
50p/£1No 518 25 September 2019

Solidarity
For social ownership of the banks and industry

& Workers’ Liberty

FOR LABOUR
FOR REMAIN
FOR SOCIALISM

Page 2

Its coverage on “Zionists” foments
antisemitism, yes or no?

Pages 10-11

Save the
planet

Johnson
threatens war

Debate on
Morning Star

Aligns with Trump on Iran.

Renew Labour
Labour

conference
report

Page 7

Page 3 & 16

Get the Tories out!

Going forward from 20 September.

As we go to press on 24
September, the Supreme
Court has ruled Boris John-
son's shutdown (“proroga-
tion”) of Parliament unlawful
and invalid.

Parliament will reconvene on
25 September. In fact, since the
Court decision was the shut-
down was “of no effect”, strictly
speaking Parliament is resuming
a session which was never

validly suspended.
Boris Johnson has been

pushed back again. But he still
says he may shut down Parlia-
ment again.

He still “refuses to accept that
the Benn Act made a no-deal
Brexit on 31 October impossi-
ble”, though it does exactly that,
no more, no less.

Journalists in the USA put to
him that the law would not
allow a no-deal Brexit on 31 Oc-

tober. According to the Guardian,
he replied:

“As the law stands, we leave
on October 31”.

Labour in Parliament must
force the government to comply
with the Benn Act and get a
Brexit extension to avoid “no
deal.”

Labour in the country must
fight the Tories in the general
election bound to come soon.

The farcical decision at

Labour’s Brighton conference to
declare a sort of neutrality on
Brexit until after the general elec-
tion weakens us.

Labour for a Socialist Eu-
rope will help local Labour
Parties and activists overcome
that obstacle by fighting for
Remain and for socialist poli-
cies.

More on page 5
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By Colin Foster
We may have more time to build
mobilisation against the plan of
the Israeli right to annex part or
all of “Area C” (60% of the West
Bank) to Israel.

Israel’s election on 17 September
gave no majority to outgoing prime
minister Benjamin Netanyahu, nor
to his main rival, a “softer” right-
winger, Benny Gantz. A long pe-
riod of haggling about possible
coalitions now probably lies ahead.

Publication of the new “plan” for
the Middle East long announced by
Donald Trump as “coming soon” is
now likely to be postponed longer.

Trump’s people have indicated
the new plan will drop even nomi-
nal commitment to “two states”, i.e.
to the right of the Palestinian peo-
ple to have a state of their own.
Publication of the plan will give a
boost to Israeli right-wingers who
seek annexation.

The election result showed a
slight softening of the right-wing
drift in Israeli politics. Netanyahu’s
Likud lost seven seats. The Demo-
cratic Union, an alliance formed
around the soft-left Meretz, gained
one. The Joint List, led by Hadash,
which is linked to the Communist
Party of Israel, gained three seats.

The Joint List’s score depends al-
most entirely on Arab voters,
whose turnout rose from 50% to
60%.

The very right-wing Yisrael Beit-
einu, led by Avigdor Lieberman
and drawing votes mostly from Is-
raelis of Russian background,
gained three seats.

Lieberman refused after the April
election to form a “narrow” right-
wing governing coalition with
Likud and the ultra-Orthodox reli-
gious parties, because he wants to
breach the ultra-Orthodox exemp-
tion from military service and the
bans on public transport on Satur-
days.

Lieberman now says he wants a
grand coalition of Likud, Gantz’s
“Blue and White”, and his own
party. That coalition will work if
Likud agrees to drop Netanyahu
and let him face trial for the corrup-
tion charges which Israeli police
have made against him. How far
Likud will budge — and whether
such a coalition will go with Ne-
tanyahu’s pledges of annexation,
made shortly before polling day
both in April and in September —
remains unclear.

The West Bank has been under
Israeli rule since the war of 1967. In
the early 1990s, under the “Oslo
process”, Areas A, B, and C were
outlined. Areas A and B comprise
165 distinct patches of land, cities
and villages, including the big ma-
jority of the Palestinian population.
In them the Palestinian Authority
has some rights to autonomy (basi-
cally, to police the areas and to dis-

tribute aid money). Area C, over
60% of the land area, surrounds
those 165 areas and includes the Is-
raeli settlements and the Israeli-
controlled roads serving them. The
promise of the “Oslo process” was
that Palestinian autonomy in Areas
A and B would be a first step to a
Palestinian state in the whole of the
occupied territories, but that has
never been delivered.

BARRIER
Declaring Area C to be formally
part of the Israeli state would not
change day-to-day control.

It would however create a big
new political barrier to the right of
the Palestinian people to have their
own viable and independent state,
in territory where they are still 90%
or so of the population.

Under Israel’s procedures, the
members of parliament vote on
whom they recommend the presi-
dent asks to form a government.
For the first time since 1992, most
of the members of parliament rep-

resenting Israel’s Arab minority
voted to recommend a candidate:
Benny Gantz. The Joint List mem-
bers of parliament were clear that
they do not expect Gantz will meet
their demands, or want to be part
of a Gantz government. They want
to use Gantz as a lever to “end Mr.
Netanyahu’s long reign of corrup-
tion, lies and fear”.

Gantz, a former Israeli army chief
of staff, is a right-winger. He
launched his political career eight
months ago with videos boasting
about the hundreds killed by the Is-
raeli military under his command
in two Gaza campaigns. Yair Lapid,
Blue and White’s no.2, said after a
close election result in 2013 that he
would not “join a bloc with the left
and the Zoabis,” referring dismis-
sively to an Arab member of parlia-
ment, Haneen Zoabi.

The no.3, Moshe Ya’alon, once
called Peace Now a virus and has
insisted that a Palestinian state
won’t be established in this century.
The no.4 is Gabi Ashkenazi, who

was Gantz’s predecessor as Israel’s
military chief and commanded Op-
eration Cast Lead, the Gaza war in
the winter of 2008-09.

Hadash leader Ayman Odeh
wrote:

“Our demands for a shared,
more equal future are clear: We
seek resources to address violent
crime plaguing Arab cities and
towns, housing and planning laws
that afford people in Arab munici-
palities the same rights as their
Jewish neighbours and greater ac-
cess for people in Arab municipali-
ties to hospitals. We demand
raising pensions for all... and a plan
to prevent violence against women.

“We seek the legal incorporation
of unrecognised — mostly Pales-
tinian Arab — villages and towns
that don’t have access to electricity
or water. And we insist on resum-
ing direct negotiations between Is-
raelis and Palestinians to reach a
peace treaty that ends the occupa-
tion and establishes an indepen-
dent Palestinian state on the basis
of the 1967 borders.

“We call for repealing the Nation-
State Law that declared me, my
family and one-fifth of the popula-
tion to be second-class citizens”.

The Jewish-Arab movement
Standing Together responded to
the election result with a call for
new activists to join it.

“We’re leaving the election with
enormous energy, with power to
take on the challenges that will
arise — and we’re inviting you to
join us. Join our political movement
struggling towards peace, our so-
cialist Jewish-Arab movement, our
movement that isn’t afraid of the
word ‘power’.”

We need a global movement
now, not “boycotting” Israel as
many do, but building links and
solidarity with groups like Stand-
ing Together.
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Push back against Netanyahu and Trump!

By Martin Thomas
Boris Johnson, on a visit to the
USA, has offered to go in with US
Donald Trump in a military attack
on Iran.

“The Americans are proposing to
do more to help to defend Saudi
Arabia, and we will be following
that closely.

“And clearly, if we are asked, ei-
ther by the Saudis or by the Amer-
icans, to have a role then we will
consider what way we could be
useful.”

He was asked whether that
meant UK military force. “We will
consider in what way we can be
useful, if asked, depending on what
the exact plan is”.

Johnson has also aligned with
Trump on the 2015 nuclear deal
with Iran, saying he wants “a
Trump deal”.

“There’s one guy who can do a

better deal and one guy who un-
derstands how to get a difficult
partner like Iran over the line and
that is the president of the United
States. So I hope that there will be a
Trump deal”.

This is the same Donald Trump
who on 20 June called off an air
strike on Iran with only ten min-
utes to go.

The threat of war is not a remote
and theoretical one.

The case against war is not based
on denial of the crimes of the Ira-
nian regime.

It is guilty of crimes against the
workers and oppressed peoples of
Iran, and against the people of
Syria and other neighbouring
countries.

This month seven workers and
activists from the Haft Tappeh
sugar-cane complex in Iran have
been sentenced to a total of 110
years in prison and 74 lashes after
the industrial action there last year.

The answer is not war, but sol-
idarity with the workers and op-
pressed peoples of Iran.
•More: shahrokhzamani.com

This week we’ve been covering,
outside our usual budget, fares
for organisers to travel to
Brighton for Labour Party con-
ference, costs for producing
bulletins and leaflets there, and
a new print-run of our broad-
sheet on climate change.

It all adds up. We’ve done okay
at selling literature at those events,
and that covers some of the costs,
but not all of them.

We don’t know when, but soon
we’re likely to need new office
space, money to pay (probably) a
higher rent, cash to cover moving,
renovations, and adjustments.

Our fund drive total is now up
to £10,385.60, but the last two
weeks have been our thinnest for
a while.

No doubt readers have been
preoccupied by the big events
around us, but the result has been
only £10 this last week.

In order to be able to make a dif-

ference in those big events, we
need resources. Human resources,
in the first place. But also physical
and financial resources.

We are working to raise an-
other £14,614.40 by 9 December.

• www.workersliberty.org/donate

Johnson threatens war on Iran £25,000 by 9 December

“LET US BE HEARD”
MARCH AGAINST BREXIT

Saturday 19 October
Assemble 12 noon, Park Lane, London



By Gerry Bates
The numbers on the student cli-
mate strike demonstration in
central London on 20 September
were estimated by organisers at
up to 100,000.

Similar huge crowds filled the
streets in many cities across the
world. In Sydney, Australia, for ex-
ample, the turnout was also esti-
mated at 100,000.

The protests were made up of
school students, university stu-
dents, people who took or already
had days off work on the Friday,
plus a significant minority of work-
ers joining the protest, generally
with the consent or support of their
employers.

In England alone, there were
dozens of other protests. We are not
able to give a full picture, but here
are a few local reports.

In Lambeth, south London,
about 300 to 400 people joined a
local protest in Windrush Square.
Unison union members walked out
from Lambeth Town Hall and Brix-
ton Library. Lambeth’s Labour
council declared support, and its
deputy leader spoke.

There were union banners from
Finsbury Park RMT, Lambeth &
Southwark Unite Community,
NEU, GMB, and Lambeth Trades
Council. Lots of school students at-
tended and several spoke before
the crowd moved to the central
London protest.

Our reporter from Sheffield esti-
mates the crowd there at about
5,000. Lots of union banners, school
students dominating the micro-
phone and a lot of under-30s on the

demo, plus a wider range of age
groups. And a very good reception
for socialist literature.

One odd episode:
“I saw a gang of people in the

lanyards of a local translation firm,
SDL. I asked the person identified
as the leadership of the group how
she brought people out: she ex-
plained, and made a point of say-
ing ‘I didn’t want to encourage
improper behaviour but…’

“I commented that a friend of
mine was forced out of SDL by a
hothouse culture and asked if there
were any moves to creating a union
at SDL? The interviewee said cer-
tainly not, and seemed affronted at
the idea that unionising work-
places would be discussed at a ‘cli-
mate strike’…

“There is obviously a very big
part of society that wants to con-
nect to the climate strike move-
ment, including in this dark satanic
translation mill. So we have woke
managers leading people out and
yet opposing unions...”

Our reporter from Liverpool
writes: “I’d guess around 2500-3000
people. The crowd seemed to be
split 50/50 between school stu-
dents or FE students and workers.
The most obvious work place mo-
bilisation came from Liverpool
University, which organised a small
feeder march of around 150...

“There were local Labour Party
ward banners, and PCS, UCU, and
Unison union banners and flags.

“An impromptu march around
the centre of Liverpool was led by

FE students around the centre of
Liverpool for a good hour... As
older workers peeled off the march
to return to work, they were re-
placed by young people sponta-
neously joining the
demonstration”.

Our reporter from Wakefield
writes: “About 200 in attendance.
The protest was supported by
Wakefield Trades Council and all
the local unions such as UNISON,
GMB and the NEU. Local labour
councillors and Labour MPs Jon
Trickeyt and Mary Creagh spoke.

“There were many younger ac-
tivists and many new faces. The
protest gave the labour movement
the chance to speak to new people
and show the links between capi-
talism and climate change”.

A reporter from Cambridge
writes: “The main demonstration
— a march into town that ended
with a ‘die-in’ and speeches on
King’s Parade, with some welcome
vibrancy from Cambridge Zero
Carbon setting off flares from win-
dows overhead — attracted per-
haps as many as 3000 people, a
large number given that most uni-
versity students are not yet in town.

“A couple of us arranged a soli-
darity group photo for 2pm on the
West Cambridge site of the Univer-
sity, where the University conducts

research and training for industrial
sectors especially linked to climate
change, such as the energy sector.

“That site is located quite far
from the town centre (about 30
minutes’ walk), and we wanted to
provide an opportunity for work-
ers who wished to perform a walk-
out around lunchtime, but would
not have time to travel to the main
protests.

“We had over 100 people turn
up, a good three times more than
we were expecting. In the build-up
we had gone into workplaces with
posters and leaflets, speaking with
people there to advertise the event.

“We had Cambridge UCU [the
university workers’ union] back the
action and they shared it with
members via their communication
channels. We had a few people on
our radar send department or
workplace emails with details of
the event.

“Protesters stood behind the set
of demands on the Cambridge
Workers’ Climate Action banner:
for a worker-led just transition;
public ownership of energy, trans-
port, and finance; sustainable, high-
paid, unionised work... We have
already received several emails
from interested people.

“I think we reached far beyond
‘the usual suspects’ who attend
protests”.

100,000 turned out for the London demonstration. Left picture: Estere Dzelme 

Solidarity from Brixton tubeworkers. Part of wider action in Lambeth.

Newcastle

The Cambridge demonstration ended with a “die-in”.
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Millions protest to save the planet
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Yes, we need a new Labour Students

By Ralph Peters
It looks as if Labour’s NEC [National Ex-
ecutive Committee] is deliberately rigging
the situation so that it can impose the
candidates it wants in a dozen or so con-
stituencies across the country.

Selections were only recently started in
many of the constituencies where MPs had
defected, like Chuka Umunna or Chris Leslie.

The selections were started close to two
months ago. Now they have been put on
hold in Nottingham East, Ilford North, En-
field North and elsewhere.

An argument has been made that party of-
ficials needed to concentrate on the process-
ing of trigger ballots. But there are extensive
rumours that on the quiet candidates have
been carved up to be imposed on the CLPs
that already started selections!

A general election is clearly imminent.
Even if the trigger ballots are successfully
processed, it may be difficult to carry through
subsequent selections.

The result will be many seats without
properly selected candidates, and with an

election only weeks away. This looks like
being yet another election, like the 2017 gen-
eral election and the 2019 EU election, with
no democratically selected candidates.

In the bad old days – from the late 1980s
though Kinnock, Mandelson and then Blair
and Brown – a powerful central machine at
Labour Party HQ – essentially decided who
Labour MPs would be. Those considered un-
desirable were not allowed on the list of ap-
proved parliamentary candidates.

Even when parliamentary selections did
take place, there was a low-level of participa-
tion from the dwindling and demoralised
membership of those days.

Frequently the candidates who won selec-
tions were those backed by leading figures in
the Party, overwhelmingly on the right. They
won through expensive campaigns with
glitzy literature, having numerous endorse-
ments from  and pictures with the leaders.
There wasn’t much political discussion!

Once the MPs were in, it was essentially a
job for life. In 1993, the “mandatory reselec-
tion” adopted in 1981 (a new selection proce-
dure for every election, as happens for
example with council candidates) was re-

placed by a procedure requiring a “trigger
ballot” in advance of the selection procedure.

That procedure required such a level of dis-
sent in the constituency and the unions that
selections were very rarely triggered.

Democratic control by the members over
their MPs became minimal. Where there was
a Labour MP, CLPs often became the mouth-
piece of the MP rather than vice versa.

If a CLP was considered rebellious or left-
wing, then the NEC often imposed their
choice without a selection.

That situation demoralised the party mem-
bership and drove members out.

Since Corbyn's victory in 2015, many mem-
bers have been hoping for a new flowering of
democracy and scope for MPs to be selected
who match the radical expectations of the
new Party membership.

It hasn’t worked out that way. 
In fact, if we think back to the Party’s

regime under Blair and Brown, we may ask:
“Has anything changed? Or has it even got
worse?”

The trigger ballot procedure has been lib-
eralised, and the threshold to trigger a selec-
tion has been lowered. But now, as reported

above, selections have been halted in many
constituencies where they were under way.

Anger is widespread, especially in Not-
tingham East, where there are many candi-
dates with considerable support. The
constituency had a losing candidate imposed
in 1987 and then had Chris Leslie parachuted
in on it. (It is now safe Labour).

The rumour is that a candidate to be im-
posed has secretly been agreed on by a num-
ber of leading NEC members. There are even
wider rumours, impossible to confirm or re-
fute, that Unite and GMB between them have
decided in which region and  CLPs each
should act as king-maker.

Those interested in democracy should de-
mand that the selections suspended should
be immediately reopened, and that the Party
manages its resources and plans to ensure the
Party members have the right to choose who
they want to stand for them as MP.

If there is an emergency need to select
candidates at high speed, the NEC should
hold polls on the nominees under consid-
eration where selection procedures are
already underway.

Labour blocks democratic selections

By Maisie Sanders
On 17 September Labour’s National Exec-
utive Committee voted to disaffiliate its
student wing, Labour Students.

The motion proposed by Momentum
founder Jon Lansman said that Labour Stu-
dents did not meet the requirements set out
in Labour’s rulebook for its national student
organisation and called for a new one to be
set up “urgently”.

Dozens of Labour Clubs disaffiliated from
Labour Students after its February national
conference, where the leadership gerryman-
dered the system to block left-dominated
clubs attending or voting in internal elec-
tions.

Out of Labour’s 20,000 student members,
only 59 attended the conference and only 507
voted in elections online. Swathes of clubs
and members were excluded due to a lack of
information about the long and complicated
process of affiliating their club to Labour Stu-

dents, which must be repeated every year.
Many who completed the process never re-
ceived their ballot paper.

Students at universities and colleges with
smaller, non-existing or inactive Labour
Clubs were not able to participate at all.

Unsurprisingly, right-wing candidates won
almost a clean sweep of positions, despite the
left winning overwhelmingly in nominations
from clubs. The left candidate for Yorkshire
and the Humber lost to “Reopen Nomina-
tions”, despite running unopposed.

The right wing candidate for Vice Chair
Campaigns and Policy beat the left candidate
despite receiving only six club nominations
to the latter’s thirty-one. 

Labour Students has long been tightly con-
trolled by the party’s right wing. If anything
it has become narrower rather than broader
since 2015. Despite the Corbyn surge in left-
wing student membership, it still functions
as a revolving door for careerists to become
Labour MPs in safe seats.

It spurns campaigning on student issues

such as fees, cuts or rent in favour of organ-
ising occasional canvassing sessions. It does
occasionally host sparsely-attended blocs on
national demonstrations, but it does nothing
to build these in Labour Clubs.

Its most recent “political conference” in Oc-
tober 2018 had no debates or votes on politics
or campaigns. Its organisers enlisted venue
staff to prevent Student Left Network ac-
tivists from handing out copies of their bul-
letin because it criticised the nationalism of
Remembrance Sunday. 

So a new Labour Students organisation is
indeed needed.

It must lead the fight for free education and
grants, rent controls for student halls, oppo-
sition to cuts and supporting workers’ strug-
gles. It must campaign for a radical Green
New Deal, freedom of movement and mi-
grants’ rights and against Brexit. It should
also play a role in relating to further educa-
tion and postgraduate students.

It needs conferences twice a year, with
plenty of time for political debate and votes

on policy and campaigns. No students must
be priced out of attending by extortionate
ticket costs, and all Labour Clubs must be
able to follow a simple and clear process to
affiliate nationally and send elected dele-
gates. Elections should be conducted via STV
so political tendencies have fair representa-
tion.

Merging Labour Students and Young
Labour, an option suggested by the 2017
Democracy Review, is not adequate. What
about the hundreds of thousands of mature
students who would not qualify for Young
Labour? What about campaigning on specific
student issues? Instead Labour Students
should exist alongside a well-funded, demo-
cratic and autonomous Young Labour.

Whatever structures are decided, the
Labour Party must put resources into
helping and encouraging members to set
up Labour Clubs in their colleges and uni-
versities, and for those which already
exist to become hubs of debate and cam-
paigning, with regular meetings.

Local Labour queries Speaker move
By a local Labour member
On 19 September the GC (General Com-
mittee) of Camberwell and Peckham
Labour Party voted to oppose our MP
Harriet Harman's bid to become speaker
of the House of Commons.

The vote was quite narrow — 26-22 on a
card vote, with seven abstentions, after a
show of hands was drawn 21-21.

Arguments in favour were that as a de-
prived inner city constituency we need to be
represented by a Labour MP and that Harriet
had put herself forward without consulting
party members. When asked previously if
she had plans to stand she had told us only
that there was no vacancy.

There's also a feeling that given her record
of placing career ahead of principle, she
wouldn't actually be an effective speaker in
terms of standing up for the rights of parlia-
ment against the executive.

The Momentum group, which includes
most of the CLP left, did not have a common
position. Some members voted against or ab-
stained, on the grounds that this was a to-
kenistic move which would cause division
for no practical gain (we can't block her ap-
plication, and the National Executive Com-
mittee would never let us run a candidate
against her) and that under the present sys-
tem at least one CLP will be disenfranchised
in any event.

The underlying issue is that Camberwell
and Peckham's trigger ballot was due in Oc-

tober, and there was a good chance that the
CLP would have voted for open selection.

Harriet had managed to get the procedure
deferred to November, knowing that being
elected Speaker would avoid having to sub-
mit herself to the democratic scrutiny of
party members on her record.

That record includes supporting the 2016
PLP coup against Jeremy Corbyn, and voting
for benefit cuts for single mothers and for the
Iraq War. Her record as a champion of equal-
ity is mixed, to say the least.

Overall, this was an assertion by the CLP
of its right to hold its MP to account, and as
such a positive development.

It will be interesting to see what hap-
pens if Harriet Harman's bid for the
Speaker's chair is unsuccessful.

An expanded Antidoto  column
from Jim Denham is on pages
10-11 this week (instead of
page 4, where the column usu-
ally sits). It is given space to-
gether with a longer-than-usual
letter — a debate contribution,
in fact — from Andrew Northall
to which it replies. The two arti-
cles debate the politics of the
Morning Star on Israel, Pales-
tine, Zionism, and anti-
semitism.



Labour activists and local Labour Parties
need to start now with campaigning for
Labour, for Remain, for socialist policies.

It is good that Labour is clearly offering a
new public vote on Brexit — Remain versus
the realities of Leave, not versus the vague
demagogy of 2016.

But the decision on 23 September by the
Brighton Labour conference for Labour to
have a sort of “neutral” stance on Brexit until
after the coming general election, and only
then call a special conference to decide, is un-
principled and nonsensical.

It will be very hard for the central Labour
machine to enforce that line in local cam-

paigns. Many leading Labour Party people
have repeatedly gone on public record that
they will vote Remain in any new public
vote. No Labour leader has made any argu-
ment that Labour was wrong to back Remain
in 2016.

John McDonnell, Emily Thornberry, and
Keir Starmer have all said they will back Re-
main.

At a fringe meeting in Brighton, Starmer,
the shadow minister for exiting the EU, has
declared: “I’ve said for some time, over and
over again, I would campaign for Remain so
obviously I’m disappointed by the [confer-
ence] result”.

But, he added, he saw it as “highly likely”
the party would decide to become explicitly
pro-Remain at the planned special confer-
ence. “It’s obvious the way this is going to
end up”.

Labour for a Socialist Europe, an au-
tonomous campaign group launched from
the Another Europe Is Possible conference in
December 2018, produced distinctive pro-Re-
main left-wing leaflets for the Euro-elections
in May 2019.

Local Labour Parties and activists took tens
of thousands of them to distribute. It was a
bigger effort to create a distinctive left-wing
voice within an overall Labour campaign for

many years, since the Socialist Campaign for
a Labour Victory in 1979.

Since 1979, in general, central control over
the running of Labour election campaigns
has become tighter and tighter. It was looser
in May 2019 because the central Labour ma-
chine paid little attention to the election. It
may be looser in the coming general election
because the central “line” is so contradictory,
and so publicly disputed by leading Labour
people, that it will be hard to enforce.

In any case, our duty is to maximise the
possibilities to let the electorate hear clear, co-
herent working-class ideas.

We can start now by getting out on the
streets with stalls and leafleting.

For Labour, for Remain, for socialism
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Sorted in six months?
The National Executive Committee state-
ment on Brexit adopted by the Labour
conference in Brighton does not make
sense.

“A Labour government”, it says, “will get
Brexit sorted one way or another within six
months of coming to power, allowing us to
concentrate on all the issues that matter to
people most.

“A Labour Government would secure a
sensible leave deal with the EU within three
months, and within six months would put it
before the people in a referendum alongside
the option to remain”.

“Labour’s leave deal would include a new
UK-EU customs union, a close relationship
with the Single Market, protections of the
Good Friday Agreement with no hard border,
securing the permanent rights of three mil-
lion EU nationals in the UK and one million
UK nationals in Europe, guarantees of work-
ers’ rights and environmental protections,
and membership of key bodies to ensure joint
co- operation in areas like climate change,
counter-terrorism and medicines”.

The list of desirable things to be included
does not include free movement of people
across the UK-EU border, which Jeremy Cor-
byn defended from June 2016 through to

November 2016, when he finally capitulated
to pressure from the Labour right (and na-
tionalist would-be left) on that issue.

In any case, is this new withdrawal agree-
ment to be one with a transition period of
two years or so, like Theresa May's? Until
now, almost every Brexiter bar Boris Johnson
and the Tory ultra-right has agreed that such
a transition period is necessary to avoid
chaos.

That transition period, like May's, would
leave most details of future UK-EU relations
to be sorted out over the two years or so of
its duration. They would not be “sorted one
way or another within six months”.

Or is this Brexit deal supposed to be one
without a transition period? So within three
months all the details of “a new UK-EU cus-
toms union” and “a close relationship with
the Single Market” could be done and
dusted? Hardly likely, when the Canada-EU
Trade Agreement, a much more low-key af-
fair, took eight years to negotiate and agree,
and still is not completely in force.

Could Labour cut things short through a
more “off-the-shelf” approach, having Britain
stay in the actually-existing Customs Union
and the actually-existing Single Market
rather than trying to negotiate new ones?

Possibly, though hardly in three months
without any transition period. But that
would mean accepting free movement
(good). It would also mean accepting all the
rules of the Single Market, including the ne-
oliberal ones which Lexiters (“left-Brexiters”)
make so much noise about. And, crucially, at
the same time cutting off the British labour
movement from the Europe-wide process
and struggles to change those rules!

It would be a deal repulsive to both
Leavers and Remainers.

RALLYING LABOUR’S
ANTI-BREXIT LEFT

Labour for a Socialist Europe is a
campaign by Labour activists fighting
to stop Brexit and build a socialist re-
sistance to the right-wing forces and
ideas driving it.

It was launched from the Another Eu-
rope is Possible conference in December
2018, and held a formal constituting con-
ference on 9 March 2019.

It produced independent pro-Labour,
anti-Brexit publicity for the Euro-elec-
tions in May 2019, and bundles of
leaflets totalling some 50,000 were taken
and used by local Labour campaigns
and by individuals.

It has also been active in the effort
to get anti-Brexit, pro-free-movement
policy motions to the Labour Party
conference.

• labourforasocialisteurope.org

A pamphlet from Workers’ Liberty
summarises our arguments on Brexit,
Europe, international solidarity, free
movement, immigration, and how to build
socialist politics cross-borders.

40 pages A4. Cover price £4. Bulk deals
available• Buy online at bit.ly/r-rebel



Living in an illiberal democracy
A reader reports from Hungary
One of the perks of living in Hungary is not
having to ask your grandparents: “What
was it like living in a one-party state?” —
because you already know.

You see outrageous government propa-
ganda everywhere. You see the posters of the
crowds of refugees – excuse me: “migrants”
— which would have you believe that they
are out for Hungarian blood. You hear the
endless droning speeches denouncing the
treacherous liberals, and the sinister conspir-
acies trying to undermine Hungary.

You turn on the TV, switch to the right
wing propaganda channel of your choice,
and you can watch Serious Men expose the
latest anti-government protest as a Soros plot
– with participants flown into the country
from abroad, of course – or demonstrate how
a derailed train in Austria was a terrorist act
orchestrated by liberals in order to... well, I'm
sure they had their reasons.

Depending on the nature of the particular
fever dream they're trying to push, you either
laugh, get angry, incredulous, or just plain
horrified. But as the years go by, your capac-
ity to react diminishes.

You've seen and heard too much. A kind of
detached resignation seeps in. There they are,
lying again, with impunity. No force yet ex-
ists in Hungary to do anything about it.

And yet Fidesz – Orbán's ruling party – is
obliged to manufacture conspiracy theories
in order to keep power. Their grifting is too
blatant and shameless to be done indefinitely.
To prevent an opposition from coalescing,
they have to make up fictional treats from
which they can pretend to protect the nation.
Luckily, there happen to be both enemies
within, and enemies without.

There's Gyurcsány, the extremely unpopu-
lar former prime minister, whose horrible
image can always be conjured up as a justifi-
cation of Orbán's power. The fact that
Gyurcsány's current party only received
308,161 votes during the last election seems
to pose no problem for the faithful.

The other enemies within are the “liberals”,
meaning, of course, everyone to the left of
Horthy. After all, they are Orbán's main
threat to power, besides Jobbik, an other far-
right party. Since he can't afford to alienate
his right-wing base, he mainly focuses his at-
tacks on liberals, while pandering to the prej-

udices of his fellow reactionaries.
As for the enemies without, there are of

course the refugees. The racist hysteria
whipped up against them has proved very
successful. Not that appealing to the people's
racism has been especially difficult. Hungary
has quite a deep reserve of bigotry. As for
how this rhetoric effected people of colour
living here, I can only speculate.

And there's of course the sinister puppet-
master behind it all, the archfiend Soros.
Name anything you care to, and if Gyurcsány
isn't responsible for it, Soros probably is.
Protests against the closing of the Central Eu-
ropean University? Soros! Demonstrations
against climate change? Soros! Refugees
looking for a better life? Do you even have to
ask?

It's interesting to note that — as you may
know — the obsession with Soros did not
originate in Hungary, but in the United
States. What does it say about our nativist
propaganda-mongers that they can't even in-
vent their own conspiracy theories, but have
to import them from abroad?

I believe that it's justified to draw connec-
tions to an other piece of Jew-baiting slander,
that also spread across the globe over a hun-
dred years ago.

ANTISEMITISM
I'm of course talking about The Protocols
of the Elders of Zion, a fabrication created
by the secret police of Tsarist Russia.
Without it, the campaign against Soros
would not exist. 

While the Protocols attempt to frame all
Jews as conspiring to extend their influence,
gain power, undermine nations and morals,
and control the media, the fictions surround-
ing Soros accuse only him.

But this superficial difference shouldn't
fool us. The accusations against Soros are an
appeal to the Protocols by proxy. But resorting
to open Nazi propaganda is still frowned
upon in respectable circles, hence the (not too
subtle) winking and nodding.

Lastly, there's the EU, against which Orbán
pretends to wage a war of national liberation.
Voters are bombarded with “national consul-
tation” letters exposing the plans of “Brus-
sels”.

Of course, Orbán needs the EU – or rather,
he needs the funds it provides. He needs
them both to keep the economy afloat, and to

enrich himself and his circle.
He also needs the investments from Ger-

man capital. Hungary doesn't have a corpo-
rate income tax rate of 9%, the lowest in
Europe, by accident. The recent “slavery
law”, which raises the maximum amount of
overtime from a yearly 250 hours to 400
hours also exposes the class character of
Fidesz.

Of course, voters can't be allowed to make
the connection between their declining living
standard and Orbán's rule. So the fight
against the Sorosist-Gyurcsányist-Zinovievist
Terrorist Bloc must go on. 

Seeing its shameless lying, its fusion of
party and state, and the methods it's willing
to employ to keep power, a lot of people view
Fidesz and the Stalinist leadership of
yesteryear as essentially the same. Certainly,
they both function as a parasitic ruling class.
And indeed, a lot of people in Fidesz were
members of the old ruling party, MSZMP.
Orbán himself was a secretary of the Hungar-
ian Young Communist League (KISZ).

Whether Fidesz ever had any true princi-
ples, I cannot say. But looking at their evolu-
tion, one gets the impression that its defining
characteristic is opportunism. They were
formed as a liberal opposition group in the
last years of a dying system, before turning
into a bourgeois-conservative party, which
then mutated into the fascistoid defenders of
Christendom that they are now.

By now, you have some idea about the sit-
uation in Hungary. In fact, you may have no-
ticed some uncomfortable similarities
between what's going on in Hungary with
what's going on in the United Kingdom.

And indeed, our new Genius of the
Carpathians should be viewed in the context
of the disturbing rise of the far-right globally.
All over the world, barely veiled racism and
xenophobia are employed by cheap huck-
sters and dime-store fascists, while people's
rights are being tread upon, and the planet
burns.

To think that this can be remedied just by
voting the right way is an illusion. We need
an international workers' movement that's
capable of defending its interests, and that re-
quires an explosion of class consciousness
among the people.

The class war has been one-sided for
too long. Everything depends on changing
that.
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Students from the Central European University protesting changes to labour and judicial laws

By a conference delegate
The process of “compositing” (merging
a large number of similar local Labour
Party motions into a manageably small
number of options for debate) at Labour
Party conference on the Green New
Deal was long drawn out and arduous.

Eventually, however, the delegates
agreed to send forward three options. One
motion, supported by the GMB union, in-
cluded some radical bits but, crucially, no
target for suppressing carbon emissions.

The second, backed by far more CLPs
and with the Fire Brigades Union as the
mover, was more radical. It specifically in-
cluded a target of net-zero carbon emis-
sions by 2030, but hedged round with a
qualification.

The third, proposed by Leicester South
Labour Party, insisted on ending airport ex-
pansion and on public ownership of bank-
ing and finance.

The Conference Arrangements Commit-
tee said that all three options would be
taken. And then just wiped the third off the
agenda.

The two other motions had been shaped
by and taken lots of demands and wording
from the more radical Green New Deal mo-
tions — free or cheap public transport, full
public ownership of energy, repealing all
anti-union laws, and more.

But that was no excuse to deny confer-
ence the right to vote on more controversial
– but, frankly, vital – radical policies.

It is good that radical policies on the
Green New Deal and movement to a four-
day week were promoted at conference
and got media coverage.

But we should beware. The four-day
week policies are all, as the saying goes,
“aspirational”, a bit like the Blair govern-
ment's policies on abolishing child poverty.
Given favourable economic winds, they
may bring advances. Otherwise, not.

Labour's likely election manifesto still
looks like having big gaps, for example,
on the repeal of the Thatcher anti-union
laws, which is conference policy but is
not promoted by the leadership.

Green New Deal:
steps forward,
but...

40 pages A4. Cover price £3. With UK
postage £4.20. Cheap rates for bulk orders. 
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How the Brexit stitch-up happened
By Alan Gilbert
No local Labour Party or affiliate put in a
pro-Brexit motion to Labour conference
2019.

No-one made a speech at the conference, or
distributed a leaflet outside it, explicitly ar-
guing for Brexit.

Yet on 23 September the conference voted
not to take a stance on Brexit until after the
coming general election, and only then to call

another, special, conference to decide.
How did that happen?
In the run-up to the conference, the

Leader's Office was clearly worried. It con-
tacted anti-Brexit campaigners to discuss
possible compromise texts.

It looks like it wanted to stage a re-run of
Labour conference 2018, where anti-Brexit
delegates were pushed into accepting a single
composite which left Labour's position en-
tirely vague, and so there was no debate on

the floor of conference.
This time, however, the Labour anti-Brexit

campaign groups, notably Labour for a So-
cialist Europe, held firm.

The Leader's Office then switched to an-
other tactic, a decades-old ploy often used by
right-wing leaderships: getting a last-minute
statement from the National Executive Com-
mittee to go to conference.

That did not go smoothly. The NEC meet-
ing failed to reach agreement. The text was fi-
nally agreed by email. The Unison public
service union, one of Labour's largest affili-
ates, and Jon Lansman, a prominent con-
stituency representative on the NEC, publicly
criticised the procedure.

Still, the Leader’s Office got the statement,
they did not feel confident enough to steam-
roller all the motions from local Labour Par-
ties off the agenda by declaring that they
would “fall” if the NEC statement was first
adopted, because they would contradict it.

Instead, as an insurance policy, they
briefed the media that it was possible that the
NEC statement and the two composites com-
piled from the local Labour Party motions
would all be carried.

No matter. In that case it would be down
to the Labour Party leadership to select what
went in the manifesto, and the leadership
would select something more like the NEC
statement.

Come the debate, delegates were dismayed
to hear a string of speakers for “Composite
13” (the “soft” composite, fairly similar to the
NEC statement) and relatively few for “Com-
posite 14” (the clear pro-Remain, pro-free-
movement composite).

Some delegates thought this was a stitch-
up, some that it reflected the large numbers
of delegates who were either privately pro-

Brexit, or seduced by the line that evasion on
Brexit is the only way not to lose pro-Leave
Labour voters, or obsessed with supporting
“the leadership” come what may.

It is difficult to tell the balance of opinion
among delegates. But the outcome of the
compositing meeting in 2018 owed some-
thing to the sizeable number of delegates in
it, often older Labour Party members trained
in the anti-EU politics of the 1970s and 80s,
who privately backed Brexit even though
their local Labour Parties had sent them to
conference with Remain motions. And the
impression of some campaigners accosting
delegates with leaflets and papers outside the
conference was that this body of opinion still
exists.

Some eloquent speakers associated with
Labour for a Socialist Europe did get to the
podium and made good speeches — Alex
Fernandes, Simon Hannah, Urte Macikene.

But the debate slanted heavily for the lead-
ership.

Then came the vote. Wendy Nichols, in the
chair, said Composite 14 had carried. Then
she said that Jennie Formby, the Labour Party
general secretary, sitting beside her, had told
her that it had fallen.

Then she refused to call a “card vote” (a
precise count of the votes). Probably, given
that most big unions were against Composite
14, it would have fallen on a card vote. But
the card vote would have told us the weight
of opinion in the local Labour Parties, and
would have allowed local Labour Parties to
check which way their delegates voted.

Most revealing was the loud cheering
and the chants of “Oh, Jeremy Corbyn!”
which followed, not the result as such, but
the undemocratic denial of a card vote.
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By Martin Thomas
As since 2016, a large number of fringe
meetings were organised under the ban-
ner of “The World Transformed”.

Overall, Labour Party conference 2019
probably had more fringe meetings than con-
ferences did even pre-Blair. It has become not
unusual for people to come to the conference
city specially to attend “The World Trans-
formed”, rather than fringe-meeting atten-
dance being only overflow from conference.

It's difficult to make an overall assessment
of “The World Transformed”, because it took
place in eight different locations.

However, comparing what I could pick up
from this year with what I remember from
previous years, I got much less sense this
year of the fringe meetings being the engine-
room of the left.

The fringe meetings of, say, the early 1980s
are not to be idealised. They often had very
long speaker lists, making speeches without
much political clarity.

But the key left fringe meetings were rally-
ing-points for the left, and at least in the cor-
ridors outside there was lively discussion,
leafleting, literature-selling.

Now many of the best-known figures of
the Labour left are secluded behind the
scenes or on the conference stage,, and the
fringe meetings are more diffuse.

The Campaign for Labour Party Democ-

racy's start-of-conference fringe meeting has
been a landmark for decades.

Traditionally, after some more-or-less cere-
monial speeches from high-ranking figures of
the left, it was a forum for detailed informa-
tion and planning about how to fight the
platform on procedural points.

This year it seemed to have a fairly usual
attendance — a hundred plus — but the av-
erage age there looked to be markedly higher
than that of conference as a whole.

LITTLE
Most of the platform speeches de-
nounced the Tories and the Lib Dems, and
praised Corbyn, but little more.

Reporting from the National Executive
Committee, Rachel Garnham talked of the
prospect of the National Policy Forum set up
under Blair being abolished some time soon,
but said nothing about the NEC stitch-up
over Brexit.

Giving the delegates' briefing, Barry Gray
noted that the Conference Arrangements
Committee had ruled out motions from
about 40 local Labour Parties had been ruled
out because they covered party-organisation
issues, although there has never been (even
under Blair) anything in the rulebook to dis-
qualify such motions.

CLPD had backed a challenge in the con-
ference hall to the CAC on that issue, espe-
cially because the motions ruled out included

one backed by CLPD to reduce the number
of MP nominations needed for Labour leader
candidates.

Barry Gray also criticised the NEC for op-
posing most of the rule changes debated at
conference. That meant that most of them
had been withdrawn from the vote because
the notorious “three year rule” would pre-
vent anyone trying again on same or even
similar issues until 2024.

Conference has definitely loosened up
since the Blair days, and even since the
Miliband days. For a long time, conference
was entitled to debate only a maximum of
eight (or, for a while, only four) issues, and
most of its time was given to speeches (di-
rected at the media) from front-benchers.
This conference, for the first time since the
mid-1990s, could debate up to 20 issues.

Delegates were unafraid to challenge the
Conference Arrangements Committee,
though the bias of the big unions to backing
the CAC meant that challenges failed.

But Barry Gray also called on the delegates
to press for all compositing meetings to agree a
single composite, so as to show unity in ad-
vance of the coming general election. In other
words, he called on the delegates to avoid
using Conference's new-found ability to de-
bate, and to campaign not so much for
Labour Party democracy as for uncritical
support of the Labour leadership.

“The World Transformed” had a younger
turnout. But, for example, a debate on “pro-

gressive alliances” — meaning, should
Labour seek an electoral pact with the Lib
Dems and Greens — seemed to have perhaps
half the audience favouring that idea. There
was no vote, but the balance of speeches from
the floor suggested a fairly even division of
opinion.

Janine Booth and Nadia Whittome spoke
clearly and convincingly for Labour to orient
to independent working-class politics, but
the platform speakers for an electoral pact,
Labour MP Clive Lewis and Green MP Caro-
line Lucas, were people seen as well-known
representatives of the left.

The background to all this is that the op-
portunities since 2015 to organise a lively
new Labour left among the rank and file have
been largely squandered so far, or, in fact, ob-
structed.

Momentum, which offered the promise of
that new Labour left, had its democratic
structures abolished by a coup from its office
in early 2017, and since then has operated
chiefly as an email and social media opera-
tion.

It did not function as an organised left in
the conference.

The nearest approach to that was the
grouping around Labour for a Socialist
Europe, the Labour Campaign for Free
Movement, and Another Europe is Possi-
ble, which leafleted, distributed bulletins,
caucused, and organised and lobbied del-
egates.

The conference fringe

By Chris Reynolds
A first victory at conference was getting
“immigration” onto the priority list of is-
sues to be debated.

The Conference Arrangements Commit-
tee had tried to avoid that by dividing the
relevant motions into two separate “issues”,
“immigration” and “immigration deten-
tion”, so that neither would get enough
votes to reach the agenda.

But “immigration” did get enough votes.
And the motions in that category were all
clear for the defence of UK-EU free move-
ment. No composite could avoid including
that policy.

Moreover, the Unison public service
union indicated that it would back free
movement.

On the morning of Tuesday 24 September,
however, delegates found that “immigra-
tion” was not on the day's agenda.

After much lobbying, at 2pm the dele-
gates were finally assured (instructively, by
someone from the Leader's Office rather
than directly by the CAC) that “immigra-
tion” would be on the agenda on Wednes-
day 25th. On Tuesday evening, as we go to
press, an order of business has been pub-
lished for Wednesday with “immigration”
on it.

Wednesday is a short day of conference
(morning only), and many delegates leave
on the Tuesday night.

Will “immigration” fall off the agenda
after all, for lack of time? Or be “remitted”?
Will the changed composition of conference,
and the shortage of time for debate, mean
that the composite may get defeated?

Or will the composite be blandly voted
through with little debate in a thinly-at-
tended hall, with attention diverted to
Parliament — and then shelved as previ-
ous conference policy on anti-union laws
has been?

Debating free movement
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Learning from the rich    
By Paul Hampton
The Communist International (Comintern),
founded in the aftermath of the October
1917 Russian revolution, was the greatest
forum for Marxist strategic debate so far.

The first five years of the Comintern, be-
tween 1919 and 1923 were a school for learn-
ing and discussing how revolutionary parties
should be built, how to assess the situation
and orientate, and how to win a majority of
workers to socialism. 

The publication of The Communist Move-
ment at a Crossroads: Plenums of the Communist
International’s Executive Committee, 1922-1923,
edited by Mike Taber, is extremely valuable.
This volume is the eighth in the series begun
by John Riddell. These books deserve a place
on every socialist’s bookshelf – and this new
volume is a welcome addition.

Taber’s book covers the last period of the
Comintern’s high point, when there was still
a clash of ideas and a striving for clarity.
From 1924 the Communist Parties were
drummed into being “monolithic” and in-
creasingly became a tail of Stalinist foreign
policy. From 1928 they were strong-armed
into bureaucratically ultra-left policies.

Stalin formally wound up the Comintern
in 1943. This volume contains three Com-
intern executive (ECCI) discussions. The
most valuable were on the united front and
fighting fascism.

After the 1917 revolution the Bolsheviks

worked to rally the best militants to form
Communist Parties. 

A direct assault on power seemed possible,
especially in 1919. However, by 1920-1, capi-
talism had stabilised at least temporarily,
governments re-established their legitimacy,
and the Social Democratic parties and union
leaders restored their hegemony. 

The Comintern recognised that, even
where the Communist Parties were mass or-
ganisations, as in Germany, they were a mi-
nority. The task was to win a majority of
workers for revolution. The Comintern had
to reorientate those Communists who be-
lieved they could simply proclaim them-
selves the leadership of the working class.

They had to face down those who wanted
to ignore vital sites of struggle, such as re-
formist trade unions and parliaments. They
had to convince the Communist Parties, often
very new, often dominated by ultra-impa-
tient young activists, to fight from within the
mass movement for workers’ interests. 

The united front tactic was developed to
tackle these unavoidable obstacles. It arose in
response to concrete developments in the
class struggle – generalising from German
conditions. The discussion shows how Marx-
ist theory can develop in response to the
needs of working class battles. 

At the First Enlarged ECCI Plenum (21
February-4 March 1922), around a hundred
communists discussed the situation. Two
contributions from the German communist
(KPD) leader August Thalheimer described
how he and his comrades had started dis-
cussing ideas like the united front.

On 13-17 March 1920, right-wingers at-
tempted to seize power in Germany in the

“Kapp-Lüttwitz Putsch”. This military coup
failed due to a general strike declared by re-
formist union leader Carl Legien.

The initial response of the German KPD
leaders was to refuse to “lift a finger” for the
Weimar Republic, the parliamentary regime
dominated by the reformist Social Demo-
cratic Party (SPD) which had come out of the
first wave of revolutionary upheaval in Ger-
many, in 1918-19. However KPD leader Paul
Levi and much of the membership supported
the general strike and pursued Legien’s call
for a “workers’ government”. 

COMMON ACTIONS
The central leaders of the SPD and of the
USPD (a party midway between the SPD
and the KPD) rejected any alliance, but
the putsch stimulated a discussion on
how communists should seek to work
with other workers’ parties (including
their leaders) on common actions. 

At Comintern level, articles by the Polish
Comintern functionary Miechislaw Bronski
(writing as Spartakus) and the veteran Ger-
man socialist Clara Zetkin in the Communist
International magazine used the term
“united front” (Einheitsfront) to describe
how the KPD could work sincerely alongside
other workers’ organisations for limited
goals.

These views were supported by Lenin and
Trotsky from the Russian Bolsheviks, but at
first opposed by many other Communists
and Bolsheviks.

Lenin wrote one of his most important
pamphlets, Left Wing Communism: an Infantile
Disorder on this issue. The method of fighting
alongside reformist workers and convincing

them by common experiences of Marxist pol-
itics was debated at the Second Comintern
Congress in July-August 1920, though the ex-
pression “united front” was not yet used.

In December 1920 the Stuttgart metalwork-
ers, led by Communists, made an official call
for joint struggle by the unions for the imme-
diate needs of the working class. On 8 Jan-
uary 1921, Levi broadened this approach to
the national level with an “Open Letter” to
other labour movement bodies to fight on a
programme of common demands.

In February 1921 the Comintern presidium
debated the Open Letter. Lenin, Trotsky and
Radek supported it. At the Third Comintern
Congress (July 1921), the Theses on Tactics and
Strategy explicitly endorsed the Open Letter,
stating that it could “serve as a model of a
starting point for campaigns”. Trotsky’s man-
ifesto explicitly called for a united front.

The KPD (now led by Ernst Meyer) pur-
sued various united front initiatives around
taxation and paramilitary assassinations. In
Saxony and Thuringia, the KPD faced the
question of propping up SPD-USPD local
governments – and the party decided to lend
support.

The KPD’s Zentrale meeting on 16-17
November 1921 carried a “Resolution on the
Political Situation and the Policies of the
KPD”, calling on the working class to build a
united front against the bourgeoisie.

In December 1921 ECCI theses summed up
the united front policy. They endorsed KPD
support for “a unified workers’ government
that is willing to mount a reasonably serious
challenge to capitalist power”. It also in-
structed the British Communists to “launch
a vigorous campaign for their admission into
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the Labour Party”. In January 1922 the ECCI
issued an appeal to “march together for a
common fighting front”.

UNITED FRONT EXTENDED 
The First Enlarged ECCI heard a report
from Zinoviev on the united front. He ar-
gued that the aspiration for unity was “al-
most always a revolutionary factor”. The
power of the working class “consists in
the fact that it embraces millions. It is a
power arising from numbers”.

The united front was “not a policy of de-
spair [but]… a policy for a new rise, which
begins around economic issues but will move
onto the political terrain”. He explained that
the Bolsheviks had utilised united fronts,
even if they did not use the phrase.

Clara Zetkin reported on the German rail-
workers’ strike, where the KPD deepened its
united front policy. Radek explained that be-
cause the situation differed from one country
to another, the demands of the united front
had to be adapted to national and local con-
ditions. In his pithy phrase, “The Interna-
tional never gave you a gramophone record”.

The united front was opposed by delegates
from the characteristically “leftist” Italian
Communist Party — and from the French
Communist Party, which was much “softer”
and less intransigent politically, but thought
it could deal with the French Socialist Party
by ignoring it.

Umberto Terracini from Italy said the
united front tactic authorised “the participa-
tion by Communist parties in government
under bourgeois rule” and “opened the door
to collaboration with the powers-that-be”.
Daniel Renoult from France said the Commu-
nist Party should “retain its purity, its irrec-

oncilability, and its revolutionary firmness”.
In response Zinoviev argued that the

united front was strictly a matter of workers’
unity against the bourgeoisie. The resolution
said “the united front… in no way dulls our
antagonism to reformism”.

The resolution described the British Labour
Party as “a political amalgamation of the
trade unions. It encompasses various political
currents in the workers’ movement”. Repris-
ing Lenin's argument from 1920, the ECCI re-
quested that the British CP “seek to join the
Labour Party”. (The major component of the
British CP, the British Socialist Party, had
been an affiliate of the Labour Party; but
many leaders of the new CP opposed the
idea).

“Preparations are needed to unite the
working class around a common pro-
gramme. In order to carry out this pro-
gramme, the workers’ movement must unite
in the effort to achieve a Labour government
in the next general election. If the Labour
Party goes to the masses with such a pro-
gramme it will be successful, by creating a
united front of the working class that will as-
sure victory in this elections.”

The united front discussion continued at
the Second Enlarged ECCI plenum (June
1922). Radek gave a particularly clear expo-
sition of its scope and limitations. The united
front involved “forming a political bloc with
specific goals”, or rather making “specific de-
mands related to the specific situation”.

Those who could only support a “united
front from below” had missed the point: to
get to the masses of social-democratic work-
ers meant dealing with their leaders. If it
were possible to achieve united workers’ ac-
tion by bypassing existing working-class or-

ganisations, then there would be no need for
united fronts at all. 

Zinoviev’s remarks were not always coher-
ent. In one contribution he described the
united front slogan of a workers’ government
as “a link between the two phases: grey par-
tial demands and the sun of the dictatorship
of the proletariat”, and yet he appeared to re-
ject the KPD’s stance towards the Saxony
government.

A few days later Zinoviev erroneously said
that “the workers’ government is the same
thing as the dictatorship of the proletariat. It
is a pseudonym for a soviet government: one
that sits more easily with the ordinary
worker. That is why we want to use this for-
mula”. This confusion was only cleared away
at the Fourth Comintern Congress (Novem-
ber-December 1922).

FIGHTING FASCISM 
The Third Enlarged ECCI plenum (June
1923) was the site of the first major dis-
cussion in the international Marxist move-
ment on the nature of fascism.

Zetkin’s report anticipated many of the
themes found in Trotsky’s later writings on
the struggle to stop the Nazis coming to
power in Germany.

Many other Comintern leaders were less
clear. In 1924 Zinoviev and others would de-
scribe Germany as already fascist, and the
SPD as “a fascist Social Democracy”.

Zetkin located the social roots of fascism
“in the dissolution of the capitalist economy
and the bourgeois state” and in particular
“the proletarianisation of bourgeois layers”.
Fascism was “an asylum for all the politically
homeless, the socially uprooted, the destitute
and disillusioned”.

But fascism was also the result of labour
movement failures. It was “punishment be-
cause the proletariat has not carried and
driven forward the revolution that began in
Russia”. It resulted from the “betrayal by the
reformist leaders of the workers’ movement”.

Zetkin dissected the rise of fascism in Italy
and the opportunities to stop it – notably the
failed general strike on 1 August 1922.

Zetkin attempted to rouse communists to
anti-fascist activity. She had organised the
Frankfurt anti-fascist united front conference
(17-20 March 1923). The worst thing was pas-
sivity, “inactivity, toward waiting, or toward
the postponement of arming ourselves and
struggling against fascism”.

Zetkin demanded urgent self-defence
against fascism. At stake was “the proletari-
ans’ personal safety and very existence; at
stake is the survival of their organisations”.
Proletarian self-defence against fascism was
“one of the strongest forces driving to estab-
lish and strengthen the proletarian united
front”.

Without the united front it was “impossible
for the proletariat to carry out self-defence
successfully”. But Zetkin was clear that “mil-
itary means alone” cannot vanquish fascism.
It also had to be “wrestled to the ground po-
litically and ideologically”.

Voicing the attitudes of the ruling class at
the time, British Foreign Secretary Lord Cur-
zon called the Communist International “an
organisation that foments mischief”. 

For socialist activists today who still
want to foment mischief, the first five
years of the Comintern remain an irre-
placeable reference.

Some of the attendees at the fourth congress of the Comintern. Including Bukharin leaning against Zinoviev in the front row, Radek, smoking a pipe in the first seated row, and the writer Claude
McKay (second left, seated)
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In defence of the Morning Star
By Andrew Northall
Jim Denham's major piece (Solidarity 516)
responding to my letter in Solidarity 515
continues to peddle the outrageous accu-
sation that the Morning Star newspaper
“actively foments antisemitism”.

Antisemitism is obviously a highly emo-
tive and sensitive issue and in response we
need to be really clear, factual and logical.

In plainer language, the accusation “ac-
tively foments antisemitism” could read: “the
paper expresses hatred to people who are
Jewish (whether by religion, ethnicity or cul-
ture) or encourages other people to be hostile
to Jews”. Does the Morning Star encourage
hatred against people who are Jewish? Abso-
lutely not. Of course it does not. Even to put
the question in these terms provides the clear
answer.

The Morning Star is effectively a broad
paper of the left and the labour movement as
reflected in both the composition of the Man-
agement Committee of the Peoples Press
printing Society (the readers’ cooperative
which owns the Star) and its readership and
supporters. 

Its editorial policy is indeed based on the
strategic programme of the Communist Party
of Britain (Britain’s Road to Socialism) but
this simply means it includes advocating a
left progressive government with Labour at
its core which would implement policies
which challenge the wealth and power of the
capitalist class and which acts in the interests
of working people. Not a million miles from
the AWL’s concept of a Workers' Govern-
ment. 

The Star daily provides a broad platform
for a wide range of progressive, democratic,
left and socialist views to be covered and de-
bated. This is part of a deliberate strategy for
building political unity and a bigger mass
movement, as part of the BRS in practice. Jim
himself regularly has letters published.

The Star strongly advocates a “two state so-
lution” to the Israel/Palestine conflict based
on UN Resolutions and including explicit ac-
ceptance of Israel’s right to exist.

Jim appears incapable of separating gen-

uine antisemitism from criticism of the poli-
cies of the State of Israel from criticism of the
current antisemitism campaign, which is
very obviously aimed at blunting the current
Labour leadership’s current commitment to
the Palestinian people and anti imperialism
more generally and indeed which appears
aimed at undermining, even removing that
leadership.

Jim appears to regard any criticism of the
State of Israel or the antisemitism campaign
against the Labour Party leadership as itself
antisemitism, which is an absurd conflation
of three very different sets of issues.

The Star is clear there are people on the left
who either are antisemitic or express views
which are antisemitic. These views and be-
haviours are repugnant and should be con-
demned and dealt with. I personally could
not regard such individuals as being of the
left.

Most people on the genuine left are critical
of the policies and actions of the Israeli gov-
ernment or even the State of Israel itself not
because it is Jewish (the right wing in Israel
and elsewhere would love that to be the case)
but because they brutally oppress the Pales-
tinian people and deny their national rights
and also and especially in the current period
appear to aim at their extinction as a distinct
national people.

The position is made more complex and
more sensitive in that as Solidarity has rightly
pointed on a number of occasions the major-
ity of Jewish people (in say the UK) for un-
derstandable reasons feel an instinctive
sympathy for the State of Israel as a Jewish
state of and for Jewish people and therefore
blanket criticism of the State of Israel may ap-
pear to be antisemitic. 

We all therefore have a duty to ensure our
criticism and our modes of expression are
clear this is not about the “Jewishness” of the
State of Israel but their policies and actions. 

Equally, those who defend the State of Is-
rael and its policies and actions can also ex-
pect their views to be contested, sometimes
vigorously. Whether such people happen to
be Jewish or not should be immaterial. 

We should criticise their politics and polit-
ical views in a political, disciplined and ap-
propriate manner and absolutely never resort
to personal offence including around ethnic-
ity, religion or whatever.

The John Elder article referred to in the

view of the Morning Star itself failed to nego-
tiate these issues adequately or make the nec-
essary distinctions and therefore published a
fulsome apology and withdrew the article
from the website. Obviously they could not
delete the printed or electronic version. The
Star on its own admission made a serious
mistake in allowing the article to be pub-
lished in full, it openly acknowledged and
apologised for that error and the offence
caused. But for Jim this is all “evidence” of
the Star “actively fomenting antisemitism” ! 

Amongst other things, Elder clumsily
linked the rise in worldwide antisemitism
(which is an objective and worrying fact)
with the policies and actions of the State of
Israel and indicated worldwide Jewish com-
munities were being exposed to antisemitism
because of their continued attachment, advo-
cacy and defence of Israel. That is probably
true but what cannot follow from that is Jew-
ish people worldwide being held responsible
for antisemitism or have an especial duty to
publicly criticise or distance themselves from
the State of Israel.

In the majority of his piece, Jim discusses
whether antisemitism is “widespread” in the
Labour Party or not. He claims that those

who deny it is “widespread” are thereby
guilty of antisemitism. No, Jim. It is simply a
different assessment of the genuine extent of
the problem, applying context and perspec-
tive. Any antisemitism is unacceptable so
whether “widespread” or not becomes
slightly irrelevant.

I am not a member of the Labour Party and
never have been but I would be astonished
and appalled if antisemitism is “widespread”
or even worse if that Party is “institutionally
antisemitic.” All I know is very few numbers
have had genuine antisemitism proved
against them (as opposed to being critical of
Israel) and have therefore been disciplined.
Does that mean there are large numbers who
have not been picked up or disciplined, I sim-
ply do not know. 

I would hope the Labour Party in its disci-
plinary processes focuses on those who have
been accused or found to have expressed ha-
tred to people because they are Jewish.

It is perfectly possible and necessary to
clearly distinguish between comments
and other expressions which are anti Jew-
ish from those which are critical of the
State of Israel, for its actions and policies,
not its Jewishness.

DEBATE More online at www.workersliberty.org

By Luke Hardy
On 20 September a 16 year old from Brad-
ford was found guilty and detained for five
years for seriously attempting to build a
powerful bomb filled with shrapnel.

Although the eventual target is unclear, the
court heard “he searched for and watched
videos about the English Defence League, at-
tacks on Muslims”. He also praised Adolf
Hitler, telling friends “gas the Jews”.

This 16 year old was not just desensitised
to the horrors of Nazism or far-right racism.
He was ideologically convinced by them.

In Britain there is a growing threat of far
right ideology. Only a tiny few will make the
jump to neo-Nazi terrorism. But those who
do are not in a vacuum but in an environ-
ment where far right ideas are gaining wider
ground..

Dave Renton's new book *Convergence on

the Right* (reviewed in *Solidarity* 516) dis-
cusses a convergence between the outer
fringes of white supremacy and sections of
hitherto mainstream conservatism.

The Daily Express, Nigel Farage, Tommy
Robinson, and full on neo-Nazis like Na-
tional Action all share the idea that migrants
and Muslims are a existential threat to “tra-
ditional British identity” (or “Christian Eu-
rope” or “the white race”). They also share
the idea that this threat is facilitated by a “cul-
tural Marxist”, “globalist”, “liberal left” plot.
Often Jews are often seen or assumed to be at
the root of that plot.

Sometimes Boris Johnson and Jacob Rees
Mogg and the more respectable Tory press
will paddle in the shallow end of this noxious
ideological pool too. Thus we hear the far
right now chanting their support for a Tory
Prime Minister. 

Even if we were much better organised, the
socialist and labour movements probably

could not have won over that particular 16
year old in Bradford. But we can battle
against the broader organised right and the
anti-migrant, anti-Muslim politics which feed
the violent fantasies of its outer fringe. 

This is not just about violent street racists
or guys with white power tattoos. It's not just
about a hate filled fringe, but about political
ideas you hear in your workplaces, at family
get-togethers and can see on the news-stand
in the corner shop. 

Not all or most Leave voters are convinced
that migrants provide an existential threat,
but the Arron Banks and Farage wing of the
Leave campaign of 2016 clearly framed the
Leave vote as a vote against what they mem-
orably portrayed on a poster as a brown
horde of migrants. 

Our movement also need to drop any
equivocation that might suggest migrants are
to blame for austerity or low wages. The lan-
guage of the Socialist Party and Morning Star

when they talk of social dumping puts a fig
leaf over anti-migrant politics in our class
rather than face the more worrying truth that
rightwing ideology has sunk roots within our
class.

We must fight to defend and extend free
movement and support migrant workers. We
also need to rebuild a combative workers'
movement more generally and a socialist
movement that is organically rooted in our
class. In estates and small towns as well as
big cities. 

We know our movement that can unite
both white and Asian working class youth
from Bradford. It has happened before. In
2010 the EDL were sent packing from the city.

That was down to many hundreds of
working-class young people — mainly
Asian but also many white and black —
who joined the mobilisation called by
trade unionists and socialists.

Drain the far right swamp!
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By Jim Denham
One thing Andrew Northall and I can
agree on is that antisemitism is “obviously
a highly emotive and sensitive issue and
in response we need to be really clear,
factual and logical”

But we have a fundamental difference from
the outset: I do not accept your contention
that antisemitism can be defined as “hatred
to people who are Jewish (whether by reli-
gion, ethnicity or culture)”, i.e. as simply an-
other form of racism. 

There was antisemitism before there was
late-19th and 20th century anti-Jewish
racism. And there is still antisemitism of dif-
ferent sorts, long after disgust with Nazi-
style racism, and overt racism of any sort,
became the default position of all decent peo-
ple.

Early, Christian antisemitism was not
based upon race or ethnicity. “The dividing
line was the possibility of effective conver-
sion... a Jew ceased to be a Jew upon bap-
tism.” Something very similar can be found
in the pages of the Morning Star these days:
Jews can be redeemed so long as they re-
nounce Zionism and any degree of identifi-
cation with Israel.

So I am not saying that the people involved
with the Morning Star are racists: but many of
them are left-wing antisemites and the paper
itself actively foments antisemitism. I gave
just one example of an article so crass that
even the Morning Star editorial team (in re-
sponse to a letter from two leading Jewish
CPB members) took it down from the paper’s
website and issued an apology (hardly a “ful-
some” one, though, Andrew: it was a few
lines). But, as I wrote in my column, the apol-
ogy was, in reality, for letting slip what the
paper and its political masters, the CPB, re-
ally believe.

I fully accept that the Morning Star would
not, these days carry a letter (as it did in 2002)
stating “the good Jews were all killed in the
concentration camps”.

But last year the paper had to apologise to
Jewish journalist Etan Smallman after pub-
lishing accusations of his alleged “agenda”
on Labour antisemitism and on Israel made
by Muslim convert and Islamist Lauren
Booth.

The paper has also (in September 2012) re-
published a Counterpunch article by the
well-known antisemite and holocaust denier
who operates under the name “Israel
Shamir” that included gratuitous and dis-
paraging references to Jews: again, a belated
and far from convincing apology was issued.

Does this not suggest a pattern of be-
haviour, Andrew?

TWO STATES
You say the paper “strongly advocates a
‘two state solution’ to the Israel/Palestine
conflict based on UN resolutions and in-
cluding explicit acceptance of Israel’s
right to exist.” But it does no such thing! 

Sure, tucked away in the occasional article
(e.g. a recent interview with Sabri Ateyeh of
the PLO), the diligent reader will find a pass-
ing reference to “two states”, but never (that
I can recall) has the paper explained that
“two states” means Israel has the right to
exist behind the 1967 border as a Jewish state
i.e. an expression of the national self-determi-
nation of the Israeli Jewish people.

Much more typical of the paper’s coverage
of Israel and the Middle East are the regular,
lengthy articles by Ramsay Baroud, whose
exact politics are hard to pin down, but who
clearly supports what he describes as “the
Hamas-Hezbollah-Iran alliance” – i.e. forces
that proclaim Israel has no right to exist in
any shape or form. That approach charac-
terises the vast bulk of the paper’s coverage
despite the occasional token mention of “two

states”.
As for your claim that I appear “incapable

of separating genuine antisemitism from crit-
icism of the state of Israel”, let me make my-
self clear: the social, political and military
policies of successive Israeli governments –
especially towards the Palestinians — must
be condemned. As you rightly say, “we all …
have a duty to ensure our criticism and our
modes of expression are clear that this is not
about the ‘Jewishness’ of the state of Israel
but their policies and actions”. The trouble is,
Andrew, that time and again (i.e. not just in
the John Elder piece), the Morning Star makes
no such distinction.

Left-wing antisemites do not just criticise
Israel: they deny its right to exist. All too
often that’s how the Morning Star’s coverage
comes over. And I know from first hand ex-
perience within the trade union movement
that’s how its coverage of the issues is under-
stood by a lot of its readers.

There are many other related issues I’d like
to discuss with you, even though you haven’t
raised them: the Morning Star’s routine use of
the word “Zionist” either as a pretty obvious
code-word for “Jewish” (as in “the Zionist
state”) or as something sinister and conspir-
atorial (as in ‘the Zionist lobby’), apparently
ignoring the fact that the vast majority of
Jews worldwide (including in Britain) iden-
tify as “Zionists” if only because they identify
(often critically) with Israel. The “absolute
anti-Zionism' (i.e. a total hostility not shown
towards other forms of nationalism) that per-

meates the paper’s coverage of these issues
amounts to a comprehensive hostility to most
Jews in the world – i.e. antisemitism.

You state that I devoted “the majority” of
my Antidoto column to discussing “whether
antisemitism is ‘widespread’ in the Labour
Party or not.” Actually, Andrew, I didn’t: if
you re-read the column you’ll see that the
only appearance of the word “widespread”
is in a quote from the Morning Star denying
that it is.

In fact, I doubt anyone thinks antisemitism
is “widespread” in Labour, in the sense that
thousands of members are actively promot-
ing it. What I argued was that it is a serious
and significant problem (I don’t speculate
about numbers), and that the Morning Star’s
coverage consistently denies that this is the
case and sometimes comes close to suggest-
ing there is no problem at all. Even worse, the
paper regularly calls into question the mo-
tives of those who raise the issue, and sug-
gests that it’s all a conspiracy, got up by the
Labour right (aka “Blairites”) and/or the
“Zionist lobby” and/or the Israeli embassy.
And that, Andrew, is indeed a classic anti-
semitic trope.

Both John McDonnell and Jeremy Corbyn
are on record as saying those who deny
there’s a problem with antisemitism in the
party, are part of the problem. On that basis,
the record shows that the Morning Star is very
much part of the problem.

Or, to be less diplomatic: it actively fo-
ments antisemitism.

DEBATE@workerslibertyWorkers’ Liberty

“Zionist” as a code-word

A pamphlet from Workers' Liberty, “The
German Revolution: Selected Writings of Rosa
Luxemburg”, has Rosa Luxemburg's major
articles from 1918-9.

They span the time from when the German
revolution of 1918-9 broke out, and she was
released from jail on 8 November 1918,
through to her murder on 15 January 1919 by
a right-wing militia operating under the
protection of the Social Democratic
government.

An introduction is provided by Paul
Vernadsky, author of the Workers' Liberty
book “The Russian Revolution: When Workers
Took Power”. It tells the story of the German
revolution and discusses the findings of
recent scholarship on the events.

56 pages A4. Cover price £5. With postage
- non-UK £7, UK £6. Cheap rates for bulk
orders: four for £18, ten for £40, twenty for
£70. Buy online at bit.ly/rl-gr

Audio and e-reader versions
Many thanks to the volunteers who have enabled us to produce an
audio version of the paper. Links to the audio version are at
www.workersliberty.org/audio.
To be sent our e-reader version of Solidarity, email awl@worker-

sliberty.org.
This may be helpful for dyslexic readers. E-readers enable you to

choose the font, type size, and line-spacing you prefer, in a com-
pletely uncluttered layout.
Please give feedback so that we can find out whether these ef-

forts are worthwhile, and, if they are, improve them.
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Georg Lukács: another view
By Martin Thomas
As in John Cunningham’s presentation
(Solidarity 511, bit.ly/jc-lu), Georg Lukács
has enjoyed high repute in a wide range
of the left since the early 1970s.

And with many Third Camp Marxists
since Michael Harrington made the first En-
glish translation from Lukács’s History and
Class Consciousness (HCC) for the “Shacht-
manite” ISL back in 1957 (bit.ly/lu-ha).

I want to suggest a more sceptical assess-
ment.

I am not qualified to comment on Lukács’s
writings in literary criticism and aesthetics,
whether in his Stalinist period or in his earlier
years (he was an academic and writer, with
romantic anti-bourgeois leanings, but outside
politics, until the age of 33). His reputation as
a “political philosopher” rests almost entirely
on his 1923 anthology of essays from 1919-22
(HCC) and his 1924 booklet Lenin.

HCC was published in a small edition (a
few hundred copies). It gained some atten-
tion in intellectual and academic circles
round the German Communist Party. It was
oafishly denounced by Zinoviev at the 5th
Congress of the Comintern (June-July 1924)
and obediently disavowed by Lukács him-
self.

It remained obscure until Kostas Axelos
produced a French translation in 1960.
Lukács himself tried to stop publication of
the French translation, and wrote an again-
disavowing preface to the new German edi-
tion which appeared in 1967. A Spanish
translation followed in 1969, and English and
Hungarian in 1971.

The Lenin booklet of February 1924 like-
wise emerged from obscurity in the radicali-
sation of the late 1960s: French translation
1965, new German edition 1967, English,
Spanish, and Hungarian 1970.

In 1956 Lukács, at the age of 71, had broken
from the three decades of obedience to Stal-
inism in which most of his writings had been
done, and joined the reforming government
of Imre Nagy. After Russia invaded to sup-
press the reforming government and the
working-class revolutionary movement
which had grown up under it, Lukács es-
caped the death sentence imposed on Nagy.

He was interned for a while in Romania,
then, after a new self-disavowal, allowed to re-
turn to Hungary and write anew about aes-
thetics. After 1968, he felt confident to make
more criticism of Stalinism, of a liberal (and
justified) sort. He died in 1971, at the age of 86,
just as his political reputation was flowering.

The texts of the Bolsheviks and the Com-
munist International in the heroic years, from
the Russian Revolution through to 1922-3, are
a jumble. Almost everything was written to
meet urgent needs of polemic or political cri-
sis, and often written hastily. Nothing was
written as a more detached and “philosoph-
ical” overview of the stock of ideas carried
forward from the left wing of the Second In-
ternational, and how they could and should
be further developed in the light of the Rus-
sian Revolution.

Lukács’s writing, by an academically-
trained author, mostly able to take a little dis-
tance from immediate political exigencies,
has been widely taken as filling that gap. But
I think not.

What is orthodox Marxism? asserts that “the
development of science has overtaken many

of Marx’s original theses... [But] whether
someone is or is not a Marxist is not deter-
mined by his conviction of the truth of indi-
vidual theses, but by something quite
different: the method”.

Even if “science had proved all Marx’s as-
sertions to be false... we could still accept this
scientific criticism without demur and still re-
main Marxists — as long as we adhered to
the Marxist method”. (Quoted from version
in Tactics and Ethics).

You can read that as a plea against dogma-
tism. But at best it is a plea for a dogmatism
of method rather than one of substantive the-
ory. Why is that better?

What puts a method beyond criticism if
many or even all uses of it, by a competent
researcher, produce errors? If the method
does not need actual results to validate it,
what does validate it?

What is this method? Which method does
Lukács recommends as “the Marxist” one?
Marx himself produced no textbook or codi-
fication on method. Lukács replies: “Marx’s
method is the revolutionary dialectic...” He
further emphasises “the totality” and the
“unity of theory and practice”.

Many other writers besides Hegel de-
scribed themselves as using “dialectics”
(Kant, for example. Feuerbach. Marx, one of
whose “Paris manuscripts” was given over
to a “critique of the Hegelian dialectic” as a
“philosophic dissolution and restoration of
the existing empirical world”).

HEGELIAN
Lukács writes as if it is obvious what “di-
alectics” he means. In fact, I think, he opts
for a version of Hegelian dialectics, in
which “pure” philosophy tells us that
“concepts... create a process”.

This is a sort of “super-theory”, or “theory
before the theory”, which enables the
philosopher to know the whole picture (the
“totality”) more surely than any scientific in-
vestigator can know the partial territory in
which, inevitably, any particular human in-
quiry proceeds. And then to dismiss any
troublesome particular inquiry as inferior to
the grand scheme which the philosopher has
evolved from the “concepts”.

With Hegel, the compensating factor (sort
of) was that he had an encyclopedic knowl-
edge (acquired in the usual way, by reading
books), and in fact used his dialectics to fit to-
gether the pieces of what he knew (empiri-
cally) into patterns, sometimes illuminating
and insightful patterns. Lukács had no com-
parable compensating factor.

Lukács had considered himself a Marxist
for only a few months when he wrote What is
Orthodox Marxism? in early 1919. He had
been recruited to Marxism by the leaders of
the Hungarian Communist Party, itself
formed only weeks earlier, in late November
1918.

Those leaders brought a model of “Bolshe-
vism” heavily based on the constrained civil-
war expedients of the Bolsheviks, not on the
whole three or four decades of Marxist poli-
tics in Russia before the revolution, because
that they, having been in Russia as Hungar-
ian prisoners of war, had been inducted into
activity primarily in the civil war.

The short-lived Hungarian Soviet Republic
of March-August 1919 went down to defeat
worse than it might have been because of its
CP leaders’ errors.

Lukács emphasises class consciousness, of
course, in History and Class Consciousness. But
“class consciousness” there is a slippery con-
cept.

Lukács expects most consciousness to be

“false” consciousness, and declares that by
proletarian class consciousness he means not
the actual thoughts (“mass psychology”) of
the working class. Instead, class conscious-
ness is embodied in the revolutionary party.

How does that party get its “true” con-
sciousness? Lukács’s implicit assumption, I
submit, is that it gets it by having (by as-
sumption) the “true” method; that this
method gives a romantic insight into totality
and necessity; and that, in the end, the con-
sciousness remains “true” even if the party
gets things wrong, because it still has that
“true” method.

That approach reads like a puffed-up ratio-
nalisation of the “commandist” policies of the
Hungarian CP in 1919. Lukács, exiled in Vi-
enna, fell out with Hungarian CP leader Bela
Kun but became a supporter of the “theory
of the offensive”, according to which the
great crisis of capitalism obliged the Commu-
nist Parties never to have defensive tactics.

One characteristic of the “theory of the of-
fensive” was its direct deduction of practical
conclusions from grand conceptual generali-
sations. In HCC Lukács stresses “unity of the-
ory and practice”.

That is often said to be a Marxian idea. But
it is much older than Marx; and the phrase
was nowhere used by Marx.

In fact, practice will always be richer and
more complex than theory. Disunity of theory
and practice — that is, scope for ‘provisional
thinking’, autonomous from immediate prac-
tical imperatives — is necessary for intellec-
tual progress. So also is scope for practical
calculation of tactics, with some autonomy
from big theoretical generalisations.

Lukács had retreated from the “theory of
the offensive” before he wrote some of the es-
says in History and Class Consciousness. His
1924 Lenin was much more “orthodox” — but
“orthodox” in the sense of a Communist In-
ternational where, in the wake of Lenin’s
death, the “troika” of Zinoviev, Kamenev,
and Stalin were starting a campaign for what
they called “Bolshevisation” (monolithism:
bit.ly/th-bol) and against “Trotskyism” and
“Luxemburgism”.

Lukács’s Lenin presents Lenin as having a
uniquely apt concept of the revolutionary
party because in Lenin’s thought questions of
organisation were linked to the “actuality of
the revolution”.

Yet in 1924 revolutionary parties really
needed to recognise that the revolution was
not as “actual” as it had been. And, on the
other hand, the idea of revolution soon, in
general terms, was far from unique to Lenin.
The difference between the Bolsheviks and
the German Social Democracy of 1900-14 lay
not in whether the different socialists consid-
ered the revolution “actual” or not, but in
how they conceived that revolution and the
party’s tasks in it.

“Lenin’s” revolutionary party in Lukács’s

booklet is — I’d submit — despite all the
qualifications Lukács had added after being
disillusioned with the “theory of the offen-
sive”, despite the eloquence and polish with
which Lukács expressed many common-
stock ideas in the booklet, despite all that, still
the romantic know-all of What is Orthodox
Marxism?.

The party knows all, in Lukács account, be-
cause Lenin was “the genius... for whom the
true essence, the living, active trends of an
age, are clear”. He had “the method” which,
says Lukács, he “inherited” from Marx and
Engels. (One imagines Engels drafting his
will: my house to so-and-so, my library to
such-another, my dialectical method to
Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov in Russia...)

Repeatedly Lukács praises Lenin for seeing
what no-one could see, and sometimes for ar-
guments which were the common stock of
the left wing of the Second International, not
unique to Lenin; never does Lukács expound
how Lenin was a product of the Russian
workers’ movement and the Bolsheviks, as
well as a shaper of them.

The question should arise, in a book writ-
ten to mark Lenin’s death: who would “in-
herit” the magic method from Lenin? But
Lukács does not raise it. Implicit in the book-
let is that the Communist Parties, by being
“Leninist” and “Bolshevised”, will remain
“the tangible embodiment of proletarian
class-consciousness”.

OPPORTUNISTS
By contrast, Lukács reduces all other
trends in the labour movement to “the op-
portunists” and classifies them as “bour-
geois”.

That emphasis, again, was typical of Zi-
noviev’s Comintern around 1924-5: the
united front tactic was narrowed down to-
wards being only a “united front from
below”. “The Social-Democratic Party has
been converted into a wing of fascism”, de-
clared Zinoviev at the 5th Congress of the
Comintern.

History and Class Consciousness includes
two essays on Rosa Luxemburg. The first was
warmly appreciative. The second, however,
coined the idea that Luxemburg had overes-
timated “the organic character of the course
of history”. The idea was developed further
in the Lenin booklet.

It would later be developed and crudified
by Ruth Fischer — a close comrade of
Lukács’s in Vienna — in the period when, as
secretary of the Communist Party of Ger-
many, she led the battle for “Bolshevisation”
and “monolithism” and to anathematise a
scarecrow of “Luxemburgism”. I don’t know
whether Lukács was actually the first to com-
pile a stereotyped story about the “devia-
tions” of Luxemburg and Luxemburgism: it
seems very probable that he helped nourish
and spread that story, via Ruth Fischer.

Lukács’s two main political texts do not, I
think, add anything to what we can learn
from the Bolsheviks, even if they do present
some Bolshevik ideas in well-crafted prose.
They do, by contrast, develop impressive-
looking and polished rationalisations of two
harmful trends in the heroic early years of the
Communist Parties: the tendency to model
what was to be done:

First on the civil-war expedients of the Bol-
sheviks.

And then on the party regime after the
civil war of the growing Stalinist bureau-
cracy in the period when it could not just
decree and dispose, but had to manoeu-
vre and ideologise to gain its hegemony.
 • Abridged: full text at bit.ly/mt-lu
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By Daniel Randall
The analysis of hijab, Islamic religious
clothing based on codes of female mod-
esty, which David Pendletone asserts in
his article in Solidarity 517 is common-
place amongst many Muslim-background
feminists, amongst whom the issue of
state bans is highly contested.

Iranian writer Chadhortt Djavan, who does
support state bans on hijab for young girls,
wrote in her pamphlet Bas les Voiles (Down
with Veils): “What does veiling do to a girl
child? It turns her into a sexual object [...] it
defines her essentially by and for men’s
eyes.” Algerian socialist-feminist Marieme
Helie Lucas, who has opposed state bans of
the French type, has written extensively of
how hijab and veiling has developed into a
cultural-political practise posed in religious
terms, asserted by Islamists to promote a con-
servative interpretation of Islamic cultural-
political identity. 

Such views are not commonplace on the
left. During the past two decades, various
tendencies on the left, most prominently the
Socialist Workers Party, have adopted a view
of Islamic religiosity that sees it almost nec-
essarily as an expression of a progressive
anti-imperialism. The argument runs that,
since Muslims are discriminated against in
the west and since the “Muslim world” is in
a secondary position relative to US imperial-
ism, the practise of Islam itself becomes a
form of resistance.

Those who took our politics to their highest
ever peak would abhor such a view: the Bol-
sheviks conducted vigorous campaigns
against religious obscurantism in general and
against veiling and hijab in particular, despite
the very much oppressed position Muslim-

majority national and ethnic groups occupied
within the Tsarist Empire the Bolsheviks
sought to dismantle. 

They managed to combine a militant hos-
tility to the patriarchal oppression inherent in
conservative religious practise with a militant
commitment to the democratic, national, and
civil rights of the Muslim-majority peoples
Tsarism had colonised.  

Reconnecting to those traditions of militant
secularism, which have deteriorated signifi-
cantly under the influence not only of a vul-
gar “anti-imperialism” but also a
post-modernist cultural relativism, would be
a very good thing indeed. 

It does not at all follow, however, that the
way to do this is for socialists to advocate
state bans on hijab or other religious practises
connected to gender oppression. 

Such bans — or, more likely, the campaigns
for them — will inevitably be exploited by
those who oppose Islam not on the basis of a
secularist or feminist critique of religion but
on the basis of an ethnonationalist hostility to
Muslim immigrants. 

AGENCY
Context and agency matter, and David
makes his argument in the context of a vi-
cious and ongoing campaign of demoni-
sation of Muslims in the tabloid press,
given license by the dogwhistles of senior
politicians. 

Should the state, under the administration
of such people, move to ban hijab from any
sphere of public life it would certainly not be
doing so on the basis of a commitment to sec-
ularism and women’s rights, but as a means
of protecting its right flank and playing to the
nationalist gallery whipped into an anti-mi-
grant frenzy by the context of Brexit. 

David’s argument also relies on an unsub-
stantiated assertion that the wearing of hijab
amongst primary-school-aged girls is in-
creasing, with the implication that state ac-
tion is necessary to protect the rights of

children whose ability to meaningfully con-
sent to participation in gendered religious or
cultural practices is more complicated than
with older girls or women. 

Other than the National Secular Society’s
2017 study into compulsory hijab for pri-
mary-aged children in specifically Islamic re-
ligious schools (a slightly different context), I
am not aware of any definitive statistical re-
search on the matter. If David knows of some,
he should provide it. To advocate a state ban
on the basis of impressionistic evidence is not
good politics. 

To advocate one only on hijab, and not on
the perhaps less visible but similarly oppres-
sive cultural practises of other conservative
faith groups, such as ultra-Orthodox Jews,
risks feeding into a sense of discrimination
and singling out. 

I have no doubt that David, who undoubt-
edly had in mind the context of what has
been a specific and live issue in the British ed-
ucation system as recently as last year, with
the furore over headteacher Neena Lall’s at-
tempt to ban hijab in her east London pri-
mary school, does not intend this.
Nevertheless, the risk is there. 

The practise of hijab can be targeted by a
ban because of the nature of headscarves and
veils as physical items. But all religions, es-
pecially in their conservative and orthodox
forms, are patriarchal and oppressive, at the
level of ideas. We cannot simply call on the
state to “ban” such oppression; we can only
look to build an assertive secularist, feminist,
and LGBT+ liberation movement that can
confront it at its ideological root. 

The agency that will push back oppressive
religious or cultural customs is primarily
feminist and secularist movements within
faith communities. Those of us outside such
communities can contribute best by support-
ing and amplifying their struggles, not by
calling for bans.

Some Muslim-background feminists do
call for a ban on the hijab in primary schools.

In February 2018, Iranian-British comedian
and writer Shappi Khorshandi spoke up in
defence of Neena Lall, saying: “Let little girls
have the freedom to feel the wind in their
hair as they tear around the playground with
their friends.” The argument is compelling
and should be respected and engaged with
without simply being denounced, and cer-
tainly Lall should have been defended from
the vicious campaign against her that decried
her as a racist and compared her to Hitler. But
ultimately a ban is too blunt an instrument in
this case, and in this context.

David is right that lines have to be drawn
somewhere. The protests against LGBT+ ed-
ucation in primary schools pose the question:
to what extent should socialists advocate the
state intervene into schools against the
“right” of parents to educate their children in
their own religious ideas?

I am certainly for compulsory RSE, includ-
ing LGBT+ education, and against the right
of religious parents to withdraw their chil-
dren from science or PE classes. And schools
should certainly encourage an atmosphere of
freedom and choice in which girls and young
women, and indeed boys and young men,
who want to question and potentially reject
the strictures of their parents’ religion are
able to do so. 

I do not believe a state ban on hijab would
do this. More likely it will have the affect of
increasing the sense of social siege under
which Muslim communities as a whole feel,
making the development of dissenting poli-
tics harder, not easier. 

The left has to combine a vigorous de-
fence of Muslim communities against
racism, from both the press, the far right,
and the state, with a vigorous campaign
for secularism and feminism, including
secularist and feminist education, primar-
ily in solidarity with those asserting such
ideas and critiques within Muslim and
other faith communities.
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Criticise religion; oppose state bans

By David Pendletone
Daniel Randall’s response to my article in
Solidarity is valuable. There is much com-
mon ground. I will not dwell on that. I do
want to continue the discussion on the
points of contention.

Firstly, the title of Daniel’s piece suggests
some of the problems with it; “Criticise reli-
gion, oppose state bans”.

I suspect Daniel doesn’t oppose all state
bans or even all state bans on conservative re-
ligious practices. The question is where to
draw the line. Presumably he supports bans
on FGM. Furthermore, there is much that I
guess he would support banning in schools
which he might not support banning in soci-
ety in general: pornography, far-right propa-
ganda, drugs.

More than that, we aspire to do more than
simply criticise religion. In the case of conser-
vative religion we do aim to push it back and
destroy it.

Daniel points out that banning the hijab is
contested amongst Muslim-feminists. In-
deed, he quotes movingly Shappi Khor-

shandi, only to follow this by simply saying
a ban in schools is too blunt an instrument.

But what instrument do you propose in-
stead Daniel? The question then is, what do
we say to those Muslim-feminists who sup-
port a ban? Sorry, but we are going to wait
until you are strong enough to win a ban
within your communities. Until then your
children have to go to school under the im-
mediate pressure of the hijab.

Or are we going to duck the argument on
the ban with them? One of the big questions
that has to be addressed by all of those who
are against banning the hijab in schools is
what our programme should argue for, short
of socialism, to protect these children in
schools. I believe it is an immediate issue.

Daniel rightly describes the “ongoing cam-
paign of demonisation of Muslims in the
tabloid press, given licence by the dog-whis-
tles of senior politicians”. But that is the same
context for the introduction of the RSE cur-
riculum including LGBT+ which many Mus-
lim parents see as an attack against their
religion, culture and traditions.

The campaign to defend the new curricu-
lum, or at least to oppose the demonstrations
by parents against it, was picked up by anti-
Muslim racists both organised and un-organ-
ised and probably has “[had] the effect of
increasing the sense of social siege under

which Muslim communities as a whole feel”.
But there Daniel is “certainly for compul-

sory RSE, including LGBT+ education, and
against the right of religious parents to with-
draw their children from science or PE
classes.” Good, but why the difference? Is it
because someone else did it for us? Maybe
we should have waited until the progres-
sives, LGBT+, and feminists within the Mus-
lim communities had won the argument on
LGBT+ education?

If agency matters how come it only matters
in some cases?

The issue of agency is informative. Rather
like the “left” on the People’s Vote, comrades
want to remove our voice from the argument
from those arguing for a ban. Then they ex-
claim that the people making the argument
are the right and so we can’t join them!

Daniel writes: “To advocate [a ban] … only
on hijab, and not on the perhaps less visible
but similarly oppressive cultural practices of
other conservative faith groups, such as
ultra-Orthodox Jews, risks feeding into a
sense of discrimination and singling out”.
My response is simple. I am in favour of ban-
ning all “similarly oppressive cultural prac-
tices of other conservative faith groups” in
primary school. I have centred this question
on the hijab because it is the most
widespread.

Further Daniel writes: “I am not aware of
any definitive statistical research on the mat-
ter. If David knows of some, he should pro-
vide it. To advocate a state ban on the basis
of impressionistic evidence is not good poli-
tics”.

I too am not aware of any definitive statis-
tical research but as I have pointed out it is  it
is commonly accepted in the serious bour-
geois press. See for example The Economist
(econ.st/2mnc6YI): “All over the Islamic
world, the age at which girls start covering
their head (usually around the time they hit
puberty) has been falling. British Muslims
have begun to follow the trend, which has
caused pushback among the more secular-
minded”.

Perhaps if Daniel doesn’t accept the view
of the serious bourgeois press and anecdotal
evidence of comrades he could supply some
evidence to the contrary.

In summary, I get a sense of comrades
squirming here, looking for a “good argu-
ment” to avoid the logic of their positions.

As always, we must strive “to face real-
ity squarely; not to seek the line of least
resistance; to call things by their right
names; to speak the truth to the masses”.

How else to protect children?



Was “permanent revolution” the flaw?
By Martin Thomas
Reformist socialism? Who is
there, who could there be, who
would hold to such a doctrine
today?

As a positive scheme for a society
of free and democratic cooperation,
rather than as a negative reluctance
to see working-class struggle rise
too high?

Labour's 2017 manifesto was a
refreshing break from New Labour.
But it did not propose to replace a
society of the rich Few and the
hard-up Many by equality. It pro-
posed only to take a little from
those Few to alleviate the Many.

And, unlike some reformist-so-
cialist platforms of earlier times, it
sketched no process through which
an accumulation of piecemeal mea-
sures like those it proposed would
eventually bring an equal and un-
exploitative society.

The big-business class will never
wait quietly while socialists win a
majority in Parliament and carry
out our measures, shaking hands
with us as we expropriate them
and congratulating us on a good
clean fight?

Few active socialists believe it
will. Many, however, hesitate at the
stark alternative of committing
themselves to revolutionary social-
ism. The great merit of Jacques Tex-
ier’s book is that he spells out as
theory the half-thought ideas
which must often underpin such
hesitation.

Texier, who died in 2011, was an
expert on Gramsci and a not-excep-
tionally-left-wing member of the
French Communist Party. He de-
fined his hesitation thus:

“The 20th century saw a whole
series of glorious revolutions…
1917… Chinese, Vietnamese,
Cuban… Algerian… They all failed
to install a socialist system capable
of functioning normally. Our revo-
lutionary enthusiasm, without hav-
ing disappeared, is accompanied
by doubts...”

He pursues the question, not by
analysing those 20th century revo-
lutions, but by studying the ideas
of Marx and Engels on revolution
and democracy, and their interpre-
tation by Lenin and Trotsky.

His account is lucid and unpre-
tentious, as good as summary of

the ideas of Marx and Engels on the
question as you will find any-
where.

His conclusion is that, despite the
good and generous impulses be-
hind it, the idea of permanent rev-
olution – sketched by Marx and
Engels, developed by Trotsky, then
tacitly adopted by Lenin – is a
snare.

Texier does not counterpose rev-
olution to democracy in general.
He recognises plainly that, contrary
to liberal myth, historically it has
taken revolutionary action to win
democracy. But, he notes: “Effec-
tively, it is hardly a question of
democratic procedures during rev-
olutionary confrontations”.

So the question arises: “We can
always wonder, ‘How long does a
permanent revolution last?’ And
the Stalinist despot has his reply
ready: ‘As long as it takes, that is, a
long time, or for ever’.”

Permanent revolution, argues
Texier, was a tactic advocated by
Marx and Engels for a particular
time and place – continental Eu-
rope between 1848 and 1871. For
Britain and the USA they saw a dif-
ferent perspective, peaceful revolu-
tion through a working-class
parliamentary majority.

Moreover, in his later years, En-
gels saw his and Marx’s “point of
view of that time [1848-50] to have
been an illusion”. He emphasised
peaceful methods of struggle, and
defined a democratic republic as
“the specific form for the dictator-
ship of the proletariat”.

Texier knows that Engels never
renounced the right of revolution,
and emphasised, even when writ-
ing about the possibility of a peace-
ful working-class victory in Britain,
that he “hardly expected the En-
glish ruling classes to submit, with-
out a ‘pro-slavery rebellion’ [i.e.

without violent clashes], to this
peaceful and legal revolution”.

Nevertheless, he believes that, in
part because of defects in Lenin’s
presentation in State and Revolution,
the legacy of Marx and Engels has
been transmitted in a one-sided
way.

Texier's argument is flawed in his
conflation of the 1917 Russian
workers' revolutions with later
Stalinist or nationalist-statist revo-
lutions.

Where many “orthodox” neo-
Trotskyists have argued that the
Maoist revolution in China, for ex-
ample, was a form of permanent
revolution, because the Maoists
started with a broad democratic al-
liance against the Japanese in-
vaders and then pushed on to
undivided “communist” power,
Texier implicitly agrees. Only
where the neo-Trotskyists saw
credit for Mao, Texier sees discredit
for permanent revolution.

MAOISM
In fact the Maoist road to

power was not permanent revo-
lution in any Marxist sense. 

It was utterly different in sub-
stance because the agency was not
the working class. It was a hierar-
chical military machine, ready to
transform itself into the core of a
state-centred exploitative ruling
class against the workers.

The answer to the ensuing Stalin-
ist despotism is a new revolution —
only a working-class one.

There are good reasons why
many activists hesitate to declare
themselves “revolutionary” in gen-
eral. Successful revolutions in the
20th century were generally opera-
tions by which a military force,
building itself up by guerrilla war
and by broad-brush democratic ag-
itation, eventually went on the at-
tack against a decrepit old power
and replaced it by its own rule.

Some were horrific (Cambodia),
some were more benign (Cuba in
the early years after 1959), but Tex-
ier is right: all produced nothing
like a functioning socialist democ-
racy. In terms of democracy, all pro-
duced less than even the meagre,
limited bourgeois democracy we're
used to.

The Russian revolution of Octo-
ber 1917 was something qualita-
tively different, a successful
workers’ revolution. The con-
straints of its isolation in poverty
and its civil war against counter-

revolution of 1918-21 make it look
— when viewed “backwards”,
through the lenses of the ensuing
Stalinist degeneration — less differ-
ent than it was.

Texier knows that Stalinism was
qualitatively different from Lenin’s
regime. He believes, however, that
Lenin’s revolutionary daring in
1917, and the ensuing emergency
regime, laid the basis for Stalinism.

“Revolutionary” is no less am-
biguous a word than “communist”
or “socialist”, after the experience
of Stalinism. Working-class demo-
cratic revolutionaries? Yes, that’s
us! “Revolutionaries” in general?
Tell us what sort of revolution you
mean.

STAGES
The problem is compounded by
traits of the anti-Stalinist left. Too
often, instead of denouncing rev-
olutionary Stalinists for the sort
of revolution they went for, we
would denounce them for being
too slow about that revolution,
wanting to do it in “stages” for
example.

From a working-class point of
view, a revolutionary perspective
means aiming to change society
drastically and thoroughly – replac-
ing the rule of the capitalist class by
that of the working class, which is
something that cannot be done qui-
etly and bit-by-bit any more than a
person can turn a somersault in
gradual stages.

That revolutionary perspective is
not counterposed to reform. Only
by struggles for reform can the
working class gain the organisa-
tion, confidence and awareness
necessary for revolution. It is coun-
terposed only to reformism, mean-
ing a doctrine which sees no further
than piecemeal changes within the
framework of status quo, and
imagines that the working-class
can be liberated just by the accumu-
lation of those pieces.

This argument is quite distinct
from the one about violence. Re-
formism can be violent, too! Some-
times big hard-fought strikes just
for better wages cannot be won
without pickets willing to use force
if necessary. Sometimes oppressed
minorities cannot counter fascist
and racist violence without militant
defence squads.

Many reformists can and do
recognise that working-class
and democratic fighters must
sometimes use violence.
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Today one class, the working
class, lives by selling its labour
power to another, the capitalist
class, which owns the means of
production. 
The capitalists’ control over the

economy and their relentless drive

to increase their wealth causes

poverty, unemployment, the

blighting of lives by overwork,

imperialism, the destruction of the

environment and much else.

Against the accumulated wealth

and power of the capitalists, the

working class must unite to

struggle against capitalist power

in the workplace and in wider

society.

The Alliance for Workers’

Liberty wants socialist revolution:

collective ownership of industry

and services, workers’ control,

and a democracy much fuller than

the present system, with elected

representatives recallable at any

time and an end to bureaucrats’

and managers’ privileges.

We fight for trade unions and

the Labour Party to break with

“social partnership” with the

bosses and to militantly assert

working-class interests.

In workplaces, trade unions,
and Labour organisations;
among students; in local
campaigns; on the left and in
wider political alliances we
stand for:

• Independent working-class

representation in politics.

• A workers’ government,

based on and accountable to the

labour movement.

• A workers’ charter of trade

union rights — to organise, to

strike, to picket effectively, and to

take solidarity action.

• Taxation of the rich to fund

decent public services, homes,

education and jobs for all.

• A workers’ movement that

fights all forms of oppression. Full

equality for women, and social

provision to free women from

domestic labour. For reproductive

justice: free abortion on demand;

the right to choose when and

whether to have children. Full

equality for lesbian, gay, bisexual

and transgender people. Black

and white workers’ unity against

racism.

• Open borders.

• Global solidarity against

global capital — workers

everywhere have more in

common with each other than

with their capitalist or Stalinist

rulers.

• Democracy at every level of

society, from the smallest

workplace or community to global

social organisation.

• Equal rights for all nations,

against imperialists and predators

big and small.

• Maximum left unity in action,

and openness in debate.

If you agree with us, please
take some copies of Solidarity

to sell — and join us!

Where we
stand

A discussion of Jacques Texier's
book Revolution et democratie chez
Marx et Engels

By Gerry Bates
Union insiders say that the elec-
tion of the new general secre-
tary of the GMB union has
already been decided — without
a contest.

Three members had declared an
interest in standing by 8 July. They
had until 11 September to get at
least 50 branch nominations. The

minimum required was previously
30, but has now been increased to
50.

One candidate, Jack Yates, fell
far short of 50 nominations.

Kathleen Walker Shaw, the GMB
European Officer, got 57 nomina-
tions. But then candidates with 50
or more nominations were “vet-
ted” by the GMB Finance and Gen-
eral Purposes Committee.

Meeting on 16 September, the

F&GP decided that she lacked the
competencies to be a GMB General
Secretary and would therefore not
be put on the ballot paper.

At a subsequent meeting of the
GMB Central Executive Commit-
tee, a member queried the deci-
sion, but was told that it was a
decision for the F&GP, not for the
Central Executive Committee.
Someone then shouted out “next
business”, lots of people then

shouted “agreed”, and the meeting
moved to the next item on the
agenda.

The incumbent, Tim Roache, got
more than 50 branch nominations,
and was deemed competent. So
that's that?

The election timetable stated
that candidates' election ad-
dresses, to be sent out with the
ballot paper, had to be provided
by 23 September.

GMB contest blocked
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By a PCS activist
The election for general secre-
tary of the civil service union
PCS is now well into the branch
nomination phase.

Nominations close on 14 October.
Voting will run from 7 November
to 12 December.

There are three known candi-
dates: Mark Serwotka, the existing
General Secretary; Marion Lloyd,
the candidate of the Socialist Party
(SP), a current PCS NEC [National
Executive] member Marion Lloyd;
and Bev Laidlaw, candidate of the
Independent Left (IL), and also a
current NEC member.

Bev Laidlaw has been a consis-
tent opponent of the bombastic and
failed PCS leadership. She has been
elected to the NEC against the op-
position of the existing Left Unity
(LU) leadership, including Marion
Lloyd. She is standing on a mani-
festo for transforming PCS and is
committed, if elected, to returning
much of the hyperinflated PCS
General Secretary salary and to tak-
ing a wage in line with her current
low grade salary and the benefits
she receives to supplement her in-
come. 

In contrast, Mr Serwotka and Ms
Lloyd were component parts of the
same watertight PCS leadership for
some 15 years before the dramatic
split in the dominant PCS LU
group in May 2018.

Their current differences — as re-
flected in the actual policies they
have supported and voted for
within PCS — are not especially
substantial, are certainly contain-
able within LU, and are in large
part invented or exaggerated to
give some political dignity to their
fallout. 

SAME
Mr Serwotka and Ms Lloyd both
offer more of the same leader-
ship with this difference: 

Mr Serwotka has kicked away
the political double act he happily
formed with the SP for many years,
during which time it would have
been nigh on impossible to get a
policy feather between them. Now
he wishes to reduce them a minor
nuisance (to himself) within PCS.
However he views his many years
of shared leadership with the SP in
glowing terms. 

Marion Lloyd wishes to return
the SP to its former centrality
within the PCS leadership and kick
away Mr Serwotka and his allies in
the process. But she similarly sees
their shared past history as a glori-
ous one.

She does not wish to fundamen-
tally change the culture of the PCS
leadership, to frankly review the
history of the Serwotka/SP joint
leadership (seemingly no errors to
spot), to review the salary structure
of PCS to bring it closer into line
with that of the great majority of
members, or to fight for the election
of all full time officers. 

Mr Serwotka’s candidature is
supported by LU but he clearly in-
tended to stand irrespective of LU.

In the Assistant General Secre-
tary election earlier this year, won
by rank and file activist John
Moloney standing for a radical
transformation of PCS and commit-
ted to only taking a worker’s wage,
Mr Serwotka was very keen that
members should elect a woman to
such a senior PCS position (a
woman who was committed to tak-
ing the exceptionally large AGS
salary). Mr Serwotka’s keenness,
however, does not extend to the po-
sition of General Secretary or for a
woman candidate – Bev Laidlaw —
refusing to accept anything like the
£94,000 pa salary that he enjoys.

Ms Lloyd has stated “If I win, I
will not take the full general secre-
tary wage. I pledge to remain on
my current civil service salary and
not materially gain if elected.” This
differentiates her from Mr Ser-
wotka but has nothing to do with
the long standing radical socialist
and Marxist position on full time
officers not separating themselves
out from the working class with in-
comes the rest of us can only dream
of. The SP itself demands that full-
time union officials should “receive
no more than a worker's wage” but
Ms Lloyd occupies a senior man-
ager grade, receives the senior
management salary that goes with
that grade, and implicitly argues
that is a workers’ wage.

She and the SP should argue the
point explicitly. 

For her part, Bev Laidlaw is
standing explicitly on a commit-
ment to only taking a worker's
wage and returning the great bulk
of the obscene salary paid to the
PCS General Secretary – more than
is earned by over 99% of the entire
civil service. 

Mr Serwotka’s allies in the PCS
Socialist View (SV), founded as a
website support for their campaign
to oust former Assistant General
Secretary and SP member Chris
Baugh, acknowledge the SP’s “his-
torically proud record” within PCS.

This seemingly generous com-
ment is self serving. Leading mem-
bers in the SV had been SP
members within PCS for decades
until their break in 2018 and none
of their non-SP allies had ever pub-
licly expressed concern about the
role of the SP. They can now all
safely note that the SP has aban-
doned its “proud role” in pursuit of
its own sectarian aims, “jeopardis-

ing all the gains made during Mark
Serwotka’s leadership.” 

The cult of Mark Serwotka is
summed up in the SV statement:
the coyly unstated “gains” were
achieved under his leadership —
makes one wonder why we need to
elect an NEC — but the SV message
is clear: dump the SP and re-elect
our “outstanding” General Secre-
tary. 

The same risible approach can be
found in the Marion Lloyd/SP
campaign, and she most definitely
is the candidate of the SP: the web-
site of the Broad Left Network,
which they founded within LU to
give themselves greater factional
leverage, is silent on her candida-
ture.

When we dig beneath the
sophistry of the SP, the essential
message is, all was great in PCS
until... relatively recently! On 15
May 2018, in The Socialist,Ms Lloyd
described LU’s success in that
year’s NEC elections as “…a vote
of confidence in Left Unity based
on its record and on what it offers
taking the union forward.”

The SP could only see left wing
merit where they now see bureau-
cratic drift and a retreat from a
fighting union.

We have bland manifestos from
Mr Serwotka and Ms Lloyd be-
cause they are in reality offering
members more of the same mis-
leadership that has dominated PCS
for far too long.

People who want real change
should nominate and campaign
for Bev Laidlaw.

• bev4gs.com

Back Bev Laidlaw for GS!

By John Moloney
(Assistant General
Secretary PCS, in
personal capacity)
The coming period will be a
vital one for the PCS as some-
time in the next few weeks the
General Election will be called.

My union now has a clear po-
sition on what we will say during
that. The NEC [National Execu-
tive] has decided that in England
and Wales we will be calling for
a vote for the Labour Party.

In Scotland we will emphasise
the union’s position on support-
ing for a Corbyn-led Westminster
government whilst recognising
the particular political situation
there, and so will urge members
to vote to “Get the Tories out”.

In Northern Ireland the Union
will adopt a “make your vote
count” style campaign.

In addition to the call for a
Labour vote, the NEC also agreed
to select target seats in which we
would seek to mobilise reps and
members in an active campaign
for the Labour candidate.

We will be looking at marginal
seats where given our member-
ship numbers and resources we
can make a difference in who
wins.

Given that the union has been
traditionally politically neutral
(though that has been changing
over time), we will have to care-
fully explain to members why we
are throwing our weight behind
Labour; why we think it is vitally
important for there to be a
Labour government and the dan-
gers of a Conservative govern-
ment.

Before the general election
there is the possibility that the
current Prime Minister will
refuse to comply with the “anti
hard Brexit” law. PCS is clear that
civil servants should obey this
law. Therefore shortly we might
be pitched into another constitu-
tional crisis around who does the
civil service obey — Parliament
or the Prime Minister?

Of course whilst hoping and
fighting for a Labour govern-
ment, we must prepare for the
worse. 

Therefore the work around
union organising must con-
tinue at a pace, and around
supporting disputes. 

DELIVEROO
Strikes in Bristol, Nottingham,
Colchester, Newcastle and
South London have continued
the campaign by Deliveroo rid-
ers and the IWGB union, for
better pay and conditions.
The Nottingham riders demands
included reverting the fee change
back to the previous minimum of
£3.90 for cyclists and £4.15 for
motorised vehicles and removing
the vehicle priority which has
seen cars and motorbikes get pri-
ority over bicycles.

In Bristol an ongoing issue is
the safety of riders, particularly
moped drivers who have found
themselves attacked and victims
of robbery while they go about
their work. 

In Brixton, South London
there have now been two
strikes and the IWGB is build-
ing up support among the
couriers.

DOO FIGHT REKINDLES
RMT, the railworkers union has
declared a disputed with West
Midlands Trains over their
plans to introduce Driver Only
Operation. Preparations for a
ballot of guards for strike ac-
tion and action short of strike
are now happening. 

The issue of DOO is national
with train operating companies
introducing it at different rates
and in slightly different forms.
RMT and Aslef the largest union
for train drivers need to organise
their members to fight it. The sit-
uation across other TOCs is a
mixed bag.

Southern Rail is still formally
in dispute but with no strike
action for several years. Re-
cently planned strikes on
Merseyrail were also called off.

INDUSTRIAL ACTION ON
DISTRICT LINE

RMT station staff on the east
end of the District Line have
got a resounding result for ac-
tion short of strike to defend
workers safety against a sharp
increase in violence across the
area.

In the light of a recent incident
at West Ham where a supposedly
secure door was broken down
and staff members assaulted the
issue is now one of extreme ur-
gency. RMT has already warned
that the action will escalate if
management refuse to act.

From 27 September staff on the
balloted stations will only work
alone if they can do so from a
place of safety and they will not
attend incidents on the train or
detrain passengers from a train
on their own.

Figures released on 23 Septem-
ber show there has been a 40% in-
crease in sexual assaults across
London Underground. The con-
tinued push for fewer staff will
make the Tube increasingly un-
safe for workers and passengers.

A properly funded and well-
staffed network must be a key
focus for the rail unions. 

Bev Laidlaw, the candidate of the  PCS Independent Left

Workers’ Liberty videos
Explore Workers’ Liberty’s
videos and playlists, and sub-
scribe to our youtube channel,
at bit.ly/wlvideos

FEATURING:
• In Defence of Bolshevism: a se-

ries by Martin Thomas 
• A debate on Marxist perspec-

tives on Irish history, between
Rayner Lysaght and Sean
Matgamna

• Two nations, Two states 101

Plus many more debates, in-
troductions, and coverage.

PCS to
back
Labour in
England
and Wales

John Moloney



By Stephen Wood
The momentum of the Climate Strike on
20 September should tell the labour
movement that now is the time to take cli-
mate change seriously as a class issue
seriously.

Capitalism sees the environment and nat-
ural resources as commodities to be ex-
ploited, the same way it see human labour.
Just 100 major companies have been respon-
sible for over 70% of all greenhouse gas emis-
sions since 1988. Climate change is, in short,
caused by the drive for profit. It is caused by
capitalism.

For the first time in this wave of school-
student climate strikes, a number of work-

places organised some forms of action —
lunchtime photos, or small protests, or in a
few cases half-day walk-outs.

The walk-outs which did happen had the
support, explicit or otherwise, of the em-
ployer: nowhere yet have workers been
strong enough to strike over climate against
strongly hostile bosses.

The ban on political strikes, dating from
the Thatcher era, has deterred unions from
balloting their members specifically on the
issue of climate change. Yet it is clear that
many workers, even often in workplaces
with no union, want to take action and sup-
port the school students.

Workers Liberty’ activists and supporters
are going to follow up on 20 September by
encouraging greater workplace participation
and action in the climate strikes, demanding
that employers open the books on their
strategies for decarbonising the workplace,
and calling for workplace decarbonisation as

well as government measures.
We want to get “green” workplace reps

elected, or re-elected where they once ex-
isted. As Paul Vernadsky wrote in Solidarity
516, the level of organisation on climate
change in workplaces has decreased in the
last decade, but it can be rekindled by the
student mobilisation.

From 7 October, for two weeks, Extinction
Rebellion plan to do their next phase of “In-
ternational Rebellion” — “peacefully occupy
the centres of power and shut them down
until governments act on the Climate and
Ecological Emergency”, in London to “shut
down all roads into Westminster”.

Whether this is the best tactic is another
matter, but the demand that governments
declare and act on “climate emergency” is
urgent and justified.

Labour conference in Brighton saw ma-
noeuvres by the Conference Arrangements
Committee to avoid debate on more radical

climate demands.
But it did support:
• “a path to net zero carbon emissions by

2030”, with “an increase in good unionised
jobs in the UK, and the cost borne by the
wealthiest not the majority”.

• “a complete ban on fracking”.
• public ownership of energy, creating an

integrated, democratic system, and public
ownership of the Big Six

• repeal of all anti-union laws, facilitating
worker-led activism over social and political
issues

• taking transport into public ownership
• a welcome to climate refugees.
Let’s build a movement, in the workplaces,

on the campuses, and on the streets, to win
those demands.

• More pictures and reports from 20
September: page 3.

Sheffield, 20 September
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