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Public Sector Wages 
Increases and 

Inflation
Starmer’s 

Labour Party
Keir Starmer was first elected as an MP 

in 2015.  He rose to prominence when he 
led the opposition to various attempts to 
implement Brexit while the party was under 
the leadership of Jeremy Corbyn.  In 2019 
he convinced the Labour Party conference 
to support a 2nd referendum over Brexit.  
There are strong reasons to believe that 
Corbyn did not support this decision but felt 
himself too weak to oppose it.  The Tories 
under Johnson fought the 2019 general 
election with the ‘Get Brexit Done’ policy.  
Labour fought it with the policy ‘Let’s Stop 
Brexit’.  

Many constituencies that had returned 
Labour MPs since time immemorial but 
which had also voted for Brexit abandoned 
Labour.  Some 55 ‘red-wall’ seats were lost 
and the Tories had an overall majority of 
some 80 seats.  Starmer’s 2nd referendum 
policy had cost Labour the election.

While attempting to reverse Brexit, 
Starmer said little on the antisemitic charges 
being made against Labour. In 2020 when 
standing as a candidate for the role of leader 
of the Labour Party he proposed a 10 point 
political program that Corbyn himself could 
have signed up to.  He had nothing but 
warm words to say about Jeremy Corbyn 
at that time.  The problem of antisemitism 

 British society as a whole is poorer 
because of the war it is waging against 
Russia.  The sanctions that it has imposed 
on Russia have resulted in dramatically 
higher energy prices.  Britain must give 
up a much larger share of its income to 
consume the same amount of energy.

How is this loss of income to be 
distributed throughout society?  Inflation 
is the main mechanism by which it is 
being distributed.  The current industrial 
disputes reflect the attempts by sections of 
the working class to limit what is, in effect, 
the consequence of the war on Russia on 
their standard of living.

Private sector workers are demanding 
and getting wage increases.  Private sector 
corporations are passing their increased 
costs onto society as a whole via increased 
prices.

According to the government, it cannot 
afford to pay public sector workers - 
nurses, ambulance drivers, teachers etc. 
- the wage increases that would maintain 
their standard of living.  That is a not the 
case.  The UK government can instruct 
the Bank of England (BoE) to lend it the 
money to pay these public sector workers 
whatever the government chooses to pay 
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is mentioned but once in that 
10 point program.

Once elected on the basis 
of this program, Starmer 
began to ignore it and move 
against those with left-wing 
inclinations.  Very often 
charges of antisemitism were 
used to get rid of people.  

The British establishment 
had been shocked by the 
results of the 2017 General 
Election.  Jeremy Corbyn, 
a socialist in his economic 
and social policies and also 
a strong opponent of Israel’s 
determination to conquer 
and colonize the Palestinian 
territories, came close to 
being elected Prime Minister 
of Britain.  The establishment 
set out to destroy Corbyn.  
One of the tools used to 
attack him was exaggerated 
charges of antisemitism.  
The main stream media 
(MSM), an important 
part of the establishment, 
enthusiastically participated 
in the attack on Corbyn and 
the Labour Party.  

The EHRC, as part of 
the establishment, was 
also brought into play and 
produced a report on 29th 
October 2020.  The report 
struggled to find examples 
of antisemitism in the 
Labour Party but found just 
enough to serve the Labour 
Party with an ‘unlawful act’ 
notice. The Labour Party was 
obliged to produce an action 
plan to prevent continuation 
or reoccurrence of those 

unlawful acts, which was 
legally enforceable by the 
court if not fulfilled.  Labour’s 
action plan was concluded 
on 31 January 2023.  On 
February 15th the EHRC 
announced its acceptance 
of Labour’s action plan.  
Starmer used the occasion 
of this announcement to 
further his attack on Corbyn 
and the left in the Labour 
Party.  He made unequivocal 
his determination that 
Corbyn would not stand as 
a Labour Party candidate in 
the next general election.  
He has treated Corbyn most 
dishonourably.  And the 
world knows it.

As best one can make sense 
of it, Starmer’s strategy is 
to eliminate from the public 
presentation of the Labour 
party anything that might 
lay it open to attack from the 
powers that be.  Labour will 
support fiscal rules to reduce 
the size of the national debt.  
Labour will support NATO 
uncritically.  Labour will not 
criticise Israel.  To criticize 
NATO or to describe Israel 
as an apartheid state may 
well lead to expulsion from 
the party.

In a speech on 23rd February 
Starmer announced that a 
future Labour government 
would have 5 missions:  
economic growth, NHS 
renewal, safety in the 
streets, social mobility 
and clean energy.  These 
missions are so bland that 
they could have emanated 
from the Tories.  Gone are 
previous promises to end 
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privatisation in the NHS and 
to renationalise transport and 
energy companies.  Point 5 in 
Starmer’s 10 point leadership 
election program stated: 
“Public services should be 
in public hands, not making 
profits for shareholders. 
Support common ownership 
of rail, mail, energy and 
water; end outsourcing in our 
NHS, local government and 
justice system.”

There is no evidence of that 
sort of thinking in anything 
Starmer now has to say.

It’s an effective strategy 
given the chaos which grips 
the Tory party and will 
probably ensure that Labour 
win the next general election.  
However it’s also a strategy 
that suggests that Labour 
will do nothing radical once 
in power.

In his February 15th 
response to the EHRC’s 
‘Absolvo te’, Starmer makes 
the following statements 
about the future of Labour: 

“The Labour Party is 
unrecognisable from 2019 
and it will never go back.  It 
will never again be a party 
captured by narrow interests.  
It will never again lose sight 
of its purpose or its morals.  
And it will never again be 
brought to its knees by racism 
or bigotry. If you don’t like 
that, if you don’t like the 
changes we have made, I say 
the door is open and you can 
leave.”

Starmer is certainly right 

when he says that the Labour 
Party is unrecognisable from 
2019.  In 2019 it was clear 
that the Party would make 
radical changes to British 
society if elected.  No one is 
clear what the current Labour 
Party stands for, but there is 
little reason to believe it has 
a radical bone in its body.  

Starmer may well be right 
that it will never go back to 
the radical party that it was 
in 2019.  If Labour under 
Starmer pursues a Tory-
like version of austerity, the 
British working class will 
be the poorer for it.  Blair 
won a huge victory in 1997 
but in each subsequent 
election Labour’s vote 
declined because Labour, 
under Blair, had essentially 
bought in to the Thatcherite 
market-focussed view of the 
economy.  The electorate has 
little respect for Blair today.

If Starmer, as seems likely, 
has also bought into that 
impoverished vision of the 
role of the Labour Party 
in British society, then his 
tenure will be brief.

Continued From Page 1

them.  Legally the BoE 
must do as it is instructed. 

The national debt will go 
up by the amount that the 
government borrows from 
the BoE.  But since the BoE 
is owned by the government 
there is no urgency to 
repay any loan.  Indeed, it 
may never be repaid.  It is 
distinctly possible that the 
money, money that the BoE 
created and loaned to the 
government so that it could 
make Furlough payments 
during the pandemic, will 
never be repaid.

The unions almost 
always make a moral 
case for defending their 
living standards.  The 
moral case is simply that 
their members should not 
experience a drop in their 
standard of living.  The 
unions sometimes make 
the political case that more 
public sector workers 
are needed if better 

Continued From Page 2
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public services are to be 
provided.  Higher wages 
are, therefore, required to 
attract extra workers into 
the public sector. 

Unions rarely directly 
address the affordability 
issue.  They will need to, 
if they are to win their 
disputes.  To make the 
economic case, the unions 
must explain the effect 
that their demanded wage 
increase would have on the 
rest of society.  What might 
these effects be?

Would the increase in 
public sector wages directly 
lead to inflation?  Since 
public sector services like 
health and education are 
not sold in the market at a 
price, society as a whole 
would not experience any 
direct effect on prices from 
an increase in public sector 
wages.

Would there be any 
indirect inflationary 
effects?  When public 
sector workers receive 
increased wages, it seems 
reasonable to assume 
that they will increase 
their spending.  They will 
buy more food, clothing, 
energy etc.  But, will there 
be more food, clothing 
and energy available to be 
purchased?  And, if not, 
will the increased demand 
for food, clothing and 
energy cause the prices of 
these goods to rise?  

If there were unemployed 

workers and machinery 
in the society, then 
production could be 
increased.  The existence 
of unemployment is a sure 
sign that the government 
is not spending enough 
into society.  The high 
level of unemployment 
that followed from 
George Osborne’s 
austerity program was a 
clear indication that state 
spending was too low.  

The Office of National 
Statistics (ONS) estimates 
unemployment in Britain 
today to be less than 4%.  
If that is the case, then 
it would be difficult to 
increase the production 
of goods and services 
to completely match the 
increased spending of 
public sector workers.

It’s possible, therefore, 
that prices would rise to 
some extent, but by less 
than the wage increase of 
the public sector workers.  
So the latter would be 
better off.  Others who had 
not received comparable 
wage increases would 
be somewhat worse off.  
However, we suspect that 
the ONS unemployment 
estimate is too low.  The 
figures treat only part-time 
workers as employed and 
underestimate the amount 
of underemployment.  In 
which case, there is more 
scope to increase production 
to match additional demand 

resulting from higher 
public sector wages.

At present, private sector 
workers are receiving 
higher wage increase than 
public sector workers.  
Effectively, though not by 
design, the private sector, 
workers and corporations, 
are moving much of the 
cost of the Ukraine war 
onto public sector workers.  
The government seem 
quite content to let public 
sector workers bear the 
brunt of the drop in the 
standard of living caused 
by the Ukraine war.  That 
will cause workers to move 
out of the public sector 
and so further the Tory 
government’s desire to 
reduce the size of the state.  
This Thatcherite desire has 
not been met after four 
decades of effort.  Instead, 
state-subsidized enterprises 
become sources of private 
profit.  And overall, a 
much bigger portion of the 
society’s wealth go to the 
richest 1%. 

The unions need to 
understand and discuss 
these issues with each 
other to better counter the 
government’s arguments 
against making larger 
public sector pay awards.  
The TUC should convene 
unions to co-ordinate a 
joint strategy for public 
sector and private sector 
workers to defend their 
living standards.
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Corbyn Banned
Corbyn not allowed to stand 

as Labour MP; Jewish Voice 
for Labour no longer allowed to 
affiliate to the Labour Party.

https://morningstaronline.
co.uk/ar t ic le /b/uproar-as-
starmer-bans-corbyn-from-
standing-as-labour-candidate

[Since this article was written 
in the Morning Star, 15/2/23, 
JVL and other organisations 
have been removed from the list 
of organisations affiliated to the 
Labour Party].

Labour “does not belong to 
one man but to its members,” 
campaigners declared today 
after Sir Keir Starmer vowed 
Jeremy Corbyn would never 
again be a Labour MP and told 
critics of his leadership to quit 
the party.

The increasingly right-wing 
Labour leader, who expelled 
his predecessor from the 
parliamentary party in 2020, 
claimed the party he took 
over nearly three years ago is 
“unrecognisable and we are not 
going back.”

In a speech in east London, 
Sir Keir hailed a decision by 
watchdog the Equality and 
Human Rights Commission 
(EHRC) to lift Labour out of 
two years of special measures 
over its “past failings” on anti-
semitism.

But Jewish Voice for Labour 
(JVL) slammed the “alarming 
news,” stressing: “Jews like 
us do not feel safe in Keir 
Starmer’s Labour Party.”

The socialist group said its 
research shows that Jews have 
been “at least 37 times more 
likely to be investigated for 
anti-semitism than an average 

Labour Party member” since the 
former shadow Brexit secretary 
took the reins in April 2020.

Sir Keir, who previously only 
hinted that Mr Corbyn would 
continue to be forced to sit as an 
independent MP, said: “Let me 
be very clear, Jeremy Corbyn 
will not stand at the next general 
election as a Labour Party 
candidate.

“The party is unrecognisable 
from 2019 and it will never go 
back.

“If you don’t like that, if you 
don’t like the changes we’ve 
made, I say the door is open and 
you can leave.”

Grassroots group Momentum 
hit back in defence of the 
Islington North MP and 
the party’s left, saying in 
a statement: “Labour is a 
democratic socialist party – it’s 
written on our membership 
cards.

“This party does not belong to 
one man alone, it belongs to its 
members and trade unions.

“It should be for Labour 
members in Islington North to 
decide their candidate – that is 
their democratic right.”

JVL, a key supporter of Mr 
Corbyn’s leadership, said it had 
informed the EHRC about the 
“relentless campaign against 
it.”

But the equalities watchdog, 
which had been monitoring 
Labour since ruling in 2020 
that it was responsible for 
“unlawful acts of harassment 
and discrimination” during the 
previous five years under Mr 
Corbyn, judged that Labour has 
now improved its complaints 
and training procedures to 
protect members. 

Mr Corbyn, who won the party 
its largest vote share increase 
since 1945 at the 2017 general 
election, was suspended from 
the parliamentary party over his 
response to EHRC’s report and 
has since sat as an independent 
MP.

If the unashamed socialist 
decides to run against Labour at 
the next poll, due next year, the 
party would come up against 
his sky high popularity in his 
London seat, which the 73-year-
old has represented for 40 years.

JVL, formed in 2017 to 
represent left-wing Jews in 
Labour, stressed it is “currently 
aware of 60 Jewish members 
being targeted” by the party, 
which expelled three prominent 
Jewish members – including 
newly elected national 
executive committee member 
Naomi Wimborne Idrissi – last 
year.

In a statement, the group said: 
“Jewish members investigated 
or sanctioned over anti-
semitism find the experience 
profoundly oppressive.

“Indeed, it feels much like 
anti-semitism itself – we feel 
hated.”

Most Jewish members 
accused of anti-Jewish hatred 
are targeted after criticising the 
political ideology of zionism 
or the state of Israel, but Jews 
“have long disagreed with each 
other” on this topic, the group 
stressed. 

“It is abhorrent for the Labour 
Party to effectively designate 
progressive or socialist Jewish 
political traditions as anti-
semitic, with the EHRC’s 
apparent stamp of approval,” 
the group charged.”
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Parliament Notes

Strikes (Minimum Service) Bill in The Lords
Strikes (Minimum Service) Bill, 

discussed in the Lords 21 February 
2023.1

[Extracts, starting with the speech 
of Frances O’Grady and ending with 
the speech of a Conservative Peer 
against the proposed government 
bill.]

Frances O’Grady (now Baroness 
of Upper Holloway)

Could workers who are required 
to work during a strike but who call 
in sick on the day be sacked, and 
what assessment has been made 
of the impact of such sackings 
on our public service recruitment 
and retention crisis, including on 
workforce morale when it is currently 
at rock bottom? What would prevent 
unscrupulous employers using work 
notices to target and victimise elected 
workplace union representatives, or 
to discriminate, directly or indirectly, 
on the grounds of race, sex or any of 
the other protected characteristics?

Has the Minister considered the 
real-world consequences of the Bill? 
Anyone with IR experience can 
see that it would poison relations 
between employers and unions by 
rigging the balance of power still 
further against working people, and 
by seeking to frustrate the effective 
expression of legitimate grievances.

The UK already has some of the 
most draconian laws on strikes. 
However, in my experience, people 
will always find ways to stand up 
for justice for their families, their 
workmates and their communities. 
It is very likely that there would be 
more action short of strike action: 
work to rules, overtime bans, and 
potentially the disruption of mass 
sickies and spontaneous walkouts. 
Disputes would become prolonged, 
embittered and even harder to 
resolve, and the Bill would create 
trade union martyrs, causing more 
1  https://hansard.parliament.uk/
Lords/2023-02-21/debates/14076655-
2C38-4D27-8875-CEE79DE5BF74/
Strikes(MinimumServiceLevels)
Bill?highlight=strikes%20minimum%20
service#contribution-654EA241-DA24-
4405-8A05-0D52F05FEFED 

unrest.
[…]
This shoddy Bill is unfair, 

undemocratic and unworkable, and 
that is why Labour is committed to 
repeal it in its entirety.

Baroness Chakrabarti
Rights to union recognition, 

collective bargaining and to 
withdraw labour are merely the 
employees’ equivalent of property 
rights, including to engage in co-
ordinated consumer or investment 
action against unscrupulous 
companies or foreign powers that 
exploit slave labour. How can it be 
regarded as conservative to attack 
them further?

The mechanism chosen by the 
drafters of this Bill is itself, as 
we have heard from the noble 
and learned Lord, Lord Judge, 
as illiberal as its intentions. For 
legislation dealing with minimum 
service levels not to prescribe what 
those levels are, and for it instead 
to leave its stated substance to the 
Secretary of State and secondary 
legislation—including amending 
Acts of Parliament—is yet another 
executive power grab from the 
legislature under this Government. 
It is also a divisive snub to devolved 
Administrations and crucially to 
working people themselves. As a 
number of European trade unionists 
have already pointed out, Ministers’ 
comparisons with minimum service 
levels elsewhere on the continent are 
false. Other jurisdictions provide for 
negotiated minimum service levels 
and lack the harsh supermajorities 
required for ballots for industrial 
action imposed here, during years of 
Conservative rule.

The Government may sidestep 
Parliament, and employers may 
impose work notices on individuals 
to cross picket lines contrary to their 
conscience. They further may slap 
debilitating lawsuits on trade unions 
who do not take so-called “reasonable 
steps” to ensure compliance. The 
clear direction of travel is of sacked 

workers, bankrupted unions, and 
flagrant violations of international 
human rights obligations freely to 
associate and to strike.

How on earth will any of this 
resolve current workplace disputes 
caused by an existential cost of living 
crisis and years of underinvestment 
in vital public services and key 
infrastructure by Government and 
shareholders alike? Surely this can 
only inflame disagreements that 
must ultimately be resolved by 
reasonable negotiation. Services 
will not be safeguarded, let alone 
improved, by even more demoralised 
staff, more time off sick and a range 
of industrial protests just short of 
formally striking.

Lord Strasburger (LD)
The wretched little Bill we are 

debating today is just the latest salvo 
in the relentless attack to which 
this Government have subjected 
our democracy. It started with the 
illegal prorogation of Parliament 
and has continued with frequent 
attempts to sideline both Houses 
and excessive use of regulations to 
make important policy decisions. 
With the swaggering confidence of 
a playground bully whose behaviour 
has never been checked, this 
Government now table another Bill 
which relies on Henry VIII powers 
for all its decisions.

This foolish attempt to suppress 
strikes is poisonous, unworkable and 
counterproductive. It comes from a 
Government who have reached the 
end of the road, have run out of 
ideas—if they ever had any—have 
expelled their most able talents and 
are left with the dregs and do not 
care how much damage they do as 
they head for the exit door. This is a 
Government who cannot or will not 
negotiate with striking public sector 
workers to settle their grievances, 
and instead seek to restrict their 
rights to express those grievances. 
It will not work and will in fact 
make matters worse by poisoning 
industrial relations.

The Government aim to attain 
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these powers through a Bill with just 
six clauses. This Bill is merely the 
emaciated skeleton of a Bill because 
all the meat, all the substance, is for 
Ministers to decide later, however the 
mood takes them, after Parliament 
has had its small say. They cannot 
or will not tell us how the minimum 
service levels will be set relative to 
the abysmally low service levels the 
public are currently enduring, even 
where there is no strike.

Both sweepingly broad and 
disturbingly uncircumscribed, this 
blank-cheque style Bill is exactly 
the kind of insult to Parliament and 
parliamentary democracy that we are 
used to seeing from this Government. 
I am increasingly convinced 
that it is yet another product of a 
room somewhere in the bowels of 
Whitehall that has a sign on the door 
saying, “Something Must Be Done 
Department”, followed by a scrawl 
of graffiti saying, “Although It Will 
Only Make Things Worse”.

Lord Monks (Lab)
I ask your Lordships to look at 

the Bill from the point of view of 
a union. A dispute has arisen and 
there is a grievance. Before it does 
anything about it, the union has to 
hold a secret postal ballot, it has to 
surmount the thresholds on turnout 
and majorities, and it has to give 
due notice to the employer—all of 
which have been introduced, as we 
heard in the history lesson given 
by the noble Lord, Lord Dobbs. If 
the union can leap those hurdles, 
the strike can commence. But once 
this Bill’s provisions have been 
enacted, individual members can be 
called into work, in effect to break 
the strike. That is what they will 
be asked to do, and if they refuse 
they can be fairly dismissed. That 
is a recipe for a whole lot of extra 
trouble, at a time when the emphasis 
should be on finding a solution 
to the original dispute. The result 
will be an additional dispute, and a 
very bitter one at that. In the 2019 
Queen’s Speech, the Government 
stated that no individual worker 
would be targeted. What happened 
to that promise? It seems to have 
disappeared.

Lord Bishop of St Edmundsbury 
and Ipswich

I would caution against the 
characterisation of this argument 
as one of left versus right; I feel I 
am a bit in the crossfire here. This 
is about dignity of work and the 
common good, for the flourishing 
of the whole of society. For the 
good functioning of society, it is 
essential that all workers have a 
legitimate and peaceful means 
to seek redress against pay and 
conditions that leave them unable to 
make ends meet. Surely, this applies 
even more to those who provide 
essential services in the public 
sector, where discussions about fair 
remuneration can be dismissed, 
often by the language of limiting 
government expenditure. Of course, 
all negotiations should be conducted 
in good faith by both parties seeking 
mutual agreement. I am struck—I 
am sure we are all concerned—that, 
at the moment, each side accuses 
the other of intransigence. However, 
without full recourse to strike action 
as the last resort, far from it creating 
a reasonable balance between those 
involved, the balance of power 
seems to be tipped too far in one 
direction.

I turn to a couple of concerns on 
the specifics of the Bill, which are 
shared by my right reverend friend 
the Bishop of Manchester; we look 
forward to raising them further in 
other stages of the Bill. As has been 
observed by several noble Lords, the 
Bill is skeletal in its form, opening 
up multiple ambiguities. It would 
significantly broaden Secretary 
of State powers, which can be 
exercised on very short notice. The 
Secretary of State would be able to 
specify the levels of service required 
during strikes in public services via 
statutory instruments. As has been 
observed, the lack of definition for 
“levels of service” in the Bill gives 
the Secretary of State full reign 
on this in secondary legislation, 
seemingly with little opportunity for 
proper consultation.

There is also a significant and 
vague infringement on protections 
for unions and workers. Indeed, Part 
1 of the Bill would add a requirement 
upon unions to take “reasonable 
steps” to ensure compliance by 
their members with a minimum 

service work notice and, where this 
is not done, enable employers to sue 
unions. Part 2 removes workers’ 
protection from unfair dismissal 
due to participation in a strike 
action contrary to a work notice. 
Such provisions would risk further 
straining an already overstretched 
workforce in our public services. 
Furthermore, as the Bill stands, 
it is unclear which workers could 
ultimately be subjected to its 
measures. I believe these proposals 
do more harm than good. I urge 
the Minister and His Majesty’s 
Government to reconsider this Bill.

Peter Hain
The Bill seeks to discriminate 

against key workers by singling 
them out: paying them poorly, then 
threatening to sack them unfairly, 
with no compensation if they dare to 
go on strike or refuse to cross picket 
lines. It would, in effect, outlaw the 
right to strike, as the Taff Vale case 
did for five years from 1901, but it 
would not stop people standing up 
for fairness at work.

The Bill would prolong disputes, 
demoralise staff and frustrate the 
public. People forced to work 
against their will would quickly turn 
into quiet quitters, who do what they 
are paid for and no more. Just look 
at the impact on our railways when 
train drivers refuse to be forced to 
work on their normal rest days and 
decline to work overtime. Formal 
set-piece strike action would give 
way to informal guerrilla tactics, 
with unpredictable absences and 
unexpected gaps in coverage as 
demoralised staff stay home instead 
of struggling in to work when they 
feel below par or when they sense 
the onset of back pain. Some 17 
million people in Britain suffer from 
a chronic health condition. The 
scope for quiet civil resistance to 
such punitive legislation is massive.

Where could the Government’s 
intransigence lead? Might they 
seek to press-gang the millions of 
economically inactive people of 
normal working age, such as the 2.5 
million people aged 16 to 64 who 
last summer were out of the labour 
force due to long-term sickness?

Baroness Twycross (Lab)
It is time the Government accepted 
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that the current wave of strikes is 
driven by desperation and frustration 
on the part of key workers—our 
nurses, train drivers and teachers, 
who keep our country running—not 
by some sinister motive. This is not 
the public being inconvenienced, 
as the Minister stated. This is large 
swathes of the public exercising 
their right to strike across many parts 
of the public sector. It is entirely 
because of a failure of government 
to address this desperation through 
negotiation that we are seeing the 
current high level of industrial 
disputes: the right to strike is not the 
problem.

[Even Conservatives are against 
the proposed bill]:

Lord Balfe (Con)
My Lords, I first draw attention to 

my interests as listed in the register.
This is an unnecessary Bill. As 

Conservative Home, the online 
daily Conservative newsletter, said 
last Sunday, it will achieve nothing 
and should be dropped. I have never 
before in this Chamber quoted Jacob 
Rees-Mogg, but he said in reference 
to this Bill in the Commons that

“skeleton Bills and Henry VIII 
clauses are bad parliamentary and 
constitutional practice.”—[Official 
Report, Commons, 30/1/23; col. 87.]

I ask my own side to reflect that, in 
a democracy, power changes, and to 
further reflect whether we would be 
happy if a Labour Government made 
extensive use of these fundamentally 
undemocratic instruments. I think 
we would not be. I think we would 
be getting up all the time and 
protesting about it.  To come back to 
the Bill, I remind noble Lords that 
the ILO general secretary and the 
United States Labor Secretary both 
deny backing it. They were quoted 
as being vaguely in favour. They are 
not—they are both against it. The 
TUC and the CBI regard it, to put 
it mildly, as unnecessary and likely 
to interfere with good industrial 
relations, not to build them.

I come now to my area. Within 
the aviation sector the Bill has been 
greeted with dismay. Noble Lords 
may remember that I am the honorary 
president of BALPA, the pilots’ 
union. The impact assessment for 

the transport strikes Bill, which was 
introduced as the initial legislation, 
said at paragraph 100 that the 
proposals could lead to greater use 
of action short of strike. Paragraph 
101 says that the proposals could 
increase the frequency of disputes, 
meaning

“an increased number of strikes 
could ultimately result in more 
adverse impacts in the long term.”

Paragraph 103 says that it could 
increase operational costs for 
employers, with a particularly 
onerous burden on small operators. 
Finally, paragraph 106 says that it 
could have a

“negative impact on industrial 
relations, which could have 
detrimental impacts for all parties.”

My colleague the noble Baroness, 
Lady Randerson, pointed out the wide 
variety of what is meant by transport. 
What do we actually mean? We have 
aircraft, we have the Eurostar, we 
have trains, we have buses and we 
have school buses. There is no such 
thing as “transport” and this Bill is 
far too widely drawn. My contention 
is that aviation should be excluded 
altogether; by definition, no air 
service is ever guaranteed, as the 
captain of the aircraft must always 
be satisfied it will be concluded 
safely or otherwise they do not take 
off. This is a fundamental principle 
of aviation.

Are we saying that the Secretary of 
State, at least a week before a flight in 
question takes off, is going to assume 
the authority of the captain of the 
day and insist a flight is operated? 
Will they do so despite, first, the 
weather; secondly, the technical 
state of the aircraft; thirdly, without 
knowledge of whether sufficient 
crew have reported or will report 
for duty; and, finally, despite all the 
other things a pilot must consider? 
It has always been accepted that a 
pilot can personally say, “I am sorry, 
I just feel ill. I can’t take off”. That 
is an excuse. You do not send £300 
million-worth of equipment and 
300 passengers into the sky at the 
whim of a Minister. This is a highly 
technical operation, and, frankly, it 
has just not been thought through.

When faced with industrial action, 
airlines often decide on the day not 

to let aircraft take off because it puts 
all the aircraft in the wrong places, 
and trying to break a strike makes for 
a toxic environment, and an aircraft 
company does not want that.

Finally on this topic—and my noble 
friend Lord Greenhalgh mentioned 
it—we have been approached by 
Menzies, sellers of jelly babies, 
asking whether we could

“Probe the government as 
to whether they could include 
aviation ground services under the 
legislation.”

Is the Minister now going to get 
a list of which sweets can be sold 
by Menzies, present it with the list 
and say, “You must find someone to 
sell them”? What is next? Will Pret 
a Manger be covered? Will it have to 
produce the sandwiches?

I suggest to the Minister that it is 
time to go back to the drawing board. 
As we all know, it is an offence in 
English law to waste police time. 
This Bill is wasting Peers’ time. 
HMG are going to lose a number of 
votes on this and they are going to 
deserve it. When I first came to this 
House, the then Conservative Chief 
Whip told me that the difference 
between the Lords and the Commons 
was that in the Commons you won 
votes by numbers whereas in the 
Lords to win votes you had to win 
arguments. The fate of this Bill is 
going to prove her right.

We really are in desperate straits 
when we come up with a Bill 
such as this, which, frankly, is not 
thought through. It is not actually 
particularly a Conservative measure; 
it is more a panic measure. People 
are not pleading for this, and if 
the Government try to implement 
it they will soon find that public 
opinion has drifted away from them. 
This is a Bill which will never be 
implemented. I suggest that I am 
going to put down an amendment 
that the commencement date be after 
the next general election, so that we 
can put Labour on the spot to not 
implement it at all.
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Putin on the Oligarchs
Following are extracts from 

a televised speech on Monday 
20 February by Russian 
President Vladimir Putin; here 
he is speaking on the Russian 
economy after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union.1

Colleagues, in this context 
I would like to make a small 
philosophical digression. This is 
what I would like to single out.

 We remember what problems 
and imbalances the Soviet 
economy faced in its later stages. 
This is why after the collapse 
of the Soviet Union and its 
planned system, in the chaos of 
the 1990s, the country began 
to create its economy along the 
lines of market relations and 
private ownership. Overall, 
this was the right thing to do. 
The Western countries were 
largely an example to follow in 
this respect. As you know, their 
advisers were a dime a dozen, and 
it seemed enough to simply copy 
their models. True, I remember 
they still argued with each other 
– the Europeans argued with the 
Americans on how the Russian 
economy should develop.

And what happened as a 
result? Our national economy 
was largely oriented to the West 
and for the most part as a source 
of raw materials. Naturally, 
there were different nuances, but 
overall, we were seen as a source 
of raw materials. The reasons 
for this are also clear – naturally, 
the new Russian businesses that 
were taking shape were primarily 
oriented toward generating profit, 
quick and easy profit in the first 
place. What could provide this? 
Of course, the sale of resources – 
oil, gas, metals and timber.

Few people thought about 
other alternatives or, probably, 
1  http://en.kremlin.ru/events/
president/news/70565

they did not have the opportunity 
to invest long-term. This is the 
reason other, more complex 
industries did not make much 
headway. It took us years – other 
governments saw this clearly 
– to break this negative trend. 
We had to adjust our tax system 
and make large-scale public 
investments.

We have achieved real and 
visible change. Indeed, the results 
are there, but, again, we should 
keep in mind the circumstances 
in which our major businesses 
developed. Technologies were 
coming from the West, cheaper 
sources of financing and lucrative 
markets were in the West, and 
capital started flowing to the 
West as well. Unfortunately, 
instead of expanding production 
and buying equipment and 
technology to create new jobs in 
Russia, they spent their money 
on foreign mansions, yachts and 
luxury real estate.

They began to invest in the 
economy later, but initially the 
money flowed rapidly to the 
West for consumption purposes. 
And since their money was there, 
that is where their children were 
educated, where their life was, 
their future. It was very difficult 
and almost impossible for the 
state to track and prevent these 
developments, because we lived 
in a free market paradigm.

Recent events have clearly 
shown that the image of the 
West as a safe haven for capital 
was a mirage. Those who failed 
to understand this in time, who 
saw Russia only as a source 
of income and planned to live 
mostly abroad, have lost a lot. 
They just got robbed there and 
saw even their legitimate money 
taken away.

At some point I made a joke 
– many may still remember it – 

I told Russian businesspeople 
that they will make themselves 
sick running from courtroom 
to courtroom and from office to 
office in the West trying to save 
their money. That is exactly how 
it turned out.

You know, I will say something 
that is quite simple, but truly 
important. Trust me, not a single 
ordinary citizen in our country 
felt sorry for those who lost their 
assets in foreign banks, lost their 
yachts or palaces abroad, and so 
on. In their conversations around 
the kitchen table, people have all 
recalled the privatisation of the 
1990s, when enterprises that had 
been built by our entire nation 
were sold for next to nothing and 
the so-called new elites flaunted 
their lavish lifestyle.

There are other key aspects. 
During the years that followed 
the breakup of the Soviet Union, 
the West never stopped trying to 
set the post-Soviet states on fire 
and, most importantly, finish off 
Russia as the largest surviving 
portion of the historical reaches 
of our state. They encouraged 
international terrorists to assault 
us, provoked regional conflicts 
along the perimeter of our 
borders, ignored our interests 
and tried to contain and suppress 
our economy.

I am saying this because big 
business in Russia controls 
strategic enterprises with 
thousands of workers that 
determine the socioeconomic 
well-being of many regions and, 
hence, the overall state of affairs. 
So, whenever leaders or owners 
of such businesses become 
dependent on governments that 
adopt policies that are unfriendly 
to Russia, this poses a great threat 
to us, a danger to our country. 
This is an untenable situation.

Yes, everyone has a choice. 
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Some may choose to live in a seized mansion 
with a blocked account, trying to find a place for 
themselves in a seemingly attractive Western 
capital, a resort or some other comfortable place 
abroad. Anyone has the right to do that, and we 
will never infringe on it. But it is time to see that 
in the West these people have always been and will 
always remain second class strangers who can be 
treated any way, and their money, connections and 
the acquired titles of counts, peers or mayors will 
not help at all. They must understand that they are 
second class people there.

There is another option: to stay with your 
Motherland, to work for your compatriots, not 
only to open new businesses but also to change 
life around you in cities, towns and throughout 
your country. We have quite a few businesspeople 
like this, real fighters in our business community, 
and we associate the future of our business with 
them. Everyone must know that the sources of their 
prosperity and their future can only be here, in their 
native country Russia.

If they do, we will create a very strong and self-
sufficient economy that will not remain aloof in 
the world but will make use of all its competitive 
advantages. Russian capital, the money earned 
here, must be put to work for the country, for 
our national development. Today, we see huge 
potential in the development of infrastructure, the 
manufacturing sector, in domestic tourism and 
many other industries.

I would like those who have come up against the 
predatory mores of the West to hear what I have 
to say: running around with cap in hand, begging 
for your own money makes no sense, and most 
importantly, it accomplishes nothing, especially 
now that you realise who you are dealing with. 
Stop clinging to the past, resorting to the courts to 
get at least something back. Change your lives and 
your jobs, because you are strong people – I am 
addressing our businesspeople now, many of whom 
I have known for years, who know what is what in 
life.

Launch new projects, earn money, work hard 
for Russia, invest in enterprises and jobs, and help 
schools and universities, science and healthcare, 
culture and sports. In this way, you will increase 
your wealth and will also win the respect and 
gratitude of the people for a generation ahead. The 
state and society will certainly support you. Let us 
consider this as a message for your business: get 
moving in the right direction.

Conway Hall Cancels

 

 
  

At Conway Hall, money had been paid and tickets 
sold through Eventbrite (https://www.eventbrite.
com/e/no2nato-conference-25-february-london-
tickets-505912466807).

The following speakers had been agreed by Conway 
Hall:  George Galloway, Chris Williamson, MEP 
Clare Daly, MEP Mick Wallace, Max Blumenthal, 
Anya Parampil, Lowkey, Andy Hudd, Craig Murray, 
David Miller, Peter Ford.

This is the link to the complete exchange of emails 
between the organisers of the meeting and Conway 
Hall:

https://workerspartybritain.org/2023/02/02/
conway-hall-hub-for-free-speech-or-censor-of-the-
truth/

We reproduce below the Conway Hall email 
cancelling the proposed event:

23 January 2023
“Dear Edward,
As you may be aware, over the weekend Conway 

Hall has been subjected to an onslaught of increasingly 
intimidating emails and social media posts regarding 
hosting your event next month.  The backlash we 
have received is unprecedented in our recent history.

This morning our Senior Management team has 
met and regretfully we have taken the decision that 
Conway Hall can no longer host your event, as we are 
now unable to ensure the safety of your building and 
our staff on and offline.  As well, the online detractors 
were actively seeking to contact our funders, partners 
and hirers, and as charity we cannot jeopardise those 
income streams which are vital to our survival.

We appreciate that this will be disappointing to you 
and we had hoped, given Conway Hall’s history of 
hosting similar events, that we would be able to go 
ahead with this booking.

Having now informed you of this, we will be 
issuing a public statement at midday today.  

I would appreciate a reply just so we know you 
have read and understood our position on this.

Kind regards,”
In the event, the meeting did take place, in a 

different venue.

 Cancellation of No2Nato event —25 February 
2023 — Conway Hall
 A Conference organised by No2Nato/Workers 
Party of Britain has been cancelled by Conway Hall, 
the Home of Free Speech, a month before it was due 
to take place on 25 thFebruary 2023. Previously St 
Pancras Church had also succumbed to pressure and 
cancelled the same proposed meeting.
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Sale of the Supermarket Morrisons
In remembrance of Feargus ORaghallaigh
Feargus was a regular contributor to this magazine who died recently and we are publishing the article by 

him which, although published elsewhere, has not been published before in Labour Affairs. We are doing this 
as a reminder of his deep knowledge and analytical powers which this journal will sorely miss.

The article we present today was published on 20 July 2021 in the online newsletter of Mazars (a financial 
advisory group).  

The article was a response to the decision of the north of England family-owned supermarket chain, 
Morrisons, to put itself up for sale.  

SHARKS
Morrisons is Britain’s fourth-

biggest grocer. It is also a large 
farm owner and further, it 
operates a big food-processing 
business and a logistics business. 
So it is vertically integrated to a 
significant degree which makes 
it the owner of lots of supply 
chain businesses and real estate 
as well as those singing cash tills 
and pay waves at the checkouts. 
Its shares are listed on the LSE.

But covid has taken its toll – 
lockdowns, stay at home rules, 
opening restrictions, social 
distancing and so on (and don’t 
mention Brexit!). Morrison 
shares are currently reckoned 
by many to be undervalued, the 
covid effect and all of that, a 
broken British retail high street 
and again not to mention Brexit.  

Enter the sharks, circling since 
(paywall) June. Americans of 
one sort or another, funds, cash 
rich and capable of enormous 
gearing – and hungry and 
smelling blood (and money) 
in pursuit of their fiduciary 
responsibilities. A Morrisons 
share price languishing well 
south of 200p for most of the 
year has in a few weeks gone 
happily and comfortably north 
of 260p as the sharks thrash out 
the future of what is just a share 
but also a gigantic business and 
force in British society.

But why should a shark-fest 
over ownership of a British 

supermarket chain bother us? Or 
should it? If the chain is taken 
over by one American shark or 
another and then likely ripped to 
pieces should we care? After all 
isn’t that just business – for-profit 
chasing and cornering of quarry 
(including consumers)? That’s 
life – and death and death is part 
of life and life the precursor to 
death (and please do dodge the 
jaws, they make for a bloody 
mess and messy clean-up).

This is a very old dispute in 
economics, business, investment 
and monied circles as to the 
point and purpose of it all. There 
is the shark perspective: it is all 
about money (and making it). 
Then there is the other – that 
business and its conduct must be 
socially responsible, engaged, as 
must also be investors, financiers 
and bankers and directors on 
their boards; what is today 
known as Environmental, Social 
and Governance responsibility 
(ESG). We’re all (social) 
penguins not (hunting) sharks. 
Here in that vein is (reported in 
The Guardian) L&G’s cuddly 
and patriotic and socially 
responsible fund spokesperson 
on Morrisons:

“As responsible stewards of our 
client’s capital, it is important that 
the company isn’t taken over for 
the wrong reasons … If an acquirer 
makes strong returns this should 
come from making the company a 
better business. It should not come 
from buying its property portfolio too 
cheaply, levering the company up 

with debt, and potentially reducing 
the tax paid to the exchequer.”

Just over half a century ago 
Milton Friedman, in a 1970 article 
in the NYT Magazine, said more 
or less this (if not so bluntly): 
business is a shark-fest and the 
idea of sharks confronted with 
quarry being socially responsible 
(or these days environmentally 
responsible as well) is to live in a 
dreamworld. Then the term was 
corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) – a fantasy in the Friedman 
framework.  

Equally the roles of management 
and company directors, 
‘governance’ as it is nowadays 
called. The director’s role (and 
that of the board collectively 
and of top management) is to 
act exclusively in the interest of 
the owners (shareholders), who 
are generally a blood-thirsty and 
flesh-eating lot. Ignore the waffle 
and get to the flesh and blood 
and understand that that’s life 
(and death). Bugger social (or 
any) responsibility and discover 
your inner shark and hope the 
great white doesn’t get you first.

Except that Friedman is a wee 
bit more clever and interesting 
than to be so crude. Here is a 
key paragraph form the NYT 
Magazine piece:

“In a free-enterprise, private-
property system, a corporate 
executive is an employee of the 
owners of the business. He has 
direct responsibility to his employers. 
That responsibility is to conduct the 
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business in accordance with their 
desires, which generally will be to 
make as much money as possible 
while conforming to their basic rules 
of the society, both those embodied 
in law and those embodied in ethical 
custom. Of course, in some cases 
his employers may have a different 
objective. A group of persons might 
establish a corporation for an 
eleemosynary purpose--for example, 
a hospital or a school. The manager 
of such a corporation will not have 
money profit as his objectives but the 
rendering of certain services.”  

This is a world of 
incorporatedness (not simply 
the sole trader craftsman/lone 
entrepreneur of Adam Smith). It 
is also a ‘free enterprise, private 
property system’. It is one of 
individualised ‘exchange-based’ 
ownership rights, the market, 
contracts and money, not a 
communal and customary-based 
world of ‘property’ (as in ‘for-
use’ and based on tradition and 
reciprocity). It is ‘enclosed’, not 
‘open field’.  

Further, what Friedman also 
does is assert that his model 
world in its pure form, which 
for him is best, is also the best 
socially though society also if it 
wishes can through politics and 
the law, pen the sharks – and 
also provide for and enshrine 
what he terms the eleemosynary 
purpose of a corporate entity: 
the use of the corporate vehicle 
for charitable or other (e.g. 
sporting) not-for-profit purposes, 
a very dense social/institutional 
landscape in New Zealand (think 
Wellington Free Ambulance, 
St John’s, the Sallies, the SVP 
etc). That is all for society and 
not the business of business and 
well short of (anathema) full-
blown direct state provision (the 
Welfare State).  

In other words, people, society 
and politics do have the power 
to say ‘we can and will do this’, 
to make things happen, what 
philosophers term ‘agency’. 

Except that Friedman’s model of 
doing is confined, intentionally 
confining and in effect denies the 
power of agency to companies, 
their directors and managements. 
They are but agents (a different 
thing) answerable only to 
their principals (who do have 
agency). It also denies the 
many inequalities including 
of power, that characterise the 
world in fact. And it ignores 
an everywhere phenomenon of 
commerce and markets, failures 
and externalities (the macro 
dimensions to a world that is 
allegedly simply micro, atomistic 
and left alone, is perfect).  

But it is a conceit
With his clever conceit 

Friedman dodges for his 
business audiences the big 
bullets of the politics of modern 
business in the real and global 
world of politics and states, as 
it impacts the lives of citizens as 
consumers and the general crises 
in society: it amounts to ‘nowt 
to do with me mate, that’s your 
job to sort (but we’ll have a hand 
in that too))’. That’s a cheat, 
a slight of hand – and unreal. 

The French once (in the 
1980s) had a dull as dishwater 
conservative PM Eduard 
Balladur, but he was bright. 
He once observed (in a 1993 
interview with the FT), “What is 
the market? It is the law of the 
jungle, the law of nature. And 
what is civilisation? It is the 
struggle against nature.”

There are many versions 
of corporate (and everyday) 
capitalism, including Larry 
Vaughan’s beach-side on Amity 
Island. There is the ultra-green 
clean, cool Scandi flatpack look. 
There is Germany’s methodical 
and technological ‘Vorsprung’ 
model. There is what they have 
in China today. And there is the 
hard working small business 

local capitalism, family-based 
that prevails everywhere, what 
Germans term their  mittelstand.

Most of these non-shark 
versions and ways of doing 
business and life do have to 
whatever degree elements of 
CSR or indeed ESG, simply 
by their moral and community 
integrity and decency and 
obedience to rules.  

Today again as was the case 
over half a century ago (and 
has always been), big business 
(and its desired business 
alone decides the business 
(and political) agenda) is in 
confrontation with another 
set of prescripts for corporate 
governance. This is socially, 
politically and environmentally 
based but now with locked-in 
international governmental and 
UN support (the Paris Accord 
and related initiatives like COP). 
Most business is now having to 
swallow its instinct; it cannot be 
seen to be ‘against nature’. Greta 
threatens.  

As you surf the Friedman wave 
seeking your inner shark return 
just hope the real bugger doesn’t 
bite your leg off.

[This is a link to the last 
article Feargus wrote for Labour 
Affairs: https://labouraffairs.
com/2022/02/01/nhs-providers/]

  

So long as governmental power 
existed exclusively for the king and 
not at all for the people, then the 
history of liberty was a history of the 
limitation of governmental power. 
But now the governmental power 
rests in the people, and the kings who 
enjoy privilege are the kings of the 
financial and industrial world; and 
what they clamor for is the limitation 
of governmental power, and what the 
people sorely need is the extension of 
governmental power.

Theodore Roosevelt
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Brexit Failures
Wearing Out Russia
China ‘bites the bullet’ for Covid-19
Snippets

Australia Day a Bad Memory
Normal for China
Cities Fit for Humans?
Hindu Racism
The Internet as Electronic Slum
Killer Railways in the USA

Brexit Failures
“What would genuine plans for levelling up 

the north of England look like? Ask a German
“They have laws requiring equality between 

the states and a funding regime to make it 
happen. Imagine that kind of Britain…

“A basic law in the German constitution 
requiring equality between the 16 states and 
an annual process of funding redistribution 
to support it. When you visit Germany, you 
can see and feel the success of this policy 
wherever you go in the high standards 
of transport infrastructure and the public 
realm…

“The idea that the north of England cannot 
achieve the same economic power as 
other parts of the UK is not borne out by 
history. In the 19th century, the great cities 
of the north built Britain’s wealth. Liverpool 
was one of the most powerful ports in the 
world; Manchester was the global hub of the 
cotton industry. These two cities pioneered 
rail travel. An illustration of Manchester’s 
economic and political power came in 1862 
with the refusal of its mill workers to handle 
slave-picked cotton, a decision that helped 
to end the American civil war.

“Our decline in the 20th century was not 
due to any weaknesses of ours but to hostile 
national policy, particularly on industry and 
infrastructure.”1

That’s from Andy Burnham, Mayor of Greater 
Manchester.  Who’d be a much better Labour 
leader than Starmer.  But the party seems too 
gutless to act on Starmer’s clear betrayal of the 
promises that got him elected.

Britain remains dominated by Upper London 
– people whose wealth comes from games with 
money, not from producing things that people 
actually need.  Thatcher and her heirs let them loot 
the nation’s wealth.  Wealth that had been much 
more fairly shared in the more collectivist mood 
after World War Two, when people demanded 
that the same controls that won the war should 
make a decent peace.  

Such as easily-available Council Houses, which 
my generation were tricked into abandoning.  
The private sector was expected to do it better:

“On one street in Birmingham nearly a 
quarter of the properties had been converted 
into exempt accommodation for vulnerable 
people, yet at least three were found to be 
ghost tenancies and a fourth was a cannabis 
farm.”2

Proper controls are not allowed: that would be 
‘red tape’.  They were relying on Adam Smith’s 
Invisible Hand to make the landlords virtuous.  
And have greatly speeded the decline of Britain.

The Baby Boomers showed bad judgement.  
But most of us are no better off than if the 
successful balance of the 1950s and 1960s had 
been updated.  We gained nothing by letting it be 
attacked in a crazy effort to restore 19th-century 
capitalism.  The gainers have been the rich, many 
of them born after the Baby Boom.

Generation X and Millennials seemed unsure.  
But the young are now breaking normal patterns.  
1  https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jan/25/
levelling-up-north-england-regional-germany-barnett-formula 
2  https://www.theguardian.com/society/2023/feb/23/rogue-uk-
landlords-using-ghost-tenants-to-con-taxpayers-out-of-millions 
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They are not becoming more 
conservative as they get older.3

“One is not born, but rather, 
becomes, a Conservative. 
That reliable political fact 
is one reason why the 
Conservatives have almost 
always treated the youth 
vote as an optional extra 
rather than a “nice to have”.

“However, in the years 
when the Tories won in 
landslides, such as 1983, 
the party had healthy leads 
among the youngest voters 
as well as the old. Now, that 
was partly because of the 
split opposition vote but it 
was also because in 1983, 
the Conservatives got more 
than 40 per cent of the vote 
from the youngest voters. 
In 2019, the party polled 19 
per cent from 18 to 24-year-
olds.”4

In 1979 and 1983, people 
accepted the slogan ‘Labour 
Isn’t Working’.  But back then, 
they were much more likely 
to get good jobs and a decent 
place to live.  

Tories risk becoming a dying 
breed.  

Supposing Starmer’s Labour 
wins and then disappoints?  
Younger voters would mostly 
switch to Greens or Liberals, 
or to a Left Labour if one 
should get going.  They would 
let the Tory Party dwindle into 
increasing powerlessness.

Wearing Out Russia
Hoping to get a decisive 

peace by subduing Russia was 
Hitler’s idea.  
3  https://labouraffairs.com/2023/02/01/
notes-on-the-news-18/ 
4  https://www.ft.com/content/723446fe-
8dc8-4a56-91cf-da1dff3a5537  (pay site) 

Also Napoleon’s.  
And if you know history, 

Charles XII of Sweden in 
the 18th century.  He was 
offered a good settlement after 
unexpected first success.  He 
held out for more.  He lost most 
of the then-powerful Swedish 
Empire.

Imperial Germany might 
have won World War One, 
had they made more modest 
demands on the Bolsheviks.  
They signed an armistice on 
15 December 1917.  A quick 
and modest settlement would 
have let Germany shift troops 
west in January rather than 
March.  Before large numbers 
of US troops started arriving, 
which defeated their briefly-
successful Spring Offensive.5  

The Crimean War worked, 
because Britain and France 
settled for a modest peace.  
Russia could live with it, and 
made a real effort to modernise.  
A drive that lasted till the 
assassination by anarchists of 
the reforming Tsar Alexander 
II.  An assassination that 
involved one woman of Jewish 
origin.  The fools in charge 
decided that reforms should 
stall, and they should instead 
encourage hatred of Jews.

I’ve been sure from early 
last year that a war to cripple 
Russia was planned from at 
least 2010.  The voters of 
Ukraine dared to reject the First 
Orange Revolution and elect a 
President friendly to Russia.6  
The outgoing President chose 
to give Stepan Bandera the title 
of Hero of Ukraine.  The man 
began and ended the war as 
an ally of Hitler.  Was a Third 
5  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
German_spring_offensive 
6  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Ukraine-Punished-For-Rejecting-US-
Values-in-2010 

Force massacring Jews and 
Poles between times.  

This was and is overlooked 
in the West.  Fans of the man 
remained part of the pro-
Western coalition that grabbed 
power in 2014.  That refused a 
sensible offer of a new election 
and began a policy of trying 
to root out everything Russian 
from Ukraine.

Putin did not trust the new 
regime to respect his vital 
naval base in Crimea.  And the 
elected regional government 
anyway claimed a right to 
secede.  Had a better claim 
than Kosovo, which NATO 
fought a war for.  Which much 
of the Global South still does 
not recognise as a legitimate 
sovereign government.

Putin felt he had to have 
Crimea.  For the Donbass, his 
recent speech explains how 
he would have settled for the 
sort of autonomy that many 
minorities have within Russia.  
Western reports ignore that, 
but here are some of his actual 
words:

“Since 2014, Donbass has 
been fighting for the right to 
live in their land and to speak 
their native tongue. It fought 
and never gave up amid the 
blockade, constant shelling 
and the Kiev regime’s overt 
hatred. It hoped and waited 
that Russia would come to 
help.

“In the meantime, as you 
know well, we were doing 
everything in our power 
to solve this problem by 
peaceful means, and 
patiently conducted talks on 
a peaceful solution to this 
devastating conflict.
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“Behind our backs, a very 
different plan was being 
hatched. As we can see now, 
the promises of Western 
leaders, their assurances that 
they were striving for peace 
in Donbass turned out to 
be a sham and outright lies. 
They were simply marking 
time, engaged in political 
chicanery, turning a blind eye 
to the Kiev regime’s political 
assassinations and reprisals 
against undesirable people, 
their mistreatment of believers. 
They increasingly incited the 
Ukrainian neo-Nazis to stage 
terrorist attacks in Donbass. 
The officers of nationalist 
battalions trained at Western 
academies and schools. 
Weapons were also supplied…

“Now they admit this publicly 
and openly, and they feel no 
shame about it. They seem 
to be proud and even to be 
revelling in their own perfidy, 
while calling the Minsk 
Agreements and the Normandy 
Format a diplomatic show and 
a bluff.”7

Russia holds and has annexed 
a majority of the regions where 
anti-Orange parties consistently 
got electoral majorities.8  Voted 
for parties that Kiev has now 
banned, with no whisper of 
Western complaint.  

Russia is stressed, but will 
not collapse.  I’ve done a blog 
detailing how Russians are ready 
to go on suffering for a right to 
reclaim Russian-majority territory 
that Lenin, Stalin and Khrushchev 
had chosen to combine with 
solidly Ukrainian regions to make 
a mostly-loyal Soviet Ukraine.

I also wondered if Western 
hopes of a Russian break-up 
7  http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/
news/70565 
8  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.
com/Ukraine-Mariupol-and-the-War-for-the-
Oblasts 

might be realised.  It is true that 
only 80% define themselves as 
Great Russian.  But the rest are an 
astonishing mix of things, and I 
think it stable.  Only the Chechens 
had doubts, and most are now 
fighting for Putin in Ukraine.

China ‘bites the bullet’ for 
Covid-19
Beijing forced a hard crackdown, 

after the initial errors of Wuhan’s 
regional authorities.  They saved 
millions of Chinese lives.

They have now been forced to 
open up, since the rest of the world 
has decided to live with Covid.  
China kept being re-infected.

So how bad has the opening-up 
been?

Even if hostile Western estimates 
are correct, it was still a success.

“Two months after China 
ended ‘zero Covid,’ rough 
estimates suggest that 
between 1 and 1.5 million 
people died — far more than 
the official count…

“But at the estimated levels of 
mortality, China would already 
have surpassed official rates of 
death in many Asian countries 
that never clamped down as 
long or as aggressively.

“At the same time, China 
would rank below Germany, 
Italy, the United States 
and other countries where 
outbreaks accelerated before 
vaccines became available.”9

I looked at a neutral global 
estimate.  US, 329 deaths per 
hundred-thousand population; 
total deaths 1,114,545.  UK, 324, 
total deaths 218,476.  Czechia, 
327, total deaths 42,348.  China, 
100,922 deaths.  India, 530,753.10 

China’s deaths per 100k 

9  https://www.nytimes.com/interac-
tive/2023/02/15/world/asia/china-covid-
death-estimates.html (pay site)
10  https://informationisbeautiful.net/visu-
alizations/covid-19-coronavirus-infographic-
datapack/, as at 15th February.

were too low for the source to 
show.  China’s population is 
1,411,750,000, 7 deaths per 100K 
on the official death figures.  106 
if the estimate of 1.5 million dead 
is correct: still quite low.  

India’s figures are suspicious.  
India is shown as having had 
44,685,499 cases, and China only 
4,903,517.   Nearly 100 times as 
many cases, but only a little over 
5 times as many deaths.

Western stories also repeated 
the claim that Mao caused tens 
of millions of deaths in the Three 
Bad Years.  The reality was normal 
poor-country death-rates for 1959 
to 1961.  The rest of his rule over 
28 calendar years had usually low 
death rates.11

One could with equal truth say 
that millions of Britons died under 
Thatcher’s rule.  A prankster 
could see who they could confuse, 
before pointing out that they 
hadn’t said that millions died who 
would otherwise have lived if 
someone else had ruled.

Thatcher’s policies probably 
did raise the death rate by a few 
thousands, and her successors 
have done worse.  But not as bad as 
the USA, which has gone against 
rich-country trends and has a 
sharply falling life expectancy.12

Snippets
Australia Day a Bad 

Memory?
“Only a few years ago, on 

Australia Day, you would 
have found Kaitlyn decked 
out in flag-adorned regalia 
and poolside with a beer and 
barbecue sausage, proudly 
celebrating the holiday like 
millions of others.

“‘I used to host parties… I 

11  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/42-china/
china-three-bitter-years-1959-to-1961/ 
12  https://www.lemonde.fr/en/internation-
al/article/2022/09/30/an-alarming-decline-
in-life-expectancy-in-the-us_5998668_4.
html 
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used to be really into it,’ the 
24-year-old tells the BBC.

“But Kaitlyn is now part of 
a growing cohort of young 
Australians and others who 
are shunning the national day.

“The date - 26 January - is 
the anniversary of the 1788 
landing of Britain’s First 
Fleet, which began the era of 
colonisation.

“It was also when Indigenous 
people began being oppressed 
- massacred, dispossessed 
of their lands and cut off from 
their culture.”13

It is good to celebrate something.  
So why not their unification as 
the Commonwealth of Australia, 
passed by the UK parliament on 
5 July 1900?

*
Normal for China
“‘We just want to live in a 

normal world’: China’s young 
protesters speak out, and 
disappear.”14

Sad.  But China could not jump 
straight to Western norms that 
took centuries to establish.  A 
British system that was not even 
loosely democratic until the 
1880s.15  China tried it in 1912, 
and got warlordism.

The Western consensus was built 
after a Western definition of ‘the 
normal’ was created by various 
highly authoritarian governments.

Sun Yat-sen had the idea of a 
period of tutelage.  This actually 
worked on Taiwan.  But there, the 
Kuomintang had no connection 
with the landlord class, and so 
carried through a proper Land 
Reform that they had not dared to 
while ruling the mainland.

13  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-australia-64341454 
14  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2023/feb/08/we-just-want-to-live-in-
a-normal-world-chinas-young-protesters-
speak-out-and-disappear 
15  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/40-britain/665-2/ 

Meantime the Chinese 
Communist Party continues to 
reshape the nation:

“A Chinese province of more 
than 80 million people will 
lift restrictions on unmarried 
people having children and 
remove caps on the number 
of babies as part of a national 
drive to increase the country’s 
birth rate…

“National reproduction 
policies do not explicitly ban 
unmarried women from having 
children but proof of marriage 
is often required for parents to 
access free services including 
prenatal healthcare, a mother’s 
salary during maternity leave, 
and job protection.

“Those who seek to register 
a birth outside of marriage 
often face heavy fines in 
order to get the child a hukou 
– China’s crucial household 
registration that gives the child 
access to education and social 
services.”16

*
Cities Fit for Humans?
An interesting overview of 

urban life:
“The urban ideal is a 19th-

century city with 21st-century 
enhancements

“We now realise that cars, 
concrete and commuting 
ruined cities in the 20th 
century…

“Early last century, cities 
made some fateful bad choices. 
Offered two new rival vehicles, 
they chose the gasoline-
powered car over the clean, 
cheap and compact safety 
bicycle. Then in 1903, the first 
reinforced concrete skyscraper 
went up in Cincinnati, Ohio.

16  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2023/jan/30/sichuan-province-in-
china-removes-all-birth-restrictions 

“Concrete helps answer 
the vexed question of why 
modern cities are ugly. Before 
the 20th century, local, low-
carbon, organic building 
materials, such as Parisian 
limestone, helped houses 
blend with the landscape. And 
before developers acquired 
the technology to build high, 
buildings were on a human 
scale, small enough for a 
pedestrian to take in... 

“Cars and subway systems 
allowed cities to sprawl, so 
commuting was invented. 
Especially in the US, 
zoning laws sanctified the 
separation of home, work and 
entertainment. City centres 
stood empty at night and on 
weekends.

“Now, we’re ditching bad 
modernity for 18th-century 
homeworking. In the US, about 
30 per cent of paid full days are 
currently worked from home, 
and even more in high-tech 
cities. As commutes decline, 
banning cars becomes easier. 
Even the private electric car 
won’t be welcome in many 
European cities because it 
takes up too much space, 
and its production creates 
too much CO₂. Driverless 
cars are probably a long way 
off. However, cities should 
soon have driverless buses 
programmed to ride set 
routes…

“In the two regions with the 
most advanced transport 
infrastructure, western Europe 
and China, even intercity travel 
is returning to the 19th century, 
as trains displace planes. 
More international high-speed 
train routes are scheduled to 
open around Europe, most 
spectacularly, one from Paris 



Labour Affairs  17

No. 336 - March 2023

to Berlin, though sadly, new 
passport controls are reducing 
London to the status of branch 
station.

“The new carless urban ideal 
should work best in European 
cities, which were built before 
the car and have few of the 
New York-style office towers 
that are now becoming 
redundant. Most cities outside 
Europe remain stuck in 20th-
century mode, only even more 
car-ridden.”17

*
Hindu Racism
Europeans in the 19th century 

remade the world on racist lines.  
But the ideas are much older:

“Dalits are winning against 
caste discrimination in the US, 
too…

“Caste is a hierarchical social 
system dating back thousands 
of years and practised 
throughout South Asia among 
people of all religions. It 
negatively affects more than 
1.9 billion people worldwide 
and at least 5.7 million South 
Asian Americans, degrading 
their quality of life.

“It determines who can 
worship where, education 
and career opportunities, and 
even personal relationships 
— in essence, caste shapes 
entire lives. While caste-based 
discrimination in the US is not 
as widespread and overt as in 
India, where it has its roots, it 
exists here, too.

“South Asian immigrants 
from Nepal, Bangladesh, 
India, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, 
Myanmar, Maldives, and 
indentured communities all 
report experiencing caste 
discrimination in the US. The 

17  https://www.ft.com/content/aab18912-
9b07-478f-a6a4-d09f9532f8b4  (pay site) 

Equality Labs 2016 Caste in 
the United States survey found 
that one in four Dalits in the US 
had faced verbal or physical 
assault and two out of every 
three said they had faced 
discrimination at work.”18

*
The Internet as  

Electronic Slum
“‘Aims’: the software for hire 

that can control 30,000 fake 
online profiles

“Exclusive: Team Jorge 
disinformation unit controls 
vast army of avatars with fake 
profiles on Twitter, Facebook, 
Gmail, Instagram, Amazon 
and Airbnb.”19

One of many examples of 
how the libertarian vision of the 
Internet has failed.  

The reality is gigantic global 
corporations that try to bully their 
users, and put money first.  And 
a variety of criminal enterprises 
that spoil the genuine community 
values that once flourished.

All based on the 1960s vision 
that if you get rid of controls, 
something much better was 
certain to spontaneously emerge.

It mostly has not happened.  And 
usually happens when a better 
system also suits the self-interest 
of the elite.

*
Killer Railways in the USA
“The rate of accidents on 

Norfolk Southern’s railway 
increased in each of the last 
four years, according to a 
recent company presentation. 
The record has worsened 
as executives at Norfolk 
Southern and other railroads 
have been telling investors 
18  https://www.aljazeera.com/opin-
ions/2023/2/21/dalits-are-winning-against-
caste-discrimination-in-the-us-too 
19  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2023/feb/15/aims-software-avatars-
team-jorge-disinformation-fake-profiles 

on Wall Street that they can 
bolster their profit margins by 
keeping a lid on costs. At the 
same time, railway companies 
have lobbied against new rules 
aimed at making trains safer.

“Norfolk Southern, which 
earned more than $3 billion 
last year, invested close to 
$2 billion in its railways and 
operations, up a third from 
2021. But over the past five 
years, it paid shareholders 
nearly $18 billion through stock 
buybacks and dividends — 
twice as much as the amount 
it invested in its railways 
and operations. Other large 
railways have paid out billions 
to their shareholders, too, and 
their shares have done better 
than the wider stock market 
over the last decade.”20

The sort of thing the Tories 
want for Britain.  That’s what the 
current strikes are mostly about.

*
Old newsnotes at the magazine 

websites.  I also write regular 
blogs - https://www.quora.com/q/

mrgwydionmwilliams

20  https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/17/
business/energy-environment/norfolk-south-
ern-derailment-safety.html  (pay site) 

  

History is the transformation of 
tumultuous conquerors into silent 
footnotes.             Paul 
Eldridge

Fear not for the future, weep not 
for the past.              Percy Bysshe 
Shelley

The most effective way to destroy 
people is to deny and obliterate their 
own understanding of their history.

George Orwell

When you like a flower, you just 
pluck it. But when you love a flower, 
you water it daily!

Gautama Buddha
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Labour and Housing – Part 11.

The funding of housing provision: from 1851 to 1890
By Eamon Dyas

The relationship of housing 
provision to land and land value 
was examined in parts nine 
and ten of this investigation. 
What is proposed at this stage 
is to look at the history of local 
authority funding in the context 
of modern housing provision 
and its relationship with central 
government. Because this is a 
complex question it will require the 
issue to be addressed in two parts. 
The first part will take us from the 
mid-nineteenth century when the 
impact of industrialisation and 
urban living began to occupy a 
central part of local and central 
government politics up to the point 
when the Housing of the Working 
Class Act of 1890 provided local 
authorities with the means by 
which they could begin to evolve 
as independent providers of local 
housing. The second part will 
cover the period from that point 
onwards.

Rates, grants-in-aid, loans, 
and assigned revenues

These were the main means 
by which local authorities have 
traditionally funded their housing 
provision activities. But these 
sources of funding did not emerge 
at the same time. They evolved 
as ‘add-ons’ to local authority 
funding in ways that reflected 
the evolving relationship of local 
government to central government 
and the relationship of housing to 
the wider economy.

To begin with it is important to 
understand a basic characteristic 
of local government in 
early Victorian Britain. That 
characteristic was defined by the 
way in which local responsibilities 
were financed and the main 
influence over the decisions on 
how that finance was utilised. The 
source of income that funded the 

decisions of local authorities was 
for the most part the local rates 
(the same means by which the 
early Poor Law Commissioners 
funded their responsibilities). 
The electorate that voted for, 
and provided legitimacy to, the 
local authority, was restricted 
to those who paid the rates and 
those who paid the rates came 
predominantly from the landed 
and business community. At the 
same time the people that made 
up the local authority and who, 
in effect made the decisions over 
how its finances were used were 
also almost exclusively from 
that same business and landed 
community. It was this triangle 
of electorate, funding source, and 
local authority that determined 
the decision-making on which 
local communities relied to 
maintain some kind of balance 
between their immediate world 
and the world being literally 
manufactured in the wider 
economy. But that triangle, while 
capable of operating somewhat 
effectively in situations of relative 
social equilibrium, proved to be 
an unstable structure (at least as 
it had originally emerged) as that 
equilibrium became increasingly 
disturbed by the social demands 
of industrialisation.

That industrialisation and the 
growing urbanisation that went 
with it generated an increasing 
demand for local authorities 
to provide an ever-growing 
number of functions in the areas 
of sanitation, housing, health, 
transport, education and civic 
legal functions. Initially, these 
functions had been performed by 
separate bodies but as the demands 
of urbanisation generated an 
increasing overlap between them, 
they began to be undertaken by 
over-arching local authorities. In 

order to perform these functions, 
the local authority was obliged 
to increase its source of funding 
and this meant applying greater 
pressure on the rates. But the rates 
were paid by the same people who 
had the power to set them and 
there was a limit to the willingness 
of these ratepayers to increasingly 
sustain the cost of  these local 
authority responsibilities (rates 
had more than doubled between 
1841 and 1868). This meant 
that there was now an inbuilt 
inhibition that militated against 
a local authority being able to 
perform the functions necessary 
to maintain social harmony in 
increasingly urbanised settings.

Aware of the dangers of this, 
by the mid-century, central 
government sought to alleviate the 
plight of the landed and business 
communities by supplementing 
the rate-based income of local 
authorities. The result was a 
growing number of areas where 
central government grants-in-aid 
became the means of sustaining 
these activities.

However, as the range of 
these grants-in-aid began to 
expand there arose a growing 
concern at the way in which 
they were generating an over-
reliance on such grants by local 
authorities and a commensurate 
over-burdening on the Treasure. 
These concerns began in the 
early 1870s but remained largely 
unaddressed until 1881 when 
Gladstone’s Cabinet set up an 
inter-departmental committee 
to examine local government 
finances with a view to 
alleviating the ongoing reliance 
of local authority activities on the 
Treasury. What it came up with 
was a proposal that the income 
from certain taxes should be 
designated in whole or in part to 
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local authorities. Specifically, the 
1881 Committee named the revenue 
from the carriage tax to be designated 
in full to local authorities alongside 
the allocation of a proportion of 
the local income taxes collected by 
central government. This was meant 
to compensate local authorities 
for the additional expenditure on 
things that were acknowledged to 
have a national as well as a local 
function, an example being the 
maintenance costs incurred by local 
authorities on the local road system 
in response to the demands of 
growing industrialisation. Although 
the Committee’s proposals never 
reached the statute book, they did 
establish the principle of what came 
to be known as “assigned revenue” 
as part of local government income.

The idea was revived in a 
government Bill in 1885 which 
proposed to allocate to local 
authorities the proceeds from the 
duty on alcohol sales and house 
sales in their respective jurisdictions. 
However, like the suggestions of 
the 1881 Committee this too never 
reached the point of actual legislation. 
Things changed in 1886 when the 
Chamberlain Unionists defected to the 
Salisbury Conservatives and helped 
buttress the Conservative minority 
government. This arrangement 
brought with it the arrival of George 
Goschen, to Salisbury’s reforming 
Cabinet. Goschen had previously 
held positions in the Board of Trade 
and been President of the Poor Law 
Board under Gladstone and had in 
1872 attempted a reform of local 
government finances. So, when 
this acknowledged expert on local 
government finance was made 
Chancellor of the Exchequer in 1887 
he was immediately set the task of 
looking at this issue once more.

“Goschen firmly supported the idea 
of assigned revenues by replacing 
the majority of grants-in-aid to local 
governments that had accrued in 
England, Wales and Scotland with 
the revenue from excise licences that 
previously had gone to the Exchequer, 
in addition to a new tax on horses-
and-carts and half of all probate 
duties. The tax on transport was 
withdrawn, after much opposition, 
but the other two taxes were carried 
and became a principal source of 

local income.” (Explaining Local 
Government: Local Government in 
Britain since 1800, by J.A. Chandler. 
Published by Manchester University 
Press, Manchester, 2007, p.103).

Goschen’s policies didn’t signal 
the end of central government 
grants-in-aid but they did provide 
the means by which local authority 
finances were rebalanced in the 
light of the introduction of assigned 
revenues. The result was that this 
arrangement of rates, grants-in-aid 
and assigned revenue established in 
the 1880s became the model for local 
government finance from then on.

Local authorities, ‘model 
housing’ companies, charities and 
company housing

Lord Shaftesbury understood the 
problems of the slums. He understood 
the implications for public health that 
arose from their lack of sanitation, 
and prevalence of disease. And he 
understood all of this through his 
evangelical Christianity. To Lord 
Shaftesbury, the slums were all of 
these things but primarily they were 
the source of vice and immorality. 
So, it should not be surprising that it 
was this friend of chimney-sweeps, 
lunatics and the cause of a Jewish 
return to the Holy Land who was 
responsible for what is considered 
the earliest legislation defining a 
role for local authorities in urban 
housing provision. The Labouring 
Classes Lodging Houses Act of 1851 
(also known as the Shaftesbury Act) 
provided local boroughs with the 
authority to raise funds through the 
local rates for the purpose of building 
lodging houses for unmarried 
workers. However, true to the 
sensibilities of its sponsor, women 
were not permitted to enter these 
houses for fear of the temptation of 
prostitution. And, as the title of the 
legislation suggests, the remit it gave 
local authorities was very limited and 
did not go far in alleviating the wider 
working class housing problem in 
the urban areas of England.

The Shaftesbury Act was followed 
by several more Acts of Parliament 
during the second half of the century 
that served to invest local authorities 
with more powers in the area of 
housing. Notable among these 
was the Artisans’ and Labourers’ 

Dwellings Act (also known as the 
Torrens Act) of 1868 which gave the 
local authority the power to compel 
owners of individual houses to 
institute repairs or, as a last resort, to 
demolish houses deemed dangerous 
or unfit for habitation. This 
represented the earliest legislation 
that provided local authorities with 
such authority on a national level. Its 
efficacy however was impaired by the 
complex legal and appeal procedures 
involved and the compensation that 
had to be paid to the landlords. This 
meant that the effect of the legislation 
was minimal. In fact, according to 
The British Medical Association, 
the Torrens Act in 1868 and all the 
other associated private and public 
schemes designed to encourage the 
construction of dwellings for the 
artisan and labouring classes had, by 
1874 only helped to accommodate 
around 30,000 individuals. Put 
alongside the 40,000 members of that 
class which, in the same period, the 
BMJ estimated to have been added 
to those in need of decent housing, 
the scale of the growing problem 
was obvious (see: Artisans’ Dwelling 
Bill, The British Medical Journal, 
February 13, 1875, pp.214-215). 

The above article in The British 
Medical Journal was a commentary 
on a Bill then going through 
Parliament. That Bill became The 
Artisans’ and Labourers’ Dwellings 
Improvement Act (also known as the 
Cross Act) of 1875 which was meant 
to address the shortcomings of earlier 
legislation in a number of areas. 

The 1875 Act extended the power 
of local authorities to compulsorily 
purchase entire areas that were 
deemed to be “areas unfit for 
human habitation”. This was an 
improvement on the house-by-
house approach evident in the earlier 
legislation. The idea was to facilitate 
the clearing of wider problem areas 
in order to ensure that subsequent 
house-building would be undertaken 
according to designs that allowed 
for a healthier urban landscape with 
the eradication of narrow lanes, 
constrained squares and cul-de-sacs 
where squalor, damp and unclean air 
was deemed to provide the breeding 
ground not only for diseases of the 
body but diseases of the soul.

This facility in the 1875 Act was 
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also designed to overcome the 
drawback of earlier legislation where 
local authorities had been encouraged 
to undertake slum clearances without 
providing them with the means of 
rehousing the human beings who had 
been living in those slums and who 
then found themselves homeless after 
their habitats had been ‘cleared’. The 
effect of the earlier legislation had 
been to drive such displaced people 
into the adjacent areas which both 
exacerbated the over-crowding in 
those areas as well as causing an 
upward pressure on rents. The 1875 
Act was meant to address this issue 
as it:

“placed a duty on local authorities 
to arrange for new dwellings to 
be built on or near the cleared site 
sufficient to rehouse all the displaced 
persons – later reduced to 50% - but 
placed severe restrictions on building 
by local authorities. The land cleared 
at ‘public’ expense, had to be sold 
to philanthropic, ‘model dwelling’ 
housing associations. However, 
compensation to slum landlords 
was at full market value and some 
owners packed their houses with 
temporary lodgers to claim maximum 
compensation. The land cost, when 
passed on to the associations, meant 
that the building on the cleared 
site was expensive so rehousing 
obligations were often ignored.” 
(Housing Politics in the United 
Kingdom: Power, planning and 
protest, by Brian Lund. Published by 
Policy Press, University of Bristol, 
2016, p.66).

Another failure of the 1875 Act, 
and one which it had in common with 
earlier legislation, was highlighted in 
The British Medical Journal. This 
was something that had been spoken 
about by Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth 
during the course of the 1875 
Bill’s transit through Parliament. 
Kay-Shuttleworth’s was a socially 
conscious Liberal whose 1832 work 
on the plight of the working class in 
the Manchester cotton industry was 
cited by Friedrich Engels in his own 
investigation into the condition of 
the English working class published 
in 1845. In his assessment of the 
1875 legislation, Kay-Shuttleworth 
had drawn attention to the problems 
associated with the central role 
assigned to local authority Chief 

Medical Officers under the terms of 
the Act. As in previous legislation the 
Chief Medical Officer was allocated 
the position of the main designator 
of houses deemed to be subject for 
improvement or demolition orders. 
Kay-Shuttleworth pointed to the 
problems this created due to the 
position of Chief Medical Officers 
being fixed-term appointees of the 
local authorities (on repeatable 
contracts varying from one to 
five years). The local authorities 
responsible for these appointments 
were in most cases composed of 
persons who themselves were 
described by Kay-Shuttleworth as 
“owners of property against which 
the medical men would have to 
report” and the “members of the 
Local Boards are frequently great 
offenders against the sanitary laws” 
with the result that “a medical officer 
desiring to do his duty in this matter 
must occasionally be sorely beset.” 
(See British Medical Journal of 
February 13, 1875 cited above). In 
other words, there existed a serious 
conflict of interest inherent in the 
relationship between the local 
authority and the Chief Medical 
Officer which would inevitably 
hinder the efficient operation of the 
1875 Act. 

These issues combined with the 
fact that, like previous legislation, 
the powers under it were permissive 
rather than obligatory (i.e., local 
authorities had the choice of opting 
into the operation of the Act or 
remaining outside it) meant that the 
Act didn’t lead to any significant 
improvement in the national slum 
clearance and re-housing situation. 

Birmingham and the limitations 
of private enterprise

Birmingham provides a practical 
example of the limitations of the 
1875 Act despite the positive way 
in which it was implemented under 
Joseph Chamberlain. It was Joseph 
Chamberlain’s ingenuity and 
business acumen that ensured that 
the city was among the first to begin 
the process of operating the Act and 
it did so on a scale unmatched by any 
other local authority. The first point 
to be made is the length of time it 
took for a local authority to complete 
the cumbersome process from the 

point when a decision was made 
to utilise the opportunities offered 
under the Act to the point where the 
results were realised on the ground.

On 27 July, 1875, Birmingham 
became one of the earliest local 
authorities to start the process of 
initiating the 1875 Act when it 
submitted its plan for a large scale 
town redevelopment scheme. This 
involved the demolition of an 
area consisting of a total of 3,744 
existing buildings. Those building 
housed a population of 16,596 and 
of those buildings 3,054 housed 
a working class population of 
13,538. The scheme was costed 
by Birmingham Corporation at 
£550,000. The Birmingham scheme 
having completed the cumbersome 
preliminary process was given the 
necessary Parliamentary approval 
and signed into law on 15 August 
1876. However, this was merely 
the opening stage of the process as 
it merely provided Birmingham 
Corporation with the authority to 
begin the procurement (by voluntary 
and compulsory purchase) of the 
buildings within the area designated 
in its scheme. 

It was here that the real obstacles 
faced by Birmingham began. Before 
the procurement stage could start 
the Act required the appointment 
of an Official Arbitrator. This 
appointment had to be made by the 
Local Government Board (a body 
that operated under the authority of 
central government). The role of the 
Official Arbitrator was to establish a 
fair market valuation to be offered to 
landlords whose properties were to 
be taken over by the local authority 
– the hope being that the landlords 
would voluntarily agree to sell their 
properties to the local authority at 
that rate. In instances where the local 
authority was compelled to resort to 
compulsory purchase the role of the 
Official Arbitrator was to officiate 
and make recommendations taking 
into account the arguments of the 
landlord. 

In the case of Birmingham, it 
took until early 1879 for the Local 
Government Board to find a suitably 
qualified Official Arbitrator in the 
person of Sir Henry Hunt and it took 
him until 23 March 1880 to make 
his provisional valuation. The Act 



Labour Affairs  21

No. 336 - March 2023

then permitted the right of appeal by 
either parties should they find that 
valuation unacceptable and after 
receiving several such appeals from 
the landlords the Official Arbitrator 
then made his ‘Final Award’ on 16 
June 1880. But even then, the Act 
allowed any dissenting landlord the 
right to appeal to a Jury presided over 
by the Under-Sherriff – a facility that 
resulted in several such appeals by 
landlords to the Jury-decision process. 
The results of this cumbersome 
procedure combined with the need 
to procure funding meant that the 
scheme initiated by Birmingham 
Corporation in July 1875 could only 
proceed piecemeal with the initial part 
of the construction work beginning 
in August 1878 and the bulk of 
the building process completed in 
September 1886. 

Birmingham Corporation initially 
funded the scheme through loans 
principally from the Public Works 
Loan Commissioners on the basis 
of a repayment rate of 3.5% over 30 
years. But under the arrangements by 
which the Local Government Board 
had sanctioned the Birmingham 
scheme the city was permitted to 
enter into any loan arrangement that 
could be repaid over 60 years if it 
could find a source of such funding 
payable over that time span. In 
order to take advantage of this much 
longer repayment period Birmingham 
Corporation subsequently issued 
its own Corporation Stock and on 
that basis consolidated the debt 
and paid off the Public Works Loan 
Commissioners loan. 

The monetary outlay incurred 
by Birmingham Corporation was 
also alleviated by the financial 
returns from its Corporation Street 
development. Birmingham had, under 
its redevelopment scheme, acquired 
the freeholds to six hundred buildings 
in the area of what became the 
Corporation Street redevelopment. A 
decision was made to sell individual 
sites along the line of the proposed 
Corporation Street development on 
a 75-year lease to those developers 
willing to rebuild the area according 
to Birmingham Corporation’s plans. 
As this area was deemed to be a prime 
commercial area the Corporation had 
little difficulty in finding purchasers 
but it did so in the clear knowledge that 
the sale of the sites in this particular 
area would result in a commercial 

rather than a housing development. 
Birmingham Corporation had 

been able to procure its initial loan 
for its redevelopment scheme under 
the 1870 Public Works Loan Act. 
The loans advanced by the Public 
Works Loan Commissioners to local 
authorities under that Act were meant 
to facilitate the procurement of the 
buildings designated for demolition 
and to fund the consequent building 
of replacement artisans’ and 
labourers’ dwellings. As the purchase 
of the unsanitary buildings in many 
cases would initially lead to their 
demolition what in effect the local 
authority was purchasing in such 
circumstances was the land. As stated 
above, under the terms of the 1875 
Act, the land cleared at public expense 
had to be sold to philanthropic or 
‘model dwelling’ companies who 
would then take on the responsibility 
for constructing the replacement 
houses. But it seems that Birmingham 
found it difficult to enlist sufficient 
interest from these organisations 
and companies on the scale that its 
development scheme demanded. 
However, because Birmingham 
paid off its Public Works Loan at 
an early stage it was freed from the 
constraints associated with that loan. 
This meant that it could, alongside the 
philanthropic and “model housing’ 
companies also attempt to entice 
private developers to taking on the 
responsibility for constructing the 
replacement housing. Despite this the 
Corporation continued to experience 
difficulties in finding partners. As the 
Manager of Birmingham Corporation 
himself admitted:

“Considerable attention has been 
given by the Committee, from time to 
time, to the question of the erection 
of suitable dwellings for the working 
classes, and while they would have 
been glad to secure the provision of 
such houses by private enterprise, 
they have been unsuccessful, except 
in the case of the Summer Lane site, 
before referred to, in letting any land 
for the purpose.” (A Short History 
of the Birmingham Improvement 
Scheme, by Arthur H. Davis, 
Manager, Improvement Department, 

Council House. Birmingham, 
February, 1890).

This was the case because any 
commercial developer likely to 
agree to the outlay of the cost of the 

construction of such dwellings (to be 
allocated to artisans and labourers) 
would only do so on the basis that 
the rental income would be sufficient 
to meet its business needs. Given 
that the rent capacity of the artisan 
and labouring tenants of these new 
homes was limited this was always 
going to be seen as onerous by most 
commercial builders. But it wasn’t 
only the low returns that such an 
investment offered to developers 
that inhibited their commitment to 
such schemes. There was also the 
problem of location. As the success of 
the Corporation Street development 
showed, if the location could be 
viewed as an asset by a commercial 
developer it would result in a more 
positive outcome.

The problem from the commercial 
developer’s perspective was that 
under the terms of the 1875 Artisans’ 
and Labourers’ Act there was an 
obligation that replacement housing 
be erected on, or in close proximity 
to, the site of the original demolished 
houses. This was always likely to 
prove a barrier to the involvement 
of commercial developers when it 
came to the construction of artisans’ 
and labourers’ dwellings despite the 
potential attraction of the central 
location of the land involved. 

The growing awareness of this in 
governing circles began to generate a 
re-think on this issue. As the unsanitary 
and unfit housing was often located 
in central urban locations the land, 
freed from the obligation of replacing 
working class homes on the site of the 
demolished slums would be viewed 
as far more valuable by commercial 
developers. In other words, if the 
replacement housing was permitted 
to be built in areas away from the 
central sites on which the demolished 
houses were located it would free the 
developers to use that land in ways that 
guaranteed a sufficiently attractive 
return to justify their involvement. 
This, combined with the fact that the 
replacement housing could then be 
constructed on cheaper land away 
from the town centres, would enable 
the developer to charge a lower rent 
to the tenant while at the same time 
ensuring that the developer’s outlay-
to-rental income from the resultant 
artisans and labourers dwellings was 
viewed as less onerous. By providing 
that kind of inducement it was hoped 
to encourage the commitment of more 
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commercial developers to the wider 
plans of the local authorities.

This aspect of local property 
dynamics helped influence the 
architects of the 1879 modifications 
to the 1875 Act and was welcomed as 
such by The British Medical Journal 
when in its assessment of these 
modifications it said:

“There is one clause (the twenty-
eighth) which seems to sanction the 
erection of new buildings for the poor 
on other sites than those on which 
the old buildings stood; and if so, 
this would remove one of the great 
obstacles in carrying out the Act of 
1875. (The Artisans’ Dwellings Act 
(1875) and Bill (1879), The British 
Medical Journal, January 25, 1879, 
p.117).

Aside from this, certain other 
measures were introduced in 1879 
which addressed the previous abuse of 
the system by unscrupulous landlords 
seeking to exploit the compensation 
features of the earlier legislation.

The failure of philanthropy, 
charity and company housing

But aside from the manner in which 
previous legislation had inhibited the 
involvement of private enterprise in 
rehousing there was also a separate 
factor which prevented a more robust 
involvement by the philanthropic 
‘model housing’ companies and 
the charitable housing institutions.  
When it came to the construction of 
artisans’ and labourers’ dwellings the 
problem wasn’t the absence of such 
bodies. By 1879 there were many 
such organisations providing working 
class housing. The Metropolitan 
Association for Improving the 
Dwellings of the Industrial Classes 
was an early provider of such homes. 
As was the Society for Improving the 
Condition of the Labouring Classes, 
the Peabody Trust, the Improved 
Industrial Dwellings Company, the 
Metropolitan Artisans’ and Labourers’ 
Dwellings Association, which became 
the Victoria Dwellings Association 
(incidentally in 1877 its chairman 
was John Walter, the owner of The 
Times newspaper) and many more. By 
the late 1870s these bodies had been 
responsible for the provision of many 
thousands of artisans’ and labourers’ 
homes. 

However, their relative success 

in this area disguised an issue that 
militated against these bodies ever 
being able to solve the deeper issues 
arising from the housing needs of 
the poor. The problem was that these 
philanthropic and ‘model housing’ 
companies operated to a selection 
process that ensured their tenants 
came from the better off section 
of the working class. Only those 
capable of paying rents on a regular 
and punctual basis and willing to 
abide by their strict morality-based 
rules (for instance, the Peabody 
Trust homes imposed a night-time 
curfew) were accepted as tenants. 
These requirements were obviously 
not compatible with the majority of 
the people who required rehousing 
as a result of slum-clearing schemes. 
It was the application of their strict 
admission rules that ensured that many 
of these philanthropic and ‘model 
homes’ companies could keep their 
books in order. For example, by the 
early 1880s the Peabody Trust could 
boast to having over 800 dwellings in 
London producing a rental revenue 
of over £1,000 per week. The fact 
that in 1883 its annual rent arrears 
only amounted to £100 was seen as 
a vindication of its admission policy 
and one that was considered critical 
to the Trust’s capacity to continue 
to generate the funds for it to persist 
in the construction of homes for the 
working class. In such circumstances 
bodies like the Peabody Trust were 
not easily shifted from admission 
policies that continued to exclude the 
most needful from the homes they 
were building.

Also, although ‘model housing’ 
companies were deemed to be 
philanthropic in the sense that their 
objective was narrowly defined as 
the suppliers of working class homes 
at reasonable rents, they operated on 
commercial lines (usually providing 
a 5% dividend for investors). This 
meant that they chose their projects 
on the likelihood of that project 
guaranteeing a return on their 
investment and the extent of those 
investments were constrained by their 
capital reserves. A similar constraint 
operated on the charitable housing 
associations where their philanthropic 
status, although not requiring the 
payment of dividends, also meant that 
they also could not extend investments 
beyond their capital reserves.

It was in an attempt to address this 

financial constraint on companies 
and charities that the Government 
introduced its Public Works Loans 
Act of 1879. The hope held out by this 
legislation was that in opening up an 
official loan facility to these companies 
and institutions the Government could 
induce them to get more involved 
in the local authority slum-clearing 
schemes. In furtherance of that 
objective the 1879 Act extended the 
loan facilities previously restricted to 
local authorities to now include these 
philanthropic and ‘model homes’ 
companies and others.

“The Public Works Loans Act, 1879, 
under sections 5 and 6 whereof the 
commissioners have power to lend to 
the Peabody Trustees in London, and 
to labourers, dwellings companies, etc. 
in London and elsewhere, for housing 
purposes.” (The Law and Practice 
with Regard to Housing in England 
and Wales, by Sir Kingsley Wood. 
Published by Hodder and Stoughton, 
London, 1921, p.215). 

The Act went further in providing 
the opportunity for “any railway 
company or dock or harbour company, 
or any other company, society or 
association established for the 
purpose of constructing or improving, 
or of facilitating or encouraging 
the construction or improvement of 
dwellings for the working classes” 
(ibid). 

The result of the two pieces of 
legislation introduced in 1879 meant 
that the Government had now:

provided a greater freedom for 
commercial interests to utilise the 
land cleared by local authority slum-
clearance schemes, 

while at the same time extending the 
availability of official loans to a whole 
raft of philanthropic, ‘model housing’ 
companies and other organisations 
committed to the construction of 
homes for the working classes.

By these means the Government 
sought to generate the incentive for 
these companies and organisations 
to take an increasing role in the 
rebuilding operations of local 
authorities and thereby increase the 
rate of supplying replacement homes 
for those cleared as a result of slum-
clearance schemes. 

Aside from the actual homes 
provided to the working class in this 
way the idea was that homes located on 
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cheaper land away from the town and 
city centres were likely to command a 
cheaper rent than if those homes had 
been built in their original locations. 
However, as the tendency at this time 
was for the working class to reside 
close to their places of employment 
this created the challenge of getting 
them to these places of employment 
from the areas in which their new 
homes were located. 

As a result, there arose the demand 
that railway companies provide 
cheap fare arrangements to enable 
workers to get from the new places 
of housing to their places of work. 
The thinking behind this demand was 
that it was unreasonable to expect 
workers to move to new areas of 
accommodation on the promise of 
cheaper rent if the gains from that 
were eroded or surpassed by the 
expense of getting to their places 
of employment. Undoubtedly there 
was also an awareness among the 
employing class that if such a situation 
persisted it would lead to increased 
wage demands. As a result of this 
the existing transport system became 
embroiled in the issue of re-housing 
in ways that it has continued to be to 
this day.

An investigation by the Select 
Committee on the Artisans’ and 
Labourers’ Acts in 1882 offered the 
suggestion that “the cheap train system 
in operation on the Great Eastern 
Railway could be extended to other 
railways running out of London”. 
Although acknowledging that this 
did not constitute an overall solution 
to the problem of overcrowding 
the Select Committee argued that 
such cheap travel would provide an 
incentive for the builders of working 
class homes to build in areas of 
London other than those blighted 
by population concentrations. The 
existence of cheap rail travel would 
also provide the necessary incentive 
for the potential tenants of these home 
to move from the concentrations of 
population around their places of 
employment. With this argument in 
mind The British Medical Journal 
suggested at the time:

“as occasion offers, the system 
of cheap trains for workmen 
should be extended to other lines 
running in and out of London. The 
Press Association states that the 
promoters of the Regent’s Canal 

Railway have agreed to run upon 
their line cheap workmen’s trains 
to the North of London, on terms 
similar to those already provided 
by the Great Eastern Railway. 
(Artisans’ Dwellings, British 
Medical Journal, June 24, 1882, 
p.952).

A year later, Lord Salisbury added 
his voice to the growing demand in 
an article published in the National 
Review where he suggested, among 
other things:

“the establishment, on all the 
railways having termini in London, 
of a train-service to the suburbs at 
suitable hours, with weekly shilling 
tickets; which would, he points 
out, withdraw many thousands 
from London houses, and from the 
competition by which their rents 
are raised.” (As reported in:, The 
British Medical Journal, November 
3, 1883, pp.885-886).

This was the sentiment that gave 
rise to the Cheap Trains Act of 1883 
which required the railway companies 
to operate inexpensive “workmen’s 
trains”. Many rail companies appear 
to have ignored this lightly policed 
requirement but a sufficient number 
did and, in the process helped over 
time to disperse the population of 
some overcrowded areas. 

However, as the 1880s progressed, 
these attempts to solve the housing 
issue, although bringing some results, 
failed to keep pace with the housing 
requirements of the increasing 
numbers of the urban working class. A 
Royal Commission on the Housing of 
the Working Classes which sat from 
1884-5 under the chairmanship of Sir 
Charles Dilke produced vast evidence 
identifying the three main problems of 
the time as poverty, squalor and bad 
housing. 

Then, in 1890, in a veiled 
acknowledgement of the failure of the 
previous attempts, the Government 
introduced its latest idea for a solution 
in the form of the Housing of the 
Working Class Act. This represented 
a definite step forward from what 
had gone before. Part I and II of 
the Act provided local authorities 
with the power to rebuild on cleared 
unsanitary sites (slums) without 
having to navigate previous levels 
of bureaucratic procedures and Part 
III permitted the authorities to take 

the initiative in undertaking further 
housing projects independent of slum-
clearance programmes and funded in 
part from the rates. However, like some 
aspects of earlier housing-related Acts 
of Parliament, Part III of the 1890 Act 
was permissive rather than obligatory 
and its provisions were only activated 
if the local authority chose to take 
advantage of them. This meant that 
many local councils failed to take up 
the options offered under the 1890 Act 
with the result that the impact on the 
housing problem remained sporadic 
and stunted.

Nonetheless, some councils did 
take advantage. London County 
Council, which had been created 
two years earlier when it replaced 
the Metropolitan Board of Works 
under the terms of the 1888 Local 
Government Act was an early 
exploiter of the powers vested in local 
government by the 1890 Act. In order 
to take advantage of the possibilities:

“Within the LCC’s Architect’s 
Department a ‘Housing of the 
Working Classes Branch’ was set 
up and a Works Department was 
formed as an alternative to the use 
of private contractors. The earliest 
schemes used Parts I and II of the 
Act: they were for blocks of flat on 
cleared sites in Limehouse and 
Poplar, and the largest comprised 
19 block dwellings at the Boundary 
Street redevelopment area of 
Bethnal Green.” (Town Planning 
in Britain Since 1900, by Gordon 
E. Cherry. Published by Blackwell, 
1996, p.7).

By the early 1890s it could be said 
that the combination of facilitating 
legislation, the emergence of revenue 
streams other than the rates (as 
gone into earlier), and access to 
loan facilities, set the ground for 
local authorities to engage more 
directly with local housing issues 
and with more independence than 
they previously possessed. In that 
context, the housing projects built 
directly by the LCC’s own Works 
Department in Limehouse, Poplar and 
Bethnal Green could claim to be the 
first manifestation of this emerging 
situation. What happened afterwards 
will be gone into in the next part of 
the series.
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The Battle Of Our Generation
Mark Langhammer

Speech to Trade Union Rally, 
Guildhall, 21st February 2023, Derry, 
Northern Ireland  

The rally was organised by the NI 
Teachers Council made up of unions as 
follows: NASUWT, INTO, UTU and 
NEU (my union). One NITC affiliate, 
the NAHT (the Principals union) was 
not on strike.

The meeting was hosted by the Derry 
Trades Council – who organised the 
stage, banners, microphones etc. The 
SF Mayor of Derry introduced the 
meeting.

Around 400 attended.
Other public service unions spoke 

– NIPSA, Unite, Unison, UCU as 
well as a speaker from the NUJ on 
the BBC cuts at Radio Foyle. Another 
local campaign highlighted was the NI 
Housing Executive dispute.

  The speech was well received.
Mark Langhammer is Regional 

Secretary of the National Education 
Union

“Colleagues….we’re in the battle of 
our generation. And I’m here to talk 
about the money!

The pay of ordinary working people 
across every sector has, incrementally, 
bit by bit, over 40 years, gone steadily 
down - whilst returns to the wealthiest 
have risen inexorably: 

through corporate profit and 
shareholders dividends; 

through speculation and usury;
Through tax-breaks, and tax-

loopholes;
And through bonuses, and 

stratospheric ‘executive’ pay
That 40 year trend is what brings 

us here today. That’s what drives this 
dispute. The days of less and less 
wages and more and more profits need 
to end.

For the teachers that I represent, 
since Osborne’s pay freeze in 2010-11, 
you’ve lost nearly 24% in real-terms-
pay – a quarter of your salary, and a 
quarter of your value. In this “Lost 
Decade” teachers (along with social 
workers) have lost more than any other 
profession or trade group. 

But teachers know they can’t win 
this on our own - that we win this 
together, or not at all.

We’re all told the same - “There’s no 

money”;  It’s “unaffordable”; Unions 
are “unrealistic” or “unreasonable”, it’s 
not in the budget. 

Let’s be clear, the money to settle 
this dispute is there – it’s not a lack of 
money – it’s about the political choices 
of successive governments.

The TUC tell us that the cost of settling 
all unions’ claims, across the UK,  is 
estimated at £29 billion.  Obviously 
it’s not as much as that as government 
would have tax and National insurance 
returned to it…... But remember that 
figure, £29 billion.

Let’s look at tax, for example. The 
Government admits to a tax-gap of £32 
billion. That’s tax evaded, avoided and 
uncollected. But Tax-Research UK 
independently assess the ‘tax-gap’ at 
£120 billion.   So, who do we believe?  
I know who I believe!  Think of it. 
£120 BILLION!  If even half that was 
collected, all our claims could be met, 
twice over! And our own local Nevin 
Economic Research Unit calculate the 
tax-gap as higher - £260 billion!

Then look at PFI, the Private 
Finance Initiative. If we brought PFI 
schemes back into public control, that 
would immediately release £18 billion 
back into the NHS revenue stream 
alone. Add Education and infrastructure 
projects and we’re looking at north of 
£50 billion –at a conservative estimate. 
So, there’s no money? Really?

Covid’s another example.  We saw 
the obscene spectacle of “VIP Lane” 
procurement – with billions, literally 
billions - going to the pockets of the 
mates and donors of this Conservative 
government. And very little usable PPE 
was procured!  Is that okay?

So, let’s not be fooled. The money’s 
there.

The UK is a currency creating 
country. It simply instructs the Bank 
of England to add some noughts onto 
the ledger. Much of the national debt is 
money that the government owes itself.

That’s how they paid for covid, and 
furlough.  And that’s how they pay 
for the never-ending wars-of-choice 
– untold billions in Iraq, Afghanistan, 
Syria, Libya, the Yemen and now in 
the Ukraine. None of these wars are 
defensive; none protect our security. 
None were necessary.

We don’t like talking about this, but 
we must.  Everyone here knows that 
their bills have shot-up. The spike in 

energy costs that drives the cost-of-
living crisis can’t be explained without 
looking at sanctions. Cannot.

Of course, the behaviour of OPEC is 
questionable.

The greed of privatised energy 
companies, too, sees a corporate 
bonanza in profits on the back of 
working peoples’ hardship. 

If we look at energy inflation, last 
year saw energy inflation in the UK 
at 183% It was 4% in France! Why? 
Because the EDF is publicly controlled 
and was instructed to keep tariffs lower. 
The EDF, by the way – along with other 
European state energy companies – has 
a footprint in the UK energy market. 
And they don’t mind ripping you off, 
to subsidise lower prices in their own 
country. 

That’s part of the problem, but not 
most of it.

Russia provided gas and oil to much 
of Europe and provided it cheaply. UK 
reliance on Russian energy is low, at 
4%. However, the boomerang effect of 
NATO sanctions is that, without cheap 
energy, we pay more to heat our homes.  
So NATO sanctions are having a big 
effect on our standard of living.

I know this may be controversial to 
some, but am I the only one here that 
thinks these unnecessary wars come on 
the back of wage restraint for working 
people at home?  I doubt it.

Right now, we’re pouring billions 
into Ukraine in lethal weaponry, much 
of it to Fascist militias– the Azov, the 
C14, the Right Sector, the Freikorps, 
the National militia – all bound by the 
odious, anti-semitic, philosophy of 
Stefan Bandera in Western Ukraine.

Colleagues, we need to join 
the dots….put brakes on our 
Government…and look after working 
people first. Working people before 
any other priority or issue, including 
warfare.

The money is there.  It comes 
down to political choice.  We need to 
stand together to tell the government, 
and force the government, to make 
different choices.

Let’s stick together and see this 
through.

Thank you.”


