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Sanders, Debs and the lessons of 1920
Sanders
campaign

By Eric Lee

E

arlier this year, a photograph
made the rounds on the Internet. It showed Bernie Sanders
meeting a young supporter in
Iowa. Bernie is smiling and pointing to the young man’s t-shirt. On
the t-shirt, it says “Listen here, Bud,
America deserved 9/11.”
The photo was a fake. In the real
image, the photo on the young
man’s shirt which brings a smile to
the Senator’s face is one of Eugene
V. Debs. And that makes a lot more
sense.
Bernie Sanders has long admired
Debs, who was the Socialist Party’s
candidate for President in a number of elections more than a century
ago. And many have drawn parallels between Debs’ campaign of
1920 and Sanders’ efforts today.
And while there’s an obvious
parallel – a Socialist running with
broad popular support – the differences are even more striking.
Debs had been leading an independent Socialist Party for nearly
two decades, a party which had
won elections across the country.
There were many Socialist mayors,
state legislators and even a few
members of Congress. The party
had its own extensive press, con-

sisting of daily and weekly newspapers in a wide range of languages.
And it was growing from year to
year, reaching its greatest strength
just before the outbreak of the First
World War. (Though Debs won
more votes in 1920 than he did in
1912, he won a higher percentage in
the earlier contest.)

IRON FIST

What brought the party down was
the iron fist of the American government. The notorious Palmer
raids, the deportation of foreignborn activists, the lynching of
union militants (mainly from the
IWW) – these were all part of a long
and vicious (and ultimately successful) attempt to smash the working class movement in the United
States.
Debs himself was serving time in
a federal prison, jailed for speaking
out against US involvement in the
war, at the time he ran for president.
The 1920 election was not the
peak of Socialist strength; it was the
beginning of the end for the party.
Within six years, Debs died and the
party faded into insignificance.
Even the Communist Party, which
grew to include tens of thousands
of militant activists in the 1930s and
1940s, was never able to mount a
presidential campaign of any significance.
When Bernie Sanders looks back

at the 1920 Socialist campaign, he
surely understands the advantages
he has over Debs. He’s not under
the threat of imprisonment and his
supporters are not being deported
and lynched. His vote total, even in
the primaries, will very quickly exceed Debs’, as it did in 2016.
But he lacks the strong organisational base which Debs had. The
Socialist Party in the years leading
up to 1920 was a well-organised,
powerful force in many communities. It recruited members, campaigned
and
carried
out
educational activities in between
electoral cycles. Modelled on the
German SPD, it aimed to create
nothing less than a working class
counter-culture.
Sanders did attempt to create an

organisation to bridge the four year
divide between 2016 and today. It
is called “Our Revolution” and it
does good work. But it is not a political party, and lacks the discipline, resources and ideology of the
old Socialist Party.
Whether Sanders wins or loses in
2020, his supporters need to consider whether a loose formation
like “Our Revolution” is enough.
Perhaps like the Socialists of Debs’
time, they may decide that a more
formal political structure (if not
necessarily an independent political party) may be necessary to carry
forward Sanders’ ideas.
What they must avoid at all costs
is a repeat of what happened to the
Socialist Party in the years following the election of 1920. □

New “sardine” movement in Italy
By Hugh Edwards

I
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n the past few weeks, as if from
nowhere, a new movement, calling itself “the sardines”, has filled
the squares of Italy, originating
from Emilia Romagna’s capital city,
Bologna.
25,000 came out in Milan on Sunday 1 December, and there will be
a mass national demo of all groups
and organisational conference in
Rome on 15 December.
Drawing in thousands of the
young, and often very young, the
dynamic of the mobilisation is focused against the reactionary racist
extremism of Matteo Salvini and
his party, La Lega nationale.
According to some of the comments of the liberal bourgeois
media, this is the breath of radical
wind which will lift the suffocating
passivity of the Italian masses.
In fact such stirrings are anything
but unusual in the last two
decades. “I Girotondi” in 2002, “il
popolo Viola” in 2006, and others,
have constituted a series of self-organised eruptions, each with its
own specificity but also sharing a
common and radical thread of
identity.
Last spring saw something quite
similar to the sardines — the huge
demonstration in Milan for the
rights of migrants, followed by the
similarly massive turnouts in
Verona against the pro-family fun-

damentalist international conference organised by La Lega.
Those and others were important
mobilisations at a moment when
Salvini’s reactionary authoritarianism was threatening to establish itself as the”natural order of things”
in the common sense of the masses.
Such phenomena represent resistance. On the other hand their repeated ephemerality underscores
further the erosion, decline, and absence of the profile of workingclass
and
trade-union-led
resistance across the peninsula during the decades-long Italian economic and political crisis.

FLUIDITY

The current protests, like their predecessors, characterise themselves
insistently as mass people’s fronts.
Many see their sheer heterogenity
and fluidity as proof against all ideologies and all concepts like “class”
that pose structural and political
challenges to the order of things.
But there are significant novelties
in this current wave. The squares
are filling with protests against
Salvini at the moment when he is in
opposition and out of government.
Although led by the same prime
minister, Conte, the present coalition is composed of M5S (the Five
Star movement), the centre-left
Democratic Party, Matteo Renzi’s
new group Italia Viva, and LEU, a
part of the radical left.

It has branded itself a government of “hope”, promising to break
with its predecessor and the record
of Salvini. Some hope!
Immediately revealing itself divided and fragile as it set to match
the expectations of its most enthusiastic supporters in Brussels, who
were delighted to have seen the
end of the upstart “sovereignist”
Salvini, the coalition set the tone
with a neoliberal budget.
It left untouched the whole arsenal of the previous coalition, including the notoriously racist
security act against which millions
protested last spring.
And it confirmed Italy’s criminal
policy in Libya, criminal in the literal sense as it sustains and outfits
the gangster militias indifferent to
the horrors exercised by them and
their government inside and outside their detention camps.
Against this government, so far,
the “sardines”, so far, have not said
a word.
What remains of the Italian left
so far stutters to activate itself or
even to take a position.
Some just support the “sardines”
movement (Articolo Uno, Sinistra
Italiana). Other have welcomed its
birth and what they claim its role as
bulwark against the Right (a large
part of the leadership of the CGIL
union confederation, and Rifondazione Comunista).
One of Rifondazione’s leaders, in

the pages of Il Manifesto, has provided us with an example of the
quality of political mind at work,
calling for “the nationalisation of
the crisis-ridden Taranto Steel
works, a massive plan of reclamation and decontamination… then
restore it to the market at a fair
price”.
Nationalise the losses and privatise the profits? And that is the Italian left? The country’s working
masses are still left defenceless before the juggernaut of Salvini and
the neo-fascist resurgence in Italy.
□

Corrections

W

e omitted the credit for the
cartoon on the front page of
Solidarity 526: George Newman,
instagram.com/gewman

Workers’ Liberty

3

@workersliberty

Link-ups on 29 November
Climate
By Misha Zubrowski

C

limate strikes on 29 November
saw large number of school students and older people turn out, all
across the country.
In many places there were smaller
turn-outs than previous strikes:
partly because of the election; partly
because — unlike the 20 September
— there was no central emphasis on
trade unionists and workers joining;
and maybe partly because of a
slight loss of steam. There were still
fairly good and energetic turnouts,
even if smaller, in most places that I
got reports from.

It coincided with the UCU strikes.
Some places seized the opportunity
presented by that, others failed to.
Leicester provides the best model,
that I’m aware of. It was the biggest
they have had yet — hundreds, in a
relatively small city — and energetic. The climate strike marched to
the UCU picket lines, met up with
it, and then all marched together.
They had a UCU contingent of
around 100.
A Solidarity supporter and student, who has been active both with
the climate strikes and the picket
lines, spoke — along with a couple
of others — to both parties, and arranged to ensure this happened.
Bristol and Sheffield both had a
more trade-union banners than previously, although the general model
remains as one-or-two people from

each union, rather than a delegation
of workers.
In Bristol, the main contingents
were school students, odds and
ends, a few university students and
UCU members. There weren’t any
significant workplace delegations
that I was aware of. UCU in Bristol
decided to not have picket lines on
that day (or the strike day before, or
the two following), which can’t
have helped. They did suggest that
people attend the climate strike, but
that it failed to happen en masse,
could have been predicted. To get a
mass delegation of workers, you
need to organise it as a delegation.
Afterwards there was a “teach
out” on climate change.
In Sheffield, students from both
universities attended, and from
University of Sheffield a few indi-

vidual UCU members — but not a
big turn-out compared to the number on strike. As in Bristol, related
teach-outs and the climate strike
had been communicated to staff in
an atomised way, rather than an organised delegation.
In London, the climate strike had
thousands of young people, and the
UCU march had 400 people. However, it didn’t meet up with the climate strike.
In Glasgow, two separate delegations from the University of Glasgow UCU picket lines to the climate
strike — one organised by Extinction Rebellion, one by the “Scottish
Momentum Organiser” — failed to
materialise. However, several individuals joined it plus a UCU delegation marched down from the (much
closer) Strathclyde University. □

More needed than carbon trading
Climate
By Misha Zubrowski

T

he opening of COP25, this year’s
major international climate conference, in Madrid (2-13 December),
has been marked by strong words
by UN secretary general António
Guterres. However, action to live up
to these words is unlikely to be
forthcoming from the conference.
Guterres said “the point of no return is no longer over the horizon…
It is in sight and hurtling toward
us”. He noted that the world has the
scientific knowledge and the technical means to limit global warming,
but “what is lacking is political
will”.
“Political will to put a price on
carbon. Political will to stop subsidies on fossil fuels. Political will to
stop building coal power plants
from 2020 onwards. Political will to
shift taxation from income to carbon. Taxing pollution instead of
people.”
COPs, “Conferences Of the Parties”, have taken place annually
since 1995. More-or-less every country is a signatory to the foundation
treaty and no country has yet opted
to withdraw from it, although the
USA is withdrawing from the Paris
agreement.
Theoretically, all countries have
equal weight in COPs’ decisions,
which are made by consensus. In
practice, of course, international uneven power dynamics do not disappear upon entering the conference.
Under the landmark Paris agreement (of COP21, Paris, 2015), nations committed to limiting global
warming to no more than 2°C above
pre-industrial levels — with 1.5°C
as an aspiration. The vast majority
of nations have now ratified that
deal.
Current individual commitments
to emissions cuts by national gov-

ernments — “nationally defined
contributions” — this agreement
fall far short of what is required to
make it meaningful. Altogether, as
they stand, they would lead to an
estimated temperature rise of over
3°C by the end of the century.
Though the overall deal is legally
binding, nationally defined contributions are not. That is, they all
promise that they think an insufficient goal is a good idea, state plans
which will fail to achieve even that,
and refuse to promise to stick by
these concrete if insufficient plans.
Indeed, many of the biggest polluters are not set to meet their nationally defined contributions.
The main areas of contention this
year are to be:
1) what are to be the “carbon trading” rules, Article 6?
2) Should targets should be set for
1.5°C or 2°C?
3) Should countries in the global
north will increase financial contributions to climate finance to those
in the global south? And funds to
cover loss and damage?
4) Should countries will step up
targets around the world?
5) Should the remit of COP expand to include greater concern for
oceans?
The answers to 2-5 are, of course
yes, at the very least; even with these
the decisions would be insufficient.
Generally the countries pushing
for greatest reductions have been
those with the lowest emissions,
those in the global south.
With the resurgent climate movement, and the publishing of the
IPCC’s paper last year, the urgency
and pressure of tackling climate
change — and recognition of the
height of the necessary response —
has been raised.
Debates around Article 6 and carbon trading are widely seen to be
the most important area of debate
(see bit.ly/cb-art-6).
Carbon markets have been
around since 1997. The idea — according to proponents — is that rich

countries could meet their targets
by buying carbon credits that were
awarded to projects which reduced
emissions in the developing world.
By this, rich nations buy themselves
time, poorer nations get money to
help them towards a green future.
Even its champions recognise that
the mechanism had basic flaws –
with too many easy credits devaluing the system. The 2008 financial
crashed to the outright collapse of
the carbon market.
To make Article 6 watertight,
under the logic of carbon trading,
some parties are pushing for certain
changes. To not count older emissions permits from the legacy, broken system; to rule out double
counting of emissions savings on
the end of the buyer and seller; and
to properly account for airlines.
Article 6 is supposed to contain
three mechanisms for carbon trading.
First, for selling carbon credits
measured comparative to their own
Paris climate pledges between
countries. Countries which set par-

ticularly low targets, or did particularly well compared to their targets,
can sell this “overachievement” to
those which have fallen short. This
component of the agreements potentially incentivises under-ambition and gives an easy get-out
clause for failure.
Second, to establish a new climate
market, governed by a UN body, for
trading public or private supposed
“emissions reductions” anywhere
in the world. This could be reforesting, or an emissions-saving upgrade
to a factory. A factory which is very
polluting can find another stream of
revenue by reducing this somewhat: a source of income unavailable to less polluting factories or
industries.
The third mechanism is less well
defined, to date, but is for “nonmarket approaches” such as development aid.
In theory the future carbon trading system is supposed to be structured in such a way to go beyond a
zero-sum game, and lead to net decreases.

Previous systems have failed to
do so, and have often been worse
than useless. Proponents of carbon
trading put this down to incorrect
initial pricing for carbon, or to corruption. Even such advocates recognise that if Article 6 isn’t done
correctly, it could have the same effect.
The problems run deeper than
that. The first two mechanisms —
the only currently substantiated —
have clear problems, as noted.
Central to carbon trading
schemes is the evaluation and quantification of the emissions, and the
emissions reductions. The meaningful ability to do this is only even theoretically possible on a large scale,
and to a high level of approximation. It requires a lot of knowledge
about the baseline and changes in
emissions, sequestration, and many
other factors.
Capitalist markets are premised
on and encourage hiding and lack
of transparency — even dishonesty
— about the details of production.
There is no reason to think that carbon markets would be any different;
and in fact, being a completely “artificial” market, in many ways
makes this much worse.
On top of this, markets forces —
especially on the level discussed —
are a very slow force in transition.
This is without considering the
wider problems of markets beyond
environmental considerations.
Carbon trading should be abandoned in favour of rational, scientific, transparent and democratic
approaches.
The Paris agreements more
widely are seriously insufficient,
and are premised on the idea of involving carbon trading systems.
Much of this reflects the impossibility of attempts to square the circle, of tackling climate change while
leaving intact international capitalism, and a system of competing neoliberal states and globally mobile
capitalism.□
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The Morning Star’s Mirvis mystery
By Jim Denham

C

hief Rabbi Ephraim v is certainly a smallc conservative on both political and theological matters. He congratulated Boris
Johnson on becoming Prime Minister
(though in fact religious leaders routinely
offer congratulations and promises of prayer
to all incoming prime ministers).
Whether or not Mirvis is a Tory is not the
issue. His attack on Labour over antisemitism
addressed a real problem.
Even the Morning Star, in a rambling and
not entirely coherent editorial (27 November)
noted that a 2018 poll conducted for the Jewish Chronicle “said more than 85 per cent of
British Jews think Jeremy Corbyn is antisemitic”, concluding (in a first for the Morning Star) “Labour must open a more
productive dialogue with the whole spectrum of British Jewish opinion and detach the
malign motives of some to deal with genuine
concerns that are rooted in real experiences.”
That small, faltering step forward by the

paper was offset in the same issue by Jewish
Voice for Labour’s Mike Cushman describing
claims of Labour antisemitism to be “grossly
exaggerated” and saying they had “reduced
the quality of life and personal security of
Jews.” Cushman told the paper that the issue
was that “Jews, like non-Jews, have need of
schools, hospitals and homes” but risk losing
the opportunity to benefit from “Labour’s
transformational manifesto” through “this
fear campaign.”
Cushman’s comments came very close to
what a writer in last week’s Solidarity caricatured (he described it as “especially obscene”) as: “Because of your selfish, and
probably manufactured, concerns about antisemitism, you’re going to be complicit in
policies that kill people; and if you’re prepared to do that ... maybe people were right
to hate you in the first place?”
If Cushman didn’t go the whole way to
complying with the “obscene” caricature, another Morning Star article did.
In a quite extraordinary piece entitled
“Rabbi Mirvis is overplaying his hand” fol-

Unfair to homeopathy
Letters

was very sorry to see Solidarity (No. 526,
bit.ly/mg-homeo) jump on the perverse,
overly scientistic band-wagon that has been
unfairly deriding homeopathy in the stocks
of common gossip and print for over a
decade.
Martin Goodman MD baldly and falsely
attests that homeopathy is “outrageous
bunk”. Those of us who regularly use it are
quietly confident of its efficacy. I – and thousands of others – routinely witness homeopathy improving the lives of people, including
many for whom the orthodox medical establishment has nothing good to offer. Some of
the evidence that homeopathy works well
can be found here: bit.ly/hom-p .
Goodman’s claim that conventional, dou-

I

See Storm
Letters

I

n the spirit of the homeopathic “wisdom”
that smaller means more potent, I keep my
contribution short. Marty Goodman’s article
critiquing homeopathy is spot on (see
bit.ly/mg-homeo). I also recommend the hilarious short video, Storm, by comedian Tim
Minchin: bit.ly/tm-storm □
Misha Zubrowski, Bristol

ble-blind, clinical trials “easily” disqualify
homeopathic “pills” starkly reveals his prejudice. Allopathic medicines, which are intended to suppress a particular symptom in
any and every patient (often with harmful
side-effects), may be compared by such trials;
but homeopathic treatment is formulated as
gentle medical management for each individual person.
Because homeopaths – like socialists – acknowledge the uniqueness of each person,
homeopathic remedies are not amenable to
large-scale, positivistic, statistical surveys.
Far more suitable research methods are case
studies, outcome records and action learning.
It is especially galling that Goodman tries
to account (without any apparent evidence)
for the support for homeopathy given by
some lefties in terms of their ignorant overreaction to global pharmaceutical exploitation and to the hegemony of the scientistic
medical establishment. What is glaringly obvious, however, is that he is over-reacting
dogmatically in ignorance to that very scientism by excluding all alternatives and challengers. (He also displays a knee-jerk
aversion to royal patronage, but I do not defend royal patronage.)
In aggressive, patronising terms, he claims
that we users of homeopathy “lack … education and experience”, whereas it is obvious
that these are his very own shortcomings.
I suggest that he start again by talking to
some of the well-trained and regulated doctors and nurses, who practise and research
homeopathy in the NHS hospitals for integrated medicine in London, Bristol and Glasgow. □
Richard Shield (Solidarity subscriber, Wallasey)

S

Solidarity 528, 529, 530

olidarity 528, printed on 10-11 December,
will be a special pamphlet issue, about
the lessons of Cable Street 1936 for the fight
against the far right now. Our next regular
tabloid issue will be Solidarity 529, printed
on 17-18 December, with responses to the
general election results. Solidarity 530 will
be printed on 7-8 January. □

lowed by the strap-line “Voters are being
asked to call the rabbi’s bluff in the face of increasingly unbelievable allegations – and this
relentless politicking only threatens the
safety of the Jewish community”, one Adam
Lewinski launched into an attack on the entire British Jewish “leadership” (including
the “far-right extremist Rabbi Jonathan
Sacks”) who – according to Lewinski – have
a “four-year history of anti-semitism smears
directed at the party.”
Lewinski goes on to issue what I can only
understand to be a threat towards all Jews in
Britain: “They [Jewish leaders] are, in effect,
playing a dangerous game of chicken with
the electorate: explicitly asking them to place
their faith in the word of official institutions
purporting to represent the Jewish community over and above their hopes for a better
country for themselves, their families and
their children.”
If that’s not a demand to Jews (all Jews —
not just the “leaders”) to shut up about antisemitism or risk antagonising the rest of the
“electorate”, I don’t know what is.

And here’s a strange thing: although the
Lewinski article appeared on the Morning
Star website (and can still be read there, at
bit.ly/mirvis-ms), it never appeared in the
print edition.
In June 2018, a writer in the Morning Star
proclaimed “mainstream Jewish communities everywhere... appear unwilling to accept
the connection between developing international anti-semitism (or anti-Israel sentiment)
and Israel’s decades long … acts of barbarism”.
The article continued: “No amount of
protestations about the symptoms of rising
anti-semitism or anti-Israel sentiment in
Britain and elsewhere will end the problem
until its root cause — Israel’s criminal behaviour — is dealt with.”
Protests from two prominent (Jewish) CPB
members (Mary Davis and Phil Katz) forced
the paper to formally retract that too explicit
and candid statement of what, in reality, they
believe. Did Davis and/or Katz intervene
again to prevent the Lewinski article appearing in print? □

CC BY 2.0 bit.ly/trans-d

Break from triangulation!
Letters

T

he Labour manifesto’s wording on trans
rights is a result of triangulation on the
part of the Clause V meeting that drew it up.
On the one hand, the manifesto calls for a
commitment for the reform of the GRA in
order to demedicalise the process of application for a Gender Recognition Certificate and
the amendment of birth certificates to correspond with gender identity. This is a policy
supported by a broad base of Labour Party
members and strongly amongst young activists in the party. On the flip-side, the manifesto also calls for a commitment to
maintaining single-sex-based exemptions.
On the surface sounds reasonable to most
people, tough it must be recognised that the
manifesto here is signalling to a particular
layer of transphobic feminists within the
broad labour movement.
Following the launch of the manifesto,

Dawn Butler, the Shadow Minister for
Women and Equalities, confirmed that single-sex-based exemptions could not be used
to discriminate against trans people. Laura
Pidcock, however, when questioned on
Radio 4 about Labour’s policy on single-sex
spaces and women’s protections, reaffirmed
the language of transphobic dogwhistle
about not allowing “biological males” into
women’s spaces.
Rather than taking a principled stand
against bigotry on this issue and on Brexit
and antisemitism, the Labour Party has
tended to seek the path of least resistance out
of fear of losing votes.
Unconfirmed rumours on Twitter that
there had been calls from the Leader’s Office
discouraging candidates from publicly expressing support for trans rights in speeches
and on social media are cause for concern,
too.
Labour must break from triangulation and
push for the politics of principle. □
Natalia Cassidy, north London
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Editorial

O

n 3 December Foreign Secretary Dominic
Raab squirmed when asked why he’d
advocated that the NHS should follow the
model of Germany, where “two thirds of German hospitals are run privately or not-forprofit”.
It was “a snippet from a pamphlet written
a long time ago [it was 2011!], but I can tell
you categorically I’ve never advocated privatisation of the NHS.”
He was, he protested, only one of five authors. The other four are all core members of
the Johnson team: Trade Secretary Liz Truss,
business minister Kwasi Kwarteng, Home
Secretary Priti Patel, and junior minister
Chris Skidmore.
In 2011 they did not advocate Brexit, but
rather the development of a “two-speed” European Union, with Britain in the slower lane.
Like a number of other right-wing ideologues, though, once Brexit was underway,
they saw it as an opening to complete the
Thatcher counter-revolution begun in 1979
and stalled (though not at all reversed) after
1990.
Reading the 2011 pamphlet tells us better
than Boris Johnson’s blustering what a Tory
government promises.
Raab and his friends agreed that: “All the
economic evidence shows immigration having next to no effect on native wages or living
conditions. Immigrants create as many jobs
as they take”. But they advocated a “green
card” system for the UK similar to the USA’s.

Tory election propaganda, 3 December 2019
They wanted to “integrate more ‘conditionality’ into Britain’s welfare system”, and
“time limits [as] in the US [where] federal unemployment insurance ends after half a
year”.
They wanted more anti-union measures
than the Tories would bring in the Trade
Union Act 2016: “Ballots for strike action in
the public sector should specify the relevant
legal employer… a particular hospital or university [or school]”, so it would become im-

possible to ballot across the sector.
They didn’t yet have Johnson’s current
idea about making it illegal for strikes to stop
all rail services, whatever the ballot results;
but they wanted the law to require “majority
of support from union members before strike
can proceed” — that is, if 70% of members
voted for a strike on a 70% turnout in a postal
ballot, a strike would still be unlawful, because 70% of 70% is still only 49%.
They wanted to “renew the principle of

right to buy”, to expand free schools and
allow them to make profits, and to contract
out prisons to the private sector.
For them, a “priority should be reducing
Corporation Tax” and cutting income tax for
the high-paid.
That is the drift of the memos, plans, and
drafts tucked away under Johnson’s headline
bluster about “getting Brexit done”.
Vote Labour on 12 December! □

than four years.
With a hung Parliament and a minority
Labour government, the difficulties passing
and implementing left-wing policies, and the
pressure for Labour to retreat, will be greater.
Despite what all sides are saying now, there
will surely be pressure for a coalition with the
Lib Dems and/or the SNP.
A coalition government with more rightwing, more bourgeois parties would mean
Labour abandoning its more left-wing policies from the start; and wall off the leadership
from party members’ and the labour movement’s pressure. Socialists must argue and
rally the movement to oppose a coalition.
If both main parties fail to get a majority,
Labour should seek to form a minority government and call for the other anti-Tory parties to vote for its policies. We should fight to
make as much headway as possible, while
preparing for another election in which
Labour seeks a majority as the way out of the
deadlock.
All cases of a hung Parliament, however,
will give openings for forcing a referendum
on the Tories’ Brexit deal, and for winning
that referendum. Solidarity will continue our
fight in the labour movement to ensure
Labour backs a new public vote and to commit the party to a real campaign for Remain
– not the kind of pale effort, completely over-

shadowed by the noxiously smug “official”
Remain campaign, that we had in 2016.
If the Tories win a majority, there is a danger of the left and labour movement slumping in shock, thinking or at least feeling it
means the fight is over for some time.
Something like that happened after the last
time the Tories won four elections in a row,
in 1992. Then, only five months later, in
September 1992, the Tories were discredited
and had their confidence shattered by an economic crisis (the ERM crash).
Johnson’s Tories lack clear ideas: Johnson
has u-turned already on Brexit, dumping the
DUP opposition on the back of which he
ousted May. Their manifesto contains relatively little (though that little is extremely unpleasant) beyond “get Brexit done”, and even
there they won’t be able to do their promised
trade deals with the EU and the USA as
quickly as they claim.
So they will face all kinds of difficulties.
Labour will have opportunities to defeat
them and begin to turn the tide.
We need to push for maximum resistance
to every attack, most glaringly in terms of migrants’ rights and their proposals to curb
strikes on the railways.
The bad thing after 1992 was not that the
Tories could ride roughshod, but that the
labour movement’s ambitions collapsed. The

road opened further and faster towards
Blairism.
If we lose the election, there will be voices
saying the problem was too much radicalism.
The limited and patchy political boldness of
Corbynism – the manifesto contains many
good policies that have suddenly appeared
from above, when they should have been
properly debated and campaigned for – increases the danger.
It does not follow, however, that if Jeremy
Corbyn retires in the months following the
election, then the left should back whomever
is “anointed” by the Leader’s Office as successor.
There may be little difference between
leader candidates on social issues, and we
should not back candidates with bad or evasive records on Brexit and antisemitism just
because the Leader’s Office promotes them.
In all circumstances, we will need to push
to build up and strengthen the labour movement, building organisations in workplaces
and communities that can effectively resist
the forces of capital, win a majority for
Labour’s manifesto policies and go beyond
them.
We must fight to transform the Labour
Party and trade unions to put them in better
shape for the struggle. □

After 12 December, what?
Editorial

I

f Labour wins a majority government,
some activists will think or semi-think “job
done”.
There will be a feeling we have navigated
deadly rapids to a place of a safety. But in fact
the struggle will likely intensify, and become
harder.
Labour’s manifesto only moderate higher
taxes on the best-off, and nationalisation with
compensation of selected sectors, not a democratic seizure of the productive wealth currently held by the plutocrats. But we should
not assume Labour’s manifesto will be implemented easily.
There will be many Labour MPs and leading party figures hesitant about or hostile to
carrying out left-wing policies. The capitalist
class, after decades having had almost everything its own way, will be in no mood to concede. The media, the courts, sheer economic
power, will be used to obstruct and resist.
Anyone who doubts that is ignoring not
only world and British history, but the way
capital and its political representatives have
related to Corbyn’s Labour Party over more
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A mess on antisemitism
By Sacha Ismail

O

n ITV’s This Morning, 3 December,
Jeremy Corbyn finally apologised for antisemitism in the Labour Party, after a week
in which he had resisted calls to do so following Orthodox chief rabbi’s Ephraim Mirvis’s
statements.
Politically, the delay signals uncertainty at
best.
Worse, in the 26 November interview with
Andrew Neil interview where he first refused to apologise, Corbyn was asked repeatedly whether the phrase “Rothschild Zionists
run Israel and world governments”, tweeted
by a Labour council candidate in Liverpool,
is antisemitic. (Apparently the tweeter remains a candidate, for now, after his branch
unanimously backed him.)
These days Corbyn is sometimes sounds
hesitating and equivocal in interviews even
on issues like the NHS or cuts. But this was
in a different league:
AN: Let me ask you this. Is it antisemitic to
say Rothschild’s Zionists run Israel and
world governments?
JC: In the Chakrabarti report we asked that
people did not use comparisons about conspiracies, not use…
AN: Is that antisemitic?
JC: …because in the belief of Shami
[Chakrabarti], and I support her on this in
that report, that can be constructed as being
an antisemitic statement and therefore – and
therefore should not be...
AN: Right, but let’s just get it clear. I asked
you – I gave you a specific quote. Are the
words “Rothschild’s Zionists run Israel and
world government”. Is that antisemitic?
JC: It should not be used and it is.
AN: But you can’t say it’s antisemitic?
JC: Look, I just said that it should not be
used.
Eventually Corbyn said the quoted words
were an “antisemitic trope”. Though from a
generally right-wing and anti-Labour angle,
David Aaronovitch was on point:
“The Zionist world conspiracy is not an
‘antisemitic trope’… It’s the full Monty. Until
pretty recently it was the more or less undisputed province of neo-Nazi groups, and
would generally appear amidst links to
Holocaust denial literature and admiring biographies of the Fuhrer. These same sites
would also feature material on the biological
inferiority of non-whites and the dangers of
miscegenation.”

It is a sign of regression that we have such
things in the labour movement; and that sections of the left, including evidently the
Labour Party’s left leadership, signal such
perplexity about it.
The Labour Party and labour movement
need antiracist debate and education of
many kinds. But it should be increasingly
clear that an important and distinct part of
that must be about antisemitism, including
its relationship to reactionary anticapitalism
and to the politics of the Israel-Palestine conflict. □

Two nations,
two states

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

Arabs Jews, and Socialism
The socialist
debate in the
1980s and 90s
on Israel and
Palestine, and
development
of Workers’
Liberty’s
ideas.
Third
reprint, with
an additional
intro by Sean
Matgamna.
£5 cover
price, £6.20
inc. postage.

XR condemns Hallam on Holocaust
By Sacha Ismail

E

xtinction Rebellion bigwig Roger Hallam
has been widely condemned, including
by much of XR, for comments belittling the
significance of the Holocaust.
Speaking to German newspaper Die Zeit.
Hallam said: “The fact of the matter is, millions of people have been killed in vicious circumstances on a regular basis throughout
history… [The Holocaust was] almost a normal event... just another fuckery in human
history”.
We don’t know Hallam’s motivation or underlying political prejudice here. But to put
the Holocaust in the context of other mass
killings in history does not require talking
about it in this way – unless the underlying
motivation is to minimise it. Neither does
dramatising the murderous threat of runaway climate change.
XR Germany has officially commented:

“We explicitly distant ourselves from Roger
Hallam’s belittling and relativising statements about the Holocaust.
“In so doing he contravenes the principles
of XR, which does not tolerate antisemitism,
and he is no longer welcome in XR Germany.”
XR UK commented: “Jewish people and
many others are deeply wounded by the
comments today.
“Internal conversations have begun with
the XR Conflict team about how to manage
the conflict process that will address this
issue.
“We stand by restorative outcomes as
preferable, although in some cases exclusion
is necessary.”
This is very welcome, but XR is a swirling
mass of all kinds of political ideas – some
good, some not. Socialists active in and with
XR must take these arguments forward at a
grassroots level. □

Sponsor the Sheffield-Manchester ride!

H

annah Thompson and Dan Rawnsley
from Sheffield will be doing a sponsored bike ride to raise funds for Workers’
Liberty on 15 February 2020.
The ride will be from Sheffield to Manchester, a slightly shorter distance but, because
of the hills, a much harder ride than the one
from London to Cambridge which raised
£1250 in October.

We’ve set £1917 as a provisional target for
total sponsorships this time, and it has
raised £140 in the first few hours of the website going live. Add your contribution at
bit.ly/cycle4socialism
Our fund-drive total so far stands at
£15,750.93. We need another £9,249.07 to
reach our £25,000 target. □
• Donate at workersliberty.org/donate.

Labour should tell truth on Brexit
By Alan Gilbert

I

f you want to convince people, you have to
argue what you believe to be true, and be
seen to be convinced yourself.
If your message is: “Tell us what you want
to hear, and we’ll play it back to you”, you
will be seen to be shifty and unreliable. And
rightly so.
Labour-aligned people who have back
Leave should be treated with respect, and
given honest arguments. They know that
Labour has been pushed, bit by bit — by
steady rank-and-file pressure on the reluctant
leadership — into a de facto Remain position.
Labour opposes the actual deals negotiated
with the EU and supports a referendum
which will test those deals against Remain.
It can only bring Labour into contempt if
now, in heavily-Leave constituencies, we
start saying: “But for you, we can sing a different song”.
It is true that many long-time Labour people who back Leave have become alienated
and angry. No wonder. They have heard very
little of Labour arguing the issues honestly
with them. They have only seen Labour edging towards Remain, while suggesting we
still half-support Leave.
Arguing the issues honestly is not a magic
answer. But it is the only answer compatible
with serious politics. The only answer compatible with building a movement that wins
trust and the right to a hearing.
Yet on 28 November BBC News reported:
“In the next two weeks, if you live in a Leave
area, you are likely to see a very different
style of campaign.
“Labour will give a higher profile to
shadow cabinet members who back a Leave
deal rather than Remain...
“The message will be that Labour’s Leave

deal would offer voters a genuine choice —
and that a new referendum will not be an attempt to remain in the EU by the back door...
“In other words, the party leadership is not
opposing Brexit by opposing Boris Johnson’s
deal — it simply wants to find what it regards as a better one”.
Since that “better one”, if it can be got at all,
includes sticking to EU customs-union and
Single-Market rules while giving up access to
making and changing those rules, it is not
likely to convince Leavers.
The new tilt, also flagged up in the
Guardian of 29 November, will brand Labour
as unreliable and shifty to Remain voters.
Labour should tell the truth: Labour
backed Remain in 2016, nothing has happened since then to make Brexit look better,
we oppose the actual deals that have proved
possible to negotiate, and we want a referendum with a Remain option. □

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.
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Why we’re “paper-sellers”
By Martin Thomas

O

ver the decades, pretty much every socialist effort of any substance has been
organised round, and defined to the broader
public by, a newspaper or magazine.
The movement’s chrysalis stage, in the 19th
century, of secret societies and of attempts to
establish utopian model communities in remote areas, was different, but the rule holds
since then.
It is an oddity of today that there are socialist groups which have no regular publication,
the SWP splinter groups Counterfire and
RS21 for example. But they are small and notvery-active groups.
Today, too, as of old, the “apparatchik”
layer in the labour movement, those whose
influence depends more on “positions” than
on open debate, and tired and jaded older activists, sneer at “paper-sellers” and say they
have “no time” for such things.
The publication, distribution, and public
sale of a newspaper or magazine does three
irreplaceable things.
It signals, and makes accessible, the collective identity of a group. It enables outreach
to the quarter-interested or tentatively-interested. And it provides staple material for the
careful study necessary to move from being

interested to being an effective activist.
Even to start being socialist activists, we
have to make ourselves known in our workplaces or campuses. If we have a bureaucratic
conception of socialism, that may be enough.
We win some trade-union post, get funding
for an NGO post, or such, and bathe in the influence which comes with that position.
If our idea is a socialism of self-emancipation, it is not enough to win prestige or influence for ourselves personally. Our primary
job is to open channels for others to become
active. We must make the collective activity
accessible to them.
We do that primarily by selling the paper
or magazine, which identifies us as part of a
collective effort and makes the information
about that collective effort available to all
who want to know.
Paper sales on busy streets, on campuses,
door-to-door, or on big demonstrations, are
the best form of outreach beyond those
whom we can reach one-to-one in our workplaces, in our classes, etc. They enable people
who have a tentative interest in, or even just
a curiosity about, socialist ideas, to find out
about them, in a package that makes available to them both written information and a
person (the paper-seller) who can talk about
the ideas. If the person tentatively interested

wants to know more, they can come back
next week.
Outside the most exceptional times of high
struggle, there will be few weeks when an activist will have as many intensive conversations, covering the broad range of our ideas,
or draw as many people to a public meeting
or debate, as the number to whom they can
make accessible an overview of what we’re
about by selling them papers.
Socialist papers have a “narrow” as well as
a “broad” function. They can be read casually
by the curious passer-by wanting to get a first
idea of what we’re about; and they can be
read carefully, intensively, by ourselves and
those who have gone beyond tentative interest and really want to know about socialist
politics.
They, and we, have to study books too. But
politics is always about complicated and
changing current affairs: we cannot orient
just by reading off answers from even the
best books.
There are new channels for socialist advocacy — websites, social media, video clips,
even t-shirts with slogans printed on them.
But the coming of mass literacy and the
newspaper did not displace the old forms of
socialist advocacy, the individual conversation and the public meeting or debate. And

rage at the modern world. Logistics: the idea
that these attacks on ‘soft’ targets bypass
overwhelming military might…
“Only a rebirth of social hope can cut the
roots of the vindictiveness-obsessed, deathobsessed political-Islamist movements”.
But Boris Johnson has used the incident to
push for a crude “lock them up and throw
away the key” policy, fraudulently claiming
that Khan’s being out of jail was due to tooliberal policy of the Blair-Brown Labour government. Johnson has also used higher
knife-crime figures to push for more “stop
and search”.
Jack Merritt’s father Dave Merritt has written that Jack “would be seething at his death,
and his life, being used to perpetuate an
agenda of hate that he gave his everything
fighting against.
“What Jack would want from this is for all
of us to walk through the door he has booted

down, in his black Doc Martens.
“That door opens up a world where we do
not lock up and throw away the key. Where
we do not give indeterminate sentences, or
convict people on joint enterprise.
“Where we do not slash prison budgets,
and where we focus on rehabilitation not revenge. Where we do not consistently undermine our public services, the lifeline of our
nation”.
Even before the London Bridge atrocity,
sixteen organisations concerned with rehabilitation and crime prevention had written an
open letter.
“We call on party leaders to base policies
and announcements on the evidence. The evidence on desistance [getting people to move
away from crime] is clear: it must include a
sense of hope and confidence in a better future; positive and collaborative relationships
based on respect; social networks; testing
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again today, the new channels complement
rather than displace the old ones.
The publication, distribution, sale, and
study of the paper runs as an axis through
our work in a way no other strand does —
from the elementary stage of making us accessible as a collective, through the stage of
initially and tentatively checking out our
ideas, and to the stage of intensive study and
debate. □

To defeat salafi-jihadism, rebuild hope

By Colin Foster

J

ack Merritt and Saskia Jones were killed by
Usman Khan on 30 November on London
Bridge in an attack which has been claimed
by Al Qaida as its own.
About the similar but larger massacre, in
Manchester, in the run-up to the 2017 election, we wrote:
“Cults of death run through the history of
fascism. The Spanish Falangists (part of
Franco’s forces) had the slogan Viva la
Muerte, Long Live Death.
“For the death cult to reach the pitch of suicide attacks on randomly chosen civilians...
(world-wide, more often what the Islamists
see as the wrong sort of Muslims than nonMuslims) requires a particular mix.
“Religion: cults of martyrdom, beliefs in afterlife rewards. Despair: an across-the-board

Liz Truss and antisemitism
By Todd Hamer and Daniel Randall

I

n remarks of 27 November, Trade Secretary
Liz Truss described the well-evidenced
plans to discuss selling the National Health
Service to US health firms as a “conspiracy
theory”, which she linked to antisemitism.
Her remarks harm the struggle against that
bigotry, and show a callous disregard for the
real threats faced by Jewish people, including
from genuine antisemitic conspiracy theories.
Leaked government documents, which the
government had tried to keep secret, confirm
what Donald Trump and Woody Johnson
said publicly in June – that the NHS and drug
pricing are on the table in post-Brexit trade
talks. Truss responded to these plain facts
with the claim that anyone who believed the
NHS and drug pricing would be on the table

in trade negotiations was believing in a “conspiracy theory”, and was akin to an antisemite.
Conspiracy theories share narratives of
powerful, shadowy elites manipulating
world events. These elites are often said, or
implied to be, Jews, or “Zionists”. Such narratives do exist in the Labour Party, where we
continue to confront them. They have also
been promoted by members of Truss’s own
party, for example Jacob Rees-Mogg, who recently used a House of Commons speech to
make a false claim about Jewish financier
George Soros’s funding of the 2016 Remain
campaign.
Rees-Mogg also referred to Oliver Letwin
and John Bercow, both Jewish MPs, as “Illuminati”, explicitly referencing another prominent conspiracy theory about an all-powerful

secret society pulling the strings of power.
Truss continued that Jeremy Corbyn “has
caused huge offence by blaming an imaginary ‘Zionist lobby’ for society’s ills.” Whilst
there is much to criticise in the Labour leadership’s handling of antisemitism within the
party, and whilst Corbyn has made comments in the past with which we disagree, he
has never blamed a “Zionist lobby” for society’s ills.
Evidence-based criticism of the Tories’ attitude to the NHS is not a “conspiracy theory”.
The struggle against antisemitism is not
served by rank hypocrisy and blatant misdirection. Liz Truss should withdraw these
damaging comments, and apologise for their
role in undermining the fight against antisemitism. □

new identities like being a student, an employee, or a parent; and recognition of what
people can contribute to their community”.
They were citing evidence published by
the Tory government itself on its official
gov.uk website.
The USA has 655 per 100,000 population in
jail, five times more than England (140), and
more than ten times more than many European countries.
It has far more incidents of mass random
killing than any other country. Its homicide
rate is more than ten times England’s.
The Trump-Johnson approach doesn’t
“work”. It increases the pool of social despair
from which the Al Qaida types draw. □

AEIP conference
14 December
11am, Thornhaugh Street,
London, WC1H 0XG
Register for the conference at
anothereurope.org □

Labour Transformed
14 December
10:30am, Westminster University,
101 New Cavendish Street,
London, W1W 6XH
Register for the conference at
labourtransformed.org □
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Socialism for us, not f
Sanders
campaign

By Bernie Sanders

W

ith so many crises converging upon us
simultaneously, it is easy for us to become overwhelmed or depressed — or to
even throw up our hands in resignation.
In the year 2019 the United States and the
rest of the world face two very different political paths. On one hand, there is a growing
movement towards oligarchy and authoritarianism in which a small number of incredibly
wealthy and powerful billionaires own and
control a significant part of the economy and
exert enormous influence over the political
life of our country.
On the other hand, in opposition to oligarchy, there is a movement of working people and young people who, in ever increasing
numbers, are fighting for justice.
They are the teachers taking to the streets
to make certain that schools are adequately
funded and that their students get a quality
education.
They are workers at Disney, Amazon, Walmart and the fast food industry standing up
and fighting for a living wage of at least $15
an hour and the right to have a union.
They are young people taking on the fossil
fuel industry and demanding policies that
transform our energy system and protect our
planet from the ravages of climate change.
They are women who refuse to give control
of their bodies to local, state and federal
politicians.
They are people of colour and their allies
demanding an end to systemic racism and
massive racial inequities that exist throughout our society.
They are immigrants and their allies fighting to end the demonisation of undocumented people and for comprehensive
immigration reform.
When we talk about oligarchy, let us be
clear about what we mean. Right now, in the
United States of America, three families control more wealth than the bottom half of our
country, some 160 million Americans. The
top 1% own more wealth than the bottom
92% and 49% of all new income generated
today goes to the top 1%. In fact, income and
wealth inequality today in the United States
is greater than at any time since the 1920s.
And when we talk about oligarchy, it is not
just that the very rich are getting much richer.
It is that tens of millions of working-class
people, in the wealthiest country on earth, are
suffering under incredible economic hardship, desperately trying to survive.
Today, nearly 40 million Americans live in
poverty and tonight, 500,000 people will be
sleeping out on the streets. About half of the
country lives paycheck to paycheck as tens of
millions of our people are an accident, a divorce, a sickness or a layoff away from economic devastation.
While many public schools throughout the

country lack the resources to adequately educate our young people, we are the most
heavily incarcerated nation on earth.
After decades of policies that have encouraged and subsidised unbridled corporate
greed, we now have an economy that is fundamentally broken and grotesquely unfair.
Even while macroeconomic numbers like
GDP, the stock market and the unemployment rate are strong, millions of middle class
and working people struggle to keep their
heads above water, while the billionaire class
consumes the lion’s share of the wealth that
we are collectively creating as a nation.
In the midst of a so-called booming economy real wages for the average worker have
barely risen at all. And despite an explosion
in technology and worker productivity, the
average wage of the American worker in real
dollars is no higher than it was 46 years ago
and millions of people are forced to work two
or three jobs just to survive.
And here is something quite incredible that
tells you all you need to know about the results of unfettered capitalism. All of us want
to live long, happy, and productive lives but.
in America today the very rich live on average 15 years longer than the poorest Americans.
But the struggle we are facing today is not
just economic.
Across the globe, the movement toward
oligarchy runs parallel to the growth of authoritarian regimes – like Putin in Russia, Xi
in China, Mohamed Bin Salman in Saudi
Arabia, Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines,
Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil, and Viktor Orbán in
Hungary among others.
These leaders meld corporatist economics
with xenophobia and authoritarianism. They
redirect popular anger about inequality and
declining economic conditions into violent
rage against minorities — whether they are
immigrants, racial minorities, religious minorities or the LGBT community. And to suppress dissent, they are cracking down on
democracy and human rights.
In the United States, of course, we have our
own version of this movement – which is
being led by President Trump and many of
his Republican allies who are attempting to
divide our country up and attack these same
communities. How sad it is that President
Trump sees these authoritarian leaders as
friends and allies.
This authoritarian playbook is not new.
The challenge we confront today as a nation,
and as a world, is in many ways not different
from the one we faced a little less than a century ago, during and after the Great Depression in the 1930s. Then, as now,
deeply-rooted and seemingly intractable economic and social disparities led to the rise of
right-wing nationalist forces all over the
world.
In Europe, the anger and despair was ultimately harnessed by authoritarian demagogues who fused corporatism, nationalism,
racism and xenophobia into a political movement that amassed totalitarian power, destroyed
democracy,
and
ultimately

murdering millions of people — including
members of my own family.
Today, we are all rightly repulsed by the
sight of neo-Nazis and Klansmen openly
marching in Charlottesville, VA, and we are
horrified by houses of worship being shot up
by right-wing terrorists. But on February 20,
1939, over 20,000 Nazis held a mass rally –
not in Berlin, not in Rome, but in Madison
Square Garden, in front of a 30-foot-tall banner of George Washington — bordered with
swastikas — in New York City.
Today, America and the world are once
again moving towards authoritarianism —
and the same right-wing forces of oligarchy,
corporatism, nationalism, racism and xenophobia are on the march, pushing us to make
the apocalyptically wrong choice that Europe
made in the last century.
Today, we now see a handful of billionaires
with unprecedented wealth and power.
We see huge private monopolies — operating outside of any real democratic oversight and often subsidised by taxpayers –
with the power to control almost every aspect
of our lives.

GATEKEEPERS

They are the profit-taking gatekeepers of our
health care, our technology, our finance system, our food supply and almost all of the
other basic necessities of life. They are Wall
Street, the insurance companies, the drug
companies, the fossil fuel industry, the military industrial complex, the prison industrial
complex and giant agri-businesses.
They are the entities with unlimited wealth
who surround our nation’s capitol with thousands of well-paid lobbyists, who to a significant degree write the laws that we live
under.
Today, we have a demagogue in the White
House who, for cheap political gain, is attempting to deflect the attention of the Amer-

ican people away from the real crises that we
face and, instead, is doing what demagogues
always do — and that is divide people up
and legislate hatred. This is a president who
supports brutal family separations, border
walls, Muslim bans, anti-LGBT policies, deportations and voter suppression.
It is my very strong belief that the United
States must reject that path of hatred and divisiveness — and instead find the moral conviction to choose a different path, a higher
path, a path of compassion, justice and love.
It is the path that I call democratic socialism.
Today, our Bill of Rights guarantees the
American people a number of important constitutionally protected political rights. And
while we understand that these rights have
not always been respected and we have so
much more work to do, we are proud that
our constitution guarantees freedom of religion, freedom of expression, freedom of assembly, a free press and other rights because
we understand that we can never have true
American freedom unless we are free from
authoritarian tyranny.
Now, we must take the next step forward
and guarantee every man, woman and child
in our country basic economic rights – the
right to quality health care, the right to as
much education as one needs to succeed in
our society, the right to a good job that pays
a living wage, the right to affordable housing,
the right to a secure retirement, and the right
to live in a clean environment.
We must recognise that in the 21st century,
in the wealthiest country in the history of the
world, economic rights are human rights.
That is what I mean by democratic socialism.
As Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. said, “Call it
democracy, or call it democratic socialism,
but there must be a better distribution of
wealth within this country for all of God’s
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or the rich!
tax loopholes.
If you are a pharmaceutical company, you
make huge profits on patent rights for
medicines that were developed with taxpayer funded research.
If you are a monopoly like Amazon, owned
by the wealthiest person in America, you get
hundreds of millions of dollars in economic
incentives from taxpayers to build warehouses and you end up paying not one
penny in federal income taxes.
If you are the Walton family, the wealthiest
family in America, you get massive government subsidies because your low wage workers are forced to rely on food stamps,
Medicaid and public housing in order to survive — all paid for by taxpayers.
If you are the Trump family, you got $885
million worth of tax breaks and subsidies for
your family’s housing empire that is built on
racial discrimination.

HYPOCRISY

children.”
To realise this vision, we must not view
America only as a population of disconnected individuals, we must also view ourselves as part of “an inescapable network of
mutuality, tied in a single garment of destiny,” as Dr. King put it. In other words, we
are in this together.
Now let’s be clear: while President Trump
and his fellow oligarchs attack us for our support of democratic socialism, they don’t really oppose all forms of socialism.
They may hate democratic socialism because it benefits working people, but they absolutely love corporate socialism that
enriches Trump and other billionaires.
Let us never forget the unbelievable
hypocrisy of Wall Street, the high priests of
unfettered capitalism.
In 2008, after their greed, recklessness and
illegal behavior created the worst financial
disaster since the Great Depression — with
millions of Americans losing their jobs, their
homes and their life savings — Wall Street’s
religious adherence to unfettered capitalism
suddenly came to an end.
Overnight, Wall Street became big government socialists and begged for the largest
federal bailout in American history — some
$700 billion from the Treasury and trillions in
support from the Federal Reserve.
But it’s not just Wall Street that loves socialism — when it works for them. It is the norm
across the entire corporate world. The truth
is corporate America receives hundreds of
billions of dollars in federal support every
single year, while these same people are trying to cut programs that benefit ordinary
Americans.
If you are a fossil fuel company, whose carbon emissions are destroying the planet, you
get billions in government subsidies including special tax breaks, royalty relief, funding
for research and development and numerous

When Trump screams socialism, all of his
hypocrisy will not be lost on the American
people. Americans will know that he is attacking all that we take for granted: from Social Security to Medicare to veterans health
care to roads and bridges to public schools to
national parks to clean water and clean air.
When Trump attacks socialism, I am reminded of what Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
said, “This country has socialism for the rich,
rugged individualism for the poor.”
And that is the difference between Donald
Trump and me. He believes in corporate socialism for the rich and powerful.
I believe in a democratic socialism that
works for the working families of this country.
What I believe is that the American people
deserve freedom – true freedom. Freedom is
an often used word but it’s time we took a
hard look at what that word actually means.
While the Bill of Rights protects us from the
tyranny of an oppressive government, many
in the establishment would like the American
people to submit to the tyranny of oligarchs,
multinational corporations, Wall Street
banks, and billionaires.
It is time for the American people to stand
up and fight for their right to freedom,
human dignity and security.
This is the core of what my politics is all
about.
In 1944, FDR proposed an economic bill of
rights but died a year later and was never
able to fulfil that vision. Our job, 75 years
later, is to complete what Roosevelt started.
That is why today, I am proposing a 21st
Century Economic Bill of Rights.
A Bill of Rights that establishes once and
for all that every American, regardless of his
or her income in entitled to:
The right to a decent job that pays a living
wage
The right to quality health care
The right to a complete education
The right to affordable housing
The right to a clean environment
The right to a secure retirement.□

The New Deal:
starting socialism or
saving capitalism?
bove: a cartoon from the US Trotskyist
paper Socialist Appeal, 11 July 1939, portrays Roosevelt (“FDR”) making a show of
attacking conservative plutocrats (“Tories”).
In parts of his speech not reprinted here,
Bernie Sanders expands on the idea that his
socialism is a continuation and expansion
from where the New Deal of Roosevelt,
president from 1933 to 1945, left off.
Roosevelt himself saw it differently. In
1935 he explained: “I am fighting Communism… I want to save our system, the capitalist system…
“To combat crackpot ideas, it may be necessary to throw to the wolves the forty-six
men who are reported to have incomes in
excess of one million dollars a year. This can
be accomplished through taxation”.
Roosevelt increased taxes on the highest
incomes. The federal tax rate on the highest
slices of income remained over 70% until
1981, even under conservative Republican
administrations. But the plutocrats found
those “wolf” taxes easy to evade, and remained plutocrats.

A

Roosevelt also introduced some laws to
protect trade-union rights, the beginnings of
old age pensions, and some public-works
jobs for the unemployed.
That was done when US capitalism was in
a huge slump, and workers’ struggles and
radical dissent were running at a high pitch.
The measures were victories for those struggles and for that dissent, but they were far
short of socialism, meaning the social ownership and democratic control of majority
industry and banks.
As the socialist writer Max Shachtman put
it, “Roosevelt pointed out that in order to
save capitalism from chaos… it was necessary… to grant to the American working
class the much-belated economic concessions which the fellow workers in the advanced European countries had obtained in
struggle years and decades before”.
Other capitalist governments resorted to
fascism. But, Shachtman argued, the USA
had sufficient economic “layers of fat” to
make a softer response possible there. □
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Slates for Momentum election
By Katy Dollar

M

omentum, the Labour left organisation
set up by people from the Jeremy Corbyn leadership campaign in 2015, will be running elections for its National Coordinating
Group (NCG) in early 2020.
Momentum shut down almost all its internal structures in early 2017, and since then
has been pretty much run by electronic communications “trickling down” from its office.
It has focused heavily on mobilising people
for internal Labour Party elections and the
general elections in 2017 and this year, rather
than creating space for political debate.
However, it still claims 40,000 signed-up
members, and some local Momentum groups
are still active.
In the last NCG election, in April 2018, the
slate backed by the Momentum office had almost a clean sweep. A “Democracy and Socialism” slate backed by The Clarion, which
got good minority votes but won only one
place, and there was a scattering of individual candidates outside both slates.
The NCG meets rarely (the only minutes
on the Momentum website from the last year
are from meetings in July 2019 and December
2018), but the election for it is an opportunity
to debate platforms within the Labour left.
So far this time there has been talk of two
slates besides the office-backed slate which
we must expect.
One is an ultra-Corbyn-loyalist slate, momentum4corbyn.net, devoted to “ensuring
that Momentum publicly campaigns for
Jeremy’s policies and not for the policies of
anyone else”.
Another is Labour Transformed, a grouping apparently centred around organisers of
the annual The World Transformed fringe
events at Labour Party conference, who are
going public at an inaugural meeting on 14
December.
Neither has named any candidates or backers yet. Labour Transformed’s text for their
slate (not yet on their website) mentions

scrapping all anti-union laws, anti-capitalism
(albeit equated with the old Clause Four),
and a democratic decision-making conference for Momentum. It says nothing about
Brexit or antisemitism, big issues which have
divided the left.
Some people in Labour for a Socialist Europe are starting discussions about a third
slate around the sort of policies outlined in
the following draft. □

W

e propose the organisation of an internationalist, class-struggle socialist slate
of candidates in the early 2019 elections for
Momentum’s National Coordinating Group.
We are proposing to Labour for a Socialist
Europe that it leads in putting together such
a slate. We encourage organisations, groups
and individuals who agree with all or some
of what we advocate here, and are interested
in cooperating on this, to get in touch so we
can discuss.
We need a Labour left adequate to the battles we will face after the election, a radically
better left than Momentum provides at present. Given Momentum’s weight and reach,
a fight to change it is part of developing such
a left.
We want a slate which reflects the goals
and values we believe are needed in a renewed and transformed left:
• Oppose Brexit – Remain (or Rejoin) and
Transform. Unambiguous support for migrants’ rights, including for free movement.
Campaign to implement the full LCFM platform won at Labour conference.
• Transform Labour – campaign for thoroughgoing structural changes including
open selection. Conference should determine
party policy and manifestos. Radicalise policy further. For left pressure on a Labour government! Democratise Momentum, including
a democratic annual decision-making conference. For bottom-up decision-making, leadership accountability and vibrant political
education and debate in Labour and Momentum.

• Fight for socialism – to replace capitalism
with a new society based on democratic social ownership of major industry, services
and finance, and workers’ control.
• Fight climate change. For a “Socialist
Green New Deal” including the full conference policy, expanded to include public ownership of banking and finance and no airport
expansion.
• Class struggle. Actively support workers’
and working-class community struggles, and
grassroots organising to build and transform
the labour movement. Fight to repeal all antiunion laws. Demand Labour councils join
their workforces and communities in fighting
cuts. Opposition to “more police” politics.
• Strong stances against all bigotry and oppression, including antisemitism, anti-Muslim bigotry, and transphobia. Bigotry on the
left must be fought specifically – that includes left antisemitism, in the form of equating all “Zionists” with racism or dismissing
all complaints of antisemitism as Israeli or
right-wing plots. Consistent internationalism, including campaigning for Labour policies like a Palestinian state alongside Israel,
self-determination for Kashmir and support
for the Uyghurs.
Why we need to stand:
Momentum has attracted and sometimes
mobilised large numbers of people. But as a

political organisation to push forward the
transformation of the Labour Party and
wider labour movement, and to educate and
organise for class struggle, it is a negligible
force. Sometimes its influence has been conservative or even harmful.
This is intertwined with its striking lack of
internal democracy and the negative political
culture it has generated.
Despite talking about democratising
Labour, Momentum has not only hesitated
on pushing structural reforms like open selection, but encouraged trends of leadershipadulation, top-down decision-making, and
hostility to debate and dissent – the opposite
of what we need.
On Brexit, freedom of movement and migrants’ rights, Momentum has failed the test
of internationalism and solidarity. At best it
has passively tailed the campaigning of others. Mostly it has, beyond platitudes, remained silent, refusing to bring its influence
to bear in this movement-defining struggle.
It has sometimes promoted nationalistic narratives.
Instead of educating and organising socialists as fighters for a “world transformed” to
replace capitalism, Momentum explicitly
promotes the idea that partial “socialism” already exists in state intervention and that the
job of “socialists” is to fight for more. □

Against the school hijab ban demand
Debate
By Ben Tausz

I

n his most recent letter defending his demand for a hijab ban in schools, David
Pendletone says “I … do not think that you
need to have a solution [of how a ban might
be enforced] to support a ban of the hijab for
children in primary schools”.
This is absurd and deeply irresponsible,
given the counter-productive and dangerous
consequences of many (I would argue all)
possible scenarios of enforcement. What it reflects is that this demand seems founded
more on an insistence that ‘something must
be done’, more than on serious consideration
of what would genuinely be likely to improve freedom and protection for children.
On teachers instructing children to remove
the hijab, Pendletone has written, “Given
these are primary school children, the vast
majority will comply unless they have been

drilled by their parents or religious bigots in
their community to not comply.” This doesn’t
sound very liberatory. Compulsion from one
set of authority figures — parents — is simply added to with rival compulsion from another authority figure.
Pendletone has repeatedly said that it is
important to understand the hijab is not
merely a superficial item of clothing, but his
proposal fails to address it on any level other
than that. There is no increased space here for
the child’s own agency and freedom, and
nothing is done to address the misogynistic
ideology that is the real problem in this and
all conservative religion. The child is singled
out for discipline – utterly counter-productive and itself likely to send a victim-blaming
message – and her status as covered or uncovered for six-and-a-half hours per day
turned into a token. On one suggestion, she
is subjected to additional lessons – as if she is
the problem!
Just as a practical aside, if we also support
the abolition of compulsory school uniforms
(as we should) then enforcement becomes
even more complex. At one end of the spec-

trum, some adherents of the hijab consider
that a baggy hooded jumper with the hood
strings pulled tight can fulfil their religious
requirements. Would Pendletone ban all
clothes that cover the hair and hang loose? Or
just ban them for girls from Muslim families?
The reality is that there simply is no quick
or easy fix here. As Katy Dollar points out,
unless you propose to remove children from
all religiously conservative families – clearly
unacceptable and unworkable – overturning
deeply-rooted religious bigotry simply cannot be helped by a mechanical, superficial
policy like this. Pendletone’s demand that
opponents of his motion must come up with
an alternative “solution” is a refusal to accept
the truth that defeating reaction is going to
be a long battle, conducted mainly on the ideological front rather than by regulations

MISGUIDED

Dollar has also pointed out that it is misguided to push against religious bigotry by
launching a demand that narrowly targets an
increasingly oppressed and besieged minority community.

Pendletone has responded that it is not
him, but the religious reactionaries, who have
chosen this terrain. This is straightforwardly
false, unless Pendletone believes that there
are no other prominent and serious examples
of religious bigotry in society at present.
When antisemitic politics apply a doublestandard and disproportionate focus on the
Israeli state, and justify themselves with
claims that it is the Israelis who are responsible for creating that focus, we highlight and
criticise that. We also understand that a person does not need to hold personal animosity
towards Jewish people, or be “an antisemite”,
to hold and advocate antisemitic politics.
Our organisation needs to think much
more carefully about applying some of the
same principles and analysis we use in relation to antisemitism, to anti-Muslim discrimination as well. This policy – with its
misguided targeting and its stated indifference to questions of the material implementation of its demand (and therefore its
consequences) – is politically anti-Muslim. □
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Alon-Lee Green and Sally Abed,
activists involved in the JewishArab socialist movement Standing
Together in Israel, spoke to Daniel
Randall from Solidarity.

Beyond coexistence, to solidarity
Q

Interview

By Alon-Lee Green and Sally Abed

: What’s your assessment of the current
political situation?
Alon-Lee: Our leadership committee will
meet tonight [27 November], and will be discussing the strong likelihood of a third election. The political system in Israel is in deep
crisis, a crisis of representation. Confidence
in the capacity of the political system to deliver change is decreasing. We hear a lot of
people saying they won’t vote in a third election. They’re saying they don’t want to play
this game any more.
It’s beyond most people’s comprehension
how our political system can be broken in
this way while the problems of everyday life
are getting worse. Housing costs have increased again, there’s a crisis in preschool
funding, and crises in healthcare – not
enough doctors, nurses, beds, or even hospitals themselves. All of these problems are getting worse, and yet for a full year the political
establishment has only discussed itself, with
itself. As a movement we want to emphasise
that politics is what happens in life – in the
street, in workplaces, in communities – not
only in the parliament and its procedures.
Sally: Many people feel now that we have
a conflict of the politicians against the people.
They’re not fighting for us, they’re fighting
amongst themselves.
Alon-Lee: There have been some recent
positive developments that can be built on.
The high turnout of Palestinian citizens of Israel in the second election was an amazing
change. The growing prominence of Aymen
Odeh, the left-wing leader of the Joint List, is
also important. He has rightly demanded influence and legitimacy, and the Zionist left responded to this better than expected. That’s
a source of some hope.
Q: What are Standing Together’s current
campaigns?
Sally: Our resources, human and monetary,

were quite exhausted in the run up to the
elections. We’re looking to regroup and plan
for the new year. We’ve recently been running many campaigns focused on social issues, particularly in Arab communities, such
as violence against women and gun violence.
We’ve mobilised people for protests and
demonstrations around these issues. Recently
we also organised protests in opposition to
the bombing of Gaza and against the latest
round of violence.
We aim to be pro-active, and are looking to
expand our organisation particularly into
mixed cities. These are places where Arabs
and Jews coexist, but there’s no partnership.
We’re planning a positive, pro-active campaign around bilingualism. We started something like this already in Jerusalem, asking
businesses and employers to sign pledges
committing to treat Arab and Jewish employees and customers equally. We helped restaurants translate their menus into Arabic. 39
businesses signed up to the pledge so far. We
want to expand this campaign to cities like
Jaffa, Haifa, and Tel Aviv. We also want to develop our organisation in these places, and
establish new local chapters.
Alon-Lee: The theory behind this is what
we call “constructive resistance”. We don’t
want to merely be reactive and oppositional,
responding to attacks such as the Nation
State Law and mobilising protests against
them. We want to build positive organisation.
There are many dangers in our society, but
also many possibilities and opportunities.
Some of this is set out in the book What To
Do Now?, by Dov Khenin and Dani Filk,
which was published earlier this year and is
the unofficial book of Standing Together. It
talks about the movement in the last chapter,
and aims to provide a new Marxist approach
to the political and social reality in Israel. We
sold 2,800 copies to raise money for the
movement.
Q: Despite Israeli society becoming superficially more integrated – more mixed
cities, more Palestinians attending universities, etc. — cross-communal politics, prior
to Standing Together, had declined almost
to nothing. Why do you think this was, and

how did Standing Together break through
this?
Alon-Lee: What we’re developing that’s
different from other kinds of politics in Israel
is a politics that goes beyond coexistence.
Jews and Arabs formally coexist; they meet
each other, but fundamentally live separately.
We’re also going beyond a politics of solidarity with “the other”, where separation is fundamentally maintained, towards a politics of
solidarity via shared struggle. We don’t erase
the need for solidarity with “the other”, that
has its place, but ultimately that has less potential to develop a mass politics. What we
need to win hegemony is a class politics
which is genuinely popularly rooted, based
on pushing forward shared interests.
Sally: There’s something particularly empowering for minorities and communities
that face systemic oppression about mutual
acknowledgement of struggles, and struggling together based on shared interests. It’s
much easier for me, as a Palestinian, to work
alongside Alon-Lee, as a Jewish man, via
shared struggles, with him telling me his
struggles and me telling him mine, than if
he’s coming to me either to say, passively,
“yes, I support you”. Extending the hand of
partnership is more empowering than someone coming to say “I’m here to save you.”
Alon-Lee: We want to build a politics of
shared struggle across divides within Jewish
society, too. Jewish society is radically divided and segregated, including on the basis
of ethnic subdivisions, which are often tied
to particular political identities. For example
Mizrahi Jews are overwhelmingly rightwing...
Sally: ...even though this is very much contrary to their class interests.
Alon-Lee: Within the Arab community, the
more nationalist or sectarian forces would tell
me that my role is simply to be a supporter
of their struggle. But my answer is that there
are class struggles within my society too.
Q: Standing Together emphasises its position as a grassroots social movement; how
do you see that intersecting with the need
to reinvigorate the political left?
Alon-Lee Green: Whenever people ask this

question, I refer them to the activism of people like Martin Luther King and Millicent
Fawcett, and the movements they led. Not a
lot of changes were born and grown exclusively in parliaments. The people will liberate
themselves, or we won’t be liberated at all –
to paraphrase Marx. It’s not about sending
people into parliament to achieve our liberation for us.
Sally: Without creating a popular politics,
based on social struggles, there’ll be no basis
for electing politicians or a government who
might represent those struggles. Part of what
we’re doing is changing political discourse.
Our fieldwork and ongoing campaigning
over the year up to the last elections had a
real impact.
We also believe that, once we have built
true widespread partnership, and are able to
mobilise people in large numbers, that will
have an effect on the political process. □

Workers’ Liberty conference
18-19 January

B

ecause of the general election on 12 December, we have postponed our annual
Workers’ Liberty conference from 7-8 December to 18-19 January.
Our planned 2-5 January week school on
Trotsky’s History of the Russian Revolution
has been postponed to 22-27 July, because
we’ll have to use the weekend 4-5 January
for pre-conference discussion meetings. □
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Why Trump blocked Tubman on the $20 note
By Sacha Ismail

I

’m struck by how many (left-wing, engaged) people I know haven’t heard of 19th
century slave-turned-activist Harriet Tubman, portrayed in the new film, Harriet.
She stands out as one of the most remarkable of many remarkable figures in a worldaltering social and political upheaval, the
civil war and revolution that destroyed slavery in the US. Though not a socialist, she is
firmly in our broad tradition.
The film-makers have made it a pretty
easy-to-watch action-adventure film. At a
few points it is so “Hollywood”, it made me
cringe. (If you’ve seen The Strike, part of ‘80s
comedy series The Comic Strip Presents..., remember when Arthur Scargill, supposedly
played by Al Pacino, goes to Parliament and
wins it over to support the miners? “Stratford-upon-Avon says aye!”) However, the
subject matter shines through.
Harriet Tubman was born Araminta Ross
to enslaved African-American parents in the
state of Maryland, probably in 1822. The only
grandparent we know about, her maternal
grandmother Modesty, had arrived on a
slave ship from Africa.
Maryland was one of a middle-tier of states
where slavery existed but less prevalently
and securely than further South. Tubman’s
home was – very relatively speaking – a short
journey to Pennsylvania, the closest of the
free states of the North.
It was conceivable and, at very great risk,
possible for slaves to flee over the state border to win freedom. The famous black activist Frederick Douglass, whom Tubman
went on to work with and who appears peripherally in the film, also escaped from
Maryland, in 1838.
Tubman’s father had been manumitted by

his owner in 1840, and her husband John was
free too. The family discovered that Tubman’s mother (Harriet, whose name she took
after she escaped) should also have been
freed, but, as the film shows, they were unable to do anything about it.
Tubman was one of the tiny minority of
slaves before the civil war rebellious and confident enough to flee her owners. Very unusually, she made the extremely dangerous
journey to Philadelphia alone. She did that
despite the severe headaches, seizures and
bouts of unconsciousness that plagued her
throughout her life after a skull fracture inflicted by an overseer when she was thirteen.
Harriet runs from its heroine’s escape in
1849 through the 1850s crisis over slavery to
the eve of the civil war. A big chunk is focused on Tubman’s escape and the first of her
many trips back, initially against the advice
of leading Philadelphia activists, to lead others to freedom.

FIGHTER

Tubman lived to 1913, campaigning for
women’s rights and women’s suffrage as
well as black rights long after the racist reaction following the overthrow of slavery had
triumphed. It’s a shame, but I think the decision to stay limited to the pivotal years of the
1850s was probably right.
The way the story is told is in some respects superficial (for instance very little
about racism in Northern society) and in others questionable (I thought the decision to
have a black slave-catcher was noteworthy).
For the most part, however, it’s informative,
gripping and moving – and occasionally
funny. It’s a strong cast and British actor Cynthia Erivo is good as Tubman.
The over-the-top Hollywood moments at
several turns threaten ruin, but what saved

the film for me was knowing the most incredible and implausible bits actually took place.
The film closes with a flash forward to
1863, after the North’s war took a more radical turn towards destroying slavery. Tubman,
now a spy and guide for the US army, leads
black soldiers in a raid on the Combahee
River in South Carolina, rescuing many hundreds of slaves in one expedition.
And it happened! This remarkable fighter
was the only woman to do anything like lead

troops during the civil war.
Harriet also shows as well as could be expected that, though she escaped alone, Harriet Tubman developed to full stature in the
context of a growing activist political movement to overthrow slavery and transform society, Abolitionism.
After decades of beleaguered organising
and slow growth, Abolitionism became decisive in the revolutionary crisis of the 1850s
and ‘60s. □

ISO: stirrings in the ashes?
By Simon Nelson

P

eople from the leadership of the International Socialist Organization (ISO) which
was in place before the ISO’s convention in
February 2019, have launched a new website,
the International Socialism Project (ISP), internationalsocialism.net, and some forums in
Chicago.
The project also involves one or two former
members of the “Orthodox Trotskyist” (in
fact, semi-Assadist) Socialist Action group.
Background: the ISO was long the most active group on the US far left, with up to 1500
members. Apparently overwhelmed by criticism from the ranks, the old leadership
(many of them leaders since the 1980s) stood
down at the February 2019 convention. Soon
after that convention, the new leadership,
thrown off balance by an emerging scandal,
disbanded the ISO.
Unsurprisingly the articles published so far
on the new website reflect some bitterness.
In the only piece centred on the dissolution
of the ISO, by one of those leaders, “Did a
‘rape coverup’ destroy the ISO?”, Sharon
Smith gives her version of events. She argues
that the way she and the old leadership had
handled the issue was correct, if not perfect.
The main thrust of her piece is to attack
what she describes as a call-out culture and
tone of debate at the convention and in the
run-up to it.
The ISP people all argue that the ISO be-

came inward looking. Focus on building opposition to Trump and the big political issues
of the day became secondary to dealing with
perceived problems in the ISO culture, and
that covered for more fundamental political
differences.
They state they stood down from leadership to avoid a damaging faction fight. Evidently none of them believed that within a
matter of months the organisation would be
completely dissolved. They all now seem
quite shell-shocked.
In their view, the fundamental political
issue was how revolutionaries should orient
to the DSA and the Democratic Party, in particular the Bernie Sanders Presidential campaign. The post-February leaders of the ISO
wanted to “wait and see” and have a special
convention to decide their attitude to Sanders
if he won the Democratic nomination for
President. The ISP ex-leaders were far more
explicitly against supporting Sanders running on a Democratic ticket, and sceptical
about the DSA being more than a funnel for
support for Democratic party candidates.
Todd Chretien and Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor, both former senior ISO members, have
both joined the DSA. Chretien has explained
his reasoning in Jacobin magazine,
bit.ly/todd-c.
“Rather than revolutionary socialists and
democratic socialists defining our ‘points of
honour’ that ‘distinguish’ one from the other,
it is time to merge the best of our ideas, many

of which we share to begin with. Socialists
from different traditions will find themselves
agreeing and dividing over many of the battles to come, but I suspect that these confluences and arguments will not fall neatly
along the theoretical or traditional lines developed in the period of defeat”.
There is much to debate about the relationship revolutionaries should have to the DSA.
What neither side has put forward is an exact
aim for activity within the DSA, if it is to be
undertaken.

FRENCH TURN

After 1934, in many countries, the small Trotskyist organisations entered larger reformist
socialist parties, in the so-called “French
Turn”.
Max Shachtman at the time one of the leaders of the Workers Party (US) later the Socialist Workers Party (US) wrote, ‘’[O]ur French
comrades do not orient their fundamental
perspective upon the prospect of capturing a
majority in the SFIO [French Social Democratic Party], not because it is ‘theoretically
impossible’, but because... it is practically unlikely that the SFIO can be captured by the
Fourth Internationalists.
“But for the Bolshevik-Leninists [Trotskyists] in the SFIO to proclaim in advance that
they have no hope or aim of capturing (‘reforming’) the SFIO, would mean to defeat
their aims in advance. It would mean, first,
laying themselves open to the charge of driv-

ing immediately towards an artificial split
and thus giving the bureaucracy unnecessary
pretexts to expel them prematurely.
“It would mean, second, that they would
get no hearing from the leftward moving
workers in the SFIO who labour under the illusion that all that is required to make their
party all-sufficient is the gradual victory of a
revolutionary group inside of the party and
the consequent adopting of a revolutionary
program and leadership...
“’You want to reform your party, comrade?’ our people will and do say. ‘Very well,
then, join with us in an organised way in
order to fight against [SFIO leader] Blum and
Co. and for the revolutionisation of our party.
We shall soon see whether or not M. Blum
and his cohorts will allow us to progress in
our party along our line without resorting to
bureaucratic
expulsion
measures”
(bit.ly/sha-35).
The DSA has rules that are meant to ban
“democratic centralist” organisations from
affiliating or working inside it, but it seems
those rules have not been tested, or put to the
new members. The DSA has many platforms,
none of which organise on such a basis, but
surely some come close to it.
Chretien may well have some merit in calling for revolutionaries to work inside an organisation like the DSA, but the aim is
important. If it is to dissolve the differences
with, and merge ideas with, the reformists,
then the tactic is fatal. □
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Transphobia and antisemitism
By Natalia Cassidy

n Solidarity 498, in March of this year, I
wrote a review of an article by Joni Alizah
Cohen in which she drew upon Moishe Postone’s work on the basis of the extreme Nazi
iteration of antisemitism and compared this
to the way the Nazis themselves as well as
the contemporary fascistic far-right rationalise their hatred of transgender people.
She argues that there is a common basis in
what she terms abstractions. Jews represent
“abstract” financial capital as opposed to the
“concrete” industrial capital, whilst the trans
woman represents the embodiment of the
“abstract” gender vs the “concrete” biological
sex.
I think there is something to be said for this
explanation and am keen to see more in the
way of higher-level thinking about the basis
of transphobia develop in the working class
movement. It is however, another of Postone’s contributions to the understanding of
antisemitism that I wish to speak to.
Postone argues that left-antisemitism has a
“pseudo-emancipatory dimension that other
forms of racism rarely have”. In this, he is on
the one hand speaking to the antisemitism
sometimes referred to as the “Socialism of
fools”, in which people on the left see themselves as having an opposition to capitalism
and, through the pervasiveness of racist antisemitic tropes, they associate capitalism
with Jewish people.
On the other hand he is also referencing
what might be referred to as a “post-1948”
strand of antisemitism. In that people look
upon the policies and actions carried out by
the Israeli state and, through seeking affinity
and solidarity with the Palestinian cause, either generalise the Israeli state as a representative of all Jewish people worldwide and

I

therefore seek to hold all Jewish people accountable, or seek revanchist solutions which
would lead to the mass expulsion of Jewish
populations from the Middle East.
In either of the forms of antisemitism that
Postone refers to here, the intentions of the
person holding these views are, in general, of
seeking justice and liberation for oppressed
peoples. This antisemitism is justified by an
idea of “punching up” rather than down.
That is why these ideas have such a particular grip on the left and tend to take a form
particular from that of the right.
The same can be said for Transphobia.
Transphobia on the left does not; generally
speaking, appear in the same form as either
the far-right strain that Cohen describes or in
the more broadly right wing bigoted view
that tends to share a lot in common with homophobic bigotry that was most prominent
in the 1980s.
Rather, we have an extremely prominent
(though small in terms of absolute numbers)
layer of the labour movement organising and
agitating against trans people.
Some trans-rights activists make the argument that this layer of the labour movement
are entirely detached from feminism. That is
incorrect. Significant parts of this layer, as
well as some of the milieu they draw around
them, at the very least earnestly see themselves as feminists. In many cases they have
a reasonably strong record in feminist activism within the trade-union movement as
well as in keeping services like women’s shelters open during periods of very little funding or support.
The root of the problem is not lack of a
broadly defined feminism that is. Rather, it is
what we might term a “feminism of fools”, in
which the societal prominence of misogyny
is seen to be embodied by trans women, just
as the 19th century’s “socialism of fools”

scapegoated Jews as the embodiment of abstract capital.
Quite a significant layer of activists who
have for some time been on the left of feminist issues within the labour movement have
managed to be on the wrong side of the issue
of trans rights on the basis of “punching up”
against trans women.
It is important for the broader labour
movement to come to terms with these ten-

From the mess room the cable runs into the
women’s changing rooms, then the men’s
lockers, then up into the PLC room and into
the back of a steel cabinet.
The men’s changing room is deserted, and
bigger than I imagined. The rooms seem to
go back and back – I keep my eyes on J and
the ladder I’m holding. He swears trying to
squeeze his helmet through a gap in the ceiling and knocks someone’s possessions from
the tops of the lockers. Between the two of
them they calculate the run as roughly 40 metres long, six lengths of cable.
Once the cable is measured and coiled
round the drum, each team member takes a
position at a junction in the route to push or
pull it through. Once we’ve finished the mess
room, I walk back into the men’s to help. This
time the changing rooms are occupied, and
my presence is making everyone nervous. A
bloke wrapped in a towel does a panicked
double take.
L, also holding a towel, says to me “Fucking hell, one more second and you’d have
seen more than you want to see.”
I’ve never worked in a place where colleagues are comfortable being naked around
each other. Is this what an army barracks is
like? A friend apprenticed in a steel works,
who resents his stupid and aggressive team

leader, tells me:
“It’s his sudden move from filthy, to completely naked – no warning just, naked. I get
changed in the toilets.”
Now I realise that the young male apprentices also have to decide how to deal with
communal showers and changing rooms. I
think it explains some of the obsessive conversations the guys have about their weight,
their age and their gym routines – they can’t
hide anything in those rooms; your teachers
shower next to you. The managers who stay
clean don’t have to share this experience.
The women’s changing room door is
propped open for the cable routing, so as I
leave that day I say:
“Don’t worry I’ll change in the toilet, no
need to stop”.
“Nah you’re all right, we won’t come in till
you’re done.”
Once I’m finished I decide to stay out of the
men’s and instead shout through the ceiling
ducts
“Done! All yours!”
“Cheers!”
Later that week I come in for an early shift,
put on overalls, and a young operator opens
the door without warning. He starts –
“Err – sorry – wasn’t expecting anyone in
this early – err – can I use the hair dryer?” □

dencies. Given that the labour movement and
the organised working class possesses the
structural capabilities to fight for change in
society, it is crucial that our own house is in
order.
If we are to fight for human emancipation,
particular sections of our class cannot be sold
down the river under the premise of “punching up”. □

Cable routes and changing rooms
Diary of an
Engineer

By Emma Rickman

I

’ve been working with the electrical team
routing cables through the plant. Cables
need to be kept as dry, clean and secure as
possible, following logical routes. I’ve
learned that they are often in filthy and inaccessible places.
The control room computers have been on
the blip; the signals from the PLCs (portable
logic controllers), which communicate with
all the plant’s instruments, have been switching themselves off and on at random. After a
process of elimination, the ‘tricians A and J
decide to replace the cables between the PCs
and the PLCs.
First, A and J plan the route. The control
room floor is also the mess room ceiling –
working backwards from the PCs we push
up ceiling tiles (standing on the dining table:
to legitimate complaints) and look for space
to run new cable. Behind the tiles the ceiling
is a tangled sprawl of dusty cables; there are
conduits through walls where space is tight.

• Emma Rickman is an apprentice in a Combined Heat and Power plant in Sheffield.
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Where we
stand
Today one class, the working
class, lives by selling its labour
power to another, the capitalist
class, which owns the means of
production.
The capitalists’ control over the
economy and their relentless drive
to increase their wealth causes
poverty, unemployment, the
blighting of lives by overwork,
imperialism, the destruction of the
environment and much else.
Against the accumulated wealth
and power of the capitalists, the
working class must unite to
struggle against capitalist power
in the workplace and in wider
society.
The Alliance for Workers’
Liberty wants socialist revolution:
collective ownership of industry
and services, workers’ control,
and a democracy much fuller than
the present system, with elected
representatives recallable at any
time and an end to bureaucrats’
and managers’ privileges.
We fight for trade unions and
the Labour Party to break with
“social partnership” with the
bosses and to militantly assert
working-class interests.
In workplaces, trade unions,
and Labour organisations;
among students; in local
campaigns; on the left and in
wider political alliances we
stand for:
• Independent working-class
representation in politics.
• A workers’ government,
based on and accountable to the
labour movement.
• A workers’ charter of trade
union rights — to organise, to
strike, to picket effectively, and to
take solidarity action.
• Taxation of the rich to fund
decent public services, homes,
education and jobs for all.
• A workers’ movement that
fights all forms of oppression. Full
equality for women, and social
provision to free women from
domestic labour. For reproductive
justice: free abortion on demand;
the right to choose when and
whether to have children. Full
equality for lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender people. Black
and white workers’ unity against
racism.
• Open borders.
• Global solidarity against
global capital — workers
everywhere have more in
common with each other than
with their capitalist or Stalinist
rulers.
• Democracy at every level of
society, from the smallest
workplace or community to global
social organisation.
• Equal rights for all nations,
against imperialists and predators
big and small.
• Maximum left unity in action,
and openness in debate.
If you agree with us, please
take some copies of Solidarity
to sell — and join us! □
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University workers strike
By Ollie Moore

T

he strikes by higher education
workers in the University and
College Union (UCU) around pensions, pay, and workload, running
from 25 November to 4 December,
have seen significant student support.
A UCU striker in Cambridge sent
this report of picketing at his university to Solidarity:
“There was a much noisier response from the road traffic today
[27 November] where the West
Cambridge picket is based. Possibly a sign that locally the news that
a major strike is going on has got
through.

“It genuinely also felt like fewer
people were crossing our picket
line – students and staff alike – but
still lots of those telling us they
were ‘supportive of the strike’ were
still crossing and going to labs/lectures/work. This aspect has been
extremely disheartening.
“I’ve taken to shouting ‘some
university staff are earning less
than the minimum wage – we’re on
strike to change that’ after them as
they do so. I hope this at least
makes them realise what we’re trying to achieve, and that their actions are undermining that goal.
“Although I’m hearing very few
accounts of people going to the
picket lines and then turning away
as a result of our conversations, the

Outsourced and directly-employed
workers unite

4

December will see a mass strike
at University College London,
as outsourced workers in the Independent Workers’ union of Great
Britain (IWGB) strike to demand
direct employment and equality,
alongside
directly-employed
workers in UCU, striking as part
of the national dispute.
The two unions have worked
well together locally, with UCU
supporting the IWGB’s campaign,
including a recent demonstration
and its previous strike on 19

November. This unity is a model
for elsewhere, with unions organising outsourced and directly-employed workers working together
to coordinate action.
The ultimate aim should be a
single, industrial union organising
all higher education workers, outsourced and directly-employed,
which can use its leverage with
universities to press demands for
all staff to be employed in house.
□

Picket line at Newcastle
University

(admittedly anecdotal) lower numbers that I have noticed could easily
mean they are actively choosing to
stay at home or work elsewhere
(though that doesn’t necessarily
mean they are doing it out of support).
“Most significantly today was
Billy Bragg’s welcome intervention
– joining the largest of the picket
sites at 11, and then playing on
King’s Parade at our daily strike
rally an hour and a half later. I was
pleased that he said ‘it was his job’
to be there.
“Despite some political disagreements with parts of Bragg’s politics
(stop trying to make ‘left patriotism’ a thing!), joining our pickets
and playing a set for striking staff
was a genuinely positive thing to
do. The set went down very well,
and ended with a verse and chorus
of Solidarity Forever.

“During the student occupation
of Cambridge’s Old Schools in
2018, students who suggested
singing this as they marched out
were argued down as this would be
an ‘appropriation of working-class
culture’. Aside this argument being
utterly
nonsensical,
perhaps
Bragg’s rendition may have helped
to convince them otherwise?
“For the second day in a row one
of the local Labour candidates
(Cambridge covers two parliamentary constituencies) joined our
pickets. Daniel Zeichner, who has
been an MP since 2015, joined yesterday morning as well. This being
noteworthy gives some idea of the
state of class struggle and the relationship between the Labour Party
and strikes, but I am pleased this is
happening again after Labour’s
long departure from involvement
in industrial action”. □

Five unis occupy to back UCU
By Maisie Sanders

A

s I write, there are five occupations under way, by students
supporting the UCU university
workers’ strike — at Strathclyde,
Exeter, Edinburgh, Nottingham
and Stirling.
The occupations are demanding
that senior management negotiate
with UCU and lobby Universities
UK (UUK, the university bosses’
organisation) to do the same.
Strathclyde students are demanding three members of senior management resign and conduct an

investigation into mismanagement,
corruption and fossil fuel investment.
Exeter occupiers say they want
no victimisation of striking staff
and students involved in solidarity
action, plus fee refunds for students
who have lost contact hours during
the strike. Stirling students are linking the strike demands to calls for
better funding for mental health
support services and lower rent.
The Nottingham occupation also
call for the end of outsourcing
through companies such as
UniTemps who employ workers on

Autistic workers and the strike
By Janine Booth

A

n autistic UCU member
tweeted a long thread about
barriers to autistic workers striking. Another UCU member
alerted me, and I worked with this
UCU member over the weekend
to turn the list of barriers into a
guide to making striking accessible, and dropping the stuff that

looked like it justified strikebreaking. This is the result —
bit.ly/aut-strike — and it has gone
down very well. I think this is a
model of bringing disability politics to workers’ struggle and
avoiding them becoming counterposed.□
• Janine Booth is a member of the
TUC Disabled Members’ Committee, writing in a personal capacity.

zero-hour contracts, an end to the
attendance monitoring of international students, and the removal of
links between the engineering department and Rolls Royce, Boeing
and BAE arms departments. From
the occupation, they are holding
rallies and teach-ins for students
and staff.
Students at Sussex and Liverpool
have also blockaded management
offices in support of the strike demands. UCL students protested
outside UUK. Sussex students are
demanding senior management
commit withheld wages to the
hardship fund, as well as the cancellation of attendance monitoring
for students on strike days. For migrant students, they say this
“amounts to the cynical use of students’ visa precarity against workers’ right to industrial action.”
Liverpool students also demand
that management drop plans to replace librarians with new less qualified staff.
Students in the Stirling occupation have been threatened with
charges on deemed as “Level Two”
on the code of student discipline:
the same level as sexual assault,

possession of firearms and theft or
forgery. A student at Reading University involved in an attempted
occupation on Sunday 1 December
has been suspended from studies
and banned from campus.
On Saturday 30 November in
Sheffield students from various
local solidarity campaigns joined a
meeting hosted by the Student Left
Network. The meeting founded
Student Strike Solidarity, which
aims to link up local groups supporting the strike in order to nationally coordinate support for the
strikes, fight for the maximum local
and national strike support from
activists groups, NUS and students’ unions.
We made plans to hold national
days of action on Wednesday 4 and
11 December against docking of
staff pay during action short of a
strike, and “Vice Chancellor Day”
parties to highlight pay inequality
in the second term, as well as further meetings.
We will also be organising in solidarity with victimised students at
Reading and against any further
victimisation of students engaging
in their right to protest. □

14-15

Court rejects
union appeal
By Ollie Moore

O

n 28 November the High
Court rejected an appeal by
postal workers’ union CWU
against the injunction granted to
prevent strikes by Royal Mail
workers.
A union statement said: “We
have just left the High Court. Our
appeal was dismissed. Six hours
of evidence and they took two
minutes to come to a decision.
The justice system in this country
is an absolute farce.”
Following the rejection of the
appeal, most CWU activists think
the union will now move quickly
to organise a new ballot for industrial action. Some postal
workers are discussing an unofficial “work-to-rule” over the
Christmas period – often used as
a form of industrial action, but
one that does not require a ballot,
as it simply involves working
strictly to the terms of one’s contract. □

St Mary’s
porters make
gains
By Ollie Moore

O

utsourced hospital porters at
St. Mary’s Hospital in
Paddington, members of the
United Voices of the World (UVW)
union, made significant progress
on 27 November, their ninth day of
strikes.
A UVW statement said: “Cleaners, caterers, porters, and doctors
disrupted Imperial NHS Trust’s
board meeting, forcing the CEO
and the board to provide an early
2020 deadline for a decision on
making all currently outsourced
workers NHS employees.
“These are the first strikes in
NHS history to demand workers be
brought in house. [Board members]
Tim Orchard, Kevin Croft, and Janice Sigsworth were forced to answer questions directly from their
workers, and agreed to provide a
timeline for negotiations by 3 December.
“As a symbol of good faith and
out of respect for patients, workers
unanimously voted to suspend the
strike planned for 28 November
while we await our negotiation
timeline. Our fourth round of
strikes, from 9-14 December, will
continue as planned if the timeline
is not agreed. It’s a good day: we
will win!” □

VOTE BEV LAIDLAW
FOR PCS GENERAL
SECRETARY!
Ballot closes 12 December
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Ballot for action against Npower job cuts!

By an Npower worker

O

n 29 November, the energy
firm Npower announced plans
to cut 4,500 jobs. We heard about
the cuts on the news, on the way
into work.
We were then summoned to a
“briefing” by managers. The company says the unions were “consulted”.
That is untrue. Telling the senior
stewards late the previous day and
embargoing them from discussing
with others is not any form of
meaningful consultation.
The cuts are on a huge scale,
4,500 jobs out of a total workforce
of 5,700. Effectively Npower is
being closed down. There will also
likely be cuts to outsourced workers, such as caterers and cleaners,
agency workers and contractors, so
the real figure will be higher than
4,500.
Of six major Npower offices, five
will be closing: Rainton in County
Durham, Leeds, Hull, Swindon and
Worcester. Anyone who works in
the offices and call centres which
serve domestic customers and
small businesses will lose their jobs.
There is some suggestion that
some field workers, staff who do
jobs such as meter installation, may
be retained, along with staff who
work serving big business cus-

tomers, but in essence all jobs are
under threat.
The background to these cuts is
that Npower, like most of the other
“Big Six” energy companies, is
doing badly at the moment. An attempted merger with SSE fell
through. The German firm E.on
then took over Npower via a series
of acquisitions and mergers. It is
now effectively shutting down
Npower, and migrating Npower
customers over to E.on.
E.on will likely need to expand
its own workforce, but they are not
talking about trying to integrate
4,500 Npower workers. We’ve been
told we can apply for jobs at E.on,
but those are mainly located in the
Midlands and are unlikely to be
much of an alternative for most
people unless they relocate.

UNIONS

The unions which organise in
Npower — Unite, GMB, and Unison — have all made statements
condemning the cuts. Unite’s statement talks about opposing the cuts,
and talks about why the company
should be nationalised. Unison’s
statement talks about public ownership too, but not about any action
to save jobs.
The GMB statement is pretty terrible. It blames the price cap “coupled with regulation that sends
work overseas whilst sacking en-

No backlash in PCS
John
Moloney

O

ur intervention in this election
is unprecedented in the history
of PCS. In previous elections, the
union has run a neutral campaign
called “make your vote count”.
Some in the union were worried
that our stance would provoke a
negative response from members,
and maybe even resignations from
people who wanted the union to remain strictly apolitical, but this hasn’t materialised.
The previous line proceeded
from the premise that all parties
were objectively the same, and our
job was simply to provide members
with information about their various policies, especially those affecting the civil service, in a neutral
way. It assumed that there was no
fundamental difference between
any of the parties on a structural
level.
That was an essentially passive,
apolitical stance which has now
been replaced by our active, political intervention into this election.
That change is clearly in large part
in response to a change in the
Labour Party itself, under Jeremy
Corbyn’s leadership, but is also a
reflection of socialists inside PCS
having consistently made arguments about the need for an active
political orientation based on the
principles of labour representation
in politics.

Following the election, there’ll be
a discussion about the union’s future relationship to the Labour
Party. In the immediate term, that’s
unlikely to take the form of direct
affiliation, but our intervention in
this election has given members a
taste for political campaigning, and
has been well received by Labour
Party activists as well.
On the industrial front, PCS
members at two HMRC offices in
Merseyside are striking from 2-4
December. These members are outsourced cleaners, and are employed by ISS, which has a number
of contracts across the civil service.
They’ve now struck several
times, demanding a pay increase to
£10 per hour, and equal terms and
conditions with directly employed
staff. After these strikes we’ll discuss the next steps for the dispute,
as we may need to escalate in order
to win.
The union is also moving to seek
recognition with Aramark, one of
the outsourced contractors at the
Department for Business, Energy,
and Industrial Strategy, where an
all-out strike recently won living
wages for outsourced workers.
We recently held a campaign
meeting for outsourced workers’
reps, and are planning to step up
our organising and campaigning
efforts in 2020. □
• John Moloney is Assistant General Secretary of the PCS. He writes
in a personal capacity

ergy workers in the UK.” This isn’t
relevant to what’s happening here
and sets British workers against
workers abroad rather than against
the bosses.
Cuts on this scale will take a
while to implement. The bosses are
talking about the whole process
being finished in summer 2021,
with staggered cuts throughout
that time. The fact that the cuts
won’t be immediate gives us some
opportunity to resist them.
The unions should ballot us for
industrial action. We need to discuss what an effective strategy
looks like, and where we can have
most leverage.
One potential point of pressure is
that the company will be expecting
us to support the work of migrating
customers over to E.on in preparation for Npower being shut down.
We have some leverage there, in

terms of strikes that could hold up
that work.
Politically our unions must also
demand that Npower and E.on are
nationalised, and lobby the Labour
Party to do that if its win the election. This is obviously a key demand for confronting climate
change, as well as in terms of protecting our jobs. □

Workers’ Liberty videos
Explore Workers’ Liberty’s
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channel, at bit.ly/wlvideos
Plus many more debates,
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Tracy (centre)
with other County
Durham TAs.

Tracy wins in NEU
W

orkers’ Liberty supporter
Tracy McGuire has won the
by-election for support staff rep on
the National Education Union’s
national executive.
In a three-way election, Tracy
won 1,200 votes, 53%, with the rest
split almost evenly between the
two other candidates. However,
the turnout was, at 2270, only
7.7%.
Tracy, a teaching assistant in
Darlington with a strong profile in
the local labour movement, ran a
campaign focused on workplace

and industrial issues for support
staff – but also raising wider questions including Brexit and migrants’ rights.
She was supported by the leftwing Education Solidarity Network. More tepid NEU left
organisations like the Socialist
Teachers’ Alliance, linked to the
union’s leadership, sat the election
out.
Tracy’s election is an opportunity to push forward the project of
organising all school workers into
one fighting union. □
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Support the rail strikes!
By Ollie Moore

S

outh Western Railway (SWR)
workers began a month of
strikes on 1 December. West Midlands Trains workers are also continuing strikes every Saturday
until the end of the year.
The workers are fighting to defend the role of the guard, resisting
any erosion of the guard’s role towards “Driver Only Operation”
(DOO), where trains could run
without a second safety-critical
member of staff on board, or where
only the driver has ultimate responsibility for and oversight of
dispatch from platforms and the
opening and closing of train doors.
As SWR prepared for the strikes,
the Executive of the rail union
RMT’s NEC rightly voted to reject
a proposal emerging from ongoing
Acas negotiations, which would
have seen guards have even less
control of opening and closing
train doors during dispatch than
they do currently, under the terms
of a settlement reached following

previous rounds of strikes.
While it is encouraging that the
union’s Executive rejected this
offer, it is worrying that it was ever
brought before them in the first
place. Proposals which would actively worsen workers’ conditions,
and are contrary to union policy,
should be rejected outright at the
negotiation stage, without having
to be brought back before any
union committee for vetting.
Given the unprecedented length
of the SWR strikes, significant
fundraising, within the union and
across the labour movement, is
necessary to ensure any worker in
financial hardship is not forced to
choose between their principles
and paying the rent.
Effective picketing, that seeks to
deter scabs from coming into work
and seeks to put real pressure on
drivers not to cross guards’ picket
lines, is also required.
The SWR strikes are amongst the
most prolonged rail strikes in
British industrial history, and are a
testament to the workers’ refusal to
surrender despite the protracted

dispute. The Labour Party manifesto for the 12 December general
election includes a commit to restore staffing levels to a renationalised railway, which John
McDonnell and others have made
clear means defending the role of
the guard and reinstating guards to
services currently running with
Driver Only Operation.
The Labour Party should therefore mobilise heavily to support
picket lines, and link their policy to
the workers’ demands.
On the eve of the strikes, SWR
bosses sent every guard an intimidating letter, suggesting workers
or the union could be liable for any
losses incurred during the strike.
An RMT guard wrote an open letter in response, which was published on the Off The Rails blog
(bit.ly/swr-ltr). We republish it
here (abridged). □

T

his is nothing, but scaremongering nonsense. Firstly, let’s be
100% clear, this is legal strike action.
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SWR have not guaranteed a
guard on every train. The last
framework stated that a train could
go without a guard on board in
“extreme circumstances.” Southern
Railway had stated this as well,
with their OBS grade. Now over
50% of their trains run regularly
without a second member of staff
on board...
SWR are scared that we are
walking out because they don’t
want their middle managers being
bogged down in a month’s worth
of paperwork in January. Therefore
the people at the top of the business are bullying their workforce
into trying to cross pickets.
All that SWR are entitled to do
are withdraw pay for not signing
on for a shift. Because of this legal
strike, SWR cannot take any legal
action against you personally...
They say that thousands of people will be disrupted. If you look,
our core routes are running with
buses on ones that are not and alternative transport available. People won’t be disrupted.
Our lives will be when we’re all

Contact us
020 7394 8923
solidarity@
workersliberty.org

made redundant.
You will not be paid. But you
will receive hardship payments
and any annual leave which you
are booked on. Please see your
local guards’ rep and tell them
what you are booked to work.
Help us to help you.
You are entitled to swap shifts as
per the 1999 GRI agreement: 6.4
Exchange of Duties. Please don’t
listen to this false threat. If your
rules and assessments are due in
December, that’s not your problem. You will just come back to
work on 3 January to normal circumstances.
No legal action will be taken
against you as a person or employee of SWR. It is illegal to take
legal action against employees
during legal industrial action.
Please take no notice of this letter
from SWR. It’s four pages of
wasted trees. Support the strikes.
Spend December with your families this year. Don’t cross the picket
line. □
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