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Liz Truss recently held the ‘left-wing economic estab-
lishment’  and the ‘Whitehall blob’ responsible for her 
crash. Meanwhile, in 2019, parliamentary Labour party 
‘centrists’ and others were blamed for Labour’s worst 
general election rout since 1935. Any suggestion that, 
as an overall package, Labour offered a less popular 
populism than Boris Johnson is dismissed to this day. 
Apparently, “we won the argument”.

Confronting this toxicity requires more than PR skills. 
A deeper, broader political response is essential. The 
starting point for mainstream Labour is to assert who we 
are and what we believe in. Our party was formed at the 
beginning of the 20th century to seek majority Labour 
governments through the extended franchise and parlia-
mentary democracy that our movement’s pioneers fought 
to establish. The aim was to secure social and economic 
reforms for the many, unachievable through trade union 
activism alone – nor by voting Liberal.

We need to talk not only about the Attlee government 
creating the NHS, but also about Labour’s role in setting 
up NATO and playing a key part in the cause of freedom 
before 1945. We should be proud of many aspects of our 
past, learning from it without living in it.

Labour today is a modernising, progressive and patri-
otic social democratic party, working to establish our 
timeless values as the centre ground. At our best, Labour 
is the party of the active enabling state, of equality through 
levelling up, of meeting both need and aspiration  – and 
not one at the expense of the other. This means, for 
example, having equal enthusiasm for expanding home 
ownership and building new council homes. 

As we approach the election, Labour must build confi-
dence that we can deliver our pledges – for example, that 
local families on council waiting lists will be prioritised 
for the promised new-build homes.

In government, combating the different varieties 
of populism will be even more challenging. It will 
require competence, honesty and transparency about 
the tough choices we face and clarity about how long 
progress will take – whether that be training doctors or 
renovating schools.

Rights and responsibilities must apply throughout 
society. Labour should exhibit more consistency in our 
values in areas such as human rights than populists 
ever could, striving to advance equalities together and 
not one at the expense of another. Labour must be clear 
on the limits of the free market and the state. Whether 
it is banking, consumer protection or migration, markets 
require regulation.

Fighting populism means a huge reality check. 
A  successful Labour government will not build Utopia, 
even in 15 years. We will inherit disharmony, dysfunc-
tion and decline. The Tories will leave behind a food 
bank-dependent Britain of debt, squandered potential 
and broken promises. Generational progress has stalled 
and life expectancy for the least privileged has worsened 
since 2010.

Labour will need clear priorities for what needs 
changing first, both because of the parliamentary time it 
will take and the taxpayers’ money it will require. After 
the experience with hunting reform in the early nough-
ties, while not downplaying the need for constitutional 

modernisation, do we really want a first-term Labour 
government to get bogged down in issues such as Lords 
reform or the quest for the perfect electoral system? 
Not when that government will be judged on getting the 
basics of normal life working again. 

Obtaining an appointment to see a GP or an NHS 
dentist, reliable train and bus services, affordable utility 
bills, action against anti-social behaviour, cleaner rivers – 
these are the sort of everyday life issues on which Labour 
will be judged. Our reforming fervour must focus on them.

We must confront the harsh economic reality that 
plans to make the wealthiest pay their fair share will 
only be enough to kickstart Labour’s first-term invest-
ment in the NHS, education and green energy. Going 
further and turning round the fall in living standards will 
require a growing, more productive economy with stable 
low inflation. 

This in turn requires every region to contribute more 
to boosting growth. Transformative Canary Wharf-scale 
public and private investment must proceed in places 
like the Humber estuary, whatever happens on regional 
devolution.

After decades of emphasis on globalisation, we need 
a  focus on national self-sufficiency and resilience in 
important areas like food, steel, energy and defence. Yet 
at the same time, trading relationships with the EU must 
be repaired.

Labour will inherit a stagnant economy of ‘maxed-out’ 
borrowing, where tax revenues fall short of what is needed 
to provide a modern welfare state, strong public services 
and renewed infrastructure. Working families already 
have the highest overall tax burden since the 1940s. How 
fairly tax revenue is raised and how effectively it is spent 
are more relevant to the cause of social justice than the 
size of the state and public spending. 

Investing early to save later, achieving economies 
of scale and cutting waste will all be key as we relent-
lessly focus our spending on taking forward Labour’s 
priorities. To adapt famous words from the Clinton era, to 
defeat populism it’s not just the economy, stupid. It’s the 
results too. F
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The labour party is continually asked: what is your 
vision for the next election? To answer this, we need 
to do two things: connect Labour’s values with the 

values of voters and show that a Labour government 
is the answer to the everyday problems people face.

We must stop retaliating so reactively to Tory attacks. 
Instead, it is time to own our story. At the National 
Conservatism conference in May, Suella Braverman once 
again tried to set the narrative for us, arguing that the left 
“sees the purpose of politics as to eradicate the existence of 
inequality, even if that comes at the expense of individual 
liberty and human flourishing”. She went on to claim that 
the left could “only sell its vision for the future by making 
people feel terrible about our past”. 

It is time to speak up and speak clearly: this could not 
be further from the ambitious, hopeful and freedom-
enhancing vision of the Labour party. Liam Byrne MP 
recently argued in a Fabian Society pamphlet that the 
left must reclaim its place as the champion of freedom. 
He is absolutely correct. What is more: we are the party 
of power.

The two concepts are codependent: to be free requires 
power. We can think of freedom as not being subject to 
arbitrary control or constraints – whether by an exploita-
tive employer, a profiteering gas supplier, or a government 
that rushes laws through parliament with little scrutiny. 
We are unfree when we do not have the ability to speak 
for ourselves, when we cannot participate in public 
decision-making or when we do not have control over 
who we are subject to. Freedom is – like social justice and 
equality – dependent on having power and opportunity. 
We must move away from a narrow neoliberal concep-
tion that tries to blend freedom with the idealised notion 
of the free market, and towards a ‘neo-republican’ under-
standing that emphasises power, and allows us to see how 
freedom has been eroded under the Tories.  

Once we have clarified the relationship between 
freedom and power, we can see that freedom does not 
mean rolling back the state. It means empowerment. 
It means emancipation. It means being free to do and 
achieve what matters to you. This government has given 
freedom to a select few cronies and taken it away from 
ordinary people. The language of freedom lets us call this 
out. We should make it clear that we will protect people’s 

real freedoms to access work, housing, healthcare, educa-
tion, skills, community life and justice.

Recent elections have taught us a lot about the public 
mood towards freedom and power. ‘Take back control’ 
was a call to give power back to people who feel they 
have lost it. ‘Levelling up’ was so impactful as a slogan 
because of the overcentralisation of power in London and 
Westminster. But what the Tories are disguising is that, 
with 13 years of cuts and gutting government, they have 
been dismantling ordinary people’s power and under-
mining freedom. Brexit was a vote to bring power back 
to people. Yet the government that promised to bring that 
power back instead concentrated it in the hands of an elite 
few. Labour’s vision is to do the opposite.

We are not free just because we vote in elections. Our 
freedom is made possible by three pillars of our democ-
racy that give citizens power. Each one of these pillars has 
been attacked, wobbled, and weakened in recent years. 
We need to defend them. 

First, free and fair elections. The Electoral Commission 
has lost its independence, and voter ID requirements have 
meant that up to 2 million people will be denied their 
freedom to vote. This is disenfranchisement on an indus-
trial scale and a shameless power grab. 

Second, independent judicial institutions with enough 
integrity to uphold and protect citizen’s rights. We have 
seen increasing attacks on the judiciary including the 
prorogation scandal, the undermining of judicial review, 
attacks on ‘lefty lawyers’ and degradation of the legal aid 
system and courts. In just 12 years, 48 per cent of legal 
aid firms have closed. Far too many people are no longer 
free to access justice. 

Third, civil and political rights. Rights are a key tool 
in protecting our freedoms from power-hungry govern-
ments. We have lost and are losing our freedoms to protest 
and to strike; and now, our basic human rights are under 
threat. Some citizens can now even have their nationality 
revoked under the Nationality and Borders Act. 

Reaffirming freedom, however, cannot just be a consti-
tutional question. When people complain about a lack of 
power, I doubt that many of them refer to the constitution. 
What comes up? Poorly paid jobs, access to GP services, 
energy bills. These are the real freedoms and powers 
that we need to hand back. Our modern economy, in  its 

Power play
Labour’s vision for the next election can be one of empowerment 

and emancipation, as Hannah McHugh explains

Hannah McHugh is a Labour councillor, a PhD researcher 
at University College London and the chair of the Fabian Law 
and Constitution Policy Group. She spoke at the launch event for 
Liam Byrne MP’s Fabian Society pamphlet, Reclaiming Freedom, 
which is available at www.fabians.org.uk

http://www.fabians.org.uk
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current form, constrains real freedoms. Precarious or 
zero-hours employment deprives people of the ability to 
have family time, to create community bonds, to maintain 
good health.

Crucially, imbalances of power and economic or social 
imbalances go hand in hand. We do not have equal 
freedom to participate in work or to access healthcare or 
safe and secure housing. Gordon Brown’s Commission 
on the UK’s Future has made important advances in 
getting to grips with this problem and proposing real 
solutions. It  calls for spreading power and opportunity 
more equally throughout the country. It has recognised 
that with the right powers in the right places, we can 
unlock the potential for growth and prosperity in every 
part of the  country, and in doing so, revive people’s 
faith in politics. The  commission’s report paves the 
way for Labour to hand power back to people – to 
move decision-making closest to those affected by the 
decisions. At  the same time, Lisa  Nandy MP has said 
that her levelling up agenda will be a great rebalancing of 
power and opportunity. 

Labour’s vision is to transform everyday people’s 
lives by putting power in their hands. We will do this by 
reducing inequality, supporting growth, and widening 
opportunities. This is real freedom. 

We need to root these transformative policies in 
a consistent narrative and stop letting our opponents frame 
the discourse. Take the growth agenda as an example. 
In the name of growth – under the fantastically short-lived 
Truss government – our economic, social and interna-
tional integrity was undermined, all in the interests of 
the most privileged. Labour’s growth agenda, in contrast, 
is rooted in the fundamental British value of fairness. Like 
the economist and philosopher Amartya Sen, we contend 
that growth isn’t valuable in itself; rather, the success of 
a society is to be evaluated primarily by the freedoms that 

members of that society enjoy. Our growth agenda is not 
for the one per cent, but is connected to the real freedoms 
that will transform people’s lives. 

Right now, power and freedom are held unequally in 
this country. Power and freedom should not only belong 
to privileged people, classes or groups. The only suppos-
edly new freedom that the Tories put in their much 
heralded but now scrapped Bill of Rights – which might 
more accurately have been called the Rights Removal Bill – 
related to freedom of speech. But the bill, while explicitly 
seeking to improve the freedom of speech of the govern-
ment, at the same time took away the power of the most 
vulnerable to have their case heard in a court  of law 
or  to access justice. It  was patently clear whose freedom 
of  speech this bill was designed to protect and whose 
it was designed to remove.

This is the moment for us to seize this narrative and 
take it to the next general election. We are living in 
a  changing era. We are experiencing a climate revolu-
tion, a digital revolution and the transformation of work. 
We need new powers and protections to embrace this 
moment of change and to harness our potential. 

We were only in government for just over 30 of the last 
120 years, and we secured social revolutions in healthcare, 
workers’ rights and emancipation of women and LGBT 
communities. Now we could be the party of 21st century 
freedoms and powers. Real, tangible freedoms – like 
access to work, housing, education, community life and 
a clean environment – would be transformative. 

Spreading our message using the language of freedom 
can tap into the real experiences of voters who have lost 
their social, economic and political power. To rebuild 
the integrity of our country, we will put power back 
into people’s hands. By reclaiming the narrative, we can 
connect with voters’ values, with Britain’s identity, and 
seize our changing era. F
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Worthing has a Labour council?
This is the incredulous response that the 

Worthing Labour group has slowly become used 
to over the past year. Despite its proximity to our much 
funkier neighbour, Brighton, our coastal Sussex town was 
for a long time known locally as ‘God’s waiting room’. 
Worthing Labour party was effectively three  blokes sat 
round a kitchen table drawing lots as to which one would 
suffer the misfortune of putting their face on a leaflet for 
the annual council elections.  

But over time, green – or rather red – shoots appeared. 
The three blokes were joined by disaffected locals, 
families and younger people moving into the area who 
thought that it was time for a change. We rolled up our 
sleeves and got to work: year-round door knocking; street 
stalls; getting involved with and building new community 
projects; listening to residents tell us what was happening 
in their lives and how the council was helping (or not). 
Meanwhile, the Conservative 
administration was busy 
conserving itself behind the 
locked doors of the town hall, 
out of ideas and with fingers 
firmly in ears.

From winning our first 
council seat in 41 years in 
2017 to taking control of the 
council with 23 seats in 2022, 
we built up a picture of who was living in our town, what 
their needs were, where the big problems were coming 
up time and again and what a Labour council could offer 
in response. 

I doubt that it will come as any surprise that our main 
priorities are social housing (we don’t have any); urban 
greening – Worthing is a classic seaside town, buried 
under concrete and forgotten about from the 70s onwards; 
economic regeneration – our coastal version of the Preston 
model builds our climate emergency response into 
community wealth building, featuring a green business 

park, green skills building, and more; and a sustainable 
transport network (Worthing and the surrounding coastal 
areas are flat and urban – walking, cycling and public 
transport should be a no brainer).  

In our first year of office, our priorities have sometimes 
had to take a back seat to the brick wall, slap-in-the-
face-with-a-wet-fish cost of living emergency that has 
pervaded all aspects of our council work, and, as in the 
rest of the country, has seen many of our residents tight-
ening their already tight belts. It has been a year of hard 
graft both within and without the council, from frontline 
foodbanks to providing increased housing support and 
benefits, which pushed our budget to the very limit. 
We were, frankly, relieved to have a balanced budget 
this March. 

The cost of living crisis, combined with an ever more 
inept and embarrassing Tory government in Westminster, 
meant that this May many Tory councillors across 

the country followed their 
Worthing colleagues in exiting 
stage right, with residents 
exercising their electoral 
muscle in favour of Labour, 
Lib Dem and even Green 
councils. For Labour councils, 
this has the additional 
pressure of being a  potential 
portent of things to  come in 

an anticipated 2024 general election. But how to bridge the 
local conversation of who can run your council services 
with the national debate on who you should trust to run 
your country? 

My own ward, Marine, was seen as true blue right up 
to the moment we won our first seat in 2017. It is fairly 
affluent, and has many residents in the expensive bit 
nearest the sea who would be pretty stereotypical Tory 
voters of old: business owning or retired, and generally 
white, middle class and older, in Worthing to enjoy a quiet 
life by the coast. The Tories took their postal votes and 

Sea change
Worthing is exactly the sort of seat Labour will need to win to 

form a majority government at the next election. Since Labour’s 
dramatic victory in the council election last year, Beccy Cooper 

has served as leader of the council. She explains what went 
right, and what the national party can learn

Dr Beccy Cooper is a public health consultant and leader 
of Worthing Borough Council. In 2017, she became the first 
Labour councillor elected to Worthing Council in 41 years

While we got to work, the 
Conservative administration was 
busy conserving itself behind the 

locked doors of the town hall
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enjoyed years of success without ever asking their voters 
how they were getting on. 

When we started knocking doors in this Tory strong-
hold, we found people who had not been listened to in 
decades. As you might expect, they had a lot to say – most 
of all that they wanted their town to be taken care of and 
to be a safe place to live. As the conversations went on, 
many of them expressed and agreed with the idea that 
a  safe, cared-for town is a place where all members of 
the community have a warm, decent home; where elderly 
people can put their heating on without fear of going into 
arrears on their energy bill; where parents can feed their 
children decent food, bought from decent wages in a good 
job; where people of all ages can meet in public spaces 
that are clean and green and make them proud to call this 
place home; and where our sea and our air is unpolluted, 
allowing us to be healthy and our natural environment to 
thrive. In other words, the Tory voters of old wanted a fair, 
green town and they were willing to help us to create that. 

My experience of the 2017 and 2019 general elections 
was that these local positive conversations were 
often undermined by the perceptions of politicians in 
Westminster. This is not at all surprising given the amount 
of media coverage that national policy receives and the 
messages that people digest via their social media feed.

For places such as Worthing, where there are two 
potentially winnable seats for Labour, the key will be to 
show up on the doorstep with national policies that we 
can easily demonstrate will allow our local communi-
ties to thrive. From education to health and social care, 
transport to environment, housing to sport and leisure, 
our local residents want to know that we understand the 
cost of living issues that have kicked their feet from under 
them and that we have a plan to redress the unfairness 
and the imbalances.

Our voting public are not the 0.1 per cent. They are 
the people down my road who are looking after their 

grandchildren while their daughter works two jobs to 
cover the rent. They are the family across the street 
who have an Italian mum who is still unsure about her 
place here after Brexit. They are the retired couple on 
the seafront, scared of the young people in the hoodies 
on their street corner (who, as it turns out, have literally 
nowhere else to go after 8pm on a Friday evening).  

National elections can be won by both enabling 
and building on the work of local politicians to reduce 
inequalities across our cities, towns and villages. A brave 
national policy to realise real devolution of power and 
resources to local structures would allow communi-
ties to build trust with local politicians. Making the 
case that you might elect your MP to make sure your 
local decision-making bodies have the power and the 
funding that they need to ensure your hometown is fair 
and thriving would be a groundbreaking pitch – and 
a far cry from the political rhetoric of late, where power 
is concentrated in Westminster and local governments 
enter a Hunger Games-style tournament for levelling 
up scraps. There will, of course, be national and global 
issues that cannot be devolved; but even these will have 
an impact at the local level – indeed, if an issue did 
not have an impact at the local level, who would care 
about it? If we understand this relationship, then we can 
draw a direct line between ensuring our communities 
are fair, green and welcoming and the work of our MPs 
in Westminster addressing issues like immigration or 
funding public services.

In an election, you are only as good as your candi-
dates, your comms and the team you have on the 
ground. Local elections are great foundations for 
building these cornerstones. Local council and commu-
nity work can also foster the narratives that allow brave, 
potentially transformative national policy to be trans-
lated into living, breathing pragmatism that improves 
our everyday lives. F
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In 1822, the UK passed the world’s first ever animal 
welfare law: the Cruel Treatment of Cattle Act, or 
“Martin’s Act”, which protected a small number of 

animals from extreme abuses. Two hundred years later, 
we passed one of the world’s newest: the Animal Welfare 
(Sentience) Act 2022, often known simply as the Sentience 
Act. The new act creates a duty on ministers to pay all due 
regard to animals as sentient beings. I advised the govern-
ment on the wording of the new act, recommending the 
inclusion of some invertebrates, such as octopuses. 

It is fair to say there has since been a loss of 
momentum since then. The Sentience Act was intended 
to be the foundation stone in 
an ambitious action plan. Yet 
in May, the Animal Welfare 
(Kept Animals) Bill, a core 
piece of the programme, was 
dropped by the government 
after having been stalled for 
over a year. When I talk to 
policymakers in this area, 
I no longer get a clear sense of 
a shared agenda. Labour should make the drive towards 
higher standards a key priority – not only for the sake of 
animals, but for the sake of its electoral chances. Here are 
five principles that should be at the heart of that mission.

Animal welfare is part of who we are
Animal welfare is sometimes seen as a marginal policy 
area: a worthy topic, yes, but not a major election issue. 
I think this misses something big. It is true that, in 
showpiece debates during election campaigns, animal 
welfare is often overshadowed by the economy and public 
services. But few other issues cut so directly to the heart 
of who we are and what kind of society we want to live in. 

To see what I mean, just imagine a party going into 
the next election promising to bring back foxhunting. 
Its campaign would instantly implode. In 2017, Theresa 
May found that even a promise of a free vote on the issue 
was politically damaging, and the idea was ultimately 
dropped. I am not sure any other policy area has the power 
to corrode a party’s prospects so quickly. The truth is that 

animal welfare is a key part of our identity as a country: 
we respect animals and we want to move forwards on 
animal welfare, not backwards. To go into an election 
promising to roll back progress is to show that you do not 
understand one of the most widely shared British values.

Conversely, a strong, demonstrable commitment to 
animal welfare is one of the most powerful advantages 
a party can give itself in an election battle. To put clear 
water between yourself and your opponents in this area 
is, politically speaking, incredibly valuable. This was one 
of the things Labour got right in the 1990s and 2000s.

It was also – it must be said – something Boris Johnson 
got right. In his first speech as 
prime minister, he expressed 
his desire to “promote the 
welfare of animals that has 
always been so close to the 
hearts of the British people”. 
He understood the political 
centrality of animal welfare, 
even if the path from words 
to actions was rather tortuous. 

It  is far from clear his successors share this instinct, 
leaving Labour and other opposition parties with a chance 
to make political headway.

High welfare standards are in everyone’s interest
Animal welfare is not a zero-sum game in which human 
interests are pitted against the interests of other animals. 
Nor is it about pitting urban interests against rural inter-
ests. It is about promoting our common interest. There is 
a deep human need to relate to other animals in a positive 
way and to treat them with care and respect. Good law 
and regulation form part of how we can achieve this.

In the case of farming, animal welfare improvements 
are ‘win-win-win’: animals benefit, consumers benefit and 
producers benefit. British farmers want to be supported 
in maintaining high welfare standards. They don’t want 
a global race to the bottom in which they are forced to 
compromise on welfare in the name of efficiency. A model 
of high welfare standards combined with clear, reliable, 
prominent labelling helps everyone.

Silent majority
A commitment to animal welfare is one of the strongest signs politicians 

can give that they are on the public’s side, argues Jonathan Birch

Jonathan Birch is a professor at the Centre for Philosophy 
of Natural and Social Science, London School of Economics 
and principal investigator on the Foundations of Animal 
Sentience project

In the case of farming, animal welfare 
improvements are ‘win-win-win’: 

animals benefit, consumers benefit 
and producers benefit
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New technologies must be used responsibly
Traditional selective breeding has been a mixed blessing, 
leading to great efficiency gains but also to terrible welfare 
problems. Over the past 60 years, we have bred chickens to 
grow at three times their natural speed to more than three 
times their natural weight, going from birth to slaughter 
in under 40 days – so fast that their legs and hearts cannot 
easily support them, leading to serious health problems 
in the last few weeks of life. I have never heard anyone 
express support for such practices, and yet they have 
quietly become normalised. The right approach is that 
being taken by major supermarkets in the Netherlands 
and by Marks & Spencer: phasing out these breeds in 
favour of slower growing ones. We need stronger incen-
tives for supermarkets to do the right thing.

The picture is being complicated further by genome 
editing: directly changing the genetics of breeds using 
technologies such as CRISPR. Newly legalised by the 
Genetic Technology (Precision Breeding) Act 2023, this 
has the potential to help with these problems – but also 
the potential to make them much, much worse. Proper 
regulation is crucial to ensure the technology is used 
responsibly. In a recent report, the Nuffield Council 
on Bioethics called for a traffic light system in which 
independent experts classify breeds as red, amber, or 
green, where ‘red’ implies the welfare problems inherent 
to that breed are so severe it should be discontinued, and 
those breeds at risk of falling into the red zone categorised 
as amber. Without something like this, we risk sleep-
walking into an animal welfare disaster. Genome editing 
has the potential to turbocharge selective breeding, 
creating the potential for current trends to accelerate.

Animal welfare counts for every department
The motivation for the Sentience Act was the concern 
that other animals often get overlooked in policymaking. 
Consider the Treasury’s Green Book, a 148-page guide to 
policy evaluation intended for use throughout the civil 
service. It does not contain the word ‘animal’ (there are, 
by contrast, about 100 mentions of the environment). The 
fear is that, although the environment gets remembered 
(a good thing, of course), individual animals are forgotten. 
Policies receive environmental impact assessments but 
never animal welfare impact assessments.

And yet there are countless ways in which policies 
can affect animal welfare. Take trade deals: a rushed 
trade deal can allow cheaper, lower-welfare products to 
flood the market. Not what the public wants, and not 
the right thing to do. We need ways of systematically 
assessing the impact on animals of our policy decisions. 
It needs to become a normal part of policy evaluation right 
across government.

Britain has a global leadership role
It pains me to see Britain falling behind other countries 
on a range of animal welfare issues. Sweden, Norway and 
Switzerland have all banned the routine use of farrowing 
crates (in which pregnant sows are confined from around 
five days before giving birth until around 28 days after). 
Switzerland has also banned the live boiling of crustaceans 
without prior stunning, joining Norway, New Zealand, 
Austria, and parts of Australia and Italy. California’s 

Proposition 12, recently upheld by the US Supreme Court, 
bans not just gestation crates, veal crates and battery 
cages (going beyond UK law on the last of these issues) 
but also bans the import of the products of these practices 
from anywhere in the world. That shift from regulating 
welfare locally to regulating imports is crucial, because 
it stops local producers suffering for their higher welfare 
standards by being undercut. This is the only realistic way 
to stop the global race to the bottom nobody wants. 

The current government has, in the past, mooted 
banning imports of foie gras and fur, but the plans appear 
to have been dropped. Labour, when writing its 2024 
manifesto, should think about how to exert control over 
the welfare standards of the products that flow across our 
borders. We have the ability to prevent the sale of products 
such as white veal and farmed octopus and the power to 
stop live animals from being exported from the UK for 
fattening or slaughter. We should use the power we have.

As things stand, we can still count ourselves leaders 
on animal welfare. The Animal Protection Index, which 
reviews animal law around the world, puts us in a small 
top category with five other countries (Sweden, Denmark, 
the Netherlands, Switzerland and Austria). We have 
something to take pride in, then – but also something 
to lose. 

In fact, our ambitions should go beyond just keeping 
up with the leading group. This is an area in which we 
can be pioneers, developing new models of regulation 
that other countries want to emulate. The issues here –
selective breeding, genome editing, policy evaluation, 
regulating imports and exports, and protecting sentient 
invertebrates – are all areas in which we are well placed 
to clear new paths. F
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Books

Daniel Chandler’s Free and Equal is a bold attempt to 
resuscitate the ideas of John Rawls. A towering figure in 
political philosophy, Rawls argued that society should be 
organised to maximise the life chances of the most disad-
vantaged. Inequality should only be sanctioned when 
it benefits the least well off, while decisions about social 
justice should be made as if from behind a ‘veil of igno-
rance’ preventing each person from knowing their own 
societal position.

Rawls has been both feted and debated in academic 
circles. Yet, as Chandler acknowledges, he has had minimal 
impact on the course of social change since the 1971 
publication of his masterwork, A Theory of Justice. This 
is in part because his utopian thinking is too abstract 
to be readily transferable to practical politics. Then there 
is timing: his book was published at the tail end of the 
postwar era of egalitarian optimism, a period that led 
to the historic, if short-lived, achievement of peak equality 
in Britain in the late 1970s. With the rise of Thatcherism 
and Reaganism, it would instead be the godfather 
of neoliberalism, Friedrich Hayek, who became the 
philosopher-in-chief for the generation of anti-equality 
political leaders that followed.

In this timely and optimistic book, Chandler sets 
out ways to reassert Rawls’s relevance across a range 
of contemporary issues. It is Rawls, he argues, who Labour 
should turn to for a blueprint for power. The Labour party 
was forged with a commitment to greater equality. 
It was the central guiding principle of the 1945 Attlee 
government’s transformative social reforms and remained 
a key goal of the Wilson governments of the 1960s and 
1970s. New Labour, in contrast, downgraded the party’s 
egalitarianism. Tony Blair largely accepted the neoliberal 
case for large income and wealth gaps. He set about raising 
the income floor, but by ignoring the bias to inequality 
embedded in Britain’s economic and social model, this 
fell short of a sustainable attack on impoverishment. 
“The commitment of the Labour party to equality is 
rather like the singing of the Red Flag at its gatherings,” 
warned the distinguished economist Tony Atkinson in 
1983. “All regard it as part of a cherished heritage, but those 
on the platform often seem to have forgotten the words.”

Whether Keir Starmer returns Labour to the egalitarian 
fold ought to be one of the big political issues of the time. 
The shift towards levels of wealth and income concentration 

last seen in the decade preceding the second world war, 
has had a deeply malign effect on the economy and 
society in general. The mechanisms used in service of 
personal enrichment at the top, with companies turned 
into the personal fiefdoms of a small financial and 
business elite, have contributed to Britain’s low-wage, 
low-productivity, low-investment economy.

So should Rawlsian utopianism be Labour’s primary 
inspiration in the pursuit of a better society? The case 
for greater equality, and how to achieve it, can be traced 
to a range of pre-Rawlsian thinkers, from the eminent 
historian and Christian socialist RH Tawney to the Nobel 
Laureate James Meade. Chandler mentions both, but only 
in passing, even though they had an important influence 
on Rawls. Chandler’s list of proposals for tackling economic 
inequality – from higher property taxes and a citizen’s wealth 
fund to a guaranteed income floor through a universal 
basic income – also draw less on Rawls than on a mix 
of earlier and contemporary thinkers.

Writing in the post-war decades, Meade expanded 
on the work of earlier figures to challenge the emphasis on 
private property rights. He advocated a property-owning 
democracy for all by raising the share of national wealth 
held in common. He also set out a workable plan for 
achieving it. Even a mild version of his proposal for a socially 
owned capital fund – one that could have been financed 
by the North Sea oil bonanza – would have been a powerful 
and inbuilt force for equality.

Labour flirted – briefly – with Meade’s ideas. In 1973, 
an opposition Green Paper, Capital and Equality, set out 
a new framework for socialising a proportion of private 
wealth. Those behind the document included Barbara 
Castle and Labour’s longstanding economic adviser 
Nicholas Kaldor. The paper’s ideas for reforming capitalism 
through greater workplace democracy and power- and 
wealth-sharing had moved on from those of 1945. If they 
had been implemented, they could have taken post-war 
social democracy to a higher level. In the event, the Green 
Paper’s radical roadmap failed to resurface in office.

Opportunities for progressive political shifts are rare 
and cannot afford to be missed. With Britain facing multiple 
crises and a public hungry for a fairer society, the timing 
could hardly be better for Labour to re-embrace its 
egalitarian roots and revisit the ideas of Britain’s long 
line of pro-equality thinkers, including Rawls. F

Fair share
Egalitarian optimism of the past should give today’s Labour food for thought, finds Stewart Lansley

Stewart Lansley is the author of The Richer, The Poorer, How Britain Enriched the Few and Failed the Poor

Free and Equal: 
What Should 
a Fair Society 

Look Like? 
Daniel Chandler, 

(Allen Lane, 2023)
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By the turn of the 20th century the railways of the 
nation were at their zenith. Both locomotives and 
coaches were becoming works of exquisite mechani-

cal perfection, a colourful railway vision famously immor-
talised in ES Nesbit’s Railway Children in 1905. With over 
123 separate competing railway companies, this was the 
height of the laissez-faire competitive system, one watched 
over by the light-touch regulatory hand of the Board of 
Trade, which only really intervened after tragic events 
forced it to act. 

This era memorably featured the first ‘ton’ – that is, 
a  speed of 100mph – for a steam locomotive when the 
GWR’s City of Truro charged down Wellington Bank, 
Somerset on 9 May 1904. Although a celebrated moment, 
the Great Western Railway knew full well that the public 
would view such high-speed exploits as reckless, with those 
on board sworn to secrecy by the company’s management 
at Paddington. The intense competition for a finite amount 
of traffic would end in tragedy two years later, as a series 
of high-speed derailments cast rampant competition on 
the nation’s railways in an unfavourable light. At Salisbury 
on 1 July 1906, 28 passengers were killed on the London 
and South Western Railway, with the accident the result 
of an utterly pointless race to reach London. Next came 
a  mysterious high speed derailment at Grantham on the 
Great Northern Railway, with 14 killed, while a similar 
derailment the next year at Shrewsbury on the London and 
North Western Railway would claim a further 18 lives. This 
shocking series of accidents was blamed in the press on 
an underregulated and overly competitive railway system. 
Questions began to be asked whether private owner-
ship was the most efficient and safe way to run a national 
railway system, a situation increasingly at odds with other 
European nations. By 1913 the number of workers killed or 
seriously injured on the railways in Britain had increased 
to over 30,000 a year.

Increasingly it was felt – and not just by socialists and 
the rail workers’ unions – that some form of public owner-
ship was the sensible long-term solution for the nation’s 
railways and especially for London’s financially strug-
gling underground railways. As part of this emerging 
consensus, David Lloyd George as president of the Board 
of Trade would memorably advocate nationalisation at the 
official opening in 1907 of the Great Northern, Piccadilly 
and Brompton Railway, today’s Piccadilly line. 

The shallow ‘cut and cover’ Metropolitan Railway had 
first opened in January 1863, with eventually a multitude 
of private companies operating services over what would 
become the modern Metropolitan, District, Circle and 
London Overground system of lines. The later deep-level 
electric tube lines of the capital rapidly sprung up in the 
capital over a 20-year period after 1890. All were private 
initiatives designed to compete directly with a multitude of 
horse-drawn and later petrol omnibus services, the existing 
Victorian suburban rail system, as well as new electric 
tram cars. The new lines struggled to pay dividends, while 
passengers proved extremely reluctant to frequent the new 
deep-level electric tube lines; a dark, noisy and smelly 
foreign environment in the bowels of the metropolis.

In April 1906, the financier and new chairman of the 
troubled UERL, Sir Edgar Speyer, along with his deputy 
Sir George Gibb, dined with the highly politically influen-
tial early Fabians Beatrice and Sidney Webb at their home 
in Hampstead to discuss the feasibility of the UERL group 
of companies being taken over as a public company by the 
London County Council. In return for an immediate and 
substantial financial input of £5m, County Hall would 
gain complete ownership of the underground in 30  to 
40  years’ time, while Speyer also offered to repay the 
loan at a generous 4 per per cent interest. He was in effect 
offering public ownership tomorrow, if the LCC would 
intervene to save the day. To the Webbs, the proposal was 
still well wide of the mark given the scale of the problem. 
However, their discussion proved to be far from the last 
time when Fabian thought would shape the future of 
London’s transport.

A ‘Railway Nationalisation Society’ supported by the 
trade unions had already gained adherents in the 1890s, 
while the widely read 1912 book The Case for Railway 
Nationalisation by a Fabian, Albert Emil Davies, had 
argued: “Owing to the absurd overlapping of the railway 
companies, with their ridiculous duplication of boards of 
directors, general managers, solicitors, auditors and the 
like, with unnecessary duplication of railway stations, 
rolling stock, with the employment of thousands of unnec-
essary officials…millions of pounds are wasted annually.” 
It is an argument that still has great resonance today with 
Britain’s shattered national railway system. 

As for the Webbs, they were far from finished with 
the problems of London’s tubular railway system. They 

On the right track
July marks the 90th anniversary of the creation of London Transport. 

It was a quintessentially Fabian project, writes Niall Devitt

Niall Devitt is a researcher specialising in modern British 
political and transport history. The first part of his major new 
history of the London Underground, Underground Railway, 
will be published later this year by Pen and Sword
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continued to mull over the issues, concluding correctly 
that unfettered competition, with omnibus, tram and train 
all at war with each other, lay at the heart of the problem. 
If all could be welded together, or as it was later known, 
‘integrated’ under the auspices of a publicly owned board, 
one not burdened by being beholden to acquisitive share-
holders, a sensible and workable solution to the long-term 
transport needs of the capital could be found. 

By being prepared to be pragmatic and willing to court all 
shades of political opinion, the Fabians won a hardworking 
and politically adept advocate for public ownership in the 
young MP for Hackney South, Herbert Morrison. As early 
as 1920 as leader of the London Labour party, he would 
demand that the government introduce a ‘transport board’ 
to cure the capital’s transport ills, a  call he would repeat 
from the opposition benches until he entered government 
as minister for transport under the second Labour govern-
ment of Ramsay McDonald in May 1929. 

An astute Beatrice Webb observed in her diary in October 
1929 that: “The only outstanding minister is Morrison, with 
his transport schemes”. In a statement in the Commons in 
December that year, Morrison declared he was preparing 
to apply public ownership to solve the problems of wasteful 
competition in public transport in the capital. The only 
genuinely radical policy of the second Labour government 
and a classic example of Fabian socialism, the plan was 
greeted with a ‘shudder’ by alarmed Conservative MPs. The 
organisation that would eventually emerge as the London 
Passenger Transport Board in July 1933 was quintessentially 
Fabian in its structure, a successful takeover of numerous 
competing private passenger operators all within a 50-mile 
radius of Charing Cross.

While Morrison did not expect private shareholders to 
become Fabian socialists overnight, this was never to be 
a  Soviet-style ‘smash and grab’ nationalisation; instead, 
the minister was offering all shareholders a very reason-
able compensatory deal in the form of a newly created 
LPTB shares. 

It was still to prove a prolonged and bitter fight to get 
the legislation safely on the statute book,  not helped by the 
collapse of the Labour government in August 1931. Luckily, 

Morrison’s careful cultivation of Liberal MPs would see his 
Liberal successor John Pybus finally secure royal assent 
in April 1933 for a modified version of Morrison’s original 
proposal. In all essentials Morrison’s Fabian thinking was 
still explicit in the framing of the legislation. In a series of 
lectures held at the LSE in early 1934, the vice-chairman 
of the board, Frank Pick, would reveal how much had 
been taken over by the LPTB: “Five railway companies, 
fourteen municipally owned tramway undertakings, 
three company-owned tramway undertakings, sixty-six 
omnibus and coach companies and the whole or part of 
not less sixty-nine other omnibus and coach companies.” 
In hindsight, given the scale of the task involved, as well 
as the unfavourable political and economic climate, it was 
an extraordinary achievement.

As many as 75,000 staff became state employees on 
the 1  July 1933, on significantly better wages and with 
enhanced working conditions, and trade union recogni-
tion from day one. A deeply engrained safety culture 
permeated the entire culture of the new organisation. 
In addition, all staff had access to welfare services, staff 
development through excellent training and courses, and 
sporting, cultural and leisure pursuits. 

A decade later, a once critical Times concluded: “London 
Transport can proudly boast of being the greatest urban 
transport system in the world…it has set an example to 
other public corporations offering essential services to the 
public, now or in the future.”

Morrison’s hopes for outright nationalisation of 
London’s and the wider nation’s transport services would 
finally be fulfilled in 1948. But sadly, his seminal achieve-
ment in creating London Transport has been largely lost 
in a sea of ink fetishising the Underground’s pioneering 
architecture and design. His was a successful, pragmatic 
Fabian approach that has subsequently been copied 
right across the globe, while a modern TfL contains the 
same DNA it had back in 1933. For those planning for 
a future Starmer government who want to tame out of 
control post-1979 private monopolies, once again in an 
unfavourable economic climate, there is much to be gained 
by looking at Morrison’s achievements. F
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Offering solutions
Fabian research offers fresh ideas for social care, 
the fight against poverty and support for those 

who are not working

Labour has been talking about a National Care Service 
since the days of Gordon  Brown’s government. But 
there has been little detailed work on how such 

a  service should be set up, regulated and run. The Fabian 
Society’s new report, Support Guaranteed, sets out for the 
first time what a National Care Service might look like and 
how it could transform the landscape for those adults who 

need care, for their families and for the 
workforce who look after them.

Fabian general secretary Andrew 
Harrop and senior researcher Ben 
Cooper, who wrote the report, have 
developed a set of principles which 
they believe should guide the devel-
opment of a new national service for 
England. It should, they say, offer 
choice and control for individuals and 
their families. It should be local and 
place-based but nationally consistent, 
accessible, high quality and diverse. 

The report, supported by Unison, 
also sets out 10  ‘building blocks’ 

which will make for an effective national service. They 
include new entitlements for care workers, such as a fair 
pay agreement with a sector-wide minimum wage and 
employment conditions. Those with lived experience of 
care should be involved in co-production: designing the 
service and helping to ensure it is properly scrutinised.

There would be changes for providers too: a stronger 
public service relationship with ‘licensed’ independent 
providers; better regulation, standardised pricing 
for care and an enhanced role for public sector and 
non-profit provision. 

In the face of a national social care emergency, building 
a National Care Service cannot happen overnight. As the 
report says: “First steps are needed immediately after 
the next general election to stabilise care services and 
to ensure that people start to see initial improvements 
quickly. But the process of building the National Care 
Service will be a long-term project that is likely to take up 
to a decade to complete.”

Low regional growth has meant many parts of the 
country are plagued by poverty. But in supposedly more 
prosperous parts of the country, like London and the south 
east, where growth is higher, it is that very prosperity 
which has fuelled inequality. The Commission on 

Poverty and Regional Inequality, convened by the Fabian 
Society, has spent the last 18 months looking at the issue 
and its final report, A Good Life in all Regions: Uniting 
our Country to End Poverty, is launched this month. 
The commission’s report sets out a series of proposals on 
everything from devolving power to reforming buses and 
from childcare to social housing. 

Commission chair Nick Forbes says: “Poverty 
is  inexcusable, wherever in the country it is entrenched. 
We cannot shrug off low regional economic growth, like 
that of the north east, as inevitable. And nor can we allow 
high regional growth to have such consequences for our 
poorest, as it does in London. Together we can build 
a  prosperous future for all our regions. A future where 
people, wherever they live, have access to the things 
they need to live a good life: well-paid, high-quality jobs, 
reliable buses, accessible childcare and affordable homes.”

The commission was funded by 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Trust 
for London, City of London and 
Dartmouth Street Trust.

In Time of Need, published in 
March and supported by abrdn 
Financial Fairness Trust, takes on 
the thorny issue of how to replace 
incomes when earnings stop. Current 
provisions for people who are not 
working, whether it be because they 
have left their job, they are sick or 
have just become a parent, often fall 
short of what is needed. In this report, 
authors Andrew Harrop, Howard 
Reed and Eloise Sacares make the 
case for a complete overhaul. They 
propose a  new plank of the welfare 
state, British employment insurance, 
which would consist of a combination 
of paid leave from employers and state 
insurance benefits. “The proposal 
would return the UK to routinely 
providing income protection on the 
basis of people’s earnings as was the 
case from the mid-1960s to the early 
1980s” they say. 

All three reports are available to 
download from the Fabian website. F

RESEARCH ROUND-UP

FABIAN POLICY REPORT

UNITING OUR COUNTRY TO END POVERTY
The final report of the Commission on Poverty and Regional Inequality

A GOOD LIFE  
IN ALL REGIONS
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Noticeboard
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING AND SCOTTISH 
FABIANS CONFERENCE – SATURDAY 18 NOVEMBER 
The Fabian Society AGM will take place on Saturday 
18 November 2023. The meeting will take place in Edinburgh 
as part of a one-day Scottish Fabians conference. Remote digital 
access to the AGM will be available for members who are unable 
to attend in person. 

Any full member of the society or a local Fabian society may 
submit a motion for the AGM by 8 September 2023. Motions 
will be published online and in the autumn issue of the Fabian 
Review and amendments will be invited with a deadline 
of 13 October 2021. 

For more information contact membership@fabians.org.uk 
or 0207 227 4904.

FABIAN SOCIETY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
ELECTION 2023 
The Fabian Society is proud to be a democratically governed 
member-led organisation. Every two years our executive 
committee is elected by our membership to direct the work 
of the society and to represent members’ interests. 

This year we introduce new candidate categories to 
encourage a broader, more geographically diverse range 
of EC representatives.

NOTICE OF ELECTION  
The executive committee ballot will take place between 
15 September and 20 October 2023. 

The ballot will take place online only – except for members 
who request a paper ballot. 

If we have your email address, access to the online ballot 
will be issued by email. If you are receiving emails from us now 
you do not need to take any action. If you are not receiving our 
weekly Fabian News email please register an email address 
with us before 6 September.

Members will be reminded of the election in the autumn 
Fabian Review. Members who are unable to access the balloting 
website will be able to request a paper ballot. 

Membership inquiries: membership@fabians.org.uk  
or 020 7227 4900 / 4904.

CALL FOR NOMINATIONS 
Members of the society are invited to nominate themselves 
for election to the executive committee. We strongly encourage 
all members to consider standing. Nominations should be 
sent to membership@fabians.org.uk. Please write the position 
nominated for in the subject line of the email.

Nominees should submit a statement in support of their 
nomination, including information about themselves and 
their activities within the society of not more than 70 words. 
The closing date for nominations is 9am on 15 August. 

Nominations are invited for:  
• Six ordinary members
• Four Westminster parliamentarians
• One elected politician from Scotland
• One elected politician from Wales
• One elected politician from English regional government
• One local government convenor (who shall be an 

elected councillor)
• One local Fabian Societies convenor
• One honorary treasurer

Candidates for the position of local Fabian Societies convenor 
must be nominated by a paid-up local Fabian Society. All other 
positions are by self-nomination. 

If you are interested in standing you are invited to email  
gensec@fabians.org.uk for information about the responsibilities. 
At least two of the six ordinary members must be under the age 
of 31 at the AGM on Saturday 18 November 2023. You need to 
have been a member of the society before 17 May 2023 to be 
eligible to stand and vote in the elections.

YOUNG FABIAN AND FABIAN WOMEN’S 
NETWORK ELECTIONS
The Young Fabians and Fabian Women’s Network are also 
holding elections for their executives. For full details see  
www.youngfabians.org.uk and www.fabianwomen.org.uk

mailto:membership@fabians.org.uk
mailto:membership@fabians.org.uk
mailto:membership@fabians.org.uk
mailto:gensec@fabians.org.uk
http://www.youngfabians.org.uk
http://www.fabianwomen.org.uk
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BIRMINGHAM & 
WEST MIDLANDS
Meetings at Birmingham  
Friends Meeting House
birminghamfabians.org
Contact Luke John Davies 
at bhamfabians@gmail.com

BOURNEMOUTH 
& DISTRICT
Meetings at the 
Friends Meeting House, 
Bournemouth BH5 1AH

BRIGHTON & HOVE
Meetings at Friends 
Meeting House, Ship Street, 
Brighton BN1 1AF
Contact Stephen Ottaway at 
stephenottaway1 
@gmail.com 

CARDIFF 
Contact Jonathan Evans  
at wyneevans 
@phonecoop.coop

CENTRAL LONDON
Meetings at 61 Petty France,  
London SW1H 9EU
Contact Michael  
Weatherburn at michael.
weatherburn@gmail.com 

CHISWICK & WEST 
LONDON
Meetings at the 
Raphael Room,  
St Michael and 
All Angels Church, Bath 
Road, London W4 1TT
Contact Alison Baker  
at a.m.baker 
@blueyonder.co.uk

COLCHESTER
Meetings at the Hexagonal 
Room, Quaker Meeting 
House, 6 Church Street, 
Colchester
Contact Maurice Austin  
at maurice.austin 
@phonecoop.coop

COUNTY DURHAM
Meetings at St. John’s Hall, 
Meadowfield, Durham
Contact Professor 
Alan Townsend at 
alan.townsend1939 
@gmail.com

CROYDON AND SUTTON
Meetings at 50 Waverley 
Avenue, Sutton, SM1 3JY
Contact Philip Robinson, 
probinson525 
@btinternet.com

DERBY
Contact Lucy Rigby,  
lucycmrigby@hotmail.com

ENFIELD
Contact Andrew Gilbert 
at alphasilk@gmail.com

FINCHLEY
Meetings at the Greek  
Cypriot Community Centre,  
2 Britannia Road, N12 9RU
In the process of 
rebuilding/reforming – 
contact Mike Barker  
for more information:  
michael.w.barker.t21 
@btinternet.com
For general enquiries,  
contact Mike Walsh  
at mike.walsh44 
@ntlworld.com

GRIMSBY
Contact Pat Holland  
at hollandpat@hotmail.com

HARINGEY
Contact Sue Davidson at  
sue.davidson17@gmail.com

HARTLEPOOL
Meetings at Hartlepool 
Labour party offices, 
23 South Road, TS26 9HD
Contact Helen Howson at 
secretaryhartlepoolfabians 
@gmail.com

HAVERING
Meetings at 273 South 
Street, Romford RM1 2BE
Contact Davis Marshall  
at haveringfabians 
@outlook.com

NEWHAM
Contact John Morris  
at jj-morris@outlook.com

NORFOLK
Contact Stephen  
McNair at politics 
@stephenmcnair.uk

NORTH EAST LONDON 
nelondonfabians.org
Contact nelondonfabians 
@outlook.com

NORTHUMBRIA AREA
Contact Pat Hobson at  
pathobson@hotmail.com

PETERBOROUGH
Meetings at Dragonfly 
Hotel, Thorpe Meadows, 
PE3 6GA
Contact Brian Keegan  
at brian@
keeganpeterborough.com

REDCAR AND CLEVELAND
Contact Sarah Freeney, 
sarahelizabeth30 
@yahoo.co.uk

SOUTHAMPTON
Contact the secretary, 
Barney Jones at 
sotonfabians@gmail.com

TYNESIDE SOUTH
Meetings at Lookout 
Communal Pub in 
Fort Street, South Shields
Contact Paul Freeman  
at southtynesidefabians 
@gmail.com

YORK
Contact Mary Cannon  
at yorkfabiansociety 
@gmail.com

edible economics
Ha-Joon Chang 

THE FABIAN QUIZ

For a British audience 
raised on the thin 
gruel of neoliberalism, 
Ha-Joon Chang’s 
exploration of a wider 
variety of economic 
thought might look 
as intimidating 

as an overlong takeaway menu.
Push past the discomfort, though, 

and you’ll be rewarded: Chang’s 
third serving of unorthodox economics 
since his 2010 breakthrough, 23 Things 
They Don’t Tell You About Capitalism, 
represents the South Korean economist 
at the zenith of his influence. Variations 
of his arguments, once dismissed 
by mainstream commentators, now 
underpin much of Western policy, 
especially on trade.

Selected for Radio 4’s Book of 
the Week, Edible Economics explores 
Chang’s ideas through the lens of food, 
with dishes like southern gumbo and 
dotori mook kicking off discussions 
about the hidden cost of care work 
and South Korean protectionism 
in the mid-20th century. With the 
economic worldview of Thatcher and 
New Labour now looking well past its 
sell-by date, Chang’s new book offers 
up transformative economic policy 
at its most digestible.

Penguin has kindly given  
us five copies to give away.  
To win one, answer the  
following question:
The antifascist anthem Bella Ciao was 
originally sung by labourers producing 
what foodstuff?

Please email your answer  
and your address to  
review@fabian-society.org.uk 

ANSWERS MUST BE  
RECEIVED NO LATER  
THAN 5 AUGUST 2023.
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Discover beautiful 
editions of the best 
radical writing, carefully 
chosen for you. Plus 
author events, fantastic 
discounts and merch, 
from just £9.99/month.

The Left Book Club was founded 
in 1936 to oppose war, inequality 
and fascism. Join us today and help 
support political education.

Every month we’ll send you carefully 
selected books on politics, economy, 
society and culture by the world’s 
leading radical authors. You’ll also 
get access to reading groups and 
events, plus you can chat to other 
members using our community app.

Join or gift membership
from just £9.99 / month

www.leftbookclub.com


