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For Ukraine, and for Ukraine’s workers!

It is now more than three years since 
the full-scale Russian imperialist in-

vasion of Ukraine began in February 
2022.

The war has been fought at a terrible 
cost.

Ukrainian President Volodymyr 
Zelenskyy admits that Ukraine has had 
46,000 troops killed, with 380,000 
wounded and tens of thousands more 
missing in action. 

In February Zelenskyy said the war 
had cost Ukraine £250bn. Estimates 
of the cost to rebuild Ukraine have 
reached $500bn.

Nearly seven million Ukrainians are 
living as refugees outside the country 
(UNHCR) and perhaps four million are 
internally displaced, with a similar num-
ber living under Russian occupation.

About 20,000 children have been ab-
ducted from Ukraine by Russia.

Ukraine is currently investigating over 
140,000 alleged war crimes including 
torture, rape, murder of civilians and 
POWs, use of chemical weapons and 
deliberate destruction of civilian infra-
structure.

Ukraine was a poor country before 
the war began, and its GDP now stands 
at about 78% of the pre-war figure. The 
Russian economy is ten times the size 
of Ukraine’s and is growing as Russia 
has pivoted to avoid sanctions by sell-
ing oil and gas to China.

Drone and missile strikes have tar-
geted Ukrainian infrastructure and have 
led to a 65% loss of energy generation 
capacity over three years. One in ten 
homes in Ukraine have been damaged 
or destroyed since 2022. 576 educa-
tional facilities in Ukraine were dam-
aged or destroyed in 2024.

Inflation is running at 13%, and the 
impact on workers and the poor is 
higher with energy and housing costs 
rising at 20% per year.

There is absolutely no reasonable jus-
tification for the Russian invasion, which 
is a war of conquest and obliteration. 
The Ukrainian people are entitled to 
self-determination and, consequently, 
the right to fight to maintain their free-
dom and to demand weapons to fight 
effectively.

Russian President Vladimir Putin 

seems to maintain his ultimate goal of 
abolishing Ukraine as an entity, through 
occupation and the installation of a 
Russian-controlled state to rule across 
the country, the destruction of Ukrain-
ian institutions, the absolute repression 
of the Ukrainian nation. 

Putin is deliberately projecting 
strength and a determination of crush 
Ukraine, no matter how long it takes. 

On 23 May Russia’s unpleasant For-
eign Minister Sergei Lavrov made an of-
ten-repeated Russian nationalist claim 
that Ukraine is run by a “junta” which 
has “banned speaking Russian,” pre-
senting himself as a defender of a Rus-
sian minority. Lavrov is a liar. There is 
no ban on speaking Russian in Ukraine. 
The big majority of Ukrainians — includ-
ing Russian speakers — back Ukraine’s 
war. The argument that Russian speaker 
equals Russian is as stupid as saying 
that an Irish person who speaks English 
is therefore English. 

Lavrov said, “We cannot leave [Rus-
sian] people under the rule of the re-
gime currently in place in [Kyiv].”

Russia currently controls 20% of 
Ukrainian territory, a land-mass larger 
than Portugal, and rules in the occu-
pied areas through terror. Democracy, 
political and trade union organisation 
are fiercely repressed.

Trade unions
The Ukrainian workers have more to 
defend than their national rights. They 
have their working-class organisations, 
the trade unions, to defend too. If Rus-
sia wins the unions will be smashed.

Ukrainian workers continue to find 
their rights under attack from the 
Zelenskyy government. However, their 
unions are relatively free to operate, 
and Ukraine remains a democratic 
state, unlike Russia. Workers’ Liberty 
backs the Ukraine against Russian inva-
sion and the Ukrainian workers against 
Zelenskyy and the Ukrainian capitalists.

Russian forces continue to advance 
slowly, and at great cost. They took 
4,200 sq km in 2024. All the areas they 
overran have been destroyed, houses 
and infrastructure have been demol-
ished, and the former battlefields are 
littered with mines, unexploded muni-
tions, dead bodies and wrecked mili-
tary equipment.

Total Russian losses amount to at 
least 750,000 troops killed, wounded, 
missing or captured. For the last six 
months the figure has been more than 

1,000 per day.
The Russian leadership currently 

shows no signs of negotiating an end 
to the war, and the new far-right US 
President, Donald Trump, has no in-
tention of putting significant pressure 
on Russia, threatening to “walk away” 
from his half-hearted attempts to get 
a ceasefire unless Russia and Ukraine 
look like making a deal. If Trump even 
has a coherent policy it is that the US 
will gain economically if the war ends, 
sanctions are cancelled, and profitable 
economic relations with Russia are re-
stored.

Trump cares much more about mak-
ing money from Ukraine, and trade with 
Russia, than he does about the rights of 
the Ukrainian people.

Trump has refused any guarantees of 
Ukraine’s security under a future peace 
deal. Ukraine wants a pledge of help 
because its does not trust Putin. The 
Ukrainians are right to be sceptical. 

The “Stop-the-War left” in Europe has 
spent the past three years demanding 
an end to Western arms sales and do-
nations to Ukraine, and declaring that 
the war is a proxy war between NATO 
and Russia fought on Ukrainian terri-
tory. Effectively they have sided with 
Putin, because if Europe and the US 
ended arms sales Ukraine would be 
quickly overrun.

“Welfare not Warfare” is a slogan 
that has recently been raised by the 
Stop-the-War left in the UK. It sounds 
bland, but is a covert swipe at arms for 
Ukraine. The idea has a nasty nation-
alist edge, implying that better social 
provision in Britain is more important 
than helping Ukraine to maintain its 
freedoms and can only come through 
abandoning Ukraine.

Both a rebuilt welfare state and arms 
and aid for Ukraine can be won by tax-
ing the rich. In any case, the amount 
spent on arms or aid for Ukraine is tiny 
compared to the shortfall in hospitals, 
schools, and the benefits system.

Some left groups, such as Socialist 
Worker, reflexively side with the main 
opponents of the US and UK, which 
in this case puts them in Putin’s camp. 
They support Hamas in Palestine for 
similar reasons. And they backed Brexit 
(as a protest against the British estab-
lishment), which lined them up with 
Farage, no matter what their private 
thoughts on the matter.

These “left” groups care more about 
defeating their own rulers than defend-

ing the rights of the those under attack, 
such as the Ukrainians. 

Workers’ Liberty supports the work-
ing class and the oppressed fighting to 
alleviate their oppression.

The Russians are mobilising for a new 
summer offensive against Ukraine and 
are concentrating large numbers of 
troops on Ukraine’s north-eastern bor-
der. Putin has no intention of stopping 
soon. 

That’s despite pressure on the Rus-
sian economy. Inflation is 10% and in-
terest rates are a staggering 21%. 

Trump pressed hard for Ukraine to 
sign away its mineral rights and a deal 
was signed on 30 April. It was less bad 
for Ukraine than was originally mooted 
when Trump demanded Ukraine sim-
ply hand over its mineral, oil and gas 
rights to repay and alleged $500bn 
owed to the US for aid and arms do-
nated to Ukraine since 2022. $500bn 
is a figure Trump had invented. The 
real amounts of US aid to Ukraine are 
around $120bn, and most of that figure 
was signed off by the US Congress as 
donations, not loans to be repaid.

Zelenskyy has repeatedly said 
Ukraine will not sign away Ukrainian 
territory for peace. In the end, under 
pressure, he might feel he has no other 
choice.

How do the Ukrainian people feel 
about this? The number of Ukrainians 
who support a negotiated peace is 
increasing with war-weariness. Con-
cessions on territory have become 
somewhat more popular, though 50% 
of Ukrainians still say they would accept 
no loss of land.

We would not condemn Ukrainians if 
they feel forced into compromise, but 
Workers’ Liberty continues to fight in 
the British labour movement for work-
ing-class solidarity with Ukraine and the 
Ukrainian workers. If you agree with us, 
join us and help the fight. □
• More on Ukraine: bit.ly/chalenko

2025 inflation at 8% or more
By Rhodri Evans

The latest official figures 
show January-to-April infla-

tion running at a rate equiva-
lent (if continued for a full year) 
to 11.2% (RPI), 8.5% (CPI), or 
7.9% (CPIH).

The figures mostly quoted 
are for price rises over a full 12 
months to April 2025, so un-
derstate the speeding-up of 
the rate this year.

Water, gas, and airfares led 
the rises in April; clothing 

prices are if anything down, 
and some foods have seen 
only modest rises. Private sec-
tor rents are rising fast, though 
not quite as fast as in some 
other recent times: 7.4% from 
May 2024 to May 2025.

Inflation may slow down 
later in 2025, because energy 
prices are due to fall in July. At 
present Trump’s tariff wars look 
more likely to cause inflation 
in the USA, not all-round retal-
iatory tariff-raising but rather 

a world recession, which all 
other things being equal will 
slow prices.

But there is little assurance 
that, looking forward, a wage 
rise of 4% or 5% is “above in-
flation”. □
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Stop the war! Aid to Gaza! 
Recognise Palestine!
By Ira Berkovic

Israeli air strikes on Gaza continue to 
exact a horrific toll in civilian life. On 

23 May, nine children from the al-Najjar 
family were killed, the oldest of whom 
was 12 years old. The 10th sibling of 
the family was injured and is in critical 
condition. On 24 May, air strikes killed 
two Red Cross staff in Khan Younis. On 
25 May, 54 people were killed in strikes 
on targets in Gaza City, mostly housing 
people displaced from Beit Lahia.

Press reports suggest one of those 
killed was Mohammad Al-Kasih, a sen-
ior official in the Hamas police force. 
His wife and child were also killed. The 
death toll is a grim indication of the tac-
tics with which Israel has prosecuted its 
war since the beginning: seeing large 
numbers of civilian deaths, and total 
devastation of infrastructure, as accept-
able collateral for eliminating some-
times individual Hamas figures.

Israel says civilian casualties are in-
evitable because Hamas and Islamic 
Jihad embed their cells within civilian 
infrastructure. But bombing that infra-
structure, in the full knowledge of the 
devastation it will cause to civilian life, 
is still a choice.

The potential for a future without 
Hamas is not represented by Israel’s 
savage war of destruction, but by the 
demonstrations against Hamas that 
have taken place sporadically in Gaza 
in recent weeks, including on consec-
utive days from 19-21 May in towns in 
southern Gaza. An immediate trigger 
for the latest round of protests was the 
circulation on social media of an in-

terview with Hamas leader Sami Abu 
Zuhri, in which he argued that “the 
wombs of our women will give birth to 
many times over the number of mar-
tyrs”, claiming the number of births 
during the war matched or outweighed 
the death toll, and that the deaths were 
“the price we need to pay”.

The people of Gaza will displace 
Hamas when they are able to develop 
democratic political alternatives. That 
so many have joined anti-Hamas pro-
tests whilst facing bombardment, star-
vation, and Hamas authoritarianism is a 
testament to their courage. Israel’s war, 
and the wider oppression of the Pal-
estinian people of which it is the most 
destructive element, make a future 
without Hamas less likely, not more.

Blockade
Humanitarian and health crises caused 
by Israel’s long-running blockade of aid 
continue to mount, despite Israel loos-
ening the blockade to allow a trickle 
of aid into Gaza. Israeli prime minister 
Netanyahu has been explicit that the 
purpose of the influx of aid was not 
to meaningfully address crises of mal-
nutrition and potential famine, but to 
placate Israel’s key ally, the USA, to a 
sufficient degree to ensure continued 
US backing for the war. Although some 
aid has now entered Gaza, aid agencies 
report that much of it is yet to be dis-
tributed.

On 19 May, the governments of Brit-
ain, France, and Canada published a 
joint statement which marked a pro-
nounced shift in their rhetoric around 
the war. The statement described Isra-
el’s action as “egregious” and threat-
ened “targeted sanctions” should Israel 
not “cease the renewed military offen-
sive and lift its restrictions on humani-
tarian aid.”

While a shift in tone is welcome, it is 
meaningless unless actions match the 
words. There is much more interna-
tional governments could do to ame-
liorate the humanitarian crises, not only 
pressuring Israel to lift the blockade but 
via direct aid provision and working 
with the Egyptian government to pro-
vide aid via the Egypt-controlled Rafah 
Crossing. 

Britain previously withdrew 30 gov-
ernment-issued export licenses per-
mitting UK-based firms to sell arms 
to Israel, but has continued to issue 
others. All such licenses must be with-
drawn.

The joint statement also reaffirms 
Britain, France, and Canada’s commit-
ment to a two-state settlement. The 
main impediment to two states is the 

Israeli government’s explicit refusal 
to acknowledge the legitimacy of Pal-
estinian self-determination, in any ar-
rangement, on any territory. Neither 
Britain, France, nor Canada currently 
recognise the state of Palestine. Imme-
diate recognition would be a symbolic 
act, and would not make an independ-
ent Palestinian state a reality. But it 
would increase the pressure on Israel 
and give Palestinian diplomats direct 
access to official diplomatic channels 
in the three countries.

On 18 June, a conference on the fu-
ture of Israel-Palestine, co-chaired by 
the governments of France and Saudi 
Arabia, will take place in New York. 
Foreign secretary David Lammy had 
previously signalled Britain and France 
would use the conference to announce 
joint recognition of Palestine, but sub-
sequent press reports indicated both 
governments were rowing back on the 
idea. Grassroots pressure in the run-up 
to 18 June, demanding recognition of 
Palestine, could have an impact.

Within Israel, two military reservists, 
Daniel Yahalom and Ron Finer, have 
now been jailed for refusing to serve 
in Gaza. On Sunday 26 May, activists 
from the binational (Palestinian-Jewish) 
left-wing social movement Standing 
Together and others protested outside 
the military prison where Finer is being 
held to demand his release. Standing 
Together wrote: “Today we went to 
support Ron Finer at the military prison 
where he will be jailed for 20 days for 
refusing to return to duty as a reservist. 
More and more reservists are refusing 
to participate in this war of annihilation 
and the abandonment of the hostages 
in Gaza, are refusing this man-made 
catastrophe whose only purpose is the 
continuation of the Netanyahu gov-
ernment and resettlement of the Gaza 
Strip.

“We know that the crisis in Gaza will 
only cause more suffering. For Palestin-
ians, who are being starved, bombed, 
and endlessly displaced; for the 58 
hostages, who cannot be freed through 
force; and for all of us in Israeli society 
who demand another way — a way of 
freedom, independence, and safety for 
everyone on this land.”

External pressure on Israel, via the 
withdrawal of arms sales, recognition 
of Palestine, targeted sanctions against 
the settler movement, including far-
right ministers Ben Gvir and Smotrich, 
plus direct aid to the Palestinian peo-
ple, are all vital in the current moment. 
But a long-term democratic settlement, 
guaranteeing equal rights to both Pal-
estinians and Israeli Jews, is impossible 

without a movement on the ground, 
including within Israeli society, fighting 
for it.

On 18 and 23 May, Standing Together 
organised emergency protests at the 
Gaza border. 500 people mobilised at 
less than 24 hours’ notice for the first 
protest, engaging in non-violent civil 
disobedience to attempt to block the 
movement of military vehicles along 
the border roads. Six activists, includ-
ing Standing Together co-director 
Alon-Lee Green, were arrested. After 
being held for several days, they were 
released to house arrest. Green re-
turned to the Gaza border for the 23 
May protest, which was attended by 
almost 1,000 people.

The wave of refusal by military re-
servists, ongoing anti-war protests, and 
strikes, such as those launched recently 
by teachers objecting to pay cuts im-
posed because of the economic cost 
of the war, are an immediate source 
of internal leverage. As well as an in-
ternational movement against the war, 
we need an international movement of 
solidarity with anti-war struggles within 
Israel. 

Such solidarity is especially needed 
now. The Israeli parliament is currently 
debating a new law which would im-
pose 80% taxes on NGOs, charities, 
and campaign groups that receive a 
majority of their funding from “foreign 
entities”. The law would also bar them 
from bringing legal claims within Israel. 
Such measures are typical of authori-
tarian regimes aiming to consolidate 
their power. Further restrictions on the 
ability of anti-war and anti-occupation 
groups to operate will give Netanyahu 
more freedom to continue the war in-
definitely.

A separate law currently under de-
bate seeks to give the state greater 
powers to disqualify candidates from 
running in municipal elections if they 
have “denied the existence of the State 
of Israel as Jewish and democratic, 
or expressed support for terrorism 
or armed struggle against the State 
of Israel.” The law is widely seen as a 
mechanism for excluding Palestinian 
candidates. □

UK Friends 
of Standing 
Together
Standing Together, Israel’s fast-

est-growing grassroots move-
ment over recent years, unites Jews 
and Palestinians within Israel to fight 
for an equal and just society, for 
peace, and against the occupation. 

UKFoST promotes their work in the 
UK: for peace, justice, and equality 
for Israelis and Palestinians — Jews 
and Arabs — including an equal right 
to self-determination, and for the full 
equality of Palestinian citizens of Is-
rael. 

UKFoST promotes the benefits of 
joint struggle by Jews and Palestini-
ans to this end. □ • ukfost.co.uk

• @omdimbeyachaduk
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Standing Together activists 
demonstrate in support of jailed 

refuser Ron Finer
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Condemned… for condemning Hamas
By Jim Denham

Human rights campaigner Peter 
Tatchell was arrested at the Pales-

tine Solidarity protest in London on 17 
May 2025, for holding a placard that 
read: “STOP Israel genocide! STOP 
Hamas executions! Odai Al-Rubai, 
aged 22, executed by Hamas! RIP!”

Peter has said: “According to the 
police, Palestine march stewards told 
them I shouted ‘Hamas are terrorists’. 
I never shouted anything. This was a 
crude smear by stewards to get the po-
lice to remove me from the march. Even 
if someone said those words, they have 
a right to do so under the laws protect-
ing freedom of speech and the right to 
protest.

“I support the Palestine Solidarity 
Campaign but it has questions to an-
swer: Did its stewards collude with the 
police to have me arrested? Is it the of-
ficial policy of the PSC that supporters 
of Palestine are banned from criticising 
Hamas on its marches?”

Under the heading “Pipe down”, the 
Morning Star of 21 May commented as 
follows:

Peter Tatchell should give it a rest. He 
is squandering the credit of a lifetime 
of brave campaigning for gay rights, 
above all, by his present posturing.

His intervention on the Palestine 
demonstration, equating killings by 
Hamas with Israel’s genocide and in-
deed giving greater prominence to the 
former, serves no purpose beyond sow-
ing division and causing provocation.

Never one for subordinating his ac-
tions to the greater good of the move-
ment, such ego-driven performances 
are exhausting everyone’s patience. 
Pick a side, Peter, or put a sock in it.

This utterly shameful comment from 
the paper claiming to be “for Peace and 
Socialism” must never be forgotten and 
should be raised within the trade union 
movement whenever the Morning Star 
comes touting for support.

Still banging the drum for 
Brexit

Even as public opinion confirms a 
clear majority — including Leave vot-

ers — now think Brexit was a mistake, 
the Morning Star continues to bang the 
drum for little-Englandism.

The response of the right wing media 
to Starmer’s very minor “reset” of re-
lations with the EU verged on hyste-
ria: the Daily Mail ran with “Starmer’s 
surrender”. The Sun went with “Done 
Up Like a Kipper”. And the Telegraph 
opted for “Kiss goodbye to Brexit”.

Joining them was, all too predicta-
bly, the Morning Star, which ran a front 
page headline (20 May): “Starmer hails 
‘reset’ with Brussels but fishermen slam 
… ‘EU HORROR SHOW’”

Some of the paper’s opposition was 
due to the UK gaining access to a new 
EU loan scheme for defence spending, 
known as “Safe”, which Nick Wright (an 
anti-EU ultra, even by MS standards) 
claimed would mean “Britain will be 
compelled to buy into this fund, inev-
itably at further cost to the remnants 
of our increasingly threadbare welfare 
state and the destruction of Remainer 
illusions”. The reality is that access 
to “Safe” in itself does not require in-
creased military spending (that would 
be happening -unfortunately — anyway) 
and in practice is likely simply divert 

defence expenditure away from Nato. 
Sadly for Mr Wright it will not lead to 
any “destruction” of what he calls “re-
mainer illusions.”

But most of the MS’s opposition to 
the “reset” centred upon its new-found 
concern for the fishing industry: “There 
is real damage done by ceding fishing 
rights, both because of the over-ex-
ploitation of our waters and because of 
the impact on communities dependent 
on them” claimed the editorial of 20 
May.

As for “ceding” fishing rights: once 
again, the MS is being (shall we say) 
economical with the facts. Nothing has 
been “ceded” because, apart from al-
lowing fish caught in British waters now 
to be exported into the EU with the 
massive amount of red tape caused 
by Brexit, the deal simply involves a 12 
year rollover of the existing arrange-
ment, which was set out in Boris John-
son’s October 2019 Withdrawal Bill. 
And what did the MS have to say about 
this “horror show” arrangement at the 
time? It supported it, and printed the 
British Communist Party’s statement 
urging “MPs to support the swift pas-
sage of the new EU Withdrawal Bill.” □

We demand... what sort of change?

By Matt Cooper 

It is now two months since the 
29 March SWP-organised We 

Demand Change (WDC) sum-
mit in London which promised 
that local WDC summits would 
follow across the country.

The first took place in Shef-
field on 18 May, with a good 
turnout of around 400 people. 
A few other organising meet-
ings have occurred, and WDC 
coordinated a successful “me-
ga-picket” of hundreds in sup-
port of striking Birmingham 
bin workers on 9 May.

The rollout of local summits 
has been slow. Manchester 
has hosted some preliminary 
meetings and has an active 
WhatsApp group. Summits are 
scheduled in Leeds (15 June) 
and Bristol (21 June). The 
places and dates are presuma-
bly chosen by WDC nationally 
— effectively, the SWP liaising 
with Corbyn’s Peace and Jus-
tice Project (PJP). The Leeds 
summit’s headline speaker 
is Richard Burgon. The inclu-
sion of a left-wing Labour MP 
perhaps signals the WDC be-

coming more like other broad 
fronts organised by the SWP.

Where it is all heading re-
mains unclear to me, and 
maybe to the SWP. At the end 
of the London summit, SWP 
secretary Lewis Nielsen made 
a speech suggesting WDC 
would become a platform for 
candidates in the May 2026 
local elections. Since then, 
the SWP has quashed such 
thoughts.

The Sheffield summit in-
cluded discussions around 
launching a “new party”, but 
the plans seem to be for an 
electoral umbrella or clear-
ing-house, not a party, and 
distinct from WDC. Maxine 
Bowler — an SWPer and an 
“independent” in Sheffield 
Brightside in July 2024 — in-
vited those interested in stand-
ing in May 2026 to leave their 
names with summit organisers, 
a selection process that could 
make Reform blush.

Events have been co-chaired 
by representatives of both the 
SWP and Corbyn’s PJP. Since 
the May council elections, Cor-
byn has supported a united 
platform for 2026. At a Coun-
terfire event on 3-4 May, he 
said, “those left-independents 
that stood for election [in the 

May 2025 council elections] 
did so on broadly similar plat-
forms of support for refugees, 
of decent housing policies... 
of redistribution of power… 
of opposition to benefit cuts... 
There is a whole lot of people 
that are elected as socialists 
and independents and the 
important thing is to bring all 
of them together... It is about 
having a collective platform... 
about giving people hope not 
despair.”

Pivot
This suggests Corbyn sees 
PJP, not WDC, as the pivot. An-
drew Feinstein, a Corbyn ally, 
told Weekly Worker (#1538) 
“We can’t just build another 
political party... [that would] 
not appeal to people who do 
not already think like us and 
come to our meetings”. He, 
like Corbyn, wants to negoti-
ate to connect local groupings 
of candidates and councillors, 
especially ex-Labour people 
such as those around Alan 
Gibbons in Liverpool and 
Jamie Driscoll in the northeast.

Feinstein added, “We need 
to ensure that... every local 
community, has its own inde-
pendent organisation... once 
we have spent a small time 
doing this organising, we need 

to have a launch congress for 
a new national party.” In prac-
tice, this looks more like um-
brella than a party, with the 
“congress” maybe a rally.

Ex-Respect leader Salma 
Yaqoob was more bullish, tell-
ing the Sheffield summit: “We 
need a new left party. Our 
movements are coming to-
gether and we will make a call 
very soon. Let’s get this party 
started!” She said such a plat-
form would have a “minimum 
programme.”

All the “minimum platforms” 
discussed say almost noth-
ing about council politics, al-
though the focus is on May 
2026’s council elections rather 
than parliamentary by-elec-
tions.

The SWP has little choice but 
to go along with this. At Shef-
field, its National Secretary 
Lewis Nielsen (now by some 
alchemy speaking for WDC) 
echoed Corbyn’s stance, say-
ing the new organisation 
would not be “a party made 
up of the existing left — an al-
phabet soup party”. “The exist-
ing left is not the answer: the 
movements are.”

Maxine Bowler echoed this 
by stating that they should pur-
sue the Huddersfield model 

(by which she understands 
candidates should come out 
of meetings of local cam-
paigns and activists, although 
the Huddersfield meeting was 
actually initiated by an existing 
left group, Socialist Alterna-
tive). Thus, the SWP is trying 
to combine its desire for an 
electoral challenge with its 
ambition to “hegemonise” (by 
which they mean assimilate or 
at least recruit from) the pro-
test movements. But it seems 
the nature of this project will 
not be theirs to decide. □

The 2nd edition contains 
new material, plus photos 
from the campaign and 
occupation. £4 (inc. post) □
bit.ly/shop—wl
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This “anti-Zionism” is antisemitism
By Ira Berkovic 

What kind of worldview 
might have led Elias 

Rodriguez to shoot Sarah Lynn 
Milgrim and Yaron Lischin-
sky at the Jewish Museum in 
Washington DC on 21 May? 
Rodriguez claimed he “did it 
for Gaza”, and shouted “free 
Palestine” as he was escorted 
away by police following the 
murders.

No-one rational can possibly 
believe the killings have done 
anything to advance the cause 
of Palestinian freedom, to save 
Palestinian lives, or have any 
impact whatsoever on the Is-
raeli war machine.

The killings only “make 
sense” in the context of an 
antisemitic worldview: the 
belief that there is a form of 
power that is so compact, sin-
gularly malign, and entirely 
world-shaping that any dam-
age to it is justified, and that 
anyone and anything con-
nected to it is a legitimate 
target. That power is usually 
named “Zionism”; its base is 
Israel, but its tentacles spread 
to every corner of the world.

Although Rodriguez’s vic-
tims were staffers at the Israeli 
Embassy, he carried out his 
attack at a Jewish museum; in 
his mind, it seems, the thing he 
could do “for Gaza” was find a 
prominent Jewish institution, 
and murder Jews.

Justifiable?
Had Rodriguez carried out his 
attack at the actual embassy, 
would that have made it more 
justifiable? After all, embas-
sies are state institutions, and 
the Israeli state is currently 
engaged in a war of starva-
tion and destruction against 
the people of Gaza. In 1938, 
Herschel Grynszpan, a Jewish 
refugee, assassinated a Nazi 
diplomat in the German Em-
bassy in Paris. Whatever the 
strategic merits of the act, it 
was, at the very least, under-
standable; at most, morally de-
fensible. Might the same logic 
not apply here?

Sarah Lynn Milgrim and 
Yaron Lischinsky were not po-
litical or military officials in-
volved in shaping Israeli policy, 
or directing the war. Nor is the 
Israeli state the monolith the 

Nazi regime was, such that an-
yone associated with it, in any 
capacity, might be seen as a le-
gitimate target. Nor can Rodri-
guez’s actions be explained as 
a response to direct experi-
ence, as Grynszpan’s could.

Education
As far as we can tell, Rodriguez 
received at least some of his 
political education when, sev-
eral years back, he was a mem-
ber of the Party of Socialism 
and Liberation, an ultra-Stalin-
ist organisation. PSL has disas-
sociated itself from Rodriguez 
and “does not support” the 
killings.

Rodriguez’s shootings how-
ever have historical prece-
dents linked to PSL politics, 
or extrapolated versions of 
those politics, such as the 
1969 attempt by Tupamaros 
West Berlin, a group inspired 
by Guevarism and Maoism, 
to bomb a Jewish community 
centre (with explosives pro-
vided, as it turned out, by a 
government agent who had 
infiltrated their cell).

Surely no group on the or-
ganised left, except perhaps 

a few small fringe Stalinist and 
Maoist groups, will explicitly 
endorse Rodriguez’s action. 
But it is an uncomfortable truth 
that a softer version of the 
worldview that likely inspired 
it — seeing “Zionism”, and 
everything and anyone con-
nected with it, as a compact, 
singular force with world-shap-
ing power — is widespread in 
the way many currents on the 

left think about Israel-Pales-
tine.

Workers’ Liberty has, over 
several decades, developed 
a critique of that thinking. If it 
continues to be prevalent, it 
will both harm Jews and fail 
the Palestinians. The starved 
and bombarded people of 
Gaza need genuine interna-
tionalist solidarity, not acts of 
antisemitic violence. □

MPs to debate decriminalising abortion

By Natalia Cassidy 

Abortion in the UK is currently legal 
up to 24 weeks of pregnancy, and 

if agreed as medically beneficial by 
two doctors; after 24 weeks with spe-
cial medical certification of emergency 
circumstances. The amendments by 
Labour MPs Stella Creasy and Tonia 
Antoniazzi to the Crime and Policing 
Bill, likely to get debated in June, are 
not seeking to change the legal term 

limit. Rather, they would women from 
being prosecuted or facing legal con-
sequences because of their pregnancy 
ending.

This is certainly a good thing: there 
have been multiple cases since 2020 
of women having undergone the trau-
matic experience of still births and sub-
sequently being investigated by police 
in their homes to ensure they had not 
had an abortion illegal on time-limit 
grounds. The current situation is cruel 
and unnecessary and treats women as 
criminal suspects in their own medical 
complications.

That the amendments do not seek to 
change the legality of abortion after 24 

weeks does however raise its own ques-
tions. If anyone who assists a woman in 
getting an abortion (including a medi-
cal professional) outside the law would 
be liable to be prosecuted, though not 
the woman herself, does this not push 
women who are in desperate situations 
and are in need of an abortion away 
from the safest healthcare or away from 
their own friends and family out of fear 
they may be prosecuted?

Regardless of one’s own views on the 
morality of abortion, the only feasible 
formulation of a demand is “as early as 
possible, as late as necessary”. Any term 
limit (and therefore, its policing) neces-
sarily leads to perverse consequences 

whereby women are forced to carry to 
term against their will. □

Kneecap: drop the charges!
By Ira Berkovic

Charges brought under an-
ti-terrorism laws against 

Irish musician Liam Óg Ó 
hAnnaidh, aka Mo Chara of 
the band Kneecap, for wav-
ing a Hezbollah flag at a gig 
are nonsensical, and should 
be dropped.

It should not be a criminal 
offence to wave a flag, even 
one of a reactionary organi-
sation. The Metropolitan Po-
lice says it has “reasonable 
suspicion” that Ó hAnnaidh is 
“a supporter of a proscribed 
organisation.” Even if he does 
consider himself a “supporter 
of Hezbollah”, this should in 
no way be a matter for crimi-
nal prosecution.

Perhaps the British state 
wants to argue that waving a 
Hezbollah flag at a gig might 
be in some way connected to 
helping Hezbollah carry out 
terrorist violence in Britain. 
Hezbollah has undoubtedly 
been considerably weakened 
by Israel’s war on Lebanon, 
but it scarcely needs to en-
list Irish rappers to act as its 
agents.

Kneecap’s politics on Isra-
el-Palestine are expressive 

of a particular type of kitsch, 
campist “anti-imperialism”, 
that confers progressive sta-
tus on clerical-fascist paramil-
itary groups like Hezbollah 
and Hamas. In Kneecap’s, 
these politics also represent 
a particularly distasteful form 
of relativism. The drinking, 
drug-taking, and raving they 
celebrate is for themselves 
and their fans; Palestinian 
and Lebanese people can, 
it seems, live under the au-
thoritarian rule of Islamist 
forces who violently repress 
such things, as long as those 
forces are sufficiently militant 
against Israel. The LGBT+ 
rights, feminism, and repro-
ductive freedoms they advo-
cate are only for people in the 
west; such rights can be vio-
lently repressed elsewhere, 
as long as those doing the 
repression are “anti-Zionist”.

These ideas are disorient-
ing and dangerous. But legal 
repression by the British state 
is no answer to them. Drop 
the charges! □
• More online — the Lineker 
row bit.ly/ce-pit — against 
“Zionist conspiracy” 
descriptions of the unions 
bit.ly/wra-gra

Women’s 
Fightback.
28 pages, 

£3.00 □
bit.ly/
shop-wl

Women’s Fightback
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The Green Party: a home for socialists?
By Owen Flood

The Greens now have more left-wing 
policies than Labour, and many left-

wing people gravitate more readily to 
it than Labour. The Greens now have 
about 60,000 members, fewer than in 
2015, but 50% up on 2018, while La-
bour is sinking down to 300,000. Poll-
ing has shown that over half of Labour 
voters in 2024 have considered voting 
Lib Dems or Greens at the next general 
election. A quarter of those voters con-
sidered Reform. So should socialists be 
orienting to the Greens?

In the previous general election, the 
Greens doubled their vote share. Most 
of the votes the Greens received were 
from Labour. They gained a similar 
amount from previous Conservative 
and non-voters.

The Greens are very often left-
wing out of power. That shifts once in 
power, even at council level. In 2013, 
in Brighton, they attempted to cut bin 
workers’ pay. A week-long strike en-
sued. Even more well-meaning Greens 

such as Caroline Lucas, ended up scab-
bing, doing community litter-picking, 
undermining the strike against the ex-
press wishes of striking workers.

Cuts
In Bristol the Green council has at-
tempted to push through cuts to librar-
ies, museums, and support for cultural 
organisations. It has largely back-
tracked on that. Successful opposition 
was led by Bristol Trades Council. With 
a stronger local labour movement re-
sponse, the Greens could be pushed 
towards a no-cuts budget.

Though its constitution makes no 
provision for local Green parties to 
send motions to the party conference, 
there are left-wing caucuses within the 
Greens. Greens Organise is new, and 
has around 150 members. On paper, 
the group pushes for a democratisation 
of the party and establishing stronger 
ties to the labour movement. The lead-
ing elements are in part people previ-
ously active in Momentum. It is unclear 
how they approach their class politics 
and whether their approach to trade 
unionism is transforming the existing 
labour movement or becoming friendly 
with more left-wing union officials and 
staffers.

The Green Left, set up nearly 20 years 
ago, as a left faction within the party, 
is not particularly influential now and 
parts of it see the main problem with 
the leadership as its (in their view) ex-
cessive support for trans rights.

It remains to be seen how a social-
ist left in the Greens develops. Other 
Green parties worldwide have had left 
wings. There is no case yet of a solid 
working-class socialist left organisation 
being assembled through a fight within 
a Green party.

Organised
As socialists we orient to where work-
ers are most organised, and so we are 
active in the unions and Labour Party. 
Both are extremely flawed.

Nonetheless, the Labour Party has 
links to the biggest unions and was 
historically built as a political organ for 
the working-class. It has functioning 
branches and conferences where views 
can be expressed, motions debated, 
and MPs and councillors challenged. It 
has had organised socialist tendencies 
openly function within it. As Workers’ 
Liberty we orient to it, not as a resting 
place but as somewhere to organise for 
a transformation of the labour move-
ment and for working-class politics.

If we decided to organise within a 
party based on its track-record after 
having come into power, we would 
have thrown Labour out long ago 
(and we’d never consider the Greens). 
Wherever we are, we are not there as 
passive supporters. We organise within 
broader movements to break the more 
working-class and socialist elements 
from the more bourgeois ones and as 
part of a larger project to transform the 
labour movement.

Unlike Labour, the Greens have no 
structural links to the labour move-
ment. They have promised to go further 
than Labour under Corbyn in abolish-
ing all anti-union laws from 1979, and 
they have a Green Party Trade Union 
Group. Nonetheless, that pales into 
insignificance to the weight, influence 
and structures of unions in Labour. 
Much like Labour itself, the dominant 
unions are conservative, bureaucratic, 
and the ways in which rank-and-file 
members there can impact on Labour 
Party policy are opaque and labyrin-
thine. Perhaps more seriously, much of 
the socialist left has not properly tried 
that avenue. □

Mass council house-building needed
By Tom Enatos 

Since her first speech as 
Chancellor in July 2024, 

Rachel Reeves has spoken 
of planning reform to spur 
house-building as the most 
crucial “foundation” of eco-
nomic growth.

Starmer’s Government has 
sought to distance itself from 
public investment, a proactive 
industrial strategy or any of 
the assertive economic meas-
ures associated with Jeremy 
Corbyn and John McDonnell. 
For a Government seeking 
“growth” but unwilling to do 
anything to achieve it, “plan-
ning reforms” have become 
the cost-free panacea for all 
difficulties.

In order to achieve this, La-
bour have pledged a series 
of measures intended to spur 
private sector house-building, 
and meet the manifesto tar-
get of 1.5 million new homes 
by the end of this Parliament. 
These include the new “Plan-
ning and Infrastructure Bill”, 
reducing consultation re-
quirements, strengthening 
development corporations, 
and devolving planning fees. 
Alongside this, Labour has up-
dated the “National Planning 
Policy Framework”, strengthen-

ing local housing targets and 
making “brownfield” house-
building harder to stop.

These measures represent 
an internal victory for the 
self-described “YIMBY” (“yes 
in my back-yard”) coalition, 
dominated by Labour right 
activists, and represented 
by policy campaigns such as 
“Priced Out” and the new La-
bour Growth Group. These 
groups have long had a close 
alliance with private develop-
ers, and argue that house price 
inflation is a simple case of 
demand outstripping supply 
— so therefore building more 
homes at market rent will au-
tomatically bring down house 
prices.

Fail
This strategy will almost cer-
tainly fail. Already, 90% of 
planning applications are 
approved, and the UK’s ratio 
of available homes to house-
holds has increased steadily 
since 2000, but house prices 
have increased dramatically 
in that period. Rather than in-
sufficient supply, rising house 
prices have been built on the 
financialisation of the housing 
market, as homes are a profita-
ble asset, especially for private 
landlords. Meanwhile the lack 
of social housing has trapped 

tenants in exploitative private 
markets. 

Labour’s policies may in-
crease the supply of private 
housing, and some of the 
more positive changes such 
as streamlined “compulsory 
purchase” powers may reduce 
the number of empty homes. 
However as these are bought 
out by buy-to-let landlords, 
this will simply lead to more 
tenants trapped in private 
renting. These changes will 
not solve “landbanking”, where 
private developers sit on land 
approved for development 
watching its value increase 
without building any hous-
ing. They will not end Britain’s 
chronic shortage of tradespeo-
ple able to build the housing 
at scale, due in part to private 
developers’ habit of taking on 
apprentices as cheap labour 
then ditching them before 
they qualify.

Most importantly, Labour 
have not pledged to build 
the council housing needed 
to cut growing waiting lists. In 
fact, increased housing targets 
may mean private developers 
can simply force through their 
proposals, making it harder 
for local councils to negotiate 
changes (such as higher pro-
portions of affordable hous-

ing) to developments through 
“Section 106”. Private develop-
ers will have local authorities 
over a barrel — and this may 
lead to even less social hous-
ing being built.

Labour’s ambitions could be 
achievable, if they were willing 
to dispense with the neolib-
eral consensus and ditch their 
property developer allies. Na-
tionalising the housebuilding 
sector and building council 

housing on a mass scale, along 
with expropriating empty 
homes, would bring down 
house prices, allow tenants 
to escape exploitative land-
lords, protect more of Britain’s 
meagre remaining nature, and 
train millions of workers in use-
ful and skilled trades.

But Labour shows little sign 
of considering alternatives to 
the developers’ bonanza it has 
in store for us. □
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Fight in the labour movement for trans rights
By Simon Nelson 

The Labour Party has, in a rush deci-
sion, postponed its Women’s Con-

ference and, supposedly in line with 
the Supreme Court’s scientifically illit-
erate use of “biological sex,” restricted 
the rights of trans women in the party. 
Trans women will no longer be eligible 
to be Women’s Officers, or to run in all-
women shortlists.

Labour wants to wait for the new 
EHRC guidance, the interim version of 
which has already proved unworkable 
and legally dubious, before taking a 
longer-term decision on the Women’s 
Conference. Unions such as Unison and 
the PCS civil-service union (see p.13) 
are also concerned by the alleged legal 
consequences of proceeding with their 
previous policies and conference.

Lawyers told the Labour National 
Executive (NEC) that if the Women’s 
Conference were to go ahead using 
the basis of self-identification, as it 
has long done (i.e. there are no “sex 
checks” at the doors), then “significant 
risk of a legal challenge” and “protests, 
direct action and heightened security 
risks” were likely. As with other NEC 
decisions, we have no publicly availa-
ble minutes or records of how the CLP, 
affiliated society, MPs, and union reps 
voted. The left NEC members have 
complained about the undemocratic, 
restrictive nature of the debate and 
vote in their report.

Pride in Labour, Labour for Trans 
Rights, and LGBT+ Labour’s trans of-
ficer Georgia Meadows released a joint 
statement condemning the move.

“We urge all Labour NEC members 
to vote this paper down and for the 
Labour Party to adopt meaningful pol-
icies to combat transphobia within the 
party.. The proposals to restrict trans 
members’ engagement in internal 
democratic procedures — including by 
blocking trans women from standing in 
All Women’s Shortlists, excluding them 
from National Women’s Conferences, 

and preventing them from standing as 
Women’s Officers — are not effective 
ways to ‘clarify’ anything.”

Labour Women’s Declaration, a so-
called gender-critical campaign within 
the Labour Party, also opposes the 
postponement of Women’s Confer-
ence. This decision was made at the 
same time as the ruling out of inde-
pendent conferences and structures 
for Disabled, BAME and LGBT 
members decided as part of 
the 2018 democracy review 
during the Corbyn leadership. 
The dominant right-wing La-
bour to Win faction argued that 
these separate structures can-
not be financially justified when 
elections have to be won. The 
rulebook will have to remove 
references to them. These pro-
posals were passed narrowly, 
16-12, with the affiliated unions 
mostly voting against.

Ban
Setbacks like this will not help 
Labour activists. And we also 
face widespread moves since 
the Supreme Court decision by 
angry activists to ban political 
parties from Pride marches and 
events across the country.

Pride events are not run as 
democratic campaigning fo-
rums. They focus instead on 
commercial support and social 
events. However, we are left in 
a situation where Coca-Cola 
can remain a sponsor of Lon-

don Pride, but a local Labour branch, 
or a campaign group like Pride in La-
bour cannot attend as a group, and a 
pro-trans Labour MP cannot speak. This 
is farcical. It will depoliticise Pride and 
send false signals to people that no 
one is fighting the Labour leadership 
over their stance.

The backlash has spread to groups 
like Pride in Labour, which initially is-

sued statements condemning the ban, 
has been nasty. Some LGBT activists 
refuse to accept anything other than 
the complete rejection of any fight 
within Labour. Pride in Labour, Labour 
for Trans Rights, and other activists still 
intend to fight for trans rights using all 
means available to them, including mo-
tions to this year’s annual conference. 
That fight would be strengthened if 
they can engage as a political group in 
Pride events. 

Former Supreme Court president 
Brenda Hale has now criticised the 
interpretation of the Supreme Court 
judgement; Hale rightly has said that 
the judgement does not prohibit gen-
der-neutral facilities, and that the other 
aspects of the Equality Act are to be in-
terpreted as appropriate. Like the BMA, 
she questions how the term “biological 

sex” (scientifically illiterate in its 
deletion of intersex people) has 
made its way into the discussion.

Following its widely criticised, 
discriminatory and unworka-
ble “interim update”, which has 
no legal status, the EHRC has 
launched a public consultation 
outlining its proposed updates 
to the statutory Code of Practice 
for services, public functions and 
associations. he EHRC publishes 
two different codes about the 
Equality Act. The code on “ser-
vices, public functions, and asso-
ciations” is being updated. The 
consultation is now open until 
30 June. There are no current 
plans to update the Employment 
Code. Organisations like Trans-
Actual have promised to publish 
supporting documents to assist 
with submissions to the consulta-
tion. We will promote and share 
those once published. A sum-
mary of the proposed changes 
proposed by the EHRC: bit.ly/
hildic □

Great British National Strike: a flop, but a warning
By Cathy Nugent

The far right media said 
there would be 500,000 

participants in the 24 May 
Great British National Strike 
(GBNS) — a series of anti-gov-
ernment demonstrations in 
over seventy UK cities and 
towns. Reports suggest the 
protests were, at most, a few 
hundred people.

GBNS’s headline demand 
was to get “Starmer and La-
bour” “out”. Who are they? 
GBNS is ostensibly organised 
by one Tik Tok influencer and 
ex-army officer Richard Don-
aldson; its social media has 

a Reform-adjacent political 
profile (against illegal immi-
gration, inheritance tax for 
farmers, net zero, “two-tier jus-
tice”, the Ukraine war).

The people at the badly-or-
ganised protests were more 
diverse, as far as we can tell, 
coming from across the far-
right/conspiracy theory/Chris-
tian nationalist spectrum.

In Glasgow, the 150-plus 
crowd included hardline Loy-
alists, anti-sex-education cam-
paigners and Rangers fans. 
In London there were people 
who opposed the government 
decision to hand the Chagos 

Islands over to Mauritius. In 
Nottingham and elsewhere 
some people thought the 
demonstrations were about 
Starmer’s cuts.

Workers’ Liberty members 
attended Stand Up to Racism 
(SUTR) counter-protests where 
held in major cities. Organised 
at the last minute, these man-
aged to match the numbers 
of the far right — though on a 
different day, and GBNS plans 
more protests, we would have 
been outnumbered.

Criticism
Our criticisms of SUTR are not 
that they tried to mobilise; 

rather, that the left as a whole 
needs to take a different po-
litical and organisational ap-
proach.

Countering these far right 
populist protests with slo-
gans like SUTR’s “fascists not 
welcome here” misses the 
mark. Few of these people are 
hardline neo-Nazis. Some are 
confused. Others are hardline 
racist on immigration and ul-
tra-nationalist. We need class-
based political answers — for 
example, in Nottingham, on 
our initiative, the chant “build 
unions not borders” was used.

SUTR is not strong enough 

by itself to organise mass 
counter-demonstrations. The 
necessary mass political work 
to counter the populist far 
right has to be done by or-
ganisations with the resources 
and reach to have an impact in 
workplaces and working-class 
communities — the trade un-
ions.

The left has to unite around 
a strategy to force the unions 
to do the work: distributing 
material in workplaces and 
communities, organising open 
meetings, building local la-
bour movement committees, 
organising migrant workers. □

Delegates to the 2025 PCS annual conference 
protest for trans rights 
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The origins of Militant and of the Socialist Party
By Sean Matgamna

I knew Peter Taaffe, who died on 23 
April, fairly well at one time, when 

he was in Liverpool and for his first 
year and a half in London as national 
secretary of the Revolutionary Socialist 
League, better known as the Militant 
Tendency, which was then the section 
in Britain of the mainstream (“Mandel-
ite”) Fourth International (“United Sec-
retariat”).

I was a not-quite-convinced mem-
ber of the RSL for about 18 months, 
until October 1966, when I told the Ex-
tended National Committee (ENC) of 
the RSL that Rachel Lever, Phil Semp, 
and I were leaving, and Rachel and I left 
the meeting.

The ENC was in fact a national aggre-
gate of the RSL. All National Commit-
tee meetings were Extended NCs, so 
the NC was only a sort of differential 
franchise should anything need to be 
voted through. The RSL was run by a 
small body, of five people, called the 
Secretariat.

Peter Taaffe became secretary of the 
RSL early in 1965. He was a year or so 
younger than me, so he would have 
been 22 then. For about 30 years he 
was at the centre of Militant, with or 
rather under Ted Grant; and then, for 
another 30 years, as his own oracle, 
without Ted Grant, at the centre of the 
Socialist Party.

Peter means rock, as every Catholic 
and ex-Catholic knows, and Taaffe was 
the organisational rock of Militant. His 
party name of choice was Tom Peters.

Before him, the group had as secre-

tary Jimmy Deane, who was an electri-
cian with more than one family. Deane 
gave his spare time to the RSL, but he 
had little time to spare. The group’s his-
tory in the 1950s, and after, was Grant’s 
history. It was Grant who spoke for Mil-
itant at Labour Party conference 1983, 
when they were on the point of being 
expelled from the Labour Party.

Grant had been “the theoretician” of 
the WIL and the RCP, the British Trot-
skyist groups of the later 1930s and 
the 1940s. With the leading WIL-RCP 
organiser, Jock Haston, and others, 
after 1945 he had bitterly opposed a 
turn into the Labour Party, which had 
formed a majority government that 
year.

A group round Gerry Healy sepa-
rated from the RCP in 1947 and went 
into the Labour Party. There were now 
two Fourth-International-recognised 
groups in Britain. Both James P Can-
non in the USA, and Michel Pablo of 
the Fourth International backed Healy.

By 1949, Haston and Millie Lee 
wanted out, and just to join the Labour 
Party, going over to reformism. Grant 
announced that though he was still 
against activity in the Labour Party, he 
now recommended it as a concession 
to Haston. Grant lost all credibility, and 
Haston still quit.

The groups reunited in 1949-50 
under Gerry Healy’s control. Healy ex-
pelled political opponents left, right, 
and centre. At a conference he dis-
played the new brutalism by shouting 
at Grant: “Get back to your dungheap, 
Grant!” Bill Hunter, whom the recent 
RCPers looked to as their organisa-
tion man, Haston’s successor, changed 
sides and went over to Healy.

At the Third Congress of the Fourth 
International in 1951, the FI’s Refound-
ing Congress, Ernest Mandel moved 
that Grant be expelled, and he was.

After that, Grant was rudderless, hav-
ing lost Jock Haston, the “organiser”. 
Grant published a very, very, small 
magazine, The International Socialist, 
and was part of the Socialist Current 
group.

The Healyites, the biggest Trotskyist 
group, were with James P Cannon’s 
“International Committee of the Fourth 
International”, formed after a split with 
Mandel and Pablo in 1953. The pro-
Pablo group in Britain became Com-
munist Party people. They had a high 
profile in St Pancras Labour Party until 
they were expelled in 1958 and joined 
the CP openly.

The Healyites told a mischievous 
story that during the 1956-7 crisis in 
Stalinism Michel Pablo took an adver-
tisement in the left Labour weekly Trib-
une asking for those wanting to form a 
section of his “Fourth International” to 
respond. There was an advert of some 
sort, and Grant came to head the British 

section of the Fourth International (In-
ternational Secretariat), the Revolution-
ary Socialist League (RSL). Grant had to 
split with some in Socialist Current, Sam 
Levy for example, to join Pablo’s FI. So-
cialist Current continued to publish for 
decades.

Pablo had been publishing an Eng-
lish-language Fourth International mag-
azine, in which Pierre Frank had a series 
on the history of British Trotskyism. He 
had got to “the RCP and its empirical 
leadership” when the rapprochement 
between Grant and Pablo took place; 
and there the history of British Trotsky-
ism according to Frank stopped.

The RSL seemed to have a lot going 
for it, with 70 or so at its founding 
conference. With help from Pablo’s 
FI, Grant published a bimonthly mag-
azine, Workers’ International Review, 
and a biweekly paper, Socialist Fight. 
The group had two full-timers, Grant 
and John Fairfield.

But still it was the Healyites who re-
cruited and grew. The RSL fell apart. 
Differences on “economic perspec-
tives” developed. Grant found himself 
in the same situation that he had had 
in the RCP.

There, the Healy minority was loyal 
to Cannon and Pablo; and the Inter-
national used the “loyalists” as its fac-
tion. The Healy figure in the RSL was 
called Pat Jordan. His “FI loyalist” fac-
tion split in 1959, I think, and the RSL 
declined. John Fairfield, the other full-
timer besides Grant, went with the Jor-
dan group. He became a Posadist for a 
while, an advocate of World War Three 
because it would benefit “communism”. 
Then Fairfield moved right. He eventu-
ally became a fascist.

Socialist Fight became a duplicated 
monthly. The first SF I saw, early in 1960, 
had as its front-page headline “Social-
ism The Only Road”, or something time-
less like that.

Ted Grant needed an organisation 
man. He always did. That is where Peter 
Taaffe came in. As RSL secretary, Taaffe 
travelled round the country with Grant 
and chaired his meetings. It was a way 
of getting Taaffe known, or so I was 
given to understand.

James P Cannon was quoted as say-
ing, when Trotsky was still alive, that 
Trotsky was his brain. Taaffe might have 
said the same of Grant.

I remember the point at which on 
the first day, Saturday, of a two-day RSL 
ENC/ aggregate in 1966, I decided to 
leave the RSL. It was a speech by Peter 
Taaffe that decided me.

We had, Rachel Lever and I, written 
a critical document, at Grant’s and 
Taaffe’s suggestion. It existed physi-
cally on stencils, but the leaders were 
blocking its circulation. After trying var-
ious ploys, they settled for the formula: 
circulate it to the NC only.

Chicanery
Reasonable? But the NC never met ex-
cept as an Extended NC, an aggregate. 
This was in fact a proposal to discuss 
the document at a future aggregate, 
but to let only a small part of the meet-
ing read it before the discussion. It was 
desperate bureaucratic chicanery by 
people who seemed to me habitually 
very incompetent.

The point at which I decided to leave 
was when Taaffe made a speech justi-
fying what they proposed by reference 
to what the Labour Party did. It was 
perfectly democratic, he said. That was 
how the Labour Party did things. The 
entire aggregate accepted that.

I aspired to something higher than 
the Labour Party, and I decided that I 
was in the wrong organisation.

But the RSL was in for great and un-
expected things. The Healyites, the SLL, 
were far and away the biggest group 
in Labour’s then-lively youth wing, the 
Young Socialists (later called the La-
bour Party Young Socialists, LPYS). Their 
weekly paper, The Newsletter, was pro-
scribed from early in 1959, when the 
SLL was declared and immediately 
banned (the group had previously had 
no formal name). Their monthly youth 
paper, Keep Left, was banned in, I think, 
July 1962.

The SLL decided to leave the Labour 
Party, in which it had been immersed 
since 1947, on the eve of a new Labour 
government. (Labour took office in Oc-
tober 1964).

The SLL provoked their own local ex-
pulsions. Old guard Labour Party SLL 
people (I have in mind Ted Knight, in 
1965) said that Healy was pursuing the 
right tactic for “the youth”. For the next 
three years or so, everything the Healy-
ites did was done in the name of “the 
Young Socialists”.

What happened in the Labour youth 
movement after the Healyites were 
gone was strange, and, for the RSL, 
beneficial. At the first post-Healyite 
YS conference, the Labour leadership 
tried to diminish the YS. They decreed 
changes: the YS national committee 
would be federal, not elected at con-

Timeline 
1950s: Ted Grant leads a small sub-
group of British Trotskyists
1964-5: Grant group launches Mil-
itant; Peter Taaffe becomes the or-
ganiser
Late 1960s: Militant gains control of 
official Labour youth movement, and 
will keep it for two decades
1982-3: Labour leaders’ bungled 
attempt to purge Militant assists it 
to its “glory days”, growing to maybe 
8,000 supporters
1984-5 onwards: Debacle of Mil-
itant-led Liverpool Labour council 
leaves Militant discredited. Labour 
leaders prune down youth move-
ment. Militant people quit Labour 
Party
1992: Peter Taaffe’s majority, which 
in 1997 will rename itself Socialist 
Party, expels Ted Grant and others 
who want to continue work in La-
bour: they form Socialist Appeal, 
and then in 2024 (with their own 
swing out of Labour) RCP □

PBah
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The origins of Militant and of the Socialist Party
ference; the YS could not discuss big 
political questions; etc.

But the conference wasn’t having it. 
They defied the Labour leadership and 
discussed general politics, risking hav-
ing the YS closed down. The Labour 
leadership backed off. The YS was al-
lowed to continue.

Central there, I think, was that the 
once-left wing of the Labour Party had 
taken control, after the sudden death 
of Labour leader Hugh Gaitskell in Jan-
uary 1963, and they wanted to avoid 
expulsions and a tight regime as of old.

Nye Bevan was dead, but Harold Wil-
son, an old Bevanite, became Labour 
leader in February 1963. The Healyites 
had wanted to leave, making as big a 
stench as they could while doing so. 
But the RSL was still in the YS. It was the 
junior partner of the Cliffites (then IS, 
today SWP) in an anti-Healy youth pub-
lication, Young Guard.

The name came from the Belgian 
Labour Party youth movement Jeune 
Garde. There had been a general strike 
in Belgium in late 1960 and early 1961, 
and thereafter we were all as “Belgian” 
as we could be.

Young Guard was started in 1961 
by IS, the RSL, and others. It was a 
good-looking but politically crude and 
miserable little paper. The only good 
thing about it was that it was genu-
inely a youth paper (the SLL youth 
paper Keep Left was not). Surprisingly, 
the RSL, then the British section of the 
mainstream Fourth International, was 
politically almost not present at all in 
Young Guard, except for Keith Dickin-
son being named as the business man-
ager. I don’t know why, exactly, but that 
is how it was.

Peter Taaffe was very much the con-
servative loyalist, who tried to justify 
most things of the past (and there was a 
lot to justify). But Young Guard and the 
RSL’s role in it was one of the few things 
he would admit had been a mistake. He 
had not been involved in the decisions, 
he said. (Later, he tended to backdate 
his involvement in politics a bit).

But IS left the Labour Party in 1967, 
and the RSL was alone, of self-called 
Marxists, in the LPYS. They won a ma-
jority on the then still-federal LPYS 
committee in 1969. From then, or from 
when the IS left, the RSL ran the YS as 
a big school for their politics, and for 
recruitment to the RSL. Naturally, they 
recruited and grew as an organisation.

It was an extraordinary business, the 
RSL’s control of the youth movement of 
the Labour Party for twenty years. (The 
Labour leadership severely curtailed 
the LPYS in 1987, and shut it down in 
1991). Andy Bevan of Militant (no re-
lation) was Labour’s official youth full-
timer from 1976 to 1988. I know of no 
comparison in the history of the work-
ing-class movement, no near analogy 

even.
Any RSL claim that they turned the 

LPYS outwards and it became a “mass 
movement” is pure fiction. No, they did 
not! The RSL YS became a wizened RSL 
sect, under Militant rule, though a big 
sect, compared to what the RSL had 
been before.

It was the time of the movement 
against the Vietnam war. Militant’s po-
litical appreciation of the Stalinists in Vi-
etnam was very high, but the LPYS did 
not join the movement!

It was also the time of the big revolu-
tion in youth culture (the pill separated 
sex from procreation, etc.), but again 
the YS did not join in, not even on the 
level of liberalism. The Wilson govern-
ment (in fact, Roy Jenkins, of the Labour 
government’s right, as Home Secretary) 
in 1967 had legalised homosexual sex, 
but the YS stuck to the old prohibitive 
attitude. The YS, under almost com-
plete RSL control, would vote down 
resolutions which the Young Liberals, 
or maybe even the Young Tories then, 
would have passed. It was dominated 
by the morality of an elderly and proba-
bly repressed South African, Grant, and 
a smug Peter Taaffe who embodied the 
moralities the working class had begun 
to move away from.

The Labour Party’s acceptance of the 
RSL-run YS was remarkable. Partly, as 
I’ve said, it was that the leaders of the 
Labour Party were one-time Bevanites 
who wanted a more tolerant Labour 
Party regime. Partly, it was the strange 
politics of Militant which made it safe 
for them.

I saw a strange thing when I attended 
the LPYS conference in 1974. It was a 
gathering of the RSL. Only a minority of 
those attending were actual LPYS vot-
ing delegates; the rest were RSL “ob-
servers”.

The speakers had all been to the 
same school of oratory, and made the 
same “dramatic” hand gestures even 
for things that were not at all dramatic. 
More of them spoke with Liverpool ac-
cents than could have come from Liv-
erpool.

A “recommendation” from the LPYS 

NC was made for the vote on every 
and any motion. I.e. RSL “democratic 
centralism” was in operation, and it 
was obtrusive. But it was also funny, 
if you could “forget” for the moment 
what they were doing to the youngsters 
there.

Once, the chair forgot to tell the con-
ference what the NC “recommended”. 
When he called on delegates to vote, 
not a hand moved. Then he remem-
bered to say what the NC “recom-
mended”, and regained the power to 
move the hands of the delegates on 
his call.

There were still, early on, a small knot 
of “Tribunites”. The chair kept on and 
on, and on, reminding conference that 
the Tribunites were receiving rights that 
they had denied to Militant when the 
Tribunites had had a majority. It was 
true, but graceless, gratuitous, unsub-
tle, and horrible even to watch.

The “Tribunite” opposition eventually 
ceased to exist. The main other “oppo-
sition” group (before Workers’ Fight, 
forerunner of Workers’ Liberty, got in-
volved) was a small split from the RSL 
itself, the RSL on speed, so to speak. 
Their “verbals” would speed up the 
labour-movement radicalisation which 
Militant and the LPYS majority always 
said was coming just around the next 
corner. You didn’t have to be a psychi-
atrist to realise that their leader was as 
mad as the proverbial hatter. They did 
not recruit, and eventually they all be-
come too old for the YS and ceased to 
exist there. (Later they lost their radical-
ism and came to publish the very tired 
Labour-left magazine, Briefing).

Peter Taaffe presided over all this as 
“the organiser”, but the politics were 
Ted Grant’s. And strange politics they 
were.

For Britain the RSL called for the na-
tionalisation of “the monopolies”. Just 
nationalisation, nationalisation in the 
style of the Labour Party. The 1940s 
RCP had called for nationalisation with 
workers’ control, but Militant did not.

Peaceful
I was surprised when I realised that 
RSLers thought of themselves as very 
left-wing because of the number of 
things they wanted to “nationalise”. 
Nor was it to be “nationalisation” by a 
workers’ state. The existing state would 
evolve peacefully and parliamentarily 
into socialism, so Militant insisted. (The 
most you could truthfully say on that is 
that the British ruling class will surren-
der power only if and when they do not 
have the choice to resist it).

They thought that the motions for 
nationalisations passed on the nod by 
union congresses showed that the Brit-
ish labour movement was already so-
cialist. There was no possibility, or none 
that they wanted to take into account, 

that the labour movement would be 
seriously defeated.

They were strangest of all on Stalin-
ism. Orthodox Trotskyists came to see 
the socialist revolution as (for now) the 
expansion of Stalinism after they de-
cided (Grant in 1947-8, the FI major-
ity in April 1949) that Russia’s satellite 
states in eastern and southern Europe 
were “deformed workers’ states” (ex-
cept Yugoslavia, which for the FI was 
not “deformed”).

Ted Grant, Jock Haston, and Millie 
Lee, in the WIL and RCP during World 
War Two, had swung behind James P 
Cannon in the USA in making a sharp 
turn toward Stalinism. After the invasion 
of Russia in June 1941 they followed 
Cannon into the spectacular nonsense 
of declaring the Russian army to be 
somehow “Trotsky’s Red Army”. In fact it 
was not Red or Trotsky’s; it was Stalin’s. 
They republished Cannon’s testimony 
from his trial for “sedition” in 1941.

After the war they had gone through 
the gamut of positions on Russia. At 
one time they (that is, the Executive 
of the RCP) decided that Russia was 
state-capitalist. Tony Cliff would con-
tinue and develop that view.

Then the RCP leaders went ahead 
of all the other Orthodox Trotskyists in 
proclaiming that Russia, its satellites, 
and Yugoslavia, which fell out with Sta-
lin in June 1948, were workers’ states, 
degenerated (Russia) or deformed (the 
rest).

The Second Congress of the Fourth 
International in April-May 1948 de-
cided that all the satellite states, but 
not Russia, were state capitalist and re-
actionary. That was not coherent, and 
eventually they decided that they were 
all “workers’ states”. Ted Grant was very 
proud of his priority. The other Ortho-
dox Trotskyists tended to write non-
sense, but at least they struggled with 
the problem; Jock Haston and the RCP 
were alone among Orthodox Trotsky-
ists in welcoming (in Socialist Appeal) 
the Stalinist “coup” in Czechoslovakia in 
February 1948.

Grant expected Stalinist revolutions 
in all the underdeveloped countries, 
and thought the prospect tremen-
dously progressive. He expected a pro-
gressive Stalinist revolution in Portugal 
in 1974-5, and of course he advocated 
it.

In the mid-1960s Grant and Taaffe 
were capable of becoming angry 
about Roger Protz, who had edited the 
early issues of Militant. (Taaffe’s name 
appeared as editor all through, as a 
means of giving him prominence, but 
he never edited the paper). Protz had 
summarised an internal circular by an-
nouncing that Syria and Burma had be-
come deformed workers’ states. (Grant 
had co-thinkers in the “Mandelite” FI 

continued on page 10→
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in the mid-1960s, Livio Maitan for in-
stance, who thought that so-much na-
tionalisation equalled a workers’ state). 
The circular had said that, but it was not 
advisable to say it publicly, as Protz had. 
Or not yet.

I don’t know if he ever wrote it down, 
but I heard Grant say that spreading 
Stalinism embodied “the autonomous 
movement of the forces of production”. 
The forces of production couldn’t wait 
for the workers to solve what Trotsky 
called “the crisis of leadership”.

Taaffe and Grant had a formula: “The 
workers wouldn’t understand”. It meant 
they could say whatever, in their opin-
ion, “the workers” would “understand” 
— as little or as much as they liked. For 
example, they had before Workers’ 
Liberty did, and the SP still has, a “two 
states” position on the Middle East, 
that Israel has a right to exist. But who 
knows that? It is very unpopular on the 
activist left, so they shroud it.

Blanket
Grant’s “perspective” was that Stalin-
ism was the wave of the future in most 
of the world, and it was the revolution 
now going on. It was a comfort blanket 
he pulled around himself. Advancing 
Stalinism was not a threat: it was the so-
cialist revolution. In fact they said very 
much what Max Shachtman and his 
comrades in the Workers Party and ISL 
said about advancing Stalinism, except 
that where Shachtman put a negative 
sign on it, they put a big plus.

But Grant’s and Taaffe’s urge to 
play at prophets sometimes betrayed 
them. When the Russians invaded Af-
ghanistan at Christmas 1979, all the 
Trotskisant groups except what is now 
Workers’ Liberty backed the Russians 
(though some said it would be better 
had the Russians not invaded, but we 
should side with them once they were 
there).

The SWP-US said that the Russians 
had “gone to the aid of a revolution”. 
The RSL-Militant was not so clear-cut at 
first.

Grant wrote a long article in Militant 
which presented a passable picture of 
Afghanistan’s “Great Saur” Stalinist rev-
olution in 1978, 20 months before the 
invasion. He showed that as what it was, 
a military coup by Afghanistan’s officers 
trained in Russia, with no mass support: 
thus it differed from Stalinist revolutions 
such as in China or Yugoslavia.

Grant wavered, but came down more 
or less on the side of advocating that 
Russia withdraw. Then, a month later, 
Lynn Walsh corrected him: of course, 

he wrote, ludicrously, Grant had meant 
to support the Russian presence. The 
RSL had had a month to discuss it, and 
collectively had managed to forget 
what was special and all-determining 
about Afghanistan before the Russian 
invasion: that the Stalinist officers had 
little support outside the small middle 
class of the towns.

Nearly all the other Trotskyists 
changed their pro-Russian attitudes in 
six months or a year, except Militant, the 
Spartacists (and Workers’ Power and 
poor old Alan Thornett, who thinks that 
Marxism is knowing a little about the 
films of the Marx Brothers; but even the 
Thornettites changed at some point). 
Grant and Taaffe, and the organisation 
that they had created, simply did not 
know the difference for Marxism be-
tween “prospects” and “perspectives” 
that you fight for. Here, they even got 
the prospects in Afghanistan and for 
the Russian invasion wrong.

In their commemoration of Taaffe, his 
comrades say that he came from “ex-
treme” poverty. I doubt that. It’s either 
a bit of myth-making, or working-class 
life seen by people from higher up the 
class scale.

I come from the semi-literate working 
class in a west-of-Ireland town, Ennis. 
My father was a fireman in Salford Gas 
Works for 25 years. The family joined 
him. I remember coveting, and can still 
visualise, a two-volume green-covered 
History of the USA in the book market 
at Shude Hill, which at 37s 6d was way 
beyond me. That was poverty, I sup-
pose, but there was a good public li-
brary system in Manchester. I never was 
short of the basic things.

When I knew Peter Taaffe first, in 
1964, he was a clerical worker, pay-
ing the police in Liverpool. He wore a 
self-consciously “intellectual’s” cordu-
roy jacket. Presumptuous he was, too.

I had been roughed up by plain-
clothes cops in a police station for try-
ing to get workers to join the TGWU 
union, but Taaffe insisted from his own 
experience paying jovial cops their 
wages that the police were all right, re-
ally.

There was always in RSL-Militant a 
whine, said to be working-class, but 
actually middle-class pretending. In my 
head it translated into lines from a song 
popularised by The Spinners, a Liver-
pool folk group.

“And us poor sailor lads were up, 
were up, were up

And the land-lubbers lying down 
below, below, below

And the land-lubbers lying down 
below, below, below”.

Militant was always “us poor sailor 
lads”.

The true poverty working-class peo-
ple suffered most from in the “full-em-
ployment” late 1950s and early 1960s 
was the warping and diminishing cul-
tural poverty. Taaffe, in Militant, gloried 
in that cultural working-class poverty, 
and in the Militant-run YS of the 1960s-
80s did his best to perpetuate it among 
young workers.

Young non-political workers in the 

days of the Militant YS tended to be 
less culturally narrow and strait-laced 
than the YS was. For example, you 
couldn’t get a resolution accepted at a 
Militant YS conference to make canna-
bis legal, although it is pretty harmless 
and many young workers used it. Why 
not? A Militant member, or more than 
one, would make a speech for the RSL 
that legalising cannabis would only cre-
ate a new capitalist monopoly, as with 
alcohol and tobacco.

That was besides the point, but any-
way — so then they wanted to illegalise 
alcohol and tobacco? No, no, comrade, 
“the workers wouldn’t understand”.

Stopping the persecution of homo-
sexuals was just a matter of liberalism, 
but it had been adopted by socialists 
since August Bebel proposed in the Re-
ichstag in 1898 the abolition of Germa-
ny’s anti-homosexual “Paragraph 175”. 
And long before that, I suppose. But it 
was too far ahead for the RSL YS.

And this was sometimes hypocrisy: 
comrades who went to gay bars came 
back with tales of meeting there Mili-
tant people who in their lives as politi-
cal leaders did not support even liberal 
reforms on gay rights.

Vulgar
What struck me most about Derek 
Hatton and Tommy Sheridan, who be-
came Militant’s best-known figures for 
a while, was that their idea of “the good 
life”, when they chose that, was quintes-
sentially that of an apolitical and quite 
backward worker: vulgar and ostenta-
tious consumption, in the style of well-
known footballers and such, was their 
idea of “the good life”.

Taaffe once said to me — I think Ted 
Grant was present — that people like 
us, him and me, with our lack of formal 
education, should not bother reading 
“difficult” writers like Plekhanov. He 
was far better formally-educated than 
I was — he was flattering me. I assumed 
that they just didn’t want me spending 
time reading such things. I ignored the 
advice.

But whether or not Taaffe meant it lit-
erally about Plekhanov, Grant was his 
brain. A decade or so ago, Peter Taaffe 
and I exchanged polemics. He referred 
contemptuously to Max Shachtman 
as describing Russia as some variety 
of state capitalism. Peter had been 50 
years in would-be Marxist politics, he 
was the political leader and organiser 
of the Socialist Party — and yet he didn’t 
know the difference between bureau-
cratic collectivism and state capitalism 
as designations for the Stalinism whose 
expansion he supported!

And what had he built? It has not 
been often that Trotskyists have had a 
decisive part in determining the out-
come of major class struggles, but 
RSL-Militant had that chance in 1984, 
in the miners’ strike, and there they 
played the part of reactionaries.

The strike lasted just over a year, and 
challenged the Thatcher government. 
Militant had the leadership of Liver-
pool’s Labour council, and major un-
ions in the city, facing Tory cuts. It might 

well have tipped the balance against 
Thatcher if the Liverpool labour move-
ment, which Militant led, had joined the 
miners in confronting the government. 
Serious Marxists in Liverpool would 
have sought for a reason, an excuse 
even, to join the fight against Thatcher.

Not the very Marxist RSL. Not “La-
bour’s Marxist Voice” under its strange 
spiv leader Derek Hatton! Militant made 
a deal with the Tory government in July 
1984 which took Liverpool away from 
the fight by licensing it to postpone the 
financial crunch to 1985-6.

A year later, with the miners beaten, 
Thatcher went after Liverpool. By late 
1985, the council was planning to lay 
off its entire workforce for four weeks 
“as a tactic”, then revealed that it had 
made de-facto cuts and could plug 
the remaining gap through loans from 
Swiss banks, negotiated months be-
fore. Militant discredited themselves, 
set themselves up for the Labour lead-
ers to purge them, and then quit the La-
bour Party rather than fight the purge.

Taaffe was, I understand, the Militant 
leader responsible for dealing with Liv-
erpool, his home town, and the leading 
councillor there, Derek Hatton. After-
wards, “Degsie” and Taaffe were diplo-
matically silent about each other in one 
of the biggest debacles the left in Brit-
ain has experienced since the General 
Strike of 1926.

Although Taaffe later (1988) wrote a 
book about it, neither Militant, nor the 
SP, nor Taaffe ever fully explained them-
selves. The labour movement is still suf-
fering the consequences of Thatcher’s 
perhaps-avoidable victory in 1984-5.

On Ireland, Militant and Taaffe had 
one of the strangest trajectories of all. 
The artificial Catholic minority in North-
ern Ireland rose for civil rights in the 
late 1960s. The biggest civil right they 
lacked was national self-determination.

The Catholics in the Six Counties 
were a bigger minority there than the 
Protestants of the whole island would 
have been in a united Ireland. Two of 
the “Six Counties”, Fermanagh and Ty-
rone, had Catholic and nationalist ma-
jorities. Catholics were a majority in half 
the land area of the Six Counties, and 
all along the border with the 26 Coun-
ties.

The Provisional IRA superimposed 
itself and its narrow politics on the 
Catholic civil rights struggle, and chan-
nelled the revolt into their own idea 
of an Irish war to drive out the British. 
They were able to do that because the 
Catholic and nationalist minority in the 
Six Counties was saturated in the songs 
and legends of Catholic Ireland’s long 
struggle with England.

The Provo war was as unexpected to 
the RSL-Militant as it was to us. But the 

What we are and 
what we must 
become
The founding document of the ten-
dency which is now Workers’ Liberty, 
written in 1966 as a critique of the 
RSL-Militant.
Available online at bit.ly/wwaawwmb

→ from page 9
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“constitutional question” would dom-
inate Irish and British politics for the 
rest of the 20th century and well into 
the 21st.

It was the most basic idea of Marxism 
(see the Comintern Second Congress 
Theses on the National and Colonial 
Question for instance) that those living 
in the oppressor country — Britain had 
partitioned Ireland, and was fighting to 
maintain the unjust partition — should 
back the nationalist insurgents, what-
ever the complexities, and try to tackle 
the political questions posed.

But the RSL-Militant did not even rec-
ognise the “constitutional question” 
dominating Irish politics. On that they 
were ultra-left. The Socialist Party would 
eventually come out for a federal united 
Ireland — the only possible united Ire-
land — but only after the Catholic and 
Provisional IRA insurgency had come to 
an end, and the fighting had stopped. 
That shift to a federal-Ireland policy was 
good, but very late, and thus not ade-
quate. And it was a damning implicit 
comment on what they had said and 
done during the 23-year war.

Throughout the war, from 1971 to 
1994 (or in Britain 1997, when the 
last Provisional IRA bombs destroyed 
part of the centre of Manchester), the 
RSL-Militant-SP, led by Peter Taaffe, 
proposed as a solution to the conflict 
a workers’ militia based on the trade 
unions.

It was not Militant’s idea. It was raised 
first by the Healyites, and then went 
the rounds of the Communist Party of 
Ireland and the Unionist BICO, but it 
became Militant’s formula during the 
years of war.

Sectarianism
It was a good and right idea — for a dif-
ferent society. Sectarianism had deep 
roots in Northern Ireland and in the 
Northern Ireland labour movement. 
There was sectarian job allocation and 
preferment. Sectarianism entered the 
unions.

To call for a united Protestant-Catho-
lic defence force was only another way 
of calling for workers’ unity. That was 
fine, but it could not be achieved apart 
from uniting a large body of workers 
around a solution to the “constitutional” 
(Orange-Green, Protestant-Catholic, 
all-Ireland) question.

For Northern Ireland it was sheer es-
capist nonsense. It was like the mice 
and belling the cat. The predatory cat 
had killed a lot of mice, so the mice had 
a meeting to decide what to do about 
it. I know, said a mouse: we should put 
a bell around the cat’s neck, and then 
we will know where the cat is, and he 
can’t creep up on us. Excellent idea, the 
mice agreed. But how were they going 
to put the bell around the cat’s neck? 
A workers’ defence squad in Northern 
Ireland was “belling the cat”.

And they weren’t even serious about 
it. When the Orange general strike 
broke out in May 1974, Militant forgot 
its evasive panacea, and said that both 
communities should look to their own 
defence. That was at the time of large-

scale Protestant-Unionist assassinations 
of Catholic at random.

Taaffe and Grant were not even seri-
ous or consistent even in denouncing 
“IRA violence”. In May 1972, a 19-year-
old British soldier went to visit his peo-
ple in Derry. He was captured by local 
Official Republicans, by the “left” Re-
publicans as I understand it, and shot. 
It was a stupid and blood-happy deed. 
Even Workers’ Fight (forerunner of Soli-
darity), which then criticised the Repub-
licans as little as we could, felt obliged 
to say it was an “ugly act of very doubt-
ful military value” which “could only 
horrify and demoralise the Catholic 
population and needlessly widen the 
already chasm-wide division between 
Protestants and Catholics”.

Militant’s response was the surprise. 
What right, they asked, had the bloody 
Provisional IRA to criticise the Official 
Republicans on a thing like that?

Militant had been the scourge of 
what it called “individual terrorism” 
(though the war was not “individual 
terrorism”, but a revolt of a part of the 
Catholic minority in Northern Ireland). 
The Officials had set off the bomb at Al-
dershot military base, in February 1972, 
which accidentally killed five cleaning 
women. Of course Militant denounced 
that. What had happened to make 
Taaffe and Grant now, in May 1972, de-
fend the “individual terrorists”? Militant 
was having talks with the Officials, who 
would evolve to become the Workers’ 
Party.

Peter Taaffe’s tragedy was that he 
spent 60 years teaching the workers he 
reached not Marxism, but first Grant’s 
weird and very subjective politics, and 
then the vaguer Grantism, with some 
of the rough edges smoothed off and 
replaced by vague socialist generali-
ties, of the Socialist Party. It called and 
calls itself Marxism, but it was an odd 
mix of ultra-leftism (on Ireland), La-
bour-Party-ism, and Stalinism. Marxism, 
working-class socialism, it was not and 
is not. □

The fall of “orthodox” illusions

By Barry Finger

Leftist political currents have rarely 
engaged in the kinds of open and 

public-self-scrutiny that they often de-
mand of others. Many more are those 
socialists who — faced with a global 
working class capable of intermittent 
rebellion, but not, at least thus far, of 
serving as the pivot of socialist trans-
formation — have, through prolonged 
ideological compromise, reoriented 
themselves beyond recognition.

The main object of socialism mor-
phed from raising the working class to 
the master of society — by winning the 
battle for democracy — into a credo by 
which the development of production 
through comprehensive planning and 
the elimination of private property and 
the market would lay the groundwork 
for an unheralded prosperity. It was 
enough that Communist workers — as 
the obedient and disciplined agents of 
a general staff of existing and incipient 
social managers — should fight capital-
ism to its death so that private property 
could be eliminated and replaced by a 
collectivised society. 

If the working classes had bypassed 
history by their refusal to accept the 
“tasks” Marxists placed on them, then 
history had to bypass the working 
classes in recognition that the prole-
tariat need have no autonomous and 
conscious role to play in socialistic 
transformation. For socialists who were 
not outright apologists for Stalinism, 
these transformed societies were if not 
socialist, at least post-capitalist.

Workers, such socialists (often Trot-
skyist) argued, limped along on bu-
reaucratic crutches, until, their vitality 
nourished by bureaucratic beneficence 
and “socialist” education, they would 
be able to whisk their authoritarian Sta-
linist nannies aside and walk with confi-
dence independently. 

The authors of this volume, in part 
because they cut their political teeth 
in a milieu that shared some of these 
illusions, present a compelling dissec-
tion and repudiation of the motivating 
conceit that bureaucratically managed 
societies were a necessary, if lamen-
table, authoritarian step in advancing 
working class emancipation; that such 
societies blindly reasserted the central 
Marxist dynamic in a roundabout and 
unanticipated fashion.

By 1989-91, when Communism col-
lapsed in Eastern Europe and Russia, 
the authors of this book and the or-
ganisation they are integral members 
of, had long abandoned all socialist 
illusions about the class nature of Sta-
linism. In truth, as the earlier pieces on 
Vietnam and Czechoslovakia suggest, 
they never fully replaced working class 

politics with the avatar of collectivised 
property. Bureaucratic societies were 
class societies and like all class socie-
ties they generated multiple conflicts 
and irrationalities, crises of one kind or 
another, i.e., breakdowns in the regular 
functioning of the system. Not business 
cycles, as under capitalism, but crises 
of rationality and flexibility, crises of 
stagnation and torpor, evidence, ulti-
mately, of a fundamental rot.

And when these hollowed out sys-
tems cracked and began to collapse, 
workers rebelled. But they rebelled not 
to preserve bedrock “gains” of collec-
tivised property — in truth, the collec-
tivised property of a small stratum of 
overlords — but rather to access the 
basic democratic rights, long denied 
them, necessary for self-activity.

Third Camp socialism — the political 
current that the AWL came to embrace 
— had long believed that the fight for 
democratic rights in bureaucratic so-
cieties would cascade into a struggle 
for socialist transformation. They felt 
confirmed in this by the uprisings of 
Berlin workers in 1953 and Hungarian 
workers in 1956, insurgencies that had 
spontaneously erupted into workers’ 
councils and raised the call for social-
ism in the hope of fomenting a revo-
lutionary working class mutiny in the 
satellite states. Independent socialists 
saw these as failed dress rehearsals, 
auditions, for the revolutions to come. 
They were, nevertheless, correct, at 
least, in one regard: in seeing the in-
terconnectedness of the Stalinist so-
cial structure; that its collapse in one 
country could bring about its downfall 
throughout.

But by the late 1980s Eastern Euro-
pean workers had shed their remaining 
allegiances to socialism, so thoroughly 
tainted as it was by the stench of Sta-
linism. There were, of course, socialist 
holdouts in Solidarnosc and elsewhere, 
but these rearguard revolutionaries 
could not rally a significant mass of 
workers behind them. Rather, it was 
the societies of Western Europe that 
appealed to them as a civilisational up-
grade, a democratic leap forward, and 
they threw their weight behind a bour-
geois revolution against their Stalinist 
oppressors. 

The readers of this concise volume 
will be rewarded by the lively and re-
vealing engagement with Trotskyist or-
thodoxy and other currents, where the 
ideas summarized above are teased 
out as actual events unfolded: Vietnam, 
Czechosolvakia, Afghanistan, Poland. 

But a real question mark remains. 
Can socialism re-emerge as a move-
ment dedicated to the preservation 
and growth of democracy and gain 
working class traction by the consist-
ent application of those ideals? Or, will 
it be forever sidetracked by dead end 
forces that disrupt capitalism, even at 
the cost of working class freedom? □

In 1991 the USSR collapsed. It was 
a turning-point in world history The 

book surveys socialist responses at 
the time. £6 □
workersliberty.org/publications
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Mass deportations and 
14 June
By Tom Harrison 

Trump’s tariff wars, even apart from 
disrupting world markets, are a 

tax on American consumers who will 
be paying more for their groceries, 
which he, ever knowledgeable about 
doing the weekly shop, describes as 
“a bag with different things in it”. The 
most popular fruit Americans buy is ba-
nanas. They may double in price thanks 
to tariffs. Banana production can’t be 
“brought back to the USA”. It wasn’t 
there in the first place, due to climatic 
conditions.

Yet one person who won’t be both-
ered by the price of bananas is cryp-
tocurrency “entrepreneur” Justin Sun. 
He forked out $6.2 million for one 
strapped to a wall with duct tape and 
devoured the banana at a news confer-
ence, drawing parallels between crypto 
and conceptual art.

A possibly more substantial and cer-
tainly more expensive meal Sun just 
had was at Trump’s tacky Mar-a-Lago 
residence. Sun spent $20 million on 
Trump meme coins making him one of 
its largest holders. He was top of the 
guest list for Trump’s “crypto dinner” 
at which those present hoped to gain 
favour for effectively bribing the Pres-
ident. Total ticket receipts were said to 
be $148 million.

It looks like Sun has already received 
payback on his investment. Under in-
vestigation from 2023 by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission and the 
FBI for market manipulation, Sun had 
proceedings against him effectively 
dropped when Trump’s appointees 
took over the agencies last February. 
Sun also put $75 million into World 
Liberty Financial, another Trump crypto 
entity.

Regulation of the crypto industry 
is now in free fall with investigations 
dropped and several crypto criminals 
released from US jails. This past few 
weeks have seen Don jr tour Serbia, 
Bulgaria, and Romania — all countries 
with high levels of corruption — touting 
crypto schemes along with plans for 
Trump hotels and golf courses. Brother 
Eric has done pretty much the same in 
the despotisms of Saudi, the UAE and 
Qatar, helped in his endeavours by 
Zach Witkoff, son of Trump’s Middle 
East envoy. Vietnam is rushing through 
plans for a Trump golf course

On top of all this is that $400 million 
luxury jet “gifted” to the US govern-
ment to be passed on to the as yet un-
built Trump Presidential Library once 
he leaves office. Doubtless the plane 
will then be used to ferry books, as-
suming there are any. Seen as an obvi-

ous bribe to anyone but abject Trump 
toadies, it highlights a main goal of his 
Presidency, namely propelling him into 
the ranks of the ultra super rich and giv-
ing him the status he has felt hitherto 
denied.

Attorney General Pam Bondi didn’t 
have a problem with Trump accept-
ing the “palace in the sky”, she herself 
having worked for a firm which earned 
$115,000 a month lobbying for the Qa-
taris. So much for draining the swamp! 
Quack Health Secretary R F Kennedy 
considerately took his grandchildren 
for a swim in a creek full of sewage as 
a Mother’s Day treat that could just as 
well serve as a metaphor for the entire 
Trump regime.

The regime, combining elements of 
oligarchy, kleptocracy, and kakistocracy 
(rule of the worst), will make the Ameri-
can working class pay dearly if allowed 
to get away with it. Already the tariffs 
are effectively a tax on consumers. 
Trump’s “one big beautiful bill”, passed 
by a one vote majority by the House of 
Representatives on 22 May, will burden 
them even more.

Intent
The Bill’s main intent is more tax cuts 
for the rich. To pay for this are cuts in 
Medicaid said to negatively affect 14 
million citizens. Additionally there will 
be cuts to the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Programme, which provides 
food stamps to 40 million low-income 
Americans.

Those cuts, on top of the tariffs and 
DOGE sackings, aren’t going down 
well with voters, many of whom suf-
fering remorse after buying into the 
lie that Trump would end inflation “on 
day one”. A straw in the wind has been 
the huge Democrat victory in Omaha, 
which on 13 May elected its first black 
mayor on a 43-point swing. The mid-
terms beckon in November 2026. 
Trump’s best way to forestall defeat via 
the polling booths is to advance still 
further down the authoritarian path, so 
that he can ignore or stall an unfavour-
able Congress.

An outward sign of Trump’s dictato-
rial urges was a large portrait of him 
hung outside the Department of Agri-
culture in Washington DC, reminiscent 
of the kind of images on public build-
ings displayed in dictatorships. Trump 
plans a military parade on his personal 
birthday, 14 June, with a projected cost 
of $45 million which won’t be subject to 
“efficiency savings” enacted by DOGE.

Meanwhile attacks on elected politi-
cians, the media, the judiciary, univer-
sities, and the art world gather pace, 
alongside the suppression (already) 

of union rights for federal employees 
and threats to union rights for all other 
workers. Harvard University is resisting, 
if only through legal action, but Trump 
has responded by moves to stop it tak-
ing international students (27% of its 
total, and a bigger part of its tuition-fee 
income).

A Republican Congresswoman and 
a mayor in Newark, New Jersey have 
been arrested during a protest outside 
an ICE detention centre. Investigations 
have been launched against several 
broadcast networks, and funding cut 
from public broadcast networks NPR 
and PBS. That has included an attack 
on Sesame Street! Trump has also been 
doing his own suing of various news 
outlets. On 25 April the FBI arrested 
Milwaukee judge Hannah Dugan in her 
own courthouse, accusing her of help-
ing a man evade immigration officials.

Currently the main line of attack on 
democracy in the US is bound up with 
a drive against undocumented immi-
grants. They are regarded as an easy 
target, the administration considering 
the drive against them meets with pub-
lic approval. We have the likes of Ste-
phen Miller, an influential figure in the 
regime with a track record of pushing 
white supremacist and neo-Nazi prop-
aganda, talking about suspending ha-
beas corpus on the grounds that the US 
is being “invaded”.

If Trump has anything approximat-
ing stormtroopers at the moment, it is 
primarily the agents of ICE. As well as 
signing up the National Guard to help 
ICE, he has called for 20,000 more ICE 
cops to be recruited to supplement the 
6,000 already doing the roundups of 
“illegals”. Just what types persons likely 
to form the bulk of these new recruits 
you don’t need dare to imagine. Other 
preparations include securing more 
detention centres, legal moves against 
“sanctuary cities”, and legal moves to 
strip immigrants of protections gained 
under previous administrations.

Enhanced ICE actions pose a danger 
of implementation of martial law via 
the Insurrection Act. That may even be 
a desired outcome. The crackdown on 
immigrants in sanctuary cities is bound 
to create a strong reaction. In many 
ways it will be reminiscent of what went 
on in the North at the time of the Fu-
gitive Slave Act. Trump’s drive to dic-
tatorship must be resisted and a mass 
movement built to defend working 
class living standards, to resist the de-
portations, and to defend democratic 
rights and to institute a functioning de-
mocracy in place of the USA’s already 
semi-monarchical system. The next big 
protests against Trump are due on 14 
June, the day of the Trump-birthday 
military parade. □
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Ignorant and cowardly: PCS leaders on trans rights
From PCS Independent Left

The PCS civil service union met for its 
annual conference on 20-22 May. The 
issue of highest controversy was trans 
rights: the report below is abridged 
from the PCS Independent Left, with 
thanks. Ukraine motions were talked out 
and guillotined, so Israel-Palestine was 
the only thing discussed in the interna-
tional section, and PCS policy remains 
pro-Ukraine.

The General Secretary, President 
and the National Standing Orders 

Committee made a number of deci-
sions and statements in the run-up to 
and during the conference which at-
tacked the rights of trans delegates 
and blocked the discussion of motions 
of trans solidarity in the wake of the Su-
preme Court Judgement on the Equal-
ity Act.

The President and General Secretary, 
without NEC consultation, released a 
public statement in advance of confer-
ence which stated that the union was 
intent on enforcing their own interpre-
tation of the Supreme Court Ruling, 
advising trans delegates not to use the 
toilet of their gender. In doing so they 
placed PCS to the right of the rest of the 
trade union movement, the Brighton 
Conference Centre management, and 
Civil Service employers.

The Standing Orders Committee 
(SOC) sent all motions from branches 
which mentioned “the trans issue” to 
the union’s lawyers, asking for legal ad-

vice “in the wake of the Supreme Court 
ruling”. It subsequently ruled that none 
of the motions would be put to confer-
ence, none of them would be printed, 
and this decision could not be chal-
lenged.

On the eve of conference, SOC ruled 
that motion A57 on trans rights, which 
had already been printed and circu-
lated as part of the original motions 
booklet, would also be out of order. 
The legal advice for this wasn’t forth-
coming and had to be fought for on 
conference floor by the majority of del-
egates continuously refusing to adopt 
standing orders.

When the advice was provided, it did 
not relate to this year’s Supreme Court 
ruling at all.

Accepted
Regardless of the SOC legal advice, the 
President could have accepted A57, 
as it had already been printed, and 
the supposed legal jeopardy already 
breached, by simply calling for a vote 
on a previous Standing Order Report 
which included it, but he did not.

To imbue one individual, regardless 
of political stripe, with the authority to 
rule out any motion on the grounds of 
legal jeopardy is not a tenable or dem-
ocratic situation.

PCS Independent Left will be propos-
ing rule changes for next year’s confer-
ence to redress this. We also welcome 
the election of members of the Coali-
tion for Change to the Standing Orders 
Committee to challenge such behav-

iour next year.
There is broad consensus that the 

Supreme Court ruling is detrimental to 
trans rights. We consider the ruling and 
the subsequent interim EHRC guidance 
as part of a cultural and legislative tra-
jectory of erasure of trans people from 
society.

When unions in the deep south were 
faced with legally enforced racial seg-
regation through Jim Crow, did they 
simply accept the law or did they break 
it in order to organise black and white 
workers against it? Did unions simply 
accept the poll-tax when it became 
law, or did they support the mass cam-
paign of non-payment to oppose and 
ultimately defeat it? 

Did our own union simply accept the 
law had changed, disallowing union 
membership at GCHQ, or did they op-
pose it and support each and every rep 
who was sacked as a consequence?

There are, of course, many other ex-
amples of unions refusing to accept the 
law when it challenges the rights, or in 
this case, the existence, of their mem-
bers.

And some Group PCS conferences 
in the same week did allow similar 
motions to be debated and voted on, 
which almost entirely debases the ra-
tionale behind excluding them from 
national conference.

In behaving as they have, PCS Left 
Unity [the dominant faction] have not 
only thrown our trans members under 
the bus, but have — potentially unwit-
tingly — signalled to transphobes in the 

wider trade union movement how to 
ensure similar situations are played out 
in other unions. 

If there was one incident which 
demonstrates this the most, it was the 
emboldening of transphobes to an ex-
tent that, for the first time at PCS con-
ference, they felt it acceptable to boast 
from the podium of misgendering and 
presuming the gender of delegates 
and harassing them in the toilets, later 
providing the same perspectives freely 
to the Daily Mail.

Refusing
We want to pay a huge tribute to the 
self-organisation of trans delegates 
who led allies in refusing to back down, 
despite the force of the leadership, law-
yers, the Standing Orders Committee 
and full-timers acting against them.

We also don’t want activists to be dis-
heartened. The power shown on the 
conference floor during the debate on 
standing orders and during the Equali-
ties section and the continuous stream 
of delegates throughout the confer-
ence highlighting support for trans 
siblings should be heartening. There is 
an organisation here which isn’t going 
away.

PCS Independent Left will continue to 
back our trans members and the wider 
trans community. □
• More online: bit.ly/pcs-t for an 
explanation that the Supreme Court 
judgement, for all its faults, does not 
mandate birth-sex checks on toilets.

Wrong on Supreme Court

It is my view that the re-
sponses of Solidarity to the 

recent Supreme Court ruling 
on how woman and sex is de-
fined in the Equality Act have 
been wrongheaded. The rul-
ing has led to much debate 
about what the consequences 
would be with regards to sin-
gle-sex spaces for women.

If certain women’s spaces 
wish to include trans women 
then that’s their prerogative, 
but it is politically wrong to 
insist that women who wish 
to have genuine single-sex 
spaces for certain reasons, in-
cluding for reasons of political 
organisation, or safety such as 
with women’s prisons, should 
not be allowed to do so.

In recent years there have 
been some negative conse-

quences to not implement-
ing single-sex provisions in 
the few places in life where it 
would be appropriate to do 
so. Sport and female prisons 
are some well known exam-
ples. Rather than campaign-
ing for better provision for, 
say, trans women in open 
sports categories or for safety 
of prisoners including trans 
women in single-sex prisons, 
many on the left supported a 
de facto self-ID model based 
on gender identity which was 
both wrong politically and led 
to a backlash that has been 
extremely unfortunate for 
trans people and has allowed 
right-wing politicians to ludi-
crously portray themselves as 
defenders of women’s spaces.

The judgment only directly 
concerned those people with 
Gender Recognition Certifi-
cates, a group which numbers 
in the thousands and repre-
sents a very small proportion 

of trans people in the UK.   It 
is the case that, quite rightly, 
trans people are separately 
protected from unlawful dis-
crimination by the Equality 
Act via the protected charac-
teristic of gender reassign-
ment. A trans woman who 
feels she has been the target 
of sexist discrimination on the 
basis of being perceived to 
be female can also argue that 
she has suffered discrimina-
tion by perception.

The rights of trans people 
to live their lives free from 
harassment and discrimina-
tion, to be able to receive 
the healthcare they require, 
should be defended but the 
responses I have seen from 
the AWL seem to counter-
pose trans rights and the 
rights of women to have sin-
gle-sex spaces. This is most 
regrettable. □

Ayub Jawad, 
London

Next strike likely 
to start 9 June
By John Ryan

Nottingham University Hos-
pitals Trust has offered a 

pathetic one extra day of an-
nual leave, just for 2025, to 
end the dispute over back pay 
for Health Care Support Work-
ers. The HCSWs were scornful, 
saying it was insulting.

Support
These strikers have a lot of 
car-honking support from the 
public and they should capi-
talise on that by taking a peti-
tion demanding their back pay 
to the public in local town cen-
tres. The Trust is lying when it 
says that the reason it won’t 
extend the back pay period is 
lack of proof that HCSWs were 
working higher grade duties in 
2019, and there may now be a 
way of refuting that by looking 
at staff competencies. The staff 

could use those to draw up a 
statement of support from 
MPs and local politicians.

A round of strikes ended 
on Wednesday 21 May. A 
HCSW-led committee will dis-
cuss what happens next. An 
impromptu survey of work-
ers carried out on one of the 
picket lines unanimously sup-
ported escalation, and it looks 
like the next strike will be for 
five days starting Monday 9 
June. □ 
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£3,000 a month to look at the depot?

By Jay Dawkey

“That’s expensive for 
what you are getting”, 

as we look out from the mess 
room at the yet new blocks 
of flats being built. “£3k a 
month to look at the depot”, 
O scoffs. 

“Some of them are social 
housing, the ones with the 
smaller balconies. Probably 
they can’t use all the facilities 
in the building either. Some 
will have courtyards and 
gyms, but they don’t all have 
same access. Separate en-
trances for the people pay-
ing top whack. Mad really”.

“Not bad, though, is it? It’s 
all paid for on benefits to 
get somewhere like that?” 

E says. “I don’t think many 
are on benefits, E, not liv-
ing there. It’s just the most 
affordable thing round here 
since they got rid of the old 
estate. Most of them are still 
working, even in a council 
flat”.

“But if £3k is a lot for us, 
and most people are on less, 
it’s not sustainable going for-
ward. No one will be able to 
live here if it keeps going 
like that.”

The depot will be knocked 
down to make way for more 
flats. The area will soon be 
transformed into more and 
more tower blocks facing 
each other. “You won’t even 
get a view of the depot then, 
or the sidings, just a view of 
the next block of flats”. We 
got an update sent round 
by the developer and TfL 
about the current stage of 
the developments, but still 

no mention of exactly what 
our future will be.

“Perhaps they just don’t 
know, or they think it won’t 
happen anytime soon. But 

an update without the cru-
cial info of what happens to 
us is not really much of an 
update”, E says. □

The 1944 coup attempt against Hitler

By John Cunningham

Any notion that the Nazi regime was 
unopposed within Germany is one-

sided. There were various acts of resist-
ance and no less than 15 attempts on 
Hitler’s life. Valkyrie (dir. Bryan Singer, 
2008), is loosely based on the real 
events of the last of those.

Severely wounded in North Africa, 
Colonel Claus von Stauffenberg (Tom 
Cruise — not a popular choice in Ger-
many due to his Scientology connec-
tions) is appalled by the Nazis and 
believes the Reich cannot win the war.

He has lost an eye and his right hand, 
but after recovering he joins a secret 
group who want to bring an end to the 
war. July 1944: von Stauffenberg at-
tends a conference headed by Hitler in 
the so-called Wolf’s Lair in East Prussia. 
A bomb, disguised as a bottle of Coin-
treau, fails to explode. At a second at-

tempt a few days later the bomb, this 
time in a briefcase, explodes.

Von Stauffenberg quickly heads back 
to Berlin for Operation Valkyrie — which 
will mobilise the Berlin garrison, arrest 
SS and Gestapo leaders, and install a 
new government. Everything goes to 

plan until it is revealed that Hitler has 
survived the blast, only slightly injured. 
The coup collapses and those involved 
suffer terrible retribution. □
• Watch online: bit.ly/valk08

Join Workers’ Liberty!
Want to be part of an organised long-haul collective 

effort to spread the socialist ideas you read in Soli-
darity, and to link together activities in diverse campaigns 
and conflicts around that consistent socialist thread? Then 
take some copies of Solidarity to sell each week, and con-
tact us to discuss joining Workers’ Liberty, the group that 
produces and sustains this paper. Check it out and contact 
us via workersliberty.org/join-awl □

Need to pick up the pace 
We have the promise of some larger donations in the 

coming week, but a measly £80 over the last two weeks 
means that without a renewed push on donations we are in 
danger of not hitting our target.

Despite the flop of the Great British National Strike, the far-
right are on the rise and able to raise funds very quickly. Lucy 
Connolly, the new cause-célèbre for the far-right as a “free 

speech martyr”, has had tens of thousands of pounds raised 
to continue to fight her court case for tweeting “Mass depor-
tation now, set fire to all the fucking hotels full of the bastards 
for all I care … if that makes me racist so be it”.

To combat and fight the racism of people like Lucy Con-
nolly we need your donations!

• Donate: workersliberty.org/fund

What we stand for

Today one class, the working class, 
lives by selling its labour power 

to another, the capitalist class, which 
owns the means of production.

Capitalists’ control over the econ-
omy and their relentless drive to in-
crease their wealth causes poverty, 
unemployment, blighting of lives by 
overwork; imperialism, environmen-
tal destruction and much else.

The working class must unite to 
struggle against the accumulated 
wealth and power of the capitalists, 
in the workplace and 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 recall-
able at any time and an end to bu-
reaucrats’ and managers’ privileges.

We fight for trade unions and the 
Labour Party to break with “social 
partnership” with the bosses, to mil-
itantly assert working-class interests.

In workplaces, trade unions, and 
Labour organisations; among stu-

dents; in local campaigns; on the 
left and in wider political alliances 
we stand for:

• Independent working-class rep-
resentation in politics

• A workers’ government, based 
on and accountable to the labour 
movement

• A workers’ charter of trade union 
rights — to organise, strike, picket ef-
fectively, and take solidarity action

• Taxing the rich to fund good 
public services, homes, education 
and jobs for all

• Workers’ control of major indus-
tries and finance for a rapid transi-
tion to a green society

• A workers’ movement that fights 
all forms of oppression

• Full equality for women, and so-
cial provision to free women from 
domestic labour. Reproductive free-
doms and free abortion on demand. 

• Full equality for lesbian, gay, bi-
sexual and trans 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 soci-
ety, from the smallest workplace or 
community to global social organi-
sation

• Equal rights for all nations, 
against imperialists and predators 
big and small

• Maximum left unity in action, and  
full openness in debate

If you agree with us, take copies of 
Solidarity to sell — and join us! □

• workersliberty.org/join-awl
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Lambeth ballot closes 29 May
By Wilson Gibbons

Library workers in Lambeth end their 
strike ballot on Friday 29 May. The 

decision to ballot came after Lambeth 
council announced that £1 million 
of their library budget was facing the 
chop in the first round of its £50 mil-

lion of cuts. Lambeth’s well organised 
library workers appear to be well over 
the 50% turnout threshold needed for 
strikes under the 2016 Trade Union Act. 

Experience
The ballot results will follow in the com-
ing weeks.

Lambeth’s library workers already 
have experience of fighting cuts in the 
borough, having had a lively Save Our 
Libraries campaign and strikes around 
the beginning of Osborne’s austerity in 
the 2010s.

Young members of Unison in Lon-
don, hearing of the ballot and action 

taken by teachers and support staff in 
Lambeth against school closures there, 
on hosted a fundraiser on 9 May which 
raised around £800 for Lambeth’s fight-
ing fund, and the same amount for the 
Trans Legal Clinic. □

Birmingham bins need 
action to break deadlock
By Jim Denham

Birmingham city council bin 
workers, members of Unite, 

have been on all-out strike 
since 11 March. They are re-
sponding to a threatened pay 
cut of £8,000 a year to around 
170 bin workers and a regrad-
ing exercise that threatens the 
pay of hundreds more.

On 9 May a mass picket of the Lifford 
Lane depot (not called by Unite) was a 
tremendous success and a massive mo-
rale boost to the strikers.

On 21 May a somewhat smaller but 
still effective, picket at the Atlas depot 
in Tyseley was held — this time called by 
Unite itself.

But strikers remain frustrated at the 
lack of clear leadership from Unite at 
either national or local level.

Meanwhile, the Labour council, which 
is effectively bankrupt, has obtained an 
injunction to stop effective picketing.

The conciliation service Acas has 
been involved in talks since the start 
of the month, but the dispute remains 
deadlocked.

Commissioners
Unite has blamed government-ap-
pointed commissioners, who have 
been overseeing the council’s opera-
tions since its effective bankruptcy, for 
the apparent lack of progress.

Commissioners were brought in by 
the previous Conservative government 
after the council declared itself effec-
tively bankrupt in September 2023.

Unite said the talks set out a clear 
timeline for an offer the council claimed 
was available, to be put on the table.

In a statement, Unite say: “What has 
become increasingly clear is that the 
offer is now being blocked by the gov-
ernment commissioners and the leader 
of the council, none of whom have ever 
been in the negotiating room.

“Talks aimed at resolving the Birming-
ham bin strike have been sabotaged by 
government commissioners.”

Unite general secretary Sharon Gra-
ham said: “From the council side, the 
negotiations in this dispute have been 
a shambles, with the government right 
at the heart of it.

“The offer briefed to the press for 

all affected workers simply 
never existed and the new 
ballpark offer discussed at 
Acas has now been blocked 
by government commis-
sioners.

“Instead of trying to in-
junct picket lines and attack 
workers, the council leader 
should stop playing games, 
get in the room and solve 

this dispute.
“Birmingham City Council’s bin work-

ers, residents and the public at large 
have all been lied to.

“The bottom line is that our members 
can’t afford to have savage pay cuts of 
up to £8,000 with no mitigation. Until 
that issue is addressed the strikes will 
continue.

“If Labour is truly the party for work-
ers, how can this government be aiding 
and abetting these cuts and once again 
allowing workers and communities to 
pay the price?”

Graham’s militant words are very 
welcome, but what is needed now are 
more mass pickets and a concerted 
campaign to build support amongst 
trade unionists at local and national 
level. □

Care workers 
strike in 
Scotland
By Dale Street

Two weeks of rolling strike days by 
Unison members in the Scottish 

social care employer Enable, culmi-
nating in a lobby of the Scottish Par-
liament, commence on Thursday 29 
May).

Thursday’s 24-hour strike in East 
Renfrewshire will be followed by 
one-day strikes in Milltown, Aber-
deen and Moray (3 June); Ayrshire 
(6 June); Lanarkshire (10 June); and 
Glasgow, Edinburgh, East and West 
Lothian (12 June).

There is a long back-story to the 
strikes. However, the issue is pay, and 
the forthcoming action is the first 
Scotland-wide strike in social care in 
over a decade. It is also the first strike 
in Enable in its seventy-year history.

Unison has described Enable as 
“one of the better employers in the 
care sector” and has made a point of 
linking the strike to the Scottish Gov-
ernment’s longstanding failure to 
properly fund social care in Scotland.

Even if the former point is true — 
but some employees would certainly 
dispute it — it is not a high hurdle to 
cross. The latter point is certainly 
true. It underlines the need for con-
certed campaigning by the three un-
ions in social care (Unison, Unite and 
the GMB). 

Rather than adopting an attitude 
of “Let’s see how the strike in Ena-
ble goes”, all three unions should 
be campaigning for strikes over pay 
with individual employers wherever 
possible, and also starting joint cam-
paigning directed at the Scottish 
Government.

With Holyrood elections less than 
a year away, the SNP, and all other 
political parties, are vulnerable.

A start in that direction could be 
made by all unions — including Unite 
and the GMB — sending delegations 
to support picket lines during the 
strike, and also the lobby of Holy-
rood on 12 June. □
• More online: bit.ly/senable
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Doctors ballot 
from 27 May
Resident doctors (formerly junior 

doctors), members of the BMA, 
have announced a ballot for strikes 
over pay. They seek progress to-
wards restoration of their real-pay 
loss since 2020. The ballot opens 27 
May and closes 7 July. 

A BMA activist told Solidarity: 
“Consultants and SAS [speciality] 
doctors have introduced a rate card 
(extra contractual/locum) to pres-
sure. The consultants and SAS will 
be coordinated. Residents are mov-
ing sooner, though.

“The RCN is currently calling our 
mildly higher offer [than nurses got] 
grotesque despite our efforts at 
unity, so unity with nurses looks dif-
ficult.

“We have more problems than last 
time due to bottlenecks and NHS 
cuts causing unemployment and 
anti-immigrant sentiment disrupting 
unity”. □
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After Winter Fuel U-turn

Stop benefit cuts
By Cathy Nugent

Even by the most minimal electoralist criteria, 
the Labour government is not doing well and 

ought to be changing political direction urgently. 
The party’s position in the polls has dropped from 
37.5% support shortly before the election in July 
2024 to 25.2% in March 2025. At the same time 
support for Reform has risen to around 30%.

Important reasons behind Labour’s steep drop 
in popularity are keeping the two-child benefit 
cap, cuts to the winter fuel allowance, and pro-
posals to cut disability benefits, including access 
to the Personal Independence Payments (PIP). 
These cuts have provoked backlash among La-
bour’s backbenchers and many party members.

Yet the cuts are being opposed by everyone 
from the Greens to Reform.

Memos from Angela Rayner have been leaked 
which set out alternative tax-raising measures — 
and the restriction of legal migrants’ access to 
pensions and benefits to stave off spending cuts.

Gradually Labour’s leaders are beginning to 
shift on the cuts, but only marginally.

Starmer has indicated that the threshold for 
winter fuel payments could be raised.

The two-child benefit cap will be considered as 
part of a delayed review on child poverty. Some 
reports suggest a climbdown, others an increase 
in alternative forms of support. Starmer is said 
to have ensured the 11 June Spending Review 
will include expanded free breakfast clubs, wider 
eligibility for free school meals, and increases in 
child benefit.

UK child poverty is now running at a record rate 
of 4.5 million children, 31% of all children. The 
rate rose from 27 per cent to 30 per cent between 
2010–11 and 2022–23, with families with three or 
more children most badly affected.

Ex-Prime Minister Gordon Brown entered the 
debate with his own proposal to raise money and 
scrap the child benefit cap — a levy on the gam-
bling industry, commercial banks and corporate 
philanthropy.

These half-measure taxes, on some of the 
wealth, would be welcome but won’t get Labour 
out of trouble. Across the board taxes on top 
wealth could fix things in the short term, though 
we will need more radical measures of public 
ownership for longer-term redress.

With a big Labour MP rebellion likely on the dis-
ability cuts (around 100 are said to oppose), the 
vote on the proposals may be postponed beyond 
June. As with all the other benefit measures, a 
complete reversal is unlikely without much more 
pressure on Labour’s leaders.

The grassroots campaign against disability cuts, 
much of it in Labour and the trade unions con-
tinues.

On 21 May Disabled People Against cuts 
(DPAC) organised a lobby of MPs. Local groups 
have called demonstrations on 31 May against 
Stephen Timms (11am Stratford Station) and 
Rachel Reeves in Leeds (10am Bramley Centre). 
The Leeds demonstration is supported by Unite 
Community, Wakefield Unison, and many Labour 
activists. Leicester NEU is organising a lobby of 
Liz Kendall in early June.

Many local Labour Parties have now passed 
motions against the disability cuts, including Ra-
chel Reeves’ Leeds West party.

Unison, which has a policy against disability 
cuts, has finally publicly communicated that po-
sition, asking members to say how they will be 
affected by cuts to PIP. The union are also urg-
ing members and branches to lobby MPs to vote 
against the changes, and says it will publish a list 
of which MPs don’t.

Branches should not wait on Unison HQ to get 
that campaign started; they need to take on the 
work themselves, and start by supporting local 
disabled members’ groups to get involved. □

Independent Labour 
Day in Singapore
By Dylan Seah

An independent Labour Day rally took place in 
Singapore on 25 May, as an alternative to the 

annual rally held by the state-controlled National 
Trade Union Congress (NTUC). The independent 
rally took place at Speakers’ Corner in Hong Lim 
Park, the only legal venue for protests in Singa-
pore. It appeared bigger this year than last, with 
a stronger presence from Opposition parties, in-
cluding sitting MPs from the Workers’ Party. 

The rally, initially scheduled for 1 May, had been 
postponed due to tighter restrictions on political 
activity around the 3 May general election. Those, 
of course, did not prevent the ruling party’s NTUC 
from having its own rally on 1 May. The govern-
ment banned migrant workers from attending the 
25 May rally.

Workers Make Possible organised the rally, 
alongside several autonomous workers’ groups 
for food couriers, health workers, transport work-
ers and self-employed workers. Since Covid 
these workers’ groups have fought and won cam-
paigns for retail workers at drugstore Watsons to 
be able to sit down, as well as for food couriers 
in the financial district to be able to use main lifts 
to deliver food to office workers (they were pre-
viously forced to use cargo lifts.) In both of those 
campaigns, these independent quasi-unions met 
formally with management to negotiate.

Workers Make Possible also represents individ-
ual workers in disputes with employers regarding 
non-payment of wages. 

As anyone who has experienced the stultify-
ing political atmosphere in Singapore will know, 

these developments are spectacular. A banner at 
the independent rally read “We Can’t Afford This 
Anymore! We Need Real Unions to Fight Back!” 
As this alternative labour movement continues to 
grow, it will be necessary for it to develop some 
orientation to the official labour movement — even 
if that orientation is “we see no way of democ-
ratising and transforming the official unions into 
fighting unions, so we must set up new ones.”

Probably the only way to test this is to combine 
independent worker organisation with activity at 
rank and file level inside the official unions. Can 
Workers Make Possible and other groups build 
a whole new labour movement from scratch? It 
will have to do more than exist in parallel with the 
NTUC as a way to seek refuge from the realities of 
the regime. It will have to be a combative vehicle 
for fighting a wider battle for democracy. It will 
have to be able to “defeat” the NTUC, or maybe 
partly subvert it from within.

There are some labour activists now exiled from 
China who still believe that the frequent wildcat 
strikes in China have the potential to push some 
of the CCP centrally-controlled state “union” ma-
chinery at local level into action. When the fascist 
Franco government was on the decline in Spain, 
Stalinists and left Catholics organised within the 
shell of the state-run “vertical” unions (as well 
as independently), and led some real struggles. 
None of this tells us for sure if Singapore left ac-
tivists should do the same — the only thing that 
will inform their position is experimentation and 
experience fighting both within and without the 
NTUC. □
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