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Labour councillors,
start fighting!

By administering cuts, Labour councils are inflicting dire misery on working-class communities. Many have ended up clashing with their communities or workers, eg Birmingham (bin workers), Derby and Durham (TAs)
and, in Lewisham, Forest Hill School teachers.
Socialist councillors should fight for their council to lead a fight against the
cuts, mobilising the community and workers in demonstrations, strikes and
other forms of direct action to create a crisis for the government and get back
the money it has taken; and linking up with other councils willing to act.
There are more limited things councils can do – not promote academisation,
for instance, or stop and try to reverse privatisation and outsourcing. That would
be a step forward. But as cuts go deeper and deeper, as the very framework of
local government starts to break up, such things will be increasingly limited.
It will be hard for councillors to mobilise the community if they are not doing
everything they can to avoid cuts themselves – stopping cuts in the expectation
that we can win the money back if councillors help lead a struggle.

We need to take over the party at every level, get it campaigning, support
and develop community and workers’ struggles – and as part of that have a thorough, well-organised discussion in the labour movement, the party and the left
about what we want councils and councillors to do. We should have done this
sooner – better late than never!
As things currently stand councillors have little power – because of cabinet
and mayoral systems, because of the conservative politics which dominate
Labour groups, and because of the decimation of local government which
they are implementing. They can get real power only as part of a grassroots
movement fighting back.
• This is taken from a document recently written by a group of Lewisham trade
unionists about councillors and cuts. For the whole document, email NUT/NEU activist Jade Baker jadeloribaker@ymail.com
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ISSUE 11
If, despite the government’s disarray, the polls remain tight, it is
surely because the Tories have benefited from the continuing pollution of the political air by nationalism. We must fight to clear it.
Nonetheless, a Corbyn government seems to be on the way. What
if, rather than being confronted by big business, it is at least partially
co-opted by it? What is behind the apparent friendliness breaking
out between the Labour leadership and sections of capital?
That is a major theme of this issue. The other is what socialists
should advocate Labour councils and councillors do about cuts, a
problem that is going to become much more prominent over the
next months – or should do.

WHERE WE STAND
The Labour Party and the country are standing at a crossroads.
Jeremy Corbyn's election as Labour leader in 2015 opened a space
for socialist politics to re-emerge into the British mainstream. His reelection in 2016 confirmed that there are at least hundreds of thousands in Britain of people who want to see an end to austerity, to
neo-liberalism and to the worst misery inflicted by the capitalist system. There are hundreds of thousands of people who at least aspire to
a better society than capitalism. The socialist left of the labour movement has a historic opportunity now – we must seize it.
That means an open discussion on politics and principles, assisting
the grassroots of the labour movement to develop our own policies
and programme for a Labour government and for transforming society, building on and critically engaging with policies proposed by the
leader’s office, the unions, the constituencies, and other parts of the
movement.
It means democratising the Labour Party, preventing further coup
attempts against the leadership, and preventing further unjust purges,
suspensions, and expulsions. It means facilitating debate on Momentum, its purpose and its future.
The Clarion is a space for and a contribution to those debates. In
addition to news and reports from the movement, our coverage will
particularly focus on
• Debate and discussion on class and class struggle today, and how
we go beyond “new politics” and “progressive politics” to revive working-class politics.
• How we make socialism, a new society based on common ownership and need not profit, the basic, unifying goal of the left; and fight
for bold socialist policies in the here and now.
• Fighting nationalism, building working-class solidarity across borders and between workers of different backgrounds and communities.
• To take a serious and consistent approach to equality and liberation struggles.
• To stand up for rational debate and against nonsense, against the
culture of clickbait, conspiracy theory, and instant denunciation which
has taken root in some parts of the left.
We welcome involvement from comrades who are in broad agreement with these points. We aim to complement rather than compete
with existing publications on the Labour left, and to critically engage
with ideas from across the left.
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Socialism

Paradise Papers: we found
the money tree!
A huge amount has been written,
in the mainstream and on the
left, about the spotlight the “Paradise Papers” episode has shone
on the pathologically anti-social
behaviour of the rich in today’s
capitalist world.
The Clarion would argue for
the labour movement and left to
draw the following lessons.
Still think there’s no magic
money tree? The left has attacked
the Tories for using the claim that
“there is no magic money tree” to
justify austerity. But in fact John
McDonnell said exactly the same
thing to the 2016 Labour Party
conference: “There are no easy options. There is no proverbial magic
money there”. Nor was this just a
throwaway or isolated remark: the
Labour leadership has been remarkably reluctant about spending
commitments, not even saying, for
instance, that it will restore the
money taken from local government since 2010 or that it will
provide funding to get council
house-building started. We need
to insist on what has now been
proved, again, beyond all doubt:
there is a vast amount of wealth in
society but it is in the wrong
hands. A left government should
minimally attack that wealth to reverse all cuts and social degradation since the crisis hit and begin
to improve things. Opposing tax
cuts and tackling tax avoidance is
not enough, not even as an immediate approach.
Expropriate the banks! Banks
and high finance are central to the
economy’s functioning, and their
hunger for profit has been central
to the economic chaos of the last
decade, licensing of rich people’s

greed and growth of inequality.
Nor can the hoarding of wealthy
by the super-rich be tackled without taking over and repurposing
these engines of inequality to serve
public needs. Labour should fight
for the policy successfully proposed by the FBU to the 2012
TUC Congress but never implemented, and more recently endorsed by Young Labour Policy
conference: a publicly owned and
democratically run banking and financial system.
We need to talk about the
monarchy. It’s good that John
McDonnell called for the Queen
to open up her financial records in
the wake of the Paradise leaks. But
it should be abundantly clear that
the monarchy is an institution of
the class enemy and one that
needs to be exposed so it can be
scrapped. This is not a politically
straightforward issue to raise and
it is understandable why the leadership is so keen to avoid it. And
yet…
Fight for socialism. We need to
use this opportunity to step up the
fight to radicalise Labour’s program, and in particular its commitment to public ownership. The
questions we need to ask are
whether existing commitments
(around water, Royal Mail, the
railways and so on) will be carried
out; about ways in which, even as
immediate demands, they do not
go far enough (the banks and the
energy system spring to mind);
and what it means for something
to be in “public ownership”, in
terms of by whom, how and for
what goals it is run.
Beyond that we need to revive
the idea of a radically different sci-

The Queen’s private estate
invested about £10 million
offshore, including in the
firm behind BrightHouse, a
chain accused of antisocial lending practices
(Source: BBC)
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ety from capitalism, a socialist society based on common ownership
of the great concentrations of
wealth production.
In such a society scandals like
those revealed in the Paradise Pa-

pers will be impossible because
the economy and politics will be
democratised in order to plan rationally and meet human need.
That should be the labour movement’s goal.

Vote Lansman, garnham and
dar in the NEC elections
The National Executive Committee elections are underway.
There is a right wing challenge
from ‘independents’ Eddie Izzard, businessman Gurinder
Singh Josan and Johanna Baxter.
They are making out they are
above the factionalism of the
Labour Party, but their website is
run by anti-Corbyn Labour First.
Izzard says he has what it takes to
bring Labour into the 21st century
because he has run 70 marathons.
Great work, Eddie.
The left slate agreed by Momentum’s leadership and the Centre Left Grassroots Alliance
(CLGA) is Yasmine Dar, Rachel
Garnham and Jon Lansman.
It is absolutely essential that those
three are elected to the NEC.
Readers will be aware of our
disagreements with Lansman and

Momentum’s leadership over their
underhand and undemocratic behaviour imposing a ridiculous
constitution on the organisation
and refusing to provide solidarity
for socialists expelled from
Labour. But in the interests of furthering the cause of the left we
have to come together and ensure
they are elected by a wide margin.
Recent victories at national and
regional conferences should not
lull people into a false sense of security – the right are organised and
biding their time for their come
back.
Electing the Momentum slate
to the NEC will help consolidate
recent gains and stall a resurgence of the right. Any criticisms
we have of Lansman and co. can
be dealt with after the election.
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BREXIT

EU Withdrawal Bill: don’t miss the threat!
By Michael Chessum, Another Europe is Possible
The European Union (Withdrawal) Bill, which is at the time of writing passing through Committee Stage in the House of Commons, is
the most dangerous piece of legislation in decades.
The Bill is about so much more than “doing the admin” on Brexit –
and should give us a lot to think about, both in terms of the left’s failures
to mobilise, and in highlighting the enduring discipline of the Conservative Party.
The Bill transfers a huge number of EU laws – including vital protections for workers, human rights and the environment – and then gives
ministers the power to change or abolish these, or make up new laws,
without even a vote in parliament. Ministers will have these powers
(some of which are referred to as “Henry VIII” powers) to bring effect
to any Brexit deal, especially if they deem the matter to be “urgent”.
Then there are the things that the Bill simply abolishes. These include
the jurisdiction of the European Court of Justice (ECJ), and the EU
Charter of Fundamental Rights. The main revelation from the debate
thus far has been the discipline on the Tory benches. David Davis, the
“civil liberties Tory”, once relied on the Charter of Fundamental Rights
when he brought legal action against the “Snoopers’ Charter” just last
year; now he is dutifully killing it. Backbencher Dominic Grieve put in
an amendment to save the Charter, but then withdrew it after a minister
made a weak statement, and led his gang of rebels to vote against an
identical amendment from Labour.
From one perspective, this is good news for Labour. The liberal wing
of the Tory Party is gradually sinking under the waves of the Hard Brexit
project. Only Ken Clarke has reliably broken the whip; Grieve, Soubry,
Morgan, Sandbach, Allen and the other “Brexit mutineers” so controversially named by the Telegraph have voted with the government every
time it mattered. Despite Labour’s explicitly leftwing programme, some
captains of industry and a portion of the liberal middle-class Tory base
could yet countenance a Labour vote to avert the mad excesses of Brexit
(though this, to be sure, brings problems of its own).
From another perspective, the passage of the EU Withdrawal Bill
highlights a series of problems. If the Conservatives remain this disci-

plined, and the DUP remain committed to trading loyalty for cash, it is
unlikely that there will be an election before 2022. Between now and
then, there are a lot of variables which could keep Labour and the left
out of power. We face a decimation of rights and protections, and a significant constitutional shift, which a Corbyn government will have to
spend years reversing – if it ever manages to do so – in spite of all of the
other advances that will be made.
What has struck me most about this episode is the total lack of mobilisation around it from the left. Yes, this is a relatively dry-sounding
piece of legislation – but it is the left’s job to make important and complex things comprehensible. Even a relatively tame march through London would have shifted the debate on the EU Withdrawal Bill and put
real pressure on the government’s agenda.
Brexit will continue to dominate politics for years to come – and much
of it will, however boring we find it, revolve around the nuts and bolts of
proceedings in Parliament. The anti-hard Brexit campaign is currently
being led by an assortment of centrist politicians and institutional players.
If we are really serious about pushing back against the Tories’
agenda of deregulation and imperial nostalgia, the left must understand what is happening with this legislation and begin to mobilise
properly around it.

Model motion for Labour branches and CLPs
Defend and extend the right to free movement
On 31 July the Tories confirmed their intention to end free movement between the UK and EU. On 2 August, however, the EU Commission
released its Eurobarometer survey, showing 70pc of British people support the right to free movement across Europe. On 4 August the
Labour Campaign for Free Movement was launched with the backing of MPs, MEPs, trade union leaders and activists from across our
movement, committed to making the argument for defending and extending free movement.
Stagnating wages, crumbling services and the housing crisis were caused by government and employers making the rich richer at working
people’s expense – not immigration.
Labour proposes real solutions to the problems facing working people. We need massive public funding to ensure good jobs, homes, services
and benefits for all; scrapping of anti-union laws and stronger rights so workers can push up wages and conditions; and communities uniting
across divisions to win changes.
Labour is the party of all workers, regardless of where they were born. We note many struggles where migrants have been central to improving
low-paid workers’ wages and rights, like the recent victorious cleaners’ campaign at LSE. Our movement must not give an inch to the falsehoods
used to turn domestic against migrant workers: we stand for workers’ unity across the divisions of nationality.
Free movement benefits all workers. Without it, only the rich and privileged can live and travel where they want, while migrant workers are
more vulnerable to hyper-exploitation, making downward pressure on wages more likely. Limiting free movement further would damage the
economy and hit living standards.
Britain and the EU should welcome migration across Europe and from beyond.
In government, we should maintain and extend free movement; scrap the net migration target; strengthen refugee rights; dismantle the brutal
anti-migrant regime built over decades; abolish immigration detention centres; ensure the right to family reunion; end use of “no recourse to
public funds”; end use of landlords and health workers as border guards; and reverse attacks on migrants’ access to the NHS.
This branch/CLP sends our support and endorsement to the Labour Campaign for Free Movement. We will circulate the statement at
labourfreemovement.org to our members; urge our conference delegates to support any relevant motions; urge our MP and MEPs to support
free movement; and invite a speaker from the campaign to visit our branch/CLP.
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Time to shut down detention centres
By Ana Oppenheim, Hornsey and Wood Green CLP
On the 19 November, the 12th demonstration at the Yarl’s Wood
women’s detention centre took place.
Yarl’s Wood demos have been organised every few months by Movement for Justice (MfJ) to bring attention to the cruelty of immigration
detention and the immigration system as a whole. Dozens of groups
around the country - including student groups, anti-racist, feminist and
LGBT+ organisations, as well as Labour Campaign for Free Movement
— mobilised their supporters to demonstrate in solidarity with detainees
and all migrants. The protest was lively and powerful. Attendees heard
from a number of former and current detainees (the latter via a phone),
and women from inside the centre waved to the crowd through the windows and joined in the chants — which included “no borders, no nations,
stop deportations” and “no human is illegal.” However, the turnout was
smaller than at other recent Yarl’s Wood demos (around 300, down from
nearly 1,000 recently), most likely due to abuse within MfJ which weeks
earlier was revealed in a blog by former members of the group. The survivors explicitly requested for Yarl’s Wood demonstrations to continue
happening and for grassroots groups to take on organising them.
It is vital for this kind of activism to continue. Thousands of migrants
— many of them asylum seekers escaping violence and persecution - are
currently kept in detention, not knowing when or if they will be released
or deported. UK law imposes no time limit on detention, meaning that
some migrants spend even years waiting for a decision. Yarl’s Wood is
notorious for documented cases of mistreatment of women detainees as
well as appalling standards of physical and mental healthcare. However,
the demonstrations go beyond asking for moderate reforms of the mi-

gration system: many protesters carry placards demanding free movement of people and denouncing the racism of border controls.
Labour’s 2017 General Election manifesto pledged to introduce a time
limit on detention. This would be a big step forward, however, we can
and should demand more: an end to the cruel detention system, which
imprisons people for no crime other than their nationality, and a radical
expansion of migration rights. For this to happen, the left must organise:
both in the streets and our communities, protesting detention and resisting deportations, as well as inside the Labour party, through initiatives
such as the Labour Campaign for Free Movement.
It’s time to shut down detention centres once and for all.

Free movement and class struggle
By Don Flynn, Labour Campaign for Free Movement
Many on the left wrongly argue that support for the right of migrants
to freedom of movement is the same as support for the free movement of capital. The implication drawn from this association is that
in curbing the right of people to
move freely we would also be restraining the domination of capital.
Supporters of the Labour Campaign for Free Movement take pretty
well the opposite view on this point:
in the world of actually-existing capitalism the gains that have been won
for the rights of people to move across
the world as migrants have to be
counted as advances – limited and
partial though they might be – for the
working class. It is because capital has
the right to move so freely that the
right of wage earners to move within
labour markets to position themselves
for the available job opportunities has
always been fundamental to the socialist cause.
The critical insight being offered by
supporters of LCFM is that fifty years of neoliberal economic polices
across the world have created labour markets in which the workers of
different countries have been obliged to compete with one another in
order to have access to a decent standard of living. This has come about
not merely through the effects of migration, but as a consequence of
access gained to labour markets abroad through strategies that hinge
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on the outsourcing of jobs, foreign direct investment and other approaches that aim at getting access to the labour of workers across the
world.
The plain fact is that the labour movement in Britain is only at the
very beginning of organising itself for this task and much work needs
to be done if we are to forge unity out of the current strands of diversity.
LCFM has been explicit on
this point, making it clear in its
founding statement that it
stands for strong trade unions
and massive investment in
council housing, public services
and infrastructure. Our vision
is of migrant and UK-born
workers fighting alongside side
each other to make this happen,
rather than one group allegedly
prospering from the other’s lack
of access to rights and opportunities to play a full role in society.
The discussions which led
to the launch of the Labour
Campaign for Free Movement have concerned themselves with exactly this task of strengthening the labour movement
so that it is better equipped for the battles of the 21st century.
• Don Flynn is former director of the Migrants’ Rights Network
• Find out more about the Labour Campaign for Free Movement:
www.labourfreemovement.org
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wales, scotland

Welsh Labour: back to square one?
By Chris Mears, Welsh
Labour Grassroots/Momentum activist
In early November Labour’s
Welsh Executive Committee
made a decision that will affect
Welsh politics for years to come,
and which set itself against the
historic tide of our movement.
It chose to keep the outdated
electoral college for leadership
elections, rejecting the one-member-one-vote system that elected
Jeremy Corbyn, made Labour
across the UK the mass membership organisation it is today, and
has been accepted by Scottish
Labour, leading to the election of
Richard Leonard.
Nobody seems able to explain
why 58 politicians should have the
same voting power as 30,000
members, preferring instead to return to platitudes about the
“Labour family”, and most significantly, trade unions’ more important role in Wales. As if
OMOV-elected leaders like Corbyn and Leonard are somehow divorced from union demands! In
fact, if the unions are proportionally larger in Wales, their members
should get a larger say in OMOV
than those in other parts of the
UK, and with high turnout would
greatly outnumber members.
The real agenda of those officials who made this decision is
hidden in plain sight: keeping
power in Wales concentrated in
the hands of toxic clique around

Carwyn Jones, and out of the
hands of an energetic new membership, who joined in the expectation of full democratic rights.
Carwyn Jones chose to break the
news in an email to all members,
which deceptively described the
current system as “OMOV within
an electoral college”.
It was no surprise that the party
management did everything possible to suppress democracy – ignoring the vast majority of
responses from CLPs, which supported OMOV, refusing to allow
conference to review its decision,
and doing very little to make
members aware of the consultation. Sadly, accounts from constituency reps on the Welsh
Executive Committee confirm
that the unions which opposed
OMOV failed to meaningfully
consult their members. The political culture in Wales that needs
changing is deeply entrenched.
But change it we must. Also
agreed at this crunch Welsh Executive Committee meeting was the
introduction of a deputy leader,
the election of whom is to be held
early next year, on an all-women
shortlist (a good thing in my
view). We must make OMOV the
issue of the campaign, challenging
candidates on it at hustings, and if
none are supportive, staging walkouts to expose the bankruptcy of
the contest. As members, we
should make our support conditional on fighting this decision. As
trade unionists, we must demand
proper representation from our

union officials. And as Constituency Labour Parties, we must
make our views known to our
AMs and MPs, many of whom
claim not to have been consulted
by those who voted on their behalf
at the WEC. Julie Morgan AM
ought to be given credit for passionately speaking up for OMOV
at a meeting of her CLP, which
was the first to carry a motion opposing the decision. Other efforts
to take the issue to conference are
already well underway.
But it will take much more than
demands over the course of one
deputy leadership contest to overturn this decision. The Labour left
in Wales is currently at a disadvantage compared to the Left in England, where Momentum is able to
instantly send out effective callsto-arms to its thousands of supporters. Welsh Labour Grassroots,
though affiliated to Momentum,
has nothing like the same resources, and though it successfully
organises its existing base to make
vital interventions, has yet to fully
tap into the great Corbyn-sup-

porting majority of new, younger
members.
This presents the opportunity to
create a bottom-up Welsh left that
is true to its roots, drawing on our
proud history of struggle, as the
home of formative figures like Nye
Bevan. We need organic social
media campaigns to emulate the
great success of pages like Red
Labour, informing and empowering members to organise and take
party democracy into their own
hands. There is only so long the
right can use process to obstruct
us, if we are clear and united in our
aims. A Corbyn government will
need the whole party backing it to
the hilt, and Wales, as the poorest
nation in the UK, needs a Labour
Party willing to go further when
necessary.
With solidarity from members
in England and Scotland, Wales
too will transform its politics.
And the Welsh Government will
need to do this, if the experience
of weakened social democratic
parties across the West is anything to go by.

BiFab victory shows workers’ power
By Alasdair Clark
After a dispute historic in both
its size and impact, workers at
BiFab successfully forced a resolution between their employer
and another contractor after a
dispute nearly forced the company into administration.
Workers in Scotland occupied
their yards, undertaking a work-in
to deliver the contract and show
that their jobs were viable. Although they continued to work
under threat of receiving no pay,
the workers pledged to maintain
control of the yards until a resolution was found, ensuring manage-

ment could not gain access to remove any equipment.
Scottish First Minister Nicola
Sturgeon admitted that if the
workers hadn’t taken action then
the yards would have closed before
a resolution could be found.
There are many important lessons for trade unionists and the
left across the UK, and it will serve
as a historic reference point.
The excellent support given by
union hierarchy should be praised.
Embedding organisers into the
yards, they were uncompromising
in their support for the workers
demands, at no point were they
willing to concede to management
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or political pressure.
The actions these workers took
fundamentally questioned the accepted relationship between capital; the market and the worker, by
seizing control of the workplace
and forcing a resolution from
management they demonstrated
and rebalanced power into their
hands rather than management.
The community these yards
exist in and the historic importance of these jobs cannot be ignored. The areas where the yards
are located in are traditional mining communities, where generations have experienced extreme
hardship due to the erosion and

deindustrialisation of the area after
the mines closed under Thatcher.
This context led to the explicitly
socialist demands by the workers;
demanding the retention of their
well paid, high quality jobs. They
spoke of the important part they
played in contributing to their
community, their pride to pay tax
and support their families. These
working class people could not be
further from the super rich who
do all they can to avoid their tax.
There will be much to be said
and written about the impact on
BiFab in the years to come. Their
radical action will shape industrial relations for a generation.
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A beginner’s guide to being a left CLP secretary
By Heather Mendick,
Hackney South and
Shoreditch secretary
Two weeks after the General
Election I was elected secretary
of Hackney South and Shoreditch CLP at a 240-strong meeting
which saw our grassroots left
slate win nearly all positions on
the executive.
Having spent 18 months building towards this – learning how
meetings work, engaging new
members, encouraging people to
stand, and so on – we had to
change gear and actually run
things.
If we’re to win next time and to
deliver on our manifesto, it’s crucial that people who understand
our political movement take a
more active role in shaping the
party. But what does it mean to be
a Corbynista CLP secretary?
I’m strongly associated with
Momentum locally which means
some see me as divisive. One person explaining why he didn’t vote
for me said ‘You’re a really good
organiser but…’ After two years of
feeling that the rules are being
used against us, it’s really important to me that I not only am fair
but that I’m seen to be fair. I quit
the Momentum Hackney steering
committee after being elected. I
didn’t have time for both roles and
I hoped this would be taken as a
sign of my commitment to impartiality. I’m studiously neutral in
how I respond to policy motions,
following consistent procedures

whatever my personal views. And
in contrast to past practice, I never
pass on information to anyone before I pass it onto the whole membership.
But if politics don’t matter, why
stand? Why spend time preparing
agendas and minutes, answering
endless emails and sorting out the
database when you could be campaigning on doorsteps and at
demos? To continue to have local
parties run by people who have actively opposed Corbyn in defiance
of the vast majority of the membership creates tension. Supporters
of the ‘new politics’ are more likely
to engage with the Labour Party if
they see their politics reflected
back to them in their CLP’s leadership. More fundamentally, I believe that some long-term
members’ suspicions of new members meant that they didn’t try to
engage them. Why else had our
CLP not had its own new-members event in two years despite
more than trebling in size during
that time? We need to engage
people so that we can use the skills
and energies of our huge membership – around 3,300 in Hackney
South alone – to build our movement.
Through my work in Momentum, I’ve learned about what motivates new members and where
they get stuck. I include more explanations in my emails and use a
powerpoint presentation to guide
people through business meetings.
We’ve produced a guide for branch
secretaries and matched new
chairs and secretaries with people

with experience of those roles. We
working’ve also started a Facebook
page so the party is more outward
facing and are about to launch a
series of four videos describing
how the local party works. So administration is not neutral. It can
include and it can exclude.
Corbyn stood on a platform of
promoting democracy within the
Labour Party and across society.
Central to this is for local Labour
parties to play an active role in national and regional party structures. As the first point of contact,
the secretary is key to making this
happen by engaging creatively
with Labour Party instructions.
This year Hackney South sent
motions to both our national and
regional conferences for the first
time in ages. Motions are our main
route for grassroots input into policy. I offer to support people in
putting together motions and I always report back on what’s happened to those we pass so people
feel they’re part of a process.
More broadly, as a member of

the executive, I can play my part
with the other officers in shaping
the direction of Hackney South
Labour. Last January, we passed a
motion of solidarity with the Picturehouse workers’ struggle for the
Living Wage, recognition of their
union and improved conditions.
Until June this led to nothing
more than a collection after a
meeting.
Under the new executive, we’ve
offered more active support, organising community pickets of
Hackney Picturehouse and holding a poetry and comedy
fundraiser in a local bar that
brought in more than £500 for the
strike fund. We’ve done this alongside a full programme of party
campaigning and fundraising.
It is this combination of electoral and movement politics that
saw Jeremy win the leadership
and that I believe will see him
elected Prime Minister.
• For a longer version of this article, see bit.ly/2iXMvBg

Labour versus the bookies

CLP reports

By Daniel Round

The Clarion is being sent an increasing number of reports from
CLPs. Recently, for instance, we have carried updates on the left’s
victory in Hornsey and Wood Green and the deselection of rightwing councillors there; on the suspension of elections in Lewisham
Deptford; on the failure of right-wing antics in Ealing North; and
on the triumph of the left in the reinstated Wallasey CLP.
Please see our website, and send your local report, however long
or short, to theclarionmag@gmail.com

Fixed odds betting terminals (FOBTs) have been dubbed the “crack
cocaine of gambling”.
They blight the lives of some of the most vulnerable people in our
society. It is about class - betting shops have cynically clustered in in
deprived areas, afflicting communities that already face issues with
poverty. Of the 62 constituencies where gamblers lost more than £5m
in 2015-16, 47 are held by the Labour. The Labour Party and gambling reform activists advocate a £2 cap for FOBTs, but under the Tories it could remain obscenely high at £20, £30, or even £50 per spin.
That’s why the Labour Campaign for Gambling Reform has been established.
Its launch event is on 6 December, with December with a number
of MPs as well as well as Jeremy Corbyn’s former spokesperson,
Matt Zarb-Cousin.
• For LCGR, see www.facebook.com/LabourCGR
• Full article at bit.ly/2hVVd26
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Labour democracy review
The first stage of the Labour Party’s Democracy Review, looking at
Youth, Women’s and BAME structures, closes on 12 January, see
bit.ly/2jt4hvM. The Clarion is working on a draft program of demands to inform submissions to the review. To send us ideas or be
involved, email theclarionmag@gmail.com
For the program produced by the Campaign for Labour Party
Democracy for the party’s 2011 review, see bit.ly/2BjVdk6
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Labour Councillors must resist cuts an
“Hard left Labour purge - Corbyn supporters
oust local councillors across Britain” shouted
the Times front page on 28 November. Leaving
aside the irony of democratic candidate selection being called a purge while the actual
purge, of left-wing activists, is ignored or justified, along with other outright absurdities in
the Times article, the number of councillors
deselected is tiny. Nonetheless, it is certainly
true that there will be many more left/Corbynsupporting councillors very soon. What will
they do?
At the moment this is not being discussed.
We face a situation in which Labour councils
will be reduced even more purely to local administrators of the Tories’ demolition job on our
communities. Instead councils should refuse to
make cuts, defy the Tories’ plans, and help mobilise the labour movement and the community
to defeat them.
What does that mean?
• Councils are large organisations with com-

plex finances which give leeway to avoid cuts.
They can cut top management salary and perks
and scrap wasteful spending like using agency
workers and consultants. They can juggle accounts to move spending items from one financial year to the next. They can spend reserves.
• Such financial gambits can only buy time –
but time that can be used to mobilise a fight.
Councillors should mobilise alongside council
and other workers, council tenants and the wider
community in a campaign to demand the funding taken in cuts is restored.
• If councils took a lead, the response would
almost certainly be very big. Demonstrations,
strikes, rent strikes, residents withholding council tax, the council withholding payments to the
government and many other things could be
tried.
• The aim should be mounting pressure to
force concessions from the Tories, push back,
and create the best conditions for a Labour government committed to fully refunding services.

At the moment the Labour leadership has not
committed to that – we must demand it does.
• In place of the current refusal to even discuss
the issues in local Labour Parties, councillors
should help to build and integrate themselves
into a democratic anti-cuts movement which
discusses, debates and decides how to pursue and
escalate the campaign. They should call democratic local labour movement conferences to discuss what to do.
If any significant number of councils defied
the Tories, refused to make cuts, and mobilise
campaigning, the government would have to retreat quickly. If even one council took a stand, it
would face a serious fight. And that would make
a serious national movement much more likely.
More in the next issue of The Clarion and on
our website during December. Meanwhile we
look at the lessons of two victorious struggles
by Labour councils in the past, with an article
on Poplar and another by ex-Clay Cross councillor John Dunn.

Clay Cross fought and won
By John Dunn, former Clay Cross
councillor
It seems unbelievable today that a rent increase
for council tenants of £1 a week could result in
21 councillors being surcharged and banned
from office with some bankrupted and having
their goods and cars seized for daring to defy a
Tory government law, hilariously known as
‘The Fair Rent Act’ or, to give it it’s
true title The Housing Finance Act.
Until 1972 local councils had been
free to determine their own rent levels.
In Clay Cross the Urban District Council were particularly proud of their housing record. Throughout the sixties a
programme of slum clearance had seen
all the terraced rows and back to back
houses, with no indoor toilets cleared
and replaced with a comprehensive
council house building scheme that, had
it been emulated nationally would have
seen over a million council houses built
every year.
Believing that housing was an essential human neccesity the council kept
rents low, with subsidies from the rate
account, provided elderly persons bungalows
with full time 24 hour warden support (councillors were also surcharged for paying those wardens a living wage, against the Tory wages
controls).
Where communities were pulled down tenants
were rehoused with the same neighbours and the
same community. The difference this time was
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that they were housed in new, high quality houses
with gardens, on estates with green spaces and
community gardens.
Initially councils up and down the country
pledged to fight the Rent Act. Then as implementation time loomed, one by one they fell
away. Eventually Clay Cross stood alone.
The Tories were determined the councillors
should suffer. In January 1973 the District Auditor ruled the 11 councillors "guilty of negligence

and misconduct" and surcharged them ‘jointly
and severally’ a total of £6,350. The ‘jointly’ bit
meaning that each councillor was liable for the
total, therefore taking them over the £2,000 limit
that meant automatic disqualification.
Disqualified
Ordinary working people, the councillors had
no chance of paying this amount. An appeal was

lodged to the high court, left wing solicitors Seiffert, Sedley handled the appeal pro bono, Lord
(Tony) Gifford was the barrister. To add insult to
injury, when the appeal was lost the district auditor was awarded a further £2000 costs.
In summing up the ruling Lord Denning, declared "They are disqualified. They must stand
down… I trust there are good men in Clay Cross
ready to take over".
Clay Cross Labour took him at his word, although good women were also included, a ‘second eleven’ were selected
and ten of them elected to replace their
surcharged comrades. The first decision was to continue the policies of
their predecessors. They were eventually surcharged a total of £2,229, just
enough to ensure their disqualification,
for maintaining the fair wages policy.
The government had, in the meantime, sent in a housing commissioner
to collect the rents. Patrick Skillington
was a retired civil servant from Henley
on Thames, a place, presumably much
like Clay Cross. His opening press
conference was disrupted and he fled
after just 10 minutes.
He was denied an office in the council premises and had to work from the Chesterfield Hotel
some six miles away. A policy of non co-operation with him was maintained by both sets of
councillors. Tenants were asked to only pay the
rent as set by the council. When he left, upon
local government reorganisation in 1974 he had
never collected a single penny of the rent increase. Unlike the councillors he was not sur-
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and help their communities fight back
charged and in fact was given a stipend of several
thousand pounds for his ‘expenses’.
Today’s situation, with Labour councils implementing Tory austerity, makes this last point all
the more relevant. The cry from them is “if we
don’t do it the government will send commissioners in and it will be much worse!” Of course
we know Labour cuts are nicer than Tory ones!
The answer should be let them! If a tiny town
in North Derbyshire could stand and fight whilst
single handedly seeing off a commissioner, just
image what a major city could do, or loads of
councils standing firm. The cuts would be halted
in their tracks.
Tragically the Labour government of 1974 79 refused to lift the surcharges, the original 11
bankrupted faced incredible hardships, unable to
obtain credit, losing possessions to bailiffs. One,
George Goodfellow, had had a holiday booked
before the Housing Finance act became law, the
travel firm went bust. Some time later he eventually got his money back, it was seized by the re-

ceiver. Several lost their cars, but, in an act of
supreme generosity, their spouses were given first
choice to BUY them back.
Donations
The second team of councilors were saved from
bankruptcy by a fund of donations from the labour
movement, but remained barred from office.
In 1974, under local government reorganisation, Clay Cross UDC was abolished and became
part of the North East Derbyshire District
Council. It was led by a certain Bob Cochrane.
He could not wait to collect the increase in rent,
even setting a higher differential rate on Clay
Cross to collect a ‘deficit’. He went on to form
the Social Democratic Alliance and split the
Labour vote in 1983.
So 21 councillors kept a Tory government at
bay for two years but their achievements were far
more than that. When Thatcher took away free
school milk they increased the chairman’s allowance from £25 a year, spent on an armistice

Poplar is highly relevant today
By Janine Booth
About sixteen years ago, my local Labour council
was making cuts to services, attacking its workers’ pay and conditions, and closing my son’s
nursery. I and others campaigned against these
cuts. I got into an exchange of letters with the
Labour whip in the pages of the local newspaper.
He argued that Labour councils did not have any
choice but to make these cuts as they did not
have enough money to keep the services running.
I replied that the council did have a choice,
but I knew that my argument would be stronger
if I could point to an example. I knew that some
Labour councils in the 1980s had refused to
make cuts for a while, but I also knew that they
had all made cuts (or increased charges) in the
end. So I rooted around and found out about
Poplar Council in 1921.
Swept to power by a newly-enfranchised
working class in 1919, the Labour council in the
east London borough of Poplar dramatically improved services including housing, libraries, maternity and health services. But when an
economic crash drove unemployment upwards,
the demand for its services outstripped the financial resources it had to meet them.
The local labour movement held a conference
and agreed to defy the unfair local government
funding system. Poplar council voted not to collect and pay the precepts to the London County
Council, and kept its services running instead.
Thousands marched in support of their resistance, thirty councillors went to prison and
Poplar won. A government under the pressure
of class mobilisation changed the funding system so that rich boroughs paid more in and
poorer boroughs got more out.

I had the example I needed for my argument.
Some people will argue that historical examples are interesting but no longer relevant. But
history is there for us to learn from, and we often
look even further back than this.
Others will point out that local government
finance rules have changed since the Poplar rebellion, today defiant councillors would simply
be removed rather than sent to prison. This,
though, would surely make it easier for councillors to take a stand against cuts, without their
personal freedom at stake. The changes in rules
would certainly necessitate a change in tactics,
but the basic lesson remains the same: that it is
better to defy than to implement cuts.
Still more will say that martyrdom on the part
of individual councillors is not the way to win.
But the key factor in Poplar’s fight was that it
was thoroughly rooted in the local working-class
community, democratically steered by the labour
movement, with thousands of people mobilised
in a variety of events and actions.
I would not advocate a strategy of councillors
simply voting against cuts in a political vacuum.
Rather, what Poplar teaches us is that a mobilised labour movement, a community actively
fighting cuts, in conjunction with councillors refusing to make those cuts, can win.
The alternative is to go ahead with cuts – a
strategy that Labour has pursued with varying
degrees of enthusiasm in various councils, and
which has been one of the main factors in the
reduction in working-class support for Labour
until recent years, and remains a major obstacle
in rebuilding it now.
• Janine is the author of Guilty and Proud of it!
Poplar’s Rebel Councillors and Guardians 19191925 (Merlin Press, 2009)

day wreath. As a means of reinstating free school
milk this was increased to £300, the £275 difference being just enough to legally provide for all
Clay Cross schoolchildren. Free TV licences for
all OAPs were also introduced. Their council
house streets were named after prominent labour
movement politicians - Bevan Road, Brockway
Close, Pankhurst Place. Later there even became
a sheltered housing scheme with live in wardens
called Marx Court!
Later in 1984 councillors from Clay Cross on
North East Derbyshire District Council, fought
for, and won, free use at all leisure centres for
striking miners. Clay Cross Social Centre became a soup kitchen for strikers with free meals
every day and was used for fund raising events.
I am proud to have been part of that struggle
and, at the tender age of 22, becoming the
youngest councillor ever to be surcharged. I
would do it all over again. In the words of
George Lansbury and the Poplar Councillors Better to break the law than break the poor!

Local government
workers’ unions call for
fightback
This motion was passed by Unite’s
local government committee. A very
similar one was passed by Unison’s
local government executive.
• To call on Labour councils to set
legal no-cuts budgets, use reserves, capitalise eligible general
fund expenditure and borrow prudentially to generate resources so
that no Labour council need make
cuts. These are short term measures to buy time to build a national
campaign
• That the financial measures must
be combined with a national campaign, linking councils, trade
unions and communities in a fight
against the Tories’ austerity programme
• To call on the union’s political officers/department to prepare a
strategy to take the points in this
motion forward.
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Will a Corbyn government be co-opted
by the bosses?
By Simon Hannah
The possibilities of a left Labour
government winning the next
election have excited the minds,
imaginations and souls of many
millions of people across the
country. Finally an end to neoliberalism, a return to a more
decent and fairer society, and a
government that puts people
ahead of corporate interests.
Of course there are lots of debates to be had (and are being had,
in the pages of this magazine for
instance) on the scope and ability
of Labour under Corbyn to deliver
on his pledges and the obstacles
that might emerge.
The Labour left is well aware of
the problems a radical government
would face. Previous Labour governments faced currency speculation, demands from bankers to
reduce spending, sudden termination of international agreements
and the intervention of the IMF
to destroy the social spending
agenda. And those weren’t particular left governments!
At the recent Historical Materialism conference in London,
Unite’s Andrew Murray gave a
very left speech about the dangers
that Corbyn would face. Murray,
who was drafted in to help with
Corbyn’s office during the recent
General Election campaign, said

that the left needed to build a
transformative movement to defend a Labour government from
capital flight and currency speculation.
This argument is familiar from
the Socialist League in the 1930s,
a left Labour campaign group who
argued that simply electing a
Labour
government
wasn’t
enough. You’d have to abolish the
House of Lords and the Monarchy
too to make the country truly
democratic.
The left gearing up for the titanic conflict ahead of us is going
to be central to whether we win or
lose.
Labour for big business?
But there is another danger facing a Corbyn government. What
if the bosses don’t resist? What if
– rather than trying to undermine
Corbyn’s agenda, they co-opt it?
The Guardian on 11 September

2017 reported on Corbyn’s reception at the Confederation of
British Industry. Corbyn got a
friendly reception, “warm applause” as his plans for the economy went down better than May’s.
“The private sector is paying serious attention to Corbyn”.
The danger here is that with
Brexit looming and looking like it
will be a disaster and the traditional party of the British capitalist class, the Tories, in disarray, a
wing of the capitalists could well
come in behind Labour, championing them as a ‘sensible’ alternative.
Great, you might think. Some
business leaders getting behind us
will make election even more likely!
Well, yes. But at what cost?
Businesses will only back a Corbyn government if it will ensure
that their system and profitability
is left intact. Of course some
might be willing to take a hit on

some nationalisations (as long as
they are generously compensated
of course) as longs as the overall
effect is one of stability.
Now Corbyn isn’t promising a
revolution, but the reality is that
his reform plans will end up being
co-opted into what the capitalists
accept, the fight to redistribute
wealth will happen only within
very clearly defined parameters,
the nationalisation agenda will be
stopped from going any further.
The Guardian reports that John
McDonnell often greets “the business lobby’s top brass with a
cheery ‘how do you feel about a
Marxist chancellor, then?’” The
fact is they will be very happy with
a Marxist chancellor as long as the
profits keep rolling in and nothing
fundamental changes.
The danger of co-option is a
very real one, in some ways more
dangerous that outright opposition.
Opposition can be more easily
identified and fought, it would inspire anger and resistance. But a
subtle, careful undermining by ‘progressive capitalists’ would have the
effect of sowing confusion, demoralisation and seeing the left’s leadership compromised significantly.
Beware then the siren calls of
‘reaching out to the business
community’ or the crocodile
smile of the CBI – their support
comes at a terrible cost.

Budget: remember the Labour manifesto?
By Martin Thomas
Remember Labour's 2017 manifesto? Its axis was a pledge to take
£50-odd billion by more taxes on
the £1,000 billion a year which
currently goes to the rich, or to
enterprises under their control,
and to put those resources into:
• More than £6 billion extra per
year for the NHS
• £8 billion extra for social care
• Reversal of school cuts
• Reversal of some benefit cuts,
including the bedroom tax and
cuts to disability benefits
• Restoring student grants, and
scrapping university tuition fees
• Ending the 1% pay freeze for
health and education workers.

The manifesto also pledged
public ownership of rail and mail,
and of some parts of the energy
industry.
Those same pledges surely
should have been the axis of
Labour's response to Philip Hammond's budget?
In fact the indictment of the
Tories as serving the rich against
the rest of us was partly faded out
and an indictment of them as
managing capitalism incompetently was faded in.
“Everyone else just gets on with
it, whether it is Japan’s new Robotics Strategy, or the huge support
given by the German government
to promote the ‘industrial internet’... we are... an outlier amongst
the developed nations”, said
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shadow Chancellor John McDonnell, as he indicted Hammond lack
of industrial strategy.
Replacing redistribution as the
axis was “a Strategic Investment
Board... This Board will bring together the Chancellor, the Secretary
of State for Business, and the Governor of the Bank of England plus
representatives from the National
Investment Bank and business. It
will be charged with delivering a
major increase in productive investment across the whole country, focused on technology”.
Candid scrutiny of capitalist
policy in Japan or Germany or
other countries where governments claim to excel at “strategic
investment” - shows that it is producing similar ills to British capi-

talism’s. Not exactly the same,
worse in some ways, not-so-bad in
others, but similar.
Compared with Labour's manifesto for the June general election,
this was a different vision. The
pledge to tax the rich was dissolved
into criticism of the Tories for cutting corporate tax rates, and not
sufficiently fixing tax evasion. Public ownership was shoved to the
sidelines. The comment from the
Economist magazine was sady apt:
“McDonnell even claimed that
big businesses are ‘coming to us for
reassurance about the long-term
future of our economy’... Mr McDonnell likes to emphasise that his
preferred policies... are centrist
stuff in continental Europe”.
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Capitalists for Labour?
By Tom Harris
On the LabourList website, the
businessman and restaurateur
Ibrahim Dogus has written an
article arguing that Corbyn's
Labour Party can be “the natural
home for small businessmen and
women”. He wants small and
medium business owners to set
up their own networks in the
Labour Party.
Dogus is chair of SME4Labour,
a group he set up last year to promote ties between the Party and
small and medium enterprises.
If a capitalist wants to appeal to
other capitalists to vote for a left-led
Labour Party, then few of us will
complain. However, socialists should
be wary of pitching Labour as a
“natural home” of business owners,
big or small, or of small-business
owners as against bigger ones.
Dogus says that small businesses account for a big section of
the economy. Many of them are
fine, upstanding citizens. There is
no contradiction between labourmovement principles of equality
and justice and the desire to run a
business.
Many elements of the 2017
General Election manifesto, including a national investment
bank and a joined-up industrial
and trade strategy, would be beneficial to small businesses.
There’s a kernel of truth to what
Dogus says.
The wage-working class makes
up a big majority of the population, but small business people and
the self-employed also number in

John McDonnell with Hamish Sandison, lawyer, business consultant
and “social entrepreneur”
their millions. Many of them are
on incomes comparable or worse
than those of workers, and would
benefit from left-wing policies to
provide decent public services. A
self-employed plumber needs a
decent NHS, clean air, and affordable housing, just as much as a
waged-worker.
The labour movement can and
win the support of many self-employed people and small business
owners on that basis and the more
the merrier.
Bosses
But when business people employ other people they become
bosses. When that happens, the
fundamental dynamic of capitalist
society - the exploitative relationship between worker and boss comes into play. The employer's

interest in a profit margin is set
against the workers' interest in decent and secure wages, limited and
predictable work hours, and good
conditions.
That isn’t because the boss is
necessarily a nasty person. She or
he may personally hold enlightened
and progressive political views. But
the dominant drive for capitalist
enterprises is to maximise profit or
lose out to the competition.
For every William Morris (who
in the 19th century remained a
dedicated socialist despite owning
a small business), there will be a
dozen Anita Roddicks (she had
left-wing views on many issues,
her Body Shop chain stated: "The
Company does not formally
recognise any Trade Union as representing any of our employees,
and has no plans to do so").

What happens when Labour
calls for a real Living Wage to be
implemented across the board?
What happens when Labour tries
to improve rights and conditions
at work? What happens when
Labour tries to change the law to
make it easier for workers to join
trade unions and strike against
their bosses? Business owners are
likely to oppose such moves to
protect their profit margins.
Small business owners, by and
large, are more likely to kick up a
fuss against such moves than larger
capitalist enterprises, since their
profit margins and their capacity to
respond to workers gaining improvements by cost-cutting technical advances are smaller than those
of the multinational giants.
When the moment of divergence comes, a Labour Party that
acts as the political wing of the
labour movement must side firmly
with the workers against their employers, be they big or small.
It’s right for us to appeal to the
self-employed and small proprietors
on a socialist basis, and to explain
that the vast majority of people will
be better off in a fair, democratic
and socialist society in which the
economy is managed rationally for
the benefit of all. But at many
points a socialist project clashes
with small business interests.
Labour should not think that
businesspeople can be the
bedrock of a movement for socialism. That role falls to the
labour movement, and to the
working-class majority of society
whom it seeks to organise.

More United: a new “centre party”?
By Pete Radcliffe
Some Labour MPs are still hoping for a realignment to unite
Labour, Lib-Dem, and Tory centrists against the “extremism” of
the current Labour leadership.
Open Britain, largely the work
of Peter Mandelson, publishes articles from the right-wing Labour
group Progress - Chuka Umunna,
Lord Andrew Adonis, Chris
Leslie, etc. At first it included Tory
MPs Nicky Morgan, Anna Soubry
and Dominic Grieve, but they
withdrew in April.
More United UK, established by

veteran ex-Lib Dem leader Paddy
Ashdown, channels support to candidates from any party who support its “progressive values” of
diversity and tolerance. Clive Lewis
and Caroline Lucas have been associated with it. So is Umunna
(naturally). In June 2017 it donated
about £6,000 each to 49 candidates,
the vast majority Lib Dems or
right-wing Labour, one of them
(Anna Soubry) Tory.
In the June 2017 election campaign, Labour campaigners in
Soubry’s (and my) constituency of
Broxtowe faced More United
campaigners arguing that Soubry
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was the moderate and Labour’s
Greg Marshall was an “extremist”.
Very “united”.
In a recent email from its office,
More United declared: “we are developing a model of politics where
we provide an alternative power-

base of support for those MPs, so
that they can be less dependent on
their party. This would free them
to make bolder decisions in Parliament. But it's not something that
happens overnight: this is a long
term plan”.
This aims to block accountability of Labour MPs to their own
party and help them to work
more closely with Tories with a
“long-term” aim of a new parliamentary voting bloc and possibly
a party.
• For a much longer version, see
bit.ly/2k9YLlA
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The Russian Revolution and the
British labour movement
By EM Johns
The fall of the Tsar in March 1917 was met with universal acclaim in
the ranks of Labour Party, socialist and trade union organisations in
Britain.
For those who opposed the Great War and Britain's involvement in
it, they could now dare to dream that mass action by the working class
could restore the peace of Europe and knock down a few crowned heads
along the way. Those who supported the war (a majority in 1914 that
was being steadily chipped away by socialist
propaganda, the horrors of the front line and
conditions on the home front) could also welcome the first Russian Revolution. Autocratic
Russia had been an embarrassing bedfellow, and
the replacement of the bloody Romanov dynasty with a republican government meant that
“the Allies” could now be seen as fighting for
democracy against the Central Powers.
The movement swiftly organised mass meetings and rallies in solidarity with the revolution,
including at the Albert Hall where labour leaders like George Lansbury spoke alongside
equally enthusiastic liberal figures.
These meetings culminated in a great convention at Leeds, held on 3 June, gathering together over 1,000 delegates from union, Labour
Parties, trades councils, socialist societies, and
other groups. Here Ramsay MacDonald, of all
people, spoke in favour of setting up “Workers'
and Soldiers' Councils” across Britain. For MacDonald, however, these would not be the institutions of working class power that the Russian soviets aspired to be, but
merely centres of information to co-ordinate working class activity. Ultimately the council movement in Britain was stillborn due to confusion
as to their purpose and the threat of repression from the authorities and
patriotic gangs.
The Leeds Convention polarised opinion. Many large trade unions
regarded it as a suspicious unofficial gathering. The National Union of
Railwaymen criticised the attendees for adopting “unconstitutional” politics – by which they meant anything not electoral. The largest dockers'
union went further, denouncing the convention as a gathering of pro-

German traitors “some of them of alien origin,” and lambasted the
youthfulness of the attendees.
Then as now, the second revolution of 1917, which brought the Bolsheviks to power, polarised labour movement opinion even further. Many
who had supported the overthrow of the Tsar baulked at the “unconstitutional” methods of the soviets and the Bolshevik Party in usurping
power from the (as yet unelected) Provisional Government. Those who
were most enthusiastic about the revolution, including the British Socialist Party, the small Socialist Labour Party, and some branches of the
Independent Labour Party, eventually merged after a long and torturous
process to form the Communist Party of
Great Britain.
But the impact of the revolution was
certainly felt in more mainstream Labour
circles too. In 1918, the Labour Party's
constitution, written by the very moderate
Webbs, contained the famous Clause IV
calling for common ownership of the
means of production, in no small part due
to the continent-wide radicalisation taking
place in the wake of 1917.
Despite polarised attitudes towards the
October revolution, the British labour
movement did achieve an impressive level
of unity in 1920, when some in the establishment – Winston Churchill chief
among them – wanted Britain to take a
more active role in supporting the reactionary “White” Russian armies against
the young socialist state. The same dockers
whose union had criticised the Leeds
Convention refused to load a shipment of arms bound for Poland, and
the NUR instructed its members not to move such material. “Councils
of Action” sprang up around the country and were enough of a threat to
force Churchill to shelve his wildest plans.
In the long run, however, the split in the movement between those
who supported and opposed the ideals of October would, by and large,
harden over the next decade.
• For more on this topic, check out Episode 8 of the Labour Days podcast: bit.ly/2AkLY41

Demand Labour backing for NHS Bill
By Charlotte Austin, Oxford Uni
Labour Club secretary
People like Richard Branson are making
profit out of other people’s misery and it’s a
total indictment of our system. The universal
principle of the NHS has been gradually
eroded since its inception but MPs, led by
Caroline Lucas, have backed a bill that seeks
to reverse this and return the NHS to public
ownership.
Although delegates to Annual Conference
voted unanimously in favour of a motion that
called on Labour to back the NHS Reinstate-
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ment Bill, the majority of the PLP has not
committed to the pledge to back the bill on
the website of the ‘We Own It’ campaign: see
weownit.org.uk/nhstakeback. It is really important that we lobby our MP to support the
bill, which was so decisively supported by the
grassroots of the party.
The unanimous support of Conference for
the NHS motion has set a precedent for
Labour activists to bring motions that call for
public ownership of the NHS to their CLPs.
Bristol West have done so and here is the motion that is modelled on the one that was
passed in Brighton: nhsmotions.weebly.com.
Not only does this give a platform for activists

to campaign on the issue, as it effectively mandates the CLP to do so, but it raises awareness
around the issue and re-enforces the party’s
move from the days in which it was privatising
the NHS under Blair.
The Tories are currently trying to cut NHS
funding to the bone and introduce Americanstyle policies under the ruse of acronyms like
STP and ACOs. The erosion of the NHS is
already having devastating consequences. One
day it might not be here.
The fact that life expectancy is dependent
on where you were born is abhorrent and all
attempts to reduce the universality of NHS
provision will entrench this division even
further. Socialists must resist this, beginning
with supporting the NHS Reinstatement
Bill.
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Socialist candidates in America:
how Lee Carter won
By Emmet Penney
Fifteen Democratic Socialists of
America members won nationwide in November. One of them,
Lee Carter, an electrician and
Marine Corps veteran, unseated
the Republican Majority Whip
even after the Democratic Party
refused to work with Lee because
he let the Democrats micromanage his message and his campaign. An openly socialist
candidate usurped a seat from
the Republicans without Democratic support and no corporate
funding in the notoriously reactionary American South – how
did this happen?
To understand what Lee ran on,
what about his message resonated,
you must understand why he ran
at all. After getting electrocuted
and blew his back out on the job,
Lee became radicalized by the difficulty in receiving compensation
for the workplace injury. I can’t
speak to what it’s like to have nationalized healthcare, but I can
speak to the Kafkaesque horror of
healthcare as any American can:
it’s harder to get good healthcare
than a gun. It’s often tempting to
walk into Walmart and ask if they
sell penicillin in 9mm rounds
while they bag your new Sig Sauer.
Once he recovered, his employer
said they had work, but not for
him. That woke him up to the
broad class injustices that afflict
America, and his messaging reflected it. Even though he ran on
local issues, he made sure his campaign spoke to national issues like
universal healthcare and getting
corporate money out of politics.
As he told Jacobin magazine, “The
reason I picked big transformational themes for my campaign is
that these are the things I’m passionate about, and that will have
the greatest long-term impact on
people’s lives.”
But he didn’t win on messaging
alone. Because the Democrats
abandoned him as a viable candidate, he had to rely on grassroots
work. That means door knocking.
As reported by The Japan Times,
“DSA members spent months
canvassing for Carter in Virginia’s
50th district, about an hour’s drive
west of the nation’s capital, knock-

ing on more than 9,000 doors in
the final four days.” This made the
difference. In response, Republicans sent out mailers to 1,100
houses redbaiting Lee with a flyer
that featured his photo beside portraits of Mao, Lenin, and Stalin.
According to the same article, the
plan backfired: “But even Republican voters told canvassers they
found the attempt to sully the leftist’s image ‘gross,’ Carter said.”
With the DSA’s canvassing effort
and a coalition formed from the
Democratic Party’s base (despite
the party’s leadership), Lee won
with nearly 55 percent of the vote.
It was power from the ground up
that secured a socialist win in a district just outside Washington, D.C.
A new working class?
People have been wondering if
there is a resurgent class-consciousness in America. The answer
is yes and no. Certainly there’s an
uptick in class consciousness in
young Americans. Last year this
time, the DSA had 6,500 members. Within the last month or so
it broke 30,000, most of the new
members coming from the millennial age bracket. And the other
DSA candidates who won nationwide show its nascent power.
But we should be clear where
these candidates won: Virgina,
Ohio, Montana, etc. These places
are what we call “fly-over country.”
They aren’t Democratic Party
strongholds. DSA candidates
who’ve run in places like New
York often get flattened by establishment Dem candidates. It’s a
fact of American political life that
can’t be ignored: as it stands, the
greatest obstacle to left wing, progressive victories in electoral politics is the Democratic Party itself.
Their collusion with imperialist
gluttons and Wall Street primadonnas taken with their incredible self-regard in the face of failed
policies and a crushing defeat in
2016 makes them a party to combat, not join. This puts the DSA in
a tight spot: it’s not a political
party, so it often relies on candidates’ enrollment in the Democratic Party. It’s near impossible to
get third party candidates on the
ballot at all, even in local races.
Hence Lee’s status as a Democrat.
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Lee’s win, and all the others,
were an instructive and successful
power test for the DSA. And it’s
heartening to see left wing engagement in local politics nationwide.
But blind hope kills. Going forward, American socialists who
wish to engage in electoral politics
must rely on old fashioned political
work like grassroots coalition and
canvassing, but must fight two opponents: a deranged and bellicose
right wing and the corpulent, ne-

oliberal Democrats who’re too stupid to break left and too powerful
to be ignored. And they’ve got all
the money. The Empire remains a
right-shifted gaggle of nostalgic,
paranoid, amnesiacs lorded over by
the worst among them.
A lot of work to do!
• Emmet Penney is an activist in
the Albuquerque chapter of the
IWW union and Santa Fe chapter of DSA

Mladic and the Labour left

By Martin Thomas
On 22 November 2017, Ratko
Mladic, a general in Serbia's war
against the non-Serbian communities of Bosnia, was found
guilty of war crimes and sentenced to life imprisonment.
The left today needs to learn
lessons from the failings of the
1990s left over Bosnia. Many positively supported Serbia.
Tony Benn, in June 1995, spoke
together with Alfred Sherman - a
Tory who an adviser to BosnianSerb war leader Karadzic - at a
meeting on Bosnia chaired by the
left Labour MP Alice Mahon.
In 2001 Seumas Milne, now

Director of Strategy and Communications for Labour denounced
the bringing of Serbia's 1990s ruler
Slobodan Milosevic before an international court as part of a plot
for “the ghastly dismemberment of
Yugoslavia” due to “German encouragement of Croatian separatism” and “logistical US backing”
The common political background was identification, or
past identification, with a "left"
defined by support for states like
the post-1944 Yugoslavia as representing “socialism” despite
their lack of democracy and
great social inequalities.
• Article at http://bit.ly/2AjcIBS
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THe Education we deserve

Hasan Patel , Youth Off icer of Leyton and Wanstead CLP, spoke at the
NCAFC’s “Free education – Tax
the Rich” demo in London on 15
November. This is what he said.
My name’s Hasan, I’m 14 and I’m
here today because I’m angry. I’m
angry because my school is so underfunded that my teacher has to
spend her own money on basic
equipment. I’m losing my books,
my pens, and most importantly
my teachers. I’m squeezed by a
system that wants to train us for
exams, not to question why society is run by the few, for the few.

Like so many others, when I
leave school, I have a choice.
£50,000 of debt at university, or a
life of poverty wages. The way
things are going, I’ll probably get
both.
Austerity is all I’ve known: I was
7 when the Tories got into power.
7 year olds didn’t cause the economic crisis, but they shut my
youth centre anyway. By 2020, my
school will have had £400,000 of
cuts and lost 8 teachers. Is this
what we want?
It’s not hard to see that this government is launching an all-out
attack on education in this coun-

try. It’s the same government attacking higher education that is
cutting my school’s funding.
I’m young, not stupid. I know
that this is bullshit.
I’m not involved in this campaign just because I’m angry. I am
also inspired. I got involved in politics because I was inspired at the
radical alternative that Jeremy
Corbyn is offering us. And I’m inspired by the thousands of people
in front of me right now!
We’re all here to fight for everyone’s right to properly funded, free
and democratically run education.
A National Education Service,
with no private schools, no academies and no debt!
That’s why I’ve spent the past 2
months mobilising for this demonstration – leafleting, speaking to
my classmates, and going round
local colleges spreading the word.
It will be four years until I’m old
enough to vote Labour in a gen-

eral election. We can’t wait that
long.
In Lewisham, mass walkouts by
secondary school students defeated plans to turn three schools
into academies. We’re winning the
argument for abolishing tuition
fees. Rent strikes are starting up
and down the country.
We’re not here to win small
changes – a bit more funding
here, slightly lower fees there. We
want it all. Only if we link up our
campaigns into a national movement can we win a National Education Service, from the cradle,
to the grave.
The time to organise is now,
whether in Young Labour, on
your campus or in your community. Let’s win the education system we deserve.
• More demo speeches, by Anabel
Bennett Lopez and Maisie
Sanders, at bit.ly/2AjHtZz

Oxford Uni - do your duty! Divest from oil now
By Tom Zagoria and
Lucas Bertholdi-Saad,
Oxford Labour activists
Chanting “Oxford Uni do your
duty”, “pay your taxes” and “Decarbonise”, protesters outside
Oxford University’s Endowment
Management offices demanded
transparency, divestment, and
democratic control of funds
from our university.
While unable to get inside, we
were able to attach a “Financial
Transparency Form” to the door
demanding full disclosure of how
university endowments are being
used; to our profound shock, we
are yet to receive a response.
Organised in less than two
days, the protest nevertheless at-

tracted a great turnout. Speakers
including leftwing Labour councillors and a range of student campaign groups. These included the
Climate Justice Campaign, Oxford Uni SU’s Campaign for
Racial Awareness and Equality
and the “On Your Doorstep”
homelessness campaign.
We organised this protest because we were angry after the
emergence of the Paradise Papers,
which prove the university as well
as many individual colleges to be
investing millions of pounds in
offshore tax havens, with much of
the money going into oil exploration and extraction. It seems all
but certain that the figures being
bandied about in the leaked papers (£2.6 million to a Guernseybased private equity firm) are but
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the tip of the iceberg in an academic establishment whose endowment runs into the billions.
In 2015 Oxford University had
promised to divest from some
forms of fossil fuels, yet what has
been done is clearly nowhere near
enough. There was an added hint
of frustration at the fact that the
lack of scrutiny and accountability
allows for institutions like Oxford
to get away with pumping money
into tax havens and fossil fuels.
The university – which as an institution is well aware of basic scientific realities – is investing in oil
at a time when the vast majority of
fossil fuel reserves must stay in the
ground to prevent a cataclysmic
rise in temperatures which will
hurt everyone, but hit the global
working class first and hardest.

Perhaps most fundamentally,
the very fact that these papers
needed to be revealed to us is a
symptom of the lack of democracy
in our society. Students, staff and
faculty alike must demand democratic control of the institutions
they belong to and the resources
those institutions control, because
we cannot trust those at the top of
these hierarchies to act in the interests of anyone other than economic elites.
We must campaign for a
Labour government that will
confront established interests.
But at the same time, it is up to
all of us to struggle for democracy, transparency, and social and
economic justice within our own
institutions. Here at Oxford we
will continue this struggle.
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labour, trans rights and
women’s rights
Lily Madigan, a young trans
women, was recently elected as
Women’s Officer of her CLP,
Rochester and Strood in Kent,
amid controversy. She spoke to
The Clarion.
In September, I got in touch with
the Secretary of another CLP,
Battle and Bexhill, to ask about
the fact that their women’s officer
appeared to be quite transphobic –
she wouldn’t let trans women take
part in a walk about domestic violence, and in terms of her comments on Twitter.
I didn’t hear anything until she
and some of their other offices resigned, and a lot of people suggested I’d orchestrated some sort
of campaign against her, which
wasn’t the case at all. Some of the
press tried to link it to the fact I’ve
been elected as our Women’s Officer, but there’s really no link.
I think there’s been a lot of controversy on the left about trans

rights recently because of the upcoming changes to the Gender
Recognition Act. As far as I can
see the concerns opponents of
those changes have raised, about

spectful and comradely way.
Equally we should insist that
everyone has the right to be
treated with respect, in terms of
recognising people’s identities,

women’s spaces being invaded, are
simply wrong. In terms of the
angry confrontations that have
taken place, I think it’s just a few
very loud voices.
In Labour we should deal with
differences in a comradely manner.
We should be able to raise our
concerns with each other in a re-

using their chosen name, the correct terminology and so on. I think
creating local Women’s Forums is
a good idea – it means that all
women in the party can come together and exchange ideas and
learn from each other.
The number one issue Labour
should be campaigning on nation-

ally and locally is funding for services, which affects everything. In
my area we were going to have all
our Sure Start centres closed –
there was a campaign and we kept
some open. We’ve started a petition recently around a nursery
closing. Of course women’s refuges
are losing funding. If Labour is
going to challenge patriarchal
domination it needs to end austerity which massively impacts
women, as well as low pay and the
gender pay gap. Those are my priorities, but we will see what other
women in my constituency want
us to campaign on.
We need more women in Parliament, but also a diversity of
women, not just white, cis,
straight, middle-class women. We
need national structures in which
women can decide policy as well as
submitting it to the party.
Young Labour has that with its
policy conferences, Labour
women should have it too.

they have learned in previous sessions to later meetings.
Meeting monthly, the first text
we examined was David Harvey’s
‘Neoliberalism as Creative destruction’, a highly insightful 2006
article in which the renowned
Marxist Geographer provides a
critical survey of the global economic landscape, and characterises
neoliberalism as, ultimately, a political project aimed at the consolidation of class domination.
Originally appearing in an academic journal, it is a piece few outside of universities would have had
the chance to read, but is written
in an accessible style which allowed for good level of discussion,
even amongst those who did not
have the chance to read the entire
article.
The texts that we study are chosen by the members themselves.
Any reader can present an article
or book chapter that they have
read to the group for discussion,
although they are encouraged to

select a text that is of a high quality, and offers something valuable
to readers both intellectually and
practically. In our next session, we
are reading a chapter from ‘Rethinking the Economics of Land
and Housing’ by three authors
from the New Economics Foundation, an organisation whose
work has been particularly influential to Corbyn’s Labour Party.
The purpose of the group is not,
however, reading for the sake of

reading. Through the engagement
with some of these ideas, we become better activists.
We will be more capable of engaging those outside of the party
and we become more able to take
part in the complex discussions
surrounding the direction of the
Labour Party, the feasibility of
the Corbyn project, the limits of
parliamentarism and reformism,
and how these limits might be
overcome.

We need more women
in Parliament, but
also a diversity of
women, not just white, cis,
straight, middle-class
women. We need national
structures for women to
decide policy

“

”

Radicals should read!
By Marcel Golten

The Harrow Radical Readers
group, linked to the local Momentum branch, is now approaching its third monthly
meeting.
The reading group was established by local Momentum activists. It was formed after a
number of members of Harrow
Momentum expressed an interest
in discussing important issues surrounding economics, history, strategy, philosophy and various other
areas.
After an introductory session, it
was agreed that the reading group
would hold a three-part ‘series’
along the theme of economics,
with each session held at a different member’s home. The idea behind holding a themed series of
discussions is that unlike stand
alone sessions, readers can build on
what they have learned in each
reading, develop their knowledge
of a particular area, and bring what
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Solidarity with the Rohingya
By Rida Vaquas
In September, Jeremy Corbyn called on Aung San Suu Kyi to “make
sure” that the Rohingya people in Myanmar “have full citizenship
rights and that they are not driven from their homes and their land”,
reminding her of the solidarity shown when she herself was under
house arrest by the military.
More recently, at the end of November, the Labour-controlled Oxford
City Council voted unanimously to strip Suu Kyi of her Freedom of Oxford Award, stating it will not celebrate “those who turn a blind eye to
violence”. These are starting points for an urgently needed solidarity
campaign by the entirety of the British labour movement for the Rohingya people.
Described by the Economist as “the most persecuted people on earth”,
the Rohingya people in Myanmar have faced ethnic cleansing by Myanmar’s military, leading around 700,000 Rohingya people to be driven
from their homes into refugee camps in Bangladesh. Myanmar’s security
forces have burned homes and UN investigators report that the death
toll of the euphemistically termed “clearance operation”’ may be “extremely high”.
The recent crisis is set in the context of decades of oppression, from
1982 onwards, Rohingya people were deprived of access to full citizenship, rendering them effectively stateless. In Myanmar, the Rohingya are
not an officially recognised ethnic group, and the state refers to them as
Bengali (arguing they have an illegal immigrant status). They must seek
permission to marry and are prohibited from having more than two children.
Whilst refugee camps are struggling to provide a litre of water a day
to each person, Myanmar’s government, led by Aung San Suu Kyi, declares to international observers that no ethnic cleansing is occurring in
Myanmar. Reluctant to alienate the Buddhist majority in the country,
many of whom are influenced by Buddhist nationalist groups and resent
Muslim minorities, and reluctant to place any strain on the power-sharing agreement between the civilian government and the military, the
civilian government has entirely turned its back on the Rohingya people
and enables their persecution.
The economic deprivation in Rakhine, the poorest state of Myanmar,
has certainly exacerbated hostility and resentment to Rohingya Muslims
by Buddhists, many of whom are of an ethnic minority themselves. The
persecution is promoted and legitimised by Buddhist nationalists. Monks
who are part of supremacist groups like Ma Ba Tha or 969 argue that
the country, which is 89% Buddhist, must be protected from “Islamization”. The weekly paper of the Ma Ba Tha carries headlines such as “The
Different Dangers of Bengali Muslims” and features the extremist monk
Ashin Wirathu who has previously stated that it is better to marry a dog
than a Muslim. What this highlights is that Buddhism is no more immune to the poison of oppression and persecution than any other institutional religion, far from its image in the West as more peaceable.
What is clear is that as a labour movement must make clear solidarity
with the Rohingya Muslims. The Tories look the other way or, in Bob
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Blackman MP’s case, host Tapan Ghosh in Parliament — a Hindu nationalist who has praised the Rohingya genocide. We must push back
against this. In Rosa Luxemburg’s words, “there is no socialism without
international proletarian solidarity” and it is our moral duty as a movement to stand against genocide and persecution everywhere. There is no
oppression that is nothing to do with us. Whilst the international ruling
class make it their business to build links with Myanmar’s military and
sell them arms (the UK government only suspended training in September this year and has spent over £300,000 in training them previously),
our task is to fight for the rights and dignity of our brothers and sisters
across the globe.
We should firstly be passing motions in our local Constituency Labour
Parties (see our website for a model motion), urging the Labour Party
as a whole to follow Corbyn’s lead and raise the issue forcefully and
forthrightly in Parliament.
Moreover we should be building links with campaigners for the Rohingya Muslims in the UK and elsewhere to co-ordinate solidarity actions in order to provide practical support for Rohingya people left in
refugee camps, with neither basic necessities nor rights.
A party that languishes in apathy as we hear of our siblings suffering
lacks in any vitality or moral fortitude. The limits of our party’s honour are defined only by how far our solidarity extends. That is why we
must energetically take up the cause of the Rohingya people.

The Clarion’s first year
On 23 November The Clarion marked its first year by holding a packed event
at the Bread & Roses pub, owned by Battersea and Wandsworth Trades Council, in Clapham, south London. It was a fundraiser for the McDonald’s and
Picturehouse strikes, raising £230 for the strike funds. As well as speeches
from McStriker Shen Batmaz, Ritzy rep Agata Adamowicz, Monty Shield from
the NCAFC and Clarion editor Sacha Ismail, we had comedy from Gruffudd
Jones, DJing from Alex Booth and music from Sparkling Duet.
For Sacha’s speech, where he sets out the role we’ve played since we were
established and what is distinctive about The Clarion, see bit.ly/2Af6hSA.
Help us do even more in our second year!

@Clarion_Mag

theclarionmag@gmail.com

