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Freezing for 
Zelensky 

Gas Must Be 
Rationed – But Not 

By Price
There is a substantial difference between gas supply 

and gas demand in Europe.  The shortage in supply 
is not due to any physical shortage of gas as a natural 
resource but rather because European countries have 
decided to support attempts of the United States to 
weaken Russia by imposing sanctions on the import 
of Russian gas.  

In capitalist economies changes in the price of a 
product are used to bring the supply of a product into 
line with the demand for a product.  Gas prices in 
Europe have therefore increased dramatically.

Using price to bring supply and demand into 
equilibrium always favours those with money since 
they can afford to pay the higher prices.  They simply 
save a little less than they used to.  However in the 
case of gas, and indeed energy in general, there is 
a problem.  Gas is a product that people need to 
cook and keep themselves warm.  If the price of gas 
increases to levels that  mean that large numbers of 
families cannot afford to cook and keep themselves 
warm, there will be social unrest.

In the short term, the political parties will need to 
devise policies that guarantee that everyone has a 
basic amount of energy but that, at the same time, 
encourage people to reduce their energy consumption 
since, for political reasons, there is less gas to be 
consumed.

A way to do this might be to introduce a tranche 
pricing system for gas which ensured that you had 
the basic amount to cook and stay warm.  An estimate 
could be made of the minimum amount of gas that 
a person would need to cook and keep themselves 
warm.  Ofgem calculates that 8,000 kWh per annum 
represents low energy consumption.  This amount 
of gas would be made available at a low price that 

Boris Johnson has just told the British public that 
they must make significant sacrifices of their living 
standards to protect the freedom of the Ukrainian 
people. If this means high fuel bills, freezing or 
going hungry then so be it. Labour Affairs and others 
have already exposed the lies that underpin this 
rhetoric and we won’t go into them again here (see 
our editorial ‘Making Sense of the Ukraine Conflict’ 
in April of this year).

 Johnson has in effect admitted that NATO/EU 
sanctions against Russia are hurting Britain without 
presenting evidence that they are hurting Russia 
in any significant way. Russia is comfortably able 
to meet its budget targets with discounted sales of 
oil and gas to non-sanctioning countries and has 
benefitted mightily from increased energy prices on 
the world market. There is thus no good reason to 
prolong these sanctions apart from a desperate hope 
that in the long term they will damage the Russian 
economy. 

This is an increasingly forlorn hope as Russia is 
slowly but surely winning the war in Ukraine. It 
is doing so slowly because it has the time and the 
resources to win without causing excessive casualties 
among Russian soldiers or Ukrainian civilians. The 
longer Ukraine resists peace negotiations the less 
of it there will be to negotiate when the will to fight 
eventually evaporates. When that is will be a matter 
of speculation, but no amount of Western weaponry 
will do more than delay the day when it happens.

Despite this, the whole British political establishment 
is unanimous in wanting to see British households 
and businesses suffer for a cause that is not only 
fraudulent but also likely to fail. We find for example 
Martin Kettle in the Guardian bemoaning the fact 
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everyone could afford.  A second 
tranche of gas could be made 
available at a higher price.  So, if you 
consumed 12,000 kWh per annum, 
the additional 4,000 kWh consumed 
would be charged at a higher price.  
A third tranche at an even higher 
price.  And so on.  If those with high 
incomes chose to heat large houses 
to a high temperature then they 
would be paying significantly more 
per kWh than those consuming the 
more limited amounts of gas.

In contrast with such a rationing 
scheme the two candidates for Tory 
leadership favour price as the main 
tool to ration the consumption of 
gas.  Those with high incomes 
will therefore continue to consume 
large amounts of gas.  Those on 
low incomes will struggle.  Sunak 
and Truss propose to help those 
struggling to meet their basic energy 
needs by providing them with 
financial handouts.  The funding 
of these financial handouts is what 
divides Sunak and Truss.  

Sunak supports increasing taxes 
to match the increased government 
expenditure.  Funding it by 
increased borrowing increases the 
national debt which is assumed to 
be a bad thing.  Sunak argues that all 
additional government expenditure 
should be funded by increased 
taxation.    One such tax would 
be a short term tax on the energy 
companies making windfall profits.  
Truss says that taxes should be 
reduced and claims this would lead 
to a growth in economic activity 
which would generate sufficient 
additional tax revenue to cover the 
costs of the financial handouts that 
those on low incomes will need to 
buy their basic energy needs.  It 
appears that enough members of the 
Tory party believe her to guarantee 
her victory against Sunak.

The entire structure of the Tory 
leadership debate is false.  It pretends 
that the economics of a currency 
creating government is the same as 
that of a household.  A household 
has to borrow if its expenditure is 
greater than its income.  A currency 
creating government can always 

spend more than it chooses to levy 
in taxation.  Sometimes that makes 
sense, sometimes it doesn’t.  During 
Covid it made sense to spend a lot 
more than was levied in taxation.  
So national debt went up.  But 
national debt is really just money 
the government owes to the Bank of 
England, which is 100% owned by 
the government.  So it’s not really 
debt.  Real debt is when you owe 
money and non-payment means the 
creditor can seize your assets.  The 
Bank of England is never going to 
seize the assets of the government!

The important point about the 
current leadership debate in the 
Tory party is that it reinforces the 
pretence that governments are 
financially constrained and cannot 
therefore do things they would 
otherwise wish to do.  Helping low 
income households pay for their 
energy bills will eventually be 
used as an excuse for cutting NHS 
spending.  Crocodile tears will be 
shed.

Labour have come up with an 
alternative solution to the energy 
crisis.  They are not going to let 
price bring demand for energy into 
line with supply of energy.  Labour 
would refuse to let Ofgem increase 
the energy price cap.  Consumers 
would see no increase in the price 
of the energy they consumed.  This 
creates a problem for the energy 
retailers like British Gas, Bulb, 
E.ON etc since they will have to buy 
the products, gas & electricity, that 
they supply to the retail consumer 
at much higher price than they are 
allowed to sell them at.

The retail companies will quickly 
go bankrupt unless the government 
makes up the difference between 
the price at which they buy and sell.  
Labour would propose to do this in 
two ways.  Firstly a windfall profits 
tax would be brought in and the 
revenue from that tax would be paid 
to the retail companies.  Secondly 
a £400 payment that Sunak had 
proposed to give every retail 
customer to help them with their 
energy bills would be cancelled and 
an equivalent sum would be paid to 
the energy retail companies.

It’s good that Labour’s plan limits 
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the role of price in determining who has access to energy.  But it ignores the 
fact that, for political reasons, there is a shortage of oil and gas for sale in 
the world.  The UK will have consumed a certain amount of gas in 2021.  
It would appear from Labour’s plan that we should be able to consume the 
same amount at the same price in 2022-2023.  How can that be if there is 
less gas available to be bought in the world?  Labour’s proposals fail to 
take account of the fact that people must consume less gas in 2022-2033.  It 
would run into resource problems if implemented in its current form.

But, of course, it is more likely that Truss will be Prime Minister this 
winter.  If she retains her policy of minimal support for those on low incomes 
expect it to get very hot politically this winter. 

that British politicians are afraid 
to call for their populations to make 
sacrifices in a noble cause (Guardian 
18th August). Boris Johnson has just 
proved him wrong, so he should be 
pleased. Of course, neither he nor 
any other journalist or politician 
warmonger will be freezing or going 
hungry this winter: sacrifices are for 
the little people not for those who 
caused the problem. Liz Truss even 
resists ‘handouts’ to those who will 
suffer from her own policies which 
they never asked for and have no 
say in influencing.  In this issue of 
Labour Affairs we explain how it 
cannot be the case that when there 
is a dearth of energy supply, we can 
go on consuming as much as we did 
before. We suggest a tiered pricing 
scheme to alleviate the inevitable 
suffering that will come this autumn.  
This is about the best one can hope 
for if one is to ask the British people 
to sacrifice themselves.

In asking for these sacrifices 
from the British people, we are 
now in unexplored terrain. In the 
past the lies that were told, for 
instance about Iraq, did not have any 
serious consequences for the British 
population apart from those who had 
soldiers in their families who were 
killed or maimed. This time the lies 
will have very serious consequences. 
Millions of Britons will suffer, see 
their household budgets shredded or 
their standard of living restricted. The 
pain will affect the lives of middle 
income families as well as those in 
the lower two quintiles of household 
earnings. Politicians and journalists 
tend to be in the top quintile and 
will not be significantly affected. 
According to Scottish power, even 
capping the fuel bill at around £2,000 

per annum (already twice the cap 
last year) will cost the country £100 
billion over two years (Financial 
Times 23rd August). We should note 
that some estimate the cap will rise 
to around £5,000 per annum or more 
by April 2023.This sum will not be 
committed to productive resources, 
but to the balance sheets of energy 
companies, thus making the country 
significantly poorer than it would 
have been had sanctions not been 
applied to Russia. And even this sum, 
which only affects households, will 
do nothing to save companies from 
going bust, contracting or raising 
prices, thus contributing to further 
inflation and higher unemployment. 
Labour Affairs does not know 
whether these sacrifices will be 
tolerated. One thing we do know is 
that all the political parties and all 
the press, with the exception of the 
Morning Star, will do their utmost 
to sustain the lie about ‘unprovoked 
Russian aggression’. Dissent is 
hardly permitted and where it exists 
it fails to get a wide hearing. 

The only way in which it is 
possible to achieve these sacrifices 
without provoking civil unrest is to 
double down on the demonisation 
of Russia and tell as many lies about 
civilian casualties as it is possible 
to do. Journalists will do as they are 
bid, many like Martin Kettle and 
Simon Tisdall of the Guardian need 
no encouragement anyway.

It remains to be seen what will 
happen when eventually the reality of  
Russia’s  winning and its emergence 
unscathed from the sanctions regime 
can no longer be denied. Europe 
and Britain will continue to suffer 
economic and social damage from 
high energy costs. At some point in 
the next year or two, it will be too 
difficult to maintain the fiction about 
the possibility of a Ukrainian victory 
and people in Britain and Europe 
will realise, not only that their 
sacrifice and that of their economies 
have been in vain, but that they are 
probably going to have to tighten 
their belts for the long term as well 
as the era of cheap fuel will be over, 
largely as a result of the sanctions 
against Russia, which has forced 
that country to look for other export 
markets. The Labour Party has been 
an enthusiastic participant in this war 
propaganda, but has so far avoided 
the call for its supporters to sacrifice 
themselves. At some point they will 
have to explain themselves to those 
who rely on them for the defence of 
their way of life and living standards.
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Rail Strikes
By Pete Whitelegg

Back in April of this year Mick 
Lynch, General Secretary of the 
Rail, Maritime and Transport Union 
(RMT) called an all member zoom 
meeting with members of the NEC. 
The message was a simple one, 
they are coming for us. Mick Lynch 
outlined what he had been told by the 
TOC’s (Train operating companies) 
and Network Rail. Massive job losses 
throughout the industry, collective 
bargaining agreements torn up, 
all booking offices to be closed, 
wholesale changes to the safety and 
maintenance regimes. In short, a 
hollowing out of the rail industry as a 
public service. For the first time since 
1985 all rail workers in England 
would be balloted on industrial 
action (Rail workers in Wales and 
Scotland would not be balloted as 
their railways are currently run by 
the devolved authorities). Moreover, 
we were informed the employers 
were proposing major changes to the 
railway pension scheme. Massive 
increases in contributions and severe 
cutbacks in benefits.

Because of privatisation, our 
railways are a complicated industry 
and organising a strike across all 
companies and sectors is a difficult 
and complicated business. The initial 
ballot covered 16 Toc’s and Network 
Rail.  The Toc’s are the companies 
that run the rail services with Network 
Rail running and maintaining the 
infrastructure. The ballot did not 
include the open rail carriers, Hull 
trains and Grand Central. The ballot 
was conducted with about 42,000 
RMT members which is about half 
the union’s membership. Running 
alongside these ballots were separate 
disputes in London involving 
London Underground and now 
London Overground. The issues with 
all these disputes are essentially the 
same.

If you only listened to Grant Shapps 
you would be under the impression 
that this industrial action was simply 
about greedy rail workers holding 
the travelling public to ransom. 
Pay is clearly an issue. Many rail 
workers did not get a pay rise at all 
during the covid pandemic. That’s 

two years with no increase in basic 
pay. With covid came lockdown and 
a reduction in passenger travel of 
between 70 to 80%, and with this a 
complete collapse in revenue for the 
private rail companies. Clearly it was 
necessary to maintain the rail network 
in working order, particularly for 
essential workers, and those not able 
to work from home. This required the 
government to cover the costs of the 
private rail companies. Instead of the 
private rail companies being put on 
temporary management contracts, 
these companies were simply paid 
as if the rail was running at pre-
pandemic levels. No loss of earnings 
with maintained profits.

In London, the fate of Transport for 
London was significantly different.  
Tfl is a statutory body of the Greater 
London Authority, and is run by the 
London Mayor, currently Labour 
Mayor, Sadiq Khan. But unlike the 
private rail companies, Tfl was only 
offered a mixture of loans and grants, 
most of which will have to be paid 
back. Tfl is now loaded with debt 
because of a set of circumstances that 
were completely beyond its control.

With the end of covid and travel 
restrictions removed, passenger 
numbers have begun to recover, as 
have revenues. The government is 
now intent on significantly reducing 
the cost of running the railways. 
The trigger for this new government 
agenda is a fundamental change 
in the way the railways are funded 
and run. Under the franchise model 
companies bid for the right to run 
parts of the railways. The theory 
was, once the franchise was awarded 
the government would always get its 
money. The private rail companies 
took the risk, subsidies would be 
reduced to nothing and the private 
rail companies would invest to create 
an efficient rail system. It never really 
happened. 

In fact, the reality is the rail system 
was never fully privatised. All the 
infrastructure remained in state 
hands. The only component that 
could be said to be fully privatised 
were the rollingstock companies. 
For the most part the railways 

were run as a rentier system. All 
the major investment decisions 
and strategy were undertaken by 
government. This system has now 
collapsed and has been replaced by 
management contracts. Essentially 
all the pre-existing Toc’s instead of 
bidding for franchises have been 
awarded management contracts by 
the Department of Transport. These 
contracts set out the conditions and 
responsibilities of the rail operators. 
But it also means that any reduction 
in revenues or increase in costs is 
passed directly to the government, 
and ultimately, the tax payer. It also 
ensures the private rail operators 
guaranteed profits.

This is largely the background to the 
strike. The so-called modernisation 
agenda is nothing of the sort. They 
are, as I stated earlier, a hollowing 
out of our rail industry. The current 
proposals are for thousands of job 
losses on top of the unprecedented 
number of job vacancies. Much of 
the rail network has had a recruitment 
ban for several years. On London 
Overground a recruitment ban has 
been in place for nearly four years. 
The complete closure of all national 
rail booking offices, with staff either 
being made redundant or redeployed. 
The employers have made it clear that 
all collective bargaining agreements 
will be torn up preventing the union 
and its members from negotiating on 
items such as rosters, pay, working 
hours and work life balance. They 
will rip up agreed working practices, 
placing Sunday automatically 
within the working week with no 
compensation. 

Accompanying this will be the 
introduction of monitoring apps 
and digital technology with all staff 
becoming multi-functional across all 
grades and across multiple sites. Staff 
will no longer have a place of work. 
The app will inform you of your 
duties and at which site to attend. 
Essentially all staff will become 
casual workers. Casualisation is 
already rampant within the rail 
industry. Most cleaners are no longer 
employed by the rail companies but 
are instead under contract to major 
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outsourcing companies. On London Overground in London, some 50 to 75% of the staff you see at any station are almost 
certainly agency workers, most on zero hours contracts.

Even within the management grades there are advanced plans to use AI and digital technologies to strip out admin, 
management and support roles.

Network Rail plan some 400 million of cash savings, so far, they have identified 270 million with a further 130 million to 
come from signals and rail controllers, all safety critical functions.

In the maintenance section alone, they want 100 million of savings with the intention of moving towards a risk-based 
maintenance regime rather than the much safer planned preventative regime currently in operation. This means instead of 
seeking out faults and issues and correcting them before they become a serious issue and interfere with the rail service. A 
risk-based system is take a risk or wait until it breaks and only then intervene. This process is designed to reduce the planned 
maintenance by 50%. Just in maintenance this could see the removal of some 2000 current vacancies and a further 2,500 
skilled engineers.

These engineers will then be replaced by only 1050 assistant technician roles on much lower pay and considerably 
reduced terms and conditions. In fact the wages may be as low as £21,000 and they will have to provide their own transport.

These rail strikes are not solely about pay. Mick Lynch, RMT General Secretary, has said on many occasions that pay is 
at the bottom of the issues that are to be discussed. At the top are the ability of workers in any industry to have a say in the 
industry they work in. The right to a work life balance and a job that is not constantly under threat, together with a decent 
wage and benefits.

Enough is Enough: a campaign to fight the cost of living crisis.
1. A Real Pay Rise
A significant rise in the national 

minimum wage and a path to £15 an 
hour, a real public sector pay rise, and 
an inflation busting-rise in pensions and 
benefits.

After decades of stagnation and real 
terms pay cuts, it’s time for a real pay 
rise.

That means rewarding the people who 
actually run this country, not the fat cats. 
We need public sector pay to increase in 
line with inflation and a pathway to a £15 
p/h minimum wage.

It’s not just about those in work, either. 
There needs to be the same increase in 
pensions and benefits to ensure those 
who need support aren’t left behind.

Dodgy bosses shouldn’t be allowed to 
run rampant whilst employees feel the 
squeeze. We need to rebuild workers’ 
rights by restoring the right to effectively 
strike and banning zero-hours contracts 
and exploitative practices.

2. Slash Energy Bills
Cancel the October price hike and 

return to the significantly lower pre-
April energy price cap

Energy bills are rocketing while fossil 
fuel giants make record profits. It’s set 
to get worse, with the energy price cap 
expected to soar to nearly £4,000 this 
winter. This increase will drag people 
under the poverty line, causing many to 
choose between heating and eating.

The government must face up to the 
reality that millions of people cannot 
take this price hike.

As an immediate measure, the October 
price hike should be cancelled and the 

significantly lower pre-April price cap 
restored, at £1,277 per year.

But that’s just the start: to address 
this long-term, energy companies must 
be brought into public ownership, with 
public investment in renewable energy 
to break the power of the oil giants.

3. End Food Poverty
Enshrine the Right to Food in law 

and put this into practice by introducing 
universal free school meals, community 
kitchens, and reinstating the £20-a-week 
Universal Credit uplift.

Queues outside food banks and kids 
going hungry is a national disgrace. It’s 
time to put an end to that, once and for 
all.

Food is a basic right and that needs 
to be put into practice, introducing 
universal free school meals, community 
kitchens, and reinstating the £20-a-week 
Universal Credit uplift.

No government can be allowed to 
dodge this duty, with a new independent 
regulatory body created that will hold the 
government to account with oversight 
and endorsement powers.

4. Decent Homes for All
Cap rents, build 100,000+ council 

homes a year, insulate homes and 
introduce a charter for renters’ rights.

The housing market is rigged, making 
fortunes for property developers and 
greedy landlords while ripping-off 
millions, whether it’s through sky-
high rents, abysmal quality or lack of 
availability.

Everyone should be guaranteed decent 
housing: capping rents and building 

100,000+ public and council houses a 
year, improving quality by insulating 
homes and introducing a charter for 
renters’ rights and ensuring standards, 
especially in Housing Association 
facilities.

To ensure a decent supply of public 
housing and scrap right-to-buy. And 
as interest rates rise, no return to 
foreclosures: cap mortgage repayments 
for at-risk homeowners.

Limit the number of holiday homes in 
any area, limit AirBnBs and ensure they 
are taxed properly.

5. Tax the Rich
Make the rich pay their fair share by 

raising taxes on the wealthiest and the 
profits of big businesses. Crack down on 
tax avoidance and evasion.

Big business and the super-rich have 
never had it so good. Britain has a record 
number of billionaires and multinational 
corporations are making record profits. 
It’s time we finally made them pay their 
fair share.

This can be done by introducing a 
wealth tax, raising taxes on corporate 
profits and on the top 5% of earners, 
closing tax dodging loopholes and 
abolishing non-dom status, increasing 
capital gains tax, and introducing new 
taxes on speculation.

And alongside that, we should be 
cutting the tax burden on working 
people, starting by reversing the recent 
hike to National Insurance.

https://wesayenough.co.uk/
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LABOUR AND HOUSING – Part 9.

The Struggle for Publicly-Owned Land
By Eamon Dyas

[In the Seventies Labour 
endeavoured to stop  profits 
from property speculation and 
development exceeding profits 
from industry.]

The previous part of this 
exploration into the history of 
the relationship between private 
landowning and public need 
ended with an explanation of the 
difficulties experienced by the 
1964 Labour Government. Labour 
had been out of government 
since 1951 and the intervening 
Conservative Governments had 
revoked the betterment levy that 
Labour had originally introduced 
as part of its 1947 Town and 
Country Planning Act. The 
Conservatives had retained aspects 
of Labour’s original legislation (in 
the area of planning) as well as 
continuing a more limited version 
of the principle of local authority 
compulsory purchasing powers – 
something that remained critical 
to post-war reconstruction. Yet, 
despite there being something of 
a consensus in these areas by the 
time that Labour was returned to 
power in 1964, it was the idea of a 
tax on incremental land values that 
remained a bridge too far for the 
Tories.

Labour gained power in the 1964 
General Election with a majority of 
four (later reduced to three). Under 
such circumstances the prospect of 
Labour getting any legislation of 
a contentious nature through the 
parliamentary process unscathed 
was always going to be difficult. 
This proved to be the case with 
Jim Callaghan’s Capital Gains 
Tax which he introduced as part 
of his first Finance Bill (budget) 
in April 1965. That particular tax 
proposal was subjected to around 
250 (mostly Tory) amendments 
during its progress through the 
parliamentary process. The 
result of all the exclusions and 

exceptions forced upon it by these 
amendments transformed the 
Bill from what otherwise might 
have been an effective wealth-
distributive Act of Parliament into 
something far less effective. Such 
amendments also ensured that the 
operation of the tax was made 
highly complex and difficult to 
implement efficiently. Yet, despite 
its limitations the Capital Gains 
and Corporation Tax brought 
income from shares and bonds 
within the taxation structure for 
the first time.

On 22 September 1965, in the 
aftermath of this experience, the 
Wilson Government published a 
White Paper laying out its intention 
to establish a Land Commission 
as well as the reinstatement of a 
“betterment tax” along similar 
lines to that contained in the 1947 
Act. A Bill - the Land Commission 
Bill – designed to give effect to 
the White Paper was introduced 
to Parliament in December 1965. 
However, for reasons explained 
presently, the main features of this 
Bill only became operational on 6 
April 1967.

The Act was meant to meet two 
Government objectives. Firstly, 
to ensure that the right land was 
available at the right time for 
the implementation of national, 
regional, and local plans; and 
secondly, that a substantial part 
of the development value created 
by the community (through 
planning permissions associated 
with such plans) was returned to 
the community in ways that not 
only brought revenue to the public 
purse but also helped to restrain 
the growing cost of land.

The mechanism by which these 
objectives were to be realised also 
consisted of two components. 
The Bill proposed to provide the 
Land Commission with powers 
to compulsorily procure land at 

its existing use value. In other 
words, if it was farmland it would 
be procured at farmland prices 
and not at the price it would be 
anticipated to command because 
that land had been earmarked for 
development as part of a local 
development plan. Acquiring 
land in this fashion was justified 
if it was deemed necessary for 
development in the public interest 
irrespective of the wishes of 
the relevant landowner. At this 
stage it should be said that this 
represented a significant feature 
of the 1967 Land Commission 
that made it distinct from the 
Central Land Board that had been 
established under the previous 
1947 Town and Country Planning 
Act (and subsequently abolished 
by the Conservatives in 1959). 
The compulsory purchase powers 
invested in the Central Land 
Board under the 1947 Act only 
applied to land which a landowner 
had put up for sale. Those powers 
could not be exercised in the event 
of a landowner not offering his 
or her land for sale. The Land 
Commission established under 
the 1967 Act provided it with 
the authority to compulsorily 
purchase land that a landholder 
had no intention of selling, and 
this represented a more significant 
erosion of the traditional rights 
of the landowner than had ever 
previously been the case.

Then, having procured land 
by whatever means, the Land 
Commission was obliged to sell 
such land either to local councils 
or to those, including private 
developers, who could show 
that their intended use of that 
land was consistent with local 
or regional development plans 
or served a recognisable public 
need. The Land Commission was 
also expected to compile a land 
bank for land without immediate 
development prospect but which 
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was nonetheless in areas where local 
or regional development plans might 
require it at some point in the future.

The other component of the 
1967 Act was the introduction of 
a “betterment tax”. This was a tax 
that sought to address an issue that 
extended back to the Liberal Party’s 
1909 Budget and was similar to the 
one the Labour Government had 
introduced as part of the Town and 
Country Act of 1947. The “betterment 
tax” was a tax designed to ensure 
that a proportion of the enhancement 
in land values created through the 
evolution of the local economy,  
or planning authority decisions, 
is returned to the community. In 
this case the community meant the 
treasury – a feature, it must be said, 
that did not endear the proposal to 
many local authorities at the time.

Labour’s second attempt to 
bring land under public control – 
the 1967 Land Commission Act

Although the White Paper 
containing these proposals was 
published in late September 1965 
its terms didn’t actually become 
operational as an Act of Parliament 
until 6 April 1967. The reason for this 
delay was partly because its highly 
contentious nature made it difficult for 
the small Labour majority to ensure 
a relatively unscathed transition 
through the parliamentary process. 
That wafer-thin majority resulting 
from the 1964 General Election, 
combined with the experience of 
the earlier transition of the Capital 
Gains Tax Bill through Parliament, 
ensured that the Government was 
cautious in the way it went about the 
conversion of the White Paper into 
an Act of Parliament. Furthermore, 
a growing concern within the armed 
forces about Labour’s apparent 
lack of commitment to sustaining 
a “world class” armed forces 
subsequently became the main 
focus of the Government’s attention. 
Those concerns came to a head on 11 
February 1966 with the Government’s 
Defence White Paper. The White 
Paper proposed cuts in the aircraft-
carrier programme and signalled a 
potential shift from a defence policy 
built around the reach of the aircraft-
carrier to one where the emphasis 
was on ground-based aircraft. This 

possibility had created consternation 
within the Conservative Party but 
it also provoked opposition from 
within the Labour Government. On 
15 March 1966, just over a month 
after the publication of the Defence 
White Paper, the First Lord of the 
Admiralty, Sir David Luce, resigned 
alongside the Navy Minister, 
Christopher Mayhew. Anticipating 
these resignations amid continuing 
difficulties within the Government, 
on 28 February, Wilson had declared 
a General Election for 31 March 
1966. He was gambling on such an 
election returning a healthier Labour 
majority to enable him to pursue 
his programme of government 
including the promotion of the Land 
Commission Bill.

Wilson’s tactic paid off and Labour 
went on to win the 1966 General 
Election with a strong majority 
of 98. Nonetheless, it wasn’t until 
December 1966 that the terms of the 
original White Paper of September 
1965 came to be introduced to 
Parliament as a Parliamentary Bill. 
Thanks to Labour’s strong majority 
the Bill passed the parliamentary 
process relatively unscathed. The Act 
was originally scheduled to become 
operational on 1 March but this was 
delayed until 6 April 1967.

Prior to it becoming operational 
the implications of the betterment 
levy for those who had already 
fallen foul of the earlier Capital 
Gains and Corporation Tax needed 
to be clarified. Essentially, from 
the point at which the betterment 
levy was triggered as part of the 
Land Commission Act, those who 
were subject to Capital Gains or 
Corporation Tax (30% and 35% 
respectively) on the same transaction 
would not be charged twice. In 
the case of land transactions, the 
betterment levy of 40%, being the 
higher, would take precedence to the 
exclusion of the earlier tax.

As was to be expected this assault 
on their interests provoked the 
mobilisation of the landowning 
lobby and on 30 March 1967 on 
the eve of the date that the Act 
was originally meant to become 
operational, the National Federation 
of Property Owners decided at their 
annual conference at Torquay to 
finance national campaigns against 

the Land Commission proposals. The 
Federation’s president, Lord Meston, 
was quoted as saying:

“We intend to act as a watchdog 
for all property owners, including 
home owners as well as property 
companies and property investors. I 
urge you to regard it [a fighting fund] 
as an insurance against those who 
seek to undermine private ownership 
in Britain.” (Property Owners to Set 
Up Fighting Fund: Battle Against 
Land Commission. The Times, 31 
March 1967, p.21).

A resolution calling for the repeal of 
the Act was passed by the conference. 
It had been moved by Bernard 
Vinson, of the Property Owners 
Protection Association. However, 
he made it clear that the purpose of 
their mobilisation went further than 
the repeal of the Act. He highlighted 
the claim that their response to 
the Act opened up a front line that 
involved the entire issue of public 
control of nationalised industries as 
well as councils and the waste he 
claimed went with such control. In 
the case of W. J. Boyd, secretary of 
the National Federation of Property 
Owners and Factors of Scotland, the 
issue of controlled rents was also part 
of the new front line. He called for 
the Government to do something to 
alleviate the predicament of those 
landlords of properties subject to 
controlled rent.

“it was verging on the criminal 
that the Government would not 
alleviate the position of the owners of 
controlled houses. Nothing had been 
done for 10 years.

“Scotland had a rent structure 
with from a half to two-thirds of the 
privately let dwelling houses based 
on 1914 rents. Since 1914 there had 
been only two general increases of 
rent allowed by Act of Parliament – 
40% in 1920 and 25% in 1957.” (ibid.)

However, none of this was in 
prospect unless the Tories could 
once again regain control of the 
Government. In the meantime, 
the Labour Government, having 
provided it with legal authority, 
began the work of allocating 
the Land Commission with the 
resources to go about its business. 
A headquarters was established for 
the Land Commission at Newcastle 
upon Tyne with 1,000 civil servants 
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at its disposal and work had begun 
on the establishment of a network of 
regional offices. 

All this was done in the face of 
determined Conservative Party 
opposition. From the early days 
of the 1965 White Paper when the 
concept of the Land Commission 
was mooted the Conservatives had 
expressed vehement hostility to 
the idea. That hostility continued 
through the entire history of the 
legislative process and during the 
parliamentary debates on the 1967 
Bill the Tories gave warning that they 
would abolish the Land Commission 
at the earliest opportunity. That 
opportunity offered itself in the 1970 
General Election and unsurprisingly 
the Conservative Party manifesto for 
that election contained the following 
commitment:

“Labour’s betterment levy had 
increased bureaucracy and put up 
the price of land and houses. We will 
do away with it and collect any tax 
due on the sale of land through the 
capital gains tax, with exemptions for 
owner-occupiers.” (as quoted in The 
Times of 27 May 1970, p.8).

The Conservatives duly won the 
1970 General Election under Edward 
Heath with a comfortable majority of 
30 and from that point onwards the 
Land Commission and all it stood for 
was doomed.

Tories thwart Labour’s plans a 
second time

The Conservative victory in June 
1970 represented the end of Labour’s 
second major attempt to bring land 
under public control. Within a month 
of the new government coming to 
power Peter Walker, the Minister 
of Housing and Local Government, 
announced that plans were already 
advanced on the drafting of a Bill for 
the abolition of the Land Commission 
and he hoped that the Bill would 
be introduced to Parliament after 
the summer recess with a view to 
it becoming law before Christmas. 
However, in the meantime the 
Government had decided not to 
wait on the legislation and instead 
immediately ceased to collect the 
betterment levy associated with land 
transactions from midnight on 22 
July 1970 and suspend the work of 

the Land Commission. This was an 
unusual parliamentary move to say 
the least. Normally, when it comes 
to inheriting an administrative 
machinery associated with a previous 
piece of legislation an incoming 
government waits until it gets the 
formal authority of Parliament for 
its dissolution or interference with 
the workings of that machinery. 
Yet here the Tories displayed an 
unseemly haste in effectively 
abolishing the work of the Land 
Commission before such action had a 
parliamentary endorsement through 
some neutralising legislation. 

The Tories justified their attack on 
the Land Commission by claiming 
that it had been ineffective, that it 
had only acquired 2,800 acres of 
land during its existence and had 
only released 380 acres of that land 
for development. They also claimed 
that the Commission had caused an 
increase in land values. For their part 
the Labour Party defended the work 
of the Commission during the second 
reading of the Government’s Land 

Commission (Dissolution) Bill. 
Denis Howell, Labour MP (for 
Birmingham Small Heath) had this 
to say during that debate:

“Many times today we have 
had harsh judgments about the 
Commission from hon. Gentlemen 
opposite, who expected it in three 
years to solve every problem in 
respect of land that has bedevilled 
this country for the last 300 years. We 
have returned time and again over 
the years, as have our predecessors, 
to the problem of land speculation at 
the expense of the community and to 
shortages of land. Hon. Gentlemen 
have judged the Commission on 
what it was able to do in three years. 
But what can we expect any piece of 
machinery to achieve in one three-
year period?

“Just think what had to happen. 
First, the Commission had to be 
created, and it had to recruit staff. It 
had to develop a philosophy. It had to 
survey land throughout the country, 
and decide where land was needed. It 
had to hold endless discussions with 
local authorities in the conurbations 
and outside them. Proposals had to 
be produced, and the Commission 
had to run the gauntlet of public 
inquiries. It had to wait months - that 

point is against us as well as hon. 
Gentlemen opposite - for Ministerial 
decisions on those public inquiries.

“In the light of all that, the time scale 
of three years is almost insignificant, 
and it is a nonsense to judge the 
Commission in a three-year life, 
as hon. Gentlemen opposite have 
done.” (Hansard, Second Reading of 
the Land Commission (Dissolution) 
Bill, 16 December 1970).

Despite the opportunity that the 
debate on the Bill gave Labour 
members to confront the Conservative 
Government’s spurious arguments in 
support of its dissolution the Land 
Commission was formally legislated 
out of existence with the coming 
into law of the Land Commission 
(Dissolution) Act on 1 May 1971. 

But before that happened both 
John Silkin and Frank Allaun gave 
specific promises that, at the earliest 
opportunity, the Labour Party was 
determined to revisit this issue and 
once again face the challenge that the 
Land Commission had been set up to 
confront. During the Second Reading 
of the Dissolution Bill, Frank Allaun 
laid out the options open to Labour 
when it next returned to power:

“The Labour Party stands by its 
principle on this issue. As a national 
executive member of the party I can 
say that we shall consider in the next 
few weeks and months what to put 
in place of the Land Commission 
because we are not prepared or 
content to let the situation continue 
as it is without any control or public 
ownership.

“There are several alternatives. 
We might well decide to return to 
the proposals made by Lord Silkin. 
There is much to be said for them. 
We certainly ought to give the local 
authorities greater power to acquire 
land - or perhaps we ought to have 
straight nationalisation of the land; it 
is not for me to say. But these things 
will be discussed. I assure hon. 
Members opposite that if they think 
this is the end of the battle, they are 
very much mistaken.” (Ibid).

The earliest opportunity that the 
Labour Party had to revisit this issue 
was after it was returned to power 
following the General Election of 
February 1974. However, they had 
failed to secure an overall majority 
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in that election and could only 
govern on the basis of the support 
of the Ulster Unionists. In such 
circumstances it was not possible to 
initiate any significant legislation. 
Harold Wilson subsequently called 
another General Election for October 
1974. 

Labour’s Community Land Act 
of 1975 and the 1976 Development 
Land Tax

Nonetheless, in September 1974, a 
month prior to that General Election, 
the minority Labour Government 
produced a White Paper that showed 
it was still serious about attempting 
to address the land issue that had 
continued to occupy it since the 1947 
Town and Country Planning Act. 
Being a minority government, Labour 
at this time was under no illusion that 
it could convert the White Paper into 
legislation. Therefore, the timing of 
the publication of the White Paper 
could only have been designed to 
ensure that if it was returned to power 
after the October 1974 General 
Election it could claim the mandate 
of the electorate for any subsequent 
legislation along such lines.

Unfortunately, the outcome of the 
second 1974 General Election found 
the party in a similar position to that 
of the General Election in October 
1964: an overall majority of a mere 
three seats. Having revealed its intent 
with the White Paper in September 
1974, in defiance of its small 
majority, the Government decided 
to push forward with a legislative 
programme based on the objective of 
bringing land into the realm of public 
ownership.

This was to be done with the 
Community Land Bill which was 
presented to Parliament on 12 March 
1975. The Bill 

stipulated that it would:
“enable local authorities and certain 

other authorities to acquire, manage 
and deal with land suitable for 
development, and to make provision 
for and in connection with the public 
ownership of land; to amend planning 
laws and the rules of assessing 
the value of land for compulsory 
acquisition and other cases where 
compensation is payable; to make 
provision concerning unoccupied 

office premises; and to establish a 
Land Authority for Wales” (Bill 108).

But, just like all the similar 
attempts to deal with the land issue 
from the 1947 effort onwards, 
there was the associated issue of 
the role such legislation would 
play in removing land as an area 
for speculative investment. The 
importance of tackling the blight 
of land speculation was a regular 
theme from the Labour side in the 
debates on Labour’s proposals. 
Anthony Crosland, the Minister of 
State for the Environment, had the 
responsibility for chaperoning the 
1975 Community Land Bill through 
Parliament. He viewed the Bill as the 
means of striking “more directly than 
any other piece of legislation at the 
distribution of wealth and power”. 
While viewing it as a way of helping 
people in terms of housing, he also 
viewed it as an important weapon in 
the war on land speculation. Insofar 
as Labour’s proposals were relevant 
to the wider issues of the British 
economy he saw it in the context 
where “The profits from property 
speculation and development are 
believed to exceed by far those from 
such industries as shipbuilding and 
aircraft.” (See: The Times, ‘Bill seeks 
to Stamp Out Speculation’, by John 
Groser, Political Staff, 21 March 
1975, p.1).

However, Crosland announced 
that the Community Land Bill was 
only one part of a two-pronged 
approach. He also announced that 
he intended to “put this Bill and a 
separate Development Land Tax Bill 
on the statute book before the end of 
the year, so that the new laws can be 
implemented early next year.” (ibid).

As the Department of the 
Environment said with regards to 
the Community Land Bill, “Public 
ownership of development land 
puts control of our scarcest resource 
in the hands of the community and 
enables it thereby to take an overall 
perspective”. Alongside that the 
Development Land Tax was designed 
to ensure that the bulk of the increases 
in land values generated as a result of 
the granting of planning permission 
went to the community instead of the 
speculators and financial institutions. 
Unlike the 100% required under 
the 1947 Act and the 40% under 

the 1967 Act, this time round the 
legislation only demanded 80% of 
such increases.

The effect of these two pieces 
of legislation initiated by the 
Labour Government provided local 
authorities with the power to procure 
derelict, agricultural and other land 
not previously zoned for residential 
or commercial development. Having 
procured that land at the price dictated 
by its existing land-use value the 
local authority was then free to use 
such land for the construction of local 
authority housing, administrative 
buildings, amenity or recreational 
use or sell it to a developer willing 
to use it for housebuilding or 
other purposes that were deemed 
to serve the community’s needs. 
This provided local councils with a 
significant advantage over the private 
developer who might procure such 
land in the hope of it being re-zoned 
as residential or commercial land at 
some point in the future. And even if a 
private developer, having succeeded 
in the gamble of purchasing derelict 
or agricultural land on the basis of 
it being subsequently re-zoned for 
residential or commercial use that 
private developer was then subject 
to the Development Land Tax. Under 
the terms of that tax the developer 
would then be liable to a payment 
of up to 80% of the value by which 
that land had increased as a result 
of the re-zoning – a tax from which 
the local authority, should it wish to 
acquire similar land, was exempt. 

In effect, what the Labour 
Government was attempting to 
do with its Development Land 
Tax in 1976 was similar to what 
was attempted by the Labour 
Government with the betterment 
levy component of its 1947 Town and 
Country Planning Act and the same 
component in the Land Commission 
Act of 1967. Underlying all these 
efforts was the intent not only 
to assist local authorities in the 
implementation of their development 
plans – an important part of which 
was to improve the supply of social 
housing – but also an awareness that 
such efforts would have the effect of 
dis-incentivising the flow of finance 
investment in property and land in 
ways that might encourage it to flow 
towards manufacturing and industry 
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as an alternative.
As was the case in 1947, there 

was also a concern for the effect 
of the investment policies of the 
financial institutions seeking out 
the higher returns in the land and 
property sectors. While profits were 
still to be made in manufacturing 
the rates could not compete with 
what was on offer in the land and 
property sectors. Likewise, the 
land and property sectors were not 
as reliant on underpinning capital 
investment in the same way as 
manufacturing. The purchase of a 
plot of land was a straightforward 
affair. That land, once procured, 
required no significant further 
investment other than time and 
circumstance to increase in value. 
It could be left until the evolution 
of the surrounding economy or 
planning permission inflated 
its price without any additional 
financial investment. Such was 
not the case with manufacturing 
where plant and machinery required 
regular updating investment for a 
manufacturing business to remain 
competitive. 

With such potential investment 
increasingly diverted to the 
non-productive land sector, a 
manufacturing sector starved of such 
investment became increasingly 
uncompetitive and consequently was 
condemned to a downward spiral 
where it became an increasingly less 
attractive prospect for investors. In 
1973 an investigation by Counter 
Investigation Services (CIS) into 
the social responsibility of financial 
institutions concluded that their 
investment in land and property 
ownership amounted “to an 
enormous diversion of productive 
capital into the hands of property 
owners, many already incredibly 
rich” (CIS, 1973, p.9, quoted in 
Capital and Landownership, p. 
171). Thus, by the time of the 
Community Land Act and the 
Development Land Tax became 
operational in 1976 the situation 
had to a large extent reached a point 
where an uncompetitive British 
manufacturing sector had been 
placed permanently on the back 
foot.

The role of land in Labour’s 
attempt to bring about social 
change. 

Aside from their relevance to the 
attempt at solving problems relating 
to housing and community interests, 
with hindsight it is possible to 
see the twin efforts of the 1975 
Community Land Act and the 1976 
Development Land Tax as Labour’s 
last attempts to shift the growing 
evolution of the British economy 
away from a reliance on speculative 
land financing and servicing and 
towards the more productive parts of 
the economy. And central to any of 
these issues of housing, community 
interests and the needs of the wider 
economy was the recognition that 
there must be some Government 
control over the free operation of 
the market. This understanding was 
integral to all Labour efforts to deal 
with the land issue from the 1947 
Town and Country Planning Act to 
the 1975 Community Land Act (in 
tandem with the 1976 Development 
Land Tax).

An understanding of this 
relationship of Government to the 
market was the basis for the support 
of the Labour M.P., Kevin McNamara 
for the Community Land Bill. On 29 
April 1975, during the second reading 
of that bill, he explained his reasons 
in the following terms:

“Conservative Members are 
talking about the free operation of 
the market forces - the power of the 
market place. That is all. Opposition 
Members have no conception of the 
value that is put on land by planning 
and other decisions, taken at council 
meetings. Why should a higher value 
suddenly be put on a piece of property 
just because planning permission 
has been given? What land owner 
has done anything to improve that 
situation? None. The value of land, 
including derelict land, factories 
and warehouses, rose dramatically 
under the previous Conservative 
administration. Rents increased and 
homelessness rose. This is the free 
operation of market forces. Financial 
immorality was rife. No, they did not 
break the law; they just used it to 
exploit vulnerable people in difficult 
situations - free operation of the 
market forces.

“The people who suffered most 
were the small business men and 
shopkeepers – the Federation 
of the Self-Employed [who had 
expressed opposition to the Bill - 
ED]  They  seem to have forgotten 
what was happening when their 
leases were due to be renewed and 
they were unable to renew them 
at reasonable prices because of 
the property speculators under the 
previous Conservative Government 
who were not held in control. Who 
were the others who suffered?

“They were the homebuyers, the 
slum tenants and the local authorities, 
which could not compete for city 
centre sites and developments. The 
Tories talk about the poor builder. 
The builder needing a land bank 
found that it cost many times more to 
service his land bank, and so house 
prices rose again. Conservative 
Members have the temerity and the 
cheek to talk about home prices and 
how they are helping the owner-
occupier. All this for free operation 
of the market forces. I could never 
understand why a planning decision, 
overnight, increased almost a 
thousandfold the value of a green 
field with a few cows in it.

“In my maiden speech [delivered on 
23 February 1966 – ED], . . . I spoke 
about Orchard Park Estate, in my 
constituency. “When Hull Corporation 
first negotiated to buy the land, it 
was to cost approximately £70,000. 
When right hon. and hon. Members 
opposite were in Government and, 
eventually, gave the corporation 
permission to buy, the 1959 Act had 
been passed [the 1959 Town and 
Country Planning Act which ensured 
that local authorities would in future 
have to pay the market price for any 
land procured under their compulsory 
powers – ED] and the land cost not 
£70,000 but £500,000.” That was 
10 years ago. Let me take another 
case in the constituency of my hon. 
Friend the Member for Kingston 
upon Hull, East (Mr. Prescott) – “the 
Bransholme Estate Scandal”. There 
are 13 landowners, owning 489 
acres, which had the valuation of 
£380,000 put on the land by the local 
authority. The price being demanded 
by the landowners was over £8 
million. This land was four miles 
from the city centre and was mainly 
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agricultural. It was the free play of 
the market forces. Conservative 
Members say that there is no need 
for this legislation, and that the Bill 
is irrelevant. The Bill is very relevant 
to the people who live in the slums 
of our cities. Let us remember the 
words of the hon. Gentleman, that 
all that these 13 landowners were 
looking for was “the market price”. 
They had done damn-all for it. They 
had not laid a sewer or built a road, 
they had not even voted in the local 
government elections for the council.

“This will be the third occasion on 
which a Labour Government have 
sought to deal with the problem. 
The first was under Mr. Attlee and 
the second concerned the Land 
Commission. I recorded my first vote 
in this House on Second Reading of 
the Land Commission Bill. Now we 
have this Bill. The first two measures 
failed because, apart from sabotage 
by the professions dealing with land, 
they were over-centralised and 
bureaucratic. People living locally 
could see little direct relevance to 
them in the cumbersome machinery 
that existed. Despite that, when the 
Land Commission was operating 
at the end of the then Labour 
Government’s period in office, the 
price of land had stabilised and 
fallen as a result of its operations.” 
(Hansard, House of Commons 
Debates, Community Land Bill, 29 
April 1975).

Conservative Party thinking at 
this time continued to hold within it 
an element which appreciated that 
the market, left to its own devices, 
could not always be relied upon 
to deliver solutions that were in 
the community’s interests. In fact, 
several Tories gave guarded support 
for the object of the 1975 Community 
Land Act but argued that it was not 
the way to go about dealing with the 
land issue. And even The Times in an 
editorial of 21 March 1975 expressed 
sympathy with the objects of the Bill 
but criticised it on the basis that it 
was “Unworkable” – the title of the 
editorial in question. 

But by the time of the 1975 
Community Land Bill those 
elements within the Conservative 
Party had begun to lose the standing 
within the party that they previously 
held. Margaret Thatcher was elected 

leader of the opposition on 11 
February 1975 and brought to that 
role an economic outlook which 
was to increasingly marginalise that 
element in the party. So, when the 
Conservatives won the 1979 General 
Election she ensured that the repeal 
of the Community Land Act was 
among the first measure undertaken 
by her administration.  

As things turned out the 1975/76 
efforts of the Labour Government to 
deal with the land issue was the last 
such effort. Academic attempts to 
comprehend the significance of that 
final effort have tended to concentrate 
on the economic implications of what 
it represented rather than its political 
implications. This is a recent example 
of such thinking:

“With the benefit of hindsight, it 
is clear that the two-part 1975/76 
Labour land policy initiative was 
more significant for the underlying 
political-economic dynamics to 
which it represented a response 
than for any substantive impact it 
might have had. Change was in 
the air in terms of not only public, 
but private landownership trends. 
A new type of landownership 
was becoming increasingly 
prevalent. This is what Massey and 
Catalano, in their epic 1978 study 
of capitalism and land in Britain, 
called ‘financial landownership’. A 
form of landownership practiced by 
insurance companies, pension funds, 
property companies, and banks, the 
predominant interest of financial 
landownership was typically in the 
value of land as a capital asset more 
than ‘in the immediate potential for 
production or current rent levels.’ 
This was what David Harvey would 
subsequently theorise as the treatment 
of land as a pure financial asset 
(Chapter 1), and in its purest possible 
form. Financial landownership 
entailed, at heart, speculation – that 
the value of the land would go up 
rather than down; and in particular, it 
entailed speculation tied to potential 
development gains.”

(The New Enclosure: The 
Appropriation of Public Land 
in Neoliberal Britain, by Brett 
Christophers. Published by Verso, 
2018, pp.112-113).

While what is said here is 
undoubtedly true it fails to recognise 

the political significance of the 
1975/76 effort and it certainly does 
not provide an adequate basis for 
drawing conclusion about what the 
“substantive impact” of that effort 
might have been under different 
political conditions. The potential 
“substantive impact” that the 
1975/76 measure might have had 
cannot be assessed on the basis of 
their impact over the period of a 
single-term Government. Change 
along the lines required by these 
measures would have taken longer 
than a single-term government. As 
it was with the 1975/76 efforts so it 
was with the 1967 effort and as it was 
with the 1947 effort. In none of these 
instances was a Labour Government 
in power long enough to ensure its 
policies could make the required 
impact. 

Conversely, there was a 
Conservative Government in power 
in Britain for eighteen years from 
1979 until 1997. It was this political 
underpinning which allowed 
Conservative policies to “bed down” 
and make the “substantive impact” 
they were intended to make. Without 
that period in power it is questionable 
if there would now be such a thing 
as the “Thatcher legacy” in British 
politics. There was a subsequent 
thirteen year period (1997-2010) 
when Labour was in power, but this 
means nothing in this context as 
Labour by that time had given up on 
any serious attempt to initiate radical 
change in British society. From that 
point onwards the height of Labour 
ambitions was to tinker on the edges 
of the social and economic structure 
which earlier Tory Governments had 
created. There was an opportunity for 
Labour under Jeremy Corbyn - whose 
policies, despite the media hysteria, 
were never more radical than those 
of the party’s most successful leader, 
Harold Wilson - to challenge that 
structure. However, the political 
tendency in Labour that had, in the 
meantime, evolved to be content with 
a world of tinkering was never likely 
to share something as radical as what 
Corbyn represented and it was that 
tendency which ensured there would 
be no return to a pre-Thatcher role 
for the party.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Heat Waves, Floods and Drought
The Mixed Economy – Thatcherism’s Secret Vice
Technology: the World Not Set Free
Inheritance – Preserving Small Businesses?
Women Hated for Not Being Inferior
Snippets

China Fine for Useful Foreign Businesses
Religion and Superstition
Free Speech and Arab Winters
Korea & Turkiye.

Heat Waves, Floods and Drought
Dickens’s Mr Micawber kept a fond belief that 

‘something will turn up’, even as he slid into hopeless 
debt.  And business people mostly take a similar view 
of Climate Change, which demands lots of the taxes and 
regulations that they dislike.

But most of what turned up was worse than what the 
experts had been warning of since the 1990s.  Someone 
in their 30s in the year 2000 could hope that it would only 
get bad after their time – and if they were rich, they could 
protect their children.  And politicians had even better 
reasons for short-termism.  Promising lower taxes and 
fewer rules has been a path to power, and they’d be retired 
and rich before the disasters began.

Interestingly, the insurance industry is an exception.  
They prosper by charging customers slightly more than 
what they expect to pay out for claims.  They also have to 
keep customers, mostly good at finding the lowest prices.  
They have to be exact, and know full well that disasters 
are more common than they once were.1

The rest of them favour less tax and also fewer 
regulations for themselves – most are happy to get harsh 
about offences they aren’t likely to want to commit.  

Business people operate within a complex society that 
they did not create.  They mostly try to shirk any duty 
to help maintain it, apart from charity work they like or 
can swank about.  This has got worse as 1960s demands 
for freedom easily turned into selfishness among those 
who made business careers.  The classic hippy-to-yuppie 
transition was just the first stage.2  It’s no longer a distinct 
group: it is the New Normal in the West.

Letting their views dominate has the predictable result 
of social breakdown.  A failure of even the economic 
growth they think they are expert at.  Personal profit is 
1  https://www.nortonrosefulbright.
com/en/knowledge/publications/e48423da/
climate-change-insurance-industry-perspectives 
2  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yuppie 

just as likely to damage overall wealth as to boost it.
Believers in the libertarian dream deeply resent those 

who report its failure.  Some even threaten weather 
forecasters for daring to report that Britain’s recent 
heatwave is a global disaster: very different from the 
mostly-British event of 1976.3  That year didn’t have the 
drought and forest fires of Continental Europe, where 
Spain and Portugal have the driest climate for 1,200 
years.4

Less reported by Western media is South China’s worst 
heatwave and drought of modern times:

“Chinese authorities are attempting to induce rainfall 
in parts of central and southwest China amid a severe 
drought and record-breaking heatwave.

“The Yangtze River - Asia’s longest waterway - is now at 
record low levels. In some stretches, there has been less 
than half the usual rainfall.”5

But elsewhere, there is extreme rain and flooding.  India, 
Texas, Pakistan;6 it is the New Normal.

As well as curbing greenhouse gases, almost all parts 
of the world will need a lot more reservoirs.  Not just for 
crops, but also for river navigation.7  The Panama Canal is 
running low on water,8 and so is the Rhine.9  And of course 
they can ease flooding, as the weather swings between too 
much rain and too little.

Britain is unusually badly placed, thanks to dogmatic 
privatisation:

“Pipes, reservoirs and treatment works were once owned 
and run by local councils, but are now in the possession 
of a mind-boggling mess of interests that includes a 
Malaysian conglomerate … Norway’s state-owned bank 
and JP Morgan Asset Management. The consequences 
have been as mad as that suggests: between 1991 and 
2019, such shareholders were paid £57bn in dividends – 
nearly half what the water companies spent on maintaining 
and improving their infrastructure.”10

Too bold a policy for Starmer?

3  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/
Heatwaves-Why-1976-Means-Nothing 
4  https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/jul/04/spain-
and-portugal-suffering-driest-climate-for-1200-years-research-shows 
5  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-china-62573547 
6  https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2022/8/19/
left-with-nothing-record-floods-devastate-pakistan-province 
7  https://www.ft.com/content/94375406-fb66-4f51-bb70-
03e5ac7ec8ec (pay site)
8  https://www.thestkittsnevisobserver.com/panama-canal-grap-
ples-with-climate-change-threat-running-low-on-water/ 
9  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-62519683 
10  https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2022/aug/16/
britain-has-been-avoiding-its-biggest-problems-for-decades-now-
were-paying-the-price 
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The Mixed Economy – 
Thatcherism’s Secret Vice
I said earlier that personal profit 

is just as likely to damage overall 
wealth as to boost it.  Once, saying 
this was denounced as ‘ignorance of 
basic economics’.  But now, even the 
Daily Mail notices:

“From water shortages to soaring 
energy bills and chaos at airports, 
greedy bosses have betrayed 
Margaret Thatcher’s privatisation 
dream

“Back in the 1980s, Margaret 
Thatcher changed Britain’s economic 
landscape as she privatised swathes 
of business and public services.

“Her vision was simple: freed from 
state control, utilities would be able 
to devote themselves to investing 
in the future — and serve the public 
better.

“By the time Mrs T left office in 
1990, more than 40 formerly state-
owned UK businesses — employing 
some 600,000 people — had been 
sold to the highest bidders, with the 
total share of employees working in 
nationalised industries plunging from 
9 per cent to just 2 per cent.

“At first, standards improved 
dramatically under British Airways, 
British Telecom, British Steel and 
British Gas — to name just four 
of the companies swept up in the 
Thatcherite revolution.

“But now the reputation of our 
privatised public services is at its 
lowest ebb since the Iron Lady came 
to power — and using and paying for 
them often feels like a rip-off.”11

Hilarious; they are astonished 
that capitalists put themselves first.  
Capitalists who’d been told it was 
fine just to pursue profit.  

It also overlooks that business 
people in the 1980s had got used 
to enormous Trade Union power, 
and a general drift to state control.  
Everything was uncertain in the early 
days, so they were cautious about 
being proper capitalists.

A duty by the rich to restrain 
themselves is a human norm.  A mix 
of custom and law restrained them, 
though permitting much we’d now 

11  https://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/ar-
ticle-11093467/ALEX-BRUMMER-Greedy-
bosses-betrayed-Margaret-Thatchers-
privatisation-dream.html 

view as selfish, or even abominable.  
18th century Britain let some of the 

rules slip – but we also had intense 
protectionism for the whole period 
of our rise as ‘the workshop of the 
world’.12  Our rulers pushed Free 
Trade only when they thought Britain 
would win on a ‘level playing field’.

A dogmatic belief that public 
welfare was best served by selfish 
profit-seeking came from Adam 
Smith.  I detailed the dishonesty of 
his claims back in the year 2000.13  
The Wealth of Nations appeared in 
1776, at the same time as the USA 
was declaring itself independent 
after being offended by limits on 
its trade.  It also justified what had 
already happened in Britain, with 
the notable exception of the big 
growth in the British state and state 
spending.  Like the modern New 
Right, he explained it away as a 
needless burden.  Something which 
the marvelous vigour of Free Trade 
had fortunately overcome.

The New Right will claim most of 
the good things in human history, and 
deny that the rest is in any way linked 
to them.  But it was global commerce 
that created the abomination of race-
based slavery in the New World.  
And the USA and Imperial Germany 
also rose with protectionism.

The disasters of the 1930s 
discredited Adam Smith for several 
decades.  The preference outside of 
the Soviet bloc was for the Mixed 
Economy.  Capitalism was allowed, 
but also regulated.  State-run or non-
profit-making organisations often 
replaced it.

A hybrid system is not always 
admirable.  European fascism got as 
far as it did, because they were right-
wing anti-capitalists and quite happy 
to use state power to control both 
bosses and workers.  And after 1945, 
West Germany and Italy and Japan 
thrived by keeping the economic 
success while being centrist on social 
matters.

But the Soviet decline and collapse 
was a disaster for Moderate Socialists 
and the non-capitalist Centre-Right.  

12  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Navigation_Acts 
13  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/m-articles-by-topic/48-
economics/037-adam-smith-misleading/
adam-smith-faked-his-most-famous-claim/ 

Mostly because the Hard Left made 
the system unworkable in the 1970s, 
but resisted sensible reforms like 
Workers Control and Incomes Policy.

Yet genuine Free Markets didn’t 
work.  What you have is the Mixed 
Economy practiced as a kind of 
Secret Vice, limited to where the 
elite see it as either profitable or else 
unavoidable.

Technology:  
the World Not Set Free
Despite his divorce, Bill Gates 

is the nearest to a good man that 
the New Right can offer.  But also 
committed to elite control as a 
software pioneer, though he has done 
more of the Old Right benevolent 
gift-giving than most of them.  And 
Microsoft continues in the same 
spirit, inflicting ‘exciting new 
upgrades’ on users who mostly could 
do without.

Gates easily defeated the naïve 
libertarians of early personal 
computing, because it only takes a 
few tricksters or pranksters to destroy 
trust.  Microsoft offered honesty and 
reliability for people who saw the 
new computers as useful tools rather 
than an obsessive hobby.

I find their software very useful, but 
also full of their desire that I should 
do things their way.  One point – the 
windows for Microsoft Windows.  I 
like to have several windows shown 
separately on a larger screen, but the 
system keeps reverting to stacking 
windows on top of each other.  It 
does this even when there is plenty of 
space elsewhere, and I have to keep 
moving them.

Elsewhere I have called this the 
Sinatra Principle.  ‘I’ll do it my way: 
you’ll do it my way.’  The man was 
a much worse bully than any of the 
computer pioneers.

Another irritant is their wish to push 
you into storing all of your files on 
their Cloud system, rather than your 
own machine.  For Excel – or at least 
the recent version I use – this goes 
as far as removing the once-available 
option to automatically save your 
file every few minutes.  I refuse to 
submit to clouding, but occasionally 
lose data from a system crash when 
I’d forgotten to press [Save] often 
enough.
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I can’t held noticing that a central 
business-run storage for files would 
save a lot of time for US intelligence 
agencies.  I’m also aware that any 
machine linked to the internet would 
be vulnerable: I warned of this back 
in 2000, when there was a widespread 
fantasy of the internet being beyond 
control.14  And there are other ways to 
hack devices, so if I had anything to 
hide from the CIA, I would never risk 
putting it on any electronic device.  
In real life I hope they do read it, 
including unpublished notes: it might 
encourage them to advise against 
some of their government’s current 
follies.  But that’s just me.  Central 
collection is certainly convenient, 
and a possible method of control.  
A way to sabotage whole societies 
when the USA decides that they are 
being too independent-minded.

But it goes wider than that.  
Another gripe I have is the 
bullying and unintelligent attitude 
of many automated supermarket 
self-checkouts.  The ones I meet 
constantly nag me to ‘Please Take 
Your Items’, even when there are 
other self-checkouts free.  Worse, 
I had this happen when I was 
unloading a large number of items.  
The check-out tray checks the weight 
to see you place everything and do 
not try to sneak out goods; but when 
it comes to being polite to customers, 
the software designers could not be 
bothered.

Nor are they such a good idea, 
from a human viewpoint.  The 
modern business aim is to destroy 
jobs to make more profit.  And it is 
not for better service – they adjust 
the number of people at the manual 
tills to keep queues tolerable, but still 
wasting time.

Profits matter and you don’t.  Your 
concerns count for something, but it 
is all about power.

Inheritance – Preserving 
Small Businesses?
Most socialists have been hostile 

to small for-profit businesses, though 
the Greens have promoted some.  But 
the simplistic Marxist formula of total 

14  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/about/about-2/998-from-labour-
affairs/the-french-revolution-and-its-
unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
the-web-is-always-insecure/ 

state ownership has lost popularity, 
though the Marxist expectation of 
large capitalists destroying small 
commerce remains true. 

For some purposes, and especially 
farming, small can be better.  

For doing no more than be born, 
a few people inherit privileged 
economic security, and can safely 
denounce welfare.  

They also get enormous unearned 
economic power.  Often the power to 
wreck the lives of others.

How would I like to reform it?  
How might Labour change it, if our 
leaders ever got over their habit of 
being scared of Thatcher’s legacy?

I’d limit it to three times the 
average personal wealth.  And not 
allow inheritance of ownership of a 
business unless they want to carry 
on with it.  Have an independent but 
non-profit-making Small Business 
Trust to pay the value to heirs.

If an heir wanted to carry on, 
anything more than the three-
times-average would go to a Small 
Business Trust.  The role of the Trust 
would be passive, unless there was 
actual cheating by ‘siphoning out’ 
money from the business.  But the 
inheritor would get no extra benefit if 
they later sold it on.  Only the actual 
increase in value, if any

It’s not capitalism.  It could be part 
of a New Socialism.

Women Hated for 
Not Being Inferior
One actress gets hated for being 

smart as the She-Hulk.  Another 
for being a Native American doing 
better than Arnold Schwarzenegger 
when fighting mysterious human-
hunting alien predators.  Part of 
the US culture that gets the less 
successful males hating successful 
women, rather than the men who still 
hold most of the power.

A stratum of fools who trusted 
Reagan, and now trust Trump.  And 
there are some in Britain, but nothing 
like as many.

People who accept the inferior 
position that rich white males 
impose on them.  Want to take out 
their frustration on women and non-
whites.  But though media power is 
still dominated by rich white males, 

women and non-whites are a better 
source of both profit and talent.

It was worse in the past.  I’ve 
detailed elsewhere the attitudes that 
Star Wars and even Star Trek started 
out with.15  And another case has just 
been in the news:

“The Oscars has apologised to 
Sacheen Littlefeather, a Native 
American woman booed off stage 
nearly 50 years ago.

“The activist and actress appeared 
on live TV in 1973 to refuse an Oscar 
that Marlon Brando won for The 
Godfather.

“Brando rejected the best actor 
award because of misrepresentation 
of Native Americans by the US film 
industry - and sent Littlefeather in his 
place.

“The Academy said Littlefeather 
endured ‘unwarranted and unjustified’ 
abuse following her brief speech.

“‘I never thought I’d live to see the 
day I would be hearing this,’ she told 
the Hollywood Reporter.”16

It’s also said that at the time, 
she was nearly assaulted by John 
Wayne!17  How life changes.

Snippets
China Fine for Useful Foreign 

Businesses
“Xi Jinping has a master plan for 

China. Its ultimate goal is for the 
country to be the 21st century’s 
dominant superpower, both feared 
and admired. China’s increasing 
sabre-rattling encapsulates the 
desire to be fearsome. As for 
admiration, that is to come from 
growing economic and technological 
heft. Here, Mr Xi’s plan involves 
a reshaping of Chinese private 
enterprise.

“At first blush, this exercise 
has been painful for business. 
A crackdown against successful 
internet companies has wiped as 
much as $2trn from their collective 
market capitalisation…

“Yet if you look closer the picture 
is more complex. Even as some 
15  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Star-Wars-the-Nordic-Generation 
16  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-us-canada-62557725 
17  https://variety.com/2022/film/news/
sacheen-littlefeather-john-wayne-assault-
oscars-1235345008/ 
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businesses suffer, others are thriving”18

That’s from the business section of The Economist.  I’ve 
noted before how their practical advice to business readers 
contradicts what they say elsewhere.

Heavily controlled capitalism works fine.  The Chinese 
themselves note that Western predictions on China were 
mostly wrong in past decade.19

And that’s just the current party line.  I’d say, wrong for 
every decade from the 1950s.20

*
Religion and Superstition
Religions were made by humans, to meet our needs.  And 

made among people who already believed in supernatural 
forces, and did not distinguish them from early science.  
The West gained when the theology of Thomas Aquinas 
made a useful distinction between natural and supernatural.

Christianity was not alone in unreasonable fears of 
unauthorised supernatural forces:

“Papua New Guinea fails to end ‘evil’ of sorcery-
related violence

“Brutal torture and assault of women accused of 
witchcraft go unpunished while initiatives to end crime 
make little progress.”21

Socialists and communists have been quite good at rooting 
out superstition.  Market forces no good at all.  The USA 
is still burdened by far more rubbish beliefs than Western 
Europe.

*
Free Speech and Arab Winters
I was never impressed by the Arab Spring.  And unsurprised 

that Tunisia recently voted to restore strongman rule.22

Iraq remains deadlocked between two rival factions, both 
hostile to US values.  Elsewhere, most Arabs now believe 
that Western-style democracy would work badly for them.23

Meantime the attempt to kill Salman Rushdie was 
probably only likely in the USA, with its strong tradition of 
violence by sad loners offended by life in general.

The Satanic Verses was banned by the Republic of India 
before most Westerners had heard of it.  It did insult Islam, 
with a tasteless joke about prostitutes taking the names of 
the much-respected wives of the Prophet Mohammed.  

The claim was made that Britain allowed criticism of 
religion.  This wasn’t actually true until 2008.24  Back in 
1989, Tony Benn tried to conciliate Muslims by removing 
seldom-used laws against blaspheming Christian values.  
But these had been useful for squelching Gay News: 
officially for a poem about Jesus,25 but it also counted that 
18  https://www.economist.com/business/2022/08/05/
meet-chinas-new-tycoons 
19  https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/202207/1270741.shtml 
20  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/ 
21  https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2022/8/16/
papua-new-guinea-struggles-to-end-evil-of-sorcery-related-violence 
22  https://www.theguardian.com/world/2022/jul/25/
tunisians-vote-referendum-handing-president-kais-saied 
23  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-62001426 
24  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blasphemy_law_in_the_United_
Kingdom#Individual_prosecutions,_arrests_and_failures_to_pros-
ecute 
25  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

they defended under-age sex at a time when it was still a 
matter the society was undecided on.

The entire Western attitude was never a defence of 
an abstract entity called Freedom.  It is a defence of our 
particular understanding of Freedom, which a majority in 
Britain are entitled to impose for our own country.  An ever-
changing understanding.  Liberals should not talk as if they 
were the ones who actually had a Direct Line to God.

Don’t forget that Shia Islamism emerged because the 
USA had frustrated secular radicalism in Iran back in the 
1950s.26  Another case of short-term ingenuity, but long-
term foolishness and failure.

*
Korea & Turkiye. 
South Korea offers peace if the North will give up nuclear 

weapons.  But those weapons protect them against the USA 
aiding South Korea to force unification.

I’m sure they remember what was done to Libya, after 
Gaddafi tried to be nice and give up the weapons the West 
feared.

What’s odd is that US policy-makers are surprised 
that they get mistrusted.  Likewise their media boosters.  
Worried that the only Muslim nation in NATO is helping 
keep Russia strong.27  But still scorn its wishes by calling 
it ‘Turkey’.28

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

mrgwydionmwilliams

Gay_News#History_of_Gay_News 
26  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/1953_Iranian_coup_d%27%C3%A9tat 
27  https://www.ft.com/content/caee1ae3-41c5-4c85-8d66-
a8d3eea3112d (pay site)
28  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turkey#Official_name_change 

Limericks
a Ukrainian burger called Boris
at his public school strove to learn Horace.
Now gets eaten in Kiev,
promised NATO, RAF.
Put that country in plaster of Paris.

There is a sort of lady called Liz Truss
who inadvertently misses the bus.
Her tongue creates two nations
though not yet on probation
Protests from unions is just so much fuss.

You must by now heard of Sir Kier Starmer
fixed the Labour Party with a hammer
drained it of its vital spark.
It whimpers cannot bark.
If concrete is love then he’s a charmer.

Wilson John Haire. 24th August, 2022. 
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The Anarchy of Production
By Gwydion M. Williams

Most of the Cold War was fought 
by the West in defence of the Mixed 
Economy. Many of its defenders would 
have denied that the Mixed Economy 
was even capitalism. Rather more agreed 
it was capitalism, but an improved Mixed 
Economy Capitalism.  Something that 
worked much better than the capitalism 
that caused poverty in the 19th century 
and the Great Slump of the 1930s.

It was often conceded that World 
Communism had once had a point: but 
the new system offered the same benefits 
at a far lower cost.

All of this was swept away in the 1980s 
and 1990s.  The centre-right and the 
capitalists became the heroes of history, 
with socialism an aberration.  With Free 
Markets, Deregulation and Privatisation 
as the answer to everything.

Five years back, I described the 
New Right reality as Feed-the-Rich 
Economics.1 2 I reminded everyone that 
it was the Mixed Economy that had won 
the Cold War.

And denied that the centre-right or 
the capitalists could be credited with 
freedom as we now understand it.  Till 
the 1920s, there were significant radicals 
who were non-socialists.  But socialists 
and communists were the pioneers of 
most of the later extensions of today’s 
range of freedoms.  

I pointed out that ‘the normal’ has been 
redefined many times, mostly by left-
wing protests.3

‘Freedom’ is an infinitely flexible word.  
In the 1950s, when it dominated the 
USA, male homosexuality was a criminal 
offense in most of the West.  Racism was 
widespread, and segregation entrenched 
in the US South.  Though nominally anti-
imperialist, the USA supported France’s 
defence of its dwindling colonial empire 
in Vietnam and the rest of Indochina.  
Britain and Portugal could be in NATO 
while still keeping much of their colonial 
empires.  Portugal also had a right-wing 
dictatorship that was widely described as 
fascist, though in detail there were major 
differences.  Likewise in Spain, excluded 

1  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 
2  https://labouraffairsmagazine.files.
wordpress.com/2018/06/problems-31-feed-
the-rich-economics.pdf 
3  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-
from-long-revolution-website/998-from-
labour-affairs/the-french-revolution-and-
its-unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 

from NATO but strongly supported by 
the USA.

The success of Mao’s China also 
prompted the USA to spend vast sums 
buying out landlords in Asia and giving 
peasants their own smallholdings, 
preventing possible Maoist insurrections.  
This was at a time when most people 
other than US citizens could visit China 
and see that it was a lot safer and better-
run than it had been before 1949.  I’ve 
detailed elsewhere how Mao’s China 
matched the global average for economic 
growth despite the USA hampering its 
trade and insisting that the Taiwan exiles 
were still the legal government.4  And 
that Chinese in general had longer and 
better lives than conventional or pro-
Western governments gave ordinary 
people in other poor countries, despite 
the errors of the Great Leap Forward.5

Mao’s efforts also gave the Chinese a 
solid Modernist outlook.6  This remains 
solid at a time when there is a strong 
revival of older and anti-liberal ideas in 
much of the rest of the world.7

The New Right came to power with all 
of the wrong ideas.8  In their eyes, the 
Bolshevik Revolution was a huge error.  
The pre-1914 order was an ideal that 
needed to be restored.

But this was nonsense.
Angus Maddison did a grand historic 

summary of global growth, and most 
people accept it as about as close to the 
truth as we can get.9  The World Economy: 
Historical Statistics shows that Britain’s 
success was remarkable only compared 
to societies that had stayed much the 
same from generation to generation.  It 
never managed as much as 2% growth 
per year in the 19th century, which would 
be disastrous by the standards of the 
second half of the 20th century.

It is also a fact that the Soviet Union 
and its East European satellites had solid 
economic growth in the 1950s.  After the 
4  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/ 
5  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/42-china/
china-three-bitter-years-1959-to-1961/ 
6  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/42-china/921-2/ 
7  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-west-fails-in-five-civilisations/
the-west-fails-in-five-civilisations-2/ 
8  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/past-issues/before-2018/isolated-
labour-affairs-pages-before-2015/
why-the-individual-is-a-muddled-idea/ 
9  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
The_World_Economy:_Historical_Statistics 

immense damage of World War Two, the 
Soviet Union was for a time overtaking 
the USA.  It was also winning the Space 
Race in the late 1950s and early 1960s.

Soviet failure from the late 1960s 
was not down to some inherent defect 
in socialism.  It was down to stagnation 
when Brezhnev became dominant 
among the heirs of Khrushchev.  But 
since Khrushchev had raised them, it 
seems odd he is still widely viewed as a 
hero rather than a bungler.

It is also a solid fact that after the 
New Right take-over, the West never got 
back to the fast growth and occasional 
Economic Miracles that it had in the 
1950s and 1960s.  

There were problems in the 1970s. At 
the time, some of us wanted to advance 
within the existing Mixed Economy, 
rather than the wild demand for the 
immediate overthrow of capitalism.  
Barbara Castle as a very realistic Labour 
leftist saw a sensible way forward 
with an Incomes Policy.10  Her 1969 
proposal In Place of Strife11 would have 
produced a very different future.  But 
most of the Hard Left favoured strife, 
ignoring the bald fact that the bulk of the 
working class in the West did not seek 
the immediate overthrow of capitalism.  
They wanted more rights and better 
incomes, but mostly failed to see they 
could only secure these by changing the 
rules within the existing system.

Also popular at the time was Workers 
Control.  The people now running 
Labour Affairs had a small role among 
those pushing for it at the time.12  We 
wrote a lot explaining why this was the 
only type of socialism and radicalism 
likely to work in the 1970s.13  The centre-
right at that time was demoralised, and 
Edward Heath even tried to implement 
some of these ideas. But a lot of the 
centre-left saw no need for radical 
change. Meantime the Hard Left actively 
undermined Workers Control and an 
Incomes Policy, and were very surprised 
when the result was a renewed wave of 
enthusiasm for capitalism.

Some of those who had helped 
10  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/very-old-issues-images/maga-
zines-010-to-019/magazine-019-xx/
interview-with-barbara-castle/ 
11  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
In_Place_of_Strife 
12  https://labouraffairsmagazine.files.
wordpress.com/2019/11/p2-1-the-1970s-
debate-on-workers-control.pdf 
13  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
problems-magazine-older-issues/ 
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defeat a plausible road to socialism got 
demoralised when disorder didn’t lead 
to a mass movement to overthrow all 
that existed.  There was some prospect, 
notably the brief paralysis of De 
Gaulle’s government with the May 1968 
protests.14  But De Gaulle was able to 
call a General Election and show that a 
strong majority backed him.

It was also disastrous that August 1968 
saw the Soviet Union crushing the left-
wing reformists of Czechoslovakia.  With 
hindsight, we can see that their ideas were 
similar to what later succeeded in post-
Mao China.  And which has never been 
a capitulation to capitalism, whatever 
Western ‘experts’ imagined.  But at the 
time, it was a collapse of dreams.  Many 
of those who’d been certain that they 
could get something much better than 
Incomes Policy and Workers Control 
within the Mixed Economy then defected 
and became enthusiasts for a restoration 
of 19th-century capitalism.15  The others 
mostly failed to learn anything.  A once-
influential magazine called ‘Marxism 
Today’ smugly wound itself up amidst 
the ruins of left-wing politics.16  They 
were able to remove their own guilt from 
the histories most people read.

Thatcher and Reagan succeeded, 
because the society had become 
deadlocked. And they had initial success 
as genuine conservatives, asking that 
Trade Union power go back to what it 
had been. But they had also swallowed 
New Right ideology and had hopes 
of restoring 19th-century capitalism. 
Even of implementing the Imaginary 
Capitalism that Adam Smith had 
proposed. This never really happened: 
but the idea still has a grip on European 
and US politics. Most of the centre-left 
are terrified of suggesting that restoring 
19th-century capitalism isn’t in fact a 
good idea.

It helped that Marxism was confused 
on the issue. The Soviet Union worked 
much better than 19th century capitalism, 
by combining state ownership with 
a system of professional managers 
appointed from above. The system 
of early 20th century US capitalism, 
which was more successful than the 
‘family firms’ favoured in Britain etc.. 
But managerial ideas moved on, finding 
ways to make the system more flexible. 

14  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/May_68 
15  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/40-britain/40-
1-more-on-britain/how-new-labour-
emerged-from-1970s-labour-leftism/ 
16  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/very-old-issues-images/magazines-
020-to-029/magazine-027-not-yet-placed/
marxist-today-smugly-winds-itself-up-
amidst-the-ruins-of-left-wing-politics/ 

And to sell it better through advertising.
The Soviet Union never moved on, 

apart from the foolish notion of creating 
a pseudo-market that was intended to 
improve an economy that remained 
wholly state dominated. Brendan 
Clifford warned in the late 1960s that this 
would work worse than Stalin’s system, 
and this did indeed happen.17 18   But he 
also insisted that Stalin was a simple 
continuation of what Lenin and Trotsky 
had begun, which made it unacceptable 
to most of the left to notice what he’d 
accurately predicted.

*
Simple anarchy of production is not 

the answer. The West gained from the 
limited anarchy of the Mixed Economy. 
This prevented the rich people from 
doing just as they pleased, and the 
economy worked better. Changes since 
then have caused no net improvement, 
and maybe a loss of potential growth for 
the society as a whole. But society is not 
a whole, and the very rich keep gaining.

There is also Freedom. Claimed to be 
absolute, except in practice it isn’t. The 
normal twist is to think ‘when it’s a limit 
of freedom that I approve of, then it isn’t 
really a limit on freedom’. I’ve not seen 
anyone put it so bluntly; but if you try 
to work out what they might think they 
were doing, that seems to be it.

The USA’s Crusade after the Soviet 
collapse was based on learned ignorance 
and a complete misunderstanding of how 
the world worked outside of the societies 
they were familiar with. Including 
missing the obvious fact that ‘crusade’ 
offends Muslims, the victims of the 
actual crusades in what they remember 
as their Golden Age.

And like those mediaeval crusades, 
there was power politics, greed, and 
much dishonesty.

People may not believe me when I 
claim that the USA has intentionally 
created conflict in Ukraine etc. But 
try stepping back and imagining what 
you might do if your will could rule it. 
Always a useful exercise, provided you 
don’t lose sight of the fact that your 
wishes will not in fact rule much. But it 
allows for sensible protests, rather than 
simply complaining about things you 
have no idea how to fix.

In these various conflicts, if the 
intention was to increase conflict without 
being blatantly guilty in the eyes of their 
own people, what else would the USA 

17  https://labouraffairs-
magazine.com/the-soviet-past/
market-socialism-in-the-soviet-union/ 
18  https://labouraffairs-
magazine.com/the-soviet-past/
marxism-and-market-socialism/ 

do?
In most cases, the answer is nothing at 

all different.
In the second Orange Revolution, open 

pro-Nazi elements were tolerated. Since 
the USA was funding the protests, and 
often organising them, it must have been 
a conscious choice. A choice perhaps also 
made in 2010, when the failed President 
elected after the first Orange Revolution 
chose to honour a man tainted by fighting 
part of the war as Hitler’s ally.

Russia’s invasion had modest 
aims.  They wanted to secure their 
possession of Crimea, with its vital 
naval base at Sevastopol and access to 
the Mediterranean.  And they wanted 
to secure autonomy for the Donbass, 
which rejected the Orange Revolution.  
As indeed did most of the rest of what 
the Russian army now occupies.19  Those 
regions had strong pro-Kiev minorities, 
but a clear majority voted for political 
parties which disliked the Orange 
Revolution.  Parties which have now 
been banned despite speaking against the 
Russian invasion,

It could have been Greater Ukraine 
keeping friendship with Russia, or 
Narrow Ukraine asserting its differences.  
But to try to be both was unjust, and 
unlikely to succeed.  Greater Ukraine 
was stitched together by the Soviet 
government, with a strong intention of 
making sure that it remained in tune with 
Russian values.

Zelensky now insists that the war 
will continue until both the Donbass 
and Crimea have been conquered by a 
Kiev government that rejects everything 
Russian.  The West treats this as 
admirable.

‘That which Lenin, Stalin, and 
Khrushchev hath joined together, let 
no man put asunder’.  No one would 
consider saying this as a sound principle.  
Yet they are acting as if it were true.

True even though earlier 
generations of Ukrainian nationalists 
hadn’t claimed Crimea, and it was 
only added in 1954.

For now, it partly diverts Europe 
and the USA from New Right failure.  
And from the weakness of the heirs of 
Clinton and Tony Blair, who treated 
New Right economic nonsense as a 
regrettable truth that they had to live 
with.

The situation is very different from 
what we might have if Thatcher 
and Reagan had been authentic 

Continued On Page 18
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conservatives.  If they had accepted the basic logic of 
the Mixed Economy, even if they called it capitalism.  
If they had not done vast damage to the stability of the 
economy with privatisation and deregulation, producing 
a floating and demoralised society in which their socially 
conservative aims have failed, as should have been 
expected.

What follows next is anyone’s guess.  There is 
widespread protest, including Trade Union uprisings 
in Britain.  But to succeed in the future, protest needs a 
better vision of the past.

Continued From Page 17

Making Africa feel small
Africa is really big. 
° Africa area = 30,37 million km2
° China area = 9,6 million km2
° US area = 9,8 million km2
° Europa area = 10,18 million km2
● Africa is bigger than all of Europe, China and the United 

States of America together.
● But on most world maps, Africa is represented in 

downsize.
This is deliberately done to create the visual effect of a 

small Africa to manipulate, brainwash, and deceive Africans 
wherever they are.

- Africa has 60% arable land.
- Africa owns 90% of raw material reserve.
- Africa owns 40% of the global gold reserve.
- Africa, 33% of diamond reserve.
- Africa has 80% of Coltan’s global reserve (mineral 

for telephone and electronics production), mainly in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo.

- Africa has 60% of global cobalt reserve (mineral for car 
battery manufacture).

- Africa is rich in oil and natural gas.
- Africa (Namibia) has the world’s richest fish coastline.
- Africa is rich in manganese, iron and wood.
- Africa is three times the area of China, three times the 

area of Europe, three times the United States of America.
- Africa has thirty-half million km2 (30 875 415 km2).
- Africa has 1,3 billion inhabitants (China has 1,4 billion 

inhabitants in 9,6 million km2).
Which means Africa is SUBPOPULATED.
- The arable lands of the Democratic Republic of Congo 

are capable of feeding all of Africa.
And all of Africa’s arable land is a cord to feed the whole 

world.
- The Democratic Republic of Congo has important rivers 

that can illuminate Africa.
The problem is that the CIA, western companies and some 

African puppets have destabilized DRC for decades.
- Africa is a culturally diverse continent in terms of dance, 

music, architecture, sculpture, etc.

- Africa accommodates 30.000 medicinal recipes and 
herbs that the West modifies in its laboratories.

- Africa has a young global population that should reach 
2,5 billion by the year 2050.

The way that Africa is grossly under-depicted in 
western maps is because the projection these maps use has 
traditionally been based on the Mercator projection which 
took a Eurocentric  perspective. This inflated the relative size 
of European countries vis a vis Africa. 

In 1973 the German filmmaker, historian and journalist, 
Arno Peters, announced that he had developed a map based 
on a different projection that provided a better relative 
comparative depiction of the mass of Europe and Africa.

About ten years after Peters had announced his new map, 
in the Map Department of the British Library there were 
already signs that Peters maps were supplanting maps using 
the more traditional map though they still remained the 
popular preference among the majority of map publishers 
such as Stanford’s.

Jeremy Corbyn’s comments 
on the Forde Report 

https://www.doubledown.news/watch/2022/
august/12/exclusive-jeremy-corbyn-on-the-forde-
report-the-media-doesnt-want-you-to-know-about

Extracts
The media silence on the Forde Report is absolutely 

deafening.
The Forde Report  calls into question the behaviour of 

senior officials of the party in particular during the 2017 
general election, when, completely unbeknown to me, 
the general secretary diverted a substantial tranche of our 
much needed funds towards what he called the  Ergon 
House   project which was to protect the majorities of MPs 
all of whom had one thing in common, being undermining 
and critical of my leadership of the party.     

And I find that utterly appalling.
We achieved 41% in that election;  we could and should 

have achieved more had the party had been united.
A leaked report came out two years later on the 

behaviour of very senior officials in WhatsApp groups 
who seemed to be in constant touch with each other which 
was disparaging towards the manifesto, and  individually 
abusive towards senior people in our group, in racist and 
misogynistic terms.

Our manifesto offered hope on public ownership, on 
education, on mental health…

This gave so much hope to people.  Little did they know 
that the party they were funding,  a significant number of 
very senior officials were working against everything that 
was being said and done.

It’s never happened before in Labour election campaigns.
The attacks so well documented in the Forde report 

were attacks on democracy and an attack on those people 
who wanted to live in a world of hope.

The Forde report completely vindicates the position that 
I took [regarding]  antisemitism.
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Continued From Page 20Jewish Voice for Labour: 
Comments on the Forde report:

https://www.jewishvoiceforlabour.org.uk/statement/
the-forde-report-a-way-forward-despite-its-hesitancies/

… the final Report goes to extraordinary lengths to be 
balanced, “even-handed”, pitting the party machine (HQ) 
on the one hand against the Corbyn team (LOTO) on the 
other, two factional sides equally to blame for whatever 
nefarious deeds took place. The report is filled with 
formulations blaming both sides equally.

We find this equal blame judgment, deployed time 
and time again, bizarre in principle. It implies that 
anyone defending themselves from attack is as guilty 
as the attacker. It further assumes that the small Corbyn 
team, coming into office in 2015 against the wishes of 
a majority of the parliamentary party and the entire 
party bureaucracy, had equal power, organisational 
skill, resources, media connections and contacts as the 
established Labour machine. In reality, the only power it 
had was a democratic mandate and the enthusiasm of a 
large majority of grassroots supporters.

[…]  [the Report] is very largely a vindication of 
what was in the Leaked Report: “there are relatively 
few examples,” says Forde, “where we think the 
Leaked Report’s framing is found to be substantially 
misleading” (Section C: p.26). “In the main, our view is 
that the messages quoted in the Leaked Report fairly 
represent the tone and contents of the discussions 
about Jeremy Corbyn, his staff, and the Party’s Left 
in the SMT [Senior Management Team] WhatsApp 
groups and across the selected instant message 
chats. (p.26) The Report also confirms that the tone 
and contents were deeply shocking.

1. Allegations that the Party machine tried to sabotage 
the 2017 election campaign.

The Report is unambiguous here:
“Some senior HQ staff had the ability to implement 

resourcing decisions covertly. A handful of staff in Ergon 
House created an additional fund for printing costs 
under code GEL001 (spending some £135,000 in total 
on campaigns supportive of sitting, largely anti-Corbyn 
MPs and not on campaigns for pro-Corbyn candidates in 
potentially Tory winnable seats). (p.62)

“We find that the decision to set up the Ergon House 
operation covertly and divert money and personnel there 
without authority of the Campaign Committee, whilst not 
illegal, departed from the approved strategy; it was as 
such wrong.” (p.62)

Finally Forde concludes:
“Hence we are disappointed that there has been a 

refusal to engage at all with Jewish Voice for Labour’s 
proposals for antisemitism education and that CLPs 
are, we are told, not even allowed to enlist their help.”

£500 million out of the railway from subsidies by the 
government; at the same time they put the fares up and 
said to railway workers ‘you can’t have a pay rise for two 
or three years and you may lose your job and you’ve got 
to chop up all your conditions.’

If we had a public sector railway system that was 
owned by the people we could concentrate on making the 
railway the centre piece of an integrated transport policy 
that linked up the buses, the trams, the ferries we’ve got 
around our coasts; this could all be linked up in a low 
cost, carbon-free system.  We could have a great vision for 
the future if the public transport was in public ownership, 
at the service of our people, and at the service of our 
environment, which we all know we need to change as an 
emergency item.  Being in public hands is a fundamental 
of a progressive society.

Transport for the people, not for profit.
What we’ve got to remember is that trade unions exist 

in every society,  They’re almost an organic development,     
and if you look at where we’ve progressed we have 
regulation;

Safety regimes were brought in through union action, 
the very idea of the weekend is a trade union idea, 
public holiday, sick pay, holiday pay, pensions, statutory 
education for our children, and then the jewel in the crown 
of course is the National Health Service.  All of that stems 
from the trade union movement and we can’t afford to 
lose it.

People need to join a union because it’s your hope and 
it’s your strength.  … We need to make sure that the unions 
themselves put their flag and their identity into working 
class communities, not just in the workplace but in the 
working class housing estates and the streets of Britain.  
The trade unions have got to show the unorganised how to 
organise, they’ve got to show people who have given up 
that there is hope, that they can organise and build.

At the minute Starmer and the front bench of the Labour 
Party seem to be pulling to the right, as the Tories get 
pulled to the right in the leadership campaign. 

Working people have got to be with the unions and 
with other activists and campaigners, no matter what their 
background or identity is, working together to pull all this 
back to our side so that we have a real community based 
working class movement that stands for our rights and our 
positions and politicians will have to follow us if we get 
our act together. 

Mick Lynch supports the YouTube Channel ‘Double 
Down News’.

He is also present in the campaign group ‘Enough is 
Enough’  https://wesayenough.co.uk

Alongside Dave Ward, Eddie Dempsey, Zarah Sultana 
and others.
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Julian Assange Submits his Perfected Grounds of Appeal 
Since the last ruling, overwhelming evidence has 

emerged proving that the United States prosecution 
against my husband is a criminal abuse. The High 
Court judges will now decide whether Julian is given 
the opportunity to put the case against the United 
States before open court, and in full, at the appeal.

-Stella Assange
https://dontextraditeassange.com/assange-updates/

latest-news/
Today, Friday 26 August 2022, Julian Assange 

filed his Perfected Grounds of Appeal before the 
High Court of Justice Administrative Court. The 
Respondents are the Government of the United States 
and the Secretary of State for the Home Department, 
Priti Patel.

The Perfected Grounds of Appeal contain the 
arguments on which Julian Assange intends to 
challenge District Judge Vanessa Baraitser’s decision 
of 4 January 2021, and introduces significant new 
evidence that has developed since that ruling.

The Perfected Grounds of Appeal concerning the 
United States Government include the following 
points: 

• Julian Assange is being prosecuted and punished 
for his political opinions (s.81(a) of the Extradition 
Act); 

• Julian Assange is being prosecuted for protected 
speech (Article 10) 

• The request itself violates the US-UK Extradition 
Treaty and International law because it is for political 
offences; 

• The US Government has misrepresented the core 
facts of the case to the British courts; and 

• The extradition request and its surrounding 

circumstances constitute an abuse of process. 
The Perfected Grounds of Appeal concerning the 

Secretary of State for the Home Department (SSHD) 
include arguments that Home Secretary Priti Patel 
erred in her decision to approve the extradition order 
on grounds of specialty and because the request itself 
violates Article 4 of the US-UK Extradition Treaty. 

Background:
4 January 2021: Westminster Magistrates Court 

discharges (throws out) the US extradition request 
against Julian Assange. District judge Vanessa 
Baraitser rules that extradition is barred under the 
2003 Extradition Act because it is “oppressive” 
(s.91). The United States Government appeals.

27-28 October 2021: US appeal hearing before the 
High Court Appeal. Julian Assange suffers a transient 
ischemic attack (TIA) on the first day.

10 December 2021: The decision to discharge the 
extradition request is overturned by the High Court 
due to the United States Government issuing so-called 
‘diplomatic assurances’ to the UK Government. The 
High Court rejects the United States Government’s 
arguments that the district judge erred in her findings.

14 March 2022: The Supreme Court refuses Julian 
Assange permission to appeal the High Court’s 
decision. The case is sent back to the Magistrates’ 
Court with instruction to issue the extradition order.

20 April 2022: The Magistrate issues the extradition 
order, which is sent to Home Secretary Priti Patel for 
approval.

17 June 2022: Home Secretary Priti Patel approves 
the extradition order to extradite Julian Assange to 
the United States. 

Mick Lynch in his own words
4th August 2022, on the channel “Double Down News”. 
https://www.doubledown.news/watch/2022/august/4/

mick-lynch-dismantles-the-media-keir-starmer-war-on-
freedom-extreme-right-wing-tory-government

[Extracts]
“Division is fatal for working class people, we cannot 

allow that to happen, all workers are one and that’s the 
attitude we have to take forward, mobilising our people 
together, all workers of every identity in one mass 
movement.

The cost of living crisis is one of the most significant 
thing we’ve had; by the end of the year we could have 
ordinary working class families paying £500 a  month 
for energy bills; that’s phenomenal and it’s unforgivable 
that a government could allow that to happen while the 
distribution companies, BP, Shell,  the privatised gas 

companies are making phenomenal profits, 37 billion 
while working people, even people with reasonable 
salaries are starting to struggle just to get by week by 
week.  

The very idea of public ownership itself, by the people 
for the people, is an idea that the trade unions and the 
labour movement have got to put forward. 

We’ve got a railway system that’s completely confused 
in this country, with a mixture of owners.  The majority 
of these owners are actually European states, the French, 
Dutch, Spanish and German  railways,   they take the 
profits and go and subsidise the railways in Europe.

There are true private sector operators such as First 
Group, Go-Ahead and  others.  Last year they took 


