and 
industry, we shall stimulate building, 
relieve overcrowding, and promote 
employment.

Advantages of Valuation.
These two taxes, both in themselves 

financially, economically, and 
socially sound, carry with them a 
further notable advantage. We shall 
obtain a complete valuation of the 
whole of the land in the United 
Kingdom. We shall procure an up-
to-date doomsday-book showing the 
capital value, apart from buildings 
and improvements, of every piece 
of land. Now there is nothing new in 
the principle of valuation for taxation 
purposes. It was established 15 years 
ago in Lord Rosebery’s Government 
by the Finance Act of 1894, and 
it has been applied ever since 
without friction or inconvenience 
by Conservative administrations. 
And if there is nothing new in the 
principle of valuation still less is 

there anything new or unexpected in 
the general principles underlying the 
land proposals of the Budget. Why 
Lord Rosebery declared himself in 
favour of taxation of land values 
15 years ago. Lord Balfour has 
said a very great many shrewd and 
sensible things on this subject which 
he is no doubt very anxious to have 
overlooked at the present time. The 
House of Commons has repeatedly 
affirmed the principle not only under 
Liberal Governments but - which 
is much more remarkable - under 
a Conservative Government. Four 
times during the last Parliament Mr. 
Trevelyan’s Bill for the taxation 
of land values was brought before 
the House of Commons and fully 
discussed and twice it passed during 
the last Parliament with its great 
majority of Conservative members, 
the second time by a majority 
of no less than 90 votes. The 
House of Lords in adopting Lord 
Camperdown’s amendment to the 
Scottish Valuation Bill has absolutely 
conceded the principle of rating 
undeveloped land upon its selling 
value, although it took very good 
care not to apply the principle, and all 
the greatest municipal corporations 
In England and Scotland - many of 
them overwhelmingly Conservative 
in complexion - have declared 
themselves in favour of the taxation 
of land values, and after at least a 
generation of study, examination, 
and debate the time has come when 
we should take the first step to put 
these principles into practical effect. 
You have heard the saying “the hour 
and the man.” The hour has come 
and with it the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer.

Our Land System.
I have come to Scotland to exhort 

you to engage in this battle and devote 
your whole energy and influence to 
securing a memorable victory. Every 
nation in the world has its own way 
of doing things, its own successes 
and its own failures. All over Europe 
we see systems of land tenure which 
economically, socially, and politically 
are far superior to ours; but the 
benefits that those countries derive 
from their improved land systems 
are largely swept away or at any rate 
neutralized by grinding tariffs on the 
necessaries of life and the materials 

of manufacture. In this country we 
have long enjoyed the blessings of 
free trade and of untaxed bread and 
meat, but against these inestimable 
benefits we have the evils of an 
unreformed and vicious land system. 
In no great country in the new world 
or the old have the working people 
yet secured the double advantage of 
free trade and free land together, by 
which I mean a commercial system 
and a land system from which, so far 
as possible, all forms of monopoly 
have been rigorously excluded. Sixty 
years ago our system of national 
taxation was effectively reformed and 
immense and undisputed advantages 
accrued therefrom to all classes, the 
richest as well as the poorest. The 
system of local taxation to-day is 
just as vicious and wasteful, just as 
great an impediment to enterprise 
and progress, just as harsh a burden 
upon the poor, as the thousand taxes 
and Corn Law sliding scales of the 
“hungry forties.” We are met in an 
hour of tremendous opportunity; 
“You who shall liberate the land” 
said Mr. Cobden, “will do more for 
your country than we have done in 
the liberation of its commerce.”

Income-Tax.
You can follow the same general 

principle of distinguishing between 
earned and unearned increment 
through the Government’s treatment 
of the income tax. There is all the 
difference in the world between the 
income which a man makes from 
month to month or from year to year 
by his continued exertion and which 
may stop at any moment, and will 
certainly stop if he is incapacitated, 
and the income which is derived 
from the profits of accumulated 
capital, and which is a continuing 
income irrespective of the exertion 
of its owner. Nobody wants to 
penalize or to stigmatize income 
derived from dividends, rent, or 
interest; for accumulated capital, 
apart from monopoly, represents 
the exercise of thrift and prudence, 
qualities which are only less valuable 
to the community than actual service 
and labour. But the great difference 
between the two classes of income 
remains. We are all sensible of 
it, and we think that that great 
difference should be recognized 
when the necessary burdens of the 
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State have to be divided and shared 
between all classes. The application 
of this principle of differentiation of 
income-tax has enabled the present 
Government sensibly to lighten 
the burden of the great majority of 
income tax payers. Under the late 
Conservative Government about 
1,100,000 income-tax payers paid 
income tax at the statutory rate of a 
shilling in the pound. Mr. Asquith, 
the Prime Minister (cheers), when 
Chancellor of the Exchequer reduced 
the income-tax in respect of earned 
incomes under £2,000 a year from 
a shilling to ninepence, and it is 
calculated that 750,000 income-tax 
payers - that is to say, nearly three-
quarters of the whole number of 
income-tax payers - who formerly 
paid at the shilling rate, have obtained 
an actual relief from taxation to the 
extent of nearly £1,200,000 a year in 
the aggregate. The present Chancellor 
of the Exchequer in the present 
Budget has added to this abatement 
a further relief, a very sensible relief 
I venture to think you will consider 
it - on account of each child of 
parents who possess under £500 a 
year, and that concession involved 
a further abatement and relief equal 
to £600,000 a year. It is founded on 
the highest principle, authority for it 
figured in one of the Budget proposals 
of Mr. Pitt, and it is to-day recognised 
by the law of Prussia. Taking together 
the income-tax reforms of Mr. Asquith 
and Mr. Lloyd George, taking the two 
together because they are all part of 
the same policy, and they are all part 
of our treatment as a Government 
of this great subject - taking them 
together, it is true to say that very 
nearly three out of every four persons 
who pay income tax will be taxed 
after this Budget, this penal Budget, 
this wicked, monstrous, despoliatory 
Budget (laughter) - three out of every 
four persons will be taxed for income-
tax at a lower rate than they were by 
the late Conservative Government.

Land Taxation.
Well gentlemen, you will perhaps 

say to me that may be all very well, 
but are you sure that the rich and the 
very rich are not being burdened too 
heavily? Are you sure that you are not 
laying on the backs of people who are 
struggling to support existence with 
incomes of upwards of £3,000 a year 
burdens which are too heavy to be 
borne? Will they not sink, crushed by 

the load of material cares, into early 
graves - followed there even by the 
unrelenting hand of the death duties 
collector? Will they not take refuge in 
wholesale fraud and evasion as some 
of their leaders ingenuously suggest, 
or will there be a general flight of all 
rich people from their native shores 
to the protection of the hospitable 
foreigner? Let me reassure you on 
these points. The taxes which we now 
seek to impose to meet the need of the 
State will not appreciably affect, have 
not appreciably affected, the comfort, 
the status, or even the style of living 
of any class in the United Kingdom, 
there has been no invidious singling 
out of a few rich men for special 
taxation. The increased burden which 
is placed upon wealth is evenly and 
broadly distributed over the whole 
of that wealthy class which is more 
numerous in Great Britain than in 
any other country in the world and 
who, when this Budget is passed, 
will still find Great Britain the best 
country to live in. When I reflect upon 
the power and influence that class 
possesses, upon the general good 
will with which they are regarded 
by their poorer neighbours, upon the 
infinite opportunities for pleasure and 
for culture which are open to them 
in this free, prosperous, and orderly 
commonwealth, I cannot doubt that 
they ought to contribute, and I believe 
that great numbers of them are willing 
to contribute, in a greater degree 
than heretofore towards the needs of 
the Navy, for which they are always 
clamouring, and for those social 
reforms upon which the health and 
contentment of the whole population 
depends. And after all, gentlemen, 
when we are upon the sorrows of the 
rich and the heavy blows that have 
been struck by this wicked Budget, 
let us not forget that this Budget, 
which is denounced by all the vested 
interests in the country and in all the 
abodes of wealth and power, that, 
after all, it draws nearly as much from 
the taxation of tobacco and spirits 
which are the luxuries of the working 
classes, who pay their share with 
silence and dignity. It draws

Lords.
I have only one word more to 

say, and it is rendered necessary by 
the observations which fell from 
Lord Lansdowne last night, when, 
according to the Scottish papers, he 
informed a banquet at which he was 

the principal speaker that the House 
of Lords was not obliged to swallow 
the Budget whole or without mincing. 
I ask you to mark that word. It is a 
characteristic expression. The House 
of Lords means to assert its right to 
mince. (Loud laughter.) Now let us for 
our part be quite frank and plain. We 
want this Budget Bill to be fairly and 
fully discussed; we do not grudge the 
weeks that have been spent already; 
we are prepared to make every 
sacrifice - I speak for my honourable 
friends who are sitting on this 
platform - of personal convenience 
in order to secure a thorough, patient, 
searching examination of proposals 
the importance of which we do not 
seek to conceal. The Government has 
shown itself ready and willing to meet 
reasonable argument, not merely by 
reasonable answer, but when a case is 
shown by concessions, and generally 
in a spirit of good will. We have dealt 
with this subject throughout with a 
desire to mitigate hardships in special 
cases and to gain as large a measure of 
agreement as possible for the proposals 
we are placing before the country. We 
want the Budget not merely to be 
the work of the Cabinet and of the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer; we want 
it to be the shaped and moulded plan 
deliberately considered by the House 
of Commons. That will be a long 
and painful process, to those who are 
forced from day to day to take part 
in it, but we shall not shrink from it. 
But, gentlemen, when that process is 
over, when the Finance Bill leaves the 
House of Commons, I think you will 
agree with me that it ought to leave 
the House of Commons in its final 
form. No amendments, no excision, 
no modifying or mutilating will be 
agreed to by us. We will stand no 
mincing and unless Lord Lansdowne 
and his landlordly friends choose to 
eat their own mince again Parliament 
will be dissolved and we shall come to 
you in a moment of high consequence 
for every cause for which Liberalism 
has ever fought. See that you do not 
fail us in that hour.

Amid loud cheers Mr. Churchill 
resumed his seat after speaking for an 
hour.
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Mick Lynch In his Own Words
Mick Lynch, general secretary of the RMT,  speaks for rail workers who have 

good terms and conditions at present and risk losing them and for workers who 
have bad or no contracts.

On the media and having 
a high profile:

“… having a high profile 
on social media is one thing, 
getting a deal in a very tough 
set of negotiations is an 
entirely different matter. I 
would trade any profile for a 
good deal for our members. 
We have got to get a result 
out of this — and we are 
only in the early days.

SI: What have you learned 
about the media in the past 
week?

ML: They’re a bit shallow 
and a bit unprepared and a 
bit glib.

(from the Irish Independent 
26/6/22)

On his political hero:
Who is your political 

hero?
James Connolly.  Do you 

know who James Connolly 
is?  An Irish socialist 
Republican.  He educated 
himself and started non-
sectarian trade unionism in 
Ireland, and he was a hero 
of the Irish Revolution.

So he is your hero?
He’s a hero.
Peston ITV 22/6/22
On the Labour Party
We’re not affiliated and 

one of the reasons we are 
not affiliated is that Labour 
politicians since Blair have 

not identified with the 
working class people and 
failing to do that is one of 
the problems they have in 
working class communities      
and they’ve left the door 
open to populists and others 
to come into the situation.  
The labour party is about 
supporting working people, 
or it should be, and not 
[making things up] from 
opinion makers such as 
the Daily Mail and the 
Telegraph or the Times.  
They’ve got  to sort out 
their identity and come up 
with a set of policies that 
will relieve working class 
poverty,  that will give us a 
stable work place with good 
conditions and minimum 
standards, that’s what the 
Labour Party should be 
about.  

I welcome anyone who 
wants to support us on the 
picket lines, and show us 
messages of support; if Keir 
Starmer can’t do that, it’s a 
problem for him, not for us.

BBC Politics Live 21/6/22
On outsourcing:
Outsourcing is the biggest 

evil in the workplace in 
this country.  All these men 
and women working for 
Mitie and all these other 
outsourcing companies 
are being ripped off and 
virtually enslaved by these 

companies.
  We’re not going to have it 

anymore.  You don’t have to 
be a social scientist to work 
out who is getting these 
poor contracts: the black 
people, the migrant people, 
people from minorities, 
suffering disproportionally 
and we’re going to stand up 
and say no to this structural 
racism.  Every worker in 
the NHS, in the public 
services, in education, in 
care, in transport should 
be a on a single contract 
of employment, common 
terms and conditions and 
pensions.  That’s what we 
used to have and that’s what 
we want back.

[…]
Keir Starmer and others 

they’re hesitating […] I 
want him to be the Prime 
Minister, he must win, but 
we’ve got to push him, 
persuade him to get into a 
position where he’s in the 
front rank with all of you, 
helping us, assisting us, 
identifying with our causes, 
identifying with equality in 
the work place, identifying 
with unity; we cannot be 
divided, do not fall for the 
tricks of the media, trying 
to play a nurse against a 
railway worker.

On the rail system 
fragmentation and private 
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companies making a profit 
from state subsidies:

Funding has been cut, so 
employers have tremendous 
challenges.

But some of the problems 
in this industry are due to the 
structure, the structure of 
the railway is fragmented, 
and I think if we had one 
coherent railway under 
the control of a national 
entity we’d be in far better 
position.  That’s up to him 
[G. Shapps} if he wants to 
make that logical decision 
he can make it, otherwise 
we’re going to have to 
deal with a multitude of 
employers, a multitude of 
owning groups, all looking 
to take profit from the 
railway, all the while it’s 
being subsidised.  That’s 
a contradiction that can’t 
continue.

Speech at rally 25/6/22
On class war:
Sophie Ridge: So this is 

class war?
ML: There is a class 

aspect to everything in the 
economy: there are lower 
paid people and rich people 
in this society and what’s 
wrong is that there is an 
imbalance between people 
who do the work, keep this 
country going, who create 
the wealth of our civilisation 
and don’t get a fair share of 
that wealth.

Sophie Ridge on Sunday 
19/6/22

Sharon Graham to David Lammy on British 
Airways: Supporting bad bosses is a new 

low for Labour
Sunday 26 June 2022 
The leader of Unite the union 

has hit back at the comments 
by David Lammy MP, Labour 
shadow foreign secretary, 
made today (Sunday) that 
he would not support Unite’s 
members at British Airways 
who are fighting to restore 
the 10 per cent cut from their 
pay by the airline during the 
pandemic.

Responding, Sharon Graham, 
Unite general secretary said: 
“David Lammy has chosen 
to launch a direct attack on 
British Airways workers. This is 
a group of workers who were 
savagely attacked by their 
employer during Covid. ‘Fire 
and rehire’ led to thousands of 
unnecessary job cuts and pay 
being slashed. 

“This dispute is not about a 
pay rise – it’s about restoring 
money taken out of workers’ 
pockets by an opportunistic 
employer. British Airways and 
its parent company IAG hold 
billions in reserves and assets 
and are predicting a return to 
profit this quarter. 

“Supporting bad bosses is a 
new low for Labour and once 
again shows that politicians 
have failed. It is now down to 
the trade unions to defend 
working people. We are their 
only voice.”

David Lammy then made a 
U-turn on this, as reported in the 
Daily Mail; he had ‘misheard’:

“But Mr Lammy has now 
backed down and apologised 
for his previous comments.

He posted on Twitter: ‘Those 

of us in public life should admit 
our mistakes.

‘That’s why I’m apologising 
to all BA workers for getting it 
wrong on Sunday.

‘BA must restore the pay of 
their loyal workforce - and the 
Government must sit down 
with employers and workers 
to address chronic low pay in 
aviation.’

Mr Lammy also penned a 
letter to constituents in which he 
claimed to have ‘misheard’ the 
question in the TV interview.

‘When she said that workers 
wanted to reverse a previous 
pay cut of 10 per cent, I 
mistakenly understood it to 
mean that they were seeking 
an above-inflation pay rise,’ he 
wrote.

‘I was not across the details 
of the case. It is right that those 
of us in public life admit when 
they have made a mistake. With 
this in mind, I apologise to all 
BA workers.

‘During the pandemic, BA 
workers were threatened with 
shameful “fire and rehire” 
tactics and had their pay 
slashed.

‘That’s why I supported 
Labour’s call for “fire and 
rehire” to be banned in 2020, as 
well as aviation sector support 
with a clear commitment to 
protect skilled workers and 
working conditions in the 
industry.’”

*
Update: On 7th July BA 

employees received a much 
improved offer which they 
accepted. Well done Unite!
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Mark Urban, interviewed by Kirsty Wark, on Ukraine
BBC Newsnight, 27 June 2022

https://www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/m0018t1f/newsnight-27062022 (29 mins in)
Below is a transcript of Mark 

Urban’s remarks on Ukraine  on 
Newsnight (27 June 2022).

Urban’s message is that the 
Ukraine is likely to have to sue 
for peace in the late summer or 
early autumn unless by then they 
are making some progress in 
recovering some the lost ground 
from the Russians.

He questions whether the West 
will be in a position to supply 
appropriate military equipment 
to Ukraine for much longer.

He also questions whether 
the ongoing $5 billion a month 
support to Ukraine will be 
forthcoming for much longer 
(it’s currently paid mainly by the 
US and the EU).

It’s remarkable that this 
message was broadcast by the 
BBC, given that the Government 
policy as expressed by Truss is 
to support Ukraine “for as long 
as it takes for Kyiv to repel the 
Russian military”. 

KW:  The leaders of the G7 
meeting in Germany pledged 
to stay with Ukraine for as 
long as it takes, with financial, 
humanitarian, military and 
diplomatic support.  And 
President Zelensky made it clear 
that on his agenda especially is 
more heavy weaponry.  But how 
realistic is all this talk?  I’m 
joined now by diplomatic editor, 
Mark Urban.

MU: Well, as long as it takes, 
we’ve now got several different 
possible timescales, Zelensky 
himself talking about wanting to 
get this over with by the end of 
the year.  We’ve got the military 
timescale.  The fact is that a lot of 
western countries haven’t really 
got a lot more they can send.  
There are lots of items, types 

of shell and missiles, which are 
starting to get low, and that’s a 
critical factor.  And then you’ve 
got a financial timescale, 5 
billion a month going to Ukraine 
to prop up the economy.  They 
did agree on a new package to 
cover them for another three 
months, but there are different 
views about that, particularly 
within the EU.  Boris Johnson 
acknowledged today those 
underlying differences:-

BJ:  To make it work you’ve 
got to have a really, really honest 
discussion about the implications 
of what’s going on, the pressures 
that individual friends and 
partners are feeling, and 
populations are feeling, whether 
it’s about the costs of their energy 
or their food, or whatever, and so 
it is only by really teasing it out, 
finding solutions together, that 
you can keep that unity and keep 
driving forward.

KW:  But they also want time 
to put more pressure on Russia.

MU:  They do and here again 
the issue’s a timeline: how 
quickly does this come on?  They 
talked about not buying Russian 
gold today and they also talked 
about an oil price cap, the idea 
being that you don’t allow them 
to make as much profit.  But then 
oil traders have said hang on a 
minute, if Russian oil is cheaper, 
it makes it more attractive to 
many buyers around the world.  
And one thing is clear, which is 
that the income Russia gets from 
its energy exports is pretty high.  
If you look at a graph, you see 
on the left the figure for January 
and second right is the figure for 
May, it’s higher than the January 
figure.  Now the amounts have 
gone down a bit but the price has 
gone up, so the actual income 

is higher than it was at the 
beginning of the year.  And if we 
look at what effect that has had, 
combined with fewer imports to 
Russia, it has actually made the 
currency stronger.  A sharp drop 
after the invasion of Ukraine 
and then coming up because 
they haven’t got so much to 
spend it on, their currency has 
strengthened in this situation.

KW: Western governments did 
not factor in the rise of the rouble 
at all.

MU:  Absolutely not, they 
didn’t: in fact they were always 
taking about these crushing 
sanctions before the invasion 
of Ukraine.  There’s a lot of 
optimism that eventually these 
controls on certain technologies, 
a big cutting back on Russian 
energy consumption in Europe 
towards the end of the year will 
tell, but we come back to these 
multiple timescales and will this 
achieve the desired result before 
Ukraine starts to get low on some 
of these critical weapons or for 
other military reasons has to sit 
down and have serious peace 
conversations.

KW:  So, what about Zelensky’s 
battlefield timetable then?

MU: A lot of things I think 
point to late summer, early 
autumn – if he hasn’t achieved 
important results, for example, 
driving back the Russians in 
certain parts of the country that 
they have occupied, like the city, 
the southern city of Kherson.  If 
he’s not achieving significant 
improvements by late summer, 
there really will be all kinds of 
pressure coming on Ukraine to 
do some kind of accommodation.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams
•	 Did Russia Invade To Stop Kiev 

Overrunning the Donbass?
•	 The G7’s Proxy War
•	 Georgia Not Fighting to the Last 

Georgian
•	 British Rail and the Imaginary Market
•	 The End of Thatcherism?
•	 China’s Mixed Economy

Did Russia Invade To Stop Kiev 
Overrunning the Donbass?
Western media speak of ‘Russian Disinformation’.  

But not this particular Russian claim.  Which makes 
no sense, unless it’s actually true.

Russians certainly remember what the NATO / 
G7 power-block did in Former Yugoslavia.  They 
ignored Croatia glorifying a pro-Nazi government 
in the 1940s.  Their first president Franjo Tudjman 
was one of those listed as a ‘denialist’ by Deborah 
Lipstadt, saying that mass murder of Serbs, Jews and 
Gypsies had been exaggerated.1 Her successful legal 
battle with David Irving got mainstream support: 
similar views from the very useful Tudjman remained 
obscure.2

Majority-Serb regions within Croatia were overrun 
by a Western-trained Croatian army.  Then Kosovo 
was helped to secede from Serbia, despite having 
no legal right to do so.  Serbia was bombed into 
submission.  Small majority-Serb regions in Kosovo 
were forced to join the secession.

It would be a better world if democratic secession 
were a right.  But the United Nations mostly votes 
against such claims.  And the NATO / G7 power-
block dishonestly supports some and rejects others.  
The Western press, dominated by a millionaire elite, 
makes sure that the public only notice those claims 
the West wants advanced.

A frustrated expert once noted that the problem 
with British education is that parents want strict 
discipline, but only for other people’s children.  
In a similar spirit, most ordinary people support 
democratic secession, unless their own multi-ethnic 
1  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Franjo_Tu%C4%91man#Horrors_of_War 
2  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Deborah_Lipstadt#David_Irving_libel_suit 

state is involved.  Almost all Chinese, including 
those hostile to its government, insist that Hong 
Kong, Tibet, and Xinjiang are part of China.  Most 
pro-Western Chinese were offended by Hong Kong 
protestors waving the Union Jack and denying they 
were part of China.3  They were not concerned about 
the creation of Bangladesh or Pakistan’s support for 
Kashmiris who want independence.  And in the same 
spirit, almost all Indians insist on keeping Kashmir, 
but are sympathetic to Tibetan claims.

Much the same could be said of many other 
countries.  Most of Europe accepted Spain’s crushing 
of a Catalonian separatist vote.

The hope for a genuinely honest global order was 
never likely, and is now definitely dead.  I tend to urge 
whatever solution is most likely to avoid violence.

In Ukraine, the First Orange Revolution polarised 
Ukraine, west versus east.4  But it remained normal 
politics, and not to the taste of the USA.  By 2010, the 
Orange hero Yushchenko was discredited.  The man 
accused of trying to fix the 2004 vote was honestly 
elected.  

It was a solid east-west split,5 with the Donbass 
intensely anti-Orange.  Still normal politics.

But as a parting shot, the fallen Orange hero 
Yushchenko brought actual neo-Nazis into the 
Orange coalition.6  It was foreseeable that this might 
push East Ukraine to greater hostility.  Not everyone 
in West Ukraine liked it, but they accepted it.  

Neo-Nazis dominated the violence of the Second 
Orange Revolution, and an intimidated Parliament 
declared the President deposed.  Ignored the careful 
copy of US procedures designed to make this difficult 
and slow.7

If someone were trying to start a civil war, nothing 
need have been done differently.  And no one disputes 
that Western support played a large role in this and 
other Colour Revolutions.  I’m sure almost all of 
those involved wanted a peaceful and liberal Ukraine.  
3  https://www.quora.com/q/pwgwxusqvnzzrlzm/
Hong-Kong-Committing-Suicide 
4  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Orange_Revolution#Re-run_election 
5  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2010_Ukrainian_presidential_election 
6  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/
Ukraine-Punished-For-Rejecting-US-Values-in-2010 
7  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/past-issues/2015-
07-magazine/2015-07-ukraine-illegally-removed-its-elected-presi-
dent/ 
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But few were realistic.  And those 
with the money and power almost 
certainly wanted war.

Crimea was a Russian conquest 
from the Ottoman Empire.  Not 
claimed for a separate Ukraine 
when Germany imposed the 
Brest-Litovsk Treaty.  Part of 
Russia until Khrushchev moved 
it in 1954.  It was lukewarm 
about remaining with Ukraine.  
And in 2014 it instantly seceded.  
Its democratically-elected 
government then asked to join 
Russia, confirmed by a quick 
referendum.

This now gets described as a 
Russian seizure.  But no one asks 
for a second vote.  It was declared 
invalid, only because most 
sovereign states dislike the idea of 
a right of democratic secession.8

A majority of Crimeans would 
almost certainly have fought for 
their right not to be ruled by Kiev.  
But Russians had troops based at 
their naval base at Sevastopol, so 
Kiev let it happen.  And the need 
to keep that base was probably the 
main reason Putin took the risk.

Out of sight of the public, the 
real powers in the USA might have 
been content.  Short of war, Russia 
was not going to give up its main 
naval base.  And it confirmed the 
split between Russia and the bulk 
of Ukraine: a long-term desire for 
some leading US experts.9

The war in the Donbass was 
caused by the people themselves.  
The elected governments of 
its regions tried to organise 
referendums on either autonomy 
or separation.  The Kiev 
government sent in troops to 
prevent this.  They incorporated 
and armed neo-Nazi militias 
when the regular troops showed 
no enthusiasm.

Ukraine had a regular election 
later in 2014.  Hard-line Orange 
parties won in the west, moderates 

8  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2014_Crimean_status_referendum 
9  https://labouraffairs.com/2022/05/01/a-
unipolar-world-and-ukraine%ef%bf%bc/ 

in the centre and anti-Orange 
in the east.10  MPs from the 
Opposition Bloc won the parts of 
the Donbass that Kiev controlled: 
and this included Mariupol.  And 
even though the Opposition Bloc 
opposed the Russian invasion, it 
has now been banned.  The party 
cannot operate, and its property 
has been seized.  You can find this 
from Kiev’s own website,11 but 
Western media say nothing.

Early in his Presidency, 
Zelensky talked as if he wanted a 
compromise based on the never-
implemented Minsk Agreements.  
He got no support from the USA or 
European Union.  Meantime Putin 
came under pressure from harder-
line Russian nationalists.  I doubt 
he ever wanted the Donbass.  He 
was probably pushed reluctantly 
into first warlike threats, and then 
war.12

The Russian oligarchs created 
by Yeltsin’s bungled 1990s 
privatisation mostly put Russia 
first.  A few are stranded in the 
middle ground:

“Other than Oleg Tinkov, the 
founder of a Russian bank 
who said he was forced to sell 
his stake this spring, no major 
Russian business magnate has 
spoken forcefully against the war, 
despite the many billions they 
may possess in Western assets…

“The Russian government in 
April shut down the Carnegie 
Moscow Center, which was funded 
by the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace in 
Washington. Mr. Trenin, 66, said 
that he now plans to do research 
and teach in Moscow, and that 
his longtime mission of promoting 
understanding between Moscow 
and Washington is no longer 
relevant.

“Had Washington acceded to 

10  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2014_Ukrainian_parliamentary_election 
11  https://ukranews.com/en/news/864057-
court-bans-activities-of-opposition-platform-
for-life-party-in-ukraine 
12  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Russia-A-Fate-Worse-Than-Putin 

Mr. Putin’s demands to pledge 
that Ukraine would never join 
NATO, Mr. Trenin argues, the war 
could have been averted. Now, 
conflict between Russia and the 
West ‘will probably continue for 
the rest of my life.’

“‘My work was aimed at creating 
mutual understanding between 
America and Russia,’ he says. 
‘This has not happened.’!”13

The G7’s Proxy War
“Negative views of Russia 

mainly limited to western liberal 
democracies, poll shows”

“The sharp polarisation 
between mainly western liberal 
democracies and the rest of the 
world in perceptions of Russia 
has been laid bare in an annual 
global poll of attitudes towards 
democracy.

“Within Europe, 55% of those 
surveyed for the Alliance for 
Democracies said they were in 
favour of cutting economic ties 
with Russia due to Vladimir 
Putin’s invasion of Ukraine, 
whereas in Asia there was a 
majority against, and in Latin 
America opinion was evenly 
split.

“Negative views of Russia 
are largely confined to Europe 
and other liberal democracies. 
Positive views of Russia 
have been retained in China, 
Indonesia, Egypt, Vietnam, 
Algeria, Morocco, Malaysia, 
Pakistan and Saudi Arabia.”14

By an amazing coincidence, 
almost all of the anti-Russian 
powers had vast overseas 
empires when the Bolshevik 
Revolution happened.  Fought 
the anti-imperialism that Moscow 
13  https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/23/
world/europe/russia-war-oligarchs-putin.
html (pay site)
14  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2022/may/30/negative-views-of-
russia-mainly-limited-to-western-liberal-
democracies-poll-shows 
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encouraged.
During the Cold War, the USA 

encouraged the break-up of the 
European empires, but favoured 
less direct methods of control.  And 
very regrettably, the post-Stalin 
Soviet Union failed to loosen 
control and allow independence 
within what was in practice an 
expanded version of the Tsarist 
Empire.  Khrushchev crushed a 
largely left-wing alternative in 
Hungary in 1956.  Brezhnev did 
the same in Czechoslovakia in 
1968.  And tragically, much of 
Europe’s Hard Left was lukewarm 
in saying that this was wrong.

But the world has moved on.  
Leaders of more than half of 
humanity accept that the Russian 
Republic has no wider ambitions.  
Just a wish to protect ethnic 
Russians.  They’re not bothered 
by Kiev losing parts of its 
territory, which is the only quick 
way to peace.

So far, only Russia includes 
the idea of letting the people of 
the regions vote on their own 
future.  And might fix the results 
if they disliked them, of course.  
But a real belief in democracy 
would mean demands for an 
internationally supervised vote.  
Does anyone care?  

The NATO / G7 power-block 
support a Ukraine purged of 
everything pro-Russian or pro-
Soviet.  But now that it turns out 
to be costly, France and Germany 
are lukewarm:

“UK fears Ukraine will be 
coerced to make a ‘bad peace’: 
PM

“British Prime Minister Boris 
Johnson has said he feared 
Ukraine could face pressure to 
agree to a peace deal with Russia 
that was not in its interests, due 
to the economic consequences of 
the war in Europe.

“‘Too many countries are 
saying this is a European war 
that is unnecessary … and 
so the pressure will grow to 

encourage – coerce, maybe – the 
Ukrainians to a bad peace,’ he 
told broadcasters in the Rwandan 
capital, Kigali, where he was 
attending a Commonwealth 
summit.

“Johnson said the consequences 
of Russian President Vladimir 
Putin being able to get his way in 
Ukraine would be dangerous to 
international security and ‘a long-
term economic disaster’.”15

Georgia Not Fighting to 
the Last Georgian
The European Union ignored 

Georgia, when they gave 
candidate status to Ukraine and 
Moldova.  But I saw only one 
comment:

“Georgia shifts closer to Vladimir 
Putin after the EU overlooks it as 
a candidate

“Once a victim of Russia’s 
aggression, Georgia is now 
moving into Vladimir Putin’s orbit 
after a key EU decision that the 
bloc may come to regret

“When Georgia was invaded by 
Russia in 2008, the war only lasted 
about five days but its effects 
would reverberate throughout the 
country for many years.

“Georgia was once considered 
a frontrunner for EU membership 
after making huge strides for 
democratic reforms, but in 2012 
that changed when billionaire 
oligarch Bidzina Ivanishvili, 
founder of the ruling Georgian 
Dream party, came to power.

“Since then the country has been 
mired by democratic backsliding 
and accusations of corruption. 
Opposition figures were jailed 
and the country pursued closer 
ties with Russia.”16

Daring to choose the wrong sort 
of oligarch?  One who will not 
wreck his own country?  Not seek 
15  https://www.aljazeera.com/
news/2022/6/25/ukraine-russia-war-missiles-
hit-yavoriv-military-base-liveblog
16  https://inews.co.uk/news/world/
georgia-vladimir-putin-ukraine-invasion-eu-
overlooks-candidate-1704532 

to comfort the USA in its inability 
to cope with global failures?

The 2008 war was Russia 
preventing the ethnic cleansing of 
South Ossetia.  Part of a general 
pattern of ethnic conflict that 
broke out when a crude copy of 
Western politics took the place of 
the finely-balanced system Stalin 
had created.  

Russia mostly kept the peace, 
even eventually winning over a 
majority of Chechens.

Georgians have failed to co-
exist with anyone, and have lost 
South Ossetia. 

Ossetians are a distinct people 
speaking a language similar to 
Persian.  North Ossetia is legally 
part of the Russian Republic, and 
South Ossetia of Georgia.  

Sensible Georgians can live with 
that.  A sensible leader guides the 
‘Georgia Dream’:  

“Closer ties with Russia 
have been pursued, leading to 
accusations of Russophilia by 
Ivanishvili’s political opponents. 
Conversely, his supporters regard 
him as representative of rural 
Georgians and an opponent of 
western liberalism.”17

Anyone disliked by the NATO / 
G7 power-block can be denounced 
as authoritarian.  I assume Mr 
Modi in India realises this.  So he 
keeps a balance when they seek 
his support.

For Georgia, the European 
Union leaders seem resigned 
to having lost it.  And in 2008 
showed that they would not take 
risks to defend it.

British Rail and the Imaginary 
Market
I support the strike, as do most 

Britons.  But others can speak 
better about it.  I’ll just report 
something said in the Financial 
Times:

“Since the privatisation and 
break-up of British Rail, train 
17  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Bidzina_Ivanishvili 
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transport has proved itself ill-suited 
to conventional capitalism

“If there is one thing that the 
current rail strike tells us, it is that 
no one is in charge of the railways.

“And that, as we have seen, is a 
recipe for chaos. While the unions 
clearly represent the workers, who 
speaks for the railways? Transport 
secretary Grant Shapps claims it 
is nothing to do with him, while the 
train operators suggest in private 
that they have to ask his department 
for permission to sneeze. The truth 
is that the rail companies are piggy-
in-the-middle between two warring 
factions.

[…]
“Contrary to claims at the 

time, it was not the EU that 
mandated such a rift between the 
infrastructure provider (Railtrack 
then, now Network Rail), the rolling 
stock companies, and the 20 or so 
regional train operators — it was 
the Treasury’s insistence on the 
need for competition.”18

The strike is caused by management 
trying to squeeze workers.  Like most 
real-world capitalists, their quest for 
profits often damages the business 
they run.

The End of Thatcherism?
The Thatcherite fantasy, foolishly 

accepted by Tony Blair and now 
by Starmer, was that uncontrolled 
Market Forces were necessary for a 
prosperous economy.

Tory policy has always been ‘feed 
the rich’.  The change from Thatcher 
onwards is that they felt they could 
get away with a lot more.  That Global 
Leninism was no longer a threat, 
while Fascism was a weak movement 
that could be safely ignored.  Or 
more recently, used conveniently to 
cause chaos in Ukraine.

It has worked so far, but at long-
term cost to the society.

The big problem with returning to 
a 19th-century pattern is that Britain 
before the Mixed Economy never 
grew at more than 2% a year.  This 
despite feeding off an Empire in which 
India barely grew overall.  Modern 

18  https://www.ft.com/content/b15a7269-
10c5-4ae2-8a29-a576594b7f3c (pay site)

things that Britain introduced were 
balanced by a decay of traditional 
industries.  India only gained when it 
had its own government.

But despite the extras from the 
Empire, British industry was being 
overtaken by the USA and Germany 
before World War One.

It is no accident that the more the 
Mixed Economy is dismantled, the 
more we return to the unacceptable 
slowness of a small-state capitalist 
economy.  This is what will kill it in 
the long run, though with a lot more 
suffering likely in the process.

Some young people are finally 
learning:

“Young people don’t care about 
the strikes of the 1970s and 80s. 
They are worried about now.

“Low pay and insecure work are 
issues that overwhelmingly affect 
them. That’s why the denigration of 
unions is not working…

“While some paint trade unions 
as outdated and irrelevant, the 
truth is that it is they who are out of 
touch. Today’s industrial disputes 
are about very current demands for 
higher pay in the face of inflation, 
after a year of wage stagnation. 
That’s why it’s not members of 
a certain age balloting for strike 
action, but a new generation of 
energised trade unionists.

“In a poll conducted by Savanta 
ComRes at the outset of the 
rail strikes, a larger proportion 
of 18- to 34-year-olds than any 
other age group said the strikes 
were “absolutely justified”. It’s no 
surprise that this demographic 
thinks so: young workers today are 
more likely than their counterparts 
to be in insecure jobs, to be paid 
low wages, and to face a lack of 
career progression at work. If any 
group can identify the inherent 
inequality built into our workplaces, 
it’s them.

“Young people face an uncertain 
and unequal future as they run 
to keep up with ever-increasing 
outgoings. University has left them 
saddled with a lifetime of debt and 
the high cost of home ownership 
has left many paying extortionate 
rents. In the background, the 

existential threat of climate change 
looms.

“In response, climate strikes have 
been called; tenants’ unions have 
been established and a new form 
of trade unionism has emerged. 
Young people are doing the work 
to challenge the inequality they see 
all around them and to secure their 
own futures.”19

This is from The Guardian.  
Which however was bitter against 
Corbyn, when he responded to this 
widespread feeling.

China’s Mixed Economy
“China tells banks to limit 

executive pay under ‘common 
prosperity’ drive

“Guidelines issued as Xi Jinping 
is expected to secure third term in 
power later this year

“Chinese securities regulators 
and industry associations have 
instructed local and foreign banks 
to rein in executive pay levels, in 
the latest sign that president Xi 
Jinping’s drive to promote ‘common 
prosperity’ is gathering pace ahead 
of a crucial Communist party 
congress this year…

“The association also decreed 
that senior staff should invest at 
least 20 per cent of their bonuses 
in financial products issued by their 
own companies. It added that the 
guidelines were intended to corral 
‘risk-taking behaviour and potential 
risks’ stemming from executives’ 
pursuit of short-term bonus 
payouts”.20

*

Old newsnotes at the magazine 
websites.  I also write regular 

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

19  https://www.theguardian.com/com-
mentisfree/2022/jun/24/theres-nothing-pre-
historic-about-strikes-just-ask-young-trade-
unionists 
20  https://www.ft.com/content/1c218805-
876b-494d-86da-1409f82bee9a (pay site)
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LABOUR AND HOUSING – Part 8.  

Public rights and private land
By Eamon Dyas

In the previous instalment of 
this series I looked at the way in 
which the policies of the Thatcher 
government on housing revealed 
an ambition to go beyond the 
“Right to Buy” arrangements 
initiated in 1979. It was apparent 
from the context of those policies 
that Tory plans for local authority 
housing were not exhausted by 
the way in which the 1980 Act 
compelled those authorities to 
dispose of their publicly-owned 
housing stock. What was indicated 
by those policies was that Tory 
ambitions in fact only began with 
the implementation of that Act. 
A closer look at those policies 
showed that their wider object 
was to ensure that local authorities 
would never again possess the 
capacity to return to the position 
they had occupied before the 
“Right to Buy” scheme came into 
effect. In other words, the ground 
was being laid to ensure that there 
was to be no prospect of local 
authorities ever again becoming 
major suppliers of public housing 
on the scale they achieved prior to 
the Housing Act of 1980.

In pursuit of that object the 
Government prohibited local 
authorities from fully accessing 
the funds from the sale of council 
homes and initially inhibited them 
from raising funds through an 
increase in the rates. At the same 
time their funds were further 
curtailed through a drastic cut 
in the central government grant. 
The immediate effect of such 
prohibitions was to choke off 
the funding supply that would 
be necessary for local authorities 
to quickly replenish the public 
housing stock they had been 
compelled to sell under the tenant 
“Right to Buy” scheme. 

But while such measures 

succeeded in frustrating any local 
authority plans for a resumption 
of significant house-building 
programmes, in themselves 
they could not guarantee against 
the situation being reversed at 
some point in the future. There 
remained the prospect of a future 
government with different policies 
introducing counter-measures that 
would result in the restoration of 
sufficient mechanisms to enable 
the return of a meaningful public 
authority housing provision 
sector. 

It was understood that in the 
long-term, constraint on local 
authority access to funding 
could not be relied upon as an 
effective long-term measure 
for shackling a revival of local 
authority housing. This meant that 
if the wider object of Thatcher’s 
“Right to Buy” revolution had 
any hope of surviving the next 
Labour Government it had to rely 
on more than legislation alone. 
The Government had to find an 
instrument which could function 
as an effective obstacle to a local 
authority housing revival and one 
that was not directly prone to easy 
political removal. As it was not 
politically possible to impose a 
permanent prohibition on local 
authorities from involvement in 
house-building in the future the 
Thatcher Government sought to 
make it as difficult as possible by 
curtailing local authority access 
to that other essential ingredient 
for any significant house-
building programme – land. In 
consequence, the cost of land was 
made into an ally of Thatcher’s 
vision.

However, it would be incorrect 
to believe that the Thatcher 
Government’s relationship to the 
land issue revolved exclusively 

around an attempt to destroy 
the prospect of local authorities 
regaining their past position as 
the primary suppliers of housing 
in Britain. While using the 
unique characteristic of land as 
a finite resource to underpin that 
ambition, Thatcher’s approach to 
the land issue has to be seen in the 
context of a much wider picture.

In order to understand how that 
wider picture fitted into the issue 
of local authority housing it is 
necessary to look at it in terms of 
the land question itself and how 
land, as a finite resource, became 
the pivot on which the post-war 
British economy evolved. Central 
to this is the way in which post-
war Labour Governments had 
persisted in an attempt to establish 
a different relationship between 
public need and private land 
before Tony Blair’s New Labour 
Government of 1997 finally gave 
up on those attempts.

Labour’s 1947 Town and 
Country Planning Act

Elsewhere in this issue of Labour 
Affairs is reproduced the text of 
a speech by Winston Churchill 
which he gave in July 1909 as part 
of a campaign to explain the land 
tax proposals in Lloyd George’s 
so-called “People’s Budget” of 
that year. In that speech Churchill 
provides an explanation of the 
perennial conflict of interest 
between private landownership 
and the evolution of society’s 
needs. As part of its attempts to 
solve that conflict of interests 
the 1909 Budget proposals 
called for a tax on any increase 
in the value of land enjoyed by a 
landowner as a result of municipal 
improvements. Despite the fact 
that the first Housing and Town 
Planning Act was also passed in 
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1909 it was the Budget proposals that 
represented the most radical long-
term opportunities for local authority 
housing. 

Unlike the budget proposals of 
1909, the Housing and Town Planning 
Act of that year only imposed 
very modest obligations on house-
builders and local councils. These 
amounted to an obligation on local 
councils to operate according to rules 
of town planning that guaranteed a 
minimum standard for future house 
construction. While one of the main 
purposes of the 1909 Housing Act (the 
eradication of the infamous “back-
to-back houses” of the industrial 
revolution) was beneficial to the 
health of the working population 
it did not represent any advance in 
terms of a meaningful change in the 
relationship between public interests 
and private landowners. In that sense 
the 1909 Housing Act was a purely 
administrative affair involving 
local councils in the regulations 
for house-building. On the other 
hand, the provisions of the Finance 
Act (“People’s Budget”) of 1909, 
while not directly implicating local 
councils, did lay the basis for a future 
in which the relationship between 
local councils and landowners would 
be altered in favour of the former. 

It was through the Finance Act of 
1909 that the gains in value of land 
resulting from planning provisions 
were to be taxed at 50% at the point 
of sale. An associated tax established 
by the same Finance Act was the tax 
on the capital value of land. This 
imposed a tax on a landowner of a 
half-penny in the pound of the value 
of the land in his/her possession. In 
that sense, the first could be deemed 
a straightforward sales tax with the 
latter more akin to a rates tax that 
would be attached permanently to 
the land in ways that ensured that the 
Government’s tax-take would rise as 
the value of land rose over time. The 
two taxes were deemed to be related 
because the direct uplift in the value 
of specific areas of land resulting 
from municipal planning decisions 
inevitably rippled out and impacted 
on the general market in land and 
thereby increased the wealth of 
landowners everywhere albeit to a 
greater or lesser extent depending on 
its location. 

Unfortunately, as a result of legal 
wrangling in the courts and ongoing 
obstruction from Tory-led local 
councils, the Liberal Party’s land 
tax proposals never had time to bed 
down before the First World War 
intervened. Then, in the aftermath 
of the war, these proposals, because 
they did not exist as separate and 
specific pieces of legislation, were 
easily negated in 1920 by the post-
war Tory-dominated coalition 
Government without the need for a 
statutory replacement. 

But to get back to Labour. From a 
Labour perspective, although there 
were previous attempts between 
the wars to confront the land 
question, the first serious attempt 
to get to grips with the problems 
of land values was initiated by the 
1945 Labour Government with its 
Town and Country Planning Act 
of 1947. This was a brave piece of 
legislation in keeping with a Labour 
Government which had set itself the 
most ambitious social agenda of any 
British Government before or since. 

At the end of the war there was a 
general acknowledgement that post-
war reconstruction should proceed 
alongside a more rational approach 
to town and country planning. The 
misuse of planning in the 1920s 
and 1930s had led to a haphazard 
approach to the construction and 
location of commercial, domestic and 
industrial building as well as a virtual 
free-for-all in things like the location 
of large ugly advertising hoardings in 
unsuitable urban and rural settings. 
Among other things, the 1947 Act 
was designed to encourage and 
empower local authorities to adopt 
rational and beneficial development 
planning in their areas which would 
address these problems.

In order to facilitate this, the 
legislation dismantled the existing 
cumbersome planning system which 
had been based on 1,441 separate 
planning bodies and reduced them to 
a more manageable and accountable 
145. These new bodies were to 
be organized around the county 
and borough council structure and 
supplemented by joint planning 
bodies where appropriate. Such was 
the scale of what was attempted that 
one expert has since described the 
1947 Act as “the basic legislative 

scaffolding of Britain’s planning 
system to this day” (The New 
Enclosure: The Appropriation of 
Public Land in Neoliberal Britain, 
by Brett Christophers, 2018). 

However, of more relevance to 
the question pursued in this series 
was the way in which the 1947 
Act sought to address the conflict 
between society’s interests and the 
interests of private landownership – 
the same conflict that was highlighted 
by Lloyd George and Churchill in 
1909. At the time of the arrival of 
the Labour Government in 1945 the 
relationship between a landowner 
and his/her land retained much of 
the characteristics it had possessed in 
1909. 

But before we pursue that it is 
necessary to make a diversion to 
explain the Labour Government’s 
Acquisition of Land (Authorisation 
of Procedure) Act of 1946. This 
piece of legislation provided 
local authorities and Government 
departments with the procedural 
framework within which they were 
entitled to compulsorily purchase 
land for public purposes. There was 
also a similar arrangement under 
the New Towns Act passed the 
same year. Important as these pieces 
of legislation were they related 
primarily to procedural matters 
in the context of compulsory land 
acquisition and therefore existed as 
layers of legislation that themselves 
came to be based on the Town and 
Country Planning Act passed the 
following year. For that reason 
the route of this investigation will 
continue to concentrate on the 1947 
Act as it was that act which altered 
the existing relationship between 
governmental agencies (local and 
central) and private landownership.

The existing planning system 
operated on the basis that, in essence, 
ownership of land conferred the right 
to the development of land as well as 
the financial gains accruing from the 
sale of land to the landowner. Various 
taxes might be imposed by the State 
on such transactions and obligations 
may be placed on landowners and 
land may at times be subject to 
compulsory purchase orders but 
those taxes and obligations and orders 
continued to be based on the general 
premise of the absolute right of the 
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landowner to decide the destiny of 
that land and an entitlement to any 
incremental gains resulting from its 
sale. 

The Labour Government’s Town 
and Country Planning Act of 1947 
changed all this. Wider powers 
were given to local authorities to 
acquire land compulsorily either 
to subsequently lease to private 
developers or for the use of local 
authorities to undertake development 
themselves. In this way, through 
the new planning bodies, local 
authorities were provided with more 
control over the way in which land 
was to be used as part of their local 
planning objectives. But that was not 
why the 1947 Act was so significant. 
The powers of Governments to 
compulsory purchase land had been 
invoked many times going back 
hundreds of years. It was something 
that was used extensively during the 
industrial revolution - most notably 
through the many individual acts of 
parliament during the development of 
the railways in the 19th century. The 
investing of local authorities with 
the powers to compulsory purchase 
land had advanced since then and as 
recently as the 1946 Act mentioned 
above. What made the 1947 Act 
different was that it represented an 
advance of the relationship between 
public interests and the landowning 
interest in a completely new 
direction.

As The Times stated in an editorial 
commenting on the Bill at the time it 
had been published:

“In effect, from the passage of the 
Bill, all landowners will lose the 
development value of their properties, 
retaining only the “existing use 
value.” . . . The Bill establishes 
a fund to compensate owners for 
this loss, the fund to be disbursed 
by a Central Land Board, the main 
piece of institutional machinery set 
up under the measure. The sum of 
£300,00,000 is named in the Bill as 
the total to be disbursed by the Board 
for this purpose throughout England, 
Wales and Scotland. . . .

“When permission to develop is 
granted, every resulting increase in 
land value is to be collected in the 
whole or in part by the State in the 
form of a development charge which 
will be levied and collected by the 

Central Land Board.  This levy is to 
be a continuous process. . .” (“The 
New Planning Bill”, The Times 
editorial, 8 January 1947, p.5).

It was the loss of the rights of 
landowners to the development 
gains from the sale of their land that 
represented the crux of what the 
1947 Act was about. It was this that 
shift in the principle upon which the 
relationship between public interest 
and private land had previously been 
established that made the Act so 
radical.

Addressing the potential problems 
posed by the traditional relationship 
between public interest and private 
land had assumed a greater urgency 
after the war in the context of 
the requirement for large-scale 
reconstruction. It meant that local 
authorities, through the allocation of 
development permissions, had the 
power to convey enormous wealth 
on private individuals, institutions 
or commercial companies. Land 
that previously had low value due 
to its existing use or being derelict 
could now increase several-fold 
by the simple process of it being 
designated, directly or indirectly, 
as part of the redevelopment plans 
of local authorities. Once provided 
with that new status the land became 
the agency by which its new value 
could be realised through onward 
sale at the much higher price than it 
could have previously commanded. 
Acknowledging that the existing 
situation had the potential for 
making a relatively small number 
of people very wealthy simply by 
virtue of them being the owners of 
such land the Labour Government 
framed the 1947 Act to ensure that 
it was society, rather than the buyer, 
that enjoyed those gains. It did this 
through a charge being levied on the 
sale of such land. The levy, known 
as the “betterment levy” was similar 
to the “enhanced value” tax of Lloyd 
George’s 1909 proposals.  In this 
case however, instead of the small 
tax imposed under Lloyd George’s 
scheme the 1947 arrangement 
consisted of a levy of 100% of the 
gain in the value of the land after it 
was sold for development purpose. 

The Act established the Central 
Land Board as the body which was 
responsible for assessing the levy 

to be applied to lands on which new 
development permits were granted. 
This was also the body that issued the 
order for payment and set the penalty 
for delay – enforceable through the 
county courts or the High Court – in 
the event of a failure to pay.

It should be noted however that this 
levy was imposed not directly on the 
landowning seller but the purchaser 
in such transactions. In other words, 
the tax on the transactional gain 
at the point of sale was laid on the 
purchaser and not on the landowner. 
This in turn naturally acted as a 
dampener on the price which a 
purchaser might otherwise be willing 
to pay and so the burden of such sales 
fell on both the landowner indirectly 
and the purchaser directly. Because 
of this, the landowner was deemed to 
have been deprived of the potentially 
higher value of the land in the sale 
transaction and as a consequence 
under the Act he/she was entitled 
to compensation. The level of 
that compensation was related to 
the value of the loss – though not 
equal to it – that the landowner had 
suffered according to the assessment 
of the Central Land Board. The 
relevant compensation would then 
be paid from the £300,000,000 fund 
established under the Act for that 
purpose.

Essentially, because of 
the acknowledged post-war 
redevelopment requirements, the 
mechanism of the “betterment levy” 
was not designed to discourage the 
sale of land for development by 
the original landowner. However, 
whether by design or not, its effect 
was to ensure that the potential future 
gains in land value was not viewed as 
the end result by the purchaser. Under 
the operation of the “betterment 
levy”, in order for a purchaser to 
put his/her investment to profitable 
use that profit could not be realised 
through a simple onward sale of 
the land at a higher price. In other 
words, it had the effect of inhibiting 
speculation in land. For an investor to 
realise a profit he/she would have to 
rely on putting the land to actual use, 
for example, by building and renting 
or selling commercial or domestic 
buildings rather than the use of land 
as the sole medium through which 
that profit could otherwise be realised. 
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Therefore, an associated effect of the 
1947 Act was that the perception of 
land as a trading medium in its own 
right would diminish in the eyes of the 
investor.

For that reason, the advent of the 
“betterment levy” was generally 
defined as a form of nationalisation 
not so much of land but rather as the 
nationalisation of the development 
value of land. In fact, that is how it 
was interpreted in contemporary law 
manuals:

“The Town and Country Planning Act, 
1947 . . . amounts to the nationalisation 
of the development value, or the major 
part of it, in all the land in private 
ownership. The owner was left, in 
effect, with the value of his land in its 
existing state and for an existing use . . .

In other words, it was necessary 
[through the ‘betterment levy’ – ED] to 
buy back from the State the nationalised 
development value in the land by 
paying, or undertaking to pay, the 
[development] charge.” (Introduction 
to The Town and Country Planning 
Act, 1954, by D.P. Kerrigan and J.D. 
James. Reprinted from Butterworths 
Annotate Legislation Service. London 
1955, p.xii).

The manner in which the Act altered 
the previous relationship between 
public interest and private landowner 
also had implications that went beyond a 
relevance to the immediate relationship 
of land to the post-war development 
planning of local authorities. There was 
in fact a wider issue involved - one that 
takes us back to the arguments used 
by Churchill in 1909 for similar taxes 
on the “unearned increments” enjoyed 
by landowners. In 1909 Churchill had 
viewed the way in which landholders 
could exact a higher than justified 
increase in the price of land from a 
factory owner in need for additional 
space as an example of how the existing 
system was inhibiting the growth and 
expansion of industry. By 1947 what 
had, in 1909, been an example of an 
individual landowner exploiting the 
demand for the finite resource in his/
her possession had become something 
with the potential to be something 
much more powerful. In the context 
of British post-war reconstruction, and 
the manner in which land ownership 
had evolved in the interim, it now had 
the potential to permanently alter the 
nature of the British economy itself.

The changing fortune of land in the 
changing British economy

Britain emerged from the Second 

World War with an increased awareness 
of the importance to its survival of both 
agriculture and manufacturing. It was 
an awareness of the importance of these 
two sectors that prompted the architects 
of the 1947 Act to exclude land sales 
designed to serve both agricultural and 
industrial interests from the payment 
of the “betterment levy”. Given the 
enormous effort about to be invested 
in post-war reconstruction the 1947 
Act could be seen as a measure that 
had the secondary effect of inhibiting 
the advance of financial interests at 
the expense of industrial interests in 
the immediate aftermath of the war. 
For without the “betterment levy” the 
expansion of the financial sector would 
undoubtedly have grown at a greater 
rate than it in fact did during those 
years and investment in non-productive 
areas such as land speculation would 
have expanded faster than was the 
case with a commensurate impact on 
productive areas of the economy such 
as manufacturing. 

But the 1947 Act suffered a similar 
fate to that of Lloyd George’s attempt 
in 1909 when the Labour Party’s efforts 
were negated by the Tory Government 
of 1951. As soon as that Conservative 
Government came to power it set 
about planning the undoing of the 
“betterment levy” and altering the 
surrounding machinery associated with 
the Central Land Board. It announced 
its plans on 18 November 1952 with the 
publication of a White Paper outlining 
its intention to amend the financial 
provisions of Labour’s Town and 
Country Planning Act. Eager to abolish 
the “betterment levy” as soon as it could 
the Government introduced a separate 
statute in 1953 with the specific purpose 
of its abolition. This was succeeded the 
following year by the Tory’s own Town 
and Country Planning Act of 1954 
abolishing or altering other aspects 
of the 1947 Act. There was a certain 
irony in this outcome in that the Tory 
Government at the time was led by the 
same Winston Churchill, the man who 
had convincingly argued for Lloyd 
George’s effort in 1909. 

The significance of the removal of 
the “betterment levy” in 1953 was 
described by one writer as the occasion 
when “the starting gun for the most 
intense phase of the property boom was 
fired” (The Property Boom, by Oliver 
Marriott, Pan, London, 1967, p.11).

However, the 1951 Tory Government 
did not strip away everything from the 
1947 Act. Although it diminished the 
Central Land Board’s powers it retained 

the Board to process residual claims for 
compensation under the earlier 1947 
Act. This was necessary because, after 
the Tories had abolished the “betterment 
levy” those sellers and purchasers of 
land who had engaged in transactions 
during the period of the “betterment 
levy” appealed for a restitution of their 
losses and the Central Land Board was 
the only body in a position to deal with 
these new appeals. 

The Tory Government also retained 
most of the local government planning 
structure from the 1947 Act. It also 
acknowledged the need for increasing 
the local government housing stock 
to meet Britain’s post-war need by 
permitting a continued right for local 
councils to compulsorily acquire land 
for such purposes. Because of this the 
arrival of the 1951 Tory Government 
was not a complete disaster when 
it came to the provision of council 
housing:

“The three-and-a-half decades 
following the war represented council 
housing’s golden age, quantitatively 
if not necessarily qualitatively. Large 
quantities of new land were required 
to facilitate it (Sheffield City Council, 
for example, purchased an estimated 
1,650 acres of land for housing 
between 1947 and 1982), and, under 
the terms of 1947’s Town and Country 
Planning Act . . . local authorities 
enjoyed through the late 1940s and 
the 1950s the same preferential ability 
to compulsorily acquire land at its 
existing-use value as the new town 
development corporations did.” (The 
New Enclosure: The Appropriation of 
Public Land in Neoliberal Britain, by 
Brett Christophers. Published by Verso, 
London, 2018, p.99).

But in terms of the wider economy 
there was no escaping the immediate 
effect of the abolition of the “betterment 
levy”. The rapid growth of retail and 
office construction can be seen as an 
example of the new freedoms resulting 
from its abolition. For instance, in the 
London County Council area, planning 
permission had been given for 2.4 
million square feet of space in 1952; in 
1953 it was 3 million, in 1954 it jumped 
to 5.7 million and in 1955 to 5.9 
million. Then in 1955 the Government 
gave pension funds authority to invest 
in property shares for the first time and 
by 1958 the expansion of the property 
sector had become so significant that 
it merited a separate category on the 
stock exchange. In March 1959 the 
Tories finally dissolved the Central 
Land Board, an event that led to the 
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observation that though “controlled 
development through the procedure 
of planning permission continued, . . . 
development remained free of financial 
charges until the establishment of the 
Land Commission in 1967”.

In the meantime, such was the 
force of the expansion of the land and 
property sector that all of this happened 
despite the Tory Government’s 
attempts in the mid-1950s to cool the 
property and financial markets which 
had been fueled by the earlier removal 
of the “betterment levy”. But by the 
time the Tories attempted to cool this 
market sector the returns it offered had 
become too attractive for both property 
companies and financial institutions to 
miss out. In fact, the attempts of the 
Tories to cool the market at that time 
only led to the arrival of alternative 
systems of business networks and 
the evolution of new financial 
arrangements.

“The imposition of controls on capital 
issues and credit restrictions in the mid-
1950s cut property companies off from 
their traditional sources of short-term 
development finance, the banks. In order 
to circumvent restrictions, developers 
borrowed on the sale-and-lease-back 
basis from financial institutions, mainly 
insurance companies. At the time these 
had fairly high liquidity, and the low-
interest rates of the early 1950s made 
other conventional forms of investment 
unattractive. Although the leaseback 
funding arrangements between 
property companies and institutions 
were originally a short-term expedient 
for developers, the increasing scale 
of projects for (example town-centre 
redevelopments) meant that the cost of 
development could no longer be financed 
in the pre-war manner, by means of 
short-term bank loans and subsequent 
remortgaging. Thus, throughout the 
1950s financial institutions continued 
to invest in land by providing property 
companies with long-term loans or 
sale and leaseback. Some institutions, 
such as Norwich Union, and Legal 
and General, also began to acquire 
land and develop property during this 
period. This institutional investment 
in land and property was probably 
initially influenced by the post-war 
‘development boom’ and the high 
rents achieved through investment 
in property development.  Through 
their involvement in the financing 
of property companies, institutions 
gradually became more involved in 
property and began to take a more 
direct interest in landownership and 

rent.” (Capital and Landownership in 
Great Britain, by Doreen B. Massey 
and Alejandrina Catalano. Published by 
Edward Arnold, London, 1978, p.126).

As the 1950s moved into the 1960s 
the growing profitability of the land 
and property sector continued to attract 
ever more investment:

“From 1960 rising land prices and 
property speculation came increasingly 
to public prominence. The post-war 
property boom that started in the mid-
1950s as the country was rebuilt also 
brought a rapid rise in land prices and 
developments that were subject to 
critical comments in both the press and 
Parliament. It also brought ostentatious 
wealth as the most successful property 
developers became celebrities. Property 
companies for the first time gained their 
own section in the Financial Times 
share listings. The value of shares in 
these property companies rose from 
£103 millions in 1958 to £800 millions 
in 1962.” (An assessment of historic 
attempts to capture land value uplift 
in the U.K. Published by the Scottish 
Land Commission, 2018, p.10).

The 1960s saw ever more blatant 
attempts by landowners and property 
speculators to manipulate the market 
through practices like land-banking and 
leaving office blocks empty in order to 
eventually push up their end profits. 
When the Rachmann scandal broke in 
July 1963 revealing the depths to which 
unscrupulous landlords would go to 
maximise their returns, the electorate, 
already displaying a growing 
resentment towards the speculators, 
were receptive to the Labour Party’s 
message of its 1964 election campaign. 
During that campaign the party was to 
revive the idea of a “betterment levy” 
in the form of a new tax alongside the 
introduction of a Land Commission. 

However, Labour only won the 
October 1964 election with a wafer-
thin majority of four and this, to a 
large extent, influenced its ability to 
get legislation through Parliament in 
the form it would have preferred. This 
was made obvious by the time Jim 
Callaghan, as Chancellor, introduced his 
first Finance Bill (budget) in April 1965. 
At this time the Government majority 
was down to three. In his budget, 
Callaghan proposed a Capital Gains 
Tax of 30% for individuals and 35% for 
companies and he brought Assurance 
Companies under the taxation net for 
the first time. The Capital Gains Tax 
was also meant to apply to gains from 
land sales and transfer at death. Taking 
advantage of Labour’s thin majority 

the Tory opposition tabled around 250 
amendments as the Finance Bill made 
its way through the Parliamentary 
process. In debating some of these 
amendments the Government majority 
was, in some instances reduced to one 
and in other cases it had to concede 
an amendment to the extent that the 
original proposals were interwoven 
with many exceptions and exclusions 
thus ensuring that the eventual 
outcome was a highly complex piece 
of legislation and difficult to implement 
efficiently.

The same weakness remained when 
the Government went on to present 
its White Paper to Parliament on 22 
September 1965 outlining its plans for 
the proposed Land Commission and 
the “betterment tax’. Under its terms 
the Land Commission was invested 
with the power to compulsorily acquire 
land that it deemed was not being used 
for society’s benefit. Once procured, 
the freehold to that land could then 
be transferred to public bodies or 
leased to prospective businesses or 
individuals who could put it to the 
required use. On paper, with the Capital 
Gains Tax, the “betterment tax” and 
the Land Commission as its flagship 
tools the Government seemed set fair 
to influence not only the relationship 
between local government and the 
land market but to shift the trajectory 
of the British economy that had been 
displaying a growing tendency for 
some time for investors to favour the 
non-productive areas of property and 
land speculation. The fiscal tools now 
available to the Labour Government 
provided some hope that this tendency 
could be halted if not reversed to make 
it more attractive for investors to move 
their capital to areas that represented 
the productive alternatives associated 
with industrial and manufacturing 
activities. 

Unfortunately, it didn’t turn out that 
way as the impracticality of its small 
majority meant that it was forced to 
delay giving the Land Commission 
and the “betterment tax” a legislative 
existence until a new general election 
and the return of a Labour Government 
in March 1966 with a healthier majority. 
The story of that Government’s 
subsequent attempts to confront the 
land question will be continued in the 
next issue.
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Diary of an Corbyn foot soldier
Dictionary definition of “foot soldier”: “…a dedicated low-level follower…”

murraymicha@gmail.com; FaceBook: Michael Murray London

From BRICS to BRICS+  -  and beyond
By Michael Murray

(1) BRICS 14th annual Summit 
meeting 

Imagine: an organisation representing 
43% of the world’s population across 
four continents,  comprising 30% of the 
global land area, currently producing 
24% of global GDP and responsible for 
16% of world trade - convenes a virtual 
meeting for 2600 participants, not 
counting their back-up teams, advisors 
and other ancillary staff.   

The IMF estimates that same 
organisation’s growth rate as being 
over twice as fast as that of the US and, 
with present composition, destined to 
comprise over 50% of global GDP by 
end of this decade.  

The organisation is BRICS: acronym 
for “Brazil, Russia, India, China and 
South Africa,” its founding member 
states, soon to be joined by many 
other countries from across the world: 
a process under way since the 2017 
Summit meeting and labelled  BRICS+ 

The meeting was the BRICS 14th 
Annual Summit hosted and presided 
over by China, in virtual format.  It 
should be mentioned here that the venue 
(in non-Covid times) and the presidency 
is rotated annually, following the 
positioning of the participating countries 
in the BRICS acronym. Thus, it was 
India’s turn last year and South Africa’s 
in 2023.

The Heads of State and government of 
18 countries took part in this year’s online 
forum. As well as Chinese President 
Xi Jinping, these included the leaders 
of Uzbekistan, the President of Algeria 
Abdelmadjid Tebboune, the President 
of Argentina Alberto Fernandez, the 
President of Egypt Abdel Fattah Al-Sisi, 
the Prime Minister of India Narendra 
Modi, the President of Indonesia Joko 
Widodo,  the President of Iran Ibrahim 
Raisi, the President of Kazakhstan 
Kassym-Jomart Tokayev, the President 
of Russia Vladimir Putin, the President 
of the Republic of South Africa Cyril 
Ramaphosa, the Vice President of Brazil 
Hamilton Mourao, as well as the heads 
of governments of Cambodia, Malaysia, 
Thailand, Fiji and Ethiopia. 

This would constitute some media 
event, you might think, made more 
accessible, and low cost, in its virtual 
format. But try searching in the British, 
Irish mainstream media and you’ll find 
the barest mention - with the exception of 

the more rarefied business and financial 
press. 

And, this is even harder to fathom, 
especially, when the scale, depth 
and significance of BRICS - and its 
achievements -  is grasped, touched on 
in the opening paragraph above. And 
all within a timeframe of less than 16 
years: a mere half a generation.  A time 
period, as we all know, which included 
one cataclysmic global financial crash 
followed less than a decade later by an 
almost 3 year-long global pandemic. 

(2)  A Brief Report on this year’s 
BRICS Summit

“The 14th BRICS Summit held on 
June 23 and 24 issued the consensual 
Beijing Declaration, in which BRICS 
countries reiterate their commitment 
to multilateralism, emphasising that 
global governance should be made 
more inclusive, representative and 
participatory, and avow to uphold 
international law and the central role of 
the United Nations in the international 
system. 

“The Declaration also urges major 
developed countries to adopt responsible 
economic policies while managing 
policy spillovers to avoid severe impacts 
on developing countries. When the 
world’s development has entered a new 
period of turbulent changes, the issuance 
of the Beijing Declaration is of special 
significance.   

“The messages conveyed by the BRICS 
Summit is worthy of careful reading by 
the international community, especially 
the US and Western countries. If they 
do so, it is believed that it will deepen 
and enhance their understanding of the 
BRICS countries, the emerging markets 
represented by the BRICS group, as well 
as the developing nations, and to correct 
their prejudices. It’s a process in which 
the Western world and non-Western 
world strengthen communication rather 
than confrontation

 “Today, the US also claims that it 
engages in “multilateralism.” But in 
the mechanisms established by the US, 
although it seems that there are many 
parties involved, the US is the only 
dominant force. Relying on its strength 
and position, the US totally dominates 
the formulation of institutional rules, and 
the US  rules are the paramount rules in 
its small circle. Some US media claimed 
that the G7 Summit and NATO Summit 

this time will form “unprecedented 
unity” on “major challenges,” and 
safeguard “the US-centred Western 
democratic camp.” These words seem to 
bring people back to the Cold War era.

“It is not surprising that in the US 
and Western public opinion, some 
narrow-mindedly believe that the BRICS 
mechanism wants to create an “anti-US 
alliance.” This is not only a deliberate 
trap of wording, but is also creating 
an “imaginary enemy.” In order to 
maintain absolute obedience within the 
small circle, the US inevitably needs 
to constantly seek and create enemies. 
However, as it increasingly deviates 
from global common interests, the small 
circle’s ability to dominate international 
issues will inevitably continue to decline. 
The rest of the world will view these 
dangerous small circles with anxiety.

“The world has once again come 
to the crossroads. Peace or war? 
Development or decline? Opening up or 
closing? Cooperation or confrontation? 
These questions are thought-provoking. 
For a turbulent world full of challenges, 
the BRICS Summit is a surprise. We 
hope that the upcoming G7 Summit and 
NATO Summit will not startle the world. 
We have a suggestion: The G7 Summit 
may just as well carefully read the 14th 
BRICS Summit Beijing Declaration, and 
it will definitely be rewarding.”  

The article above is from the Global 
Times, a tabloid published in Chinese and 
English and is described by Wikipedia as 
“part of a broader set of Chinese state 
media outlets that constitute the Chinese 
government’s propaganda apparatus.  

Link:   G7 Summit should read BRICS 
Beijing Declaration carefully: Global 
Times editorial

To those of our readers of a weaker 
disposition, brought up on a steady, 
unbiased diet of The Daily Mail, The 
Guardian and scrupulous and diligent 
honest broker journalists like Paul 
Mason, and struggling to differentiate 
Government - any Government - 
propaganda from a genuine attempt to 
convey its policies to its own people in 
a fair, reasonable and measured manner  
-  we say you have been warned. 

And to those on the British Left still 
trying to get your heads around China’s 
place in your political thinking can we 
suggest you revisit an earlier article in 
this magazine ?
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LINK: Why isn’t the British Left 
excited about what’s happening in 
China? September 1st, 2021, Labour 
Affairs

Or, look at the serious business 
publications and their analysis of what’s 
going on in the world. Exercising a 
modicum of discernment and discretion 
you’ll find it more informative than what 
passes for serious analysis in our own 
movement these days.

It’s as if the murderous wars in 
Vietnam, Iraq, Libya and Yugoslavia 
had never happened.  Or that we’ve 
chosen to forget all we learned about 
the perfidiousness of the countries that 
instigated  those wars - and many others 
across the world - as we cheer them on in 
their bloody proxy war in Ukraine..   

(3) The Yellow BRICS Road ….
The most thorough coverage of BRICS 

I came across researching this article 
was in a publication called  LINK: 
SILK ROAD BRIEFING  produced by 
Dezan Shira and Associates. The latter’s 
core business is rather different to The 
People’s Daily as the following blurb 
shows:

“Dezan Shira & Associates is a pan-
Asia, multi-disciplinary professional 
services firm, providing legal, tax and 
operational advisory to international 
corporate investors. Operational 
throughout China, ASEAN, Vietnam & 
India, our mission is to guide foreign 
companies through Asia’s complex 
regulatory environment and assist 
them with all aspects of establishing, 
maintaining and growing their business 
operations in the region.” 

Chris Devonshire-Ellis, an experienced 
and knowledgeable Asia and China 
hand, opens his article on BRICS with 
a comparison between G7 and BRICS 
which wouldn’t be out of place in the 
People’s Daily or The Global Times. 
And why should it? Both are describing 
the same reality, if for different purposes.

The contrast could not be more 
different, he writes. G7, including the 
USA, UK, EU, Canada and Japan: 
“mainly white, powerful Western 
nations, representing contemporary 
global leadership.” While BRICS is: “a 
grouping of globally powerful emerging 
markets wanting a larger say in the 
developing world.”  

The BRICS nations, he continues, 
differ from the G7 in two main factors, 
most notably in the populations they 
serve – 3 billion as opposed to the G7’s 
mere 987 million (including the EU),  
but where the G7’s GDP is currently 
US$33.93 trillion and the BRICS’s about 
US$23.5 trillion. However, their relative 
financial strengths, as we’ve already 

noted, is predicted by none other than the 
IMF to be reversed over the next decade 
or so, based on present trajectories.  

He then goes on to make a crucial 
distinction between the two bodies. 
The G7 grouping are committed to the 
existing world order, meaning centred 
around the USA and led and said by its 
foreign, global and domestic policies. 

More, he points out that whereas China 
is the world’s second largest economy 
- for the moment , and depending on 
how the calculations are done (ie, PPP 
or nominal GDP) - and India they don’t 
have a commensurate say in global 
institutions like the World Bank or the 
IMF.  

And this has led to the BRICS “New 
Development Bank” initiative - and 
the more radical idea of a “Contingent 
Reserve Arrangement,” intended, as 
Points 12 and 42 of the Declaration, 
and the Devonshire-Ellis ever 
useful commentary makes clear, to 
support developing economies hit by 
catastrophes, like Covid as an alternative 
to dependence on the WHO, WB and 
IMF, all of which were found wanting in 
that crisis - and leave us unprepared for 
any subsequent crisis.  

These countries are beginning to 
seriously question their place and role in 
the UN also - that will be addressed in a 
subsequent article.

There follows a user-friendly run-
through of the BRICS Summit 2022 
main document - The Beijing Declaration 
- with Devonshire-Ellis’s educated 
commentaries on the salient points.

(4)  Ah, NATO …. 
It wasn’t only BRICS and G7 that held 

meetings in June. There was the Madrid 
NATO summit.

Devonshire-Ellis has some surprising 
things to say about that too. But, maybe 
not that surprising given how grounded a 
business like Dezan Shira & Associates 
has to be, providing the service it 
provides. 

Regarding the Declaration’s 
reference to Ukraine, Downshire-Ellis’s  
comments:

‘The BRICS nations have largely 
refrained from criticising Russia as 
concerns the Ukraine situation, where 
it is believed to be an issue created 
largely by NATO. The G7 regards it 
as being created by Russia. Part of the 
issue relates to claims by Russia of 
‘genocide’ in Donbass inflicted by the 
Ukrainian military under the auspices 
of a Ukraine government intolerant 
of ethnic Russians based in Ukraine. 
That highly emotive issue does appear 

not to have been adequately dealt with 
by the UN, while NATO comments 
concerning Ukraine membership have 
made the matter worse. It is telling that 
Russia, a member of BRICS, agreed to 
a declaration that expressed a peaceful 
solution and to uphold ‘territorial 
integrity’ – the definition of which is part 
of the problem between Moscow, Kiev 
and Washington.”    

Elsewhere Downshire-Ellis quotes a 
NATO strategic statement and goes on to 
make a powerful point: 

“NATO believes that the deepening  
partnership between Russia and China 
violates the alliance’s values and 
interests. According to NATO, China 
seeks to undermine the current world 
order by controlling global logistics and 
its economy.” 

Downshire-Ellis comments: This 
signals another communications 
breakdown, this time with China. The 
use of the term ‘violates’ is particularly 
strong. The mention of the ‘current 
world order’ is interesting as in the 
BRICS statement just last week, the 
BRICS nations (Brazil, Russia, India, 
China and South Africa) stated that the 
‘current world order’ was preserving a 
‘unipolar world’ with the United States 
essentially in control and that they 
wanted to devolve this structure into a 
fairer, ‘multipolar’ world with greater 
say in world affairs from all nations. 

“NATO appears to view that as a threat 
to its own interests. This is a clear signal 
of a near complete breakdown between 
the Western countries represented 
by NATO – and the emerging global 
economies. “

“It is also of interest that NATO 
believes that the Belt and Road Initiative 
(BRI) – although not specifically 
mentioned – is a security risk as China 
has invested in logistics capabilities on 
a global basis – at a time when the West 
has not. In fact, an OECD report from 
2018 stated that the BRI was “regionally 
positive and statistically significant” in 
developing global trade. 

“Opinions concerning the BRI have 
been many and varied, basically boiling 
down to a choice about the BRI (and 
therefore China) either being a security 
threat or being a global trade conduit. 
This is a matter of perception, rather 
than facts. 

“In this case NATO’s criticism of 
China appears based less on a reality 
truth than as a perceived truth. This is 
a difficult, almost impossible bridge to 
cross. It also indicates that NATO wishes 
to cut itself off from any BRI connectivity. 

“Given that there are currently 195 
countries globally and that 138 of them 
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Continued From Page 28
have signed BRI agreements that also 
leaves NATO with a remarkably small 
pool of future trade and infrastructure 
partners. I question the wisdom of this.”     

LINK: NATO’s Strategic Concept 
2022 Views 75% Of The BRICS 
Economies A Security Threat – 
Analysis, 30 June, 2022.  Posted by 
silkroadbriefing.com 

(5)  In Conclusion: Why the Beijing 
Declaration should be read 

The Beijing Declaration is no Mao’s 
little Red Book or collection of the usual 
conference sound bites, but a serious 
socio-economic programme - and action 
plan.

And Chris Downshire-Ellis has done a 
wonderful job making the 75 paragraphs, 
or subject areas accessible for those 
who want to glimpse this new world 
the previously colonised and plundered 
countries, euphemistically called the 
“developing countries,” are building. 

To underscore that important point 
and, also, to give an overview of the 
content., here are the headings  

Introduction: 1 – 4        
Global Governance & Policy 

Finance Reforms:  5 – 13 
Global Covid Response: 14 – 19 
Global Peace & Security (includes 

statements about Ukraine): 20 – 36  
Global Economic Development: 37 

– 51  
Global Sustainable Development: 

52 – 61  
People-To-People & Cultural 

Development: 62 – 70  
Institutional Development: 71 – 75 
This is an important document that 

should be studied carefully by anyone 
concerned about politics - and the future 
of the planet. In particular, it should be 
read by the British left - if it is to reclaim 
that sense of the wider world and support 
for anti-imperialism - which if a minority 
interest at the best of times - was, 
nonetheless,  an important component of 
its socialism. 

In the words of Carlos Martinez, a 
North London near-neighbour of mine:

‘If the theme of BRICS (14th Summit) 
was peace and multipolarity, the theme of 
NATO was war and hegemony.’ LINK: 
“NATO Calls China “Malicious” amid 
Western Media Blackout of BRICS 
Summit.”  (You Tube)

murraymicha@gmail.com
Facebook:  Michael Murray London 

-  an occasional commentary/digest of 
political news for busy people.

battalion defied for a week an 
order from the Ukrainian Military 
Command to cease the resistance 
would indicate a fractured 
and chaotic military structure 
rather than the disciplined one 
demanded by a strategy of “delay 
and regroup” that is part of any 
counter-offensive.

The same depiction was used 
to explain the Severodonetsk 
resistance. And so it goes on. 
Every last-stand that involves 
the use of civilian cover in small 
pockets of urban areas is justified 
by the claim that it’s all part of 
a strategy that will result in a 
later counter-offensive. Although 
it’s never been stated when that 
counter-offensive would take 
place the impression has always 
been given that it will be sooner 
rather than later.

But since the fall of 
Severodonetsk we’ve been 
hearing more of the upcoming 
August counter-offensive. Will 
this turn out to be just another 
military myth? It might but I’m 
inclined to think that it’s probably 
real. The Kiev regime knows that 
it is approaching the end of its 
credibility credit when it comes to 
western support. 

Although the US would go on 
with its support to the point of the 
complete obliteration of Ukraine 
it’s not the US economy that will 
bear the brunt of the results of that 
determination but the Europeans. 
For that reason Europe has 
always been the weak link in the 
American’s plans to use Ukraine 
to fatally weaken Russia. The 
stresses which that weak link is 
now under requires some change 
in the battlefield situation and 
there is probably some plan to 
ensure that will happen before 
Europe comes up against the 
awful prospect of approaching 
winter. Hence the August counter-
offensive. 

Although that counter-offensive 
may not take place in August it 
will probably happen at some 
point before or early after the 
beginning of autumn. It may 
also achieve some measure of 
success but even some measure of 
success may be enough to enable 
European states to justify their 
continuing sacrifices in defence 
of the cause of democracy and 
Ukraine. 

There is also the prospect that 
a testing of Russia’s borders 
by NATO will be part of that 
Ukrainian counter-offensive. 
The problem for Russia is that, 
as a result of NATO expansion it 
now has a much longer border to 
protect than it has ever had. The 
vulnerability of that is no doubt 
not lost on NATO planners and 
forcing Russia to defend that long 
border would be part of NATO 
military planning. 

Whether the Ukrainian August 
counter-offensive will be the 
occasion when they embark in 
a “dry-run” for that planning 
remains to be seen but I won’t 
be surprised if some threatening 
moves are made by NATO along 
Russia’s border to coincide with a 
Ukrainian counter-offensive. Even 
if it doesn’t involve any crossing 
of Russia’s border the mere threat 
would be enough to compel 
Russia to divert significant forces 
to defend against such a threat and 
thereby improve the prospects for 
a success of the counter-offensive.

Such a success could then be 
the occasion for the Ukrainians 
negotiating “from the position of 
strength” that Biden and Boris 
constantly go on about. 

None of this may actually come 
to pass but in its absence there’s 
no other prospect looming than 
a serious Ukrainian defeat and 
would that be allowed to happen. 
Would the US permit it to happen 
without at least making it as 
difficult for Russia as possible? 



Labour Affairs  28

No. 330 July-August 2022

Continued On Page 27

Ukraine—The August Counter-Offensive
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I find it quite astonishing 
the way in which the regular 
Ukrainian military defeats 
are counter-posed against 
Ukraine’s “initial military 
successes”. It is a constant 
mantra among western 
politicians and the media. But 
where were these “military 
successes”? Beyond a few 
battlefield skirmishes in the 
east and south anywhere that 
Ukraine regained significant 
ground was not because of 
success on the battlefield 
but because of Russian 
withdrawals notably from 
around Kiev.

It was Ukrainian propaganda 
that understandably spun the 
Russian withdrawal from 
the outskirts of Kiev and the 
surrounding area as a military 
success. At the time even the 
BBC reported the Ukrainian 
“advance” in the context of an 
earlier Russian withdrawal. 
But it’s since been described 
as Russian forces “been 
pushed back”. I assume 
that the way the alliance 
of Ukrainian propaganda, 
NATO, and western 
politicians subsequently 
chose to concoct the myth 
of Ukrainian “military 
successes” was to justify the 
opening of the arms supply 
tap to Ukraine. Depicting 
the recipient as a military 
force of sufficient capability 
of defeating Russia was 
critical to the justification 
for sending such volumes of 
weapons and it has continued 

to be the justification. After 
all, sending these weapons 
to a military force that was 
known to be incapable of 
ultimately resisting the 
Russian advance would be 
difficult to justify. As it is, 
despite constant references 
to Ukrainian “military 
successes” the simple fact is 
that there have been none. 

However, the myth, once 
constructed, needs to be 
sustained and although the 
“normal” everyday western 
narrative is now built around 
“helping Ukraine strengthen 
its position in the eventual 
negotiations” the myth of 
past Ukrainian “military 
successes” helps set the idea 
of such negotiations in the 
context of the promise of 
more military successes in the 
lead up to such negotiations. 

Unfortunately for 
the suffering people of 
Ukraine, just as the idea of 
past Ukrainian “military 
successes” is a myth the 
idea of future military 
successes in the lead-in to 
negotiations is unlikely in 
the absence of any change to 
existing circumstances. The 
problem for the Ukrainians 
is that while the myth of past 
“military successes” can be 
safely packed away from the 
current reality through the use 
of retrospective propaganda 
its more difficult to sustain 
belief in the myth of future 
military successes in the face 
of the current reality if that 

reality is a series of actual 
military defeats.

This also applies to 
Ukraine’s western arms 
suppliers. The pressure has 
been on them for some time 
to justify their open-ended 
supply of arms to a military 
force that has not been able 
to point to a single significant 
military success. Every surge 
of western arms supplies 
has not resulted in a single 
tangible success. 

Insofar as the word 
“success” can be attached to 
the Ukrainian predicament 
it has been along the lines 
“if it hadn’t been for the 
western arms supplies the 
situation would have been 
worse”. Western  arms have 
enabled Ukraine to mount a 
stiffer resistance than would 
otherwise have been the 
case. This is undoubtedly 
true and the Ukrainian armed 
forces have shown some real 
ability in slowing the Russian 
advance. But the ability to 
slow down the enemy means 
little in the absence of a 
strategy that involves using 
that delay to gain time to 
organise a counter attack. 

This idea has been part of 
Ukraine’s propaganda since 
Mariupol. The heroic hold 
out of the Azov-led resistance 
at the Azovstal Iron and Steel 
Works was depicted as part 
of just such a strategy. The 
fact that the fanatical Azov 


