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[image: On 23 June 2016, the country that had ruled over the largest empire in history voted to "take back control".
The reason, Nigel Farage wrote in a get-out-the-vote opinion editorial for The Independent on the 20th, was to restore British democracy. 
By voting to leave, Britons would regain the power to directly elect their legislators and formulate their own laws. The incentives could not be any clearer. 
The European Union, Farage explained, is run by "unelected" foreigners in Belgium, "who most people cannot name and who we cannot vote for or remove".
Four years on, the language is all too familiar. Whether it's Alexander Gauland, Viktor Orbán, or Marine Le Pen every nationalist says the same thing.
But hearing it from British politicians makes it sound especially insincere, given their own country's inglorious history of ruling over others.
Working in the eye of the storm at the time, at an EU news agency in Brussels, I circulated Farage's op-ed amongst my colleagues, all of whom laughed at his hubris.
Since when were the British ruled over by someone else, was the inevitable response. Didn't they elect MEPs and have their own commissioners? 
To journalists from former British colonies, Farage's rhetoric was particularly repugnant. The problem was that for most British voters, it was not.
In the end, it didn't have to be. This was a protest vote, from the heart, not from the head. That's what the anti-colonial rhetoric appealed to.
As a citizen of a former British territory, the State of Israel, my mother and father were raised under British rule. Anti-colonialism was part of their culture.
Yes, Israel turned out to not be exempt from that - just ask the Palestinians. That made me even more sensitive to the uses and abuses of such politics in British hands.
Hence, this collection of essays. From The Battleground's inception, our goal was always to read British politics with a fresh, or at the very least, unfamiliar perspective.
That's why we've paid particular attention to the Irish aspect of the Brexit crisis, and why our coverage is so much different from what we read in British newspapers.
This is also why the work in this collection, gathered together by our London correspondent Josh White, is so profound. It's a direct reflection of how many Britons think.
The reasons couldn't be more obvious. Too much of UK media coverage of Brexit feels over-determined, like it got phoned in by the government, or offshore press barons. 
Hence, the criticism aimed at the BBC for its pro-Brexit politics. This could very well have been extended across the press, which was similarly partisan in its coverage.
Not every outlet, of course. But you get the idea. At The Battleground, we're big fans of Britain's independent media, which is often overshadowed by The Guardian.
Byline Times, Double Down News, Novara Media, Tortoise, to name a few. We follow it all.  
There's a lot of breadth and sanity there. You just have to look harder. What we hope is that you'll find a little bit of the same in our pages, too.
Berlin, August 2020]
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[image: The Battleground was launched in January 2019 in response to the rise of populism around the world and the failure of traditional media to account for this paradigm shift. The centre-ground has collapsed, yet its institutions remain in place as a cruel reminder of what was.
Even as the UK leaves the EU, the European project is still ongoing and British institutions have so far survived the turmoil of Brexit. However, the future is very much up for grabs in this uncertain era. The future could be ours, but only if we’re willing to fight for it.
The growing tension between liberal democratic capitalism and nationalist populism in countries like France and Italy has replaced the left-right divisions of the past. This is the ‘Orbánisation’ of European politics. Others like Mark Blyth might call it ‘Global Trumpism’.
The mainstream media has failed to hold our leaders accountable and provide the critical coverage readers need most today. Instead, a raft of easy answers has emerged: Russiagate, fake news, Cambridge Analytica and big data.
It didn’t take much for Brexit to capture the entirety of British media. The right-wing press is almost completely united behind it, with a few notable exceptions (the Financial Times being the most important); while the liberal media has opposed it.
The Daily Mail and the Daily Express – the papers nicknamed The Daily Brute and The Daily Beast by Evelyn Waugh – have run an aggressive campaign in favour of a hard Brexit. Meanwhile, some newspapers like The Telegraph have become megaphones for the Johnson government.
At the same time, The Guardian and The Observer responded to the crisis by backing the People’s Vote Campaign. The two liberal papers became increasingly crazed about the Labour leadership and its failure to make the uncompromising case for stopping Brexit.
The so-called Irish border became just another prop in an endless vaudeville of horrors. Hard Leavers wondered why it even mattered what happens in Northern Ireland, while hard Remainers questioned why Sinn Féin wouldn’t take their seats to help stop Brexit.
Now in the aftermath of the 2019 election, we can see how well these dynamics played out. The country is fractured and polarised with no time for a soft Leave or a soft Remain position. Too many Remainers were concentrated in urban centres to secure victory, so the Tories consolidated the Leave vote and bulldozed through Labour’s so-called ‘red wall’.
It’s hard to see how Labour could have won in such an all-or-nothing situation. The electoral system favours a winner-takes-all outcome and would punish any party that struggles to hold together its coalition. In this case, Labour faced oblivion after Remain and Leave voters decided that the party didn’t speak for them.
This catastrophe could have been averted. The political landscape could be so much different to what it is today. It’s clear that progressive values such as freedom of movement and the right to protest can’t be saved by technocrats in ivory towers, while the nationalist right gathers momentum. Extinction Rebellion branded terrorists? It was inevitable.
The ultimate irony is that the pro-Remain press and the pro-Leave press might as well have worked hand-in-hand to secure Labour’s defeat. Two competing narratives of betrayal helped make this happen: on the one hand, the hard Leave narrative of betrayal by Parliament, and, on the other, the ultra-Remain narrative of Jeremy Corbyn as a traitor.
The Corbyn project now has to find a way to reproduce itself after such a defeat. In the meantime, the Johnson era has begun and the Tory hard-right are in charge with few hurdles to jump. Johnson’s particularly miserable version of Brexit is going ahead. It will fail on its own terms and the country will pay the price for it.
But is it any wonder the media was so ill-equipped to deal with this crisis? The media economy is dependent on access to the rich and powerful, grubby advertorials, press releases cum sponsored content and an increasingly precarious workforce.
Call it what you like, the tabloids, the yellow press, whatever it is, has failed. Fleet Street is long dead. Fortunately, there is an emerging ecosystem of regional and city newspapers, startups and independent, progressive publications. The future could still be ours.
That’s why this analysis of why Brexit triumphed includes this publication. We are an English-language platform, based in Brussels, co-founded by a British national, and heavily staffed by UK journalists. Brexit has been a core editorial focus of ours since we launched twelve months ago.
But even more importantly, going back to the complicity of the British press in the disaster, it is increasingly clear that a new media is required to make sure events like this don’t happen again. Or at least happen as easily. Not just because we want to help widen the circle. But because of the damage Brexit is doing to British democracy.
That’s why it is important to criticise how the UK’s news media failed the country during this crucial time. The press could have done a more responsible job not taking sides, by holding up a better mirror to the political echelon’s failings.
After all, our job is to help the public make informed decisions. Not make those decisions for them. The sooner we remember that, the better.
London, August 2020]
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That’s why this analysis of why Brexit triumphed includes this publication. We are an English-language platform, based in Brussels, co-founded by a British national, and heavily staffed by UK journalists. Brexit has been a core editorial focus of ours since we launched twelve months ago.
But even more importantly, going back to the complicity of the British press in the disaster, it is increasingly clear that a new media is required to make sure events like this don’t happen again. Or at least happen as easily. Not just because we want to help widen the circle. But because of the damage Brexit is doing to British democracy.
That’s why it is important to criticise how the UK’s news media failed the country during this crucial time. The press could have done a more responsible job not taking sides, by holding up a better mirror to the political echelon’s failings.
After all, our job is to help the public make informed decisions. Not make those decisions for them. The sooner we remember that, the better.
London, August 2020]
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[image: America won the UK election. Not the Tories.  The only mandate the Conservatives were given is to put the final stamp on Britain’s merger with Washington.
That’s the basic gist. The United Kingdom, in effect, exchanged the European Union for the United States.  That’s always been the subtext of Brexit’s pretence to sovereignty.
Recognition of this is most pronounced in the United States, while the British pretend it is more a partnership. You can understand why.
For America’s political echelon, Britain is a quaint atavism. Its old-world charm and backwards ways make it ideal to exploit economically and politically.
In an earlier era, the slogan of US foreign policy was that the world must be made safe for democracy.  The slogan of the new era is that we must make it safer for traders.
The Trump Administration’s patronising attitude towards the UK is reflective of that.
Nothing so clearly indicates this than Trump’s assertion that privatisation of the NHS has to be on the table in any bilateral trade deal.
While Boris Johnson and his abettors were loath to admit that such a thing might be countenanced, the degree to which it was actually a matter of discussion was made clear last week when the Corbyn campaign released a tranche of documents (the provenance of which was unclear) showing that precisely such a move was in play.
Donald Trump and his coterie have shown real enthusiasm at the prospect of Brexit. Partly this has to do with the president’s perception that Boris Johnson is something of a kindred soul.
But, ever the dealmaker, Trump is certainly also enticed by the advantages to be gained from trade agreements with the UK not limited by the European Union
In August, Donald Trump claimed that negotiations for just such a deal were already underway, although he typically produced no evidence that this was the case. Even if such a deal were to get done, the likely parameters illustrate the underlying nature of the relationship.
Whatever the magnitude of a deal between the United States and the United Kingdom, it is hardly likely to offset the roughly £291 billion in trade that the UK currently does with the EU. For the United States, the stakes are rather different.
The possibility of privatisation of the NHS is only the sweetest plum of the possible benefits available to US-based finance capital from British markets cut loose from Europe.
The UK has been in a long-term process of neoliberalisation, begun in earnest by Margaret Thatcher in the late 1970s and continued by Tony Blair in the 1990s.
While the nationalised assets of post-war Britain are now only a memory, there are many possible targets for arbitrage, financialization, or other forms of economic intervention. This very much fits the pattern that has been established since the first years of the Second World War.
Though the First World War had seen the shift in global financial power from London to New York, WWII saw the dismantling of the imperial structures on which Britain’s world power status had been based.
In 1940 and 1941, Great Britain found itself in desperate need of the means to defend itself from the military onslaught of the Third Reich. President Roosevelt was willing to provide what he could within the bounds of the neutrality legislation forced upon him by the US Congress, but payment was required.
For cash-poor Britain, the payment had to be in military bases and other similar assets.
Winston Churchill very much regretted having to trade British assets in order to fight a war that, by his lights, served the interests of both the United States and Great Britain. But he was enough of a realist to know that he had no choice. Churchill rather liked Roosevelt, but chafed under the latter’s chiding about the imperial structure and aspirations of Britain.
Of course, the United States was no less colonialist in its own way. Sometimes its colonialism took the form of direct power, as in Cuba and the Philippines. But its favoured mode was financial penetration, facilitated by the assertion of the Monroe Doctrine, giving it a sort of general suzerainty over the Americas.
US financial capital did not immediately find its way into the United Kingdom in the wake of the war. The process of disintegration of Britain’s colonial holdings took decades to fully manifest.
The decline of the British Empire overlapped with the rise of the EU in ways that prevented the British economy from manifesting as a target for American capital.
But the broad decline of UK financial power, especially after the era of the Asian financial crisis (during which the British were forced to devalue the pound), resulted in a view on both Wall Street and Washington that Britain was on the verge of being remaindered.
This is not entirely surprising. It is, in fact, a subset of American views toward the developed world generally. The fall of the Soviet Union left the United States as the sole operating superpower. The end of actually existing communism fundamentally changed the imperative structures of US-based capital.
Ever since the days of the Marshall Plan, there had been a feeling in the United States that European economies were, or ought to be, somehow subservient to that of America. The formation of the European Union dampened this somewhat, but it was revived in dramatic fashion after 2007.
European economists tend to argue that the financial crisis was a consequence of the profligacy of the US banking and financial system. But it was also clear to the US Treasury that the collapse of European financial institutions would have catastrophic effects on the domestic economy in the United States.
It was for this reason that the Treasury made enormous pools of capital available to European central banks so that they could overcome the crisis.
One of the peculiarities of neoliberalism is the tendency of lawmakers to prioritise economics over politics. In the United States, this doesn’t just impact domestic policies. It profoundly influences the ways that the world outside appears.
Europe is not so much valued as a US ally as it is a blank tableau that ought to be open for exploitation. Transatlantic relations have an intrinsically proprietary character to Washington, which, if they are to succeed, must favour the US.
Hence, Donald Trump’s insistence that the NHS must open to American investment. The United Kingdom is an easy target precisely because it has sold so much of its assets to the US already. Freed from the EU, anything else that might have been held back should be up for grabs.
If only this was reflective of a special relationship between the two countries – one that was about mutual prosperity, more than a one-sided exercise in exploitation.
The shame of it all is that public anger about foreign control gets directed at Europe, not the United States. If only that got better pickup in the 2019 general election.
The Tories may indeed sell themselves as the winners. But, it won’t change the fact that at the end of the day, Britain is the biggest loser.]
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While Boris Johnson and his abettors were loath to admit that such a thing might be countenanced, the degree to which it was actually a matter of discussion was made clear last week when the Corbyn campaign released a tranche of documents (the provenance of which was unclear) showing that precisely such a move was in play.
Donald Trump and his coterie have shown real enthusiasm at the prospect of Brexit. Partly this has to do with the president’s perception that Boris Johnson is something of a kindred soul.
But, ever the dealmaker, Trump is certainly also enticed by the advantages to be gained from trade agreements with the UK not limited by the European Union
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European economists tend to argue that the financial crisis was a consequence of the profligacy of the US banking and financial system. But it was also clear to the US Treasury that the collapse of European financial institutions would have catastrophic effects on the domestic economy in the United States.
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One of the peculiarities of neoliberalism is the tendency of lawmakers to prioritise economics over politics. In the United States, this doesn’t just impact domestic policies. It profoundly influences the ways that the world outside appears.
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If only this was reflective of a special relationship between the two countries – one that was about mutual prosperity, more than a one-sided exercise in exploitation.
The shame of it all is that public anger about foreign control gets directed at Europe, not the United States. If only that got better pickup in the 2019 general election.
The Tories may indeed sell themselves as the winners. But, it won’t change the fact that at the end of the day, Britain is the biggest loser.]
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Though the First World War had seen the shift in global financial power from London to New York, WWII saw the dismantling of the imperial structures on which Britain’s world power status had been based.
In 1940 and 1941, Great Britain found itself in desperate need of the means to defend itself from the military onslaught of the Third Reich. President Roosevelt was willing to provide what he could within the bounds of the neutrality legislation forced upon him by the US Congress, but payment was required.
For cash-poor Britain, the payment had to be in military bases and other similar assets.
Winston Churchill very much regretted having to trade British assets in order to fight a war that, by his lights, served the interests of both the United States and Great Britain. But he was enough of a realist to know that he had no choice. Churchill rather liked Roosevelt, but chafed under the latter’s chiding about the imperial structure and aspirations of Britain.
Of course, the United States was no less colonialist in its own way. Sometimes its colonialism took the form of direct power, as in Cuba and the Philippines. But its favoured mode was financial penetration, facilitated by the assertion of the Monroe Doctrine, giving it a sort of general suzerainty over the Americas.
US financial capital did not immediately find its way into the United Kingdom in the wake of the war. The process of disintegration of Britain’s colonial holdings took decades to fully manifest.
The decline of the British Empire overlapped with the rise of the EU in ways that prevented the British economy from manifesting as a target for American capital.
But the broad decline of UK financial power, especially after the era of the Asian financial crisis (during which the British were forced to devalue the pound), resulted in a view on both Wall Street and Washington that Britain was on the verge of being remaindered.
This is not entirely surprising. It is, in fact, a subset of American views toward the developed world generally. The fall of the Soviet Union left the United States as the sole operating superpower. The end of actually existing communism fundamentally changed the imperative structures of US-based capital.
Ever since the days of the Marshall Plan, there had been a feeling in the United States that European economies were, or ought to be, somehow subservient to that of America. The formation of the European Union dampened this somewhat, but it was revived in dramatic fashion after 2007.
European economists tend to argue that the financial crisis was a consequence of the profligacy of the US banking and financial system. But it was also clear to the US Treasury that the collapse of European financial institutions would have catastrophic effects on the domestic economy in the United States.
It was for this reason that the Treasury made enormous pools of capital available to European central banks so that they could overcome the crisis.
One of the peculiarities of neoliberalism is the tendency of lawmakers to prioritise economics over politics. In the United States, this doesn’t just impact domestic policies. It profoundly influences the ways that the world outside appears.
Europe is not so much valued as a US ally as it is a blank tableau that ought to be open for exploitation. Transatlantic relations have an intrinsically proprietary character to Washington, which, if they are to succeed, must favour the US.
Hence, Donald Trump’s insistence that the NHS must open to American investment. The United Kingdom is an easy target precisely because it has sold so much of its assets to the US already. Freed from the EU, anything else that might have been held back should be up for grabs.
If only this was reflective of a special relationship between the two countries – one that was about mutual prosperity, more than a one-sided exercise in exploitation.
The shame of it all is that public anger about foreign control gets directed at Europe, not the United States. If only that got better pickup in the 2019 general election.
The Tories may indeed sell themselves as the winners. But, it won’t change the fact that at the end of the day, Britain is the biggest loser.]
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US financial capital did not immediately find its way into the United Kingdom in the wake of the war. The process of disintegration of Britain’s colonial holdings took decades to fully manifest.
The decline of the British Empire overlapped with the rise of the EU in ways that prevented the British economy from manifesting as a target for American capital.
But the broad decline of UK financial power, especially after the era of the Asian financial crisis (during which the British were forced to devalue the pound), resulted in a view on both Wall Street and Washington that Britain was on the verge of being remaindered.
This is not entirely surprising. It is, in fact, a subset of American views toward the developed world generally. The fall of the Soviet Union left the United States as the sole operating superpower. The end of actually existing communism fundamentally changed the imperative structures of US-based capital.
Ever since the days of the Marshall Plan, there had been a feeling in the United States that European economies were, or ought to be, somehow subservient to that of America. The formation of the European Union dampened this somewhat, but it was revived in dramatic fashion after 2007.
European economists tend to argue that the financial crisis was a consequence of the profligacy of the US banking and financial system. But it was also clear to the US Treasury that the collapse of European financial institutions would have catastrophic effects on the domestic economy in the United States.
It was for this reason that the Treasury made enormous pools of capital available to European central banks so that they could overcome the crisis.
One of the peculiarities of neoliberalism is the tendency of lawmakers to prioritise economics over politics. In the United States, this doesn’t just impact domestic policies. It profoundly influences the ways that the world outside appears.
Europe is not so much valued as a US ally as it is a blank tableau that ought to be open for exploitation. Transatlantic relations have an intrinsically proprietary character to Washington, which, if they are to succeed, must favour the US.
Hence, Donald Trump’s insistence that the NHS must open to American investment. The United Kingdom is an easy target precisely because it has sold so much of its assets to the US already. Freed from the EU, anything else that might have been held back should be up for grabs.
If only this was reflective of a special relationship between the two countries – one that was about mutual prosperity, more than a one-sided exercise in exploitation.
The shame of it all is that public anger about foreign control gets directed at Europe, not the United States. If only that got better pickup in the 2019 general election.
The Tories may indeed sell themselves as the winners. But, it won’t change the fact that at the end of the day, Britain is the biggest loser.]
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[image: Once Boris Johnson won, it was clear the cabinet would be remade to suit his agenda. He jettisoned half the team and brought Sajid Javid, Dominic Raab, Michael Gove and Priti Patel into the top tier, but he also drew on the Tory Party’s network of right-wing activists and social media gurus.
When I heard Chloe Westley was joining the Johnson government as a digital adviser, I wasn’t completely surprised. I went to university with Westley. She wrote for the student paper I edited and was elected to Heythrop’s student union – even running for president in 2014.
We got on well despite the fact that I was a socialist and she was a supporter of the Australian Liberal Party. “We have a difference of mind, but not of heart,” she once said to me. “We both care about other people’s lives to believe that politics deserves to be done well.”
In those days, Westley was more of a centrist but this would change. “I wouldn’t consider myself to be too right, as in right-leaning,” she said. “I sway depending on the issues.”
Somewhere along the line Chloe Westley became a Eurosceptic, particularly aggrieved that Australian citizens don’t get the same rights of EU nationals by virtue of being a former British colony. Naturally, she moved further to the right and became involved in Tory activism.
Later Westley worked for Conservative MP Robert Halfon and, after nine months, joined the Leave campaign and became head of social media. After the referendum, Westley worked in Michael Gove’s leadership campaign, before backing Andrea Leadsom against Theresa May.
Our differences became insurmountable when it came to Jeremy Corbyn. I finally had a representative for my politics and a man I could support without equivocation. There was a historic opportunity to open up the Labour Party to grassroots activists and make the party a vehicle for change.
When the Labour right launched a coup against Corbyn in the summer of 2016, Westley was arguing the Labour MPs should have a greater say in picking the leader – meaning blocking the members and party activists. I was not impressed to say the least.
I expect Team Boris to be more ruthless and quicker on its feet than Theresa May’s lacklustre administration. However, the crisis in the Conservative Party has yet to be resolved. Just changing the leader and composition of the cabinet isn’t going to save the party.
Breaking Point
What the left has on its side is its ideas and around 600,000 people it can mobilise. If history is anything to go by, there is plenty to gain. The 2017 general election showed what can be done with thousands of activists and an app to target marginal seats.
When the 2017 election came around, Chloe was volunteering in Mary Macleod’s doomed campaign to take Brentford and Isleworth from Labour MP Ruth Cadbury. The seat looked like an easy target for the Tories in an election they thought they couldn’t lose.
Cadbury was saved by the Corbyn surge in 2017. Momentum and the Labour left was able to build support for the party from 25% to 40% in a matter of weeks. It was the greatest swing in the vote share of any British political party since 1945.
Three days after the vote, I sent Chloe a message on Facebook: “How do you feel about the DUP propping up May?”
“Brill,” she said. “Really?” I asked.
“I’m distraught and you’re not the first Corbyn supporter to have a go at me today,” she said. “Just leave me alone. Go gloat to someone else.”
Fortunately, it wasn’t long before Chloe found a new calling. The TaxPayers’ Alliance (TPA) hired Westley as a campaign manager and she soon became a talking head on Sky News and the BBC. Despite its denials, the TPA has long had a revolving door with the Conservative Party. So the next step was clear.
It’s no coincidence that Matthew Elliott ran the TPA and was one of the key figures behind the Leave campaign. He brought in Dominic Cummings, who has also joined Team Boris as an adviser, to lead the push towards the exit door.
“We did new things. Nobody in the UK has ever successfully built a web-based electoral database,” Cummings wrote just after the referendum.
“The combination of this database, our digital communication effort and our ground campaign broke new ground for political campaigns.”
The appointment of Cummings has caused quite a stir in the press. He was pictured wearing a t-shirt in 10 Downing Street, while everyone else was suited up. The Conservatives brought him in because they’re desperate and they need all the help they can get.
The next few months will be decisive. One wrong move could break this government.

Hostile Takeover
The Johnson takeover has been compared to a soft coup, but it’s really a coup without a coup. The Tory leader was quick to sweep away the soft Brexiteers and Remainers from the cabinet and bring in Leave ultras to prevent a future move against the leadership.
The TaxPayers’ Alliance is just one example, but the ecosystem of right-wing pressure groups is a small and incestuous world. The TPA is based at 55 Tufton Street, along with a slew of other conservative think tanks like the Adam Smith Institute and the European Foundation.
Chloe Westley wasn’t just campaign manager at the TPA. She was also involved in Turning Point UK (TPUK), an outgrowth of the US campaign to ‘out’ left-wing professors and agitate for Donald Trump on American campuses.
As an organisation of edgelords, Turning Point is no stranger to controversy. One of its figureheads, Candace Owens, even claimed the problem with Adolf Hitler was that he was a ‘globalist’ and not a true nationalist.
“If Hitler just wanted to make Germany great and make things run well, okay fine,” Owens said. “The problem is that he had dreams outside of Germany. He wanted to globalise.”
“I don’t really have an issue with nationalism,” she added. “It’s globalism I try to avoid.”
Not everyone involved in TPUK is so dense. At one event, Chloe made the case for positive campaigning and giving people something to vote for. This is the battle for hearts and minds after all.
“Jeremy Corbyn has a clear vision for how he wants to change the country,” she said. “The way to oppose his change message is not ‘oh, we’ll do a bit of that’… It’s to have a competing vision.”
“We want to set out a free-market vision for this country,” she told the crowd. “The [Conservative] leadership is way too left-wing at the moment.”
So the May government was ‘too left-wing’. This is the same government responsible for the hostile environment to migrants and refugees. 
The same government is to blame for the Windrush scandal, where dozens of black British citizens were deported to Caribbean nations. The same government stripped Shamima Begum of her citizenship (which Westley applauded.)
Theresa May presided over historic levels of inequality, poverty and homelessness thanks to austerity. The scorched remnants of Grenfell Tower should be remembered as the symbol of her legacy. Meanwhile, the Tory government was happy to slash corporation tax from 26% to 19%.
I should stress that Chloe Westley was always on the centre-right of the Tory Party when I knew her. She comes out of the Australian free-market right, imbued with small-government ideals. She was always very anti-trade union. But she was never one to bash immigrants, let alone retweet someone who does.
“You’re not really being treated as individuals by many on the left,” Westley said at the TPUK event. “They’re talking about group identities. They want you to be defined by a group identity.”
“You are not your skin colour or your gender or your accent,” she added. “There is only thing that defines you in this world, and that is your choices.”
This is really the core of her outlook: individualism. We are atomised individuals and the only collectivity we’re a part of is the nation. The left and the unions are dangerous anti-individuals trying to destabilise things.
“There is a silent majority out there that don’t agree with identity politics, that don’t agree with far-left socialism,” Westley said. “We’re a majority of public opinion that’s being treated as a minority and a sideshow on TV.”
It’s worth noting that Westley has appeared on Question Time, the Daily Politics show, Woman’s Hour, Any Questions and The Andrew Marr Show. All of these are mainstream programmes with sizeable audiences guaranteed by the TV license fee.
Yet Westley has been happy to tow the line that the intolerant left is dominant in public debate. While the British media has been united in its opposition to Corbyn and the left. Politics is all about taking sides, and the hard Brexit right is very much in the driving seat of policy right now.
Danger Ahead
Once upon a time, the Conservatives were the party of Europe – taking the UK into the common market in 1973, campaigning to stay in 1975 and backing the single European act in the 1980s. It wasn’t until the early 1990s that the European question became an explosive issue in the Tory ranks.
This was the period when the Bruges Group emerged and Margaret Thatcher was ousted in a pro-European putsch. John Major came to power with the aim of taking the UK further into the European project. He soon came up against backbench rebellions over the Maastricht Treaty.
The Major government was ultimately crippled and wrecked by the Black Wednesday crash. Much like the current regime, the Tory government hung on for as long as it could with the support of Ulster Unionist MPs.
Today, the Conservative government has to have a way to leave the EU on 31 October and, if it doesn’t, it has to have a very good reason for not doing so.
Alan Sked, the founder of UKIP, predicted the Tories would take a tougher stance. However, the outcome is far from guaranteed.
“There won’t be any radical change with the same people in Parliament in place,” Sked said. “Neither party really wants a general election right now because they’re both in weak positions.”
“So the Tories will want to regroup around the new leader, and Labour will want to rebuild around a second referendum,” he said.
The Tories need what they can’t have, an electoral event – either a referendum or an election – to secure Brexit. This is the paradox of the situation.
That’s why Johnson has brought in figures from the world of right-wing think tanks and pressure groups to wage a new offensive in this battle, like Chloe Westley. The idea is to leverage Eurosceptic free-market libertarians in a bid to enthuse his agenda with the dynamism of the Leave campaign.
“Taking back control to Britain is just the first step,” Cummings wrote just after the referendum. “The next step should be major political changes in Britain so that the broken Westminster and Whitehall system has to focus on the public interest in a way it does not now.”
After decades on the margins, the Eurosceptic rebels finally have control. They can run a live experiment on British society. The good news is that Brexit is the first right-wing project doomed to fail in decades. The bad news is it will take the rest of us with it.]
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[image: Once Boris Johnson won, it was clear the cabinet would be remade to suit his agenda. He jettisoned half the team and brought Sajid Javid, Dominic Raab, Michael Gove and Priti Patel into the top tier, but he also drew on the Tory Party’s network of right-wing activists and social media gurus.
When I heard Chloe Westley was joining the Johnson government as a digital adviser, I wasn’t completely surprised. I went to university with Westley. She wrote for the student paper I edited and was elected to Heythrop’s student union – even running for president in 2014.
We got on well despite the fact that I was a socialist and she was a supporter of the Australian Liberal Party. “We have a difference of mind, but not of heart,” she once said to me. “We both care about other people’s lives to believe that politics deserves to be done well.”
In those days, Westley was more of a centrist but this would change. “I wouldn’t consider myself to be too right, as in right-leaning,” she said. “I sway depending on the issues.”
Somewhere along the line Chloe Westley became a Eurosceptic, particularly aggrieved that Australian citizens don’t get the same rights of EU nationals by virtue of being a former British colony. Naturally, she moved further to the right and became involved in Tory activism.
Later Westley worked for Conservative MP Robert Halfon and, after nine months, joined the Leave campaign and became head of social media. After the referendum, Westley worked in Michael Gove’s leadership campaign, before backing Andrea Leadsom against Theresa May.
Our differences became insurmountable when it came to Jeremy Corbyn. I finally had a representative for my politics and a man I could support without equivocation. There was a historic opportunity to open up the Labour Party to grassroots activists and make the party a vehicle for change.
When the Labour right launched a coup against Corbyn in the summer of 2016, Westley was arguing the Labour MPs should have a greater say in picking the leader – meaning blocking the members and party activists. I was not impressed to say the least.
I expect Team Boris to be more ruthless and quicker on its feet than Theresa May’s lacklustre administration. However, the crisis in the Conservative Party has yet to be resolved. Just changing the leader and composition of the cabinet isn’t going to save the party.
Breaking Point
What the left has on its side is its ideas and around 600,000 people it can mobilise. If history is anything to go by, there is plenty to gain. The 2017 general election showed what can be done with thousands of activists and an app to target marginal seats.
When the 2017 election came around, Chloe was volunteering in Mary Macleod’s doomed campaign to take Brentford and Isleworth from Labour MP Ruth Cadbury. The seat looked like an easy target for the Tories in an election they thought they couldn’t lose.
Cadbury was saved by the Corbyn surge in 2017. Momentum and the Labour left was able to build support for the party from 25% to 40% in a matter of weeks. It was the greatest swing in the vote share of any British political party since 1945.
Three days after the vote, I sent Chloe a message on Facebook: “How do you feel about the DUP propping up May?”
“Brill,” she said. “Really?” I asked.
“I’m distraught and you’re not the first Corbyn supporter to have a go at me today,” she said. “Just leave me alone. Go gloat to someone else.”
Fortunately, it wasn’t long before Chloe found a new calling. The TaxPayers’ Alliance (TPA) hired Westley as a campaign manager and she soon became a talking head on Sky News and the BBC. Despite its denials, the TPA has long had a revolving door with the Conservative Party. So the next step was clear.
It’s no coincidence that Matthew Elliott ran the TPA and was one of the key figures behind the Leave campaign. He brought in Dominic Cummings, who has also joined Team Boris as an adviser, to lead the push towards the exit door.
“We did new things. Nobody in the UK has ever successfully built a web-based electoral database,” Cummings wrote just after the referendum.
“The combination of this database, our digital communication effort and our ground campaign broke new ground for political campaigns.”
The appointment of Cummings has caused quite a stir in the press. He was pictured wearing a t-shirt in 10 Downing Street, while everyone else was suited up. The Conservatives brought him in because they’re desperate and they need all the help they can get.
The next few months will be decisive. One wrong move could break this government.

Hostile Takeover
The Johnson takeover has been compared to a soft coup, but it’s really a coup without a coup. The Tory leader was quick to sweep away the soft Brexiteers and Remainers from the cabinet and bring in Leave ultras to prevent a future move against the leadership.
The TaxPayers’ Alliance is just one example, but the ecosystem of right-wing pressure groups is a small and incestuous world. The TPA is based at 55 Tufton Street, along with a slew of other conservative think tanks like the Adam Smith Institute and the European Foundation.
Chloe Westley wasn’t just campaign manager at the TPA. She was also involved in Turning Point UK (TPUK), an outgrowth of the US campaign to ‘out’ left-wing professors and agitate for Donald Trump on American campuses.
As an organisation of edgelords, Turning Point is no stranger to controversy. One of its figureheads, Candace Owens, even claimed the problem with Adolf Hitler was that he was a ‘globalist’ and not a true nationalist.
“If Hitler just wanted to make Germany great and make things run well, okay fine,” Owens said. “The problem is that he had dreams outside of Germany. He wanted to globalise.”
“I don’t really have an issue with nationalism,” she added. “It’s globalism I try to avoid.”
Not everyone involved in TPUK is so dense. At one event, Chloe made the case for positive campaigning and giving people something to vote for. This is the battle for hearts and minds after all.
“Jeremy Corbyn has a clear vision for how he wants to change the country,” she said. “The way to oppose his change message is not ‘oh, we’ll do a bit of that’… It’s to have a competing vision.”
“We want to set out a free-market vision for this country,” she told the crowd. “The [Conservative] leadership is way too left-wing at the moment.”
So the May government was ‘too left-wing’. This is the same government responsible for the hostile environment to migrants and refugees. 
The same government is to blame for the Windrush scandal, where dozens of black British citizens were deported to Caribbean nations. The same government stripped Shamima Begum of her citizenship (which Westley applauded.)
Theresa May presided over historic levels of inequality, poverty and homelessness thanks to austerity. The scorched remnants of Grenfell Tower should be remembered as the symbol of her legacy. Meanwhile, the Tory government was happy to slash corporation tax from 26% to 19%.
I should stress that Chloe Westley was always on the centre-right of the Tory Party when I knew her. She comes out of the Australian free-market right, imbued with small-government ideals. She was always very anti-trade union. But she was never one to bash immigrants, let alone retweet someone who does.
“You’re not really being treated as individuals by many on the left,” Westley said at the TPUK event. “They’re talking about group identities. They want you to be defined by a group identity.”
“You are not your skin colour or your gender or your accent,” she added. “There is only thing that defines you in this world, and that is your choices.”
This is really the core of her outlook: individualism. We are atomised individuals and the only collectivity we’re a part of is the nation. The left and the unions are dangerous anti-individuals trying to destabilise things.
“There is a silent majority out there that don’t agree with identity politics, that don’t agree with far-left socialism,” Westley said. “We’re a majority of public opinion that’s being treated as a minority and a sideshow on TV.”
It’s worth noting that Westley has appeared on Question Time, the Daily Politics show, Woman’s Hour, Any Questions and The Andrew Marr Show. All of these are mainstream programmes with sizeable audiences guaranteed by the TV license fee.
Yet Westley has been happy to tow the line that the intolerant left is dominant in public debate. While the British media has been united in its opposition to Corbyn and the left. Politics is all about taking sides, and the hard Brexit right is very much in the driving seat of policy right now.
Danger Ahead
Once upon a time, the Conservatives were the party of Europe – taking the UK into the common market in 1973, campaigning to stay in 1975 and backing the single European act in the 1980s. It wasn’t until the early 1990s that the European question became an explosive issue in the Tory ranks.
This was the period when the Bruges Group emerged and Margaret Thatcher was ousted in a pro-European putsch. John Major came to power with the aim of taking the UK further into the European project. He soon came up against backbench rebellions over the Maastricht Treaty.
The Major government was ultimately crippled and wrecked by the Black Wednesday crash. Much like the current regime, the Tory government hung on for as long as it could with the support of Ulster Unionist MPs.
Today, the Conservative government has to have a way to leave the EU on 31 October and, if it doesn’t, it has to have a very good reason for not doing so.
Alan Sked, the founder of UKIP, predicted the Tories would take a tougher stance. However, the outcome is far from guaranteed.
“There won’t be any radical change with the same people in Parliament in place,” Sked said. “Neither party really wants a general election right now because they’re both in weak positions.”
“So the Tories will want to regroup around the new leader, and Labour will want to rebuild around a second referendum,” he said.
The Tories need what they can’t have, an electoral event – either a referendum or an election – to secure Brexit. This is the paradox of the situation.
That’s why Johnson has brought in figures from the world of right-wing think tanks and pressure groups to wage a new offensive in this battle, like Chloe Westley. The idea is to leverage Eurosceptic free-market libertarians in a bid to enthuse his agenda with the dynamism of the Leave campaign.
“Taking back control to Britain is just the first step,” Cummings wrote just after the referendum. “The next step should be major political changes in Britain so that the broken Westminster and Whitehall system has to focus on the public interest in a way it does not now.”
After decades on the margins, the Eurosceptic rebels finally have control. They can run a live experiment on British society. The good news is that Brexit is the first right-wing project doomed to fail in decades. The bad news is it will take the rest of us with it.]
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