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Hong Kong: more repression, more defiance
By Chen Ying
Hong Kong has witnessed a further week of protests in defiance
of the passing of the emergency
regulation to ban masks.
The Government’s attempts to
split the radical activists away from
the mainstream have so far failed,
because once again they have totally underestimated people’s
angry reaction to the use of emergency powers.
The use of such powers has
touched on a raw nerve – the thin
end of the wedge that is perceived
by many as leading to curfews, the
use of detention without trial and
even the transporting of detainees
across the border.
The government’s concerted efforts to accuse the protesters as
mindless looters and vandals are
unsuccessful also because the police force’s brutality and clumsy attempts to cover up. Two recent
cases have highlighted the community’s deep concerns about “Asia’s
Finest”:
A 15 year old girl was discovered
naked and dead in Hong Kong harbour, several days after her parents
reported her as missing. The police
declared within hours that there are
no suspicious circumstances and
had her body cremated. The girl is
a strong competitive swimmer and
is unlikely to have drowned. There

is no police attempt to investigate
why she was found naked.
Over the past weeks, there have
been many complaints by female
protesters against the police of sexual assault after being arrested.
This highly suspicious case has put
the authorities on the back foot.
A staff driver of one of the local
Now TV network companies was
shot in the back of his head by a
beanbag round, near Mongkok police station. After he fell down, the
police rushed to hogtie him even
though he declared several times
that he is a media worker, not a
protester. He was hauled inside
Mongkok police station and badly
beaten up before being sent to a
hospital over two hours later.
Journalists have been harassed
by the police for weeks, being attacked and shoved aside. Last
week, a female journalist who
works for a local Indonesian language newspaper was hit by a rubber bullet and has permanently lost
the sight of her right eye.
Physical attacks on police have
escalated, including a throat-slashing incident and many instances of
assaults against undercover police
who got exposed and outnumbered. There have been more targeted attacks on Chinese banks and
premises of pro-China businesses
(including the catering giant
Maxim’s, who hold the Starbucks
franchise in Hong Kong). More and

Josh Wong (centre) plans to contest the November district elections

more secondary school aged protesters are getting arrested.
On the one hand, the government has no political strategy and
relies more and more on the police
force to deal with protesters. On the
other hand, the protest movement
remains a loose coalition of different forces and there are still few
signs of effective link ups with
trade unions, with ethnic minority
communities, and with the large
number of domestic helpers and
migrant workers.
Today Joshua Wong, imprisoned
for his leading role in the 2014 Umbrella Movement and since courted
by international politicians in the
US and Europe, and a large number
of pro-democracy activists have declared their candidatures for local

GRA reforms face delays
By Misha Zubrowski

Crucial reforms to facilitate
basic trans rights have been
kicked into the long grass by the
Conservatives.
Amendments to the Gender
Recognition Act (GRA) would have
simplified the process for trans
people to legally change gender.
The current process is long, difficult, expensive, degrading, and excessively medicalised.
Transphobic attacks — almost
half of which were physically violent — have trebled in the last halfa-decade. The amendments would
not stop these, but are a necessary
part of unambiguously standing up
for trans rights. Trans people also
face horrifically high rates of mental health problems, due to pervasive transphobia coupled with
insufficient support.
The amendments would significantly help trans people, and — as
similar processes elsewhere have
shown — have no harmful wider
effects. These reforms are supported by a clear majority of the
UK public.
A senior Government source reported that reform is “low down
the list of priorities”, would be
“kicked into the long grass” until at
least after the next election, “and
probably much later than that.”
The government has repeatedly
delayed the publication of the re-

sults of the public consultation on
the reforms.
The results of the consultation
are
almost
certainly
very
favourable towards trans rights.
The passing of the amendments
into law would not be a difficult or
long process.
The Queen’s speech on Monday
14 October set out the government’s priorities for the coming
parliamentary year. However, they
failed to mention reform to the
GRA.
It comes as no surprise that the
wellbeing of trans people and the
advancement of trans rights are a
“low priority” for the Tories. But an
unnecessary delay to a simple and
much needed change is unacceptable, and must be fought.
The religious right and the socially conservative are generally
hostile to trans people, and their
ideas have much currency in the
Tory party.
At the beginning of September,
sources suggested the Tories were
exploring whether anti-trans politics could be one plank of a “culture
war”, aiming to win votes in the
north in a coming general election.
Shamefully, ideas and tropes in
parts of the labour movement and
amongst some self-described feminists and leftists are a reflection of
many of the religious right’s ideas.
One such trope is that trans people are deceptive or have malicious
intentions, and that socially recog-

nising their identified gender is
fundamentally about facilitating
this.
One idea which — whatever its
origins — dovetails into anti-trans
politics, is that basic attempts to
make things easier for trans people
are “really” about an attack on family values, social morality or religious purity.
Pseudo-left iterations, which instead see it as “really” and fundamentally an attack on (cisgender)
women’s rights, or even “just a distraction” from wider political issues, are not much better. They all
trivialise trans people and their
rights.
These amendments are themselves insufficient. They do not, for
example, permit identifying as
non-binary: they only allow “male”
or “female”. Such reforms do not
address high levels of anti-trans violence, difficulties accessing healthcare or mental health support, or
the destitution which often comes
with social exclusion.
But they are a necessary small
step, and should not be delayed.

district elections, where the progovernment parties are expected to
lose many seats. Voting will be on
24 November.
In order to stand, the candidates
have to declare their adherence to
the Basic Law and to state their opposition to independence for Hong
Kong. The activists are prepared to
play according to these rules in
order to score victories on the electoral front.
Tomorrow the legislative council
(Legco) reconvenes, to receive the
Chief Executive’s annual policy address – widely expected to be focused on securing more land for
public housing and other interim
measures to alleviate poverty.
Legco is also expected to rubber
stamp the government’s introduc-

tion of emergency powers, since
there is an in-built pro-establishment majority.
So the conflict is set to continue,
both on the streets and soon
through the ballot boxes. The district council elections will be an important opportunity for the left to
campaign for social justice, for policies to reverse decades of pro-business neo-liberal policies that have
impoverished the vast majority of
working class people, for bringing
the government and the police
force to account and the realisation
of the protest movements demands.
It will be an opportunity for debate within the protest movement to determine which is the
way forward for Hong Kong.

Solidarity with Yasmin Ricci-Yahav
By Sacha Ismail
A week ago, on 7 October, 18
year-old Yasmin Ricci-Yahav
visited a military induction centre in Israel and declared for the
third time her refusal to serve in
the Israeli army.
We will let Yasmin speak for
herself: “To date I have spent 30
days in military prison, and I expect to be sentenced for a third
prison term…
“I continue to refuse to enlist in
protest of the IDF’s role in the occupation and with the hope that
my choice will contribute to a
more open and honest conversation surrounding alternatives regarding Israel’s future”.
Over the decades thousands of
Jewish-background Israelis have
refused to serve in Israel’s conscript military or carry out its orders in solidarity with the
Palestinians. As well as small organised groups of soldiers who
have in some way resisted orders
or issued statements they will not
carry out certain duties, there is a
thin but steady stream of young
people imprisoned for refusing to
enlist when they reach 18.
Workers’ Liberty has organised
UK speaker tours with two of
these “refusers”, Tamar Katz in
2009 and Noam Gur in 2014.
Yasmin also said:
“The Israeli army nowadays

does not function only as a defence force, but as a central tool in
the systematic oppression of the
Palestinian people.
“We all have experienced a
childhood marred by war and hatred, and we have all grown up in
a world where we have been
taught to fear and to distance ourselves from the other side, but I
believe there is another way…
“This requires a conversation
about alternatives, mutual respect
and a desire for change... I believe
that it is the young generation in
Israel that is responsible for advancing change.”
More than ever, Israel’s internationalists, like the Palestinians, need our support. For more
on the Israeli refusers and how
to support them, see the Refuser
Solidarity
Network
www.refuser.org
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Climate protests face repression
Climate
By Misha Zubrowski
Continued Extinction Rebellion
protests have seen more protestors join, increased police repression, and ever greater
arrests.
As I write this XR are starting the
ninth day of their “International
Rebellion”. In the UK they have
caused significant disruption, for
which they have incurred — or garnered, as some of them might see it
— 1,300 arrests.
The International Rebellion
started in London with protest-occupations on 12 sites, but police
evicted many of them, concentrating protestors in a smaller number
of locations, such as — for a while
— Trafalgar Square.

Yesterday, Monday 13, police issued a “section 14 order” declaring
that “any assembly linked to the
Extinction Rebellion ‘Autumn Uprising’… must now cease their
protests within London”. They
were warned that anyone still
protesting after 9pm could face arrest and prosecution.
This draconian action is possibly
illegal, and may be challenged as
such, and is an affront to civil liberties. The Network for Police Monitoring said “A total ban on a protest
in London would normally require
the approval of the Home Secretary
under section 13 of the Public
Order Act… The use of section 14
(imposing conditions on public assemblies) is not intended as a convenient alternative.”
Extinction Rebellion agreed to
vacate and clear up Trafalgar
Square, although accused police of
“backtracking on promises”.
On 14 May some XR activists tar-

Trade unionists rally
By Ollie Moore
Reps and activists from a variety of unions organised a “trade
union solidarity rally” at the Extinction Rebellion action in
Trafalgar Square on 12 October.
Speakers discussed the connections between climate politics and
workplace struggles, including
PCS from the culture sector who
talked about their campaigns
against the sponsorship of institu-

tions such as the National Gallery
and the British Museum by oil
companies.
One speaker said: “Workers in
every industry need to produce
their own ‘Lucas Plan”.
That plan was developed by
aerospace workers in the 1970s to
convert their factory away from
producing arms.
Instead they planned for
healthcare equipment and renewable energy technology.

geted the financial district in London, and those companies funding
and profiting from climate change.
Other actions have targeted London city airport, while planned actions aim to raise the profile of food
insecurity; “against YouTube for its
role in enabling the spread of systematic disinformation on climate
change and the ecological crisis”;
and the military-industrial complex.
On Extinction Rebellion’s original declaration for this rebellion,
the plan had been for actions to
take place across the country on the
weekend of the 12-13 October, the
first weekend in the rebellion —
then subsequent weekends.
For the most part, the rebellion
failed to spread out in the UK.
While major actions and mobilisations are going on in London, it
seems likely that the most pro-active rebels, those who might have
organised local actions, instead
were sucked into that.
Hopefully, actions will continue
future weekends.
Around the world there have
been many inspiring actions and
mass participation, and also police
repression. In Belgium — for example — a crowd of 1,000 were attacked with water cannons,
pepper-spray, batons and shields.
The UK media has for the most
part been both less excited and less
friendly towards Extinction Rebellion than at previous times. This
calls for a rethink of their strategy,
in which the media are central. The
media’s reaction has also been fed
by Boris Johnson’s more active hostility to the movement — ridiculing

Credit: George Newman instagram.com/gewman

it and denouncing disruption in
equal measure.
There is an increasing danger
that, as with some previous similar
movements, Extinction Rebellion
UK’s short bursts of concentrated
hyperactive heroicism will degenerate and dwindle. The risk is that
layers of those involved and
around it get burned out while they
fail to reach out further. This may
be accelerated by further “polarisation”, as a committed core attempts

to substitute ever-greater heroism
for mass participation.
This failure is not yet inevitable.
Supporters of Solidarity and Workers’ Liberty have been attending
Extinction Rebellion’s protests.
We simultaneously supporting
the protests and encourage the
kind of outwards-facing, bold,
class-struggle environmentalism
that Extinction Rebellion needs
to grow, and to win.

Don’t water down “Green New Deal”
Climate
By Misha Zubrowski
Labour’s leadership has announced pledges to build 37 new
wind farms, quintupling UK’s
wind capacity and creating
70,000 jobs.
Also:
• to ban sale of new non-electric
cars by 2030
• to invest billions in the technology and production of electric cars,
hastening the transition with a
30,000-strong community of car
clubs
• to delist from the Stock Exchange companies that fail to meet
environmental criteria.
Environmentalists need to fight
for Labour to win in an impending
general election, and to implement
these policies if they win. To step
up to the scale of the needed transformation, we must fight for

Labour’s leadership to commit to
more.
For starters, the leadership must
pledge to implement the sections of
radical policy passed by Labour
conference.
The pledges themselves are far
from ideal. The wind farms are to
be only majority public-owned,
and the “environmental criteria”
for companies are as yet unspecified.
The timescale shows a characteristic lack of ambition. Sale of new
fossil-fuel powered cars should be
phased out much quicker than
2030, and the construction of them
terminated immediately on Labour
taking power. Cars currently have
an average life of 14 years, so if fossil-fuel cars are still sold up until
2030, that locks us into fossil dependency until well beyond a 2030
target.
A scheme to scrap and recycle, or
– where workable – to convert fossil-powered vehicles to electric is a
necessary part of this transition.
Necessary, too, is a huge investment in public transport and cy-

cling infrastructure.
As for the net-zero 2030 target itself, it has been reported that this is
“a target that senior party figures
deem impossible to achieve”, and
the “measure is unlikely to make it
into Labour’s next manifesto”.
Labour conference committed to:
“work towards a path to net zero
carbon emissions by 2030, guaranteeing an increase in good
unionised jobs in the UK, and the
cost of which would be borne by
the wealthiest not the majority; and
implementing this target into law if
it achieves a just transition for
workers”. It is the leadership’s
democratic duty to implement that.
Beyond presumed comments to
journalists, the leadership have
made – at conference, or since – no
public argument as to why 2030 is
impossible.
Rebecca Long-Bailey said she
would be willing to support a 2030
net-zero target if there was a “credible plan with trade unions and industry”, and a “just transition” that
did not adversely affect workers.
The policy as passed at Labour

conference – and as yet largely ignored by Labour’s leadership –
starts to sketch such a plan. Who
could, and should take the lead on
fleshing out such a credible policy?
Surely, for starters, the leadership of the Labour party, notably

the Shadow Secretary of State
for Business Energy and Industrial Strategy, Rebecca LongBailey herself?

Workers’ Liberty
week school
By Gerry Bates
As in previous years, Workers’
Liberty will organise a week
school around the Christmas/
New Year holiday time.
The dates will be 2 to 5 January,
and the place will be London. Exactly where in London is yet to be
fixed.
Again as previously, we will use
the time to study and discuss an
important book whose size and
depth daunt many readers when
they try to read it on their own.
This time, it will be Trotsky’s

History of the Russian Revolution.
The two last week schools, in July
2019 and January 2019, studied
Pierre Broué’s The German Revolution and Marx’s Capital respectively.
Put it in your diary now. For
details email
awl@workersliberty.org
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Turkey: the poverty of “anti-imperialism”
Antidoto
By Jim Denham
In a letter to prime minister Boris Johnson
leading figures from 13 UK unions have
urged the UK government to condemn
outright the Turkish aggression against
the Kurds, triggered by Trump’s precipitate decision to withdraw all US troops
from Syria.
They describe Trump’s move as “a greenlight to a Turkish military invasion of North
and East Syria, which, as we have already
seen in Afrin, will undoubtedly lead to ethnic
cleansing and genocide of the Kurds as well
as a resurgence of ISIS.
“We therefore call on the UK government
to immediately condemn Turkey’s threats of

Kicking up a fuss!
Kelly Rogers’ interview on the Labour
conference in Solidarity 520, and article
in 519, sketches an impressive intervention, replete with important lessons.
One is that sticking resolutely to our politics, not selling out on the hope of a
favourable compromise, can “work”, as
well as being more principled. Another is
that even an — unfortunately — tiny group
of revolutionaries within a much larger, reformist, Labour party can have influence
well beyond its size. That is, if you have
clear, bold political ideas, and good, open
organising.
I want to add two points.
First, the division of the free movement
motion from the LARAF/Momentum motion in the priorities ballot was not really
an attempt to prevent either being debated.
Most believed that the LARAF motion
would be prioritised, and ours wouldn’t.
The main “resolve” of the LARAF motion — to abolish detention centres — was
contained in our the free movement motion, which also included extending free
movement and many other radical policies.
The conduct of LARAF/Momentum suggests that they didn’t want those additional
demands to be heard.
Secondly, our initial fear that conference
would be closed early, before the free
movement motion could be heard, was —
I think — well founded. We kicked up a
fuss inside and outside conference hall
about it being scheduled on Wednesday.
It was, I suspect, because of this that
the Leader’s Office felt unable to prevent it being heard.
Misha Zubrowski, Bristol

Audio of Solidarity

Many thanks to the volunteers who
have enabled us to produce an audio
version of the paper.
Links to the audio version are at
workersliberty.org/audio, and can be
found through many podcast
providers: search “Workers’ Liberty”
or “Solidarity & More”. Email
awl@workersliberty.org for e-reader
versions of Solidarity.

invasion and to work with the international
community to deploy an international force
and enforce a no-fly zone to prevent the imminent catastrophe and protect civilian
lives”. (Full text: bit.ly/13-un).
Several of the letter’s signatories have
backed the Stop the War Coalition (StWC) as
it has promoted “anti-imperialist”/ “powerbloc” politics.
And StWC has responded to Trump’s
move by shrugging: “the US should never
have been there in the first place, and the
Kurds were mistaken to trust them”.
Some of the 13 unions (notably Unite)
bankroll the Morning Star, whose policy on
Syria has been to support Assad and Putin,
while demanding that the US simply gets
out. Perhaps significantly, the Morning Star
has not mentioned the union leaders’ letter.
The paper’s editorial of 11 October is
headed “Imperialism is the main source of
danger for Syria” and claims that “this dependence on unreliable imperialist allies has

always been a strategic weakness for the different Kurdish national contingents.” By “imperialism”, the Morning Star means the US
and Israel, not the Turkey which is invading,
or the Russia which has bombed to help
Assad.
Elsewhere, the paper has been all over the
place in its coverage of the US withdrawal:
Kevin Ovenden (of Counterfire and the
StWC) had a lengthy article (9 October ) in
which he at least acknowledged reality:
“Donald Trump’s decision to pull back US
forces… facilitat[es] Erdoğan plan for a huge
military operation to destroy the quasi-independent Kurdish entity there”, before concluding that the need here is to oppose US
forces — “for vigorous anti-war movements
guided by the internationalist principle of
confronting your own imperialist war machine.”
The activist and writer Marcel Cartier, who
has spent time in Rojava, clearly feels great
affinity for what he describes (in the Morning

Martin Thomas continues to advocate
passive backing for Margaret Hodge in his
response to me (Solidarity 520).
Thomas points out that Solidarity and the
AWL are not in touch with left-wingers in
Barking Labour, and that by all reports the
small left-wing in that CLP have not played
a significant role in the trigger ballot. These
facts are not in dispute, but it does not follow
that our stance must therefore be to defend
Hodge’s position.
We have a responsibility to build a consistently anti-racist left that contests against the
right to lead the battle against antisemitism.
That means putting up a fight even where we
currently out-matched, and attempting to
spark fires where there is currently no activity. Not merely shrugging and ceding the
field to an anti-socialist bourgeois migrantbaiter.
This is why I wrote that even a paper candidacy with no chance of winning would be
worthwhile – a contender putting themselves
in the running to broadcast the point that it
ought not be a choice between left-antisemitism versus anti-socialist xenophobia (or,
indeed, if Hodge’s local opponents are from
the right, between two similar offerings of
anti-socialist xenophobia). Our politics are, of
course, coming from a long way behind, but
we have to build from where we are.
We may not have direct contacts – but we
work with others who might, and if that fails,
there’s no reason a candidate couldn’t come
in from a neighbouring area (or, if necessary,
further afield).
The NEC may impose candidates – but we
should fight that, any candidate should publicly declare themselves, and if selection does
default to the NEC then we should help build
a campaign to lobby for that candidate. And
if all efforts are blocked or fail, our commentary should not be passive lesser-evilism, but
vigorous agitation against both evils and for
building a left that can take them on!

As long as the likes of Hodge are allowed to position themselves as the uncontested leaders of the struggle against
left-antisemitism, that struggle will be impaired – ultimately, fatally so.
Ben Tausz, Hackney

Star of 11 October) as “the Rojava Revolution
which is aimed to create a grassroots feminist
democracy rooted in the fraternity of nationalities across Syria”.
Yet he shrugs. “The dizzying pace of
events… vindicate[s] what the Kurdish Freedom movement has said from the beginning
– that such a relationship with a ‘frenemy’
was always weak and riddled with contradictions, and always one that would at some
point be ‘here today, gone tomorrow’.”
When Kosovars, Libyans, and Syrians
made similar calls because they felt some
form of outside intervention was the only
way to avert ethnic cleansing or massacres,
many of the people now backing the union
leaders’ letter were denouncing them as CIA
stooges, and those who supported their calls
as pro-imperialists.
Let’s hope that some people might draw
some meaningful political lessons from
the inconsistency, and reassess their
crude “anti-imperialism”.

Passive on Hodge

RESPONSE

Ben’s second letter reinforces my opinion
that he is evading a response to the actual
conflict by postulating an imaginary alternative one.
He now says that anything other than a
starting-from-zero attempt to get a leftist opposed to antisemitism as Labour candidate
for Barking is “passive”.
So, all Solidarity readers should be on the
streets in Barking every evening and every
weekend?
If so, why do we pick Barking? Why not in
every constituency?
Aren’t we shamefully “passive” if we take
the fact that we have no like-minded contacts
in many constituencies as an obstacle to winning local majorities there within the next
few weeks?
In fact, the “non-passivity” here is imaginary. No-one is actually going to Barking —
or the many other constituencies where we
have no foothold — to win, supposedly, just
by a few weeks of frenzied activity there, the
political hegemony often is difficult enough
to build even where we have been active for
some time.
The real passivity is in responding to the
actual conflict by saying: “Ah, I wish we had
a different one”.
Also, Hodge is surely a right-winger. To
describe her as standing out in the Labour
spectrum as a “migrant-baiter” on the
basis of a couple of “off” remarks 12 or 13
years ago is, however, an attempt to introduce a false “symmetry” here.
Martin Thomas, Islington
This is a collection of articles and reviews
on the fight against climate change,
capitalism and on the role of workers’
organisation and struggle in that.
40 pages A4. Cover price £3. With UK
postage £4.20. Cheap rates for bulk orders.
•Buy at workersliberty.org/climate-pamphlet

Fund drive halfway there
£215 this week in contributions to two
comrades’ sponsored activities, plus
£200 from Colin Waugh and £40 other
amounts, brings our fund appeal total to
£12,268.60. Almost halfway to our target
of £25,000 by 9 December.
The sponsored give-up-smoking by
Maisie Sanders (above; from 4 November)
got new contributions this week from Alex
Stuart, £10; Duncan Morrison, £20; Tim
Cooper, £50; and Omar Raii, £10. Her total
is now £476.
Sponsorships for Martin Thomas’s 20
October London-Cambridge bike ride now
stand at £1002. Thanks this week to: Alex
Stuart, £10; Mercedes Gallego, £15; Helen
Russell, £20; Mark Osborn, £25; Yemi
Omole, £5; Tim Cooper, £50.
Martin did a “training ride” on Wednesday 9 October, taking the train halfway to
Cambridge and biking the rest. Now he’s
just hoping that 20 October isn’t too rainy.
Another fund-raising activity in the
works is the production and sale of illustrated 2020 calendars. As one comrade
says: “Really good way to get a cheap-butgood Christmas present for friends and
family while raising money for the AWL.
What’s not to like? Count me in for at least
three”.
We’re also working on the production of
Workers’ Liberty tote bags, and new Workers’ Liberty t-shirts, which serve a political
purpose of raising our political profile as
well as bringing in money from sales.
Our baseline income from regular literature sales and regular contributions covers
only baseline operations: rent, utilities, and
basic supplies for our office; printing and
dispatch for Solidarity; stipends for some of
our staff.
We need a lot of extra money in the
coming weeks to do the work we need
to do for Remain and Transform, and for
a socialist voice in the Labour election
campaign. • bit.ly/wl-spo

Workers’ Liberty

WHAT WE SAY

@workersliberty

Make Labour stop Brexit!
Boris Johnson’s new Home Secretary,
Priti Patel, declares her intention to end
free movement “for once and for all”.
For once and for all! From now to eternity,
she wants to see higher and higher barriers
between peoples, more and more national rivalry and strife, more and more closed-mindedness and narrowness.
Labour can stop Johnson’s gang from getting away with it.
Boris Johnson is floundering in the Brexit
swamp he made for himself. It will be a scandal if Labour, or Labour “Brexit” rebels, allow
him to scramble out onto dry ground this
week.
If he is allowed to pose as “The Man Who
Won Brexit”, then he will be well-placed to
extend his poundshop-Mussolini ambitions
to imposing his form of “law and order” (a
big theme in the Queen’s Speech) and to economic changes to suit a trade deal with Donald Trump.
The Irish dilemma is fundamental in

Labour for a Socialist Europe (L4SE) plans
to organise in the coming general election for
a pro-Remain left-wing voice within
Labour’s campaign.
In London on 29 October (7:30pm at 62
Marchmont St, WC1N 1AB) it is holding an
open organising meeting.
L4SE will organise leaflets and other materials for Labour activists to use on street stalls
and on the doorstep.
L4SE was part of the push for a Remain
policy at Labour conference, and worked
closely with the Labour Campaign for Free
Movement there for the motion for defending and extending free movement.
L4SE has been fighting to stop Brexit and
build a socialist resistance to the right-wing
forces and ideas driving it ever since it was
launched from the Another Europe is Possible conference in December 2018.
• labourforasocialisteurope.org

Brexit. Anything other than an ultra-soft
Brexit in which Britain stays within almost all
EU rules (just losing participation in the
shaping and reshaping of those rules) means
an economic border with the EU across
which there are sizeable differences in regulations and tariffs.
On land, that border is the long-contested,
long-fraught border within the island of Ireland. EU integration has softened that border
to the point of almost invisibility in the last
twenty years or so.
Anything other than an ultra-soft Brexit
means making that border “hard” again —
repartitioning Ireland, pretty much — or
leaving Northern Ireland economically in a
semi-united Ireland with an economic border
between Northern Ireland and Britain.
The DUP and the Tory right (including
Johnson) voted down Theresa May’s deal on
the grounds that it created too much of a border between Northern Ireland and Britain.
That hasn’t stopped the shameless dema-

gogue Johnson floating the idea of a somewhat higher Northern Ireland/ Britain border than in May’s deal.
But whether he can get away with it is another matter.
Labour has edged, gradually, into a de
facto pro-Remain position. Its policy is to
vote against “no deal” and any available Tory
deal, and for a new public vote with Remain
as an option.
Labour should regain the courage of its
convictions. Labour backed Remain in the
2016 referendum. Since then, things have
changed sufficiently that a new vote is
needed, and they have all changed in the direction of showing more and more bad effects of Brexit.
Force an extension of Brexit to avoid No
Deal. Bring down Johnson. Mobilise
Labour to fight an election with a clear
voice for left-wing policies and against
the “really existing” Brexit.

every year. Most of it is shipped half way
across the world, from north America, on fossil-powered boats. Even worse, deforestation
often causes major soil degradation, releasing
CO2 and limiting the ability to grow a new
forest.
The Committee on Climate Change, the
government’s official advisers, rightly said
the UK should “move away” from large-scale
biomass power plants. Biomass is about 30%
of the UK’s renewable-sourced electricity.
It is true that low carbon power (including
nuclear) has generated more energy than
high carbon power this year.
In the UK in 2010, fossil fuels generated
around three quarters, with nuclear making
up most of the rest.
Coal power stations transitioning to biomass — a questionable improvement — has
been one of the big changes. The other has
been the construction of large-scale offshore
wind farms. This month, the “Hornsea One
project” was completed, the world’s largest
offshore wind farm, contributing 1,200
megawatts.
The UK government is constructing, and
planning to construct, a whole new generation of gas power stations. These are intended to run for a minimum of thirty years,
locking us into fossil fuel dependency at a
time when we need to be moving away.
We must demand that the government
abandon these plans, invest in rapid expansion of low-carbon energy, and decommission fossil and biomass power stations.
What has been done already has been in

many ways easier, in terms of government
policy and spending, than the next steps of
the transition. Energy sources available at
any time, but variable at will, are needed in
an energy grid. Carbon-powered electricity
is easier to run at any chosen time, and at
controlled variable rates, than say wind
farms. The current government strategy depends on gas and biomass for that “baseload” element.
This need for constantly running energy is
especially acute in a privatised and insufficiently co-ordinated energy system. Privatisation has contributed to insufficient
investment in upgrading grid technology to
“smart-grid” responsive technology. Additionally, co-ordination mediated by price-signalling through the energy market is not just
blunter than democratic control but encourages irrational behaviour. Irrational, that is,
from the perspective of energy consumers.
We must fight for the socialisation of energy — for it to be taken into public, democratic control — to facilitate these transitions.
The UK’s transition is failing much more
starkly in other sectors like transport than it
is in energy. There will not be a natural or inevitable progress in these areas, as some people might, superficially, conclude from
energy. In many, emissions have been going
up.
The transition must be fought for: in our
workplaces, on the streets, in our Labour
branches, and beyond.

Green triumph in power generation? Not really
Climate
By Misha Zubrowski

A report by Carbon Brief on Monday 14
October headlines that “UK renewables
generate more electricity than fossil fuels
for first time” — an exciting prospect. Digging deeper, the picture is more complex.
The report concerns the third quarter of
2019, and it shows “renewables” a hairline
over fossil fuels in generation, each contributing roughly two fifths, and nuclear the final
fifth.
But generation is not the same as consumption. The UK is a net importer of electricity,
with fossil fuels providing a greater share in
the imports.
And counted in the renewables is biomass,
which is not “low carbon”. Whereas nuclear
is not renewable, but is “low carbon”.
Really Existing Biomass, over its whole life
cycle, leads to a large quantity of greenhouse
gasses in the atmosphere.
Even on an ideal model, Biomass creates
more CO2 per unit energy than coal, only offset by a promise of CO2 being extracted by
trees at a future date. The necessity of cutting
emissions now gives the lie to its green pretensions.
UK’s biomass power stations consume
more wood than the whole of the UK grows
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Smear campaign against McDonnell
By Keith Road
The Skwawkbox, a blog that frequently
voices the opinions of the Labour leader’s
most senior office staff, has started an attack on John McDonnell.
The start seems to have been a now-deleted
post which included the entire letter of resignation from the Leader’s Office of Andrew
Fisher, a former worker in McDonnell’s MP’s
office.
The charge against McDonnell is that he is
now attempting a coup, alongside the Labour
right or so-called “centrists”, against Corbyn.
Fisher, in resigning, seemed obliquely to
suggest hostility to the “four Ms” — Seumas
Milne, Karie Murphy, Andrew Murray and
Len McCluskey — said to dominate directly
or indirectly in the Leader’s Office (LOTO).
In his actual letter, though, Fisher de-

scribed only a single bad day, from which it
is hard to discern much politically. The most
telling thing was the story of a tweet due to
be sent condemning Russian bombing of
Syria which was doctored to condemn (non
existent) US bombing. That twist would correlate with the views of Milne, an unreformed and unrepentant Stalinist.
The furore around McDonnell is really
about Brexit. For a while McDonnell has
tested the water for a number of policy ideas,
floating ideas that are not (or not yet) the official position of Corbyn or the Shadow Cabinet. In recent months he has become the
most senior figure in the Shadow Cabinet
promoting a stronger anti-Brexit stance.
Since the Labour Party conference was
pushed into voting through a fudge on the
issue, outlets like Skwawkbox have gone into
overdrive on the story of an attempted

“coup” or plot by the Shadow Cabinet
against Corbyn, spearheaded by McDonnell.
Evidence? The Leader’s Office chief of
staff, Karie Murphy, being moved to another
job, and an announced review of staffing.
Yet that review is commissioned by Corbyn
himself.
Distrust of the Leader’s Office and the Stalinist influence in it is not right-wing. McDonnell’s push for a clearer line on Brexit is not
right-wing. And nor is his clear statement
that charges of antisemitism within the
Labour Party are “not a smear”, but point to
a real problem.
He has been condemned for an interview
with Alastair Campbell (bit.ly/gq-mcd) in
which McDonnell said that he opposed
Campbell’s expulsion from the Labour Party.
George Galloway and other prominent
Corbyn-supporting Twitter accounts have

After Corbyn, who?
By Sacha Ismail

In his 11 October interview with Alastair
Campbell for GQ magazine (bit.ly/gqmcd), John McDonnell argued that the
next Labour leader after Corbyn must be
a woman.
Campbell flagged up Emily Thornberry
and Rebecca Long-Bailey as possibilities.
McDonnell added Angela Rayner. Long-Bailey, in particular, seems long to have been
boosted by the Leader’s Office as the successor.
Now that the Tories have had two women
leaders, the pressure for a Labour woman
leader following Corbyn will reasonably
enough be great. But it does not follow that
any woman recommended by Corbyn and
McDonnell is politically adequate.
Neither Rayner nor Long-Bailey has any
substantial radical left or class-struggle
background. Neither is particularly more
radical than Emily Thornberry. Their roles

at and after the recent Labour conference
show that.
Pretty much the same is true of Laura Pidcock, sometimes also mentioned as a potential leader. Like Rayner, Pidcock has written
for the Morning Star. (The MS website suggests Long-Bailey hasn’t).
All these supposedly-left candidates, in
fact, have been notably worse than Thornberry on the crucial issues of Brexit and antisemitism. Thornberry in turn has not been
left-wing other than allying with Corbyn
since 2015, and her foreign policy statements
have had woeful omissions on Syria, Iran
and China.
Internationalist, class-struggle socialists
may be faced by an unwelcome choice in the
next Labour leadership election.
We should focus on pushing for a better grassroots left that can put real pressure on any leadership and, when the
time comes, for a radical left leader who
has taken the right stance on Brexit and
other key issues.

A new pamphlet from Workers’ Liberty, “The
German Revolution: Selected Writings of Rosa
Luxemburg”, has Rosa Luxemburg’s major
articles from 1918-9.
They span the time from when the German
revolution of 1918-9 broke out, and she was
released from jail on 8 November 1918,
through to her murder on 15 January 1919 by
a right-wing militia operating under the
protection of the Social Democratic
government.
An introduction is provided by Paul
Vernadsky, author of the Workers’ Liberty
book “The Russian Revolution: When Workers
Took Power”. It tells the story of the German
revolution and discusses the findings of
recent scholarship on the events.
56 pages A4. Cover price £5. With postage
— non-UK £7, UK £6. Cheap rates for bulk
orders: four for £18, ten for £40, twenty for
£70. Buy online at bit.ly/rl-gr

A pamphlet from Workers’ Liberty
40 pages A4. Cover price £4. With postage —
non-UK £6, UK £5.
• Buy online at bit.ly/r-rebel

taken this as the equivalent of McDonnell
bombing Iraq himself!
McDonnell also said that Corbyn and himself would step down if Corbyn loses the next
election. That is hardly surprising. Corbyn
would have lost two elections by that point
— though from a starting point in 2015 which
made winning difficult — and is likely to be
75 by the election after that, older than any
Labour leader since George Lansbury.
McDonnell can maybe be said to have been
unwise in his choice of interviewer, and more
candid in his responses than the bunker mentality of much of the Labour Party. But the
idea that (as Counterfire would have it) he is
“flirting with the right” is absurd.
Both in his record over the decades,
and in his current stance on the hot issues
in the Labour Party, McDonnell stands on
the left of the Labour leadership, not the
right.

Getting organised on campus
By Maisie Sanders
Workers’ Liberty students have been at
Freshers’ Fairs across the country this
month.
At many we met students involved in the
Hong Kong protests with whom we will be
organising campus meetings to discuss the
democracy movement and organise solidarity actions.
Lots of new students were impressed with
the role we played in passing policy in support of free movement and migrants’ rights
at Labour conference. Lots wanted to check
we were against Brexit before signing up.
We are organising weekly public meetings,
reading groups and paper sales at Greenwich, Birkbeck, UCL, Cambridge, Sheffield
and Durham universities, with meeting topics like Brexit and migrants’ rights, climate
change and capitalism, and fighting the far
right.
With others we are helping to build the
Student Climate Activist Gathering on 2 November at Birkbeck, University of London.
This is a national meeting, co-hosted by the
Student Left Network, People and Planet,
and the Young Greens, for left-wing students

to swap experiences, build solidarity and discuss ideas with a particular emphasis on
fighting capitalism and stopping climate
change.
On campus, we are also building for students to join the left bloc at the 19 October
anti-Brexit demonstration and helping to
build for a yes vote in the UCU strike ballot,
which closes on 30 October, and getting
started on student-worker campaigns to “decarbonise” our universities. We are also organising students and campus workers to
join the next global climate strike on 29 November.
This week we have been busy intervening
in the newly-founded Extinction Rebellion
Universities’ actions and meetings as part of
the Global Rebellion. In general, we want to
argue for class struggle environmentalism, an
orientation to the labour movement, and a
socialist Green New Deal.
Download issue two of the Student Left
Network’s Icecap: a zine about climate
change, class struggle and student activism here: bit.ly/icecap2

Register for the Student Climate Activist
Gathering here: bit.ly/students2nov
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American democracy at a crossroads?
By Barry Finger
As impeachment inquiries unfold, a nagging question plagues American democracy with renewed urgency: Can Trump in
fact be removed from office, either electorally or procedurally?
Lest anyone dismiss such apprehensions as
an indulgence in left paranoia, consider this.
In the 2016 presidential debate, Trump refused to say whether he would accept defeat.
“I’ll keep you in suspense, “ he declared and
stoked anticipatory fears in his supporters
that the election could be “rigged.”
Along these lines, he has subsequently and
routinely made the fact-free assertion that his
defeat in the popular vote was the product of
“millions of millions” of illegal ballots. His
imprisoned former lawyer Michael Cohen
said: “I fear that if he loses in 2020, that there
will never be a peaceful transition of power.”
The ever-deliberate Nancy Pelosi has even
warned her party to prepare for the possibility that Trump contests the 2020 results.
In May — at a rally in Pennsylvania — he
mused,
“We ran one time and we’re 1-and-0. But it
was for the big one. Now we’re going to have
a second time. And we’re going to have another one. And then we’ll drive them crazy.
“And maybe if we really like it a lot — and
if things keep going like they’re going —
we’ll go and we’ll do what we have to do.
We’ll do a three and a four and a five.”
Trump has also promoted the tweet of one
of his prominent evangelical endorsers, Jerry
Falwell, Jr, who suggested that he should get
two extra years tacked on to his presidency
“as pay back for the time stolen by this corrupt failed coup, “ referring to the Mueller investigation.
In March of last year, Trump praised the
Chinese Communists for abolishing presidential term limits and wondered, in evident
indifference to the 22nd Amendment, why he
couldn’t be in office for 16 years. He alluded
to Franklin Roosevelt who died in his fourth
term.
But Trump’s power-grab envy is not
merely ego-driven. True, he has no grand vision, nor the ambition to remake society that
other authoritarians have had. But the personal and financial stakes for Trump in losing
or being removed from office are inestimable.
If he loses the election, he also loses his
presidential immunity from criminal prosecution. And several presidential contenders
have suggested that their justice departments
would be justified in pressing charges against
Trump for obstructing justice in the Mueller
investigation, for campaign finance abuses,
and for violations of the emoluments clause.
Context is multidimensional, and the political narrative hardly acquits the Democrats.
Even former CIA official Robert Baer — no
friend of Trump — opined on CNN that the
impeachment inquiry in the wake of the
Ukraine revelations has the odour of a
“palace coup” — that is, blowback from
within a significant segment of institutional

“The many” or the workingclass: agency for change?
Workers’ Liberty London Forum
Thursday 17 October 7:30pm, KT Paul
Hall, Indian YMCA, 41 Fitzroy Square,
W1T 6AQ

power including the intelligence community
and the upper echelons of the Democratic
Party’s pro-business establishment, who took
particular umbrage at the attack on their
standard-bearer, Joe Biden.
The appearance of a second whistleblower, this time with alleged first hand
knowledge will prove, no doubt, even more
incriminatory. But it is again telling, if not
damning, that the ever-cautious Nancy Pelosi
and the Democrats had their hands forced by
the most reactionary sectors of the state bureaucracy, guarding their power against the
freewheeling ways of this political mountebank, before tip-toeing down the impeachment road.
Every year of Trump’s presidency seems to
be a growing affront to human decency as
much as to democracy. But what is the Democratic Party’s message? Locking migrant
children in cages, separated from their parents, without toilets, beds or medical attention, where some died and others were
simply lost track of, was not sufficient for impeachment. But this is. Puerto Rico, ravished
by Hurricane Maria, deprived of adequate
federal funds and left to fend for itself is not
sufficient grounds for impeachment. But this
is.
The thing is, as numerous observers have
pointed out, Pelosi’s position prior to the
Ukraine scandal — that “the public isn’t
there” — was a public confession. She was
conveying the message that the Democrats
are less interested in discharging their constitutional responsibilities against criminal behaviour, of making an example of Trump so
that no future president would ever dare behave in that fashion again, than they are in
seeking partisan advantage.
And if that advantage were absent — if
there were no upside at the other end — the
Democrats couldn’t be bothered.
Until the intelligence agencies left them little wiggle room.
Having fretted publicly that Trump is a
clear and present danger to American democracy, it is even more remarkable that the
Democratic Party establishment would now,
and at this late date, find themselves circling
their wagons around their most compromised candidate.

BIDEN

But do they really believe Biden will
emerge unscathed? Biden is certainly innocent of the “crime” which Trump and
his lawyer Rudolph Guiliani were hoping
to foist on him.
And the stench of withholding anti-tank
missiles needed for Ukrainian defence
against the Russians in exchange for actionable opposition research is overpowering.
Still, Biden and his son remain, like the
Trump children, dramatic portraits of the
elite sleaze confection that floats like an oil
slick over American democracy. It is the raw
sewage from which conspiracy theories are
readily fashioned.
It is a reasonable hypothesis that the
younger Biden was elevated to the board of
Burisima Holdings, a Ukrainian natural gas
company, for which he had no expertise,
solely to influence his then vice-president father. Prior to that, Hunter Biden, who had no
experience in China and little in private equity, sat on the board of BHR Partners, a private equity firm managing a multi-billion
dollar fund tasked by the Chinese government with acquiring businesses outside of
China.

When Burisima Holdings faced a money
laundering investigation, it sought cover by
assembling a “high profile” international
board, which recruited from BHR Partners.
This is how it saddled itself with Hunter
Biden.
In both instances, the younger Biden owed
his “success” climbing the global corporate
ladder less to his business acumen than to his
potential for leveraging political influence.
Such are the everyday workings of American
capitalism. They are hardwired to activate
the conspiracy pinball machine light and
sound show full force.
Joe Biden, then Obama’s Vice-President,
did however encourage the government of
Ukraine to fire the country’s top prosecutor,
Viktor Shokin, who was widely condemned
for blocking corruption investigations, which
Ukraine did. So, contra Trump and Guiliani,
Biden’s actions increased the chances that the
Ukrainian government would sanction
Burisima Holdings. And there is no evidence
of Hunter having misappropriating BHR
funds.
Ultimately, the Senate will not convict. So
the likely outcome most favourable to the Democrats, itself a reach, is a Congressional censure of Trump.
Then on to the elections. And that is where
it gets knotty.
I am not arguing that Trump will call out
right wing militias, seize power through an
armed power grab, and cancel elections,
though that sort of speculation gets some surprising playtime on the far left.

TRIGGER

But a close election with Biden as standard-bearer is not outside the realm of reality. A narrow loss may well trigger Trump
and the massive Republican spin machine, its activist base and carefully curated judicial support system to claim
rampant “electoral fraud.”
Assuming — and this is no leap — that
prominent Republicans don’t break rank and
talk Trump down, a massive recount will be
demanded that will paralyse the system for
months. The Republicans will browbeat the
public, claiming Democratic Party pushback
demonstrates their fear of a thorough inves-

tigation into the fairness of the election and
accuse the Democrats of stooping to “anything,” having failed at impeachment, to remove Trump from office.
Nothing in the realm of rabble-rousing
imagination will be off limits. Were the votes
of “illegal immigrants” counted? Were the
polling booths open too late in Democratic
leaning districts, permitting votes to be accumulated illegally beyond the deadline?
Did vote counters fail to register late-filed
absentee ballots? And if they were military
ballots, doesn’t that confirm the “suspicion”
that Democrats, who disrespect those who
“defend our freedoms,” also lack any commitment to democratic freedoms writ large?
Might not states controlled by Republican administrations select so-called “faithless” Electoral College electors who are instructed to
vote their “consciences” as a needed corrective to the tainted, untrustworthy Democratic
Party “rigged” results?
And then there’s the 2000 Gore v Bush
precedent, when the Supreme Court arbitrarily stopped the recount to “spare” the country from further “chaos”.
The labor movement and allied social
movements need to ask what their next
step will be if Trump refuses to leave.
Clearly the Democrats, left to their own
devices, have no clue.
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“Two states” is the o
By John Strawson
Perry Anderson announced a new position on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict in
his 2015 editorial in New Left Review as
he came out in favour of the one-state solution.
This marked a major change, as he had previously argued that such a solution was always bound to founder on the “reality of two
antagonistic ethnic nationalisms, each entitled to their claim of self-determination”. In
2015 he declared that “the demand for one
state is now the best Palestinian option available”.
Whereas in 2001 he was in favour of “just
partition”, in 2015 he approved of Joel
Kovel’s formulation that a two-state solution
is a “code word” for “the continued aggrandisement of the Jewish state”.
The Anderson of 2015 appeared no longer
sensitive to the existence of two national
movements, and he abandoned the principle
of self-determination, declaring “it is too late
for that today”. Instead, he has embraced a
body of literature which proposes a single
state for Palestine, the so-called one-state solution.
This literature makes the case for a onestate solution from disparate positions. However, the tendency of them all is to argue for
the one-state solution on the grounds of the
conjunctural failure of Oslo. In particular the
massive growth in numbers of Israeli settlers,
the associated road system, and the direct Israeli control over about 40 per cent of West
Bank land. All this is conceptualised as irreversible and to have made the creation of a
Palestinian state unviable.

FURTHER AWAY

A typical example is a book lauded by Anderson, Ali Abunimah’s One Country, in
which the author wrote, “Given the current state of affairs, we are further away
from achieving the two-state solution
than ever”.
As a result he argued that Palestinians
have “started to talk once again about binationalism – the creation of a single democratic
state for Israelis and Palestinians – as the only
viable solution”. Virginia Tilley, in her 2005
book The One State-Solution, argued that the
“two-state solution has been eliminated as a
practical solution”, as “Jewish settlements
have carved Palestinian territory into a vestige too small to sustain a viable national society”. She continued: “even a decade ago” a
viable Palestine state “was imaginable”.
These formulations create the false impression that there had been a long-term acceptance of a two-state solution, which has now
sadly become unviable, causing a “return” to
the discussion of binationalism and the creation of one state.
In fact, on closer inspection that is simply
not the case, as many of these authors have
never been committed to the two-state solution. Indeed, when Tilley referred to the UN
partition plan, she explained that the “two-

state solution has always entailed a myriad
of difficulties”. Ghada Karmi’s Married to Another Man is in fact a sustained argument
against the conception that Jews have any national identity.
Abunimah’s suggestion that there has been
a return to the discussion of binationalism
amongst Palestinians is curious, as it was
never part of Palestinian national discourse
until the 21st century. It was only within Zionism that such views had currency. In other
words, binationalism is new for the Palestinians, but not for the Jews. Anderson’s treatment of binationalism is influenced by his
reading of Benny Morris’s One State, Two
States. Following Morris’s lead, he writes that
there were only “tiny minorities in the Yishuv
that argued for a bi-national state”.
However, this is misleading. At the 12th
Zionist Congress held in 1921, a resolution
was adopted which resolved “the determination of the Jewish people to live with the Arab
people on terms of unity and mutual respect,
and together with them to make the common
home into a flourishing community, the upbuilding of which may assure each people an
undisturbed national development”.
This resolution indicates that binationalism
was a consensus position amongst Zionists at
the beginning of the British control of Palestine. It can be argued that in the 1920s and
1930s the dominant discourses in the Zionist
movement projected a Palestine that would
be run along federal, confederal or binational
lines.
Hashomer Hatzair, the main force in the
Kibbutz movement, argued for a bi-national
state right up until 1947, with each people envisaged as self-governing within the framework of one country. Indeed, the party
founded partly by Hashomer Hatzair,
Mapam (the United Workers’ Party), won the
second largest number of seats in the first
Knesset.
However, such historical facts are inconvenient to Anderson, who seeks to construct
a “mainstream” Zionism that “sought a
mono-ethnic state”. Since 2001 Morris has indeed tried to argue that it is in the logic of Zionism to seek such a mono-ethnic state, but
he can find no documents in the Zionist
archives which prove this; he is reliant on a
few individuals, diary entries, off-hand comments, and even gestures to make his case.
Anderson is ill-advised to follow in Morris’s tracks. Not a single Zionist or Jewish organisation making representations to the
United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) in 1947 advocated a “monoethnic state”. It appears in no programme of
the Zionist movement or significant faction
of it. Anderson, usually such a subtle theorist
whose work is full of historical insights, has
adopted a crude, ahistorical and essentialist
view of Zionism.
In Anderson’s account, the Palestinian
leadership has betrayed the Palestinian people. The Fatah leadership, under both Arafat
and Abbas, is seen by him as the bulwark
against a Palestinian revolution; they are the
men who betrayed the First Intifada by sign-

John Strawson (left) disputes the argument that the “two states” policy in Israel-Palestine —
self-determination for both nations there — has become “unviable”. John Strawson is a
professor of law at the University of East London, a former visiting lecturer at Birzeit University in
the West Bank, and a former activist (in the 1970s) in the International Marxist Group. He
develops his argument in polemic with Perry Anderson (right), who is now a professor at
University California Los Angeles, and who has been a leading figure in the New Left Review
editorial team since 1962.

ing the Oslo Accords, and who collaborated
with the Israeli suppression of the Second Intifada.
In his account, the accumulation of betrayals by the Palestinian leadership and the aggressive colonisation of the West Bank by
Israel have combined to exclude the possibility of a two-state solution today.
The Palestinian Authority (PA) is viewed
as a “co-production of the West and Israel,
whose primary function was not to embody
but to contain resistance to Zionism”.
However, what Anderson does not consider is the real-world choices facing the PLO
in the period following the end of the Cold
War and during the continuing First Intifada
until 1993. The Madrid Conference in November 1991 produced two tracks of negotiations with Israel – the Palestinians were
represented at Madrid in the Joint JordanianPalestinian team, while the secret Oslo talks
also offered real opportunities.
The Arafat leadership, for all its faults, had
been able – through a mixture of armed
struggle and diplomacy – to bring Israel to
the negotiating table. As a result of the Oslo
agreements, despite all their ambiguities, Israel did withdraw from most of Gaza and
from the Jericho area and then redeployed
from the main Palestinian cities. The beginning of 1996 brought the freest elections in
the Arab world.
It is true that the PA was limited in its powers and its control over territory, but this was
not unlike the movement toward internal
self-government which had taken place in
British colonies in the 1950s and 1960s. As
Glenn Robinson says, “Oslo greatly enhanced the possibility that a Palestinian state
would be created”.
Despite his appreciation of the revolutionary significance of the First Intifada, Anderson has not grasped the political dynamic it
established in Palestinian politics. The mass
rising against Israel’s colonial occupation

was similar to earlier anti-colonial movements, demanding that the colonists quit. It
was in many ways a popular demand for a
two state-solution, to be achieved through
the withdrawal of Israel to the Green Line.
The Oslo agreements and the creation of
the PA were also part of this dynamic.
The problem was that nowhere did the
agreements define the destination of the
process. The permanent status talks contained no references to the creation of Palestinian state or to the principle of
self-determination.
Indeed the extreme sensitivity of the Rabin
government to the question of Palestinian
statehood was evident in the Interim Agreement of 1995 (Oslo II). In the section dealing
with the elections, the only Arabic word to
appear in the English language document is
Ra’ees, which is used to signify the head of
the PA, as the Israeli negotiators refused the
Palestinian attempt to use the term “President”, which seemed too state-like. Ra’ees on
the other hand has a more flexible meaning
referring to the head of an institution.
The Palestinian leadership took a political
risk because it saw there was a real opportunity to create state-like institutions. And despite all the subsequent setbacks, the PA has
stayed the course and has now gained significant international recognition in organisations such as UNESCO and the International
Criminal Court.
The argument that facts on the ground
have now precluded the two-state solution is
central to Anderson’s case for the one-state
solution. But are the one-state proponents
correct to say that Israeli colonialism on the
West Bank is irreversible, making a Palestinian state unviable? Anderson answers yes to
both questions, revealing the pessimism of
his political framework.
He and others who refer to the apartheid
analogy do not mention that the ANC did not
regard Apartheid as irreversible, despite the
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nly road to equality
racialised political geography of apartheid
through which the regime in Pretoria zoned
every tiny piece of land on a racial basis. The
lesson which Anderson has not learnt is that
apartheid was reversible. It might be helpful
to reflect on that lesson when insisting that
the occupation of Palestine is irreversible.
Dismantling the occupation is not more
difficult than dismantling South African
apartheid. Surely in any one-state plan, the
wall would be destroyed and all privately
owned Palestinian land which has been illegally appropriated would have to be returned?
Anderson seems to go along with the view
that the settlers are quite immovable, but this
has not been true in other colonial situations.
France, when Algeria became independent,
repatriated one million colons, which was logistically much more complicated than moving half a million people a few kilometres.
In any event, it may not be half a million;
there is the possibility of land swaps from Israel to compensate Palestine to allow some
settlements to be incorporated into Israel. In
short, if it is possible to create one state it cannot be impossible to create two states.
Anderson depicts the UN 1947 enquiry as
“rigged” – pre-ordained by US power to recommend partition. But what if it is precisely
the 1947 partition plan which offers a useful
approach to resolving the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict today?
Anderson studiously avoids the details of
the 1947 plan, focusing only on the proportions of land allocated to each state. In fact,
the plan envisaged that the two states would
remain linked through an economic union.
The committee majority anticipated concerns regarding the viability of the proposed
Jewish and Arab states, suggesting that
through the economic union, the country
would for many purposes be treated as one.

SELF-DETERMINATION

Each people would be able to exercise
self-determination within its own sovereign state, but the states would closely
cooperate.
Not only does Anderson make much of the
land distributions between the Jewish and
Arab states but he also implies that privately
owned land would have been affected. In
fact, unlike the 1937 British government Peel
Commission, UNSCOP in 1947 did not propose any movement of populations and envisaged that existing property titles would be
respected.
Each state was to adopt a constitution
based on a parliamentary system with elections based on proportional representation,
thus ensuring that the minority within each
state would be adequately represented. In addition, the constitutions were to contain provisions guaranteeing minority rights, and the
economic union would have entailed a common currency, customs union and a common
transport network, including roads and
ports.
At the same time the Jerusalem area (which

Two nations,
two states

Socialists and Israel-Palestine
A Workers’ Liberty pamphlet, third edition, 2016. Cover price £3.50
• Buy from workersliberty.org/2n2s

included Bethlehem) was to be under UN administration. This was a two-state solution
then, but one which recognised the necessity
of dealing with economic viability and religious sensitivities. It was an imaginative and
far-sighted proposal we could learn from
today.
Anderson is now uninterested in the fundamental argument for partition: there are
two peoples in Palestine, both of whom have
justifiable claims to self-determination. He
seems to have become convinced that Israeli
government behaviour in the 21st century
has undermined that right for the Jews.
There would be drastic consequences for
many peoples, not just the Jews, if that view
of self-determination were to be systematically applied. Moreover, it is perverse that the
bad behaviour of the occupier should also
deny the right to self-determination to the occupied, the Palestinians. In any event, the
principle of self-determination applies to
peoples and not to governments, and there
are sound ethical justifications for both Jews
and Palestinians to possess that right.
If both peoples wanted to exercise self-determination in one state, then no one could
possibly object. However, the course of history for both peoples has gone in a different
direction, and they do not want one state.
The argument for a Jewish national home
was based on the prevalence of antisemitism.
While none of the founders of the modern
Zionist movement could have possible imagined the Shoah, all were united in a view that
unless Jews had a national centre where they
could live “of right”, Jews would never be secure. After the Second World War, even nonZionists such as Isaac Deutscher argued that
the “Jewish state has become a historic necessity”.
Indeed, he went further and argued that
the international community “has no moral
ground to stand on when it tries to sermonise
or threaten Israel for any real or imaginary
breaches of international commitments”. In
Deutscher’s view, as the Jews had been effectively abandoned by the international com-

munity during the Second World War, a state
became an essential defence against annihilation.
Since 1947 the international community
has recognised that the Palestinians also have
a right to self-determination and a state. The
failure of the UN or any of the great powers
at the time to bring such a state about was a
major betrayal.
After the 1949 Armistice Agreements, Jordan and Egypt could have cooperated in
helping to create a Palestinian state on the
West Bank and Gaza with its capital in East
Jerusalem. Instead, Jordan annexed the West
Bank and Egypt ran Gaza as a fiefdom, while
both countries used the Palestinian issue to
pursue their own national policies.
Since 1967, the weight of the Israeli occupation has borne down on three generations
of Palestinians. To forcibly unify the Palestinians into a single state with the Israelis
would rob them of their right to emancipation.
Anderson’s analysis is actually acute here;
he highlights the “hidden reefs” in the onestate option, especially the vast economic inequalities. Palestinians have a greater
opportunity to deal with their powerful
neighbour in a sovereign state of their own
than as the weaker people in a joint state.

ARAB-WORLD POLITICS

Ironically, while Anderson’s one-state option has been gaining currency in certain
Palestinian and Western intellectual circles, the two-state solution has for the
first time become part of the politics of
the wider Arab world.
The 2002 Arab Peace Initiative offers full
recognition of Israel, providing there is a full
withdrawal from the occupied territories and
the creation of a Palestinian state – and a just
and agreed solution to the refugee issue. It is
still on the table, although it has been ignored
thus far by Israeli governments, even though
it represents a complete change of the traditional Arab nationalist position.
Abbas has had some important successes
with his diplomatic initiative to gain recognition for a Palestinian state, which has seen the
upgrading of Palestine at the UN to a “nonmember state.” There has been a significant
increase in the number of governments and
parliaments which have recognised Palestine.
It even appears that Hezbollah no longer sees
conflict with Israel as a priority – perhaps reflecting Iran’s view of the region where ISIS
is its main threat.
Despite his new espousal of the one-state
solution, Anderson is pessimistic about its
chances. He concludes his essay by arguing
that “without a revolutionary transformation
of the Arab landscape… the chances of emancipation in Palestine are small”.
Thus, having abandoned his principled position of attempting to accommodate the
rights of two nationalisms, he has retreated
to mere ideological rhetoric. The two peoples
are literally left awaiting the revolution.
This is not the time for ideological self-in-
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dulgence, but rather a time to build momentum in the region towards the implementation of the two-state solution. It cannot be
denied that the actions of Israeli governments, and especially Netanyahu’s administrations, have made a resolution to the
conflict more difficult. However, that applies
to any possible outcome: one state or two.
And Israel does not have the choice of a
continuous occupation or creeping annexation. The Palestinians will not remain quiet
and the international community will become increasing hostile to the status quo. It is
harder to imagine Israel dissolving its own
state than it is to imagine Israel establishing
a Palestinian state.
Palestinians and Israelis deserve their
states not due to the good behaviour of their
political leaderships but because they constitute two national societies and so possess that
democratic right.
The components of the 1947 partition plan
are worth re-thinking in a contemporary context; the elements of a solution should include thinking of Palestine and Israel as one
country when it comes to viability (economy,
water, etc) but as two sovereign states for two
peoples. Only in secure political communities
will Israelis and Palestinians be able to deal
with each other on the basis of equality.
From his ideological bunker, Anderson
prefers the security of a revolutionary
comfort zone to the more uncomfortable
task of engaging with the real Middle
East.
• Quotes from Perry Anderson, The House
of Zion, New Left Review, Vol. 96 (2015);
Perry Anderson, Scurrying to Bethlehem, New
Left Review, Vol. 10 (2001); John Strawson,
Partitioning Palestine: Legal Fundamentalism in
the Palestinian-Israeli Conflict; Isaac Deutscher,
The Non-Jewish Jew and other essays, London,
Oxford University Press, 1968. Thanks to
John Strawson and to Fathom magazine for
allowing us to reprint this from bit.ly/js-pa.

Arabs, Jews, and Socialism

The socialist debate in the 1980s and 90s on
Israel and Palestine, and development of
Workers’ Liberty’s ideas. Third edition. £5
cover price, £6.20 inc. postage.
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The message from Andrew Murray
Book review
By Ann Field
Ever the Stalinist nostalgic, in his new
book The Fall and Rise of the British Left,
Murray laments the passing away of “a
largely vanished world of working-class
power” and the fact that “none of the scenarios which gripped the left I grew up
with in the twentieth century appear fully
plausible any more.”
What is to fill the vacuum?
Murray’s answer is not: Slough off the
dead weight of Stalinism, re-assert the centrality of independent working-class politics,
and reforge a labour movement fit for the
overthrow of capitalism.
Instead, and this is his explanation for Corbyn’s election as Labour leader, he recycles
the old Stalinist mantra about the need for a
broad democratic alliance.
Murray – currently Chief of Staff in Unite
the Union and also an adviser to Corbyn (1.5
days a week) — writes of the need for a
“broad-based alliance for social change” and
“a broad progressive movement”. This consists of “the New Left movements of the
twenty-first century” and “the historic vehicle for working-class politics, the Labour
Party.”
By “New Left movements” Murray primarily means the Stop the War Coalition, of
which he was chair for many years, and
which he describes as “perhaps the major
tributary in the flood that lifted Corbyn to the
leadership of the Labour Party.”
Such an alliance made possible Corbyn’s
election as Party leader. Now, uncritical support should be the rule: “The greatest threat
to the coalition the Labour Party has assembled in furtherance of the socialist option is
its fragmentation under the rubric of the culture war.”
Murray therefore admires Momentum for
everything which is wrong with it: “It does
not seek to inculcate a common ideology, beyond support for Jeremy Corbyn and his values. It also does not seek to advance
particular policy positions.”

Conversely, he condemns “Brexit Derangement Syndrome (which) now runs riot on the
left and has the potential to destroy the
broad-based alliance for social change assembled under Corbyn’s leadership of the
Labour Party.”
In a section mistitled as “Is There Anything
to Learn from the Leninists?” – for “Leninists” read: Stalinists – Murray gives three answers:
Understand Marx; be a genuine internationalist; and adopt “a spirit of self-sacrifice
and discipline, a willingness to put one’s career and personal aspirations, even one’s life,
on the line for the cause.”
Murray himself has clearly failed on all
three counts. But anyone concerned about
their own level of self-discipline and self-sacrifice could test them by trying to wade
through this 220-page political morass of
Stalinist corpses.
The book is diffuse because its author has
lost the lodestar of the Soviet Union.
Murray joined Labour only three years
ago, after 40 years membership of the Communist Party. In the Party’s internal faction
fights Murray had been on the side of the
most hardline Stalinists (the “super-tankies”)
and had allied with the ultra-Stalinist
“Straight Left” faction.
Murray has swapped his party card, but
not his politics.

COMMUNIST PARTY

In his book he yearns for the good old
days when trade unions were “influenced
by a still-extant Communist Party” and “a
significant number of Labour MPs were
not ashamed to align themselves, partially
or wholeheartedly, with the Soviet Union.”
The Soviet Union’s collapse – attributed to
“the pressure of confrontation with the capitalist powers externally and Gorbachev’s perestroika internally” – was “a cataclysmic
event for socialists across the world.”
The collapse of “the only model yet created
of a post-capitalist society” had “a powerful
impact on the British left… The end of socialism in the USSR and Eastern Europe and the
opening up of China to huge inward investment was a double whammy for the labour
movement.”
Murray even claims that it is “not irrelevant” that the old Labour Party Clause IV
was scrapped “soon after the collapse of the
USSR, the society whose whole mission, and
for many years apparent success, was predicated on public ownership of the means of
production, distribution and exchange.”
He tells a bland and simplistic history of
the British labour movement over the past
five decades.
In the 1970s there was a powerful trade
union movement. This was destroyed by
Thatcher in the 1980s. New Labour in power
was a continuation of Thatcherism. The
Labour left collapsed under Blair. Now, after
the Miliband interlude, Corbyn has emerged
victorious from the wreckage.
The potted history is skewed by the fact
that Murray sees it through the prism of his
lifelong adherence to Stalinism.
Murray displays a prickly sensitivity to
criticism of the Communist Party. He singles
out for denunciation left-wing journalist Paul
Mason for writing that the Communist Party
has “the unerring ability to destroy every political project it touches.”
Murray’s riposte is to list the supposedly
successful campaigns run by the Communist

Andrey Murray with Jeremy Corbyn

Party over the past century.
The list includes: opposition to Mosley at
Cable Street (backed by the Party only at the
last minute); campaigning for opening a Second Front in the war (ignored by the Allies);
the Liaison Committee for the Defence of
Trade Unions (which consistently failed to
live up to its name); and “the survival of the
Morning Star as a daily newspaper.”
Obvious omissions from Murray’s list are:
support for the Stalinist purges and show trials, calls for a vote for “progressive Tories”
(including Winston Churchill), support for
the post-war Eastern European antisemitic
show trials, and support for the bloody suppression of the Hungarian Revolution.

MELLOW

But Murray appears to be mellowing with
age. Rather than denounce Mason as an
agent of Mossad and the CIA, he attributes Mason’s article to the sins of his
youth: “Mason’s view may have been
coloured by his twentieth-century Trotskyism.”
Murray denounces the Alliance for Workers Liberty, the organisation that produces
Solidarity, on just one occasion. To try to justify the uncritical attitude of the Stop the War
Coalition towards Saddam Hussein’s regime
and its later cheerleading of reactionary Islamist insurgents, he writes:
“It is to your own government that your
political action should be directed rather than
deploring the shortcomings (undoubtedly
real) of those resisting these violent intrusions in their own lands.”
In a footnote Murray adds: “In Britain this
trend exists in its most concentrated form in
the group presently known as the Alliance
for Workers Liberty.” In fact, the AWL combined, rather than counterposed, hostility to
“our own government” and hostility to Saddam’s regime.
Murray’s loyalty to historical Stalinism at
home and abroad appears again in the book’s
pro-Brexit polemics.
Lexiters had “a cogent argument” in the
2016 referendum. It was “unfortunate” that
it was drowned out by “rancorous nationalism and buffoonery.” Even so, the referendum result counts as a win: It was “a
rejection of the Davos priesthood of global
capitalism.”

“The EU apparatus,” writes Murray, “is a
concentrated political articulation of that
market pressure [the main force which disrupts progressive governments], combining
absolute fealty to the interests of the stock exchange with imperceptible democratic accessibility.”
The EU might appear to have some virtues,
such as it promotion of anti-discrimination
and minimum workplace standards. But
these “values (mis)identified with Euro-liberalism” are secondary to the bigger picture:
“In a choice between an unaccountable bureaucratic ‘dictatorship of virtue’ and the
greater potentials of democratic struggle
[outside of the EU], the latter is more appealing. And that is before one gets on to the freemarket commitments entrenched in the EU’s
founding treaties.”
If Labour were to be a full-on Remain
party, “it would endanger decisive layers of
time-honoured support now regarded as out
of joint with the new enlightenment. It would
be a Hilary Clinton strategy.” Labour would
end up on the side of “metropolitan liberalism”.
Murray dismisses the call for “remain and
reform” as “threadbare”. Apart from Portugal, no EU government supports the call: “So,
‘reform’ looks pretty forlorn at present – a
gesture of intent at best, more likely an exercise in painting leftist lipstick on the neo-liberal pig.”
He likewise dismisses EU-wide free movement of labour:
“Some on the left retreat into a politics
based on a radical individualism rather than
collectivism. Labour has been right to frame
the issue by focusing on the common class interests of all workers in Britain and the importance of labour market regulation.”
Outside of the EU, he continues, ignoring the evidence that doors more closed
to Poles and Romanians will also be more
closed to Syrians, Sudanese, and Eritreans, “a radical Labour government” would
be “free to set whatever immigration policy it liked, free of the requirement to prioritise the migration of mostly white
people from other parts of Europe over
the needs of refugees.”
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The island, the refugees, and the yachts
By Jean Lane
I started coming to Symi, a tiny Greek island in the Aegean, closer geographically
to Turkey than the Greek mainland, 30
years ago.
Missing a few years in the middle, I resumed coming five years ago. In these five
years, the island has seen many refugees
being washed up on its harbour side; mainly
from Syria plus some from Afghanistan, Iraq,
and sub-Saharan Africa arriving from Turkey
just across the water.
Although there was consternation on the
island from residents who themselves were
suffering the effects of the collapse of the
Greek economy, the response to the refugees
was (and continues to be) sympathetic; collections made, stories shared and gifts especially for the children. Other islands
roundabout were and are similarly affected
due to their proximity to Turkey — Kos,
Leros, Chios, and Lesbos which is only 9km
from the Turkish coast. (Symi is 26km).
This year there were more refugees, sitting
on the shaded steps leading up the hillside
from the harbour which is used by the ferries
from Athens and Rhodes.
These men, women and children, about
500 according to local estimates, are the latest
in a constant and growing stream of people
from war torn and impoverished countries
who are making their way to Europe and the
North in search of asylum and a better life.
Many have experienced terror, hunger, and
danger, including rape and torture along the
way.
Symi, I imagine, is still experienced by
them as a welcome temporary haven from
the journey that has brought them this far.
They are met by border patrols and customs
police for sure, but they are given shelter
from the beating sun and provisions necessary for life. Some are seen in the local shops
and tavernas and seem to be accepted there.
On the other side of the harbour, which is
used by local fishermen incongruously
bobbing beside the yachts of the immensely
rich who follow the sun around the Med
whilst gambling on the world’s stock
markets, a new boat appeared last Tuesday.
Called, appropriately, Open Arms, it was a
Barcelona-based rescue boat which searches
for and rescues migrants drowning in the sea.
especially between Turkey and Lesbos.
(openarms.es).
As far as I can tell, Open Arms was asked
...and the dinghies the refugees
arrive in

A luxury yacht harboured off Symi...

to leave the harbour side, because it sailed
round the headland into the next bay where
it anchored. That afternoon my partner and I
witnessed a small cavalcade of motorcycles
and cars returning from around the headland
having shouted at the rescue boat to leave the
island.
Open Arms did leave. That was the first
time I have witnessed such a thing happening on this gorgeous and hospitable island.

TEN THOUSAND

Over 10,000 refugees and migrants arrived in Greece last month according to
the UNHCR, making Greece the main
point of entry in 2019. Almost 80,000
reached the EU between January and October 2019; over 45,000 of them via
Greece, 38,000 of them via the islands
from Turkey. This is more than Spain
(24,000) and Italy (8,000).
Earlier figures are: 2018 just under 141,500;
2017, just over 185,000; 2016, just over
373,000; 2015 over 1 million.
The reduction in numbers between 2015
and 2018 were due to a deal between the EU
and Turkey in which the EU agreed to pay
€6bn to Turkish refugee charities in return for

a Turkish crackdown on people-smuggling.
But now the figures are rising again and
reaching crisis point, Greece recording the
highest weekly arrivals since spring 2016. In
August this year 8,000 people got to Greece
by sea, up from 5,000 in July.
Now the UNHCR estimate that 80,000
human beings, seeking escape from war, terror or poverty, are stranded in Greece, including 4,100 unaccompanied children.
Overall, since 2013 almost 20,000 people
have died attempting to reach Europe.
On Sunday 26 September, thirteen women
drowned and eight children were missing
after a boat carrying fifty refugees from sub
Saharan Africa capsized off the coast of Sicily
having travelled from Libya via Tunisia.
In August, 9,000 refugees were detained in
Moria, the refugee camp on Lesbos. The figure in October is 13,000. The facility has a capacity for 3,000 people.
There, on Sunday 29 September, a fire
broke out in a container in which an Afghan
woman burned to death leading to riots. This
is one of many fires, according to NGO workers there, who say that in 2016 a woman and
two children died in a fire.
Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF) spokeswoman Anna Pantela says that they are operating over capacity in Moria, seeing over
100 patients a day. They have two medical
practitioners. MSF state that 40% of those on
Moria are children. “Every week the same
children come to us with the same illnesses,
diseases directly related to their living conditions. We are constantly at breaking point”.
Astrid Castelain of UNHCR states that “the
situation has become critical with further arrivals affecting security, health and hygiene
in and around the camps”.
MSF blame the EU-Turkish deal and the
Greek and EU governments which are responsible for the containment of people in intolerable conditions. After the fire and riot on
Lesbos, the Greek government hastily said
they would transfer more people from Lesbos and nearby islands to the mainland. The
former mayor of Lesbos, Spyros Galinos,
however, said that “decongestion measures
are not enough. You move more to the mainland and others come” and went on to fore-

cast an “explosion”.
On 7th October over 700 vulnerable
refugees and migrants, 500 from Lesbos and
the rest from other islands, including those
we witnessed on Symi, were taken by ferry
to the mainland. If Galinos is correct, Symi island can expect a further influx shortly.
The small demonstration directed at the
Open Arms rescue boat after the last batch of
refugees had been moved on is perhaps an
expression of helplessness and powerlessness at this continuing and growing humanitarian disaster.
However, such feelings are open to manipulation by the populist far right, giving them
a racist language. With comments such as:
“they are economic migrants not refugees”;
“they push their children to the front”; “they
throw their rubbish into the sea”; “they are
dirty”; etc., some people’s anger is pointed in
the wrong direction; away from the governments and corporations responsible for the
war, poverty and human misery experienced
by half the world, and towards the victims
themselves or those trying to help them.
The only possible effect of such an action
could be to heighten the anti-migrant feelings
of local people, or to boost the political fortunes of those who peddle them.
Hopefully, most people on the island will
be able to separate out their feelings of helplessness from the actual, visible manifestation
of it washed up on their harbour side. This is,
after all, a seafaring community. The idea that
sailors and fishermen and women would
leave people to drown, or expect others to do
so, is unthinkable.
Meanwhile, on the other side of the harbour, the floating palaces, dripping with
dirty, filthy money, made from the very
poverty, misery and displacement of
human beings, provide a glaring contrast
to the constant stream of washed up humanity opposite.
Capitalism in stark relief.
13 October 2019
• Quotes from: Guardian 8 October, 19 August, 30 September; Infomigrants.net 10 October; openarms.es
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Whistle-blowers: the real villains?

By Dale Street

On Monday 7 October the Morning Star
carried another article by Zoltan Zigedy
(pen-name of Greg Godels, American
blogger and regular contributor to the
website “Marxism-Leninism Today – The
Electronic Journal of Marxist-Leninist
Thought”).
The article first appeared on Godels’ own
blog and then on the “Marxism-Leninism
Today” website before making it into the
pages of the Morning Star.
The headline asks the question: “TelephoneGate: Who Looks Worst?” The
strapline give an indication of the answer:
“Zoltan Zigedy reports (sic) how the drive to
impeach Trump has masked the sinister dealings of the Democrats in Ukraine.”
Trump, the reader learns from the article,
is not without his faults.
In his phone call to Ukrainian President Zelensky in July of this year, when he asked Zelensky to dig up dirt on presidential rival Joe
Biden and his son, Trump displayed a “vulgar directness and childlike simplicity” and
a “lack of any finesse”.
But, Godels tells us, “it is not people in the
US who are shocked and appalled” by
Trump’s behaviour. It is only “the cable TV
chatterboxes, the Democratic Party hitmen
and their addicted acolytes.”
In this affair Trump himself is the victim –
of the American ruling classes. His personal
objectives “clash with the ruling class’s perception of its own interests … (and) the
global vision embraced by most of the ruling

class establishment.”
More likely than not, writes Godels, the
TelephoneGate “whistleblower” (inverted
commas in original) was not a lone intelligence agent but “the secret service leadership” and “the highest echelon of the
intelligence apparatus bent on keeping Zelensky under its thumb.”
Godels omits to explain how leaking the
contents of the phone call helps achieve that
aim. But never mind.
According to Godels, the media show “a
puzzling lack of interest” in identifying the
“whistleblower”. “Maybe”, he muses, “they
know there really isn’t one.” Or maybe because identifying a whistleblower kind of undermines the concept of whistleblowing?
Godels also takes the media to task for
their self-serving forgetfulness. “How soon
they forget”, he writes, how Richard Nixon
sabotaged the bid by Hubert Humphrey to
stand as a presidential candidate.
But that was 40 years ago. Over half the
world’s population wasn’t even alive then.
Hardly surprising, therefore, that it’s not
front-page news.
As for “the sinister dealings of the Democrats in Ukraine” referred to in the article’s
strapline, these refer to the old chestnut that
the 2014 ousting of Ukrainian President
Yanukovych was not a popular uprising but
a US plot run by Biden: “His fingerprints are
on the ousting”.
This is consistent with earlier articles by
Godels in which he claimed that the US
“funded, trained and encouraged the most
xenophobic, nationalistic, even fascist elements to stage a coup against the elected

president.” (August 2014)
This US-instigated coup brought to power
“a motley crew of foreign agents, corrupted
officials, oligarchs and neo-Nazis.” (March
2015).
Godels also asks questions about the appointment of Biden’s son to the board of directors of Ukraine’s largest energy company:
“Could it have been that Zlochevsky (who
appointed Biden’s son) saw Biden Jnr. as a
free pass for being on the wrong side of USwritten history? Was Biden Jnr’s appointment a down payment on forgiveness for his
support of Yanukovych?”
Unfortunately, Godels does not even attempt to answer his own questions. Nor does
he explain how the exposure of Trump’s
phone call in July “masks” such “sinister
dealings”. Surely it thrusts them back into the
spotlight?
Godels is very angry about what he claims
is the Biden-led US “interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign country.” By contrast, he says nothing about the Russian
annexation of the Crimea or the Russian-organised military uprisings in Donetsk and
Lugansk.
Godels’ conclusion is that the impeachment proceedings are simply a distraction: “It
promises to distract US voters from the real
crisis facing most US citizens… TelephoneGate will accomplish that task.”
Backing hardened right-wingers under
the cover of denouncing the liberal elite
might seem to be a new low for the Morning Star. Until you remember its line on
Brexit.

respect all members of the College and wider
community by promoting British Values”.
British Values meant posters on the walls
in every classroom at my college looked like
far-right election leaflets, preaching “British
values” on a Union Jack background.
When I was at college, I took voluntary
Prevent training as part of being on the Students’ Union. The training was particularly
vague. It essentially asked me to keep an eye
on any classmates who have “out-there”
opinions, and to recruit friends to keep an eye
on fellow students too.
The training itself was called Zak, developed by the University of Kent. It featured a
young white man who went to university,
and became increasingly distant from his
family and friends back home who didn’t understand him, and got increasingly involved
with radical politics.
I think most teenagers and young students
could find a familiar story. It’s not sinister to
explore new ideas or find new groups of
friends. Even the security officer who conducted my training agreed that it was pretty

alarmist. Elsewhere in the college, posters
were put up warning about people who
“spent a lot of time online” or “had a sudden
change in fashion and/or opinion” “had
mental health problems or anxiety” and
“talked about politics a lot”.
Being A Level Politics students, we joked
at the time that the checklist would cover
over half our class.
Also, while at college, a friend of mine was
suspended under investigation for a few
days for singing in Arabic. Other students
had overheard him in the cafeteria or somewhere, and reported him under suspicion.
Singing was enough to get done under Prevent, apparently. His suspension lasted until
someone who spoke Arabic could be found
to confirm he wasn’t a threat, since our college wasn’t especially diverse. The guy didn’t
even speak Arabic himself, it was just an earworm song he’d picked up when visiting Israel.
I never found out if he got referred to the
police, but apparently his place at the college
was threatened for a while. I do wonder what

By Josh Chown
I Love You, You’re Perfect, Now Change,
which ran last week at the Network Theatre, London, presents a sequence of
comical vignettes of different stages of relationships and romance.
Highlighting the problems of relationships
in capitalist society, the show immediately
draws comparisons between gender roles
and attitudes, with the men possessing overbearing egos, while the women are waiting
at home for telephone calls, or for the final
seconds of a football match to arrive.
The musical ran for 12 years off-Broadway
in New York in 1996-2008. This production
intertwines scenes of heterosexual and homosexual romance, expanding on the man versus woman framework of the original script,
and by doing so, demonstrating the necessity
for socialists to continue analysing the nature
of family and of capitalism as not simply an
economic structure, but as the basis for interpersonal relationships.
This was an entertaining and very funny
amateur off-West-End production. Of particular note was Mark Wainwright’s hilarious portrayal of a Norman Bates-esque
prison inmate; and the use of a single
piano, played by Hannah Bailey (Act 1)
and Oscar Deniham (Act 2), providing with
depth and clarity the musical accompaniment, adding to the emotion and humour
of the show.

• I Love You, You’re Perfect, Now Change. Book
by Joe DiPietro, music by Jimmy Roberts.
This production was directed by Owain Jones
and Kristen Farebrother with musical direction from Oscar Deniham. At the Network
Theatre, London 9-12 October

What Prevent does and doesn’t “prevent”
By Sacha Marten

It’s not just Islamists and the SWP who
criticise the government’s Prevent program. In some ways, the targeting of Islamism is just a welcome bonus for the
Conservatives, since the core point is to
increase the government’s ideological
control over education and other areas
where children are present.
Prevent was “revised” in 2011 along with
the launch of two other projects, the promotion of “British Values” and the deputisation
of teachers, social workers, healthcare workers and so on as immigration officials.
All three of these measures were part of an
increasingly jingoistic tone forced on education, instilling nationalism and allowing the
government and the Home Secretary a veto
on what could or couldn’t be said and taught.
The link between Prevent and the chauvinist British Values project was made explicit by
a poster in my college that said one way to
prevent “radicalisation” was to “value and

would’ve happened if he had been from a
Muslim background. Maybe he’d be on one
of the secret Prevent watchlists to this day,
and not even know.
There were also a few alt-right students at
my college who were seduced by 4chan subcultures and memes, and they went about
unhindered, recruiting more people to their
patchwork fascism made up of Strasserism,
antisemitism, racialism and American NeoNazi/KKK ideology. The worst that happened is one politics lecturer kept a student
behind... to discuss the ideological finer
points of blood and soil, so as to help with a
lesson plan on fascism.
Apparently, their spending hours on Discord with future alt-right murderers wasn’t
cause for concern. Their violent politics were
a curio. I wish I had felt empowered to deal
with the radicalisation of my friends, but Prevent wasn’t the process I needed.
Morally and politically, we cannot support the state setting the agenda for
thought, and we cannot support the criminalisation of ideas in classrooms.
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The case for a four day work week
By Daniel Randall
Struggles over working hours, the amount
of each day over which workers are compelled to sell our labour power to a boss,
were foundational for the early labour
movement.
Karl Marx called the Factories Act of 1847,
which restricted the working day to 10 hours,
“the first time that in broad daylight the political economy of the middle class succumbed to the political economy of the
working class.” Shortening working hours
claws back some time from our employers,
and widens the amount of time during which
where we go and what we do is not determined by direct instructions from capital.
The slogan of the eight hours movement
was: “Eight Hours Work – Eight Hours Rest
– Eight Hours For What We Will.”
From the first half of the 19th century,
labour movement efforts pushed down work
hours bit by bit. Bosses grudgingly accepted
the trend and adjusted, gaining greater productivity from fresher workers and better
equipment. Now the trend has stalled or reversed, in the UK and USA at least.
At Labour Party conference, Shadow
Chancellor John McDonnell referred to a Eurostat report showing that workers in Britain
currently work an average of 42.5 hours per
week, above the continent-wide average of
40.3. (Eurostat report: bit.ly/gk-long). An
OECD study shows that average working
hours per capita in both the UK and the USA
have increased since around 2007/8 in the
USA and around 2010 in the UK. (Cited in
bit.ly/au-sww)
Now agitation for a shorter working week
in the labour movement in Britain has increased. A “Labour for a 4 Day Week” campaign has been established, and think tanks
such as Autonomy and the New Economics
Foundation have produced research and reports into the issue.
The Labour Party’s annual conference in
September 2019 passed a motion, proposed
by the Communication Workers’ Union
(CWU), calling for “Labour to commit in its
next manifesto to rolling out a four day, or 32
hour gross, working week with no loss of pay
within a decade.” (bit.ly/cwu-mo)
The CWU was an appropriate proposer for
the motion. The union is currently balloting
over 100,000 members in Royal Mail for
strikes over a number of demands, including
a reduction in the working week.
My own union, the National Union of Rail,
Maritime, and Transport workers (RMT), is
preparing to ballot workers on London Underground (LU) to win a settlement on pay
and conditions which also includes the demand for a 32-hour, four-day week.
Most LU workers currently have a 35-hour
contractual week, with hours worked above
that given back as “banked rest days”, allocated as additional annual leave.
A growing body of medical evidence
shows that the type of extreme shift working
we do as rail workers has a severely detrimental impact on health, and increases the
risk of numerous diseases including cancer.
(bit.ly/bmj-slp) For us, therefore, the fight for
more quality time away from work could be
the difference between good and ill health in
retirement, or even life and death.
In the context of our dispute, the passing
of the 32-hour week policy at Labour conference provides an immediate test for the
Labour Party. London Underground is a
wholly-owned subsidiary of Transport for
London, the metropolitan transport authority

Average Hours per Capita, International Comparison, 1980-2014. Data source: OECD. France
(grey) and Germany (yellow) show downwards trends: less so for the USA (blue) and UK (orange).

administered by the Greater London Assembly, which has a Labour majority and a
Labour mayor, Sadiq Khan. Labour does not
have to wait until it governs in Westminster
to implement its policy for London Underground workers; Khan could make the policy
a reality for us right now.
His record does not inspire confidence.
Labour also has national policy to end outsourcing, and yet Khan continues to preside
over a hyper-exploitative regime of outsourcing which sees over 2,000 mainly migrant
cleaning workers on London Underground
and TfL employed by outsourced contractors,
and denied the benefits, including travel
passes and company sick pay, which directly
employed staff receive.
On the 32-hour week, as an outsourcing,
transport workers in London will have to
take action to force Labour to implement its
own policies. That may well be a foreshadowing of what is to come if and when Labour
takes power nationally.
The formulation of the policy as a gradual
reduction over a “decade” provides a great
deal of wiggle-room for those who might
want to moderate or obstruct it. Neither the
policy, nor John McDonnell’s speech around
it, included firm commitments that its implementation would not include clauses intended to soften the blow of introducing it for
employers, nor clauses to compel employers
to increase their staffing levels to match the
reduction in hours.
Much of the general discussion of the idea
of a reduced working week in public discourse has posed it less as a benefit for workers, and more as a productivity measure.
French workers’ experience of the implementation of a statutory 35-hour working week
shows the dangers of such a policy in the
hands of a government whose main commitment is not to workers’ rights, but to productivity and labour market flexibility.
The “Aubry Law”, named after the Socialist Party minister responsible for it, was introduced in 2000, and included clauses
allowing employers to make implementation
agreements that included wage flexibility or
even freezes. The French socialist group Lutte
Ouvrière wrote at the time, in an article entitled “Behind the 35-Hour Law: Handouts to
the Bosses”:
“As for wages after the cut in hours, these
laws do guarantee that the workers who are

paid the minimum wage and who did not
work more than 39 hours per week before, do
not lose out on their pay. But for the others,
these laws do not guarantee that their previous salary will be maintained. And if the majority of bosses will undoubtedly back down
when faced with the risk of employees reactions should their salaries drop, clauses concerning ‘wage restraint’ or ‘wage freezes’
have multiplied and legally so in the agreements which have already been signed.
“Furthermore, in companies which occasionally require overtime, workers’ salaries
definitely run the risk of dropping due to an
end being put to overtime premiums. Because the Aubry laws allow bosses to implement ‘annualised hours’, 35 hours per week
become 1600 hours per year with a 48 hour
working week being the maximum allowed
(or 44 hours per week over a period of 12
consecutive weeks) and 10 hours per day. In
such cases all hours over and above 35 are
not considered as overtime resulting in overtime pay.
“The Aubry laws have also introduced into
employment laws the possibility for local
agreements to take into account work carried
out in cycles which are spread over several
weeks. In such cases only the hours which are
over and above an average of 35 hours per
week throughout the entire cycle are considered as overtime. In fact this has often resulted in attempts to make workers work a
certain number of Saturdays.” (bit.ly/35h-fr)
While it was an advance on the previous
situation, the law was intended to benefit
“the economy” as such – that is, capital –
rather than workers.
A Corbyn-McDonnell government would
have a radically different political character
to the Jospin government in France, the latter
being essentially a French Blair. But the
French experience shows us that the struggle
must extend beyond simply winning the policy, and contest the terrain of how the policy
is implemented.
Wherever possible, workplace activists
should seek to build struggles around the
issue of working time, and demand
Labour supports those struggles fullthroatedly – and, where Labour is in
power locally, demand it implements its
policy, not over a decade, but immediately.

Turkish troops out of Syria!

from back page
He has cynically threatened that if European governments fail to accept his military
invasion he will send the 3.6 million refugees
into Europe.
This plays into the racist dread that European states have about refugees from the
Middle East (and Africa). In order to limit
refugees and immigrants gaining access to
“Fortress Europe”, the EU and its member
states have relied on murderous border
regimes and cooperation with dictators: in
addition to their reliance on Erdoğan to stop
refugees coming from Turkey, the EU
through the Khartoum Process has worked
with the Sudanese government to capture
and sometimes torture refugees before they
can cross the Mediterranean
A more likely fate for the refugees in
Turkey than being granted access to Europe
is Erdoğan’s proposed resettlement programme. Once Turkey has established a “safe
zone” in northern Syria, he plans to settle up
to two million refugees in the Kurdish area.
Those refugees are from all over Syria. The
plans have been condemned by some as ethnic cleansing against the Kurds.
Thirteen major trade unions have published a statement condemning the invasion
and calling on the British government to intervene (bit.ly/tribune-rojava). It is a very
positive thing that these unions have felt the
need to publish this condemnation and statement of support for the SDF.
Their call on the British government to “deploy an international force and enforce a NoFly Zone” seems naive, however: Britain is
even less likely to deploy troops in a way that
protects the Kurds than the USA, or maybe
even Assad. Britain will not go to war with
Turkey over this, and the left should not demand that it should.
If a No-Fly Zone is set up by western powers (as over Iraqi Kurdistan by the US and its
allies in 1991-2003), that will be good, and we
should certainly not agitate to remove it; but
to positively endorse the general idea of
British military deployment would amount
to giving the British military the explicit confidence of the working class movement,
which is not deserved. The argument is essentially the same as over Libya, Iraq, and
Kosova.
The Socialist Workers’ Party has written a
largely descriptive article on the situation.
More telling is their report of the solidarity
demo on Sunday 13 October. They reject the
call of the SDF and thirteen major British
trade unions for a No-Fly Zone or troops,
saying that it would only make the situation
worse. However, they do that very politely,
with none of the flailing denunciation of
“pro-imperialism” usually seen in such cases.
The Socialist Party (bit.ly/sp-rojava) offered
similar.
These statements will likely leave a strange
taste in the mouths of readers who have read
how these organisations have written about
other conflicts. When embattled minorities in
the Balkans faced the genocidal Milošević in
the 1990s, the SWP shouted for NATO to pull
back and leave Milošević to it. When antiGadaffi rebels in Libya called for NATO intervention, the SP compared them to the
Nicaraguan contras.
It is good and right that the discussion
around the Turkish invasion has centred on
the actions of the Turkish state and has seen
it as an imperialist actor in and of itself,
rather than merely through its relationship to
the United States.
For people to realise (whether consciously or not) that the actions of the US
are not the be-all and end-all of thinking
about imperialism is an important step towards the left relearning to think.

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!

More online at www.workersliberty.org
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Sixth form colleges strike
Hugh Workman talked to
Solidarity
We’ll be striking in 25 colleges on
17 October, and then again on 5
and 20 November.
The feeling I pick up is that oversized classes, workload, management bullying, interpretation of
directed time agreements are the
big issues, exacerbated by issues of
funding and pay.
Sixth Form teachers’ pay has
fallen behind school teachers’ pay.
We probably need a 15% rise to get
us back to the relative level of 2008.
There’s been a general pay
freeze, but that has been eased in
schools and continued in the Sixth
Form sector. The government is
trumpeting the end of austerity, but
the Sixth Form sector is still slipping behind.
The Department for Education
[DfE] has been budgeting for a rise
of only 1.0% in funding for the
Sixth Form sector.
I teach adult education — trade
union studies — but since Shrewsbury College (my employer) amalgamated with a Sixth Form college,
we’re all under the Sixth Form college agreements (which was an improvement at the time), and our
whole college is on strike.
We live with constant threats of
redundancies. In my particular sector, trade-union education, funding
has gone down about 50% since
2014-5, and there are constant pres-

sures to maximise class sizes.
At Shrewsbury College, we were
in a prolonged dispute last academic year over lesson observations. I was worried about a danger
of dispute fatigue. But the fact that,
going immediately in the new academic year, we’ve beaten the Trade
Union Act threshold in our ballot,
shows that there is very strong feeling on the issues.
Overall, in the ballot closing on
16 September, 84% voted Yes to action, and the turnout was 43%. 25
colleges were above the 50%
turnout threshold.
We’ve been emailed by the principal at Shrewsbury College says
that they aim to keep the college
open on the strike days, as they did
during our dispute over lesson observations. I’ve heard some colleges will close, but at most, I think,
the principals will keep them open
one way or another.
We have a unique opportunity
now to put pressure on the DfE at
a time when the government is vulnerable. The DfE is already signalling some movement. Whether
enough, I don’t know. That the
NEU is re-balloting 16 collegess
which came close to 50% should increase the pressure.
It makes sense, especially with
the Trade Union Act, to front-load
action. If we don’t get a result by 20
November, we will have to escalate.
So far there is no democratic running of this dispute. It is directed

nationally. It’s very different from
the local dispute we ran over lesson
observations, when we had regular
meetings of all striking members.
Yes, it would be good if we do as
the CWU in Royal Mail has done in
the past, and organise regular national meetings of workplace reps
to debate and vote on the dispute.
The Trade Union Act 2016 was an
unprovoked attack on the unions,
but it is forcing unions to act more
like unions than they did before.
The only way those 25 colleges
beat the threshold was by thousands and thousands of workplace
conversations and phone calls,
building relations based on solidarity.
It has been an opportunity to actually build a union. The latest
TUC figures shows that only onethird of workplaces where a union
is recognised actually have a union
rep on the premises. But without
the reps, without the activists, there
is no union.
This ballot was different from
ballots in the past when you
pretty much knew the result in
advance. Now the ballot itself is
a struggle which builds the
union.

• Hugh Workman is an NEU activist at Shrewsbury College. Sixth
Form college teachers will be
marching and rallying in London
on Thursday 17 October, assembling 1pm at 9-23 Marsham Street,
SW1P 3DW.

UVW reinvents the wheel?
By Will Stephenson
The AGM of United Voices of the
World (UVW), on 5 October,
packed out the meeting hall, with
nearly 10% of the membership
turning up.
There was no delegate system.
Anybody could come and take part
in the embryonic UVW democracy.
I’m happy to give a certain
amount of leeway to UVW. They
are a relatively new union that has
often deployed effective, aggressive
industrial tactics and organised
previously “unorganisable” workers into a fighting force to turn the
tide against outsourcing at universities around London.
The launch of Sex, Cultural, Design, Architecture and Charity
worker sections this year, and the
union almost doubling in size of
the union, made it about time they
established regular democratic organisation.
The AGM got off to a slow start
in which achievements were celebrated and speeches were made.
But warning signals were already
there. It became clear that there was
to be no priority ballot for the 20
motions submitted for only one
hour of designated discussion.
A sense of impending doom was

not alleviated when speeches congratulating Petros Elia, UVW’s (unelected) leader, for leading workers
to victory ran over time by over an
hour.
When we did eventually come to
the motions section of the meeting,
it was announced that they would
be prioritised in the order that the
paid staff thought was most important, with the two motions proposed by Petros coming first.
Those motions had only been
distributed that morning. These
were to institute an Executive committee and a “steering committee”.
They were passed unanimously
without any complaint.
That was followed by a third
“motion”, which was really an
amendment to the steering committee motion, put in by one of the
staff. This motion, proposed by the
sex workers’ section, was to increase the committee’s size from 16
to 24; to constitute the steering
committee with proportional representation from all industrial sections of the union; to disallow
full-time staffers from being
elected; and to require that 50% of
the steering group should be
women or non-binary.
I expected this to pass as
smoothly as the previous motions.

But it became apparent that there
are two factions emerging in UVW:
those who are loyal to the existing
leadership group and want to keep
control of the union, and those who
want to create a democratic “flat hierarchy” by which the union sells
itself.
The argument was centred
around the participation of staff on
the steering committee. Staff
protested in outrage that it might
be suggested that there could be
any conflict of interest here.
The argument ran past the end
time of the meeting and through
until people started to leave. A
compromise of a 25% staff cap was
reached. The process was chaotic
and ignored basic democratic
norms that have been developed
and implemented by the labour
movement for over 100 years.
It seems that in the effort to fix
some of the problems found in
larger unions, UVW seeks to reinvent democracy for itself. But it
doesn’t exist in a vacuum: toxic and
Stalinist ideas about leadership are
evidently under the surface.
We don’t have time to mess
about re-inventing the wheel.
Why can’t UVW learn from the
existing labour movement rather
than reject it entirely?

Postal workers
vote for action
By Darren Bedford
Royal Mail workers have voted
by a 97% majority for industrial
action, on a 75.9% turnout, easily
clearing the thresholds of the
Tory anti-union laws.
The Communication Workers
Union balloted its members in
Royal Mail and Parcelforce for action to demand the implementation
of a deal reached in 2017, that guaranteed, amongst other things, a reduction in the working week. CWU
is also resisting a planned restructure, which will Parcelforce become
a separate entity. The union says
such a move would threaten jobs
and conditions.
As Solidarity went to press, the
union had yet to announce action,
but the potential impact of any
strikes on the busy period leading
up to Christmas will give workers
significant leverage.
As part of the campaign to get
the vote out in its ballot, the
union held over 1,000 workplace
meetings.

AWL conference
7-8 December
The first and second printed discussion bulletins for Workers’
Liberty’s conference on 7-8 December have gone out, and the
first two of our regional pre-conference meetings have been
held, in Leeds and 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
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Building for a new pay ballot
John
Moloney
We are building towards a renewed dispute over pay and
pensions for directly-employed
civil servants in 2020.
Our 2019 conference voted for
that, and some recent developments have given additional impetus. The government has told the
union nationally that the civil service pension scheme is overfunded,
meaning there’s more money coming in than going out.
This means it could absorb a 2%
reduction in employee contributions, effectively a 2% pay rise. But
the government has said they can’t
do this, as they need the spare cash
to pay for the fallout from the Fire
Brigades Union’s victory in their
own pensions battle!
This is obviously completely unacceptable so we are developing a
dispute around that, alongside renewing our pay fight. Looking
ahead, whoever is in power next
year, we’ll be organising and balloting over these issues.
This time, we need to be much
more upfront about what is needed
to win the dispute. We should discuss and set out in advance, as

much as is possible, the kind of
programme of action we think will
be necessary to win, so when people vote for action they know what
they’re voting for and have some
confidence that they’re voting for a
course of action that can produce
results.
We also need to find ways of
making the ballot, and the wider
campaign, something that lights a
fire in members’ consciousness,
rather than just a list of demands or
policies.
We are also looking at other
unions’ campaigning in ballots, including the Communication Workers’ Union’s current ballot in Royal
Mail. They’ve used social media effectively to publish videos of large
groups of workers all posting their
ballots together.
We can’t replicate that mechanically; having lots of postal workers
who are all being balloted in large,
single-site workplaces makes that
kind of thing easier for them, but
there’s still something other unions
can learn from in terms of making
the process of balloting a vibrant
campaigning activity in itself.
Last time, our ballot was conducted over Easter, which meant
we effectively lost a week from the
balloting period as many people
were away. We can avoid those
missteps this time.

Bev Laidlaw is on the ballot
By Gerry Bates
The ballot for general secretary
of the civil service union PCS
will open on 7 November and
close on 12 December.
For the first time in 18 years, the
sitting general secretary, Mark Serwotka, faces a challenge from the
left.
Bev Laidlaw, the Independent
Left candidate, got 17 branch
nominations, topping the number
of 15 required to get on the ballot
paper.
Serwotka got 62 nominations.
The candidate backed by the So-

cialist Party, Marion Lloyd, got 39.
The SP was a dominant force in
the union, closely allied with Serwotka, until about a year and a
half ago.
In the Assistant General Secretary election, Independent Left
candidate John Moloney won despite getting fewer nominations
than the more “establishment”
candidates, Chris Baugh and Lynn
Henderson.
There is no good reason to
assume that the votes for general secretary will mirror the relative numbers of nominations.
• bev4gs.com

The key thing is to build an effective campaign. We’re discussing
with reps the best ways to communicate the demands and the message in order to mobilise members
and give them a sense of ownership
over and commitment to the dispute.
Our outsourced workers’ disputes are continuing, with discussions ongoing with ISS at the
Department for Business, Energy,
and Industrial Strategy following
our victory in securing the living
wage for Aramark workers there.
At the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, where the outsourced contractor is Interserve,
we’ve begun the re-ballot required
by the anti-union laws, and we’ve
also started the Central Arbitration
Committee process to gain union
recognition.
For HMRC cleaners in Merseyside offices, who are employed by
ISS, there needs to be a discussion
about escalation, which could be
via extending the strikes, possibly
to indefinite action, and/or via efforts to spread the dispute to other
workplaces. If we secure victory
over ISS at BEIS, that will break an
important barrier at HMRC, where
ISS has so far been intransigent.
PCS is also continuing discussions with reps and activists about
developing our climate politics. I
spoke at the trade union solidarity
rally at the Extinction Rebellion action in Trafalgar Square on 12 October, and PCS put out a call for
members to join that action.
We want to make climate change
a workplace organising issue. Our
members in the culture sector have
done a lot of work around this, for
example at the Tate and the British
Museum, where they’ve campaigned against sponsorship by oil
companies.
We’re also encouraging reps to
raise emissions and other environmental issues within workplaces themselves, and make
demands for workplaces to be
greener and more efficient.
•John Moloney is Assistant General Secretary of the PCS (pc)

Good turnout for eCourier
By Dom Sztyber, IWGB
courier branch member
Couriers working for eCourier, a
Royal Mail Group subsidiary,
struck on 10 and 11 October.
They were joined by a good
showing of supporters including
the film director Ken Loach who
phoned to the picket line to deliver
a message of solidarity and encouragement over a speaker.
Membership turnout was higher
than expected following blatant intimidation the day before. On

Wednesday 9, Mike, an IWGB company rep, was dismissed. This
came less than 24 hours after he
wrote an online article in LeftFootForward about his precarious experience of working for eCourier.
Much to the surprise of management Mike returned to the offices
later the same day to represent another member.
Malcolm Fullick, Head of Operations, had repeatedly threatened
the union with legal action over the
balloting process in the build up.
However, he had failed to grasp
that to do so would mean accepting

the previous court ruling that his
independent contractors are actually workers and are entitled to the
basic rights they continue to deny
them.
The demands are a real living
wage plus costs; worker status with
holiday pay and pensions; and
trade union recognition.
Further action is planned.
• Please donate to the IWGB Couriers & Logistics Strike Hardship
Fund bit.ly/clbfund

Shipyard jobs saved
By Darren Bedford
The Harland and Wolff shipyard
in Belfast, where workers staged
a nine-week sit-in to prevent closure, has been bought by British
energy firm InfraStrata, which
plans to use it for work connected to the Islandmagee underground gas storage plant off
the coast of Country Antrim.
InfraStrata bosses said they
would retain the yard’s existing 79
workers, and could increase the

workforce to 400.
A statement from the Unite
union called the workers’ action “a
beacon of hope to workers everywhere.”
During the sit-in, discussions had
begun amongst the workers about
the potential to re-purpose the yard
to produce green and renewable
energy technology.
Their success in fighting to
save their plant can be a springboard for ongoing struggles to
pressure their new employers
around environmental policies.

Ballot needed on Tube
By Ollie Moore
Tube union RMT is planning a
meeting of its reps across London Underground, after the
company issued a new offer in
ongoing negotiations over pay
and conditions.
The new proposal offers workers a four-year deal, with RPI +
0.2% pay rises in years one and
three, with 1.4% pay rises in years
two and four, plus a one-hour reduction in the working week
(from 35 to 34) over the life of the
deal. The offer falls well short of
demands submitted by the four
unions which organised on London Underground. All four unions
have demanded a 32-hour, fourday week.
Rank-and-file socialist bulletin
Tubeworker commented: “Our demand is for a 32-hour week. We
should be aiming for something
more like an additional rest day
every week, not one every two
months! We also can’t accept what
are very likely to be below inflation pay rises in years two and
four.
“[We have] been arguing for

some time that our unions should
have launched ballots for action.
LU is not going to make meaningful concessions except under the
pressure of action, so why the
delay?
“We’ve got a challenge ahead of
us in terms of clearing the thresholds of the anti-union laws, but we
should take courage from the fact
that our last all-grades ballot, conducted in 2015 before the thresholds were implemented, would’ve
cleared them had they been in
place.
“The longer we delay in balloting, the more we send signals of
weakness and lack-of-confidence
both to the employer and our own
membership. If we want to win a
better deal, we have to take action.
It’s a simple as that.”
Tube cleaners are also gearing
up for a ballot, with the RMT’s
NEC due to set a timetable for a
ballot of outsourced cleaning
workers employed by ABM Ltd.
The dispute aims to win
greater parity with directly-employed staff, including staff
travel passes and company sick
pay.
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Protest against the Turkish invasion
of Syria, London, 13 October 2019

Turkish troops out of Syria!

By Pete Boggs

Since the Turkish invasion of
Kurdish-controlled
northern
Syria started on 9 October, over
160,000 civilians have been displaced, with at least fifty civilian
deaths already.
The invasion immediately followed the announcement by Donald Trump that US troops would be
withdrawn from northern Syria.
Trump’s “America First” policy
is confused and totally inconsistent. Attempts by the White House
to portray Trump’s move as a step
in disengaging the US from overseas conflicts were shown to be a
scam when Trump also announced
sending 2,000 soldiers to Saudi
Arabia in a move against Iran.

The decision to withdraw American troops from Syria angered
many in the Pentagon and the State
Department, who saw this as a betrayal of their allies in the Syrian
Democratic Forces and a knock
against America’s credibility as a
protector.
Out of desperation, the Kurdishdominated Syrian Democratic
Forces have struck a deal with Syrian dictator Bashar al-Assad, brokered by Russia. Assad has moved
troops to the border, and it is not
unlikely that at some point they
will come into conflict with the
Turkish army.
The Kurds have a right to selfdetermination. We should be on
the streets supporting them, and
demand that the big powers supply them with sufficient arms to
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defend themselves. It is not for us
to condemn them when they manoeuvre among the bigger powers
and call for a no-fly zone or military intervention, whether it is
Trump or Assad they are dealing
with.
The intervention of the Syrian
Arab Army, however, does not
come as an act of altruism, and at
some point a price will be demanded. Assad is a butcher. His
rule is a direct continuation of his
father’s Brezhnev-era Sovietbacked military regime.
If Turkey is successfully repulsed
from northern Syria, it is possible
that Assad may allow the Kurdishmajority region to retain some autonomy. But that is far from
guaranteed. The Assad regime oppressed the Kurds for decades.

Trial sub (6 issues) £7; Six months (22 issues) £22 waged, £11 unwaged; European rate: 6 months €30, One year €55

Subscribe online at www.workersliberty.org/sub

Or send your name, address and postcode with payment to 20E Tower Workshops, London SE1 3DG
To subscribe with a standing order: £5 a month, or pay us more to support our work. Forms online, as above

The Kurds have been passed
back and forth between different
imperialist powers which saw
them as a useful ally for a while
and then callously discarded them.
There is little reason to believe that
this will be any different with the
Russian-backed Assad. Despite
troubles in their relationship (such
as Turkey shooting down a Russian plane in 2015) Turkey and Russia have been growing steadily
closer in recent years.
The Turkish invasion has also
caused fears regarding a possible
return from the brink for Daesh.
Approximately 12,000 Daesh fighters are imprisoned by the SDF, and
there are tens of thousands more
relatives of Daesh members in
camps. Most of these are situated
south the proposed area which
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Turkey has designated to invade,
but the SDF has had to move
troops away from guarding the
prisons in order to defend against
Turkey.
Already there has been a resurgence of the Daesh insurgency in
Kurdish-controlled areas. Since the
beginning of the Turkish offensive,
a car bomb has been set off in
Qamishli, there have been numerous attacks against the SDF near Al
Mayadin, and suicide bombings
and shootings were carried out in
Raqqa.
All of this means more death and
destruction for innocents in Syria,
and an exponential worsening of
the situation with refugees.
continued page 13
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