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Europe: Remain and rebel! Casablanca

TORIES
OUT,
BREXIT
OUT!

Solidarity goes to press soon after Tory prime
minister Theresa May decided to delay the parliamentary vote on her EU withdrawal deal,
maybe until January, and to seek “reassurances” from the EU to sweeten the deal.
The deal would have been heavily defeated if
put to the House of Commons as scheduled on 11
December.
This impasse makes great openings for the
labour movement. We can bring down the Tory
government, force an early general election, stop
Brexit, and save free movement within Europe.
That requires Labour shifting to a clearer,
sharper version of the “Remain and Reform” policy it argued in 2016.

More page 5

and
politics

Xmas film feature:
pullout

“Dead labour” and
climate change
Todd Hamer argues that tackling climate change requires drastic public,
democratic control over investment.

See page 6

Other Xmas
reviews
Omar Raii reviews A Lizard’s Tale, and
Matt Kinsella reviews Middle England.

See pages 8-9
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The Unite union
and Brexit
See page 4
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Best for Business?
By Gerry Bates
In the closing speech at the Another Europe Is Possible conference on 8 December, Labour MP
Lloyd Russell-Moyle recommended Best for Britain as the
group with which AEIP should
combine to form a joint campaign in a new public vote on
Brexit.
Because the speech was right at
the end of the conference, no-one
had a chance to point out that an
amendment passed earlier in the
day, moved by Ben Towse and insisting that AEIP must above all
voice an independent left-wing
line, contradicted this proposal. But
it did.
Events the next day (9 December)
dramatised the argument. AEIP,
rightly, was on the streets in central
London, in the counter-protest
against the march called by UKIP
and Tommy Robinson on “Brexit
betrayal”.
Best for Britain was holding a
joint rally with the People’s Vote
group (extremely well-funded, 60
full-time workers, headed by Tory
MP Anna Soubry and right-wing
Labour MP Chuka Umunna). The
top-billed speaker at the rally was
former Thatcher minister Michael
Heseltine.
Best for Britain is a solidly bourgeois outfit.
Its CEO, Eloise Todd, is well-informed and astute. Her background is in leftish NGOs, and
before that as a “political adviser”
to the social-democrat group in the
European Parliament.
The other members of the BfB
board are all, pretty much, actual
capitalists.
The chair of the board, Lord Malloch-Brown, is the link-man with
the George Soros empire, which
provided the initial funds for BfB.
Malloch-Brown been a top man-

Opposing Brexit on the streets
ager for Soros’s hedge funds and
other financial vehicles. He is also
a former UN deputy secretary-general. He was briefly a minister
under Gordon Brown, in the period
when Brown brought in nonLabour people as ministers.
Clive Cowdery is an insurance
millionaire with a social conscience
(he funded the Resolution Foundation).
Shaks Ghosh is the chief executive of Clore Social Leadership, a
manager-training outfit for the
“third sector” originating from the
fortune of Charles Clore, a retail
and property magnate who died in
1979.
Anatole Kaletsky is a Keynesian
economist who was economics editor for the Murdoch Times, and
more recently has been a freelance
consultant.
Peter Norris is chair of Richard
Branson’s Virgin Group, and before
that was chair of Barings Banks.
Stephen Peel is a private-equity
boss.
To express a working-class or
socialist argument about Brexit
requires full independence from
the Euro-plutocrats.

Workers’ Liberty joined with Another Europe Is Possible in a
pro-free-movement, anti-Brexit
bloc against the “Brexit betrayal” march called by Ukip and
Tommy Robinson in London on
9 December.
This time there was, in the end,
a united anti-racist counterprotest: it was vivid and noisy, and
heavily outnumbered the far-right
mobilisation.

The previous day, 8 December,
AEIP held its first conference since
allowing supporters to join as
members. About 130 attended.
The conference passed an
amendment moved by Workers’
Liberty people to sponsor independent organising for a Labour
voice against Brexit (particularly in
view of the chance of an early general election).
We lost our amendment calling

for democratic public ownership
of high finance, with AEIP convenor Luke Cooper arguing for a
focus instead on smaller-scale local
policies like cooperatives.
But the mood of the conference was mostly left-wing,
Labour-oriented, and supportive
of a turn by AEIP to on-thestreets activity.

Watch the website!

view of the Gilets Jaunes movement in France: www.workersliberty.org/giletsjaunes.
Alan Simpson’s comment on the
Katowice climate summit is at
www.workersliberty.org/alansfarshallow, and Mike Zubrowski’s
critique of the GMB union’s new
climate report at www.workersliberty.org/gmb-mz.
John Cunningham on the closing-down of Spain’s coal mines, at
www.workersliberty.org/endcoal.
A much longer version of our
page 10 article on the bust-up in
PCS, at www.workersliberty.org/
pcs-ags.
Eduardo Tovar’s review article
on
Robert
Fine’s
Beyond

Apartheid is at www.workersliberty.org/b-a.
In polls in Scotland Labour is on
23%, behind the SNP (40%) and
the Tories (27%). Dale Street’s article discussing why is at
www.workersliberty.org/scotlab.
A write-up of Ben Tausz’s
speech on capitalism and socialism,
at
www.workersliberty.org/ben-soc.
Micheál MacEoin on the AEIP
debate on Ireland, at www.workersliberty.org/aeip-ir.
Replies to Alan Johnson’s recent debate articles on Norman
Geras and on Ernest Erber got
squeezed out too. Look out for
them on the website.

After this issue, Solidarity takes
a short Christmas and New Year
break, because much of our circulation depends on sales at
labour movement and left
events, and those are sparse in
late December.
Solidarity 490 will be out on 9
January.
In no.488 we promised an interview with Leo Panitch on Trump
and the world economy. Work on
that’s not finished, so watch out
www.workersliberty.org/panitch2018.
Yves Coleman in Paris has translated for us his workplace-eye

• www.anothereurope.org

Labour and housing markets breed insecurity
Peter Kenway
When the Minimum Wage was
introduced, the bottom scale of
local government pay was well
above it.
Now each time the Minimum
Wage is increased, a couple of
points at the bottom of the local
government pay scales have to be
removed because they’re now
below that Minimum Wage.
One reason why the decline in
local government services is not so
noticeable is that there’s been a

huge hit to the pay of what was always mostly a low-paid workforce.
Productivity figures are usually
dubious — on the standard measures, real estate is reckoned to have
the highest labour productivity of
any sector — but it seems that
Britain really does have a long
“tail” of low-productivity, lowwage jobs.
Some companies in Britain are
well up on world scales of productivity, but there are a lot of employers with low productivity and low
wages.
As regards the housing market,
there is a debate about whether the
evidence for an absolute shortage
of housing is as secure as it looks
(there’s a lot of empty housing). But

the big thing is definitely the relative rise of the private rented sector.
The private rented sector has always been expensive, but it was a
relatively small tenure by the 1990s.
Since then, it has exploded. The
young middle class are now much
less able to buy into home-ownership. They go into the private
rented sector, and are not just there
for a couple of years when aged 25,
but can still be there ten and more
years later, bringing up kids etc.
Social housing rents are lower, of
course, but they’ve gone up too.
The Labour government set that in
train.
One of the most profound
changes made by George Osborne
was the Local Housing Allowance,

the limit on the housing benefit you
could claim.
That, and other things like the
bedroom tax, have left people
deeply exposed. It is very hard for
people to cope with both a flexible
labour market and a flexible housing market.
You’re on your own all the time.
You can’t rely on your job. You
can’t rely on your home. You can’t
rely on the social security system to
support you.
The freezing of benefits, the Local
Housing Allowance, the roll-out of
Universal Credit, the central state
abandoning local areas, the staff
shortages in the NHS and social
care — all those trends are already
underway, and with Brexit it is very

hard to see anything but a continuation or even reinvigoration of austerity. And probably inflation, with
wages and benefits held down.
But suppose we don’t have Brexit
— that’s no panacea, either. It
might even create economic disruption another way, from a soaring pound. The politics of
scapegoating and accusations of
betrayal will become even more
poisonous either way.
There are few areas with any
real economic interest in voting
for Brexit. But people don’t vote
as economists.
• Peter Kenway is director of the
New Policy Institute.

Workers’ Liberty

NEWS

@workersliberty

3

Europe and climate change

Clive Lewis
S: One thing that hasn’t been
talked about much around Brexit
is how that relates to environmental issues. How do you see
that connection?
CL: Leaving Europe will mean
that we will have less input into
one of the biggest economic blocks
in the world, and probably one of
the most progressive, although , although that comes with some large
caveats. This limits the amount of
influence that we as people who are
concerned about climate and economic justice can have on it. That
can’t be a good thing. If we can in
any way prevent that, while still respecting the terms and results of
the referendum, we should do.
Labour’s quite clear on this. Our
priority is stopping Theresa May’s
deal, and then pushing for a general election which is in many ways
the superior way of allowing the
British people to decide what they
want to do next and who they want
to make those decisions next, based
on their manifestos.
Because of the Fixed Term Act,
it’ll be very difficult to get a general
election, and, failing one, we could

get behind a public vote to advise
the government – who seem incapable of making a decision – on the
next stage.
There is no guarantee that remain would win, but if it did you
have the prospect of not coming
out of the European Union. That
would be better in the long run for
fighting climate change.
There is no point staying in Europe if we’re going to allow the EU
to remain the neoliberal entity it is;
it has to change. With socialists in
control in Portugal and Spain, and
with the rise of the right, there is an
opportunity for UK Labour to be
able to offer socialist leadership in
Europe. We can offer hope to the
SPD in Germany, the failing social
democrats in Greece, in Italy, and
say that there is a different Europe
we can have, a social Europe, and
one that puts climate change front
and centre of all it does.
Being in it and showing that
leadership is a far better place
than being outside, screaming at
Europe to do those things, which
won’t work.
Clive Lewis is Labour MP for
Norwich South and a shadow
Treasury minister. He spoke to Mike
Zubrowski from Solidarity.

Free the Stansted 15!
The “Stansted 15” who locked themselves around a deportation plane at Stansted Airport in March 2017, have been
convicted of “endangering safety at aerodromes”, and could face long jail sentences.
The End Deportations group is campaigning to support the 15, starting with a protest at the Home Office on 11
December: bit.ly/std15.

Serco: the SNP’s shame and Labour’s
By Ann Field
Its announcement in July that it
would evict asylum-seekers in
Glasgow by simply changing the
locks on their doors without
going through due legal process
triggered a wave of protests. For
the time being at least Serco has
backed down.
Not least amongst those who
raised their voices in righteous
anger were Glasgow City Council
officials and members of the ruling
SNP Group.
Media reports referred to “distraught council officials” who complained that “they had been given
no meaningful warning” by Serco.
SNP councillor Jennifer Layden,
the Council’s equality and human
rights spokesperson, said that the
Council had been “completely
blindsided” and that Serco had
failed to carry out “proper consultation or engagement”.
Layden and SNP Council leader
Susan Aitken, along with local
Labour and Green politicians,
signed a “strongly worded” letter
to the Home Office demanding that
it instruct Serco to end its policy of
eviction through lock changes.
But now it turns out, largely due
to Freedom of Information requests, that the City Council and
Serco had in fact reached agree-

ment on evicting asylum-seekers
through lock changes.
A “Move On Protocol (Negative
Households)”, which has the Serco
and Glasgow City Council logos on
its front page, specifies the use of
lock changes to evict asylum-seekers. Two template letters included
as appendices likewise specify the
use of lock changes.
E-mail exchanges dating as far
back as April also reveal that officials and councillors were aware of
the plans to introduce a policy of
lock changes.
A Serco e-mail from April, for example, states: “It (the meeting) was
useful to get a sense of the general
consensus in terms of action
around negative cases. … I would
like Serco to take some proactive
steps in plotting lock change notices (prior to the next meeting).”
Another Serco e-mail, dated 29th
June, reports: “The meeting with
Jen Layden went well earlier this
week, and politically she understands the need for Serco to explore
lock changes for negative cases –
she has agreed to assist in managing some of the political messaging
on that if required.”
A Serco e-mail sent to Layden on
19th July states: “It is likely we will
begin this piece of work (i.e. implementing lock changes) week commencing 30th July, and ahead of
then we will be issuing communi-

cations to key stakeholders.”
Layden now claims that she
promised no help in “political messaging” and that she did not read
the e-mail of 19th July as she was
on holiday. But, at a minimum, the
“Move on Protocol” and e-mail exchange are fatal to claims that the
council had been “completely
blindsided”.
Green councillor Kim Long has
demanded an investigation by the
Council Scrutiny Committee into
the events leading up to Serco’s announcement of its lock change policy, and also the release of all
relevant minutes of meetings by the
Director of Health and Social Care.
Motions about asylum-seekers
have been tabled for this week’s
council meeting by the SNP (more
money and powers for the City
Council) and the Greens (joint
council-voluntary sector provision
of emergency accommodation for
asylum-seekers).
But where is Glasgow Labour
Group in all of this? There is no
sign of any attempt to track down
internal e-mails or minutes of meetings. And no statements about the
cover-up, nor a motion on asylumseekers for the Council meeting.
And this in spite of the fact that
it was successive Blair Labour governments which pioneered a “hostile environment” and created a
separate “support” system for asy-

lum-seekers. The Tories subsequently privatised that system. But
the system itself was created by
Labour.
Instead of consoling itself with
fantasies that there are about to
be mass desertions from the
SNP Group – there won’t be – the
Labour Group should be exposing SNP mendacity and taking
the lead in defending asylumseeker rights.

Haft Tappeh:
free the three!
Since Esmail Bakhshi, one of
their elected representatives,
was arrested on 18 November,
the main demand of the workers of the Haft Tappeh sugar
cane complex in south-west
Iran has been his release.
They are also demanding the
immediate and unconditional release of Sepideh Gholian, a journalist and social rights activist,
and Ali Nejati, one of the union’s
former reps.
The workers have been
adamant that they will not end
the strike until all three have
been freed and “Haft Tappeh is
completely in the hands of the
workers … [and their] council”,
or the government takes it over
“[with all its] affairs... under the
supervision of workers’ councils
and workers’ general opinion…”
The workers of the Iran National Steel Industrial Group
(INSIG) have also been on strike
— since 10 November. As at Haft
Tappeh, one of the workers’
major grievances is unpaid
wages.
Iranian socialist activist Morad
Shirin told the left-Labour blog
The Clarion:
“We want support from trade
unions but also from the
Labour Party.”
• More: shahrokhzamani.com
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Unite members protest
for free movement

Dozens of activists in the Unite union —
from a wide range of its industrial sectors — have protested against general
secretary Len McCluskey’s reported
comments against immigration.
According to the Guardian (5 December),
McCluskey warned Labour leaders against
their hesitant moves towards favouring a
new public vote which could stop Brexit.
He “spoke about tackling people’s concerns about immigration and the exploitation of immigrant labour. He said there
would be a sense of betrayal among the
members if we went for a second referendum”.
The activists respond: “The idea that free
movement depresses wages or drives unemployment is a right-wing lie, disproven
by the evidence and designed to set workers against one another... We expect our
General Secretary to reject such harmful
rhetoric and stand up for the rank and file
members, many of whom are those same
migrants!
“Clamping down on our freedom to
move, live and work across borders will
not solve any of the problems we face...
In truth, by leaving migrant workers precarious and at the mercy of unscrupulous bosses... anti-migrant policies...
threaten to undermine all of us”.
Sign the statement at bit.ly/lcfm-u

Email your letters to solidarity@workersliberty.org

Universal Credit: a positive alternative
By Will Sefton
Luke Hardy (Solidarity 488) accuses me of
trying to separate out the introduction of
Universal Credit (UC) from the cuts to
benefit that the Tories have introduced
since the coalition government of 2010.
In 2015 the government announced £12 billion of welfare cuts, but only a quarter of
these were directly related to Universal
Credit, and specifically to the in-work allowance, the total amount you could earn before the amount of benefit paid is reduced.
The remaining £9 billion exist whether or
not UC is scrapped. The debate on welfare
has become focused almost solely on the demand to scrap UC and is failing to note that
the largest cuts will still exist if the old legacy
benefits are brought back to replace it.
Iain Duncan Smith may have been influenced by the proposal for a Negative Income
Tax. Maybe. For sure, a Tory government
does many bad things. But we do not have to
go backwards in order to improve the pre UC
welfare system.
Hardy says that, “Universal Credit is not
some sort of technocratic improvement with
unfortunate additions. It is a method of disciplining people into accepting low¬paid,
precarious work.”
This is how the current government seek to
apply UC. But it is not inherent in a simplified system that both can and should see an

increased take up in welfare. Hardy seems to
confuse the delivery of welfare with those
who administer welfare policy.
His view is that Labour should “scrap and
replace” Universal Credit, not with the legacy
benefits but with something else, and somehow that “scrapping” would unleash a dynamic of improvement unavailable starting
from here.
What needs to change? The use of sanctions, capability assessments, a reversal of the
cuts, a reintroduction of the Severe Disability
Premium element that UC takes from Employment Support Allowance, and the guarantee that no-one will be left worse off than
they are now. Why would we better off fighting for these elements under a slogan which
does not mention them (“stop and scrap”)
than with ones which do mention them.
What is missing from critiques of UC is
that the take-up of welfare still remains
patchy. The Office of Budget Responsibility
predicts that 700,000 families could benefit by
up to £2.9 billion a year under the support to
which they are entitled to under UC.
There has been justified outrage at the delays that have occurred in UC payments
being made and the lack of support that is
available for those that are then left with
nothing. But a return to the old system of
Housing Benefit, administered by local authorities, hardly fixes that. Under that system
there was a target of 14 days for new claims,
but the average at the end of the 2017-18 financial year was 22 days.
Swingeing cuts to local authorities provision and staffing have left huge gaps. The administration of welfare by local authorities is
at breaking point. The issue here is one of

welfare cuts, not of UC as such. We need to
target, directly, the shortage of welfare and
benefits advisers able to provide home visits
and assist people with applications, and help
those on claims to update their circumstances.
Hardy asks, “What’s the difference between that and those advocating “scrap” the
system who are also fighting for changes to
the legacy benefits?”
I advocate a system of access to welfare,
with a simplified process administered in one
place, which means, in general terms, something like a UC model. UC may be a dirty
word but our job is to advocate an alternative
to what the Tories are doing.
Despite what Hardy says the slogan
“stop and scrap” does very little of that.

Dishonouring Harry Leslie Smith’s memory
By Jim Denham
Readers will probably remember Harry
Leslie Smith, who died in the early hours
of 28 November aged 95: his moving
speech to the 2014 Labour conference
made a lasting impression on all who
heard it.
He’d first attracted attention in 2013 when
he wrote an article for the Guardian declaring
that he’d no longer wear a Remembrance
Day poppy.
He was a World War Two veteran who described voting Labour in 1945 and the subsequent creation of the NHS, as the proudest
and most exciting time of his life. Until the
day he died, he remained a passionate defender of the NHS (his passion derived, in
part, from some tragedies in his own family
– his sister had died of tuberculosis aged four
and was buried in a pauper’s grave), a
staunch advocate of what he saw as democratic socialism (i.e. left reformism), and an
outspoken advocate for the poor, the homeless and for migrants (aged 92, he visited the
Calais ‘Jungle’).
The Morning Star carried an editorial (November 29) that attempted to contrast the
courage and honesty of Harry with an (alleged) Treasury-inspired plot to undermine

Brexit. It’s a strange and incoherent piece that
attempts to link Harry with the anti-EU cause
without ever quite going so far as to state that
he supported that cause; instead we get convoluted statements like this:
“Smith looked to the past with a view to
improving the future. Hammond, on the
other hand, confects a tendentious Treasurydivined future with a view to subverting the
votes of the biggest-ever majority posted in
Britain”.
From then on the editorial turns into a typical Morning Star little-England pro-Brexit
rant, closing with the suggestion that as
Hammond and May are trying to bully the
rest of us into accepting their EU deal, Harry
would have responded “So as we used to say
in the services, Fuck off Hitler”.
Sadly, we shall never know for sure what
Harry would have said about May’s deal (as
a Corbyn supporter, I presume he’d have opposed it), but we do know, from his own
writings, exactly what he thought about
Brexit: he opposed it and repeatedly defended the ideals that he saw as lying behind
the EU.
This was not just a peripheral or secondary
question for Harry: he wrote about it with the
same passion that he wrote and spoke about
the NHS, fighting poverty and the rights of
migrants. In 2017 he wrote a lengthy article
for the New European (“Please Don’t Forget
My Generation’s Lessons”), which contained
with the following unequivocal statement:
“The Second World War ended over seven
decades ago and, like the Great Depression,

it is as fresh in my memory as the morning
rain. But the lessons my generation taught to
the generations born in the bosom of peace
and cooperation are quickly being forgotten.
Lasting peace can only be achieved and
maintained when we strive to be united with
other nations through prosperity and social
justice. The EU, no matter how imperfect, is
still the best vehicle to achieve that for Britain
and the rest of Europe”.
No room for any misunderstanding there,
I’d say: so why did the Morning Star editorial
team (i.e. for all practical purposes, the leadership of the Communist Party of Britain) attempt to link Harry’s memory with their own
obsessive anti-EU, pro-Brexit (and ‘hard’-

Brexit at that) posturing? Did they not know
what Harry’s view on the EU was – or did
they not care?
Linking Harry’s name to their anti-EU obsession wasn’t quite a downright lie by the
Morning Star, because the editorial didn’t actually claim that he was anti-EU: but a casual
reader could be excused for assuming that
was the case. If the Morning Star didn’t
openly lie about Harry’s views on the EU,
they certainly dishonoured him on the day
after his death, by linking his name to a cause
he profoundly disagreed with.
That strikes me as a pretty contemptible
way to treat the memory of a fine comrade.
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Tories out, Brexit out!
Solidarity goes to press soon after Tory
prime minister Theresa May decided to
delay the parliamentary vote on her EU
withdrawal deal, maybe until January, and
to seek “reassurances” from the EU to
sweeten the deal.
The deal would have been heavily defeated if put to the House of Commons as
scheduled on 11 December.
This impasse makes great openings for the
labour movement. We can bring down the
Tory government, force an early general election, stop Brexit, and save free movement
within Europe.
That requires Labour shifting to a clearer,
sharper version of the “Remain and Reform”
policy it argued in 2016.
Why?
Because Brexit is bad in all versions. Lowering of borders and economic integration are
steps forward even in the bureaucratic and
neoliberal form of the current EU.
Even that limited form provides a better
terrain for working-class struggle than a system of small walled-off states. In such a system, each state designs its walls and barriers
in the hope of advantage in capitalist world
markets. Each state designs its economic policy to reduce the “overheads” of social provision and environmental responsibility and
compete to be attractive to global capital.
No big social advance is possible in one
country alone. No single country’s working
class on its own can defy and defeat the constraints of internationally-organised capital:
we need working-class movements as least
as internationally coordinated as are the great
capitalist enterprises.
Free movement across borders within Europe is a boost to that cross-border workingclass solidarity, and defence of that free
movement is essential to building up solidarity.
The Labour leaders’ current policy — essentially, “we will negotiate better than the
Tories” — is no good.
It is weak, which explains why Labour is
hesitant about pushing for a vote of no confidence to bring down the Tories and for a new
public vote.

COMPROMISE

That also explains why some Labour leaders, such as John McDonnell (Newsnight,
21 November) say that “we’re talking
[only] about finalising the deal”.
And “we’re not talking about starting from
scratch”; “someone’s got to bring this country back together again... compromises have
got to be made” — comments which signal
trying to tweak the Tory deal, not scrap it.
That Labour leadership policy has never
been democratically debated and decided by
the party membership. Most members are
anti-Brexit.
It abandons free movement.
It is no better on the border in Ireland than
May’s deal. It not true that Britain and Northern Ireland being in a customs union with the
EU will avoid a “hard border”. To avoid that
“hard border”, the same (or pretty much the
same) Single Market regulations must operate on both sides of the border.
Britain has to be in the Single Market —
and being in the Single Market can give
leverage in the necessary cross-Europe battle
to change many of the Single Market rules.
Labour policy should help bring a united
Ireland nearer, not push it further away and
sharpen communal divisions by re-erecting a
“hard border”.

WHAT WE SAY

5

Target £15,000,
£8,216 so far
After its £5,070 surge last week, our
fund drive has slowed to a hobble with
only £35 this week, from Jill in South
London.
So if you’re buying Christmas presents,
add in a gift for the socialist cause: we need
it.

The claim that Labour can negotiate a better deal than the Tories — just by better negotiating skills, apparently, because the
criteria proposed are little different from
what the Tory government has come round
to — rings hollow.
For Labour to switch to a “Lexit” (“left
Brexit”) policy would be even more hollow.
All the variants of “Lexit” rest on the false
idea that putting up economic barriers round
a country can stimulate some sort of socialism, or semi-socialism, there.
Probably the first European country to
make a socialist revolution will need economic barriers until the revolution spreads,
in the same way that it may have to resort to
other undesirable emergency measures in the
short term. But socialism needing temporary
barriers is very different from barriers helping socialism. The predominantly right-wing,
nationalist pro-Brexit mood available today
is very far from being the stuff from which a
socialist revolution can be made!
Marxists like Luxemburg, Trotsky, Hilferding, and Lenin were proving and insisting
over 100 years ago that solid socialist advance is possible only by building on and
going beyond the economic integration created by capitalism. That is even more true
now.
Some (for example, The Canary, 11 December) say that a Labour Brexit could be “left”
because it would allow for more state aid to
British capitalists. Yet in EU-member France,
one of the agitational demands of the Marxist
left has long been the cutting of state aid to
capitalists!
And all the variants of “Lexit” would bring
a “hard border” in Ireland.
A right-wing minority of the Tories want a
“managed no deal” Brexit. They do not care
about Ireland, and they have the dream that
a hard-Brexited Britain can, by slashing social
provision and workers’ rights, make itself a
profitable low-cost “offshore” production site
for global capital. After some turbulence: but
that’s ok with them.
Some Tories, and a few others, are mooting
“Norway-Plus”: Britain staying in the EU’s
Single Market and continuing free movement, but withdrawing from the European
Parliament and the Council of Ministers. That
withdrawal would gain nothing of substance,
and make it harder for the British labour
movement to be part of efforts within the EU

at social levelling-up, democratisation, and
opening-out to refugees and migrants.
None of the Brexit options:
• Some tweaked version of the current deal
which a new Tory leader, or May herself, may
get by “side letters” or “reassurances” from
the EU;
• The Labour leaders’ “we can negotiate
better” formula;
• A “managed” version of “no-deal” hard
Brexit;
• Norway-Plus;
• The Lexit schemes
- none of these is good, and, for that matter,
the only way any of them can get a Parliamentary majority is if MPs reluctantly back it
as least-bad, for fear that otherwise they will
end up with “crashing out”.
Brexit is bad, whichever option you look at.
Labour activists are already pushing
harder and harder for Labour to reject Brexit
altogether and commit itself to a new public
vote which allows the electorate to say that
experience has shown Brexit to be bad.
As in the Scottish referendum of 2014, that
electorate should include EU citizens living
in Britain, and 16-17 year olds.
Some Labour right-wingers want to campaign jointly with pro-Remain Tories and Lib
Dems in a new public vote, as Labour campaigned jointly with the Tories in the 2014
Scottish referendum.
They are already campaigning jointly. On
9 December the People’s Vote campaign,
backed by Labour right-winger Chuka
Umunna, held a joint rally with Best for
Britain: former Thatcher minister Michael
Heseltine was the top-billed speaker.
To offer answers to the working-class people who voted Leave in 2016, a Labour campaign has to say more than that Brexit is bad
for business. It has to outline a fight for democratic and socialist and green measures on a
European, not just a British, scale — a fight
against the Heseltines of France, Germany,
Italy, and other countries, and of Britain.
Labour activists are organising, both to
demand a change of Labour policy, and to
enable local Labour Parties, candidates,
and activists to establish a common rankand-file Labour voice against Brexit in an
early general election, and in a referendum, even if the Labour leaders can’t be
budged.

The £15,000 is needed not for anything
fancy, but to enable our office to do more
than basics like paying its rent and utilities
bills.
So the £5,000 has gone to pay arrears on
regular bills, to cover repair work on our
website (£1400), to fix a corporation tax bill
(£485), to pay expenses of our recent London meetings on Ireland (£400), and to
allow us to do short reprint runs of three of
our books of which stocks had run to zero
(£1000).
We’ll need to do reprints of two other titles soon. Our book publishing brings more
income than costs, to the extent of about
£4,000 “profit” over recent years (since all
the labour of writing, design, page layout,
checking, and promotion is “free”); but the
“profit” is absorbed immediately by our
running costs, so each new title and reprint
requires finding a new “extra” chunk of
cash.
The “profit” would be considerably
higher if we could order larger print runs,
as we could with more fund-raising.
In the meantime, buying more books —
for yourself, or as presents for friends —
brings useful income as well as enlightenment: check out the ad on page 9!
• Take out a monthly standing order
If you take out a standing order you will
also receive Solidarity. Go to workersliberty.org/donate for instructions.
• Make a one-off donation online
You can donate by sending us a cheque,
setting up a bank transfer or via Palpal. Go
to workersliberty.org/donate for instructions.

For a Labour
voice against
Brexit!
An appeal calling for an organised
Labour voice against Brexit in the perspective of a possible early general
election, has been signed by many
Labour figures.
The conference of Another Europe Is Possible, on 8 December, voted to support such
an initiative.
Full text and initial signatories a
bit.ly/l-v-a-b.
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The most important years in
By Todd Hamer
“Capital is dead labour, that, vampire-like, only
lives by sucking living labour, and lives the more,
the more labour it sucks.” (chapter 10 Capital,
Marx)
Debra Roberts, one of the authors of the
recent report from the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, has said that:
“the next few years are the most important in our history” (by “our” she is referring to all humanity).
“Pathways limiting global warming to
1.5°C with no or limited overshoot [which is
what we need to avoid ‘snowballing’ climate
change] would require rapid and far-reaching transitions in energy, land, urban and infrastructure (including transport and
buildings), and industrial systems... These
systems transitions are unprecedented in
terms of scale.”1
The report explains the need for radical
transitions in land-use. All scenarios rely
substantial Carbon Dioxide Removal.
The “unprecedented transitions” require a
degree of centralised planning and international cooperation that are decidedly at odds
with our geopolitical system based on private ownership, the anarchy of the free market, and competing nation states.
Until the invention of the steam engine,
the creation of useful things was the work of
human brains and bodies alone plus what
could be harnessed from animals, water
wheels, windmills and sails. Fossil fuels —
compact, easily transportable, parcels of potential energy — powered the machines that
unleashed today’s world-shifting productive
powers. It is somewhat an accident of history
that the waste product of this energy supply
is a greenhouse gas.
The primary purpose of the capitalist
mode of production is not the creation of
useful things, but the accumulation of private profit. The capitalist, who has dictatorial
control over production, is not particularly
interested in what is produced, so long it
sells at a profit. They are also not particularly
interested in the waste products, unless they
become a source of further income or an imposed cost.
Generally, capitalists pump their raw materials through their production processes
and dump the waste products wherever they
can get away with it. The waste that the consumer is left with is not their problem. The
rivers can die, the land can be laid waste, the
air can be filled with noxious gases, so long
as the profits keep rolling in.
This disregard for the real material world
can only go so far. Flesh and blood human
beings tend to set limits on capitalism’s excesses. In the same way that there are restrictions on the exploitation of workers, even the
most neoliberal capitalist states impose environmental regulations.

A nation state can legislate to protect the
land, rivers and adjoining seas in its territory2. But why would a nation state act
against CO2 emissions that only affect the
future global climate? Unlike industrial effluents despoiling a water source or human
habitat, CO2 emissions have no immediate
ill-effects on the general population or on
local productive capacities. If the burning of
hydrocarbons gives a national economy a
competitive advantage, then why would a
national government impose restrictions?
Around 80% of the world’s energy comes
from fossil fuels.3 Our primary source of
electricity is from coal and gas fired power
stations. Almost all our transport is powered
by oil. Major manufacturing processes such
as cement and steel production are very fossil-fuel intensive, with technological fixes to
green these industries at a very embryonic
stage4.
Likewise, many consumer products directly burn fossil fuels: boilers, cookers, cars
etc. These fossil-fuel-dependent machines
and production processes will have to be either adapted to take another energy supply
or abandoned in favour of low carbon alternatives. If this infrastructure has to be
adapted, then many machine manufacturers
will have also have to adapt or abandon their
production lines to build machines that are
not dependent on fossil fuels – no more combustion engines or gas boilers means no
more combustion engine or gas boiler making factories.

ALTERNATIVE

The obvious alternative energy supply for
these machines is electricity. However,
67.9% of world electricity generation is
currently produced by burning fossil
fuels.
The industrial and household machines
that are currently powered directly by fossil
fuels could become carbon neutral technology only if electricity production itself transitioned to non-carbon based power.
Electricity production and distribution
would have to transition and increase to
meet this extra demand. Currently electricity
accounts for just 18% of global energy consumption.5
Lastly, the extraction and processing of
fossil fuels involves mine complexes, gas
and oil platforms, refineries for which there
is no “transition”. This is billions of dollars
of investment that will need to be junked.
In the past few years, bourgeois economists have attempted to calculate the cost of
transitioning to a low-carbon economy. The
IPCC report estimates that transitioning the
energy sector to meet the 1.5 º C target will
cost an extra $2.4 trillion a year6. The International Energy Agency calculates that it
will cost an additional $1 trillion annual investment would transition the current energy infrastructure to meet the 2ºC target.
These numbers seem very low to me. Remember world GDP is abut $80 trillion a
year, as below. This is a calculation of future
investment. It does not account for the huge
losses involved in abandoning or adapting

the current infrastructure and it concerns
only the electricity generation, not the many
machines involved in direct burning of fossil
fuels.7
The Carbon Tracker Initiative argue that
60-80% of the known fossil fuel reserves are
unburnable if we are to meet a 2ºC target.
Carbon Capture and Storage technology
(which is still in its infancy) would only
make a very small difference to this figure.
The current valuation of fossil-fuel companies depends on them being able to sell their
known assets. If fossil-fuel companies are
prevented from doing this, they will be left
with trillions of dollars of “stranded assets”
of unburnable, unsellable fossil fuels.
Finance company Kepler Cherveux believe this “carbon bubble” is around $28 trillion.8 Citigroup estimate that it could reach
nearer $100 trillion.9 To put these figures in
context, the global workforce currently produces $80 trillion of goods and services a
year.
These figures are based on comparing
business-as-usual scenarios for energy investment with the what is necessary for
meeting global warming targets. The purpose of these studies is to highlight the risks
that future government regulation may pose
to fossil fuel companies, with a view to influencing investment strategies both for the
fossil fuel firms and for international financiers.
That is quite different to the dismantling
or retrofitting of the fossil fuel infrastructure
so that our machines can run on carbon-neutral energy. The carbon-bubble theories are
concerned only with fossil fuel commodities
not with the vast infrastructure of machines
that are powered by fossil-fuels – an infrastructure that provides the material basis for
our civilisation.
Capitalists make two different sorts of investment. As commodities fall off the production line, are taken to market and sold,
the money raised can be immediately reinvested in more raw materials and payment
of wages. Marx calls this the “circulating
capital”. However, in order to set in motion
their workers and transform their raw materials into saleable commodities, capitalists
have to make long-term investments in
buildings, machines, vehicles and other
start-up costs: so-called “fixed capital”.
Capitalists calculate on their fixed capital
investments paying back incrementally over
the course of their lifetime. Really only
buildings are depreciated over “several”
decades. Equipment is mostly depreciated
over 10-20 years maximum. If a capitalist has
to abandon a machine or building before the
investment has paid off then they make a
loss. “Stranded assets” are not simply the oil,
gas and coal reserves that fossil fuel firms
may be forced to leave in the ground, but the
abandoned oil platforms, mine complexes,
blast furnaces, jumbo jets, gas boilers and cement works.
Of course, many of the machinery and
consumer products that currently exist have
a shorter lifetime than those structures.
Many of them are already old and can be re-

placed by green technology10.
However, the IPCC report recognises that
the next few years are crucial: “The challenges from delayed actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions include the risk of cost
escalation, locked-in carbon-emitting infrastructure, stranded assets, and reduced flexibility in future response options in the
medium to long-term”11
If each capitalist had to individually save
up before making long-term investments
then progress would be very slow indeed.
Banks exist to provide ready cash, they sell
time. The banks take in people’s and firms’
spare cash and lend it out at interest.
A large portion of the banks’ wealth is now
in the form of IOUs and these pieces of paper
are themselves bundled up and sold on as
promises of future income. The realisation
that many of these pieces of paper were
worthless caused the global financial crash
of 2007-8. Yet the world derivative market is
bigger than it has ever been, worth an estimated $1.2 quadrillion.
An unprecedented transition in the
world’s economy would mean that a lot of
capitalists who borrowed to buy their mines,
oil platforms and fossil fuel dependent machines are unable to repay their debts. As the
credit crunch of 2007-8 shows, large amounts
of bad debt in the system can trigger a huge
global crash.

FINANCIAL

The world’s financial institutions, which
decide where money is invested, have
trillions of dollars of future income tied up
in the actually-existing fossil fuel infrastructure and will have created trillions
dollars more on derivatives linked to this
debt. Under capitalist norms, any radical
break with business-as-usual would
bring an economic crash.
Apart from these economic obstacles,
there are also technological obstacles to transition to a low-carbon world. Although
many low-carbon energy alternatives exist,
many are still in their infancy. The resources
and time have simply not gone into tackling
this problem.
According to Mariana Mazzucato, author
of The Entrepreneurial State (2014), the problem lies in neoliberal ideology, which claims
capitalist enterprise alone is creative and dynamic whereas state-run enterprises only
leads to stagnation. Her research suggests
that the opposite is the case.
Almost all great technological innovations
were created and developed by scientists
and engineers working for public institutions rather than private bosses. In the USA,
the National Institute for Health (NIH) has
spent billions funding health R&D leading
eventually to the biotechnology revolution
that is changing the face of medical science
and agriculture. DARPA, CERN and NASA
were central to almost all IT innovation and
developed all the technologies necessary for
the creation of the smartphone (internet,
GPS, touch screens etc.).
Mazzucato argues that capitalist states,
through strategic R&D, are central to the cre-
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Protest in Brisbane on 8 December against the proposed new Carmichael Mine in North Northern Queensland, which would be the largest coal mine in the world
ation of new markets, which private firms
later profit from. The hegemony of neoliberal ideology has meant not only cuts to
state-run research and development, but also
given private corporations greater control
over once public universities.
Mazzucato’s conclusions remain quite
modest — advocating a greater role for
strategic “mission focussed” state sponsored
R&D as a means of creating new markets –
specifically in green technologies. We should
take a broader view.
We live in a period of unprecedented
abundance built on the most technologically
dynamic 200 years in human history. The explanation for this extraordinary technological development lies in the capitalist mode
of production.
As Marx explains, bigger, faster and more
productive machines mean that capitalist
firms can undercut their competitors on
price whilst still making above-average profits. The replacement of workers with machines is also one of the most effective
weapons in a capitalist’s struggle against organised labour. Competition for the most efficient machine technology is the deep
structural driver of capitalist innovation.
Nevertheless, for an individual firm the
aim of R&D is dictated by this search for
competitive advantage. Capitalist firms tend
to focus their research and development in
increasing the efficiency of their current operations. Even when capitalist firms do take
some innovative risks, the innovation generally fits into the existing business model and
the infrastructure of the rest of the organisa-

tion.
This inherent conservatism of capitalist enterprise could be checked by aggressive state
intervention. Firms that currently extract fossil fuels could be stopped. Firms that burn
fossil fuels in their production processes
could be forced to green their industry. Firms
that build machines dependent on fossil
fuels could be forced to transition to green
technologies. Energy suppliers could be
forced to decommission their coal and gas
fired power stations and build nuclear and
renewable power stations. Landowners
could be forced to use their land on the basis
of an environmental plan. But it is very difficult to imagine any capitalist nation state
attempting any of these things.
Bourgeois politicians the world over are
loth to intervene in the running of capitalist
business for fear that this will put their own
country at a competitive disadvantage. Precisely at the time when we need to take collective democratic control of economic
decision making, the anarchy of the market
is king.
In his book Socialism Makes Sense, Sean
Matgamna observes: “Contrast the unbelievably laid back and irresponsible way governments are responding to the prospect of
irreversible ecological catastrophe with what
they did in World War One and World War
Two. Then, capitalist governments, faced
with fighting major wars, took great powers
of direction and control over industry...The
allocation of resources, including labour
power, was subordinated to the government’s perception of what would promote or

disrupt the waging of war.”
The mainstream green movement advocates various lifestyle changes: recycle, use
less plastic, buy organic, vegetarianism12.
Such individual acts are not unimportant but
mostly they expose the gulf that exists between the values of the working-class majority and ruling-class who own and control
society. The real decisions about what is produced and how it is produced are made in
the board rooms of multinational corporations, and the people making those decisions
only care about the bottom line.
We need to raise our aspirations, to extend
our powers beyond our own individual consumer choices, to seek power in the workplace, in the town hall and in parliament for
working-class demands of public ownership
and democratic control of economic life.
In Capital, Marx explained how the products of our work, in the form of machines
and raw materials (dead labour), stand
against us (the living labour) as a vampirelike force, commanding and draining our life
and vitality. The vast fossil fuel infrastructure we have produced, the dead labour of
many millions of workers, now dictates that
we have to keep burning hydrocarbons for
decades to come, regardless of human or environmental cost.
We have every interest in taking this dead
labour, the privately owned means of production, under democratic control and directing
the
vast
machinery
and
infrastructure that our civilisation depends
upon in a way that averts ecological catastrophe and facilitates human freedom. If this

means junking a load of polluting technology, and collapsing a monstrous pile of
IOUs, then so be it.
There is no hope of achieving this scale
of change without an international organisation that has an interest in planning
and executing the most radical transformation of economic life in human history:
that organisation can only come from the
workers’ movement.
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IPCC report Global Warming of 1.5 degrees C –
Summary for Policy Makers, C2
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More often than not, there is a distinct class bias
in the way in which these environmental protections are applied.
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bit.ly/k-w-es
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See for example Rethinking Cement (2017),
https://www.ssab.com/company/sustainability/sustainable-operations/hybrit
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bit.ly/w-e-m
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IPCC report Summary for Policy makers - D5.3
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bit.ly/i-e-a
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bit.ly/-k-c
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bit.ly/c-obs
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For the lifetimes of various fixed capital investments see: bit.ly/k-dep
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D 1.3 bit.ly/ipcc-1-5

Interestingly, the report suggests that a shift towards vegetarianism will be necessary as we seek
more ecological and efficient use of land. However
this will have to be a transition driven by decisions
about land use and resources, rather than individual consumer choice.
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Rooting out the conspiracy theories
By Omar Raii
I used to think that conspiracy theorists
were just silly. I must have made countless jokes about people who think the
moon landings were faked, that Prince
Philip ordered Diana’s death or that, despite NASA’s protestations, the Earth is in
fact flat.
But it’s become clear for some time now
that conspiracy theories have reached a
whole new level of influence. 9/11 was an inside job, Mossad created ISIS, George Soros
is controlling the news — this kind of stuff is
getting more and more mainstream. Just recently right-wing conspiracists sent bombs to
George Soros and anti-Trump Democrats,
and murdered several worshippers in a synagogue in Pittsburgh.
Right now, an extensive conspiracy theory
about Soros, a Hungarian-American financier
and business magnate, organising the destruction of western civilization by funding
liberals, pro-abortion groups and seas of immigrants, has reached the levels of the White
House.
So I went with interest to see ‘Conspiracy
Theory: A Lizard’s Tale’, a one-man-show
written and performed by Marlon Solomon,
a Manchester-based actor and performer.
Solomon has been performing across the
country and at various CLPs and Labour
Party events, and his show discusses the content and the appeal of conspiracy theories
throughout history. Naturally the show focuses on the world’s oldest (and at various
times, murderously consequential) conspiracy theory: antisemitism.
Solomon makes the show very touching
and personal, and discusses his own experiences as both a former conspiracy theorist
and as a Jew in Britain who, while for a long
time not particularly involved in politics, has
recently taken a more active role in tackling

Skype readers’ groups
start 19 December
By Michael Elms
A revived socialist movement needs a
revived culture of reading, discussion
and self-education. Even if the
weather’s too grim to leave the house.
Workers’ Liberty and friends are launching a Skype-based reading group, “Radical
Readers in Space”. We will meet monthly,
online, in a Skype call.
To get around the 25-participant limit on
Skype, we will run several reading groups
simultaneously. We will be reading accessible works of socialist writing — both fiction and non-fiction.
Our first reading group will take place
on 19 December, discussing Kate
Evans’s wonderful Red Rosa — a
graphic novel biography of the socialist
hero Rosa Luxemburg — with Kate herself.
• Check bit.ly/RRinSpace and facebook.com/RRinSpace/ for the latest

antisemitism, including on the left and in the
Labour Party.
Much of the talk discussed the singly person most synonymous with modern conspiracy theories, David Icke (yes, the lizard guy).
While I had previously regarded David Icke
and his lizard theories as laughable nonsense,
I was astounded to find out how much coverage he gets, including on some ostensibly
“progressive” platforms, and the fact that he
sells out thousand-seater stadiums for his
talks.
Most shocking of all was how blatant and
explicit the antisemitic nature of his “theories” were. Icke’s speeches had simply unending talk of “Rothschild Zionists”
controlling the world and fomenting wars.
I was at once pleased and saddened when
Solomon discussed, as an example of a very
recent conspiracy theory, the plight of the
White Helmets, a Syrian volunteer group of
first responders who have saved countless
Syrian casualties from buildings that had
been pounded mercilessly by Assad and
Putin’s air forces. Thanks in part to Russian
intelligence backed online trolls, increasing
number of people including those on the left
(almost invariably, but not entirely Stalinist
types) have either ignored the White Helmets
or actively accused them, on the basis of completely made up evidence, of being Al-Qaeda
or jihadists.
There are both right-wing and left-wing
conspiracy theorists, but it seems you are just
as likely to be a conspiracy theorist if you are
on the left as if you are on the right. Possibly
if you believe, quite rightly, that the world is
an unjust place, then you are more susceptible to trying to find a quick and easy scapegoat.
When we see conspiratorial type rants on
the internet, or comments about how the
“Zionists” control the media, these days it’s
often difficult to tell whether the writer is
someone who considers themselves a “progressive”, say, an Occupy type, or someone
who spends their free time on neo-Nazi forums. This is a sign of an urgent problem that
needs addressing.

In the Middle East numerous conspiracy
theories are quite popular. Take the theory,
held by many pro-Shah Iranians, that the Ayatollah Khomeini was in fact a Western agent
(wasn’t it the French that flew him into
Tehran in 1979? is a comment that is recurrent
in these circles) and that he was used by the
West to get rid of a Shah that was becoming
increasingly powerful and independent.
Conspiracy theories don’t have to make a
whole load of sense. They just have to pro-

Revolution + 100
2019 is the centenary of the year in which
British workers had probably their greatest opportunity to make a revolution.
Inspired by the Bolshevik revolution in
Russia, British workers struck more than ever
before, servicemen and police mutinied, and
Labour took big strides electorally. But communists in Britain had still not formed a
united party, Labour’s representation in Parliament was unfairly small and politically
rubbish, and the trade unions were still dominated by bureaucrats.
There were similar workers’ mobilisations
around Europe, rebellions in the British and
other empires’ colonies, and soviet republics
declared in Bavaria, Hungary, Alsace and
elsewhere — all in the end defeated, but only
in the end.
The centenary is a huge opportunity to get
people to imagine workers’ revolution as
possible, and to expose the consequences of
settling for less — and to persuade people of
the missing link: a organisation of revolutionaries.

vide a comforting worldview where there is
always a simple cause for the world’s ills.
The need for political education and for a
left that bases its critiques of capitalist society
on the material realities of exploitation, not
on theories of shadowy cabals, has never
been more vital.
‘Conspiracy Theory: A Lizard’s Tale’ by
Marlon Solomon provides an informative
and hugely entertaining resource to help
root out this problem.

Luton town hall was burnt down during
the 1919 Peace Day riots

We will have a pamphlet out in January,
which will raise money for our fundraising
appeal as well as serve education and recruitment.
What you can do:
• follow the Twitter account, @otd1919, and
encourage others to. This will send out

tweets marking events, day to day, as they
took place through the year and giving web
links.
• Watch out for the pamphlet and plan sales
• Consider a local event or meeting on the
subject of 1919
• Find relevant videos, cultural events, or
similar.
• www.workersliberty.org/1919

Workers’ Liberty

FEATURE

@workersliberty

The anxieties of Brexit Britain
By Matt Kinsella
Jonathan Coe’s latest volume Middle England has been widely described as the
best “state of the nation” novel of the last
decade, and deservedly so.
Whilst Ali Smith’s Autumn was an impressionistic take on the immediate aftermath of
the referendum – the first post-Brexit novel –
Coe’s book manages to balance the coverage
of political events in the run up to June 2016
with an intimate look at how it all unfolds in
the lives of characters last seen in Coe’s two
Rotters’ Club novels, as well as introducing
many new ones.
The story starts in 2010, taking in Gordon
Brown’s encounter with “some kind of bigoted woman” Gillian Duffy, through the formation of the coalition government, the
London riots, the Olympics opening ceremony, the electoral implosion of the Lib
Dems, the murder of Jo Cox, and the referendum itself, finally ending in the present year.
The story moves between Birmingham and
London and focuses on unpublished novelist
Benjamin (Coe’s hero and perhaps authorial
insertion), his best friend and journalist Doug
and his daughter Coriander “Corrie”, and
Benjamin’s own family: his bitter widowed
father Colin, and his sister Lois, and her lecturer daughter, Sophie, husband Ian, and best
friend Sohan.
The strained relationships between the

characters, between Doug and Coriander,
Benjamin and Colin, and odd-couple Ian and
Sophie, convey their contrasting values.
Doug supports Ed Miliband and is a centre-left political commentator. But to Corrie,
a Corbyn-supporting student radical, Doug’s
wealth, Chelsea house and Guardian sensibilities make him a centrist dad and an embarrassment. Fair-minded Benjamin struggles to
support his father’s increasing need for care
and consolation whilst Colin expresses ever
more rightward political opinions.
During a couple’s counselling session, in
which Ian and Sophie complain about each
other’s attitudes on the referendum, seeing
each other as naïve and close-minded respectively, their therapist notes: “What’s interesting about both of these answers is that
neither of you mentioned politics. As if the
referendum wasn’t about Europe at all.
Maybe something much more fundamental
and personal was going on.”

IDENTITY

Whilst the politics of austerity, populism
and of course Europe are explored, it is
this sense of the referendum also being a
matter of personal identity that is the
book’s most interesting aspect.
Whilst Colin is aggrieved by the loss of
Birmingham’s former industrial might, Benjamin also observes that his father’s cynicism
is rooted in a more diffuse indignation at
modern society. “What [his father] had said
to Benjamin about speed cameras today –
‘The buggers are out to get money from you
every step of the way’ – was typical. Colin
could probably not have specified who ‘they’

were, but he sensed their arrogant, manipulative presence, and resented it keenly.”
This is a theme which Sohan also discusses
with Sophie: hidden resentment against political change and against official disapproval
of racism and sexism.
“Every day you come face to face with people who are not tolerant at all, whether it’s
someone serving you in a shop, or just someone you pass in the street. They may not say
anything aggressive but you can see it in their
eyes and their whole way of behaving towards you. And they want to say something.
Oh yes, they want to use one of those forbidden words on you, or just tell you to fuck off
back to your own country – wherever they
think that is – but they know they can’t. They
know it’s not allowed.
“So as well as hating you, they also hate
them – whoever they are – these faceless people who are sitting in judgement over them
somewhere, legislating on what they can and
can’t say out loud”.
These weighty political and social themes
are counterbalanced by the book’s humour.
There are many entertaining set-pieces, over
awkward dinner conversations, at funerals,
on-board a cruise ship, during fumbling sex,
and even a clown fight at a children’s party.
But the sharpest wit is displayed in the conversations between Doug and government
communications adviser Nigel, whose deliberate obfuscations are very reminiscent of Sir
Humphrey from ‘Yes Minister’, and serve as
a demonstration of the out-of-touch attitudes
of the political class, which entirely fails to
see the trajectory leading to Brexit.
The only shortcoming of the book is in an

9

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

More online at www.workersliberty.org
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@workersliberty

Bust-up in PCS leadership
By a PCS activist
In November the PCS Independent Left (PCS IL) selected John
Moloney, a genuine rank and file
PCS activist with an outstanding
campaigning and negotiating
record, to contest the 2019 PCS
election for Assistant General
Secretary (AGS).
Nominations open on 17 January,
and voting will run from 16 April
to 9 May.
PCS’s dominant Left Unity (LU)
faction has been divided since May
into two warring camps, each backing a different member of the current PCS leadership to be the LU
AGS candidate.
The Socialist Party (SP) had chosen Chris Baugh, SP member, incumbent AGS since 2004 and
currently on about £80,000 pa, to be
its candidate in the internal LU
AGS selection process, which usually the SP can dominate.
However, Janice Godrich, also SP
and PCS President for the last 17
years, broke ranks and announced
her candidature for the LU nomination on 16 May. She did so with the
support and, according to the SP, at
the instigation, of PCS General Secretary Mark Serwotka.
Godrich gathered a large number
of prominent PCS representatives
behind her, including three other
SP members on the PCS NEC, established a new grouping within
LU — Socialist View (SV) — and secured the support of the SWP, with
its three NEC members.
Baugh, the three SP loyalists on
the PCS NEC, and the SP pulled together a smaller number of prominent PCS independents around
“Re-elect Chris Baugh”.

VACANCY

With Godrich standing for AGS
there was a vacancy for the LU
presidential candidate.
SV nominated SP member and
Deputy Vice President Fran Heathcote and the SP nominated loyalistSP and PCS NEC member Marion
Lloyd. SV also nominated candidates for Chair and Editor of LU
against the SP loyalist incumbents,
Marion Lloyd and Dave Semple.
After a heated process — nominations, voting, dispute over rejected votes, argument at LU
conference on 1 December — the
final voting figures were announced that day and confirmed
by the LU National Secretary the
next day.
Godrich secured the nomination
for AGS; Fran Heathcote became
the LU candidate for PCS President; the sole SP candidate for one
of the PCS Vice President posts was
well beaten, and the SP also lost
their two loyalists on the LU National Committee (NC).
The SV also heavily defeated the
SP loyalists in LU conference over
the call for a special pay conference,
over disaggregated ballots as opposed to a single national ballot

next year, and over widening the
pay ballot to include non-pay issues.
Then, the day after, Janice Godrich told LU that she was not well
and would not now be accepting
the nomination for AGS.
The LU NC now has to decide
whether to declare Baugh the candidate because he was the runnerup (the SP argument), or select
another candidate because Baugh is
allegedly a destabilising element in
the PCS leadership (the SV argument).
The relationship between Baugh
and Serwotka has been central to
the punch up within LU and it will
be central in the immediate period
ahead.
Mark Serwotka explicitly campaigned on the basis that Chris
Baugh has worked to undermine
him and the policies of the union.
Fran Heathcote has set out at a
(weak) case against Baugh as a
source of mischief in HQ and Janice
Godrich made the alleged differences between Serwotka and
Baugh a critical reason for LU
members to vote for her.
Twenty two HMRC LU activists
were organised to sign a letter referring to Baugh as a “…a candidate whose relationship with the
General Secretary has completely,
and visibly, broken down…”
A larger number of DWP LU activists went further and signed a
letter declaring themselves “convinced” that Baugh had “consistently” undermined “our General
Secretary” and “the union’s leadership on the major policies of our
union.”
This accusation that Baugh “has
consistently undermined our General Secretary” has been the emotional driver in the dispute.
The PCS bureaucracy has obviously handled some disagreements
in a subterranean manner, out of
sight and sound of activists.
The issues of friction between
Serwotka and Baugh were discussed within and with the SP, but
they were not referred to the democratic structures of PCS at all.
Mark Serwotka corresponded with

the SP about Baugh, but not with
the PCS NEC.
Janice Godrich is a lay official, on
secondment from and paid by her
employer, rather than paid by the
union. But as President for seventeen years, she has spent a huge
amount of time in PCS HQ. Godrich and Baugh toed the same
line, as members of the SP, and you
could not get a sheet of paper between them and Serwotka on industrial issues.
Why, then, this falling-out? The
response on both sides has been a
“programmatic vagueness” that
might sound good to the politically
untrained ear, plus an effort to develop artificial difference, or to artificially inflate differences.
Baugh and his allies declared
“On equality, we stand for the removal of all barriers which divide
workers”, a highly ambitious aim
in class society but one which frees
him from saying precisely which
inequalities and barriers he intends
to remove and what he has been
doing about them while already
AGS.
Fran Heathcote and Kevin
McHugh condemned Baugh’s and
the SP’s hypocrisy for taking the
full AGS salary of about £80,000
when the SP policy is for workers’
representatives to take a skilled
workers wage.
They stopped talking about that
when Hannah Sell of the SP
pointed out their own hypocrisy:
they are silent on Mark Serwotka’s
even bigger salary of £90,000. (But
it slipped Sell’s mind to tell us how
much Chris Baugh has given back
to PCS from his fat salary over the
last fourteen years).

PAY

Tactical differences did over pay
were deliberately over-emphasised by both factions.
The SP demagogically proclaimed that Janice Godrich and
her supporters were opposed to an
open, democratic and thorough
discussion of issues thrown up by
the failed 2018 national pay ballot,
because they opposed a special pay

conference. The SP had not previously called for a special conference
in years, even to ensure the proper
preparation of the 2018 ballot.
SV demagogically condemned
the SP as “lacking confidence” in
members for considering disaggregated ballots (the tactic used by the
UCU in its big dispute) as a way of
getting round the anti-union laws.
The union’s policy towards the
Labour Party could become the
most serious and genuine difference between the factions. Serwotka and the SV have seemingly
moved towards a generalised call
to vote Labour, while the SP remains stuck in a sectarian position.
The SP has argued that Serwotka
is presiding over and promoting “a
dangerous trend towards a…
strengthening of the power of unelected officials” which Chris
Baugh and SP members have
valiantly but unsuccessfully tried
to counter.
Unfortunately they never mentioned that until after Godrich’s
challenge was announced. On 15
May 2018, Marion Lloyd described
LU’s success in the NEC elections
as “… a vote of confidence in Left
Unity based on its record and on
what it offers taking the union forward.”
The SP have proclaimed themselves the champions of election of
officials because PCS National Conference 2017 agreed to extend elections to more than the two posts
currently elected. But in the previous 13 years the SP had repeatedly
opposed PCS IL’s demands for the
election of officials!
The SP trained lay leaders of SV
have responded with the ridiculous
assertion, in effect, that there is no
HQ bureaucracy in our wonderful
union.
This unprincipled bust up, the
use by both sides of any argument
that suits them irrespective of its
merit and what it says about them,
illustrates what is wrong with PCS.
The IL activists will work with
rank and file members to spread
the key message for our 2019
NEC and AGS candidates: Vote
for Change!
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RMT elects first woman president Universities: fight
By a railway worker and
RMT activist
Michelle Rodgers has been
elected president of the National
Union of Rail, Maritime, and
Transport workers (RMT), becoming the first woman president in the union’s history.
She won a comprehensive victory, with 7,198 votes; her two opponents, Steve Shaw and Jamie
Nickles, took 4,598 and 443 votes
respectively.
Michelle works for Arriva Rail
North at Manchester Piccadilly,
where she is a local union rep, and
has previously served on the
union’s National Executive Committee. She is also the secretary of
her RMT branch, Manchester
South.
The national presidential position is the RMT’s most senior “lay”
role; unlike the union’s general secretary and two assistant general
secretaries, and its Regional Organisers, the national president is not
an employee of the union but
rather is released from their job for
the duration of their three-year
term, before returning to the shop
floor. As such, the president is a
vital voice for the rank-and-file at
the highest level of the union, ensuring democratic functioning and
that officers are held to account.

OFFICIALDOM

Steve Shaw was backed by
much of the union’s central officialdom, including many officers.
While Michelle’s campaign consistently emphasised the role of the
president in holding officers to account and ensuring rank-and-file
voices were given primacy at the
highest level of the union, Shaw’s
campaign lacked any similar emphasis on rank-and-file democracy.
Michelle’s campaign mobilised
wide support from RMT branches
across the country, including all the
currently active branches in the
London Transport Region, its
largest regional section, and its offshore branches. Members of Work-

the job cuts!

ers’ Liberty and the Socialist Party,
the two most prominent anti-Stalinist socialist organisations active
in the union, backed Michelle, as
well as anarcho-syndicalist activists, and a wide range of unaffiliated socialists, rank-and-file
activists, and other radicals. Steve
Shaw’s backers included members
and fellow-travellers of the Communist Party of Britain (Morning
Star), and RMT members involved
in the Stalinist-nationalist “Red
London” Facebook page, as well as
some formerly associated with the
milieu around Red London who
have now disassociated from it.

By a UCU member

EQUALITY

Equality and diversity within the
union was also a central issue in
the election.
Michelle has given strong support to the union’s women’s committee and to the other equality
committees. The opening salvo of
the campaign was effectively fired
in February 2018, when, in response to incumbent president
Sean Hoyle noting and criticising
the lack of representation of
women and people of colour on the
union’s National Executive Committee in a column in the RMT
magazine, Shaw wrote a screed attacking Hoyle, accusing him of
“electioneering”, and arguing candidates should be elected “on
merit”, implying no special attention should be given to issues of diversity. In an interview with the
Tubeworker bulletin, Michelle cited
this as a key factor in motivating
her to stand:
“It was debates in our union, including in the pages of RMT News,
around equalities that finally
spurred me on to stand. I’m a
strong believer that all the equalities campaigns within the union –
women members, LGBT members,
black and ethnic minority members, and disabled members –
should be empowered, so they’re
better able to make sure members
from these backgrounds, who are
often under-represented in the

union, are at the heart of what the
union does.”
Michelle’s victory is a step forward for equality and democracy
in RMT. The union organises in industries where many sectors are
male-dominated, and where BEM
and LGBT+ representation is poor.
For the union to be a strong voice
in the workplace, and in society,
against discrimination and inequality, equality and liberation must be
at the heart of its own agenda.
Michelle’s election is a step towards
that.
The low turnout in the election,
around 15%, shows that there is
work to do in order to improve
member engagement with the
union. This is work that will be
made easier with the support of a
president who aims to be a voice
for an independent rank-and-file in
the union’s national leadership.
As Michelle put it: “Our best
means of winning change […] is
through coordinated industrial
action. RMT has a proud history
of helping members organise to
take action; as president, I’d ensure that any group of workers
who wanted to take action to improve their conditions at work
were supported and encouraged
in doing that, rather than being
dissuaded or held back.”
• Abridged from: bit.ly/2L9QNlR

Oxford Circus workers plan strikes
By Ollie Moore
Station staff on London Underground’s Bakerloo Line South
Group, which includes Oxford
Circus, Piccadilly Circus, Charing Cross, Lambeth North, and
Elephant and Castle, have voted
by 88% for strikes against shortstaffing.
Tube union RMT has announced
strikes for 26 December and 14 January.
RMT has also declared victory in
the “battle of Baker Street”, after
London Underground reinstated
an unjustly sacked station worker,
and trumped-up disciplinary

charges against another were
dropped.
Tube bosses were forced to back
down after 41 out of 61 workers
balloted at the station voted for
strikes (on a turnout of 45). The
Tubeworker blog said: “This showed
a clear strength of feeling at the station and made certain that any
strikes would have a serious impact.”
Local reps and activists say this
is the first battle in an ongoing fight
against a culture of management
bullying.
Meanwhile, RMT drivers on London Underground’s Central Line
will strike on 21-22 December, to
demand the reinstatement of a col-

league sacked despite passing a
drugs test. The strike also doubles
up as action in an ongoing campaign against authoritarian management on the line. Drivers’ union
Aslef, which was due to participate
in the action, has pulled out, citing
concessions LU bosses have offered
on attendance management. Many
activists argue, however, that these
concessions amount to little more
than warm words.
A supporter of the Tubeworker
bulletin told Solidarity: “We hope
that Aslef’s rank-and-file have
more stomach for the fight than
their leaders, and won’t cross
RMT picket lines.”

In the past ten days three different universities have announced redundancies, and are
not ruling out compulsory job
losses.
The University of Gloucester is
planning to cut almost 100 posts
while at Cardiff all 7,000 staff have
had letters telling them the university is offering voluntary severance, in the third round of
redundancies in six years. Staff at
Bangor University are also facing
cuts of 50-60 jobs – after previous
redundancies just last year. At
Hull, students in the modern languages department have been told
it’s threatened with closure.
Campaigns against redundancies are already underway at
Queen Margaret University in
Scotland, where staff protested
outside University Court on 5 December, and at SOAS, where 25%
of library jobs are under threat.
This is the consequence of a
marketisation policy that has left

universities scrapping for a declining number of 18-year-old stuin
an
applications
dents
free-for-all. Three universities are
reported to be close to bankruptcy,
and one relied on a £900,000 government loan to tide it over the
summer. But the government has
said such loans will not be available in future.
Staff and student unions need
a national strategy to fight
these cuts and closures. UCU
will reballot over pay in the New
Year: no job cuts must be a demand of the dispute.
• Sign the petition against the
SOAS cuts at bit.ly/2QI0Zr6

Shelter (non-)strike
By Ann Field
A three-day strike by Unite members in the housing charity Shelter was called off on Monday 10
December after members voted
to accept an improved pay offer.
The improved offer which Unite
members voted to accept was a
consolidated increase of 2.25% and
a lump sum payment equivalent to
1.75% but distributed on the basis
of a flat-rate calculation.
Compared with the original offer
(see: bit.ly/2LeB84Y), this marks
real progress and reflects the pressure management was under as a
result of ongoing campaigning by
Unite members in Shelter in recent
months.

But the offer still lags well behind
the current inflation rate of 3.5%
and is therefore a further real-terms
pay cut. A one-off lump sum payment next February will not compensate for this.
Some Unite members also have a
sense of ″déjà vu″ about a Shelter
strike due to take place in December and January being called off at
the last minute — exactly the same
happened four years ago.
This time the pay offer ballot
closed at two o’clock on Monday,
with the first strike scheduled for
Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday
of the same week.
Holding last-minute talks and
an e-ballot effectively undermined preparations for a strike,
should it have gone ahead.

Ritzy reps to be reinstated
By Ollie Moore
An Employment Tribunal has
ruled that two union reps sacked
by the Ritzy cinema in Brixton,
south London, part of the Picturehouse chain, should be reinstated to their jobs.
The workers will be reinstated
from January.
The Tribunal judge ruled that
there had been a “lack of neutrality
at the investigation and disciplinary stages” and “an assumption of
guilt on the part of the claimants.”
The workers were part of a group
of reps for the Bectu union, now

part of Prospect, sacked during an
ongoing dispute across Picturehouse cinemas through which
workers are fighting to win living
wages and union recognition. Head
of Bectu Philippa Childs said: “This
is an extremely rare ruling and
once again highlights the unreasonable behaviour of Picturehouse towards Bectu’s representatives.
These individuals have been leading Bectu activists and their reinstatement will bolster the campaign
for Picturehouse staff to be paid the
living wage.”
Tribunal cases are ongoing, or
pending, for another two sacked
reps.
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Student left slams democracy shutdown
By Maisie Sanders
Student Left Network member
and Workers’ Liberty supporter
Justine Canady launched her
campaign for National Union of
Students (NUS) President on
Friday 7 December.
She is running as part of the Student Left Network’s campaign of
no confidence in current NUS
President Shakira Martin. More
candidates on the Student Left
Network slate will be announced
soon.
Martin has given unelected student union CEOs and staff
unchecked control over the NUS’s
response to its financial deficit, a
response which will severely curtail democracy and campaigning.
Students are to have no control
over decision-making; finalised reforms will be presented to delegates at NUS National Conference
in April, the same month NUS is
reported to be due for insolvency.
A conference vote against the reforms can constitutionally be overruled by the semi-elected Trustee
Board.
The National Executive Council

Left candidate Justine Canady
is scheduled for only 15 minutes
online to debate the financial situation and reforms on Wednesday
12 December, despite CEOs being
given two days to discuss the
issue. The Student Left Network is
demanding NUS open the books
and give control over decision
making to an extraordinary conference of delegates elected from
their campuses.
The no confidence motion has so
far passed at UCL Students’
Union, and must now pass at 24
other SUs to trigger an extraordinary conference. The next student
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council meetings to debate the motion will be Sheffield, Trinity St.
Davids University of Wales and
Edinburgh.
Some universities may run referenda on the no confidence vote.
Royal Holloway University of
London Labour Club and Young
Greens are hosting a meeting on 11
December to discuss the cuts..
A leaked official report from
“NUS Strategic Conversation”,
where SU CEOs, Presidents and
NUS staff met on 27-28 November,
gives a clearer idea of what will be
presented to delegates at National
Conference. The report will form
the basis of discussions held by the
Turnaround Board, made up of
NUS and student union staff plus
a minority of selected NUS Officers.
It looks like the number of
elected officers be cut significantly,
and their roles will be completely
“reimagined” and “redesigned”.
Power will be taken from conference and elected officers and
placed in the hands of a new combination of “democracy, research
and partnerships,” with whom not
specified. “Digital surveys” of
members will feed into determin-

ing the “values” of the “current
generation of students”.
It isn’t clear if conference will be
replaced with online elections for
officers and “digital surveys” in
place of motions debates, or if conference will continue to exist but
with a different purpose and in a
different form. Full-time officer
elections are to be separated from
votes on policy, and that NUS officers to serve a minimum term of
two years.
A depoliticisation and professionalisation of the roles is likely,
with the creation of “pipelines of
talent through SUs and student
leaders on the ground” to ensure
officers elected understand “the
desired culture and the role itself.”
There is no mention of the future
role of the elected National Executive Council, or of any other body
which would hold the leadership
to account.
Previous years’ NUS accounts
show that the financial problems
come from commercial mismanagement, not from overspending
on democracy, officers’ pay or
campaigning. The leaked report itself states that the proposal to cut
the number of elected officers is
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“not for financial reasons” but to
“ensure the officer team could be
more effective” at “running the organisation.”
These reforms are driven by the
current leadership’s vision for
NUS as a slicker, think-tank style
operation unobstructed by the student left, or any students for that
matter.
The Student Left Network will
use its presidential campaign to
present a radically different vision
for NUS, a National Union with
real rank-and-file control which
links up and spreads the student
activism on campuses around the
country.
A NUS like that could build
campaigning student unions
with full independence from
management in every college,
school and university.
• Follow Justine’s Presidential
campaign here: facebook.com/JCforPres
• Join the Student Left Network,
find the no confidence motion,
plus open letter and articles:
www.studentleftnetwork.com
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