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Get Labour on
the front foot

By Clive Lewis MP, Norwich South (personal capacity)
Labour needs to get on the front foot and it needs to be bold.
We need to articulate a narrative and a vision for what the future looks like;
until that is done in a joined up comprehensive way then that vacuum will be
filled, inevitably, by the naysayers, by the critics, by those who want to undermine the Corbyn project. If we don’t come up with a positive agenda that enthuses, not just the core support of the Labour Party, but which reaches out
beyond that, then there will be a vacuum that can be filled by negativity. You
can end up lurching from crisis to crisis and spending your political energy
on dealing with those crises, rather than going on the front foot and taking
the fight to the Tories in a way that brings people to us.

There is a growing consensus for what Jeremy and Labour are saying at the
moment, and it’s now about making sure that that is said in a way, in policies
and narratives, which will bring those people in. We have to move outside our
comfort zone. As the local elections showed, the two big parties are neck and
neck. The Tories are trapped inside their ideology, they can’t shift. May has
sometimes attempted it but she is blocked by Brexit or by the archThatcherites in her own party. Ultimately she is one as well.
Labour has that room to manoeuvre and move outside our comfort zone
and talk about policy which will appeal to people. Ones that tap into the current zeitgeist that something isn’t working in this economy and we needto
fight for something quite radically different to replace it.

Continued on page 3
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ISSUE 16
Even if you dismiss the Tories’ propaganda about the election results and recognise Labour’s successes, clearly there is a certain
stalemate in British politics. How do we break out of it? Norwich
South MP Clive Lewis MP offers some ideas, as well as talking to
us about the issue of antisemitism and the issues raised by Marc
Wadsworth’s expulsion.
Issue 16 carries more coverage on local government, including
election reports from around the country and an analysis of what
Labour is saying - or not saying - about council funding. It looks
behind the Windrush scandal to remind readers about how an enormous share of the responsibility for the “hostile environment” rests
with the Labour Party under Tony Blair.
We publish extracts from RMT activist Daniel Randall’s reply to
Paul Mason on the role of the working class and workers’ struggles
in socialist politics and the implications for the ‘Corbyn movement’.

WHERE WE STAND
The Labour Party and the country are standing at a crossroads.
Jeremy Corbyn’s election as Labour leader in 2015 and re-election
in 2016 opened up a space for socialist politics to re-emerge into the
British mainstream. The 2017 General Election result confirmed that
there are millions of people in Britain who at least want to see an end
to austerity, neo-liberalism and the worst miseries inflicted by the
broken capitalist system. The socialist left of the labour movement
has a historic opportunity – we must seize it now.
That means an open discussion on politics and principles; assisting
the grassroots of the labour movement to develop our own policies
for a Labour government to transform society; building on and critically engaging with policies proposed by the leader’s office, the
unions, constituency parties 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’s purpose, problems and future.
The Clarion is a space for and a contribution to those debates. In
addition to news and reports from the labour movement, our coverage will 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’s task of building a new society based on
common ownership and need not profit the basic, unifying goal of
the left; how we 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 from different communities.
• Taking a serious and consistent approach to equality and liberation struggles.
• Standing up for rational debate and against the cultures of clickbait, conspiracy theory and instant denunciation which have unfortunately taken root among certain sections of the left.
We welcome involvement from comrades who are in broad agreement with these above points and aim to critically engage with ideas
from across the left.
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labour
Continued from front cover
The 2017 manifesto was a social democratic reset. I met a delegation
of Swedish social democrats, people who are centrist in terms of British
politics, who have bought into many of the neo-liberal, Third Way-type
arguments, but
they are looking
for renewal and
came to London
to speak to Corbyn’s Labour Party
to see what we
have done. When
we talked about
the
manifesto,
they said this is
what they had
been saying for a
long time. It
shows you just
how far off the
beaten track we
had gone as a
party that we see
this as a radical or
revolutionary
manifesto! It was a
reaffirmation of
20th century social
democracy.
There are two
schools of thought there. There is a school of thought which I don’t think
people would consciously admit to, but it’s an instinctive thing, that we
must tiptoe, the carrying the Ming vase strategy, where you take the 2017
manifesto, tweak it and make a few more offers, like free bus passes for
young people, and hope the Tories fall apart.
The last set of local elections, with the two parties stuck on 35pc and let’s not forget, this is a Tory party in complete shambles and disarray
– I think it shows to you that the strategy of waiting for the Tories to
implode isn’t going to be a strategy that will bring us victory! We have
to reach outside our own comfort zone as well. That means thinking outside the box. I’m doing environmental economics, that means putting
the environment at the front and centre of everything the party and the

treasury and everything a future Labour government does. That’s an opportunity for really radical 21st century socialism. Until we start doing
that I think we will be locked neck and neck with the Tories.
We have to do something about our membership. One of the things
that has atrophied in the labour movement is political education. We are
in the 21st century and we have modern methods we can use, but antisemitism is a good
example of how in
the absence of
good political discussion forums the
vacuum is filled by
hearsay and ignorance in many
ways. So one part
is equipping people with the tools
to go out to people, not just with
lines to say but
with an analysis of
what’s gone wrong
and with solutions
and answers as to
how a Labour
government would
deal with that.
The
second
thing is mobilising
the people to actually go out and do
that. At the moment, for a party of six hundred thousand people, too many CLPs still
see the same old faces going out. Outside London and the big cities the
CLPs are still struggling to find enough people to go out. We are a mass
membership organisation and I really hope that the kind of community
campaigning activists that the Labour Party are currently taking on and
the work that is going on behind the scenes can actually begin to activate
more people.
Until that happens we will struggle to get our message across
through the traditional media mechanisms which we know are
weighted against us.
• Clive on Marc Wadsworth, antisemitism and expulsions, p11

Rich List figures should spur fight back
By Rhodri Evans
The Sunday Times Rich List for 2018 showed the top 1,000 plutocrats'
wealth at £724 billion, 10pc up on the 2017 figure of £658 billion,
which in turn was 14pc above the 2016 figure of £575 billion.
In the years 2016-8, when world capitalism made its nearest approach
to a revival since the 2008 crash, profits edged up, and stock markets
rose, just those top thousand individuals siphoned an extra £820 into
their coffers from each child, woman, and man in the country.
Meanwhile, real wages have fallen or stagnated. In 1977 the wages of
the bottom half of workers recouped 16pc of value generated by workers’
labour. By 2010 that figure had fallen to 12pc.
Of the remainder in 2010, 39pc went to the top half of employees
(some to better-paid workers, some to salaried bosses); 11pc was paid by
employers in the form of social contributions (so largely filtered through
to workers); and an increasing slice, 39pc, went to businesses and owners
in the form of profits (bit.ly/res-fd).
Since then the share of wages (including social contributions, and including very high wages) in output has fallen further.
New research by economists at Greenwich University has shown that
"changes in bargaining power, in particular the fall in union density, and
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welfare state retrenchment, as well as financialisation and offshoring, lie
at the core of rising income inequality between labour and capital"
(bit.ly/oo-ag).
From that inequality in incomes flow a larger take for profits, and increased wealth for profiteers.
The remedy is clear: organise; fight back; reverse the decline in
union strength and wage-share; and build up the labour movement to
be strong enough to claim social ownership and control over the vast
concentrations of wealth created by labour but currently monopolised
by the profiteers.

Article on Hindu nationalism in issue 15: correction
In the version of Nirmala Rajasingam’s article on Narendra Modi and
Hindu nationalism printed in Clarion issue 15, an editor added the
word “untouchables” in quotes and brackets after Dalits (the oppressed caste targeted by the Hindu nationalists in India). This word
was not in the text submitted by Nirmala. We recognise this is not appropriate language to use in discussing oppressed castes, and regret
the error.
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Council elections reports
Sheffield: put the council under pressure
By Alison Brown
In Sheffield there have been changes in the Labour council cabinet
since the election, with Corbyn supporters taking some key positions,
including on the environment which deals with the controversial
Streets Ahead tree replacement programme (for more on this see Edd
Mustill here bit.ly/2IjOnTI). The Labour group have got the message
that it can’t be business as usual from both voters and activists.
Real change in the approach not just tone is needed. Pressure from
the left working together across wards and CLPs is crucial to this. The
Local Campaign Forum is just being established in Sheffield and organising here will be important. The Labour group needs to be accountable
to the party. There have been debates about the best way to move towards
this, focused on structure, whether the LCF should have OMOV meetings or retain ward delegates, and how the link with Labour group should
be established.

This is important, but to open up the party and involve people we
need debate around policy, not just positions and elections. The left need
to scrutinise what the council are doing on issues like city centre and estate redevelopments, and join up with campaigns against cuts, like those
in dementia services. We need to take on controversial issues.
It would have been much better if the Labour left had challenged
the council on their handling of tree felling at an earlier stage.

What went wrong in Nuneaton?

Derby council and the TAs’ struggle

By Rick Evans

By Pete Radcliff

In Nuneaton and Bedworth we had some of the worst local election
results this year.
The Tories gained 8 seats so now we have a no overall control situation, us with 17 seats,the Tories with 16 and the Greens 1. This is a disappointing result we have been in control since the Borough was created
in 1974, excluding 2 years. A lot of people simply wanted change and
we have taken the blame for both of our Town Centres appearing run
down.
Another big reason was the unpopularity of the local Borough plan
in some wards. Where there are big housing projects in the pipeline the
Tories have took full advantage of the anger about this. The other most
significant reason is the collapse of the UKIP vote, with their voters
mostly switching to the Tories.
Although some in the party have begun straight away blaming Corbyn, this isn't a major reason. While we certainly haven't had any Corbyn
effect in the area we have to accept that in some wards our vote has been
going down since the late 90s. long before Corbyn. We have been perceived as stale and complacent. We certainly have lots of work to do in
the Borough over the next 2 years if we are to stop the tide against us
and some help off Labour HQ wouldn't go amiss.
It is a fact to win a General Election we have to win places like
Nuneaton and Bedworth.

Labour losts its majority on Derby City Council as the Tories’ vote
share surged from 25 to 41pc.
Only the limited number of seats up for election saved the party
from worse. UKIP defied national trends to increase its vote in some
areas of the city and counci leader Ranjit Banwait lost his seat to them.
The city party has thorough discredited itself, particularly through
its long dispute with its school support staff. Immediately after the
election Derby North MP Chris Williamson came out with his
strongest statement in criticism of the council on this issue. During
the dispute, however, the city’s Labour MPs, its local Labour Parties
and even many Momentum activists remained silent. The Tories and
UKIP demagogically exploited the dispute and even pretended to support it.
If Labour councils continues to pitch themselves into clashes
with their workers in order to push through austerity we will see
more situations like this.

Disappointment in Barnet
By Dave Ball
Barnet Labour activists were left bitterly disappointed by the election results which saw the Tories regain control, extending their majority, winning 38 seats, against 25 for Labour, on the 63-seat
Council.
Barnet's Tories, notorious for aggressively pursuing maximum outsourcing of council services, had a majority of just one. In the context
of raising Labour support in London, victory seemed within reach.
Labour’s vote share increased from 36.9 to 40.6pc, but was lower
than in the general election here (45pc), while the Tories’ share increased from 41.7 to 47pc.
The two factors were the issue of antisemitism, which undoubtedly had an impact, and arguably a lack of boldness from the Labour
campaign on class issues. Both are being debated among local left
activists.
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Progress in Sefton
By Mike Homfray
Occupying a coastal strip north of Liverpool, Sefton is an interesting
blend of areas which produced an almost perpetually hung council
from 1986 to 2012, when Labour took control.
After these elections, the party has its highest ever number of councillors – 43 out of 66, with 12 Lib Dems, 8 Tories and 3 independents
elected on a range of NIMBY planning platforms. Labour won 52pc of
the votes cast. The only ward we couldn't win was the footballers’ mansion enclave of Harington ward, but even there we managed 35% as opposed to the Tory 46%.
Perhaps the real shocks of the evening happened in Southport. Labour
has never actually won a seat here. In the kast general election the Tories
took the parliamentary seat from the LibDems, but we came in second
for the first time and Southport now appears to be a genuine three way
marginal. This year we focused our campaign and won two wards; we
now have four councillors in Southport.
We are well placed in other wards and the clear challenger to the
Tories in future elections.
• Dudley results point to challenges facing Labour: bit.ly/2GnOzeO
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Labour and local government:
a problem from two ends
By Rick Parnet
What is Labour’s policy on local government? It’s hard to tell.
The problem exists at “two ends”. On one
hand, in the recent local elections, it wasn’t clear
what Labour councils or potential Labour
councils were arguing for beyond the Tories’
policy of cuts and austerity being bad. (Which,
to be sure, is better than they might have argued pre-Corbyn.) Beyond saying that it wasn’t
clear what they would do all that differently
from displaced Tory councillors.
There seems to be some awareness of that
problem in the upper echelons of the Labour
left. We are hearing arguments that Labour has
to make a “different offer” and take a more
“radical approach” in local government – for instance in recent articles in the Guardian by
Faiza Shaheen of the Unite-funded CLASS
think tank (bit.ly/2jZ5Sd7) and Beth FosterOgg of Momentum (bit.ly/2IEoD3x). I had a
similar argument made to me by a fairly senior
left Labour Party national official at a meeting
the other night. We can’t just wait for a Corbyn
government he said; we need to do things differently now.
Various councils are being cited as models –
Preston, Salford and Islington are the main
ones. No doubt some of what these authorities
are doing is much preferable to the ultraBlairite, aggressively neo-liberal model of, say,
Lambeth or pre-HDV revolt Haringey; some
of it looks good.
We may doubt how ambitious the ‘left’
Labour councils are actual being. We may also
doubt how pushy and daring the official left is
being: at the recent “Reimagining local government” conference, organised by London Momentum groups, several council candidates said
that the training organised by the Momentum
office was narrowly technical and didn’t raise
political strategy. I have heard cases of Momentum office-loyalists discouraging pressure on
councillors even on quite ‘easy’ issues like academisation.
If that’s changing, good. For sure there are
things Labour councils could quite easily do
differently: for instance opposing rather than
promoting academisation; fighting to stop outsourcing and start insourcing services; and exercising a minimally critical attitude to property
developers.
But within the context of local government
funding cuts, the room for manoeuvre will be
increasingly limited. Local government funding
has been cut by 49pc in real terms since 2010,
and is due to be cut by 77pc between now and
2020. Central funding for local government
will effectively disappear; for many councils it
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But don’t fight to restore them, or run a real campaign?
will literally disappear.
This is how the problem exists at the “other
end”. It’s not clear, at all, what a Corbyn government would do to address this dire situation.
Would it restore the funding, or not? How
much, how quickly?
Last year’s general election manifesto implied more funding for councils in various areas
of work, but only implied it; and it also included policies that would increase costs for
councils. The “Funding Britain’s Future” paper
linked to the manifesto (see bit.ly/2wELZkN)
said only that Labour would have given councils an extra £1.5 billion this year. Councils have
lost something like five times that amount since
2010. Then they got almost £18 billion in central funding; by 2020 it will be about £2 billion.
Beyond that the paper promised a “review
into reforming council tax and business rates
and consider new options, such as a land value
tax, to ensure local government has sustainable
funding for the long term”.
But the Tories, too, are talking about councils
keeping more money from eg business rates.
That is not a left-wing policy: it means poor
areas struggling with higher demand for services and a lower tax base while rich areas have
a bigger tax base but lower demand. That is
precisely what the post-First World War Poplar
revolt was about: a deman for more central government funding to level the playing field for
councils in poor areas.
During the local elections, the Guardian reported Labour’s campaign coordinated Anderw
Gwynne making “it clear that Labour would
not reverse the much-criticised cuts to local
government funding” (see bit.ly/2Ii7QUK).
Gwynne “said that money would be committed
to areas such as children’s services and adult so-

cial care”, i.e. the main things councils still provide in a stripped-to-the-bone regime.
So we face a situation where, in so far as it is
saying anything, Labour is saying that it will
not go anywhere near restoring cuts to local
government funding. Certainly is not campaigning for that demand. The problem with
the arguments about Labour councils doing
things differently is that, consciously and deliberately or not, they are being used to justify
not challenging that. “Money’s tight – but
Labour can still shine in local government”,
writes Faiza Shaheen, while Beth Foster-Ogg
goes even further and says that Labour councils
can “build socialism from below”!
As The Clarion has argued repeatedly since
our first issue, we need a campaign to restore
all the funding councils have lost since 2010 –
a real campaign in which Labour pledges
clearly to do it, argues vocally for it and mobilises around the demand.
Without that, “different offers” and “radical approaches”, even where they have some
real content, amount to dressing up capitulation.

More on local government
• Local elections: sky high expectations
meet the limits of Corbynism, by Simon
Hannah - bit.ly/2rHbKvV
• Labour must fight council cuts, by Daniel
Round - bit.ly/2IHUro8
• Haringey members vote for new council
leader, reports Kate Harris - bit.ly/2rJXpOt
… and are ignored, reports Liam McNulty
- bit.ly/2rJYI06
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How New Labour helped create the
“hostile environment”
By Rosie Woods, Harrow Momentum
The growth of anti-migrant feeling and increasing racism can be
tracked back to immigration policies brought in not by the Tories, but
by Labour under Tony Blair. Of course racist attitudes were a problem
before, but Labour’s strategy, instead of reducing the problem, inflamed it.
Far more than under the Tories, a central element of Labour’s immigration policy after 1997 was to transform agencies such as schools, universities, hospitals, Jobcentres and employers into an auxiliary
Immigration Service, by requiring them to check the immigration status
of their client groups and employees.
The home secretary responsible for the 2006 Immigration, Asylum
and Nationality Act, John Reid, boasted about his plan to make life “constrained and uncomfortable” for illegal immigrants. Bosses would now
have to check an employee's papers at regular intervals to avoid employing an irregular worker. Most immigration documents are time-limited.
Yesterday's lawful entrant can become tomorrow's sans papiers.
Almost as soon as Labour came to office, in 1999, it introduced an
Immigration and Asylum Act which dramatically limited asylum-seekers’ and other migrants' access to benefits and services and introduced a
policy of dispersing asylum-seekers around the country.
New Labour massively expanded the detention centre program including the opening of the notorious Yarlswood.
In 2004, New Labour oversaw 1,098 “successful operations” (i.e. raids)
against undocumented migrant workers, which saw the arrest of over
3,000 workers, but the prosecution of only eight of the employers responsible for exploiting them.
In 2003, only one boss was successfully prosecuted, while 1,779 workers were arrested and removed from the workplace (and presumably deported).
Even laws which were motivated as improving conditions for migrant
workers — such as the Gangmasters Licensing Act of 2004 — were used
for further crackdowns against undocumented workers.
Labour’s 2004 Asylum and Immigration Act made the meagre housing and social support to which most refugees were entitled conditional
on their performing unpaid “community service”; which reduced the
legal status of many migrant workers, asylum seekers, and refugees to
something akin to slaves.

In 2003, the Labour government
deported 17,040 asylum seekers and
their dependants. That was a record
at the time, and a 23% increase on
2002 figures.
Britain’s current points-based immigration system, which allows entry
for “entrepreneurs” with £200,000 or
more, or employees with high qualifications and “future expected earnings”, but excludes ordinary workers,
was introduced not by the Tories, but
by Labour in 2008.
Measures like these were adopted while at the same time New Labour
was welcoming migrants from across Europe as the business demand for
labour was high. Thus, visible scapegoats: the bad illegal (often brown
skinned) immigrants versus the acceptable European worker.
Even then, workers from EU East European states are restricted in
obtaining benefits and are bound by employment restrictions such as the
need to register for work with the Home Office, a requirement which in
itself may drive such workers into the underground economy. Special
treatment of East Europeans created a racist backlash, and research by
the Institute of Race Relations has shown a particular and ongoing increase in violence against Eastern European migrant workers.
Immigration controls always have their latest demons. Today it is “economic migrants” – whose labour is needed but whose presence is unwanted. In the 1970s and 1980s it was husbands from the Indian
sub-continent who were accused of contracting "marriages of convenience" – along with children seeking to join parents here - and were accused of "not being genuine as claimed". In the late 1960s it was Asians
from East Africa... in the 1920s, comnmunists; at the turn of the 20th
century, Jews fleeing Tsarism (leading to the first controls – the 1905
Aliens Act).
Unemployment, lack of housing, and the decay of public services are
caused by the people who created the financial crisis – bankers, big business and the politicians who are battering our living standards.
British working-class people cannot fight effectively for their own
interests without standing in solidarity with our brothers and sisters
who come here to flee persecution or build a better life.

Resisting the Tories’ Windrush asasult
By Henry Roberts, Lambeth Unison assistant
secretary
In 1948 the “Windrush Generation” were invited by the British Government to the United Kingdom to fill the labour gaps in the UK to
rebuild the country.
These people entered the UK legally and as British subjects, but some
have later been classified by this government’s hostile immigration policy
as being illegal immigrants. Changes to immigration policy have led to
hundreds of thousands losing their British citizenship and being demoted to ‘leave to remain’. Was it a coincidence that landing card records
were destroyed?
The Windrush generation are descendants of enslaved Africans, who
toiled in bondage in the Caribbean. They have been betrayed by the same
British Empire whose wealth is built on the proceeds of the transatlantic
slave trade which financed its industrial revolution.It took 400 years for
emancipation. Those enslaved received not a penny in compensation for
their brutal treatment! Is it a coincidence that the British slave masters
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were compensated very generously by their government?
Fast forward to 2018, is this a coincidence or history repeating?
The treatment of the Windrush generation and their children is appalling and inexcusable
They have been used, abused and undervalued. Our men and women
have contributed positively to the enrichment of British society. Despite
the constant challenges and barrier of racism our people have excelled
in all walks of life employment, culture, sports entertainment, business.
But when you look at poverty, poor health, poor housing, education
failure, the criminal justice system we are over represented there; another
element of racism is at play here
What the government immigration policy has done is inexcusable, unfair, wrong and dishonest, undemocratic and racist. For those who have
been affected by imprisonment, deportation, loss of employment denied
health care, denied pensions….we demand financial restoration! Those
who have been deported to be returned to these shores speedily and each
receive an official letter of apology from the government.
We demand open and transparent action to right this wrong.
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Reboot Labour on Brexit
By Michael Chessum, Another Europe is Possible
Once again, the left finds itself in the awkward position of cheering
on the House of Lords.
While Theresa May might have a majority in the House of Commons,
propped up by the DUP, she has no such luck in the Upper House. This
month witnessed a large
scale move against the
government’s EU Withdrawal Bill, with peers demanding a customs union,
the maintenance of the
Charter of Fundamental
Rights, the ability to extend Article 50, and various procedural limits on
the power of the executive.
Most controversially, a
large scale rebellion
among Labour Lords —
who were whipped to abstain — pushed through
an amendment for Britain
to remain in the European
Economic Area (EEA).
When the Bill returns to the Commons in late May and beyond, MPs
will have the ability to bind May into signing a Norway-style deal. The
Labour Leadership is adamant, however, that it will not back the amendment — largely because it would lead a post-Brexit UK to following
pretty much all of the rules of the EU without having a say in making
them.
I think the Labour leadership is wrong not to support the amendment
— here’s why.
Firstly, a Norway-style deal is a much, much better outcome than what
May is likely to negotiate in terms of progressive regulation. EEA membership would mean keping all of the workers’ rights, environmental pro-

tections and free movement of people that we currently have. Yes, it
would mean Britain being subject to state aid rules without having a say
in the decision-making processes that form them, but these state aid
rules would not prevent any part of Labour’s 2017 manifesto - and under
May’s hard Brexit, we are likely to be bound into even worse liberalisation
rules via bilateral trade agreements.
Secondly, as socialists we shouldn’t just do “what is good for the economy and growth” —
growth in whose interest?
— but we do need to get
real about the impact that
hard Brexit would have.
The economy is set to be
tanking by the time we
form a government in
2022. Socialist policies absolutely can be enacted
with diminishing overall
resources - but under these
circumstances they require
sharp confrontation, and
an unprecedented politics
of expropriation and redistribution. Are we confident
of Labour’s willingness to
really ‘go for it’ in these circumstances? Or will we tear ourselves apart and implement a form of
austerity?
Thirdly, there are precious few parliamentary hooks that could really
scupper May’s Brexit agenda. If this amendment passes, it would push
the government into crisis, and could bring it down. That could well
force chaos and then an election, or even put Rees Mogg into Number
10. In any case, Labour’s electoral prospects would look much better.
The critical thing that the Labour left must realise is this: Labour
isn’t going to be negotiating Brexit. The only post-Brexit reality we
are going to get is a Tory one. And our only hope of stopping that
agenda is to derail the entire thing.

Trade unionists for free movement
Matt Wrack, FBU General Secretary:
“I would put the case forcefully that the stagnation of wages was not
down to migration; stagnation of wages has always been a feature in
this economy we live with, it has ups and downs and when there’s
downs wages get suppressed, regardless of whether you have immigration or not.
“Obviously blaming immigration, as a section of the left seem to do
and a section of the trade union movement seem to do, making that a
focus of your analysis – well, clearly migration can have some impact on
wage levels, but the evidence doesn’t suggest that’s huge. You’ve got to
think about the political implications of that which are utterly divisive.
“What we haven’t done sufficiently is taking up the logic of the people
arguing that case sufficiently. We need to take it on in a lot more detail.
It goes back to basic question of how the economy works. We should
oppose the attacks on free movement. That needs to be done in a dialogue with workers. Migrants do tend to end up in the poorer communities, so how do we address that?
“The truth is it’s always been the same; migrants have come into the
East End of London or whatever, and those have always been the poorer

The clarion : june 2018

communities. How do turn that around? What’s missing is a positive
fight for decent housing, decent resources, decent community facilities,
which I think could cut across a lot of these issues.”

Manuel Cortes, TSSA General Secretary:
“I think Labour should be saying very clearly that we are in favour of
the continuation of free movement whatever happens with Brexit. At
the moment I don’t think we are being clear enough and different people have had different interpretations of what the Labour position is.
“The Jeremy Corbyn I know has always been in favour of migrant
rights and I really cannot see how Jeremy Corbyn as prime minister
would do anything than ensure people retain all the rights they have already got.
“My position and that of my union is very clear that the freedom of
movement currently enjoyed by people of 32 countries, including our
own, should continue. Shouls continue regardless of Brexit. We hope
over the years that freedom of movement will be expanded to include
countries that are not currently within the European economic area.”
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Class is the key to socialist
This is a heavily abridged version of RMT
activist and Clarion contributor Daniel
Randall’s article in response to Paul
Mason’s recent piece on openDemocracy,
‘Labour must become the party of people
who want to change the world, not just
Britain’. (See bit.ly/pMaso) Mason
argues that there can no longer be any
privileged position for organised labour
as an agent of socialist change. Randall’s
article, of which we print only about a
quarter here (see bit.ly/D4nC14ss for the
original on openDemocracy), responds to
that question specifically, leaving aside
other aspects of Mason’s argument. He
argues that the working class remains the
only force that can challenge capitalism.
Paul Mason’s 2007 book Live Working Or Die
Fighting: How The Working Class Went Global
described how advanced capitalism had globalised capitalist class relations.
The process has been recent, and spectacular.
An internationalised proletariat has only recently
become the world’s biggest single class; there are
more wage workers in South Korea now than
there were in the entire world when Marx and
Engels wrote the Communist Manifesto.
But the Paul Mason of 2018 faces in a quite
different direction to the Paul Mason of 2007.
He is now one of the figureheads of what might
be termed a new “post-class left”, writers, commentators, and activists who no longer believe in
any privileged role for the working class as an
agent of socialist change.
Mason argues that: “Networked technology,
combined with high levels of education and personal freedom have created a new historical subject across most countries and cultures which will
supplant the industrial working class in the progressive project.” What has caused Mason to give
up on the idea of the centrality of class? The proletariat, it seems, has let him down. “It persistently refused to play the role of capitalism’s
gravedigger”, he complains.
Some facts appear to lend weight to Mason’s
argument. While new and powerful labour
movements have emerged around the world, on
the whole labour is weak and on the defensive.
It is certainly the case that the past generation
has been characterised by defeat and decline for
organised labour in Britain. The trade union
movement is now half the size it was at its 1979
peak, with vastly fewer elected workplace reps
and shop stewards. In 2016, strike levels were at
their lowest since records began. In 2017, after a
period of stagnation, trade union membership
fell.
The post-class left is not a new phenomenon.
It is a political tradition with a long history, that
reasserts itself in periods of retreat for organised
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labour. In 2017, Paul Mason won the inaugural
Ellen Meiksins Wood Prize. Three decades previously, the Marxist theorist after whom the
prize was named wrote The Retreat From Class,
a superb polemic against those careering away
from the idea of working-class agency in the direction of, amongst other things, liberal “social
movement” politics.
What appears to underlie much of Mason’s
wider perspective is a morass of theorisation that
contends that capitalism itself has entered a new
condition. Sometimes referred to as “information
capitalism” and “cognitive capitalism”, the claim
is that individualised cognitive labour, based on
interface with digital systems, has replaced the
collective production processes of “industrial”
capitalism.
Certainly, information technology has
changed the nature of a great deal of waged
labour. But a dockworker who operates a semiautomated crane from a digital workstation is
still engaged in an industrial process and in a
wage relation.
For all his insistence that it must be supplanted as the agent of socialist change, Mason
makes little attempt to account for what has actually happened to the working class, or where
he alleges it has gone.
“The bargaining power of the individual
worker is weakened by globalisation” he says,
without making any attempt to substantiate this.
Globalised production process and supply chains
in fact provide the potential for a greatly increased bargaining power: what is lacking is a
subjective element, an organisation of workers
across the supply chain that can take collective
and coordinated action.
And secondly, it is not the “industrial working

class”, or any other section or subset, that Marxists posit as the key agent of change, but simply
the working class as a whole: all those live by
selling their labour power, and the social collective around them. Yes, certain industries, such as
transport, logistics, and telecommunications,
may have more strategic significance within capitalist economic functioning than others. But it
is neither the case that workers outside these
strategic industries are powerless, nor that the
strategic industries themselves have disappeared.
Imagine a union organised across the retail
sector, organising shop workers, warehouse and
distribution workers, and drivers. A strike by
such a union would have an immense economic
and social impact. Many of those workers might,
according to some of Mason’s categories, also be
“networked individuals”, in the sense of being
connected by their common usage of various social media platforms, for example. Many are
young. Many are migrants. All of these conditions and identities are important, but it is their
position as workers, and their involvement in the
production process and a wage relation, that fundamentally coheres them and gives them socially-transformative power.
Mason also cites “precarious work” and “a culture of individualism that would have been obnoxious even to the dockers of Limehouse
fighting over halfpennies on the streets in 1889”
as factors that have destroyed the working class’s
power to affect socialist change. Neoliberalism
has indeed had ideological and cultural impacts
(the “culture of individualism” Mason refers to),
but there is something of imaginary-golden-age
reminiscence about his Limehouse dockers
“fighting over halfpennies on the streets”. In any
case, those dockers were no strangers to precar-
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Democracy Review: defend
Labour’s union link!
By Ian Hodson, Bakers’, Food, and
Allied Workers’ Union National
President

Ellen Meiksins Wood
ious work. Indeed, the organisation of employment on the docks were heavily based in precarious hiring practises and zero-hour contracts. Far
from being a uniquely new development, “precarity” has been a feature of capitalism, since its
inception.
The Corbyn surge and the return to class: how
to transform the labour movement?
The immediate backdrop for Mason’s essay is
the Corbyn phenomenon in the Labour Party.
Still immensely febrile and in flux, this movement has seen hundreds of thousands of people,
many of them young, flood into the Labour
Party.
In this sense, Mason is right to aspire to a
party that is both itself a social movement and
part of a wider social movement. But to overthrow or even meaningfully confront capitalism,
that social movement needs deep roots in capitalism’s engine room: the workplace. A return to
class on this basis can move past the psephological triangulations between the perceived wants
and desires of “metropolitan”, socially-liberal
workers and youth on the one hand, and those
of ex-“industrial”, socially-conservative workers
in the north and Midlands on the other. A democratically and politically transformed Labour
Party could seek to organise, represent, and empower both groups on the basis of a shared class
interest.
The working class has never really resembled
the picture painted by both Stalinists and
Blairite “authentocrats” like Stephen Kinnock,
centred on an archetypal male, white, essentialised worker, in a manual industrial job, part
of a “stable community”. That was not the working class of New Unionism; it is not the working
class of today. Our class comprises migrant
workers, women workers, LGBT workers, benefit claimants and the unemployed, and women
engaged in unpaid domestic labour.
A revitalised and transformed labour movement must become the organised expression of
our class as a whole.

The Labour Party was founded by trade
unions, not the other way around, and the
trade union movement in the UK is already
the most transparent and democratic organisation in the world.
When any politician starts talking about ‘reform’, the klaxons start blaring as history tells
us that this usually means the dilution, erosion
or total dismantling of a system for ideological
gain.
So far what we have seen, however, from the
current Labour leadership is recognition of the
important roles that unions play inside the
Labour Party and the significant contribution
we make together in ensuring that the Labour
movement is political, progressive, and organised on the ground. The BFAWU’s Executive
Council would envisage that any changes being
discussed ensure we are inclusive and transparent. The BFAWU opposed the Collins Review,
as it was undemocratic and failed to engage
with grass-roots trade unionists (or Labour
Party members for that matter). That being
said, I do acknowledge that one of the ‘accidents’
that wasn’t envisaged was the possibility of getting a Labour leader elected who represents
both the Party and the wider movement.
Our union firmly believes that the creation
of the Labour Party made the political representation of the working class possible. In our

opinion, that relationship with the working
class is absolutely vital if the party is to represent
the interests of working people. We know that
none of the other main political parties will.
If we want to seriously engage with people
and bolster Labour Party membership, it won’t
be achieved by documents reforming the trade
union-Labour Party link to remove unions or
activists from playing a democratic role within
our party, or demonising one group or another.
The best way to build and galvanise the Party
is through engagement and the democratisation
of its structures, including the mandatory re-selection of MPs. The union link should be maintained and strengthened. We need to ensure
that all unions affiliated to Labour play a role,
not just the big ones. I struggle to understand
exactly why it is necessary to hold a beauty contest at Labour Conference in order for unions
to have a seat at the table. Surely it would be
fairer if we all had a seat.
There would be no Labour Party without
trade unions; we have earned the right to decide our own structure and deserve to be consulted in any ‘reform’ discussion in relation to
the political party that we helped to form.

Labour democracy and the unions – thoughts on the kind
of movement we need
By Maria Exall, Dulwich and West Norwood CLP and
CWU Greater London Combined

bit.ly/2z0A4xK

Candidate selection: where are the workers?
More left-wingers are winning selection to
stand as Labour candidates.
That’s obviously good. What’s striking
though is how few workers and trade union activists are being selected or even putting their
names forward. Typically Labour candidates,
even left-wing ones, are small business people,
NGO bigwigs, consultants of some sort, perhaps unelected union full-timers.
Teachers and social workers are sometimes
dismissed as middle-class. But if dozens of
teachers and social workers stood for Parlia-

ment, it would make Labour’s candidate base
significantly more worker-based.
This situation is a result of the weakness of
working-class involvement in politics, but
also a cause. We need to change it.
More:
• The Labour Party needs worker candidates,
by Kate Harris bit.ly/2rIkAc4
• Labour MPs should be on a worker’s wage,
by Ella Thorp bit.ly/2IHPPOY
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A democratic, public schools system
– strengthen Labour’s policies
The Labour Party’s “Policy Commissions”
(essentially subcommittees of the National
Policy Forum) regularly hold consultations.
The results have, up till now, largely been ignored, but campaigning around submissions
provides an opportunity to shift debate in the
party. There is a currently a consultation on the
“National Education Service”, which closes on
24 June. Teacher activists in the Labour Party
in South London have produced this submission.
1. This CLP notes that the system of school
governance established by successive governments since 1988 is not fit for purpose. Because
of numerous top-down policy initiatives many
different types of school exist; they are competitive rather than collaborative, lacking in accountability.
2. We therefore call upon the party to develop a new and radical strategy for the re-empowerment of communities, parents, and
students and their teachers within the overall
umbrella of a National Education Service. This
requires the abolition of all types of the existing
variety of school designations and their replacement by a new universal model of school governance applicable to all state schools.
3. Labour will make funds available to LAs
for the establishment of Local Education
Boards (LEBs) which will have a strategic
overview of the local education service with a
remit to create and maintain a comprehensive,
progressive, democratic and inclusive system of
lifelong learning. The LEBs will consist of representatives of the various stakeholders locally:
elected representatives of parents and
guardians, elected staff representatives, and
elected representatives from the local authority

Workers on strike against academisation at Avenue Primary school in Newham
(councillors). The boards will ensure:
proper allocation of places
distribution of funds according to need and
nationally agreed criteria
adequate support services are available locally
for schools
4. The next Labour government will:
Place all trusts, academies, free schools, and
incorporated colleges on notice of intention to
return to public sector control and governance.
There will be no further academy conversions
or new free schools. All funding agreements
will be given notice of termination within a reasonable and negotiated timescale.
Return all assets and property of the schools
back into public ownership. Pending formal
transfer LEBs will maintain and safeguard
school assets.
Give all grammar schools notification of the
termination of selective education within a reasonable and negotiated timescale.
Abolish immediately all tax exemptions for

private schools.
Create a reformed OFSTED equivalent that
commands the respect of teachers.
Abolish Regional Schools Commissioners
Create a national public examination board
Reinstate national pay and conditions for
teachers and other workers within the education system.
More on the “National Education Service”
• FE is vital for democracy – five challenges
for the NES, by Nita Sanghera and Rhiannon Lockley - bit.ly/2wFaE9a
• The NEU, Labour and its schools policy,
by an NEU activist - bit.ly/2C75m8l
• More demands for a National Education
Services, by Henry Fowler - bit.ly/2wIfO4e
• The National education Service as a Radical Vision for Education, on the NCAFC
website - bit.ly/2KqSHwW

Tories find cash for grammars while school cuts bite
By Daniel Round, Stourbridge CLP
The government is set to establish a £50m expansion fund for grammar schools.
While the Tories say this new money will only be available to grammars that agree to boost applications from disadvantaged students, it is
an insult to ordinary schools that are struggling to provide basic resources
for their classrooms. 26.1% of local authority secondary schools are now
in deficit (up from 8.8% in just three years), forced to reduce staff numbers and essential supplies as cuts bite. Where is the money for these
struggling schools?
Nearly three-quarters of grammar schools are in Tory-held constituencies, and only 2% of grammar school pupils receive free school meals –
compared with around 15% in other state secondary schools. The idea
that handouts for elite grammars will be good for young people from
disadvantaged backgrounds, even if some do manage to improve their
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intake of poorer students, is obviously laughable.
The Tories have also announced plans to provide funds for councils
to create new, often divisive faith schools. Both plans have been sharply
criticised by the teachers’ unions.
Shadow Secretary of State for Education Angela Rayner has said: “Just
weeks after abandoning their own guarantee to protect every school from
cash cuts, the Tories have excluded the vast majority of schools from any
extra funding”, and that “the continued obsession with grammar schools
will do nothing for the vast majority of children – it is absurd for ministers to push ahead with plans to expand them when the evidence is
clear that they do nothing to improve social mobility.”
Rayner has been strong on the issue of selective schools but less so
elsewhere, saying Labour needs to “move on” from the debate about academisation.
Socialists must challenge this and, in addition to campaigning
against education cuts and selection, promote a more radical debate
around Labour’s National Education Service.
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Black and Jewish activists must unite
Clive Lewis MP spoke to The Clarion’s Rosie Woods about his
personal views on the expulsion of Marc Wadsworth and the
question of antisemitism.
I think the expulsion of Marc Wadsworth was the wrong decision. Obviously there will be some members who are happy with it but there
are many more members that I’ve come across who feel deeply disappointed and angry at what happened.
Someone who was trying to justify what happened, said to me that
there had to be an example made of someone and I think in many ways
it looks like they are saying ‘well, look, we don’t have the culprits here,
but we will make an example of this person’. That’s the completely wrong
approach, that’s not justice, that’s retribution and its wrong.
There has been a history of tension between some parts of the black
community and the Jewish community and it took a lot of work to build
bridges and this kind of incident can, I think, undermine a lot of that
progress that has been made. Because it does look like someone has
wrongfully been expelled from the party for, basically, heckling. You
know we can say all kinds of things about what he said and who he said
it to and I could think of a range of options, short of expulsion, which
would have been far more suitable. I think in my CLP, if we were expelling people for what he did, I would have a lot of expulsions!
One of the things that many people in the Labour Party have come
to understand about anti-semitism on the left is that antisemitism isn’t
just about outspoken hatred of Jewish people. It can be a lot more subtle.
It’s a lot more complex and it can come in many forms and that’s something I think increasingly people are beginning to understand, that there
are subtleties, just as there are subtle forms of sexism, homophobia and
racism. There are definitely some subtle elements of racism in some of
the overtones of the allegations against Marc Wadsworth.
When I first gave the statement of support for Marc, I watched the
video over and over and I have been criticised because people have said
who are you to determine what is antisemitic and what is not. That’s a
very valid question. But I look back to the Macpherson report, which I
think was a benchmark in anti-racism in this country. It’s quite clear, but
some people misinterpret what it says. I think Ian Austin, in his article
for the New Statesman, misinterpreted the Macpherson report as saying
that if a Jewish person reports racism that the accusation itself is the evidence. That’s a dangerous path to go down.
Ultimately what Macpherson said is that if people make an allegation
of racism, it should be taken seriously. I think the Marc Wadsworth incident was taken seriously. Clearly when the party looked at it, after two
years of his name being dragged through the mud, as a de facto anti-

Marc Wadsworth talking to Jeremy Corbyn at the launch of
the Chakrabarti report
semite, the antisemitism allegations were dropped. I think anyone who
looked at that could see that those comments were not antisemitic. It
might have been offensive, it might have been poorly judged, it might
have been stupid, but it wasn’t antisemitic He has ended up being expelled for bringing the party into disrepute and not for antisemitism.
So I think when people look at this, look at the facts, look at how he
has been treated, it creates a lot on anger at the injustice. I think ultimately that can have a negative impact on this whole debate and discussion about antisemitism in the party and on relations between the black
community and the Jewish community. It shouldn’t! But I can see how
some people get angry.
I’m hoping to be working with some black and Jewish activists to work
out how the two communities don’t allow this incident to push them
apart. At the end of the day, what affects negatively the Jewish community and what affects negatively the black community will often affect
both. It’s not in the interests of either community to be turning on each
other.
This is a time when we reach out and say mistakes were made, work
out how we can make sure it doesn’t happen again and that wrongs are
righted so both communities feel this is a party which is a safe space
and where they are welcome.

Reinstate Fred Leplat!
By Andrew Coates, Ipswich CLP
The Jewish Chronicle reports on the expulsion of Fred Leplat from the Labour Party:
“Hard-left ‘revolutionary’ who met Jeremy
Corbyn in Barnet ahead of local elections is
expelled by Labour Party”.
Can I say, as somebody who has known Fred
for a very long time, and has respect for his organisation Socialist Resistance, that the JC report is more than incomplete?
Why was this expulsion so rapid?
Fred and SR have never made the slightest
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secret about their politics.
LePlat is well known, and liked, by many
people on the left and the labour movement as
his position as Barnet Momentum secretary
indicates.
The views of SR on broader issues in the
Middle East – one of the few groups on the
left to defend consistently Syrian Democrats
against Assad – should be taken into account.
For the letter Fred coordinated that was involved in his expulsion, see bit.ly/2IKGBSk
In terms of the claim of faked signatories,
supporters of Fred say, “There is an email trail

showing people agreed to add their names to
the letter”.
I and other comrades not not necessarily
support the signatories’ take on all the issues,
notably the blanket use of the term “Zionist”,
but there is room in a democratic socialist
party for disagreement within these boundaries. I note that the letter states support for
implementing the “recommendations of the
2016 Shami Chakrabarti report”.
It is in defence of Corbyn’s support for the
Palestinians and in opposition to anti-Semitism, not the wild ‘anti-Zionism’ that people
are rightly concerned about.
One could also comment on the idea that
membership of SR is an offence leading to automatic expulsion.
There are serious questions here.
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Momentum’s gift to the right in Lewisham
By Rebecca Lawrence, Lewisham for Corbyn cochair
The steering committee of Lewisham Momentum (Lewisham for
Corbyn – Momentum) organised an AGM, our third, for 23 April, and
invited Alex Nunns to speak.
There was a push, motivated by petty factionalism, from people not
involved to exclude the entire committee – including founders and people who’ve been working hard locally. Despite the committee being
greatly expanded to encourage more people to get involved, they put together an entire slate, to get rid of us. They organised in secret and were
not interested in discussing it.
National Momentum turned up to check people’s credentials, which
delayed the start of the meeting. Far more people than expected turned
up, and the people who run the venue said it wasn’t safe. We proposed
to adjourn and reschedule. The other side said they had an alternative,
bigger venue and a vote was taken on that basis. This turned out to be
completely false – they took about half the meeting to the front bar of
a pub where they had an “AGM” with no checking of credentials, , in
stark contrast to the process national Momentum insisted on for our
meeting, with people just sitting there or wandering in to vote. They
elected themselves unopposed, without speeches or statements, in a single vote! A comparable number stayed with us at the library for discussion and gradually quite a few people drifted back, some appalled and
perplexed at what had gone on.
Obviously that makes no sense without political explanation. A big
part of the justification was anti-AWL [the socialist group Alliance for
Workers’ Liberty has been extremely active in Lewisham Momentum].
It seems all kinds of lies were told. It’s wrong to witch-hunt the AWL,
and it also falsely portrayed the group as an AWL front. On that basis
they’ve created totally unnecessary splits and divisions, because of their
desire to exclude people rather than working together while discussing
differences.
Beyond that, Lewisham Momentum is one of the oldest groups and
one of the strongest – in the Momentum office’s words - and it’s been
high profile and has been as oppositional within Momentum. Clearly

national Momentum doesn’t like that. Their role at facilitating the break
off meeting was awful. With complete double standards, they’ve recognised the group set up at the pub. Of course, that reflects the ongoing
lack of democracy in the organisation. The two people who have made
decisions on this are not elected people, but paid officials. With no accountability, my membership money has been used to stitch us up.
It’s sad, Momentum nationally, or its leadership, are not comfortable
with being challenged. I’m not here to do as I’m told. This is completely
the wrong direction for our movement; it’s supposed to be more organic
and accountable than that. We say we want to democratise the Labour
Party, but there’s no democracy in Momentum – it’s embarrassing. I’m
also very disappointed in Jon Lansman, I spoke to him and he tried to
completely evade responsibility.
I must add: a few months ago when I heard about Stalinists I thought
it was a joke or an exaggeration. Now some of them are running the
group claiming to be Lewisham Momentum. It’s pretty dark stuff.
We want to build a mass movement – this is not the way to do it! It
is ridiculous, it’s a gift to the right, and weakening the left. I am sorely
tempted to resign from Momentum, but why should we leave them to
run things?
It’s our movement. And we must continue to work to make it better,
in a local group focused on campaigning and political discussion.

Spring is here, a time for rebirth
By Tom Harris
For Lewisham East MP Heidi Alexander, the turning of the seasons
has brought a new job opportunity. After her initially promising career
as a right-wing plotter in the PLP faltered, Alexander has opted for
pastures new.
She'll now be Deputy to the Mayor of London, inspired by a publicspirited passion for safe cycling routes and highly-remunerated bureaucracy.
Alexander often talks about how fervently she supported the campaign
to save Lewisham Hospital. Activists in the campaign are less sure this
was true, and some of them have pointed out she refused to support the
striking junior doctors. Since then she's clearly been won round to the
idea of walking off the job to make a point. We wish her well and look
forward to her resigning from many new and exciting jobs to come.
There were other new beginnings in Lewisham this month. Supporters of the Momentum leadership faction embarked on a bold innovation
in democracy at Lewisham Momentum’s AGM. Intending to pack the
meeting to replace it's sometimes-dissenting committee, they hit a snag
when the library management postponed things due to overcrowding.
Ever resourceful, our plucky heroes took their own supporters off to a
small public bar and 'elected' themselves the new committee.
If only the General Election were that easy: we could get five of us
together in a Wetherspoons and be done with it.
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The look of the new season is: 'left-wing nationalism'. Some readers,
stuck with their old-fashioned ideas about internationalism, class solidarity and human brotherhood, might be confused about how nationalism can be left-wing. To these Luddites we say: get with the programme.
Sure, hatred of Europe and migrant workers might normally be the
preserve of UKIP and your Uncle Keith after one too many Christmas
ales, but why let principles stop socialists joining in! Some workers don't
like immigrants, but really like being English. Therefore, if the left also
likes and dislikes those things, we can win them over. After all, what better way to convince people than by conceding to all their points?
Zoe Williams in the Guardian has called for a 'good nationalism'
which talks about pride in British public services and parliamentary
democracy. Oddly though, lots of other countries seem to have those
things as well. They must have got some British builders in. Meanwhile,
the ultra-Stalinist 'Red London' Facebook page has spent the month
posting St George memes, in order to show how in touch they are with
the patriotic working class (by which they mean the groundsman they
once met at their private school).
Some have compared Red London and the new wave of internet Stalinists with the alt-right. We should consider the comparison.
One of these groups is made up of frustrated, misogynistic young
men who spend their lives trolling feminists online, ranting about immigration and 'ironically' venerating an antisemitic dictator who
killed millions. Oh, hang on...
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Celebrate May ’68!
By Rida Vaquas
May 1968 has become a symbol, its force neutered by remodelling it
as cathartic fantasy. When Gucci releases a fashion collection supposedly inspired by 1968, the message to the world is that 1968 is safe to
touch, we’ll never witness it in real time anyway.
Yet for us, May 1968 represents the moment of exhilaration upon realising: this world is not inevitable. In January 1968, France had the
highest level of unemployment it had witnessed in fifteen years. Prices
were rising, whilst wages stagnated. There were severe housing shortages.
Meanwhile students had led sustained mobilisations against the Vietnam
war.
Dissatisfaction over university reforms led to students occupying a
university administration building in Nanterre on Sunday 5 May. The
police were called and the university was shut down. Protests escalated
and on 7 May, there was a march of 50,000 people against police brutality.
On 13 May, a one day general strike was called by the CGT, the major
French trade union federation. By Monday 20 May, two thirds of the
French workforce, or ten million workers, were on strike, putting forward
demands that were far more assertive than what the union leaderships
were comfortable with.
The Grenelle agreements between the government and union leaders
and employers on 26 May offered an increase of 35% in the minimum
wage, but the general strike continued. On 27 May, George Seguy and
Benoit Frachon, veteran leaders of the CGT, stood before an assembly
of five or six thousand workers in their bastion, Renault Billancourt, in

an effort to convince them of the merits of the Grenelle agreement. Unsuccessfully.
The movement was critically endangered by, and ultimately defeated,
by the actions of those who claimed to be the labour movement’s leadership, the Communist Party and the CGT. In 1968, one quarter of the
French voting population voted for the Communist Party, which counted
300,000 members in its ranks.
At every turn, the leaders pushed for mediation rather than escalation.
Communist Party officials manipulated striking workers to return to
work, for example, by going round Metro stations stating that the other
stations had already opened. As the police began to break up strikes by
brute force in the post, radio and fuel industries, the Communist Party
stood on the sidelines and let it happen.
Far left groups were officially banned by the government as the strikes
faded in June, and some leaders jailed, but the Communist Party remained silent, focusing on the elections. The role of the Communist
Party became to cry out “Order prevails in Paris!” whilst workers were
violently ousted from occupied factories by the police.
The strength of May 1968 lies in scintillating display of force by workers: it gained its spectacular power when the movement left the universities and entered the streets and picket lines.
It is comforting to characterise May 1968 as a "youth revolt", because bosses can reassure themselves that we’ll grow out of it. Unfortunately for the bosses, the labour movement doesn’t grow out of its
efforts to fight for a better world, but rather grows up through them.
And it grows up to learn to trust in its own force, not this or that
leader.

Out of sync in Britain
By Martin Thomas
The French upheaval of 1968 had a great impact in Britain, both industrially and politically. The shame is that the different components
of the impact were out of sync.
Industrial militancy and shop-steward organisation had been on a
gradual rising trend since the mid 1950s. Now striker-days increased
from 2.8 million in 1967 to 23.9 million in 1972. Almost-forgotten tactics like mass pickets, mass solidarity strikes, flying pickets, and workplace occupations re-emerged.
Yet in the unions, the decaying, bureaucratic-minded Communist
Party remained by far the dominant "left-wing" point of reference. The
many workplace activists who wanted a more combative approach were
mostly focused narrowly on industrial militancy, with its political dimension only a vague reference to the Labour Left.
In the Labour Party, the old Bevanite movement had expired in the
late 1950s. The residues of the Labour Left rallied to Harold Wilson
when he became Labour leader in 1963.
The Labour government, in office since 1964, ran into increasing trouble from 1967.
In March 1968 it legislated a sordid ploy to block Asians fleeing persecution in Kenya who held British citizenship.
In June 1968 it reintroduced NHS prescription charges. The same
month, a Royal Commission recommended legal curbs on trade-union
action: the Labour government would try to introduce those curbs (September 1969), before backing off under TUC pressure.
The US war in Vietnam was escalating, and so was the movement
against it: 100,000 people clashed with cops at the US Embassy in
March 1968. Wilson was widely seen as complicit with the US war.
The remaining left Labour MPs were seen as old and tired by everyone, probably including themselves.
The activist left was mostly a young new generation, bred in the
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Labour youth movement relaunched after 1959. It recruited thousands
of new people in 1968 and after, mostly from the universities.
The then-biggest component of the activist left, the Socialist Labour
League, had made a wild sectarian swing out of the Labour Party after
1964-5, in response to limited witch-hunting, and was widely seen as
hectoring and haughty.
What is now the SWP briefly had the leadership in the Labour youth
movement after the SLL's departure, but drifted out around 1968, without ever explicitly deciding to do so.
Militant, what is now the Socialist Party and Socialist Appeal, remained in the Labour Party, but was notoriously staid and undynamic.
None of these groups could get much leverage in the industrial movement, although the proto-SWP (urged on by the Workers' Fight faction
which had joined it in a unity move in December 1968) was starting to
produce some workplace bulletins and establish some rank-and-file
union networks which would later bear fruit.
Older Labour left activists disgusted with Wilson often quit the party,
or at least stopped attending meetings, and instead found more interest
in the campaigns and demonstrations animated by the extra-Labour left.
None of the gears of a potential revolutionisation of the labour
movement sync’d. And thus we had a great labour upsurge which
would end up forcing the Tories from office in 1974, but able to replace
them by nothing better than another Wilson government.

Support France’s workers against Macron
The Clarion continues to bring voices from the French strikes to the
UK labour movement. See bit.ly/2jWOztj for an interview with Gael
Quirante, a socialist postal worker sacked for his trade union activities
in Hauts-de-Seine. Read a translation of an editorial by French socialist group Etincelle at bit.ly/2wFkqI4. Check the Clarion blog for
more coverage.
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No Handouts Thanks,
We Want Socialism
By Dan Rawnsley
With the headline "Give Millennials £10,000
Each to Tackle Generation Gap, Says Thinktank" the Guardian (8 May) reported on the
findings of the Intergenerational Commission, a grouping within the Resolution Foundation.
In fact there is a lot more in the report than
a £10k "restricted-use asset endowment to all
young adults to support skills, entrepreneurship,
housing and pension saving"; but much of it
isn't good.
To meet social
care costs for the
elderly the report
recommends "an
increase in property-based private
contributions towards care costs"
with an "asset
floor" ensuring that
"no-one can be
asked to contribute
more than a quarter
of their wealth for
their own care" and
a "£2.3 billion
‘NHS levy’ via National Insurance on
the earnings of
those above State
Pension Age".
The logic is one
of individualised
responsibility for
care, rather than
collective social responsibility. A similar logic can be seen in the
‘NHS levy’ on those working beyond pension
age. At present the 10.4% of over-65s working
in 2016 (1.19 million people) pay tax but no
National Insurance. The report assures us that
"four-fifths of revenues" would be "drawn from
the richest fifth of pensioners", but our bedrock
demand should be taxation of the rich, not the
elderly, to fund social care and the NHS.
For younger people the report recommends
"boosting employment security via the right to
a regular contract for those doing regular hours
on a zero-hours contract; extended statutory
rights for the self-employed; and minimum notice periods for shifts" and "innovations to support collective bargaining among young
workers", plus a £1 billion "Better Jobs Deal"
and "£1.5 billion to tackle persistent under-
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funding of technical education routes", funded
by "cancelling 1p of the forthcoming corporation tax cut".
More very small sticking plasters for big
wounds. Better to ban zero-hours contracts
outright.
The commissioners who produced the report
include Frances O’Grady, General Secretary of
the TUC - and Carolyn Fairbarin, Director
General of the Confederation of British Industry ("the UK’s premier business organisation"),
and David Willetts, the former Tory minister

directly responsible for raising tuition fees.
Its picture of the present is more or less accurate. “Weak pay growth” has been "the dominant feature of [young adults’] working lives
so far" and work has been "lower-paying and
less secure", but we are enjoying "record highs"
in employment rates, and Britain has a "booming stock of wealth".
We need the abolition of the anti-union
laws, to grant workers greater freedom for the
defence of our rights at work. We need the full,
unimpeded right to strike if we are to defend
ourselves at work. We need the abolition of
zero-hours contracts and bogus self-employment. New workplace rights should be overseen by inspectors, with trade union oversight.
Why limit ourselves to knocking 1p off a corporation tax cut? Roll back the whole mass of

tax cuts the wealthy have enjoyed and use the
money to fund training and other public services.
The report is better on housing. The recommendations of "replacing council tax with a
progressive property tax with surcharges on
second and empty properties" and "community
land auctions", "stronger compulsory purchase
powers" and "a £1.7 billion building precept allowing local authorities to raise funds for house
building in their area" could help give councils
greater freedom to build social housing.
The proposal
that "indeterminate
tenancies
should be the sole
form of private
rental contract" is
good. UK tenants
can be evicted at
very short notice,
making revenge
evictions
and
housing precarity
ever more common. A recommendation to limit
"rent increases to
inflation for threeyear periods" is
also good, but we
also need pay to
catch up and beat
inflation. A "new
housing tribunal"
to settle disputes
could give tenants
greater protections
depending on the
make-up of such a tribunal.
Generally, though, the individualistic approach of the report, focused largely on individual benefits, individual payments and
individual responsibility amounting to an "intergenerational contract", is embodied best by
the £10k handout, supposed to give you an "individual opportunity" to become a small capitalist or get on the "housing ladder".
Millennials won’t regain some of the security previous workers’ movements achieved
through handouts or polite requests to meet
intergenerational responsibilities, but
through standing side-by-side with other
workers of all generations fighting for political, social and workplace reforms, in short by
fighting against capitalism and for socialism.
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Labour and disability
By Henry Foulds, Nether Edge and
Sharrow youth officer (Sheffield
Central CLP)
It’s a fact that disabled people are woefully
underrepresented in public life. There are
only five openly disabled MPs but 19% of the
UK population describes themselves as disabled. This means a representative House of
Commons would have 125 disabled MPs.
This underrepresentation occurs for a number of reasons, but one significant barrier is finances. Average living costs are higher if you’re
disabled and disabled candidates face extra
costs like employing a sighted guide or BSL interpreter, or obtaining specialist equipment.
That’s why it was so good to see the introduction of the Access to Elected Office Fund - a
surprising step forward for disability rights
from the overwhelmingly ableist Coalition
Government - which covered such additional
costs in candidate selections and local and national elections.
Some people will say it’s unfair that disabled
candidates get taxpayer funding to help their
campaigns, but the fund helped to level the
playing field. It meant, for example, that Emily
Brothers, who is blind and hearing impaired,
was able to stand for Parliament in the 2015
General Election and not have to worry about
how she would pay support workers to help her
get around and access otherwise inaccessible
aspects of campaigning.
Sadly, in 2015 the Access to Elected Office
Fund was effectively closed when the govern-

ment failed to
review it at the
end of its trial
period. Since
then, there has
been no additional support
for
disabled
candidates but
I’m hopeful this
might
soon
change. Emily,
along with disabled candidates from the
Greens
and
Liberal
Democrats,
are
challenging the
government ’s
decision to effectively close the Fund and have begun proceedings to seek a judicial review.
Whatever the result of the judicial review, we
all have a part to play in fighting for equal representation of disabled people.
DEAL, a group of disability rights activists
in the Labour Party, have published a guide on
ensuring the Party at all levels meets its obligations under the Equality Act, which you can
read at disabilityequalityactlabour.org.
It is so important that everyone — members,
activists, officers and elected representatives —
know and understand the rights of disabled
members so that we can collectively push for a
more accessible party.

Abled people should also seek out and listen
to the experiences of disabled people. Does
your branch or CLP elect a disability officer?
Like other liberation officers, disability officers
can help make sure the way you organise is accessible and doesn’t exclude disabled people.
Does your local council represent the 13.9 million disabled people living in the UK? If not,
support disabled members to gain experience
and encourage them to apply for selections. Do
you engage with local disabled people’s organisations when formulating policy?
Can you build relationships to ensure disabled voices are heard, both inside and outside the Labour Party?

Harlow Young Labour report Momentum agrees
By Laura McAlpine, Harlow CLP Youth Officer
In just under a year since its founding Harlow Young Labour has gone
from strength to strength.
From the outset, we decided to be an event focused group to the increase the visibility of Labour’s community work in the town, as well as
providing a helping hand to important causes. As well as this, the group
has aided a younger presence within all members’ meetings and at local
campaigning sessions. The group has received a huge amount of support
from the CLP including both the Chair and Secretary, as well as local
councillors. In the recent council elections, Harlow Labour saw three
young candidates standing in wards across the town, who were all greatly
supported by their fellow Young Labour members. The meetings,
chaired by Shannon Jezzard, are held fortnightly, and are used as platform for young members to share ideas and plan future community action.
After a brilliant year of successful events from a basketball court
refurbishment, litter picks, an open mic night and most recently a
charity bingo night, Harlow Young Labour are excited to continue on
the great work into the rest of the year.
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investigation into its youth work
By Rida Vaquas, former Momentum NCG member
The youth wing of Momentum has frequently come under scrutiny,
and in fact formally no longer exists.
Momentum Youth and Students was dissolved for behaviour on
social media that was contrary to Momentum’s Code of Ethics.
Moreover, at various Young Labour events, young members have
complained of an atmosphere of intimidation and harassment, in particular of critical left-wing voices. At the last NCG meeting, these
concerns about the interventions in Young Labour were discussed by
the NCG.
At its last meeting in February, the outgoing NCG unanimously
agreed to review how Momentum intervenes in Labour’s youth and
student sections.
We need to follow this up to make sure it happens, and make the
issues that have been raised are not dropped.

Page 15

the
issue16:
7: May
issue
june2017
2018
£1 (unwaged 50p)

clarion
A socialist magazine by Labour and Momentum activists

Trump dumps nuclear deal
Support Iran’s workers!
By Morad Shirin, Iranian
Revolutionary Marxists’
Tendency
On 8 May Donald Trump finally
withdrew the US from the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action
( JCPOA).
The JCPOA, or Iran nuclear deal,
was the Obama administration’s top
foreign policy achievement and has
been consistently condemned by
Trump during the 2016 election
campaign and ever since.
To justify America opting out of
an international law endorsed the
UN Security Council, Trump made a
speech filled with lies and half-lies.
The main lie was that the Iranian
regime is not compliant with the
JCPOA. In fact the UN’s International Atomic Energy Agency has repeatedly said that the Iranian regime
is in compliance with the deal. In fact
it is US imperialism that has not fulfilled commitments like easing sanctions, especially banking restrictions.
To many Trump’s speech sounded
like comments by George W Bush
before the Iraq war. Given the general economic problems of American
capitalism and the political crisis of
this presidency, Trump’s move does
not mean that the US is preparing to
invade Iran. It is aimed at extracting
concessions from the Iranian regime.
This strategy may involve some
clashes between the US (and its regional allies like Israel and Saudi
Arabia) and the Iranian regime and
its proxies, as has already happened in
the Golan Heights.
All other signatories are still committed to the deal. Britain, France
and Germany all lobbied hard to dissuade Trump. Russia and China, both

with a UN Security Council veto,
have always supported the deal. Since
the JCPOA is vital to preventing
Iran’s dire economic situation becoming even worse, President Hassan
Rohani has said that the regime will
remain in the deal and will be working European powers to continue it.
Socialists should never forget that
this regime was established after the
Hezbollahi crushed the independent
and radical mass movements: the
workers’ factory committees, the
women’s movement, the students, the
national minorities and so on. And
ever since it has been in power this
regime has exploited and oppressed
workers even more than the Shah’s
dictatorship.
The past two years have seen an
upsurge in the Iranian workers’
movement, with many radical struggles. These include the Haft Tappeh
Sugar Cane workers who in January
2018 threatened to take over the running of the company from their incompetent management. Esmail
Bakhshi, a workers’ representative,
said: “… we have the expertise to produce sugar, so we’ll manage it ourselves”. On 10 May, there was a
peaceful country-wide protest by
teachers and retired teachers demanding more funds for education,
higher wages and an end to privatisation. The protest in Tehran was violently broken up and many teachers
and activists arrested.
There are many workers’ struggles
taking place in Iran every week over
very basic demands such as the payment of unpaid wages. The regime’s
response to the workers’ demands has
always been massive repression, including jailing numerous activists,
flogging workers and many other
brutalities.

Facebook.com/theclarionmag

Pushing – in our unions, in the
Labour Party, in youth movements
– for solidarity with the struggles of
Iran’s workers, women, national minorities and students must be the
main task of all those who are concerned with Trump’s move and want
to help overturn the right-wing
shift in politics around the world.

• For more information about Iranian workers’ struggles and how to
build solidarity, visit the website of
the Shahrokh Zamani Action Campaign, named after the Iranian
workers’ leader murdered in 2015, at
shahrokhzamani.com, or email
shahrokhlives@gmail.com

Solidarity with the Palestinians!
So far something like 60 Palestinians have been killed in connection with
protests against the US moving its embassy in Israel to Jerusalem – more
than were killed over the weeks of protests since 30 March; and pushing
2,000 injured.
As Jeremy Corbyn put it:
“The killing of dozens of unarmed protesters and the wounding of many
more by Israeli forces in Gaza is an outrage… Coming on the day President
Trump moved the US embassy to Jerusalem, it underlines the threat to
peace posed by the continuing and intolerable injustices faced by the Palestinian people.
“[We] should take a lead from Israeli peace and justice campaigners: to
demand an end to the multiple abuses... Palestinians face on a daily basis,
the 11-year siege of Gaza, the continuing 50-year occupation of Palestinian
territory and the ongoing expansion of illegal settlements.
“We cannot turn a blind eye… That is why Labour is committed to reviewing UK arms sales to Israel while these violations continue.
“The international community must at last put its collective authority
and weight behind achieving a lasting settlement that delivers peace, justice
and security for both Israelis and Palestinians...”
Labour Parties should organise to support the Palestinians and demand action, including an end to arms sales to Israel. Labour rightwingers semi-justifying the killings should be called to account.
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