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Build for
25 October!
By Misha Zubrowski
Hong Kong solidarity protest
in London on 5 October 2019

Hong Kong youth defy “emergency” law
By Chen Ying
On Thursday 4 October the
Hong Kong Chief Executive Carrie Lam invoked the Emergency
Regulations Ordinance to introduce a ban on wearing face
masks.
The ban came just before a long
weekend. Monday 7 October was
Chung Yeung Festival, a public
holiday. From Thursday evening,
protesters staged incessant and
widespread attacks on MTR stations, Chinese banks, and proChina businesses, and conducted
violent clashes with the police in
many parts of the city.
One more protester, this time a
14 year old, was shot — in the leg,
by a policeman who was cornered
by a large crowd and was nearly
set alight by a Molotov cocktail.
The scale of these protests far exceeded the already violent clashes
between protesters and police last
weekend, during and after 1 October, the 70th anniversary of the
founding of the People’s Republic
of China. Then, an 18 year old
protester was shot in the chest by
police but escaped death because
the bullet missed his heart by 3 cm.
For the first time, most of the

Hong Kong
solidarity
By Ian Townson
Over 1,000 people rallied at
London’s City Hall on 5 October to show solidarity with the
movement in Hong Kong, and
marched from there to Trafalgar Square.
The crowd was overwhelmingly Hong Kong people, and
mostly younger. Workers’ Liberty was the only left organisation present. We gave out leaflets
to advertise a Uyghur-solidarity
demonstration the same day.

MTR rail network was shut down,
and many shopping malls and
high street shops closed early.
Damage to MTR stations was so
extensive that many stations will
not be able to re-open for an indefinite period of time – the MTR Corporation stated that all spare parts
for ticket vending machines have
been used up with no replacements until November. Many
mainland Chinese banks and proChina business premises have
been extensively vandalised.
Many suspect that a significant
amount of this damage could be
the work of undercover HK or
even mainland military police officers, but there is no doubt that the
militant youth had really stepped
up their actions as a direct result of
the banning of face masks.
The protest movement has
reached a serious crossroads – the
crippling of public transport infrastructure and the disruption to
everyday life is gravely affecting
the very residents who have
mostly been on the side of the
protest against the government.
People are stocking up on food and
drawing out cash from banks.
There is now discussions on social media calling on the militants
to avoid further escalation for fear
of live police rounds being used to
cause fatalities or giving the Hong
Kong Government the pretext to
introduce even more draconian
measures.
The Ordinance was last used in
1967 when the British colonial administration acted against a Cultural
Revolution-inspired
insurrection by local Maoist forces
(bit.ly/hk-67). During that period,
the colonial administration dealt
with over 8000 homemade bombs
made by the insurgents, who used
pro-China banks, trade unions and
community centres as their bases.
Most of the local population were
not involved in the conflict.
There were over 50 casualties on
both sides, including from live
rounds fired by HK police and
British troops, as well as from PLA

militia briefly crossing the border
in the New Territories. The British
consulate in Beijing was sacked.
Eventually by December 1967
the conflict was called off by Zhou
En-lai. This time, nearly everyone
in the community has become involved in the conflict, with the 20%
or so Beijing loyalists heavily outnumbered.
The protest movement needs to
seriously debate the way forward.
Declaring the need for a new government for Hong Kong does pinpoint the complete failure of the
present Government, but any declaration without a political movement behind it is just an empty set
of words.
The “one country two systems”
framework has only been agreed
for 50 years i.e. until 2047. It is inherently unstable and subject to
Beijing’s salami tactic of slicing
away the city’s autonomous status.
Isn’t the way forward to campaign for making this framework
permanent, or should the movement really be striving for an independent city state? Making the

framework permanent, and winning real autonomy and civil liberties, would resonate with the
majority of the population. Beijing
itself is singing the praises of the
One Country Two Systems framework and has not stated what it
would do to replace it after 2047.
Pressing for the framework to continue would be hard for Beijing to
deflect.
The person on the street now
would recognise that any campaign for independence would
simply be crushed by the military
might of the present regime; only
if the regime breaks up or is overthrown would Hong Kong be safe
from the threat of military intervention and political oppression. If
so, would there still be the desire
for independence from a post-CCP
Chinese Republic? Wouldn’t a federal solution which would include
Taiwan be more attractive to Hong
Kong people compared to the
prospect of a city state?
These questions remain to be
debated now.

Self-determination for Hong Kong!
By Rhodri Evans
Overseas Hong Kong students,
and as far as we can tell the
movement in Hong Kong itself,
have hesitated to raise calls for
self-determination for Hong
Kong and for a Constituent Assembly there (an elected assembly with power to make a
new constitution).
The calculation is probably similar to that which has deterred Taiwan from formally declaring
independence from China even
after 70 years of de facto independence: that the explicit break
could trigger invasion.
From early on in the movement,
though, in Solidarity we have
called for self-determination for
Hong Kong (bit.ly/sd-hk). As the

“Third Camp Trotskyists” of former years called for self-determination for Taiwan (Formosa), for
example in the crisis of 1954-5
(bit.ly/la-taiw), when Beijing
seized small islands which had
been controlled by Taiwan, and
all-out war looked probable.
Whatever the tactics of the
movement, we should be clear
about principles, and so should be
the international movement of solidarity for Hong Kong.
Hong Kong has been a distinct
political unit for over 170 years. It
became a distinct political unit
through crimes of British imperialism, but the fact remains.
Its people have the right to
decide their own future through
their own democratic movement.

The UK group most centrally
involved in organising youth
climate strikes, UK Student
Climate Network (UKSCN), is
calling a “day of action” on 25
October.
It seems, currently, that the format will be more walkouts, another “climate strike”. The next
global climate strike is set for 29
November.
20 September was the most recent climate strike, in which
workers joined youth, taking part
in workplace actions. Actions
were taken in many places, including by many of us (see e.g.
bit.ly/20s-reports), although as a
rule initiated by workplace activists without much direct support from the union nationally.
This is likely to remain the case in
the near future. In any case, organising in our direct workplaces
is a necessary start for building
for future climate strikes.
In every workplace, socialist
environmentalists should work
to build an action for 25 October
and 29 November, however
small, starting now. Start the discussion among colleagues, including those who don’t
normally engage much in “conventional” union issues.
Raise the issue in your union
branch. A collective photoshoot,
a lunchtime rally, a 30-minute
work stoppage, or the like,
should be possible in most workplaces.
If you don’t think you will
bring about such actions, the
backup option — although generally the second rate one — is to
book time off work, and plan to
support other workplaces and
the youth climate strikers.
We must use workplace actions on the days of climate
strikes to introduce and expand workplace socialist environmentalism.

Solidarity 519: Barrie Hardy’s article read: “Giuliani has been trying to get an anti-Trump
conspiracy theory to stand up”.
Meant: “an anti-Biden conspiracy
theory”.
Janine Booth’s piece on electoral
pacts with Lib Dems was billed
on p.1 as being on p.6. In fact p.7.
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XR on streets to 20 October
By Misha Zubrowski
On Monday 7 October, a hearse
drove into Trafalgar Square, the
driver D-locked his neck to the
steering wheel, and the passengers glued and locked themselves to the vehicle. Police
attempted — with limited success — to stop more people
from gluing themselves underneath.
In ten other sites around London
— including two key bridges —
countless more activists participated in the start of Extinction Rebellion’s
latest
International
Rebellion, calling for action on climate change. Over 275 were arrested in London, and over 700
internationally. Thousands are taking part in over 60 cities globally.
XR France managed to block and
occupy Paris’s most central and
busiest intersection, while protests
in Amsterdam — reportedly infringing attempts to ban the protest
— faced police aggression and in
Madrid police brutality left ten hospitalised and many others injured.
Police in London pre-emptively
arrested at least ten individuals “on
suspicion of conspiracy to cause a
public nuisance”, and seized tents,
toilets, and disabled access equipment. The labour movement must
take a stand against this infringement of civil liberties. It is a reminder that the police are,
fundamentally, a repressive institution serving our class enemies.
Nonetheless, the protests are
going ahead, and tents and camps
have been set up across London.
The demonstrations are set to
continue until October 20 in London. On the weekend of 12-13 October, and subsequent weekends,
they will be spreading around the

XR activists blocked the road
with a tower of scaffolding,
which they climbed and
glued themselves onto

country. Socialists should get involved, support them, and advocate bold class-struggle climate
politics.
Boris Johnson — a historic climate-change questioner, if not
sceptic, as well as an authoritarian
manoeuvrer — has ridiculed Extinction Rebellion. Whatever legitimate criticisms there are to be made
of XR, such comments are despicable, and reflect his continued opposition to taking action on climate
change.
He was speaking at a book
launch for a biography of Margaret
Thatcher. He tried to claim her —
and implicitly himself — as “a true
feminist, green and revolutionary”.
Margaret Thatcher did comment
on the danger of climate change,
deforestation, and other threats.
However, elsewhere, she played
down climate change. Her concern

over it — like many conservative
so-called greens, including the
founders of the Green Party — centred on “the population explosion”.
Greenhouse gas emissions have
exploded at over 100 times the rate
of population in the last centuries.
Over one billion people today
make no net contribution to climate
change. Given these facts, blaming
“too many people” for our environmental woes is completely untenable.
Putting aside what Thatcher believed or espoused, what really
matters are the policies she pursued. The idea that these were
“green” (or “feminist”) in any sense
if laughable.
Her economic deregulation,
and advancement of ruling-class
power, have set us back in attempts to limit environmental
catastrophe.

public transport that connects
Britain”
• “building and retrofitting of
zero-carbon social and council
housing and public buildings with
lowest possible embedded carbon
in construction.”
It also included
• “a complete ban on fracking”
• “a radical car scrappage
scheme to increase electric vehicles”
• “a programme of ecological
restoration to increase biodiversity
and natural carbon sequestration”.
It contained internationalist commitments
• “supporting developing countries’ climate transitions by increasing transfers of finance, technology
and capacity”
• “welcoming climate refugees”.
Cause for celebration, and for
pride, for the activists who worked
to get the radical policy heard, and
then passed.

This policy should, democratically, be Labour policy, shape
Labour’s manifestos, and Labour’s
behaviour in government.
Yet since the conference on 21-25
September there has been not a
squeak from the Labour leadership
about those environmental policies
passed.
The record on this year’s free
movement and academy-schools
motions, or the motion on abolishing anti-union laws from two years
ago, indicates that even the leftwing leadership of Labour will not
respect the democratic mandate of
conference, unless forced to.
It was a colossal fight just to get
most of the “Green New Deal”
policies heard on conference floor
— against opposition from the
leaderships of GMB and Unite, and
also the Labour leadership.
We must use the conference policy as a springboard for campaigning for a socialist “Green New
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Prevent database revealed
By Zack Muddle
UK police have a secret
database with details of thousands of people referred to
“Prevent”, the government’s
supposed “anti-radicalisation”
programme, it was revealed on
6 October by the Guardian, via
human rights group Liberty
(bit.ly/PCM-news).
The National Police Prevent
Case
Management
(PCM)
database is accessible to all UK police forces and the home office,
and contains personal details and
reasons for “referral” of all those
referred. People referred are not
notified, and so have no (straightforward) rights to due process.
The stated aim of Prevent is to
prevent “radicalisation” which is
at risk of leading to terrorism.
In practice, it mostly targets
Muslims and people from Muslim
backgrounds, although occasionally far-left activists, and members
of the nativist far-right.
The revelations show that 7,318
people were referred to Prevent
2017/18, around one third from
the education sector, another third
from the police, and the rest from
local authorities, health and other
sources. 57% were aged 20 or
under, 27% aged 14 or under.
Only 5% were referred to the
“Channel” support, designed for
those at risk of being drawn into
terrorism. 47% were referred to
other services, 42% deemed to require no further action.
These figures suggest that, even
by the programme and associated
institutions’ own standards, the
overwhelming majority of referrals were of people not really “at
risk”. The 47% figure suggests that
many of these individuals face
wider issues and marginalisation.
Prevent raises an air of suspicion around young Muslim-background individuals on the basis of

their perceived beliefs, especially
in education. This fuels anti-Muslim bigotry through the trope of
Muslims as terrorist threats.
The response also serves to isolate — or further isolate — potentially vulnerable people, which
would be counterproductive even
in cases where the suspicion is correct.
Secret state spying on individuals on the basis of perceived beliefs, and attempt to control them
on that basis, infringes civil liberties. That it has been applied to individuals for engaging with
Marxist texts (bit.ly/preventgeras) or campaigning for a living
wage and against tuition fees
(bit.ly/prevent-fees) highlights
the reactionary and authoritarian
nature of this programme.
A supposedly “independent”
review of Prevent, commissioned
by the government under pressure, has been exposed as a farce.
The terms of reference exclude inquiry into the “past delivery of
Prevent”, rendering it completely
superficial. Lord Carlile, appointed as the “independent reviewer”, has vocally supported
Prevent on-record.
Having facilities to support vulnerable young people at risk of
turning to far-right politics,
whether
nativist
—
English/British nationalist — or
Islamist, is important.
Reversing the brutal austerity
applied to youth services and education — and going further — is
one vital step. Building a loud,
combative socialist labour movement, to provide internationalist
and socialist answers to social
problems, discrimination, and imperialism, is another.
As for specific support for
vulnerable individuals, engaging
them with attempts at inclusion,
and support, rather than suspicion, spying, and consequent
exclusion, is the answer.

Hold Labour to socialist Green New Deal policies!
By Misha Zubrowski

Labour Party’s national conference passed unprecedentedly
bold environmental policy this
year. It will amount to nothing if
we do not fight for it.
The policy as passed was contradictory, or at least in tension, in
parts, but included:
• a target of zero carbon emissions by 2030
• “a worker-led ‘just transition’...
public ownership of energy, creating an integrated, democratic system; large-scale investment in
renewables”
• “rapidly phasing out fossil
fuels”
• “repeal all anti-union laws, facilitating worker-led activism over
social and political issues, including climate change”
• “take transport into public
ownership and invest in expanded,
integrated, free or affordable green

Deal”: in the Labour party, in trade
unions and workplaces, in the environmental movement, and beyond. We must interweave this
with wider environmental activism, in upcoming climate strikes,
in Extinction Rebellion’s International Rebellion, and in agitation
over workplace environmental issues.
Dishonest bureaucratic manoeuvring prevented conference from
hearing, or voting on, two further
vital environmental policies. They
should be agitated for as part of a
socialist Green New Deal.
The first was a moratorium on
airport expansion. It is absolutely
necessary if we are to meet our climate targets. Coupled with a jobs
guarantee, a worker-led transition
involving retraining, and huge investments in the transition, it need
not lead to the loss of current or
even potential employment.
The second, arguably the key to

the rest, was democratic public
ownership of banking and finance,
providing resources and economic
leverage.
Democratic public ownership,
rather than arms-length regulation
of private-profit companies, is the
only way to control the crucial sectors tightly enough to make a very
rapid transition. It is, additionally,
the most democratic way of running society. Labour conference
rightly committed to this for transport and energy, the two highestemitting sectors.
Any transition will also require
huge public funding. Socialising
banking and finance takes control
society’s biggest pool of mobile
wealth, aiding this transition.
It also limits the ruling class’s
ability to sabotage transition
through capital flight and the
rest. Serious taxation on the income and wealth of the rich
would augment this further.
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The not-so-bad gallery: Johnson, Trump, Putin?
By Gerry Bates
The Morning Star is to Jeremy Corbyn and
Seumas Milne what the picture in the attic
was to Dorian Gray in the famous story.
And it is disgusting in the extreme. Take
the issue for Monday 7 October. You can see
from the front page that, like all of us, they
loathe the tinpot Mussolini Boris Johnson.
Ah, but look. While everybody with sense
is anxious that the sneaky Johnson may find
some way to twist the will of Parliament and
crash out of the EU in a hard Brexit, the
doughty warriors of the MS give the front
page to the scandal of Johnson giving his
American friend small financial perks.
Odd sense of proportion and priority?
Well, no. The MS thereby hides the fact that
it is entirely on Johnson’s side in his attempt
to crash Britain out of the EU.
Substantively, it thinks he is right and
wants him to succeed.
So too with Donald Trump. Trump faces
impeachment for attempting to get the
Ukrainian government to dig out scandal
and dirt against his (so far) most likely
Democrat opponent in the 2020 presidential
election.

Here too the MS has a special angle: it supports Russia in its efforts to turn Ukraine into
a vassal state of Russia.
For many decades Ukraine was, as part of
the USSR, the biggest oppressed nation on
Earth. Putin’s Russia wants to put it back in
that category.
Lenin-communists are in favour of self-determination for such peoples as Ukraine
faced with a predatory and more powerful
neighbour? Yes, but the spluttering Morning
Star isn’t.
It is solid for Russia. Why, exactly, is a mystery, but it is still a fact.
So, under the headline “TelephoneGate:
who looks worst?”, one Zoltan Zigedy “reports” on “how the drive to impeach Trump
has masked the sinister dealings of the
Democrats [the American political party] in
Ukraine”.
They shouldn’t be beastly to Trump.
Zigedy recalls that Trump’s Democratic Party
enemies are not exactly clean-handed.
Indirectly, but plainly, the MS tries to sanitise the self-proclaimed “very stable genius”
Donald Trump. But why? Because Trump is
friendly to Putin’s Russia and has sometimes
served its purposes.

fective if the people running it were a little
less politically stupid and shameless.
Stay as bright as you are, dim Star!
• Jim Denham is taking a break this week
from his Antidoto column.

Barking: too passive

Sponsoring for socialism
£1283 for our fund drive this week, mostly
from contributions to Maisie Sanders’
sponsored give-up-smoking and Martin
Thomas’s sponsored London-Cambridge
bike ride.
Thanks for contributions to Maisie’s effort
from Stuart Jordan, £25; Fraser Parry, £25; Ian
Townson, £100; Zack Muddle, £11; Kas Witana, £10; Caroline Powls, £10; Sacha Ismail,
£20; Janine Booth, £50; Daniel Nichols, £5;
Andy Warren, £10; Martin Thomas, £10, and
other anonymous donors.
And for contributions to Martin’s effort to
Bruce Robinson, £30; Daisy Thomas, £22;
Vicki Morris, £5; Molly Thomas, £38; Les
Hearn, £25; Duncan Morrison, £10; Stuart Jordan, £25; Ken Levy, £7; Bas Hardy, £10; Boyd
Kellner, £10; plus anonymous donors.
We’ve also had £165 in other anonymous
donations. The fund drive total so far is now
at £11,813.60, leaving £13,186.40 to raise by 9
December to reach our target of £25,000.
Donate to the sponsored efforts at
bit.ly/wl-spo, or make other donations at
www.workersliberty.org/donate.
Our baseline income from literature sales
and regular contributions covers only baseline operations: rent, utilities, and basic supplies for our office, printing and dispatch of
Solidarity, payments for some of our staff.

Finally, in more than one article in the 7 October issue the MS splutters indignantly at a
recent EU resolution that included fascism
and Stalinism (“communism”) in the same
totalitarian archipelago.
Think: of Russia in the war against Nazi
Germany, and the liberation of the survivors
in the Auschwitz death camp.
Don’t think: of the looting and raping and
slave press-ganging that the Russians engaged in as they advanced in 1944-5.
Don’t think: that Russia held a large number of European countries in a totalitarian
vice for half a century.
Don’t think: of the great Stalinist network
of slave-labour camps in which millions were
enslaved and vast numbers died from cold,
starvation, and disease. Those were not factories for killing people en masse like
Auschwitz, but they killed a vast number of
people anyway.
Trotsky in 1938, dealing with pre-war
Nazism rather than what emerged in the war,
wrote that Stalin’s political regime differed
from Hitler’s “only in more unbridled savagery”.
And Trotsky knew whereof he spoke.
The Morning Star would be a lot more ef-

For the sort of outreach we need to organise in the follow-up from Labour conference
and the run-up to the coming general election — for leaflets, campaigning, travel — we
need our fund-raising.
It now looks as if we have a longer window — to early 2021 — until we absolutely
have to move offices. We’re still looking
for options, though: finding a good, cheap
place is a long process. And we need
some reserves for likely costs of moving
and increased rent.

Martin Thomas’ response to the “triggering” of Margaret Hodge for reselection
(Solidarity 519) is too passive.
First, as democrats who believe every
Labour MP should face reselection at every
election, we should welcome and support
every ballot-triggering — both for MPs we
want to replace and those we want to keep.
Second, Thomas writes “Replacing Hodge
either way [by imposition or democratic election] would signal a move to silence or
marginalise protest against antisemitism in
the Labour Party.” This is an abdication of
our responsibility in the battle against leftantisemitism. In this battle, we can and must
do better than leaning on the “signals” sent
by the continued careers of rank anti-socialist
right-wingers whose anti-racist credentials
are patchy at best. In 2006, Hodge helped the
BNP win council seats in the area she represents, by echoing and legitimising their racist
talking-points.
She described the diversification of Barking’s ethnic make-up as “gobsmacking” and
“the key thing that has created the environment the BNP has sought to exploit”. In 2007
she was applauded by the BNP and condemned even by other Labour right-wingers
for rhetoric playing off immigrant and
British workers against one another in the social housing crisis.
Of course we are indifferent to the
prospect of Hodge’s replacement by another
right-winger distinguished only by stronger
local ties. Nor would it be an improvement
to usher in a representative or apologist for
left-antisemitism.
But that doesn’t mean defending Hodge’s
position either. In a race between a migrantbaiter and a Jew-baiter, it is not good enough
to retreat into backing the migrant-baiter, regardless of how loudly we caveat that backing by proclaiming our lack of enthusiasm.
Thomas has pre-emptively declared defeat, writing that “Evidently not on the cards

is Hodge being replaced by a left-winger as
outspoken against antisemitism as she is”.
The left should put up a fight!
For starters, we are rightly agitating across
the country against the undemocratic imposition of candidates from above, which is not
inevitable. In Barking specifically, it’s surely
the job of socialist opponents of antisemitism
to call for, and encourage, a run by exactly
the kind of candidate whose prospects
Thomas writes off. The odds of winning may
be utterly negligible, and the anti-antisemitic
left may be small in the constituency.
But even a paper campaign facing nearcertain defeat would nevertheless be a
rallying point and launchpad, helping to
model and build the kind of left we urgently need.
Ben Tausz, Finsbury Park

ANOTHER CASE
Seems to me Ben is defining an attitude
to the Hodge case by offering conclusions from an imaginary different conflict
as an answer to the actual case.
The actual case is the possibility of the
Leader’s Office, via its clout on the National
Executive, using the trigger ballot as a basis
to rid itself of an obstreperous critic on antisemitism, during the likely process to select
candidates post-haste for an early election.
Ben instead models his response on what
our attitude would be to another case: a challenge to Hodge by a left-winger outspoken
against antisemitism. Solidarity is not in
touch with any left-wingers in Barking
Labour Party. All the accounts of the trigger
ballot — from rival corners of the Labour
Party, and uncontradicted — say that the few
left-wingers of any sort in Barking Labour
Party played no significant role in the trigger
ballot. The vote against Hodge was driven
by local right-wingers.
Avoiding defeatism is one thing. Evading a response to the actual conflict by
postulating its magical transformation
within the next few weeks into a different
one is another
Martin Thomas, London
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Open letter on Brexit

The further US president Donald Trump sinks into the mud, the more traction the campaign to
impeach him gains, the more he protests that his hands are clean and it’s all a stitch-up by the
so-called “liberal elite”.
• Cartoon credit: George Newman, instagram.com/gewman

from page 16
A majority of the people in the Six Counties
voted against Brexit. No matter! Northern
Ireland is riveted to England. Where England
goes, the Six Counties must go too.
The EU’s insistence on a guarantee against
that — the “backstop” — has been the main
obstacle to an agreement between the UK
and the EU. The decadence of British politics
has now produced a situation in which
British government have talked vaguely
about high-tech “alternatives to the backstop” to avoid a hard intra-Irish border, when
experts on such things deny that such alternatives are workable.
Johnson’s new “alternative” is a piece of
obvious jiggery-pokery. Checkpoints, he suggests, are to be not along the border but a few
miles back from it. That can only mean two
borders, and a no-man’s-land bounded by
hard borders marking it off from both the Six
and 26 Counties.
And that is avoiding a “hard” border? It
would be a joke were it not that this piece of
irresponsible charlatan patter conjures up, as
it does, the memory of the horrors that went
with the old hard border.
The Johnson “alternative” would give the
Belfast Assembly — which hasn’t met for two
and a half years — a four-yearly option to
withdraw from single-market and agri-regulation agreements covering Ireland. That is to
give, or risk giving, the DUP, the biggest voting bloc in the Six Counties, a veto over the
whole island.
In the Home Rule crisis on the eve of World
War 1 (1912-4), the Protestant Unionist minority concentrated in north-east Ulster won
a veto over all-Ireland Home Rule. They won
it by organising and drilling a private army
— the Ulster Volunteers — which, with the
active support of the Tory party, threatened
armed rebellion against any Home Rule government in Dublin and against a British government which dared set it up.
In 1972-3, the Catholic-nationalist minority
in the Six Counties won a veto within the Six
Counties on Protestant-Unionist sectarian
majority rule. They won it by peaceful politics and by armed rebellion against the
Unionist sub-state and against Britain.
Johnson proposes to give the DUP, the

Defeat Johnson’s Trumpery!

Force Boris Johnson to send the “delay
Brexit” letter to the EU. Bring down his
government and get a general election.
Make Labour fight hard in that election for
its policy of “new public vote with option to
Remain”.
Push for a manifesto which integrates that
with the left-wing policies adopted at
Labour’s Brighton conference, and for a combative left-wing Labour campaign to convince voters, not the limp complaints about
“not enough money for the police” to which
the Leader’s Office has reduced Labour’s
message in recent times.
We have a battle on our hands, and that is
how the battle-lines are set.
Labour for a Socialist Europe met on 3 October, and set plans for an autonomous campaign with leaflets and other materials to
back Labour and simultaneously push for
Remain and for the free-movement policy
adopted by Labour’s Brighton conference but
so far shelved by the Labour leadership.
The quicker that campaign can start, and
the more time we get to do stalls and
doorstep work free from the probably strict
central control which Labour HQ will impose

during the official election period, the better.
Even during the election period, though,
left activists can and will use L4SE leaflets
and run L4SE stalls on their individual initiative.
Nothing less than adequate pressure for
strong campaign by Labour, coupled with
autonomous socialist initiative, will be
enough to beat Boris Johnson.
He is on the back foot. But he is fighting
hard to establish himself as a “British
Trump”, or rather a British version of what
Trump would be if the US political system
did not hem in presidential power so much.
Johnson wants to establish himself as the
“saviour”, the “arbiter”, with authority (supposed to come from the anonymous “people”) to override parliament and the courts.
Paradoxically, it looks like his tactic for that
now may go via a general election in which,
by scooping up the Brexit party vote, he can
win a parliamentary majority for a crash “no
deal” Brexit with only a modest score. If the
Lib Dems and Greens take enough of the
Labour vote, then the first-past-the-post system can give Johnson a majority even with a
much smaller vote than Theresa May got in
June 2017.

On 8 October 2019 the right-wing magazine The Spectator published this story from a
Johnson insider.
“Our legal advice is clear that we can do all
sorts of things to scupper [Brexit] delay [as
mandated by the Benn Act if Johnson can’t
get a Brexit deal] which for obvious reasons
we aren’t going into details about.
“We will also make clear that this government will not negotiate further so any delay
would be totally pointless…
“We will say [to the EU]: ‘This is not our
delay, the government is not asking for a
delay — Parliament is sending you a letter
and Parliament is asking for a delay... Any
delay will in effect be negotiated between
you, Parliament, and the courts — we will
wash our hands of it…
“We will focus on winning the election on
a manifesto of immediately revoking the entire EU legal order without further talks, and
then we will leave”.
Then the “hard border” in Ireland. Then
the economic chaos in Britain which Johnson
hopes will give him cover to ram through
“disaster-capitalist” measures.
The stakes are high.

major Northern Ireland party as of now, a
four-yearly right to withdraw from the “alternative” to the backstop — that is, a delayed veto over matters that concern the
whole island. To give such power to the minority in the Brexit referendum is a recipe for
political conflict and chaos. It makes neither
democratic nor realpolitik sense.
Ireland has experienced tremendous
progress in the last half-century (quarter-century in the North).
The older generations of Irish settlers in
Britain left an Ireland economically paralysed, socially backward, a virtual theocracy,
in the grip of a clerical repression stronger
than that of fascist Spain and Portugal.
Today the 26 Counties, with its openly gay
Taoiseach, is one of the most liberal places in
Europe. Now it is the DUP part of the Six
Counties that is backward and unenlightened.
The exigencies of British politics now
threaten all the progress that has been made.
Brexit and the restoration of a glowering,
strong border across the island should be resisted for that reason by everyone who
wishes Ireland (and Britain too, of course)
well.
We, the Irish settled in Britain, are strong in
British society. We are no longer the throng of
undereducated people we were in the past.
We are strong in the UK labour movement.
Organise against Brexit! Make Irish voices
heard, in the interests of both Ireland and
Britain. Demonstrate outside Parliament.
Mobilise to strengthen a Labour Party
which — too timidly and uncertainly, I agree
— wants a second. “people’s”, vote on Brexit.
Talk about the issue with English people
who, sometimes for good but confused reasons like feeling disempowered, are for
Brexit.
Organise an Irish voice in a “people’s
vote”, if it comes to that.
Sean Matgamna

Workers’ Liberty Vol. 3, Issue 66 “Why not a
united Ireland?”, February 2019. 16 pages
A3.
Read online, or order for £1.50 including
postage, from workersliberty.org/wl-3-66

On Thursday 3 October, Labour for a
Socialist Europe decided plans to build
an independent pro-Labour, anti-Brexit
presence in the run-up to and during the
coming general election.
It was active in the effort to get antiBrexit, pro-free-movement policy motions to the Labour Party conference.
• labourforasocialisteurope.org

Left bloc on 19 Oct
anti-Brexit demo
On October 19th, we will witness one of
the biggest demonstrations in British
history, less than two weeks away from
Exit Day. A Left Bloc will be joining the
Let Us Be Heard protest – bringing together the anti-Brexit left in all its diversity.
• London, 11am. See bit.ly/19octLB for
more
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Brighton, Labour, and the left
By Kelly Rogers
Q. What picture did the motions booklet
give before conference?
A. The bulk of anti-Brexit motions were
sent to conference as a result of work by our
coalition, comprising Another Europe is Possible, Labour for a Socialist Europe and Open
Labour.
For a number of months in advance of conference we were phone-banking Labour
Party members in our networks, convincing
them to support our motion and collecting
delegate information. In the end, there were
90 motions in the Brexit policy area, 81 of
which were in favour of the Labour Party
adopting a Remain position in all circumstances. Over fifty of those were our text.
There was not a single “Lexit” (“left
Brexit”) motion submitted, a fact worth noting since there are a significant number of
Lexiters in local Labour Parties, who organise
and argue against Remain motions, or vote
against Remain candidates in CLP elections.
But none were interested or confident
enough to submit policy to Labour’s key conference.
I suspect this is because many Lexiters just
trail the leadership, rather than going out to
bat for leaving the European Union on its
own supposed merits, and there were, in fact,
a small handful of bland CLPD-led motions
submitted to conference calling for “whatever the leadership want”.
There were lots of motions on the topic of
a Green New Deal, more than on Brexit. The
vast majority of these consisted of the text
promoted by the new campaign Labour for a
Green New Deal, also backed by Momentum.
The recent surge in climate activism, by Extinction Rebellion and youth climate strikers,
meant that the issue had a huge organic takeup — which is really positive! There were
eight “socialist Green New Deal motions submitted, promoted by The Clarion, which
added a number of important demands.
Q. Then there was the process at the start of
conference of “compositing” the motions (merging them into a workably small number of options
for the conference to debate)?
A. People tend to forget that compositing
is supposed to be about clarifying lines of disagreement rather than reaching a lowestcommon-denominator consensus. The
pattern in recent years, under both Blair and
Corbyn, was for composite meetings to be
used by the leadership to strip away any dissident text, and then for motions just to get
waved through conference.
This year, Labour for a Socialist Europe
and Another Europe were clear in advance
that we weren’t prepared to compromise.
This was despite a considerable amount of
pressure being applied in advance by the
Leader’s Office, who were aiming for a backroom deal.
We didn’t want to come out of conference
with a fudge like last year, and so our delegates were briefed to hold the line — which
they did excellently! They went into the composite meeting with our pre-agreed text, and
they left a few hours later with the vast majority of CLPs backing that text.

Kelly Rogers is a committee member of all
three of Labour for a Socialist Europe (L4SE),
Another Europe is Possible, and the Labour
Campaign for Free Movement. She talked to
Martin Thomas from Solidarity about the
Labour Party conference (21-25 September in
Brighton).
A small handful of CLPs adopted the
CLPD position, and the leadership put their
own statement to conference, via the National Executive (NEC).
This wasn’t without its own drama though
— dissident unions meant that the NEC
couldn’t agree a statement! When attempts
were made to pass the statement by email, instead of at a meeting, the chair of NEC declared it unconstitutional.
Advance briefing of delegates was less effective in the Green New Deal composite. For
many of the key activists in Labour for a
Green New Deal this was their first conference, and I don’t think they were prepared
for the tonne of bricks that the GMB union
was about to drop on them.
The GMB was gunning hard for a watereddown motion, and took control of the compositing meeting from the start by declaring
their draft text the starting point for negotiations. From then on it became a matter of
Labour for a Green New Deal delegates trying to put policy points back into the composite text.
The compositing ran into a second day,
which allowed Labour for a Green New Deal
to regroup. Overnight they accepted that
they would have to split the compositing, a
good move which ultimately meant that a
much more radical text passed at conference.
It is a shame that they were willing to give
too much ground, even in their alternative
composite. Labour for a Green New Deal
fought hard for a 2030 date for net-zero emissions, but were willing to let a lot of other text
drop, for example opposing the expansion of
airports.
With the support of the Fire Brigades’
Union, however, delegates representing the
“socialist Green New Deal” motion — including Workers’ Liberty comrades — were
able to ensure that nationalisation of the energy sector was kept in the second composite,
but other points were left to a third motion,
which then didn’t get to conference floor.
Q. And how did things go on the free movement
motions?
A. The dark horse of conference! The free
movement motion was promoted by Labour
Campaign for Free Movement, and had been
picked up and submitted by five CLPs.
Our motion was radical and far-reaching,
including text on defending and extending

free movement, abolishing “No Recourse to
Public Funds”, extending the franchise to migrants, abolishing all detention centres and
more. It completely flips the Labour leadership’s policy of “more border guards” and
ending free movement.
Labour Against Racism and Fascism,
backed by Momentum, had promoted another motion on abolishing detention centres
and it was this motion that the leadership
tried to use, cynically, to ensure the LCFM
motion lost.
Despite clear cross-over (and even a common demand) our motions were separated
into two policy areas, which made the odds
of both being prioritised very low. LCFM activists lobbied the CAC to put the motions together, and delegates on conference floor
“referenced back” the decision in the hope of
overturning it.
We failed on that front but, in the end —
again as a result of campaigning by our activists both inside and outside of conference
— our motion just got over the line! Actually,
this meant that only LCFM text made its way
into the compositing meeting, giving the
leadership very little room to water us down.
Diane Abbott was there pitching for a
softer text, although she left quite early once
she realised our delegates weren’t going to
budge. Another MP, Karen Lee argued hard
against a lot of the motion text, even going so
far as to say that we shouldn’t give migrants
equal, free access to the NHS because they
would exploit it for free abortions, which in
her view count as “elective surgery” — an utterly outrageous argument which only
served to harden our delegates against any
pressure.
Our motion came out of compositing almost untouched.
Q. How was the organising on conference
floor?
A. The anti-Brexit operation was well managed. We had multiple briefings each day for
delegates and for volunteers. We had a Whatsapp with all of our delegates in it and circulated speech notes, so that everyone could
put their hands up to speak and feel confident that they had something to say. Many
didn’t need them, and were absolutely brilliant.
A good thing, because a lot of people were
watching — over four million people
watched Labour for a Socialist Europe committee member Alex Fernandes give an electric speech about cross-border solidarity and

opposing the far right on the live stream.
LOTO [the Leader’s Office] invested a lot
into defeating our motion. First they pressed
us to agree compromises before the conference, then they exerted pressure in the compositing. Seamus Milne himself [the Director
of Communications, the leading figure in
LOTO] was walking the floor and talking
with delegates in advance of the vote.
On conference floor they used the chair to
swing the debate in favour of the leadership.
We had delegate after delegate making “loyalty” speeches.
Q. What do you make of Unison voting with us
on that? Unison has not generally sided with the
left in Labour.
A. Last year the union block vote was used
by the leadership to stamp on the CLPs. It
seemed that the Unison leadership didn’t
want this year’s conference to be seen as
unions vs CLPs.
It’s also the case that Labour Party policy
has been moving in one direction, towards
becoming a Remain party. The Unison leadership are aware of that direction, and they
want to be at the head of it rather than behind.
Unison’s members are overwhelmingly
pro-Remain, which may also have been a factor in the decision. The Unison leadership reports that they had a spike in new union
membership applications immediately after
the conference debate.
Q. This was, in general terms, a feisty, leftwing conference. Yet outside the conference things
were quieter than for some years. There were more
people refusing to take bulletins and leaflets, fewer
people stopping to chat and to buy literature.
A. I don’t have a full explanation. There’s
a degree to which people are getting their
conference information from the internet and
smartphones, and so don’t bother with bulletins and papers.
The old Labour right were invisible at the
conference. I think they knew the left would
hegemonise conference this year, and decided to let it pass. That is not entirely a good
thing, because Corbyn loyalism has been
spilling over into quite horrible anti-democratic attitudes.
That is something I picked up a lot when
phoning round in advance of conference.
Left-wing Remainers would tell me that they
agreed with us on Brexit, but that they had
stopped going to their CLP meetings because
they would be accused of being stooges for
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Progress [the “Blairite” faction] or such.
If that is what left-wingers get, you can
only imagine what actual Labour rightwingers get, in many places.
Q. Labour List described the conference as a triumph for Momentum.
A. I think an interesting thing to come out
of this conference is the sense that Momentum is rapidly on its way to becoming redundant.
At the 2017 conference, our anti-Brexit motion wasn’t even debated because Momentum whipped its substantial number of CLP
delegates to vote against prioritising it. Contrast this to this year, when Momentum
backed the LARAF motion against the
LCFM-promoted motion — a much easier
task! — and lost. They clearly didn’t have
anywhere near the same number of people in
the room acting on their instructions.
This isn’t surprising considering that Momentum has degraded hugely as a campaigning organisation. It has shut down all
internal democracy. It has served only to trail
the leadership — something that has become
increasingly controversial with the leadership’s prevarication over Brexit. Its base has
dissipated massively, and many local Momentum groups have decayed into small
rump groups dominated by cranks and antisemites.
There is definitely still a cult of Corbyn in
the Labour Party — evidenced by the headbanging loyalty speeches made during the
Brexit debate — but it no longer fits neatly
with support for Momentum.
In the looming general election it is possible that Momentum will be temporarily rejuvenated. Winning elections is what it exists
to do, after all. But I think that may be shortlived.
Q. What ways forward do you see for the
Labour left now?
A. There is a clear need for those of us who
are on the left, and have supported Corbyn
against the right, but are opposed to Brexit
and are fighting hard for free movement and
migrants’ rights, to organise together. And
there are lots of us.
We can build on the success of this conference. It was the most democratic conference
to happen in many, many years.
Delegates were voting on motions that actually mattered, and where they had a real
choice — not just waving through the leadership position, presented without opposition.
That was because of the work of our activists,
in which Workers’ Liberty played a very important role.
The Labour Party urgently needs
democratising. The leadership’s attempts to
deflect or defeat left-wing policy are the exact
opposite of what Corbyn promised. And still,
at this conference, we had the old Blairite
practice of shadow ministers coming to the
podium to “announce new policy” without
reference to the conference debates.
The Labour Party membership — the
biggest political party in Europe — is a force
that could go out and win a new referendum
on Brexit if it were organised to do so. The
battle for free movement and migrant rights
is only going to become more urgent. But currently the Corbyn leadership is failing on
those fronts.
The increasing redundancy of Momentum
opens up a space. A lot of people are increasingly alienated by the Labour leadership and
LOTO, and we need to provide a pole of attraction for them.
In the coming weeks a lot of that work
needs to be done through L4SE, in the
run-up to and during the coming general
election, with street and doorstep activity
putting a left-wing case for free movement and for Remain.
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Uprising sweeps Iraq
From Muayad Ahmed in Iraq

A joint report by the Iraqi interior and defence ministries has confirmed that 104
people are dead and 4000 injured; but according to other sources more than 150
people have been shot dead in the recent
protests, and 6000 injured. Hundreds are
in jail.
It’s a very brutal response to the peaceful
protests of the people in the cities of Iraq, and
it was executed according to a plan.
The government and the militia forces associated with it know that they face a very explosive situation. They want to use force to
suppress the people. It’s a fascist way of reacting to demonstrations.
Some of the militias active in suppressing
the demonstrations are directly linked to
Iran. People suspect that a militia group
called Khurasani with Iranian links is very
much involved in committing the atrocities.
They had snipers on the roofs. Two of our
comrades were shot in Baghdad. Fortunately,
neither has died.
One of them was shot in the leg on the first
day of the protests, 1 October. The other one
was shot in the face on Friday night, 4 October. Both needed immediate surgery. They
are now recovering. In the same hospital
where our comrade was treated on 4 October,
more than 50 people died from their injuries
on the streets.
The main aim of the mass movement is to
overthrow the corrupt political regime as the
only way to improve their appalling conditions, to have jobs and decent living standards.
The majority of the young people who are
rising up have no prospect of a job and secure
future.
They are disastrously further impoverished by the neoliberal economic policies of
the regime, adopted ever since the first day
of occupation of Iraq by the US and its allied
Western imperialist powers in 2003.
Apart from economic hardships, they also
face a brutal, anti-democratic, Islamic regime
which denies them civic and political freedoms.
Religious appeals are no longer working to
keep people down.
The demonstrators also target corruption.
The level of corruption in Iraq is huge.
In Iraq, the political parties which have
members in parliament are not only political
parties. Because of their control over parts of
the state and its revenue, they have become
economic powers. All of them, including the
Sadrists and the Communist Party of Iraq,
have a stake in this systemic looting of the
Iraqi society’s wealth.
The Sadrists and CPI ran together the

Sairoun Alliance in the May 2018 elections.
The alliance is part of the government and
has ministries in the cabinet.
The demonstrators are mostly young people. In the beginning young women participated too, but since the situation has
escalated and become more violent, it has become more difficult for women to participate.
Women in Iraq face not only economic oppression but also political and misogynist
ideological discrimination, to the extent of
complete social exclusion and even enslavement.
The demonstrators on the street represent
the majority of the people. That’s the reality,
even if some people on the left failed to see
it.
They come mostly from the poorer areas in
the cities. In Baghdad, they come from the
run-down areas in the centre, and from the
outskirts where millions of people live in
very bad housing conditions.
The movement is strong in the majoritySunni areas of Baghdad as well as the majority-Shia areas. What is glaringly noticeable is
that there is no religious-sectarian sentiment.
They all share the same social cause.
The protest has now spread mostly to the
majority-Shia areas of the south. In fact,
Mosul (Iraq’s biggest Sunni-majority city)
started it, although the protests have now
been harshly suppressed in Mosul.
Basra also came into the movement very
early, on 1 October, but there has been heavy
suppression there too.
No political party or group is able to represent the huge masses on the streets. Political parties have tried to use the
demonstrations to their benefit, but they
haven’t been able to.
It’s not just demonstrations. It’s an uprising. That’s a fact. Where it will go, whether it
will succeed or be suppressed, is another
matter, but it’s an uprising.
Before the movement started, the Communist Party of Iraq made a statement asking all
their supporters not to participate in the
demonstration on 1 October. The initiative for
the first demonstration on 1 October came
through social media, Facebook, Twitter, and
the rest.
The Sadrists, too, issued statements calling
people not to participate.
Sadly, some on the left have also followed
suit.
Our group, the Organisation of the Communist Alternative in Iraq, issued a communiqué on 2 October. We said that this
confrontation between the masses and the
regime has created a new stage in the political and social struggles in Iraq.
The regime and its political parties have
been dramatically exposed in this confrontation.

The movement comes not only out of the
contradictions in the political system, but also
and mainly the contradictions of the capitalist system. It’s a rising against the corruption,
ethno-sectarian regime and its neoliberal
policies.
After escaping from the problems of Daesh
and the rest, now the government is trying to
take advantage of that to apply neoliberal
economic policies as if we were in California.
It’s misery for tens of millions of people.
The windows of freedom in Iraq have been
closed by the militias and the political parties
and the government. The regime has committed massacres against peaceful demonstrators in a fascist manner. This is a new and
dangerous stage in political life in Iraq.
We are part of this mass movement. The
people are not only trying to get reforms;
they are trying to get rid of this system.
We say that this religious-sectarian and nationalist regime should go.
We call for work, freedom, and equal living
standards for all.
We call on the people to organise themselves in councils and committees, in their
areas and in workplaces.
The movement is still mainly among the
unemployed and those with precarious jobs.
But the people who have jobs are supporting
them.
We believe in a general strike in Iraq
which can bring about change and put an
end to the carnage. So far there haven’t
been strikes, but if the movement goes
on, maybe it will come to a general strike.
7 October 2019.
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Williamson the book
By Dale Street
In February of this year Chris Williamson,
Labour MP for Derby North, complained
about the Labour Party’s response to criticisms of antisemitism:
“I’ve got to say I think our party’s response
has been partly responsible for that because
in my opinion we’ve backed off far too much,
we’ve given too much ground, we’ve been
too apologetic. What have we got to apologise for?”
Bad News for Labour – Antisemitism, The
Party and Public Belief (by Greg Philo and others, Pluto Press) is the literary version of
Williamson’s claim. Less rabble-rousing and
less rhetorical. More nuanced and more refined. Sometimes even making valid points.
But, in essence, after Williamson the speech
we now have Williamson the book.
Chapter one summarises findings from
surveys and focus groups. These show that
the proportion of Labour Party members perceived to be subject to allegations of antisemitism is far greater (25% to 40%) than the
real figure (0.1%). This misperception is attributed to saturation coverage of Labour and
antisemitism in the media. The chapter concludes with outlining the “essential principles” of an effective media strategy which
Labour should adopt.
Chapter two provides an explanation for
“this crisis”, defined as being one of “an extraordinary public relations disaster”. The
Labour leadership was “navigating through
a complex series of conflicts (between) different groups and factional interests”. It was
these conflicts which “made the development
of a unified position within the Party close to
impossible.”
Chapter three appears to continue the
theme of media management: “The problem
facing the leadership was to develop a coherent plan of action… There was a lack of focus
and unified effort in organising public relations… The leadership did not have the
strong public relations infrastructure which
was needed.”
In fact, the chapter quickly heads off in a
variety of different directions:
How many Party members were subject to
allegations of antisemitism; the “very
fraught” relation between Corbyn’s team and
full-time staff; Jon Lansman; an article by
Alan Johnson (editor of Fathom); BDS; more
attacks on Corbyn by Labour MPs; Zionism;
Israel; the April 2019 Israeli elections … …
The focus of chapter four is media misreporting of the 2018 arguments about the
Labour Party’s adoption of the International
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA)
definition and examples of antisemitism.
It highlights the lack of balance in media
coverage, the different interview techniques
to which supporters and opponents of the
definition were exposed, and straightforward
inaccuracies in the coverage.
Chapter five – the book’s longest chapter,
“based on” three articles previously published by openDemocracy – is a critique of
the IHRA definition, and a pre-emptive cri-

tique of the current investigation of the
Labour Party by the Equality and Human
Rights Commission.
A modest chapter six (just seven pages) is
an account of an academic wrongly accused
of antisemitism on the basis of the IHRA definition and examples of antisemitism.
There then follows a conclusion, a timeline
of events (with no explanation of the basis on
which events have been included or excluded), and a Bibliography.
Absent from the Bibliography are works
such as Colin Shindler’s Israel and the European Left, Dave Rich’s The Left’s Jewish Problem, Dave Hirsh’s Contemporary Left
Antisemitism, and Robert Fine and Phil
Spencer’s Antisemitism and the Left: The Return
of the Jewish Question.
This absence reflects something more fundamental about the book as a whole.
It treats the problem of antisemitism in the
Labour Party as essentially as one of numbers: How many antisemites are there in the
Party? Answer: Just 0.1%. Conclusion: It’s really all media hype, in collusion with rightwing Labour MPs and the Israeli
government. Momentum founder Jon Lansman is singled out for criticism for even questioning the talismanic figure of 0.1%.
Lansman’s statements that antisemitism in
the Party is “more widespread” than previously thought and is “polluting the atmosphere in a lot of constituency parties and
online” are dismissed because “no figures
were offered… again, no alternative evidence
is given.”
Virtually ignored are the arguments by
Rich, Hirsh and many others that the problem of antisemitism manifests itself today
primarily in the incorporation of antisemitic
ways of thinking (the great hidden power of
Jews, the uniquely evil nature of Jewish nationalism, etc.) into attitudes to Israel and
Zionism — that people can fall into antisemitism while sincerely considering themselves not hostile to Jews as Jews.

GOVERNMENT PLOT

Insofar as such arguments are touched
upon in passing, it is only for the purpose
of derision:
“The suggestion of a bias which is unknown, unrecognised and widespread means
that intrinsically it cannot be quantified.
Party members might be forgiven for asking
what special power anyone has to identify
what is going on in their minds when they
don’t know it themselves.”
The book variously refers to “‘new antisemitism’”, the “notion of the ‘new antisemitism’”, “the notion or theory of the ‘new
antisemitism’” – the use of inverted commas
indicates a rejection of the concept itself – and
portrays it as a tool of the Israeli government:
“Promoting the notion of the ‘new antisemitism’ became a core strategic task of (the
Israeli) government. And the IHRA definition
has become a key weapon in that effort. …
The Israeli government needs the ‘new antisemitism’ to justify its actions.”
Avi Shlaim is quoted uncritically in support of the same argument:
“The crisis in the Labour Party was not primarily about antisemitism. The crisis was
manufactured to serve the ends of a right-

wing faction within the Labour Party as well
as those of the Israel lobby.”
But what the authors call the “new antisemitism” is hardly new. Steve Cohen highlighted the problem of a new antisemitism on
the left in That’s Funny – You Don’t Look Antisemitic, published as long ago as 1984. At
least no-one ever accused Steve Cohen of
being an Israeli government stooge.
On only one occasion does the book directly address the argument that contemporary antisemitism manifests itself primarily
in the language of anti-Zionism and conceptualisations of Israel. The argument is cursorily dismissed:
“If a statement … is based on a view of
Jewish people in general, then that would
clearly be antisemitic. But if the statement relates to an appraisal of actual events, then it
would either be correct or not, without any
racist implications.”
But this would rule out the possibility that
“an appraisal of actual events” could be incorrect precisely because it is underpinned,
coloured or defined by antisemitic assumptions – and therefore does have “racist implications”.
Much of the scandal-mongering media
coverage of the Labour Party and antisemitism which the book highlights is targeted at Corbyn.
But while half of the book is given over to
critiquing the IHRA antisemitism definition,
there is no analysis of Corbyn’s own politics
and statements on issues relating to antisemitism, Zionism and Israel. There is passing reference to Corbyn’s defence of the Mear
One antisemitic mural and his description of
members of Hamas and Hezbollah as
“friends”. But the problem identified by the
book is not what this says about Corbyn’s
own politics. The problem is defined as the
criticism which this generated: “Corbyn’s authority was also weakened by attacks on his
own history.”
In passing – everything in the book about
Corbyn is in passing – the book refers to “a
constant stream of attacks on Jeremy Corbyn
for allegedly associating with antisemites.”
There is no consideration of whether such
criticisms are accurate. Instead they are portrayed as a means to pressurise the Labour
Party into adopting the IHRA definition: The
attacks “now paid off” and the Labour Party
NEC adopted the IHRA definition and examples.
Corbyn’s involvement in the PLO wreathlaying ceremony of 2014 also gets a mention
– but only for the purpose of emphasising
that “Corbyn had a long anti-racist record
and had in fact apologised in August 2018 for
the hurt that has been caused to many Jewish
people.”
Corbyn’s 2012 interview with Iranian Press
TV in which he accused Israel of involvement
in the murder of 16 Egyptian policemen is
mentioned – in the small print of the book’s
Timeline and without analysis of the underpinning politics.
Likewise Corbyn’s comments at meeting in
Parliament in 2013 about Zionists not understanding English irony despite the length of
time they had lived in the country: again, in
the small print of the book’s timeline and
with no analysis.

In place of an analysis of Corbyn’s politics
the book counters charges of antisemitism by
invoking homilies about Corbyn’s “long antiracist record”, “lifetime of antiracism” and
the absence of “a racist or antisemitic bone in
Jeremy’s body.”
But in a book which uncritically quotes the
Skwawkbox website as if it were a reliable
source of information and commentary on
Labour-internal events (page 67), anything is
possible.
The book seems to present itself as an analysis of media misreporting of the issue of the
Labour Party and antisemitism. In fact it contains its own version of the Israel/Palestine
conflict, even if only in the form of scattered
assertions presented as uncontested statements of fact.
The creation of the state of Israel was “a
settler colonial project” (rather than primarily
a coming-together of refugees). It “resembled
in many ways” settler colonies in the North
of Ireland, Algeria and South Africa. Left critics of Israel argue that Israel is “essentially a
settler colonial state.”
BDS rather than building closer links with
peace groups in Israel is the way forward

LAUDABLE, BUT...

“Of course, peace in even small fringe
groups is laudable, but we are still left
with the issue of what is going to alter the
approach of the Israeli state.”
It is not just peace groups which are irrelevant. Given the results of the April 2019 Israeli elections, virtually the entire population
of Israel can be written off: “Israel is now
firmly believe that the status quo is the solution to the conflict… Israel today is exactly
what most of its citizens want. For the overwhelming majority of voters, the ultimate
peace solution is one whereby the country
has to sacrifice nothing to gain everything.”
This argument does at least have a pedigree. Socialist Worker provided the same analysis of the Israeli elections – of 1996: “The
Israeli election has shattered the myth of Israel as a united Jewish nation which wants
peace with its Palestinian and Arab neighbours.” (SW 1497)
And an independent Palestine alongside of
Israel has long been impossible: “Tel Aviv
used the Oslo peace accords… to destroy any
prospect for an equitable two-state solution.”
The two-state solution is “dead in the water.”
In the spirit of Chris Williamson, the book
laments the readiness of the Labour Party
and Labour MPs to make apologies.
Thus, the book’s conclusion criticises the
Party leadership for failing to defend Labour
MP Richard Burgon for having said that “the
enemy of the Palestinian people are Zionists
and Zionism is the enemy of peace and the
enemy of the Palestinian people”:
“It should not have been left to Geoffrey
Bindman and Stephen Sedley to write to the
Guardian pointing out that Burgon had no
need to apologise.”
The book has garnered statements of
support from Ken Loach and Noam
Chomsky. Once Tony Greenstein, Chris
Williamson, Jackie Walker and Pete Gregson have had a chance to read it, its authors will have a full set.

How debt crushes education
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By Natalia Cassidy
For many Americans, choices about
higher education come with stark consequences in terms of the levels of debt for
students and their families will have to
take on.
The UK student debt system appears relatively benign in comparison. The levels of repayment are significantly lower than in the
USA, the debt repayment threshold much
higher.
In the UK, methods of financing are, for the
most part, centralised through the state,
whereas in the USA a lot of student debt is to
private lenders. University fees in the USA
are largely unregulated, and have risen
sharply, including at public universities. At
Harvard University in 2018-9 fees were
$46,340, the equivalent of £37,000.
When US universities go down in the academic rankings, they often increase rather
than cut fees, because they reckon that being
expensive will appear to give them higher
status.
45 million people in the USA, between
them, owe more than $1.5 trillion in student
loan debt. Some 460,000 people are in default
on their student debt. Student loan debt is
bigger than either credit-card or car debt,
though still smaller than mortgage debt ($9
trillion). England’s student-debt mountain is
as yet tiny by comparison (£121 billion,
equivalent of $147 billion, one-tenth as big as
the USA’s).
Since 1998 the student finance system in
England and Wales has become more and
more “financialised”. America’s system of financialisation to the nth degree may look a
long way off, but it shows the result of taking
policies of marketisation to their logical conclusions.
In Caitlin Zaloom’s new book Indebted,
based on a series of interviews with American students and their parents, we gain insight into the ways in which the “student

finance complex” (as Zaloom coins it) impacts the ways in which both students and
their families are forced to operate.
Writing as an anthropologist, Zaloom describes the ways in which the burden of debt
for many in America wishing to access higher
education fundamentally alters the ways in
which the family operates, and particular notions of the family are reinforced.
The astronomical levels of debt that students and families take on shackle students
to their parents. Students are often dependent on their parents to shoulder some of the
debt burden, and the parents depend on their
children’s future earnings to make up for the
loss of savings they might have put towards
retirement instead.
This system ties students to the pasts of
their parents at precisely the point at which
students are trying to facilitate their own independence. It entrenches generational inequality and steepens the playing field,
particularly for students whose only option
it to attend the poorer performing for-profit
colleges.
Such astronomical levels of debt do not
make sense in “rational” bourgeois society.
Levels of private debt are a much greater
force for economic destabilisation in the capitalist economy than public debt – public debt
being much cheaper to service, and with a
relatively negligible impact on consumer
spending.
Increasingly, economists of many different
ideological stripes are coming out in support
of debt relief or forgiveness in countries

where student debt is high on the basis that
such a high private debt burden depresses
the whole economy.
Why does America continue to operate
using a system that is; on the face of things,
irrational? The answer, in my view, is control.
Young workers are forced to accept bad conditions because they have so much debt that
requires servicing.

CLASS

Zaloom’s characterisation of “class” fairly
crudely lumps anybody with the intention
to pursue higher education as middle
class, even if they go into relatively lowpaid and exploited work in healthcare or
education.
It isn’t entirely clear in Zaloom’s analysis
what separates out the “middle” from the
“working class” other than higher education.
Or maybe she had in mind the distinction between blue and white-collar jobs, though
these are two sections of the working class
that both sell their labour-power in the market to survive.
This imprecision is not by any means
unique to Zaloom. Bernie Sanders tends to
refer to working-class people, including bluecollar workers, as “the middle class”. A survey in 2017 found seven out of ten Americans
describing themselves as “middle class”: the
term has long been widely taken to cover everyone other than the very rich and the pauperised.
Whether the terminology in itself has a significantly detrimental impact on expressions

of class politics in America is not clear, but it
certainly obfuscates more than it clarifies.
This book weaves together the fields of anthropology and economics in order to give a
very interesting account of the ways in which
public policy in the US interacts with the private sphere of the family and the household,
how the two are at conflict and how they impact one another.
In terms of its conclusions, the book is conservative. Its farthest-reaching policy suggestion being that the US should seek to emulate
Australia in its higher education policy. (Australia abolished university fees in 1974, but
then reintroduced them in 1989, with public
loans to cover them. Fees are lower than in
the UK, and vary markedly between courses.
Repayments are based on a low interest rate,
and you pay nothing back below a certain income level. Australia’s total of student debt
is currently A$62 billion, the equivalent of
US$41 billion).
It is important that we on the left go beyond this and call for a free and fully accessible education system, one that sees education
not as a simple economic calculation, but as
a path to human development and fulfillment.
Only through a universal and freely provided higher education system can we
truly begin to meaningfully shift our perception of education.
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Perspectives for the “tiny unions”
By Daniel Randall and Zack Muddle
A version of this article was discussed as
a document at the Workers’ Liberty Industrial School held on 28 September. Workers’ Liberty organises such schools
regularly for workplace activists to discuss political and strategic issues within
the labour movement.

THE LANDSCAPE

A relatively new feature on the landscape
of the labour movement in Britain is the
role of small trade unions, with a few
thousand members at most, not affiliated
to the TUC, organising mainly migrant and
precarious workers, often in the so-called
“gig economy”.
This document will refer to these unions as
the “tiny unions”, and will consider how we,
as socialist activists in the broad labour
movement, seeking to revolutionise that
movement, should understand and relate to
them.
The unions under consideration here are
somewhat different in their composition and
approach, although three of them share a
common origin. These unions are:
•The Independent Workers union of Great
Britain (IWGB), which originates from a split
from the University of London branch of
Unison and with which Workers’ Liberty
members have historically had most involvement.
•United Voices of the World (UVW), which
is a split from the IWGB, although they remain close collaborators, describing each
other as “sister unions”.
•The Industrial Workers of the World
(IWW), notionally the inheritor of the “original” IWW, and the only “tiny union” to be
have an avowedly “revolutionary syndicalist” political perspective, at least on paper.
•The Cleaners and Allied Independent
Workers’ Union (CAIWU) traces its origins to
a group of Latin American Unite members
who broke from Unite to join IWW, then split
from IWW to found the IWGB, and have
since split from the IWGB to found CAIWU.
The extent to which they can be said to have
“joined IWW”, en masse, following the original split from Unite, is disputed.
This article does not aim to provide a comprehensive history of any of these unions, nor
a comprehensive survey of their current
work. However, it should be noted that members of all of these unions have been involved
in significant struggles over the past few
years, including many ongoing campaigns.
IWGB is currently the most organisationally substantial “tiny union”, and also the
one with the most “orthodox” trade union
structure, in that it has a number of branches
and procedures based more or less on what
we would understand as basic democratic
labour movement norms. Its largest industrial bases are amongst private hire drivers,
including Uber, and amongst foster care
workers. It also has a significant base
amongst ancillary workers at the University
of London, and amongst couriers, as well as
an electricians’ branch; a games workers’
branch, and more. There are Workers’ Liberty
supporters who are members of IWGB
(bit.ly/awl-iwgb) for a recent overview.
UVW has organised significant strikes at
the LSE, Ministry of Justice, and elsewhere.
In general it operates more as a direct-action
campaign coordination than an industrial
union. It supports its members via casework,
but many of its industrial campaigns are

about short, sharp direct actions, leveraging
support from outside the workplaces, to win
immediate concessions, often in workplaces
with a very small workforce, rather than sustained efforts at building up permanent industrial organisation.
IWW’s most significant workplace organisation is amongst couriers, and it has helped
organise and assist strikes of Deliveroo and
UberEats workers. This has sometimes been
in co-operation with IWGB, and sometimes
in conflict with it, fuelled by fear, or accusations, of “poaching” by IWGB. It also aspires
to organise incarcerated workers, but we are
not aware of significant progress to date.
Despite its syndicalist claims, IWW is more
a political association than a workplace organisation. People join it as an expression of
left-wing, particularly anarchist, politics,
more than because it offers the best instrument for organising their workplace. Its
membership is spread wide and thin, geographically and industrially, often focusing
on campaigns not specific to particular workplaces. Where they do organise in workplaces, it is generally driven, initiated , or
supported “from the outside”, by volunteers,
rather than by IWW members as workers
“inside”. IWW varies considerably from
place to place.
CAIWU’s membership is made up mainly
of small groups of cleaners in a variety of
workplaces, exclusively in London.
Of the tiny unions, IWGB works most
closely with the “mainstream” labour movement, and has an orientation to the Labour
Party: senior Labour figures often speak at its
meetings and events, and it partnered with
The World Transformed 2019 and reportedly
had some input into Labour’s 2017 general
election manifesto section on the gig economy.
The central bureaucracies of Unison, Unite,
and GMB tend to be particularly hostile to
the tiny unions, seeing them as poaching
their members. Where groups of workers
have left these larger unions to join the tiny
unions, it has usually been on the basis of
finding their struggles obstructed or even
sabotaged within them. Any self-reflection
on the part of the mainstream union bureaucracies has been unsurprisingly lacking.
Some signs suggest this may be thawing
slightly.
There has also been collaboration between
tiny unions and some TUC unions, including
BFAWU and PCS, which have held coordinated strikes with UVW, IWGB, and IWW
members.

PERSPECTIVES

We support any group of workers struggling against their employer to advance
their interests.
Ultimately, the exigencies of the class struggle itself outweigh any organisational or administrative concerns. We unconditionally
support members of the tiny unions in struggle, regardless of what we think about the
constitutional or organisational basis of their
unions.
Our general perspective is based on the
idea that, to make a working-class revolution,
we must first revolutionise the working-class
movement, via a top-to-bottom political and
organisational transformation of what we understand as the “broad labour movement”.
We see the tiny unions as part of that
“broad labour movement”, not as an embryonic better version of it – a labour movement
2.0 – that might be built up from scratch by

embodying a more radical praxis than the established unions, that will eventually become
so attractive to workers that they abandon
the established unions and join the tiny
unions.
Part of this perspective involves an understanding that the tiny unions themselves are
not perfect. Workers’ Liberty members have
been involved in efforts towards democratic
reform within IWGB (bit.ly/awld-iwgb)
which we should continue to pursue. That
IWGB is currently, for the most part, more
democratic and member-led than more mainstream unions is largely due to its small size
and low funds. Without active attempts to
the contrary, it seems likely that, as the union
develops, so will the relative strength of the
bureaucracy, and democratic control will
weaken.
As a general rule, we are against workers
breaking away from established unions, and
advocate that bureaucratic obstruction within
established unions is combated via insurgent
rank-and-file struggle that aims at transformation, rather than by breaking away – either to join another established union
perceived as “better” (e.g., we oppose London bus workers leaving Unite to join RMT,
and we oppose those within RMT who advocate that RMT should attempt to organise bus
workers in London), or to join a tiny union.
When workers consider what union we
should join, our first question should generally not be “which union is most radical?”,
but “which union is the most relevant for my
company/industry?” This flows from our
goals of industrial unionism and workers’
unity.
However, our opposition to breakaways is
not absolute. We were right to support the
offshore energy workers who formed the Offshore Industry Liaison Committee (OILC)
due to the impermeable bureaucratic obstruction of the established unions in the sector.
OILC began as a rank-and-file coordinating
committee, involving members of several
unions, but eventually became an independent body before being integrated into the
RMT. When the workers involved in the “3
Cosas” campaign at the University of London were voting on whether to break from
Unison and set up a branch of the IWGB, we
advocated a policy of dual-carding, but did
not oppose the breakaway outright.
In some sectors where the tiny unions organise, such as foster care or takeaway
courier work, they are the main union. In others they are one of many. In the latter cases,
we advocate dual-carding where appropriate.
While we do not see the tiny unions as a
potential alternative to the mainstream
labour movement, their relatively more militant and combative culture could be a source
of positive pressure on it. On the other hand,
there may be a danger of them serving to “let
off steam”, as more militant workers within
sections of larger unions coming up against
their own union bureaucracy opt to breakaway rather than further pursue attempts to
democratise and radicalise their unions. (Although in some of these cases further attempts may have got nowhere, with union
bureaucracies continuing to hamstring workers.)
With this danger comes a danger of militant workers being led to the wrong conclusions, about “good” versus “bad” unions,
rather than the rank-and-file, and democratic
control versus the union bureaucracy. With
the IWW this is elevated to the status of a
world-view. We argue against this, using our

Voting at the IWGB AGM in June 2019
experiences across the labour movement – including the tiny unions – to demonstrate its
falsity.
We advocate an as-close-as-possible orientation of the tiny unions to the “mainstream”
labour movement. Our aim is for these
unions to affiliate to the TUC and the Labour
Party. Short of this, we advocate affiliation to
local Trades Councils, and close joint working with TUC-affiliated unions, wherever
possible. In the longer term we aim for
unions reconstituted on an industrial basis,
merging and splitting to that end – for example, a single National Union of Health Workers, rather than having health workers
divided across several unions and small professional associations, etc.
IWGB, UVW and, it seems, CAIWU,
through picking fights and often winning,
have been growing at a time when overall
trade union membership has stagnated or
fallen. That their members are predominantly
low-paid precarious workers, combined with
the financial cost of waging these disputes,
and economies of scale, limit their financial
resources. IWGB relies heavily on external
funding, and volunteers, for its daily functioning and campaigns. This is not ideal,
brings some “NGOism” with it, and fuels
centralisation.
We fight for the broader labour movement
to support low-paid migrant and precarious
workers in their struggles. Immediately, we
raise money for strike funds. Industrial
unionism can help to overcome these limitations, with union levying additional dues on
higher-paid workers to support lower-paid
workers in taking sustained action. Closer
collaboration and reciprocal arrangements
between tiny unions and TUC unions, wherever possible and appropriate, could also
help facilitate this, for example between PCS
and UVW in the Ministry of Justice.
Our perspective on IWW is slightly different from the other tiny unions. It is not so
much a trade union as a group organised
around particular political ideologies. It is not
the main union in any sectors or companies,
in the UK, to our knowledge. On top of this,
it is often sectarian, undemocratic, and in
many places has ineffective approaches to organising. In some circles it retains the reputation as the radical union which people
should join, because of its revolutionary syndicalist “brand”. Probably the best outcome
would be for it to dissolve into the wider
labour movement.
Nonetheless, we do not advocate a sectarian approach towards it, and there are
some good organisers within it.
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Marx and the environment
By Paul Vernadsky
Over the past two decades, John Bellamy
Foster and Paul Burkett have made outstanding contributions to the resurgence
of Marxist ecological politics.
In particular their emphasis on Marx’s political economy contained in Capital and their
careful dissection of other texts, notes and letters have shown how environmental concerns lie at the core of historical materialism.
Their latest book, Marx and the Earth (Haymarket 2017) is a robust defence of Marx and
Engels on ecology in the face of a range of
green critics.

METABOLISM

Marxism has a sophisticated view of the
relationship between human society and
nature, utilising the concept of
metabolism (stoffwechsel).
Foster and Burkett explain how for Marxists, labour mediates the relationship between society and nature; how the metabolic
rift conceptualises the breakdown in humanity’s broken relationship with nature under
class society; and how socialism will reconstruct this metabolism in a more rational way.
First, Marx argued that labour “is an eternal natural necessity which mediates the
metabolism between humanity and nature,
and therefore human life itself”. Labour is
“the universal condition for the metabolic interaction between humanity and nature, the
everlasting nature-imposed condition of
human existence”.
Second, capitalist production drives the
breakdown of the nature-humanity relationship. Capitalism “produces conditions that
provoke an irreparable rift in the interdependent process of social metabolism, a
metabolism prescribed by the natural laws of
life itself. The results of this is a squandering
of the vitality of the soil, which is carried by
trade far beyond the bounds of a single country”.
Third, metabolism captures the terms for
restoring the relationship between humanity
and nature through socialism. Under a system of collective, democratic control over
production, “Freedom in this sphere can only
consist only in this, that socialised humanity,
the associated producers, govern the human
metabolism with nature in a rational way,
bringing it under their collective control, instead of being dominated by it as a blind
power; accomplishing it with the least expenditure of energy and in conditions most worthy and appropriate for their human nature.”
From these premises, it is possible to recon-
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struct a wide-ranging Marxist ecology, to explain the onset of range of environmental
crises, including climate change. It provides
the basis for the demand for “system
change”. If the cause is capitalism, then the
solution is a different form of social relations,
more in harmony with both environmental
and human needs.

OBJECTIONS

Marx and Engels have been criticised by
a range of green activists and academics
for alleged inadequacies in their framework for addressing environmental questions. Foster and Burkett provide a
detailed rebuttal of a range of these
claims.
First, critics have accused Marx of anthropocentrism, because in his 1844 Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts, he refers to nature as
“man’s inorganic body”. Similarly, in the first
draft of Capital, known as the Grundrisse,
Marx wrote that “Nature builds no machines,
no locomotives, railways, electric telegraphs,
self-acting mules etc. These are products of
human industry”.
These are terminological misreadings of
texts Marx never published. The “inorganic
body” was not about portraying the natural
environment as something passive, but
rather a convoluted expression of the dependence of between human activity on the natural world. Similarly, the production of
machines reinforces the point about how
human activity transforms the environment.
Neither point is particularly contentious.
Each can be countered by passages describing the negative, damaging side of this activity. Marx’s account is both materialist and
dialectical.
A second criticism, made by ecologists
such as Joan Martinez-Alier, concerns Marx
and Engels apparent dismissal of the attempt
to find a thermodynamic grounding for the
labour theory of value by the Ukrainian socialist Sergei Podolinsky. Foster and Burkett
show that Podolinsky produced versions of
his essay, with both Engels and Marx making
extensive criticism of his approach, which reduced political economy to the workings of
a perfect machine, measured by calorific calculations. Engels criticised Podolinsky for
forgetting that humanity “is not merely a
fixer of present solar heat but a still greater
squanderer of past solar heat. The stores of
energy, coal, ores, forests, etc., we succeed in
squandering you know better than I”.
A third criticism is that Marx and Engels ignored energy flows or worse, accepted the
“fallacy of energy neutrality” by failing to
distinguish between renewable and carbon
intensive fuel sources. This is based on the
well-known expression from Marx’s Poverty
of Philosophy (1847), that “the hand-mill gives
you society with the feudal lord; the steammill society with the industrial capitalist”.
In fact, Marx’s mature political economy
discussed the transition from water power to
steam (coal) power as part of the drive to introduce machinery in factories nearer the expanding population centres. This drove up
capitalists’ profits and disciplined labour.
Marx did not anticipate the consequences of
fossil fuel burning for the biosphere – during
his lifetime no scientist had understood the
physics of climate change. However he did
identify the major drives that gave rise to the
proliferation of fossil fuel use and their use
of “auxiliary” or “ancillary” materials in production. Later Marxists would seize on the
potential of solar, wind and atomic power as
cleaner sources of energy with less environmental impacts.

Similarly, Engels is sometimes accused of
rejecting the second law of thermodynamics
in the course of an argument with scientists
over the heat death hypothesis. William
Thomson (later Lord Kelvin) had supported
the latter claim to justify the role of God in
the universe. Engels rejected the role of a
deity on materialist grounds, while accepting
that entropy was a feature of the universe.
Latter day scientists agree with Engels: energy dissipation continues but the universe
expands at a faster rate, meaning the universe is getting further away from thermal
equilibrium.
A further criticism, often associated with
ecologists such as Nicolas Georgescu-Roegen, that Marx’s reproduction schemes do
not adequately capture material as well as
value flows. In fact Marx greatly admired the
Physiocrats, arguing that “the process of economic reproduction, whatever its specific social character may be, is in this area
(agriculture) always intertwined with a process of natural reproduction”. He understood
the commodity as the unity of (material) use
value and value. Marx also chastised the German SPD’s Gotha Programme: “Labour is not
the source of all wealth. Nature is just as
much the source of use values… as labour,
which itself is only the manifestation of a
force of nature”.

CRITIQUE

Foster and Burkett therefore provide a
great service in clearing the ground of
spurious objections to Marxist ecology.
However the book is flawed by the creation of a pastiche of a Marxist tradition after
Marx that is significantly imbued with Stalinism. This was a feature of Foster’s earlier
work and it is disappointing to find it extended in this book.
First, they itemise three stages of ecosocialism, lumping earlier socialist green opponents (such as Benton and O’Conner) with
later ones (such as Bensaïd and Tanuro). They
then lump some of their co-thinkers into both
second and third stage ecosocialism, making
some further distinctions between some authors’ earlier and later works. None of these
divisions correspond to actual schools of
thought or bring clarity to the real political
differences.
Second, Foster and Burkett point to some
highly dubious sources of inspiration in the
1970s and 1980s. notably the Soviet scientists
Budyko and Federov, the latter a member of
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR. Another ‘inspiration’ is Virginia Brodine, who wrote on the environment for the
CPUSA. Of course it is entirely possible that
scientists working for the Russian, (or any
other governments) might have contributed
to a greater understanding of climate change.
However it is quite another to claim that
these were politically forebears because they
used some Marxist language.
The Monthly Review tradition now headed
by Foster is a bizarre formation. It propagates
a view of “monopoly capitalism” and imperialism frozen from high Stalinism into
today’s conditions. It is mildly critical of Russian Stalinism, but dates it from the late
1930s. It is soft on Bukharin, but dismissive
of Trotsky. It is largely unapologetic of Maoism and mostly uncritical of the current Chinese state capitalist formation.
Similarly, it is a flag-waver for Castro’s
Cuba and Chavez’s Venezuela, despite the
attacks on workers rights and their appalling environmental records. This detracts from the valuable work done on
Marxist ecology.

Free school meals
for migrant children
By Gerry Bates
On 2 October the Labour council in
Lewisham, south London, agreed that
no child in its schools would be denied
a free school meal because of their parents’ immigration status.
“No Recourse to Public Funds” (NRPF)
policies deny many migrants access to a social safety net, including means-tested
school meals.
The Labour Party is now committed to
abolishing NRPF outright, after last week’s
Labour conference voted near-unanimously last week for a migrants’ rights motion proposed by LCFM [the Labour
Campaign for Free Movement]. NELMA
(North East London Migrant Action) and
LCFM (Labour Campaign for Free Movement) have been campaigning for free
school meals for all who need them, regardless of immigration status.
School workers in the Lewisham branch
of the National Education Union voted earlier this year to support the campaign’s demands, and the activist group Lewisham
for Migrants has been liaising with the
council.
The details of implementation are still
being worked out, and campaigners will be
keeping a close eye on it, the council states
that it intends to support more than just
those families receiving Section 17 funding
(defined as “in need” under Section 17 of
the Children Act 1989).
Lewisham for Migrants campaigner
Nicole Obidowski explains: “Other councils have attached free school meals to Section 17 support in order to help the
children of NRPF migrants. However, it
can be an incredibly difficult process to access section 17 funding, and it is not a reliable benchmark to identify children in
need.
“Furthermore, if families are required to
put themselves forward, they may be deterred for fear of potential repercussions to
their immigration status. No child should
go hungry, regardless of these factors”.
All local Labour parties and trade
union branches should demand the
same of their councils, and all Labour
councils should follow Lewisham’s lead.
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The sixties turning dark
By Duncan Morrison
Quentin Tarantino’s latest film, Once Upon
a Time in Hollywood, is his first one not
distributed by Harvey Weinstein.
It is a semi-fictionalisation of events
around Charles Manson’s Family’s murder of
Sharon Tate and her associates in 1969.
The film is well worth seeing and seems to
capture the feel of late 60s Los Angeles very
well. But it is hard not to consider the film in
the light of the numerous allegations of sexual assault and rape made against Weinstein
and Tarantino’s failure to act on reports, both
from his then partner and from actors in his
films, about Weinstein’s behaviour before
they became public knowledge.
The film alters the history it is based on,
and it is not a stretch to feel that Tarantino is
suggesting that he himself would like to alter
history himself.
The choice of 1969 and the Manson murders, sometimes viewed as when the hippylate 60s turned dark and troubling, is
thought-provoking.

There is a feminist critique of Tarantino’s
films. I personally think it is somewhat unfair. Certainly, many of his films lack strong
female characters, and this one too.
However, three of his films have had

women as the central characters (both the Kill
Bill films, and Jackie Brown). He has never
portrayed women as sex objects.
Although Tate and some members of The
Family are clearly intended to be “sexy” in

this film, that seems in keeping with the plot
and of the time. Despite Tarantino’s penchant
for extreme violence, he has never used the
titillating sexual violence, which is so
widespread in film and television.
In Once Upon a Time, and elsewhere in his
films, women are sometimes the protagonists
of violence and sometimes the victims. However, the violence is not sexualised.
That said, I found the violence at the end
of Once Upon a Time disturbing and revolting.
It seems as though Tarantino feels he has to
outdo himself with each subsequent film. Or
maybe it’s just me growing older. But I find
it hard to sit through.
I was uncomfortable during a scene where
Sharon Tate goes to watch one of herself in
her latest film. We can see her enjoying the
film and the reaction of the audience to the
film. but somehow our knowledge of her
coming fate made it feel unpleasant.
The central character in Once Upon a Time
is a fading, alcoholic, star trying to recapture
his prime. In a pivotal scene, he rouses himself to remember his lines and give a commanding performance.
If it is a representation of how Tarantino
feels about his art, then in Once Upon a
Time, just like his hero, e pulls it off again,
despite everything.

Lukács and “tailism”
By Martin Thomas
John Cunningham, in Solidarity 519
(bit.ly/jc-lu2), gives a generous assessment of my comments on Gyorgy Lukács.
I want to come back on three points.
I would guess, if only from his alignment
with the reforming Nagy administration in
1956, that Lukács always had inner reservations about Stalinism.
So did many of the Bolsheviks who capitulated to Stalinism. Through most of the
1930s the exile Mensheviks and Trotskyists
had sporadic contacts with people who were
deeply embedded in the Stalinist machine
and yet talked in confidence of their horror
at Stalin’s course.
The combination is what made them —
and Lukács — capitulators, rather than unreserved Stalinists.
With many of them, as with Lukács, the capitulation was a gradual process.

Many secondary sources say that Lukács
disavowed HCC after Zinoviev denounced it
at the Fifth Congress of the Communist International in 1924. John asks: did he, in fact?
A fair question. I can’t name a text by
Lukács where he made that disavowal (other
than his supposed defence of HCC in 1925: see
below). Possibly the story that he disavowed
it is one of those “historical facts” which becomes “fact” simply by repeated copying
from some slipshod original claim.
As John notes, HCC had a succès d’estime in
1923. We should also note that this did not reverberate far until after Lukács had established an independent political profile again
in 1956.
Although Lukács was at the Marxist week
school which led to the formation of the
Frankfurt School of academic Marxism and
the Institute which housed it, I can’t detect
any real resonances from Lukács in the
Frankfurt School, other than what could be
explained by shared references to Weber, to
Dilthey, and to Hegel.
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Karl Korsch, whose Marxism and Philosophy was denounced alongside HCC by
Zinoviev at the Fifth Congress (and who
did not disavow his work, yet remained
prominent in the German CP until May
1926, when he was expelled on a political
issue), never tried to build on Lukács.
Lukács’s unfinished typescript of (probably) 1925, found in the archives in the 1990s
and published as Tailism the Dialectic, does
not strengthen his standing as a source of political philosophy.
Lukács started Tailism by remonstrating
that it was “certainly not [his] intention to defend the book [HCC] itself”, which had
“many things... needful of correction”.
Yet in Tailism he specified no “correction”.

The disavowal (or refusal to defend) was
simply a tactic to shorten the length of the
front he had to defend.
He made no reply to Zinoviev’s condemnation. On the contrary, he oiled his text by
quoting Zinoviev, Stalin, and Bukharin as
“authorities” for commonplace ideas used in
it. He polemicised only against László Rudas,
an old antagonist from within the Hungarian
Communist Party now resettled in Moscow,
and Abram Deborin, a former Menshevik
who now competed for leadership in academic philosophy in the USSR with another
former Menshevik, Lyubov Axelrod.
That was not very daring, especially when
Lukács only sent a typescript to Moscow. He
did not publish the text in Germany (as he
could have done).
Despite the “Bolshevisation” drive of the
Communist International in 1924 proclaiming the aim of “monolithic” parties, it took
some time to make that reality.
1925 was a year of flux. The “Bolshevising”
Fischer-Maslow leadership of the German
Communist Party made a marked (and justified) “right turn”, and then Fischer was removed by inviting her to Moscow and
refusing her permission to return for ten
months. In the USSR, the previously united
group of Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin
broke apart in late 1925. Zinoviev and
Kamenev moved towards a public alliance
with Trotsky against Stalin (from July 1926).
Quite possibly Lukács guessed that Deborin and Rudas might find themselves on
the out, and so (as long as he was careful “not
to defend the book itself”) he could slam
them and retain or even gain favour.
On the detailed content of Tailism, I hesitate
to say much, since I have not read the writings by Deborin and Rudas to which it
replied. Some of the later passages in it about
the relation between Hegel and Kant may

Lukács in 1913
repay study.
But if Deborin and Rudas really said what
Lukács presents them as saying — that social
evolution is only a reflection of changes in
technology, and so on — then refuting them
adds nothing to the store of knowledge.
In Tailism as elsewhere, Lukács claimed to
“demonstrate methodologically that the organisation and tactics of Bolshevism are the only
possible consequence of Marxism”. That all
else was “Menshevism” or at best what he
caricatured as “Luxemburg’s theory of spontaneity”.
“Bolshevism”, written without comment in
a text of 1925, meant Zinovievite “Bolshevisation-Bolshevism”, a scheme in which, as
long as the party had the “right method”
(“the dialectic”), it would always be proven
“methodologically” to have “true class consciousness”, as against the Mensheviks, Luxemburgists, and Trotskyists with the wrong
“method”.
That way of thinking cannot instruct us
today.
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Trump’s shift puts Rojava at risk

By Pete Boggs

Donald Trump has announced the withdrawal of American troops from Northern
Syria, and given effective consent to President Erdoğan’s plan to invade.
This marks a slight shift from Trump’s previous stated position. Back in December he
announced that American troops would
leave Northern Syria within the mediumterm future, but that it was conditional on
guarantees from Turkey regarding the safety
of the Kurds.
Those guarantees have now ceased to be a
consideration, and the United States is perfectly content to leave Rojava to the mercy, or
lack thereof, of the Turkish army.
This new announcement also seems to render the deal struck between Turkey and the
United States back in August obsolete, where
the Syrian Democratic Forces (the political
leadership of Northern Syria, dominated by
the Kurdish YPG) would move away from
the Turkish border in order for Erdoğan to
back down from a military invasion of Northern Syria.
Turkey’s approach to the Kurdish forces in
Northern Syria has been one of outright hostility, seeing them as indistinguishable from
the PKK, the Kurdish guerrilla organisation
fighting for Kurdish autonomy in the lands
ruled by the Turkish state.
As in many other areas of his premiership
Trump has been fickle in his dealings with
Turkey, dictating policy based on his immediate (and often late-night) whims. The majority of interactions with Turkey in the last
year have been based on personal initiatives
from Trump, usually announced shortly after
a phone call with Erdoğan.
This has been highly erratic, though. Less
than a day after his latest announcement
Trump tweeted that he would “totally destroy and obliterate the Economy of Turkey”

if they did anything off-limits.
As surreal as it can feel to try and parse a
coherent train of thought from Donald
Trump’s Twitter feed, it is instructive. It is full
of retweets about how Obama had allied the
US with terrorists and opponents of Turkey,
which Trump is now rectifying.
Trump’s actions have angered many of the
cooler heads of American imperialism, who
have seen the Kurdish forces as a reliable ally.
The Kurds have given the US a force in the
region to support which is fighting against
Daesh, and crucially isn’t Bashar al-Assad.
Indeed, the Kurds (those in Northern Syria,
at least) have been a much more reliably antiDaesh force than Assad and the Syrian Arab
Army.
They worry that this betrayal will lower
the political currency of the US as a potential
ally to those in the Middle East. When Trump
is left to his own devices he has sometimes
(though far from universally) pursued an
“America First” semi-isolationist foreign policy, which represents a different form of
American chauvinism from the more orthodox neoconservatism preferred by those in
the Pentagon and the state department.

IMPERIALISM

In today’s world, unlike the world of 100
years ago, dominated by great colonial
empires, we can no longer divide the
world (or even most of it) neatly into imperialist powers and countries which are
“imperialised” by those powers.
Marksist Tutum, a revolutionary socialist
organisation in Turkey, opposes the view
held by many on the left that countries such
as Brazil, Argentina and Turkey are “semicolonies or neo-colonies”.
Marksist Tutum contends that these countries are sub-imperialist powers, with expansionist aims being realised within their own
regional spheres of influence. In practice, this

sub-imperialism often means operating as junior partners of the big imperialist powers,
as Turkey has historically attempted to
achieve with the United States with varied
success. This view is opposed to the mechanistic idea of imperialism held by many on
the anti-imperialist left, which sees these
states as a mere puppet of the American
suzerain, without their own independent ambitions.
Turkey does have these independent aims
and imperialist yearnings, which it has acted
on throughout its century of existence: its
land grabs in central Asia immediately after
its formation; its invasion of Cyprus in 1974;
and its more recent expansions into Syria.
These latest proclamations by Trump and
Erdoğan are serious bad news for Rojava, the
de facto Kurdish state in Northern Syria. The
Rojava forces have largely succeeded in defeating Daesh, but in doing that they have
outlived their usefulness to the USA, and it
is unclear what will happen next. Perhaps
they will have some luck in staving off a
Turkish invasion, or perhaps they will succeed in their long-running attempts to come
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to a compromise with Assad.
It is the job of working class internationalists to uphold the self-determination of Rojava against imperialist encroachment, and to
strive for a situation where the Kurds cease
to be oppressed as a nation. But also to offer
a sober and honest assessment of their political project, and to be crystal clear about what
we are defending.
Some on the left have hailed the model of
“democratic confederalism” in Rojava as an
alternative form of socialism to the musty
fusty old Marxism of the past, citing the People’s Councils which exist across the country,
and the apparent conversion in prison of the
Kurdish leader Abdullah Öcalan to the libertarian socialist ideas of Murray Bookchin.
But within the autonomous region there
have been reports of state repression against
the Arab minority, and the limited ideas of
democracy which exist are not based on the
centrality of the working class.
When the ideas of working class selfemancipation do take hold in the region,
it will not be as a result of the Damascene
conversion of a former Maoist guerrilla.

AWL conference 7-8 December
The first printed discussion bulletin for
Workers’ Liberty’s conference on 7-8 December went out last week (2 October),
and the first of our regional pre-conference meetings was held in Leeds on 6
October.
The next pre-conference get-together is on
13 October in London.
All members have the right to put motions and discussion documents into the
bulletins, and we’ll carry as much as workable of the pre-conference debate in Solidarity, too.

Many conferences in the labour movement make decisions by snap votes on motions and documents available only shortly
before the vote, and without much debate.
We have a different model. We work to
make sure that everyone who votes at the
conference will have studied all the documents closely, and taken part in a number of
discussions on them well in advance of the
conference weekend.
If you want to know more about the
conference, email office@workersliberty.org

Left split in Ireland
By Micheál MacEoin
At the end of September, the Socialist
Party of Ireland’s TD (member of parliament) Paul Murphy announced that he
was leaving the SP to establish a new political organisation, RISE.
RISE stands for Radical, Internationalist,
Socialist, Environmentalist. It will not register
as a political party, and its candidates will
stand in elections under the Solidarity-People
Before Profit banner.
The move comes after a year-long debate
inside the Irish SP about how the party
should relate to wider movements, such as
the environmentalist movement, which was
part of a wider dispute within the SP’s international, the Committee for a Workers’ International (CWI).
In the international debate, the leadership
of the Irish SP, together with the Socialist Alternative in the US and others, stood for a
greater orientation towards feminist and environmental concerns and campaigns. The
British section, led by Peter Taaffe, denounced this as a concession to “Mandelism”
and “identity politics”. To this they counterposed an ostensibly class-based approach,
which was in reality more economistic and
sectarian.

In that debate, Murphy had his own faction
in the Irish SP, critical both of the Irish leadership’s alleged democratic shortcomings
and the bureaucratic way in which Taaffe’s
supporters were conducting the fight in the
CWI, yet seemingly sympathetic to some of
Taaffe’s criticisms around identity politics.
At the same time, in internal debates, Murphy argued for an opening towards Sinn Féin
supporters, by adopting a “united front” approach, which seemed to mean in practice
taking a less denunciatory approach to the
party in day-to-day tactics. The Irish SP, he
argued, took a too-rigid approach to alliances
with wider movements.
An official account of Murphy’s departure
from the Irish SP reported that “differences
[were discussed] on the balance of our work,
between building movements together with
others and building our party independently
and how we relate to existing political parties
to our right – including Sinn Féin and the
Green Party, and how we engage with
broader movements and political forces.”
In its material, RISE has been foregrounding policies such as the “Socialist Green New
Deal”, to tap into rising interest in environmentalism, in the context of the Climate
Strike and XR.
Its programme a calls for a “new party of
the working class, drawing together left, en-

RISE press conference in Dublin
vironmental, anti-austerity and community
activists, trade unionists, and fighters against
oppression, to take on the power of big business and the capitalist class and fight for socialism.”
Perhaps Murphy reckons his new grouping can grow quickly by recruiting on a
looser basis from these movements, without
the need to develop a smaller and more
durable framework of cadres.
Just last year, the Socialist Workers Party
(SWP) in Ireland dissolved itself into the
looser Socialist Workers Network (SWN),

part of the even looser People Before Profit
(PBP). In the US, the International Socialist
Organization (ISO) has collapsed and Solidarity has indicated a desire to shift from an
activist organisation to more of an educational network.
There are opportunities for socialists to
grow amidst the political polarisation and
radicalisation internationally.
But there is a great danger in the further
dissolution of the revolutionary socialist
and Trotskyist tradition that nothing of enduring value will be built, and much lost.

Where we
stand
Today one class, the working
class, lives by selling its labour
power to another, the capitalist
class, which owns the means of
production.
The capitalists’ control over the
economy and their relentless drive
to increase their wealth causes
poverty, unemployment, the
blighting of lives by overwork,
imperialism, the destruction of the
environment and much else.
Against the accumulated wealth
and power of the capitalists, the
working class must unite to
struggle against capitalist power
in the workplace and in wider
society.
The Alliance for Workers’
Liberty wants socialist revolution:
collective ownership of industry
and services, workers’ control,
and a democracy much fuller than
the present system, with elected
representatives recallable at any
time and an end to bureaucrats’
and managers’ privileges.
We fight for trade unions and
the Labour Party to break with
“social partnership” with the
bosses and to militantly assert
working-class interests.
In workplaces, trade unions,
and Labour organisations;
among students; in local
campaigns; on the left and in
wider political alliances we
stand for:
• Independent working-class
representation in politics.
• A workers’ government,
based on and accountable to the
labour movement.
• A workers’ charter of trade
union rights — to organise, to
strike, to picket effectively, and to
take solidarity action.
• Taxation of the rich to fund
decent public services, homes,
education and jobs for all.
• A workers’ movement that
fights all forms of oppression. Full
equality for women, and social
provision to free women from
domestic labour. For reproductive
justice: free abortion on demand;
the right to choose when and
whether to have children. Full
equality for lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender people. Black
and white workers’ unity against
racism.
• Open borders.
• Global solidarity against
global capital — workers
everywhere have more in
common with each other than
with their capitalist or Stalinist
rulers.
• Democracy at every level of
society, from the smallest
workplace or community to global
social organisation.
• Equal rights for all nations,
against imperialists and predators
big and small.
• Maximum left unity in action,
and openness in debate.
If you agree with us, please
take some copies of Solidarity
to sell — and join us!
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A Labour government without voting
Labour?
By a PCS activist
The leadership of the civil service union PCS, the NEC [National Executive Committee] has
decided that in the looming general election the union should
call on members in England and
Wales to vote Labour, on the
grounds that a Labour government under the leadership and
policies of Jeremy Corbyn and
John McDonnell is in the interests of PCS members.
In a different tack worthy of separate membership discussion, the
NEC has also decided that in Scotland it should instead urge members “to vote to Get the Tories Out”
while emphasising the necessity of
a Corbyn-led UK government.
The decision to endorse Labour
in England and Wales has been
condemned by the Socialist Party
and their members in PCS: “Supporting candidates just because
they are Labour is going to lead to
division among our members and
political incoherence...” (bit.ly/sppcs)
However, the SP claims to support the election of a Corbyn led
Labour government. That claim is
not compatible with its condemnation of the union supporting
Labour candidates “just because
they are Labour”.
Wanting a Corbyn-led Government entails campaigning for the
election of Labour candidates and
wanting them to win in sufficient
numbers to command an overall
majority in the House of Commons,
326 seats out of the 650 seats available.
In 2017 the Labour Party won 262
seats. To scrape even a bare majority in the next election, Corbyn
needs those 262 seats and another
64. The SP’s implied suggestion
that this could happen if PCS (and,
logically, other unions?) follow its
advice and refuse to call for a vote
for Labour across the board is
ridiculous.
The Socialist Party and its members in the PCS, first and foremost
their NEC members and its PCS
General Secretary candidate, Marion Lloyd, have the same choice as
the rest of us: either mobilise people to vote Labour or be neutral as
to the electoral outcome of swathes
of seats and therefore indifferent to
the election of a Corbyn led Labour
government.
The SP activists in PCS are effectively advocating neutrality, albeit
out of the side of their mouth and
while sounding very “Left”. They
oppose PCS nationally calling for a
vote for Labour in England and
Wales and at the same time they demand “rigorous scrutiny” of the
record of any Labour Party candidates that local PCS branches might
want to endorse.
But this latter demand would require the national leadership to
refuse endorsement to all those

Rebecca Long Bailey (left) and John McDonnell (on microphone) at BEIS strike picket line in 2019
Labour candidates who fail the
“scrutiny” demanded by the SP, i.e.
the SP NEC members want the PCS
leadership to refuse endorsement
to the very many sitting Labour
MPs whose woeful political and
parliamentary records are well
known (even without “rigorous”
scrutiny) and those prospective
Labour candidates who may be
found, for example, to have voted
for cuts on Labour-run councils. It
is a policy for neutrality in constituencies which Labour has to
win if there is to be a Corbyn
Labour government.

INDEPENDENCE

The SP panders to the prejudices
of those PCS members who
would prefer PCS to abstain
from politics – from electoral politics, from the parliamentary
struggle, from the idea that
workers, and therefore their
trade unions, have an inherent,
vital, inescapable interest in
which political forces constitute
the Government of the day and
the class interests they represent.
The policies they will implement,
the effect that one outcome as opposed to another will have on
workers confidence and ability to
enter into struggle.
The SP complains that “[PCS’s
political] independence has been
cast away in favour of wholesale
endorsement of Labour in England
and Wales, which has been done
without levying a single demand or
a single condition on any of the
hundreds of parliamentary candidates we will now potentially be
supporting.”
It is an appalling argument for
would be Marxists to make:
The issue is not “political independence of PCS”, but whether the
labour movement should fight to
replace Johnson with a Labour
Government.
Many Labour MPs are not worthy of PCS’s confidence. Just as lots
of trade union officials across the
movement are unworthy of members’ confidence. The left within
PCS should not say otherwise.
But, with all due warnings about

right-wing candidates (and the political weaknesses of Jeremy Corbyn himself), replacing Johnson
with Corbyn in Downing Street is
worthy of PCS support, potentially
taking the labour movement’s
struggle onto more advantageous
terrain and taking labour movement debate onto a higher level, including a clearer focus on the
insufficiency of the Corbyn programme for government.
The union leadership, in which
the SP was central until 18 months
ago, has had plenty of time to place
demands on the Corbyn leadership. It has not done so and the SP
has not sought to ensure it did so.
The SP’s complaint now is an afterthought, a backup argument for
political neutrality in constituencies
Labour must win.
But the SP is not seriously interested in demands on Labour candidates: it wants “rigorous scrutiny”
of individual candidate’s records in
order to reject advocating a vote for
many of them.
In 2016 the SP and others (including key figures now supporting
PCS General Secretary Mark Serwotka) successfully opposed an
Annual Conference motion calling
for PCS to affiliate to Momentum,
i.e. they opposed a motion calling
for PCS to throw its weight in a limited way into the conflict within the
Labour Party and on the side of
those supporting Corbyn against
the very right-wing MPs that the SP
now cite as a reason for opposing a
call to vote Labour.
However, the PCS leadership
could still seek to pursue active demands with Corbyn and McDonnell – along the lines advocated by
the PCS Independent Left, including AWL activists, for civil service
pay – rather than passively rest
content with the limited commitments Corbyn has made to the
union.
The SP is constructing a myth of
“political independence” which
can only undermine the fight of
Marxists and militants to render
our trade unions better “fit for purpose.”
Members and activists who takes
the SP’s call for trade union political independence seriously will ei-

ther end up in the sectarian deadend now occupied by the SP or be
vulnerable to demagogic, reactionary, propaganda from the
media and right wing trade unionists who will argue that Marxists
are an organised force which seeks
to politically dominate unions and
against their members’ interests.
The irony in all of this is that the
SP is letting current PCS General
Secretary Mark Serwotka and his
allies off the genuine challenges
they should be subjected to, not
least their dreadful and unexplained error in opposing calls to
for the national union to recommend a vote for Labour in the critical 2017 General election.
Mr Serwotka and his friends say
today that the PCS leadership’s
2017 approach of not issuing a national Vote Labour call but instead
allowing local branches only to
apply for permission to endorse
local Labour candidates in an exceptionally tight timescale “is now
not enough”. Truth be told it was
not enough in 2017. It was an abdication of leadership.
Forgetting their 2017 abdication,
Mr Serwotka and his friends now
seek to use support for Labour as a
factional weapon against the SP
(which almost invites such action
with its stupid sectarianism), to isolate the SP, making support for a
Labour vote a litmus test of loyalty
to themselves.
In the forthcoming PCS General
Secretary election only one candidate, Bev Laidlaw, and one faction,
the PCS Independent Left, has consistently called upon the Union to
recommend a vote for Labour to
members.
Serious socialists in PCS
should vote for Bev.
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NEU support staff call for wage fight
By Bill Davies
The first support staff conference of the National Education
Union (NEU) since the NUT and
ATL officially and fully merged
has voted to send a radical, bold
motion on pay for school support staff to the NEU’s annual
conference next April.
The motion (5 October) calls for
the union
• to pursue standard national
pay, terms and conditions for support staff
• to launch a campaign for support staff to get an across-the-board
£3 per hour pay rise (equivalent to
about a £5000 per year increase fulltime)
• and to initiate a specific Living
Wage campaign to win the Living
Wage Foundation rates (£9/hr and

£10.55/hr in London) for the lowest
paid school workers.
Many (perhaps most) contractedout cleaners and catering staff are
paid no more than the legal minimum wage.
The motion was prioritised
above an alternative motion by
about a 2:1 majority.
The other motion called for
legally protected anonymity for
support staff facing abuse allegations (a right which teachers already have). There was nothing
wrong with that motion, but it only
called for “further lobbying” of
Government, MPs etc. by the Executive.
The Executive is already doing
and doesn’t need an annual conference decision in order to redouble
its efforts.
There was a left/right split in the

support staff conference, and a
clear majority for sending a bold,
ambitious and, if necessary, contentious motion to annual conference.
Earlier in the day, NEU joint general secretary Kevin Courtney
spoke to the conference and set out
the welcome objective of “one
union for all education workers.”
He said that there could be a number of ways to get to one union, not
just building from the NEU now,
but seeking mergers and realignments with other education unions.
Courtney said that the NEU currently has about 30,000 support
staff members (estimated as about
3% of the total support staff workforce). He said that the NEU needs
to be talking very publicly about its
support staff members, including
the support the union can provide

to us as well as our involvement in
disputes. He also said that the NEU
should respect the TUC agreement
that stops it from actively recruiting
support staff.
In a lively Q&A, delegates challenged Courtney on the issue of
support staff pay and the lack of inclusiveness for support staff at
NEU conference.
The conference also featured
Continuing Professional Development (CPD) and discussion sessions. The sessions were useful and
interesting. However, should so
much time at a one-day conference
be given over to training sessions?
Some of them were on industrial issues in schools – such as
redundancies and restructuring
– but most were the kind of training that schools and local authorities should be providing for
staff during their work time.

Northern guards: Put the action back on!
From the Off the Rails blog
It’s time for action. We need
strikes to win a safe staffing
level.
Word has it that Northern Rail
management have come up with a
spiffing new idea for undermining
the role of guard, and seem to think
that we may be daft enough not to
see through it.
It goes like this. The train pulls in
to the station. The driver opens the
doors. The guards steps onto the
platform. When all passengers are
on or off, the guard presses the
buzzer to tell the driver that it is

safe to close the doors. The driver
closes the doors.
Of course, there is the small matter that the buzzer is not live while
the doors are open. But in case they
get a technical fix for that, the bigger question is: If the guard can
press a buzzer to communicate
with the driver, then why can’t the
guard press a button to close the
doors?
The answer, of course, is that
they can. So why would the company get the guard to press something to tell the driver to close the
doors when they can just as easily
have them press something to close
the doors themselves? The only an-

“20 additional
colleagues”?
By Ollie Moore
London Underground’s response
to the successful ballot for action on the East End of the District Line over workplace
violence has been to announce
“20 additional colleagues”.
Good news, you might think. An
acknowledgement that lone working and understaffing are the fundamental problems. But alas, the
reality is not so encouraging.
These “colleagues” aren’t additional tube staff, but staff drafted in
from Transport for London’s (TfL)
Surface Transport department –
workers who deal with taxi enforcement and revenue issues on
buses. They are not trained or licensed to work on tube stations.
They have no ability to intervene in
any safety or security issue that

takes place on the station.
The management aren’t even
putting a sticking plaster on a gaping wound… they’re rubbing salt
in it.
They’re also putting the Surface
Transport workers, who are fellow
transport workers and trade unionists, in an extremely difficult position by using them in this way.
They shouldn’t have to be drafted
in to be spare bodies when what’s
so clearly needed is additional station staff.
Management’s woefully inadequate response to issues of antisocial behaviour and workplace
violence on District East, at West
Ham, and elsewhere, show that
the bosses are more committed
to their agenda of penny-pinching budgetary savings than to
the safety and wellbeing of
workers.

swer to that question is that their
longer-term aim is to scrap the
guard.
First, it will be the guard pressing
a buzzer to tell the driver. Then it’ll
be in-cab CCTV meaning that no
guard is needed. We can see where
this is going, and this plan is not acceptable.
We say “Word has it ...” because
it has been hard to find out for certain what is going on. Discussions
are taking place behind closed
doors and above the heads even of
our company council reps. RMT
promised its guard members in
July that it would give us an update
by the end of September. That was
frustrating enough, but it is now
October and we still have no definite news.
If the union keeps on keeping us
in the dark, it will find that our patience runs out. We have been fight-

ing this dispute for a long time and
we won’t allow all the momentum
to drain out of it.
It is high time for us to go back
on strike, and not stop our action
again until we have secured the
future of the guard.
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Victory at BEIS
John Moloney
By John Moloney
(Assistant General
Secretary PCS, in
personal capacity)
Outsourced workers at the Department for Business, Energy,
and Industrial Strategy (BEIS)
have won a hugely significant
victory.
Their sustained campaign of
strikes, which has included an
all-out, indefinite strike, has
forced Aramark, one of the outsourced contractors, to concede
the London Living Wage of
£10.55. The dispute with ISS, the
other contractor at BEIS, continues, but following the win with
Aramark we are hopeful for a
win over ISS as well.
Now the task is to consolidate
these gains by pushing for union
recognition, not just at BEIS but
across the civil service. PCS has
written to the civil service as a
central employer to demand that
PCS is given recognition to bargain on behalf of all workers on
the civil service estate, not just
those who are employed directly,
and we’ll be following that up
with a concerted unionisation
drive amongst outsourced workers. Our ultimate goal is for outsourcing to be reversed, so
workers currently employed by
outsourced contractors become
directly-employed civil servants.
The victory at BEIS has been
won by an exemplary campaign
that has very much been led from
the ground up, by rank-and-file
activists in the branch. They have
organised vibrant picket lines
and made links across the labour
movement. They had the courage
to step up and escalate their action when it was necessary,
launching an indefinite strike —
a tactic now rarely seen in the
labour movement. The national
union supported that by providing strike pay, which is precisely
the role a national union structure should play in a dispute like
this — that is, facilitating and
supporting the dispute to help it
win, rather than putting obstacles
in its path.
The victory at BEIS will embolden our other ongoing disputes involving outsourced
workers, at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and amongst
HMRC cleaners in Merseyside.
At the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, we now need to reballot as the dispute has gone on
for more than six months, but
we’re confident of winning that
ballot.
In both disputes, workers
need to discuss where to go
next. The courage the BEIS
strikers showed in escalating
their action when necessary
will hopefully provide inspiration.
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An open letter on Brexit
to Irish people in Britain

By Sean Matgamna

Brexit means the xenophobic
and reactionary unravelling of
the European unity that has
taken many decades to knit together.
And for Ireland, Brexit threatens
nothing less than the catastrophe
of a new partition.
Isn’t it time that the Irish population of Britain raised a collective
voice against Brexit?
There are 430,000 Irish immigrants in Britain, and millions of
people of recent Irish descent. Yet
there has been no outcry from this
potential power in British politics
against the wrong being done to
Ireland by Britain.
In Britain Brexit has led to the
creation of a government under a
buffoon-Mussolini, school bullyboy Johnson, that is undermining

parliamentary government. That
threatens to rule in defiance of the
will of Parliament.
That claims to act on the authority of a referendum now more than
three years old, and refuses to hold
a “people’s vote” on the realities of
Brexit — now that those realities
are known to the voters as they
were not known three years ago.
Brexit has produced to the
biggest constitutional crisis since
the Home Rule crisis of 1912-4.
The unification of Europe has
been a great achievement. Tariffs
have come down. Restrictions on
movement by people between the
component states have been abolished. A degree of political unification has been achieved.
Of course there is a lot wrong
with the EU. Bureaucracy clogs the
elements of Europe-wide democracy. Even so, Europe is more
united now than it has been since

the 5th century and the collapse of
the western Roman Empire.
Europe has been knitting itself
together, slowly, over seven
decades since the end of the Second World War. Within that, Ireland, North and South, has been
knitting together over the decades
since the end of the IRA military
campaign.
For the decades of the Provo
war, while borders between European states almost disappeared,
the border between Ireland’s Six
and Twenty-Six counties remained
strong and stifling because of the
military conflict. After the ceasefire
and the Good Friday Agreement,
the border as a physical thing, as a
real impediment to movement
across it, came down quickly,
catching up after the decades in
which it had lagged behind the rest
of Europe.
Ireland has now a more inte-
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grated all-island economy than
ever before. Outside of British and
Irish membership of the EU, that
would not have happened.
The conflict between Ireland’s
nationalist and Unionist peoples
that, with Britain’s malign help,
tore Ireland apart a hundred years
ago, was sometimes expressed as
an argument about the proper
politico-geographic unit of which
Ireland was seen to be part.
Nationalists said that the island
of Ireland is the unit. Unionists
said: the UK is the unit.
British and Irish membership of
the EU, from January 1973,
changed that irresoluble dispute
by placing both the UK and the 26
counties as parts of a much
broader unit — Europe itself. That
has drawn much of the poison out
of the old dispute.
Brexit reignites the old dispute,
and with the prospect of a hard
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border across the island. It removes
Britain from the broader European
framework within which the 26
Counties remains, and within
which, in the 2016 referendum, a
clear majority of the Six Counties
people voted to remain too.
Brexit is the recreation of tariffs
and borders between the UK and
the rest of Europe. In Ireland a
hard or no-deal Brexit means
restoring a hard border and tariffs
between the six UK counties and
the 26 EU counties. The land border between the EU and the UK
will run across the island of Ireland. The partition border will be
restored and strengthened, this
time against the will of the majorities both in the Six and in the 26
Counties.
continued page 5
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