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 Dominic Cummings confirmed the awful truth

Dominic Cummings is not a reliable witness but much of what he has said to
the select committees about this Government’s catastrophic and criminal
handling of the Coronavirus pandemic rings more than true.

A contemptuous disregard for the lives and wellbeing of elderly, disabled, at
risk, poor, black and brown people, as well as low-paid key workers whether
in the health or social care services, schools, supermarkets, delivery or public
transport sectors, has characterised the Government’s approach throughout. A
decade of Tory austerity, cuts and privatisations mean that the public services
we need and expect to support and protect us have been either non-existent or
woefully inadequate.

 Worrying maps reveal the speed at
which the Indian Covid variant has
taken hold in England,.

The mutant strain was dominant in 102
of England's 315 local authority areas
by May 22 - having been detected in
less than 30 a month earlier.

The variant arrived after the
Government failed to close India to air
travel.

India variant: Why was India not put on the red list sooner?
India was added to the red list on 23 April, but neighbouring Pakistan and Bangladesh had been on it
since 9 April.  On 9 April:

    Pakistan had a seven-day average of 21 cases per million people

    Bangladesh had twice as many

    India had four times as many

Covid: Lockdown easing in England to be delayed by four weeks

Boris Johnson’s irreversible road map went swiftly into reverse With the announcement
that the 21st June lockdown easing is to be delayed by four weeks because of the spread of
the new variant of Covid. The decision became inevitable after the new variant was
diagnosed as 60% more transmittable than the original virus and running at 5550 cases a
day and 15000 a day predicted by the 21st June.

https://zerocovid.uk/2021/06/04/dominic-cummings-confirmed-the-awful-truth/
https://www.facebook.com/SheffieldCentralCLPEducationPage
mailto:daveberrygmb@yahoo.co.uk
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/56801288
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-57464097


Ceasefire brings peace to Palestine & Israel but
where now?

The ceasefire announced
Thursday, 20th May, between
Israel and Hamas will hopefully
end the worst of the violence that
in the course of 11 days killed well
over 200 people, the vast majority
of them Palestinians in the Gaza
Strip. As of 17 May, 200
Palestinians, including 60 children
have been killed in Gaza due to
Israeli air strikes. 20 Palestinians
have been killed in the West Bank
by Israeli forces and nearly 5000
injured. In Israel, 10 people have
been killed in rocket attacks from
Gaza and hundreds have been
injured.

Israeli police, in a remarkable move — seen by many Israelis as an
astounding error and by many Palestinians as a deliberate provocation
— entered the Al- Aqsa mosque itself, during Ramadan, throwing stun
grenades and making arrests. More than 200 Palestinians were
reportedly injured along with 17 Israeli police officers, in images that
reverberated across the Muslim world.

On the evening of May 10, Hamas issued an ultimatum to Israel to
withdraw, by 6 pm, all police from Haram al-Sharif. This was a brazen
move, meant as a show of force toward its far stronger enemy. And just
after 6 pm, Hamas followed through on its threat, launching six rockets
toward Jerusalem.

Israel then responded to those rockets with more than 100 airstrikes
on Hamas and Palestinian Islamic Jihad (another Islamist militant
group active in Gaza) targets. Twenty-four Palestinians were killed,
including nine children. The following night, Hamas surprised
Israel with its ability to launch large numbers of rockets to far
greater effective range than in the past, putting most of the Israeli
population under fire. A few rockets got through Israel’s Iron Dome
defense system and hit Israeli cities. The Israeli response was been
massive and overwhelming, killing more than 200 Palestinians,
including many civilians and more than two dozen children, in
Gaza, where residents have little refuge; 13 Israelis were killed by
rockets and missiles fired from Gaza.

East Jerusalem has long been a flashpoint, with an uneasy coexistence there between Jews and Arabs. Israel
effectively annexed East Jerusalem in 1980 and considers the entire city its capital. Palestinians claim the
eastern half of Jerusalem as the capital of a hoped-for state of their own. Near to East Jerusalem is the
predominantly Arab district of Sheikh Jarrah. Here several Palestinian families face eviction by the Israeli
courts in a dispute about who can claim or reclaim property in East Jerusalem. The dispute is the latest
episode of longer term efforts by Israeli settler groups, often supported by recent Israeli governments to
make Jerusalem “more Jewish.” The court ruling, due on Monday 10 May was postponed. Israelis used that
day to celebrate ‘Jerusalem Day’, marking the occupation of East Jerusalem in the 1967 Middle East war.
This led to further violence.



Why you should become a member of Sheffield Labour Friends of
Palestine

Sheffield’s Labour movement is speaking with an ever louder and more coordinated voice
in support of Palestinian rights and much of this in recent years has been the result of work
by Sheffield Labour Friends of Palestine.  Since Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu
announced his intention to formally annex the lands of Palestine which have been under
military occupation for 53 years, understanding of the situation and its significance in
global politics has never been clearer or more widespread.  The announcement, while not
carried out, unleashed an explosion of aggressive racist behaviour against ordinary
Palestinians by extremist Israeli settlers, supported by the forces of the Israeli state.  Also
supporting the waves of aggression is the Jewish National Fund, a para-statal organisation
which is behind the campaign to remove Palestinians from their legally owned homes in
Sheikh Jarrah and other suburbs of East Jerusalem,  part of a process of forcible transfer
and ethnic cleansing which has been ongoing since the Nakba (Palestinian catastrophe)
which was the result of the creation of the state of Israel in 1948.
The world has witnessed the escalation of the situation with the Israeli military attack on
the worshippers in the Al Aqsa mosque in East Jerusalem, the reaction by Hamas with the
firing of rockets deep into Israeli territory, and the devastating Israeli bombing of Gaza
resulting in the deaths of 269 Palestinians including 70 children and 12 Israelis including 2
children.
A welcome ceasefire will be merely temporary unless political changes which address the
causes of hostility are made.  This requires political leaders at national and international
level to act. There has never been a more important or opportune moment to get engaged.
Sheffield Labour Friends of Palestine (SLFP) is a grassroots organisation working through
Sheffield  Labour Party and its affiliated trade unions to build support for Palestinian
inalienable rights and to maintain pressure on our representatives and leaders to actively
pursue solutions. We have:

   Organised two delegations to the West Bank, enabling members, MPs and
Councillors to see the situation for themselves and invariably returning more
determined to work for change

   Prepared the ground for Sheffield to become the first city in the UK to
recognise the sovereign state of Palestine

   Established an alliance of friendship between the cities of Sheffield and
Nablus in the West Bank which has been formally endorsed by Sheffield
TUC and the University and College Union (UCU).  During the pandemic,
Zoom meetings have taken place between trade unionists of our two cities
and academics of our two universities and of An-Najah in Nablus are
working together on programmes of mutual exchange and solidarity.

   Maintained a programme of education and engagement through public and
zoom meetings, occasional interventions through the press, and constantly
updated Facebook page

   Worked closely and supportively with Sheffield PSC, speaking at
demonstrations and supporting BDS action

   Maintained a dialogue with our 5 Labour MPs, supplying current
information. We are particularly proud that they written and spoken out
collectively against the ethnic cleansing in East Jerusalem symbolised by the
Sumarin family over a sustained period.



   Organised fundraising events to support grassroots activities in Nablus
   Coordinated motions on Palestine through our branches and CLPs, encouraging

discussion and debate and keeping the issue of Palestine high on the Sheffield
Labour agenda.

   Written open and private letters to the Party leadership, expressing our views on
current positions, urging action in line with Party values, and courage

   Spoken at fringe meetings at national Conference
   Campaigned for an end to the occupation and for peace with justice, security

and equal rights from the river to the sea, whatever form of ‘solution’ is viable
for the people on the ground

We remain a relatively small group of very dedicated activists, yet our work has been held
up as a ‘blueprint’ for Palestinian solidarity work within the Labour and Trade Union
movement. We could be more effective with an enlarged membership, benefiting both from
much-needed income and from a wider talent pool.  In particular we would benefit from
members with skills in terms of website development, graphics and all forms of media.
As a Party member, if you care about Palestine, you should become a member of Sheffield
Labour Friends of Palestine.  Contact membership@slfp.org.uk

Left: The Palestinian Flag is raised
outside the Town Hall after
Sheffield City Council recognises
Palestine as a state.

Right: Palestinian dancers arrive in
Sheffield to perform in schools and
Sheffield communities.

Sheffield Labour Friends of Palestine
delegation arrive in Nablus on the West
Bank in 2018

Sheffield Friends of Palestine at
recent Kill the Bill protest
protecting our right to protest
peacefully.

Israel’s Oppression of Palestinians Doesn’t End with Ceasefires -By   Nimer Sultany
(Tribune)

https://tribunemag.co.uk/2021/05/israels-oppression-of-palestinians-doesnt-end-with-ceasefires
https://tribunemag.co.uk/2021/05/israels-oppression-of-palestinians-doesnt-end-with-ceasefires


Biden’s global tax plan is not without its challenges
Richard Murphy- Visiting Professor at Sheffield University Business School

This is a guest post by Richard Murphy, a visiting professor of accounting at Sheffield University
Management School and a long-standing member of the campaign group Tax Justice, arguing that Biden’s
tax plan has its challenges but is still an unexpectedly robust attempt to curtail International corporate tax
arbitrage.

President Biden’s new ‘Made in America Tax Plan’ represents a significant change in US thinking on
corporation tax issues. As a result it opens up the possibility of significant new international tax reform. If
delivered this plan could be as significant for the clamp down on tax abuse as Obama’s agreement to move
against tax havens in 2009.

The US’s change of heart reflects three realities. The first is the declining US corporate tax take despite an
increasing share of profits within US GDP. It is estimated that 20 per cent of the US tax burden has shifted
from corporations to individuals since 1945. It is an unsustainable trend, and arguably one of the reasons for
the decline in the economic wellbeing of the American middle class.

Second is the continuing use of tax havens by US corporations. Approximately 60 per cent of their income
is now recorded in such places, and is therefore largely out of reach of the US Internal Revenue Service as a
consequence.

Third, due to massive underinvestment in the IRS the rate of audit of US corporations has fallen by at least
50 per cent in the last decade. The chance that US tax cheats might get away with their deceptions has
increased considerably.

Biden’s aim is threefold. He wants revenue. He wants to redress the imbalance in the tax take, effectively
making the US tax system more progressive as a result. And, on the way, he wants to cut the current tax
subsidies for corporate investment and replace them with direct subsidies for specific actions that his
government thinks more appropriate. In essence, he wants to reclaim control of his tax base.

In doing so he will have been advised that is this is not possible unless you seek international cooperation to
control the tax rate. It’s a simple fact that in open economies there is a trade off on this issue. Traditionally
the US has abandoned the base, knowing full well that as a result its notional tax rate was meaningless, and
its tax take largely beyond its control.

Country-by-country

But now Biden, like many OECD and EU countries, has realised that abandoning tax sovereignty over the
tax rate might give him what he wants, which is control of his tax rate and yield. He can have what he wants,
but only via international tax cooperation to beat the race to the bottom that has been willingly led by low
and no tax jurisdictions, leading accountants and lawyers and their multinational corporate clients. This is
what his tax plan suggests will happen.

As outlined the plan is simple. First, it applies only to the very largest companies. Second, a form of
minimum tax in proportion to declared accounting profits will apply in the US, ending the game of corporate
tax relief domestically. Third, that minimum rate will be extended internationally in cooperation with the
OECD, which has been calling for it for some time. The US has suggested a 21 per cent minimum
corporation tax rate to the OECD.

Richard Murphy, long standing member of the Tax
Justice Network, argues that Bidens’s tax plans face
challenges but are an unexpectedly robust attempt to
curtail International global corporate tax arbitrage.



Importantly, it suggests it will apply this on a country-by-country basis, and not on an overall tax basis.
There will be no offset of high tax rates paid in Japan on low ones in Bermuda any more. And, fourth,
investment reforms are promised, but not detailed.

In the process it appears that Biden has gone a step beyond what was expected. This is because he’s
specifically applying the minimum tax rate through an upgrading and doubling of the rate on a Trump
initiative that sought to tax the profits that tech companies located in tax havens (the so-called GILTI
scheme). In this way he is effectively targeting some of the most egregious tax abuse by well-known tech
concerns that have caused many EU countries to consider the introduction of digital taxes. I am not sure
many people saw that coming.

But will this work? Yes, if it changes the mood music, it surely will. And yes, if it also makes clear that
locating profits in Ireland, Luxembourg, Jersey and Cayman simply will not work.

But no, it won’t work if anything less than a comprehensive measure of country-by-country profit and of tax
paid is adopted. And no, it won’t work again, if it lets large numbers of mid-tier companies off the hook.
The OECD is not going to be happy with that. Nor will the tax havens that this threatens give up without a
fight, or the creation of new loopholes, if Biden gives them half a chance.

But the major change is behavioural. The signal to other governments is to stop the race to the bottom. The
signal to companies and advisers is that the game is up. The message to the IRS is ‘go get them’. The
message to other countries should be to replicate this.

If the outcome is to reinforce the message that tax will be paid, come what may, then this plan works, not
just for Biden but the world. If that’s the case then the detail may not matter so much. The behavioural
consequences will be the plan’s legacy.

Richard Murphy- This article first appeared in the Financial Times

More evidence of corporate welfare. 



After decades of cuts and a decline in passenger numbers, Manchester mayor Andy Burnham has announced
that he will take the city's failing bus network back under public control.

The move to a franchise model, which is due to be completed by 2025, will be the first attempt to reverse the
disastrous deregulation of buses outside London that started in 1986.

Since then passenger numbers have halved except in the capital, where buses are overseen by Transport for
London, ridership has doubled and fares are lower than the rest of the country.

Campaigners in Sheffield are now calling on Mayor Dan Jarvis to follow Burnham's lead and bring buses in
South Yorkshire back under public control.

"Ordinary people are fed up with the state of buses in South Yorkshire," Jamie Sims of ACORN, a
community union which supports the move, told Now Then.

"We have seen routes cut, high fares and chronic delays to services that people need to get to work, see their
friends, or get to schools and hospitals. There is strong support across Sheffield for ending the chaotic and
ineffective privatised bus system."

Government legislation currently bans the formation of any new public bus companies but allows
franchising rather than complete deregulation.

A Bus Review, led by Sheffield MP Clive Betts and including passenger and trade union representation,
produced a report earlier in the year that gave franchising as one of the options as a pathway back to public
ownership.

A decision is due to be made by the end of June whether Sheffield and S. Yorkshire will move to a
franchising model similar to Manchester.

“In order to make the changes Dan Jarvis claims to want, he will
need to take the buses under public control through a franchising
system”

There are 11 publicly owned bus companies in Britain. These bus companies often
win awards. For instance, Nottingham City Transport was recently awarded Best
UK Bus Operator for the fourth time. These public bus companies often provide
high levels of investment in services precisely because they are publicly owned.
Reading Buses is able to invest an additional £3 million a year in the bus network
(around 12-15% of its annual turnover) because it doesn't pay out dividends to
private shareholders.

Buses for the Public not Profit

Better Buses for S. Yorkshire says Campaigners

Bus campaigners out in
Sheffield City Centre with a
public petition and the S.
Yorkshire Bus Review Panel,
led by MP Clive Betts,
produced a report for S.
Yorkshire Mayor Dan Jarvis.

https://weownit.org.uk/blog/revealed-great-british-bus-rip

https://weownit.org.uk/blog/revealed-great-british-bus-rip
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Starmer’s capitulation to the Tory budget, and what the left should propose

Jamie Gough

www.jamiegough.info

This article considers Starmer’s capitulation to neoliberalism in his ‘big speech’ and pronouncements on
the 3 March budget.  I consider the class nature of government spending and funding.  I give the context
of ten years of Tory cuts to public services and benefits, and, crucially, the collapse of productive
investment in Britain since the 2008 ‘financial’ crisis.  I suggest a left programme for government
spending, taxation and borrowing to support the struggles which will emerge in the coming years.

Starmer and Dodds sign up to neoliberal austerity

For the first year of his leadership of the Labour Party, Kier Starmer focused exclusively on criticising the
government’s response to the pandemic, and promoting Labour as the party of ‘competence’.  He said
nothing about Brexit, nothing about ten years of Tory austerity, and nothing about Labour policy on these
issues.  Earlier this year, Starmer came under pressure from the centre and right of the Labour Party and
their mouthpiece The Guardian to begin to define what he positively stands for.  His supporters are canny
enough to know that you cannot unseat a party with a 80 seat majority by merely stressing your
competence: voters need to be convinced Labour has an alternative strategy or vision for their economic
and social lives.  Accordingly, on 15 February he made a much-hyped ‘big speech’.  This was entirely
vacuous: its main point was to say what Labour would not do.  The government’s budget delivered on 3
March gave Starmer and the shadow chancellor Anneliese Dodds another bite of the cherry.  But once
again, they came up with zero.  They proposed no increase in public spending on services and benefits to
begin to make up for ten years of Tory cuts.  No substantial investment in industry and green
infrastructure.  And no increased taxation of business and the rich.  So their new vision amounts to: we
are Tories, with added competence and less corruption.

Early last year, when Starmer was running for the Labour leadership, he said that he stood by the
2019 Labour manifesto.  This proposed a £83 bn a year increase in ‘current’ spending in the first year of a
Labour government, an increase of around 12%, to begin to reverse the Tories’ cuts since 2010 and repair
the dire state of services and benefits.  This was to be funded by the same amount of increased tax on
capital (90% of the increase) and the rich (10% of the increase).  It aimed to begin to reverse the massive
transfer of value produced from labour to capital which has taken place over the last 45 years, and to start
to reduce the massive inequality of income between the rich and the rest which has increased over the
same period.  The manifesto also proposed that government borrowing for investment be increased,
taking advantage of near-zero interest rates: an extra £50 bn a year to fund a National Investment Bank
and the Green New Deal; and the nationalisation of the utilities, funded by bonds (another form of
borrowing).  This approach has now been decisively abandoned by Starmer and Dodds.

Starmer’s ‘big speech’: the emperor’s new clothes

In his ‘big speech’ on 15 February, Starmer made one important and valid observation: that the impact of
the pandemic is worse because of 10 years of Tory policies.  Everyone from the Tory wets leftwards has
been saying this for a year, but better late than never.  But he didn’t explain why this is the case.  And
worse, he drew no policy conclusions whatever from it.  His 'strategy' consisted of three entirely negative
points, designed to distinguish himself from Corbyn.  First, ‘Labour will not treat business with
indifference but will work with business'.   Second, ‘Labour will not treat business as a source of tax’.
Third, ‘Labour will not increase tax on the hard won earnings of ordinary families'.   (These supposed
attacks on Corbynism forget that the 2019 manifesto had major policies to support business, and promised
no increases in tax on incomes under £80,000 a year.)  Thus the overall message was: no increase in tax
revenue; and so no increase in revenue spending.



To show his ‘positive’ thinking, Starmer put forward two proposals, albeit tiny ones.  First, to expand
National Savings so as to provide a haven for the savings of the better-off which they have accumulated
over the pandemic.  This can then help to fund the recovery, and provides a bung to the middle class.  But
this suffers from two disadvantages relative to government borrowing from the finance system: the
interest rate offered will have to be larger; and the amount raised is unpredictable in advance.  Starmer’s
second proposal was a £1bn a year increase in funds for firm start ups, a bung for middle-income people
who have lost their jobs.  This is one of the most inefficient industrial policies for creating jobs: a half of
start-ups fail within a year; there is no targeting by industry, so successful start ups serving domestic
markets simply kill off other firms.  The policy doesn’t begin to address the main industrial problem: that
corporations over decades have failed to invest, and have instead used their profits to pay dividends, pay
squillions to their executives, buy back their shares, and speculate in money markets.  So these two
proposals amount to nothing.

Budgets are a class issue

A government budget sets out its plans for spending, taxation and therefore borrowing for the next
financial year, in this case April 2021 to March 2022.  It also sets out plans for the following three years,
though these are typically changed in the event.  This is very big stuff: in contemporary high-income
countries government spending accounts for between 25 and 50% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  In
Britain in 2019/20, the year before the pandemic, GDP was £2,170 bn a year and government spending
£842 bn, 38% of GDP.  The budget also sets out how spending is to be divided between capital (subsidies
to business), workers (public services, benefits, state pensions, housing benefit), infrastructures which
serve both classes, and military spending which serves only capital.  The budget specifies how taxes are
to be raised on capital (corporation tax, capital gains tax, land and property taxes) and on workers
(income tax and national insurance, VAT, council tax).  These are therefore huge class issues, alongside
the primary class issue of the exploitation of labour within production.

Accordingly, in the lead up to a budget, opposition parties usually set out their broad strategy and
demands on each of the major spending and taxation issues, and then use their reply to the budget to plug
those demands.  In the weeks leading up to the budget, I waited with baited breath for Starmer and Dodds
to set out their strategy.  But they said nothing.  So it turned out that Starmer’s ‘big speech’ was their
budget demands; as we have seen, this was a big zero.

This year, the class nature of the budget has been overshadowed and obscured by the short-term
government spending in reaction to the pandemic - furlough payments, grants and loans to firms, and
changes to benefits.  These were required to stop wholesale bankruptcies, soaring unemployment, and
destitution of the majority of the population.  The inadequacies of this spending are well-known.  So in
this article I focus on the long term issues in government spending, taxation and borrowing.  I look at
spending on public services and benefits, and how it can be funded by borrowing; industrial and
ecological policy and associated government spending on business and public goods; and finally the
hotly-contested question of taxation.

Spending on public services and benefits

Since 2010 the Tories have carried out massive cuts to public services and benefits, which resulted in
catastrophe even before the pandemic.  Services were in tatters, the workload on public sector workers
intolerable, and their wages frozen.  There was a 15-20% real cut to public sector wages.  Central funding
of local government was cut by 50% on average, 60% in most Labour-controlled authorities.  Spending
on housing, social care, nurseries, libraries and public spaces was slashed; youth services and day care
centres have vanished.  In private-sector run social care there were 100,000 unfilled posts, and workers
suffered sweatshop levels of pay and conditions.  In the NHS, there were the lowest number of acute beds
per capita among high income countries, and 85,000 nursing posts were unfilled.  Schools had classes of
30+, buildings and equipment were grossly inadequate, and teachers had to work 60 or 70 hours a week,
with consequent high drop out rates.  Cuts to funding of legal aid mean that ordinary people had no



possibility of legal help, a fundamental right.  The number of civil servants, local government officers and
staff of regulators is so depleted that many government spending programmes are simply not
implemented (for example the cultural industries pandemic funding), policing of regulations on the
environment and employment is non-existent (water pollution, wages and health and safety), and the
government ‘has to’ farm out programmes to the consultancies and outsourcing corporations (who then
don’t carry them out either - the £1bn fund for greening homes was only 3% spent last year).  All this has
of course got much worse during the pandemic.  In the NHS, schools, care homes and social work,
workers are under unbearable strain leading to burn out, depression and resignation.  The waiting list for
elective surgery stands at 4.6 million (one of whom is me).

Sunak’s budget freezes spending on public services in 2021/2, and cuts it by £15bn in 2022/3.  In the face
of this barbarism, the least that Labour should demand is an immediate rise of 15% in spending on
services to bring wages back to 2010 levels, plus a 20% rise to begin to restore services and reopen closed
ones.  On base spending of around £500 bn, this is increased spending of £175 bn a year.  (These are
ballpark figures, but we need a sense of scale here.)  Since services are labour intensive, around 30% of
this comes straight back to the Treasury in tax, so the net cost is around £120 bn a year.  This could make
a start on the ‘care-led recovery’ proposed by the Women’s Budget Group.

Since 2010, benefits other than the state pension have been slashed, most grievously in disability benefits,
the bedroom tax, housing benefit, and the five week wait for payment of Universal Credit; statutory
sickness pay is a ludicrous £95 a week.  Sunak has frozen these too.  Labour should have demanded an
immediate doubling of benefits overall, costing £75 bn a year.

In the event, Labour has demanded no increase whatever in funding of public services and benefits.
Members of the Labour front bench have criticised particular fields of government spending.  They have
called for maintaining the 10% lift in universal credit, and opposed the cut in the overseas aid budget.
They have pointed to problems such as the crisis in local government funding, the low level of statutory
sick pay, the real wage cut for NHS staff.  But they do not say what increases are needed in these areas;
and because they do not propose to increase overall spending, increase in these areas would be offset by
cuts in other areas.  So these criticisms are random and vacuous, designed solely to appear a bit more
caring than the Tories.

A particular but significant instance of Starmer’s failure on this issue is his recently-launched campaign
for the May local elections.  He makes no demand for a (radical) increase in central government funding
of local authorities.  Instead, he talks of the great job being done by Labour-controlled authorities in
administering austerity.  An opportunity lost - and probably a lot of local elections lost.

Borrowing and debt

Increased spending on services and benefits totalling £195 bn a year does not require any increase in
taxation.  It can be funded by borrowing at close to zero interest rates.  Or it can be funded by the Bank of
England printing money and lending it to the Treasury  - ‘quantitative easing’.  (The great majority of
extra government borrowing during the pandemic has been funded in this way; the Bank now owns a
third of the government debt).  So why has Labour refused to make this elementary demand?  Starmer and
Dodds have given no public explanation that I know of.  But Dodds recently did a meeting for Sheffield
Labour Party members, at which two of us asked her why she didn’t propose increased borrowing to fund
services and benefits.  She gave two reasons.  First, that revenue spending and taxation should be equal
over a business cycle (ten years, say), which was in fact John McDonnell’s rule.  But this rule suggests
that the state should borrow in a recession; and, duh, we are currently in the biggest recession for 300
years.  Second, she said that interest rates may rise in the coming years, echoing recent ‘warnings’ by
rightwing pundits.  But this is actually unlikely.  Underlying her stance is the neoliberal dogma that
government debt is bad and must be reduced, the same argument used by the Tories since 2010 to cut
spending.  This view has no interest in the real utility and effects of government debt; it simply fetishises
a number – an instance of the fetish of value discussed by Marx.  British government debt currently
stands at 108% of GDP.   In 1945 it stood at 250% of GDP, which didn’t stop the Atlee government from



creating the NHS.  Ridiculously, Labour now finds itself to the right of the IMF and the OECD which are
calling for rises in state spending.

Spending on business and investment

The last ten years have seen rock bottom levels both of productive investment by capital and state
investment in green infrastructure.  Since 2010, the Tories have more-or-less abstained from industrial
policy.  Economic ‘regeneration’ has been confined to enabling of commercial property
and housing for owner occupation, both of abysmal quality and often in entirely inappropriate
inaccessible green-field sites.  Government investment has been in ruinous roads and high cost rail; the
£100bn HS2 line is environmentally destructive and will actually drain of economic activity the Midland
and Northern towns it serves, as John Tomaney has shown.  Johnson’s fatuously named ‘levelling up’ of
the North proceeds entirely through physical infrastructure: HS2 plus the current three programmes of
money to towns to build something visible which the local Tory MP can cut the ribbon of.  The thing that
could actually make the biggest difference is a reversal of the cuts to local government.  Since Cameron
abolished the English Regional Development Agencies, there has been no serious regional and local
industrial strategy.  But Starmer has made no criticism of this appalling record, beyond pointing out that
the town pork-barrelling programmes are corruptly focused on Tory seats.  The proposals in the 2019
manifesto for National and Regional Investment Banks have been forgotten.

Sunak presented two new industrial programmes in his budget speech.  First, in a ‘super-deduction tax
break’ (SDTB), businesses which invest in fixed capital and R&D can write off 130% of the cost against
corporation tax: in other words, the state pays for the investment and gives a present on top.  This is
costed at £12.5 bn a year.  This programme implicitly acknowledges what critics have been saying for
years, that cuts to corporation tax have not resulted in productive investment, their supposed justification.
But this subsidy to investment is scatter-gun and enormously wasteful: it may go to the development of a
new vaccine, or to Amazon to build a new warehouse.  Neoliberals have no idea how to do effective
industrial policy.  Starmer has made no criticism of this policy, nor presented the 2019 manifesto strategy
as an alternative.

Sunak’s second industrial development programme is seven Free Ports in England.  In zones of 28-mile
radius, investors will be able to import goods free of tariffs for reprocessing; they are exempted from most
taxes; land use planning control is softened.  The cost of this programme to the Treasury is unknown, and
will never be known since taxation of corporations is ‘commercially confidential’.  Like the investment
tax break, it is scattergun, not part of any industrial strategy.  It will undoubtedly be a laundromat for
kleptocrat and mafia money (which is why Free Ports in the EU are being phased out).  Like the
investment subsidy, there is large ‘deadweight’, subsidising investments which would anyway have been
made.  And there is large ‘displacement’, as investments are moved from outside to inside the zones.  All
of these problems were present in spades in Thatcher’s Enterprise Zone programme.  But there has been
very muted criticism from Labour.  Labour local authorities have fallen over themselves to get a Free Port
on their patch – not surprisingly, since there is no other industrial development programme on offer.

The government has no serious programme for green investment.  In contrast, the 2019 Labour manifesto
made a Green New Deal (GND) central, with funding of £25 bn a year.  Funded by borrowing, this would
have produced large economic, social and environmental benefits, and even a net return to the Treasury.
Last year, Starmer presented his own, watered-down version, which stripped out the nationalisation of the
utilities.  But even this got no mention in the budget debate.  Starmer should have presented the 2019
manifesto GND as an alternative to the government’s manifest failure.  We could then have had a
potentially popular Labour strategy for recovery centred on productive and green investment and a
massive expansion of care.  Instead, we have no strategy.   (For an eloquent presentation of this view, see
‘What Kier Starmer should have said about the budget’, Labour Grassroots website, 5 March).



Taxes – the great unmentionable

Since 2010 the Tories have cut corporation tax (the direct tax on profits) and other taxes on capital, and
cut income and inheritance tax on the rich.  One of the main aims of Brexit, which had the support of all
sections of capital, was to prevent the EU from imposing uniform, and thus higher, rates of corporation
tax, and from shutting down Britain’s archipelago of tax havens in the Crown Dependencies
[http://www.jamiegough.info/sites/default/files/downloads/Red%20Pepper%203%20revised%20by%20H
ilary.pdf].  Sunak’s big surprise was to announce that corporation tax would jump from 19% to 25% in
2023/4.  This was heavily leaked before the budget to lay a booby trap for Labour, which Labour duly fell
into.  Starmer declared, in line with his big speech, that increasing tax on business would inhibit
investment and thus economic recovery, and was unfair in the present difficult circumstances.  When
Sunak announced that he would do just that, Dodds had to backtrack and say that the rise should be made
‘gradually’.

The Starmer/Dodds line on corporation tax is plain stupid.  First, Sunak has reduced corporation tax
through the Super-Deduction and the Free Ports.  Much of the capital operating in British anyway avoids
paying any corporation tax by using Britain’s tax havens.  Second, the ‘hard pressed firms’ which are
making losses as a result of the pandemic, recession and Brexit do not pay any corporation tax.  Third,
many corporations – the supermarkets, Amazon, the outsourcing corporations, pharmaceuticals – have
made super profits from the pandemic, which should be super-taxed.  Fourth, corporation tax is applied to
the financial sector, on which tax should be increased.  Fifth, as we have seen, under neoliberalism
productive and commercial corporations have not used low corporation-tax rates to invest.

Labour should, then, have demanded a rise in corporation tax from this year.  But it should have gone
much further, and demanded that: the British tax havens be closed; tax evasion and avoidance be stopped,
which the Tax Justice Network estimates could yield £120bn a year; the big five US tech firms be taxed
on their British operations (as France is doing); a Financial Transactions (Tobin) Tax be imposed on the
city of London; a 100% tax be placed on land price rises due to planning consent (Development Land
Tax); a wealth tax be imposed on the wealthiest 1% who own 50% of the wealth; and that Capital Gains
Tax be raised at least to the top level of income tax.  Providing that staffing of HMRC was radically
improved, and its ‘pro-business’ remit revoked, this could raise perhaps £150bn in the first year and much
more in subsequent years.  This approach already has strong support in the public.  If Starmer demanded
and campaigned for these measures, it would make clear that Labour would ‘increase taxes’ without
increasing taxes on workers (failure to make this clear was one of the central failings of Corbyn’s election
campaigns).  But Starmer is so scared of being labelled ‘anti-business’ that he won’t do it.

Sunak’s non-surprise was to increase taxation of the working class.  Income tax thresholds are to be
frozen over the next three years; rising (nominal) incomes mean that more people move into the higher
tax brackets.  More than one million people are expected to move through the £12,500 threshold and thus
start paying tax on their very low income.  Sunak also gave the go ahead for big rises in council tax, a
grotesquely regressive tax.  Labour grumbled about this; but because Starmer had proposed no other
means of raising tax income, and had not demanded a big increase in central government funding of local
authorities, the grumble cut no ice.

Failure today, failure tomorrow

The failure of Starmer to present an overall alternative to the Tory austerity budget is suggested by an
opinion poll commissioned by the Observer (14 March).  On budget day a staggering 51% thought the
budget ‘fair’ and 19% ‘unfair’.  Even a week later, after the wage cut for NHS workers became known,
42% thought it fair and 29% unfair.  So the Tories have escaped unscathed.

With his big speech and stance on the budget, Starmer has junked Corbyn’s economic, social and
ecological programme.  His supporters claim this will make Labour ‘electable’.  They have learnt nothing
from Ed Miliband’s leadership of the Labour Party in 2010-5.  Like Starmer, Miliband grumbled about
particular cuts; but this was meaningless because he did not oppose the overall, aggregate cut in spending.



He therefore never presented a positive reason to vote Labour, and in 2015 duly lost the election.

What Starmer should have said, and what the left should say

I have suggested the kind of programme that the labour movement should demand on government
spending and funding at the present time:-

*  A large increase in the annual funding of public services and benefits, of around 35%.

*  This to be funded by around £200 bn a year borrowed from the finance system or from quantitative
easing.

*  A programme of state investment in industry and a Green New Deal, of around £50 bn a year, funded
by long term borrowing.

*  A reduction in taxation of individuals and households below the median income.

*  A large increase in taxation of the rich and, especially, capital, which can aim to raise around £150 bn a
year.

This is the minimum needed to address austerity and economic crisis, to meet people’s immediate needs,
and build a recovery from the recession based on care and ecological conversion.  It is perfectly feasible.
The main problem in winning popular support is to explain how the funding can be done.  Failure to do
this was in my view the main failure of the Corbyn and McDonnell leadership
[https://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/classracecorporatepower/vol8/iss2/2/].  The left needs to explain how
easy it is for the government to borrow, and thus cut through the fetish of the debt.  It needs to explain the
mechanisms for taxing capital, and that these are eminently feasible despite ‘globalisation’.

How can a programme of this sort be advanced?  At the moment, neither Momentum nor the Corbynite
MPs of the Socialist Campaign Group are presenting an alternative economic programme to Starmer’s.
This surely should be the next step for the left in the party and allies in the trade unions.  It is unlikely to
emerge without pressure from struggles ‘on the ground’ of the trade unions, residents, housing and
community groups and the environmental movement.  At the moment these struggles are at a low ebb, not
only because demonstrations are prohibited and attacked by the police, but because most people are too
overworked and exhausted to do anything extra, and too preoccupied with material and mental survival to
think about politics at all.  But, assuming the vaccination programme is successful in suppressing Covid
19 and its variants, it seems likely that struggles will erupt against the ever-worsening economic, social
and environmental crises.  If these struggles are to make durable gains and to multiply, they will need to
be ideologically and politically supported by a left programme for government, including a programme
for spending and funding of the type I have suggested.

Jamie Gough



Poverty: from the 19th Century to the 21st

Melvyn Bragg and guests discuss Charles Booth's survey, The Life
and Labour of the People in London, published in 17 volumes
from 1889 to 1903.  Booth (1840-1916), a Liverpudlian shipping
line owner, surveyed every household in  London with a team of
volunteers and became a social campaigner.  He went on to
campaign for an old age pension, and broadened the impact of his
findings by publishing enhanced Ordnance Survey maps with the
streets coloured according to the wealth of those who lived there.
The evidence he provided also provided some of the political
impetus for change from charity to social and economic legislation
provided by the post war Labour Party.

Beatrice Potter Webb
was one of Booth’s
surveyors who went on
to become one of the
early Labour Party
members with her
husband Sidney

Charles Booth was dubious of the  portrayals of poverty  of novelists like
Charles Dickens and others and of claims that 25% of the London
population lived in poverty. He set out to survey London and created maps
colour coded to represent classes and income. He was shocked that the
numbers in poverty was actually around 33%. The main causes he found
were old age and casual employment which began the debate around
pensions and a welfare state.

Poverty in the 21st C https://www.bigissue.com/latest/uk-poverty-the-facts-figures-and-effects/

How many people are in poverty in the UK?   Up to 14.5 million people were in poverty before the
pandemic, the Government estimates, when taking housing costs into account. The pandemic has increased
this by 700k.

With the UK population currently at nearly 67 million, that’s one in every four or five people.But another
700,000 people were plunged into hardship during the pandemic, the Legatum Institute said, taking the
poverty figure to more than 15 million.

Some drivers of poverty are life events, like illness or redundancy. But most are structural, and exacerbated
by increasing living costs, creating a cycle that keeps people trapped in hardship.

That can include unemployment and low-paid, insecure work. People who have not had easy access to
training or education can struggle to land a secure job, making it harder to escape poverty.

Other reasons include the difficulty in access to benefits and high housing costs, particularly private rents.

Childcare and transport costs were already keeping workers on low incomes locked in poverty, making it
difficult for them to increase their hours or get to higher-paying, more secure jobs.

The number of working families struggling to make ends meet hit a record high just before the pandemic,
according to the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR), with one in six working households – or 17.4
per cent – living in poverty.

https://www.bbc.co.uk/sounds/play/live:bbc_radio_fourfm
https://www.bigissue.com/latest/uk-poverty-the-facts-figures-and-effects/
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