
Labour’s local problem
War and peace in Syria 
More focus can help Momentum succeed
South Africa miners threaten ANC break

ISLAMOPHOBIA David
Cameron has smeared Mus-
lim women by suggesting that
their supposed failure to
learn English and integrate
into British society is a cause
of “radicalism” and terror-
ism. In fact most of those who
carried out terrorist attacks
in Britain, Belgium and
France were fluent speakers
of these countries’  lan-
guages. He added cont. p3

WOMEN A 21 year old
woman from County Down
faces life in prison if she is con-
victed by a court for the ‘crime’
of attempting to bring about an
abortion. This is the first prose-
cution in more than 40 years
under teh 19th Century Of-
fences Against the Person Act.
The 1967 Abortion Act, which
makes abortion up to 28 weeks
legal in the UK does not apply
in Northern cont. p3

PLP A clique of  right wing
MPs have revealed their fears
that they could be victims of a
“bloodbath” when local parties
select MPs, following changes
to constituency boundaries.
Some of these MPs seem to feel
that having voted to add
Britain’s contribution to the
bloodbath in Syria could leave
them on the wrong side of a
clearly anti-war party member-
ship.   cont. p3

BRANCHES & CLPs Across
the country local Labour coun-
cils are implementing Tory aus-
terity in the face of resistance
from workers, youth and unem-
ployed - and increasingly from
local Labour parties. The
Labour leadership’s decision to
launch a national campaign
against central government cuts
to local authorities is welcome -
and long overdue. We hope that
Labour councillors cont. p3

STEEL When Steel firm Tata
announced 1,000 new job
cuts including 750 at the Port
Talbot steel works in South
Wales. this led to loud
protests from local and na-
tional union leaders. Steel
union Community’s General
Secretary Roy Rickhuss called
for ‘meaninful action’ from
the government. Of course it
is right that the jobs should
be saved. cont. p4

THEY can’t have it both ways. The To-
ries say there’s no money to save council
services, save jobs in steel, boost flood
defences and stop the bankruptcy of NHS
trusts. But they’ve got billions for nuclear
missiles and high tech submarines: £20bn
in Tory figures, but £100bn according to
the Trident Commission.  

Jeremy Corbyn and our new Labour
Party could put forward a real alternative
to this madness. Invest in a million cli-
mate jobs, save the steel industry, build a
better NHS and keep services for all who
need them. How to pay for it? Cancel
weapons of mass destruction for the To-
ries and their paymasters and tax the
super rich. 

Billions more could be raised by redis-
tributing the wealth of the billionaires.
Oxfam says 62 individuals own [x] per
cent of the wealth. The money is there to
take our society forwards, if the govern-
ment would take it. 

Save the steel industry
Another 1050 jobs to go at Tata Steel in
Port Talbot and other sites. This follows
the axing of 2,200 jobs in Redcar last
year. Osborne’s promised manufacturing
recovery is nowhere to be seen. Families

and whole communities face desperate
times. Instead of crocodile tears and inac-
tion, the government should nationalise
steel and make a big investment in indus-
trial recovery, supplying steel for millions
of new homes, upgraded flood defences
and better transport. 

Stop the council cuts 
The Tories want a cut of £11.3bn from
council budgets by 2015/16 This means

destroying vital services across the coun-
try [see centre pages]. Money can be redi-
rected from armaments and tax breaks to
restore council funding. 

End the housing crisis
Britain’s dirty secret is that middle class
prosperity relies on constant house price
rises. These are caused by a systematic
policy of housing under-supply. So mil-
lions can’t afford to get on the ladder, ten-

ants face eviction from estates and will be
forced into the private rented sector and
councils plan to build a tiny fraction of
what’s needed. Public investment should
be directed to building a million homes,
not creating weapons that can destroy
millions of homes in minutes. 

What about defence jobs?
Many in the Labour and trade union
movement hate nuclear weapons but are
worried about the impact cancelling Tri-
dent would have on jobs. While Jeremy
Corbyn wants Labour to oppose Trident
renewal, union leader Sir Paul Kenny of
the GMB has challenged him, in the name
of his members’ jobs. 

But there is no need to choose between
the two evils of job losses or Cameron’s
military spending. In World War Two car
plants switched from civilian to military
production without losing a single shift.
75 years on it would not be beyond us to
deploy the skills of defence workers into
useful jobs on the same pay. Everyone
would benefit. The Labour right and
union leaders like Sir Paul Kenny are not
really campaigning for jobs, they are sup-
porting the British establishment’s war
drive, like they did over Syria [see page 3]. 
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the voice of Labour’s revolutionary change

RED FLAG is a revolutionary socialist initiative cam-
paigning in the Labour Party, in the trade unions and
among young people for:

a revived Labour Party with socialist policies, under the
democratic control of its new mass membership
100% opposition to Tory austerity. No cuts to welfare,
services, jobs or pay

End the bans on socialists and the purge of new mem-
bers. Restore the right of local Labour Parties to select
and if necessary deselect their local and parliamentary
candidates

Labour councils should refuse to carry out  Tory cuts
and rally nationwide resistance including coordinated
strike action against undemocratic Tory disqualifications
and any attempted  imposition of commissioners 

A left-wing Labour government should not accept the
sabotage of the rich, but should be a workers’ govern-
ment and take power out of the hands of the unelected
civil servants, CEOs, security chiefs and generals

We need a mass party committed to revolution, which
will mean the forcible dispossession of the ruling class
through direct action from below, breaking up their un-
elected apparatus of coercion, taking power into the
hands of workers’ councils and a working class defence
force

Today hundreds of thousands of people are changing
British politics. Soon millions can change Britain. All to-
gether, we can bring down the Tories and open the road
to a working class government and a social revolution

For Councils of Resistance, with delegates from local
union branches and workplaces, from tenants’ cam-
paigns, antiracist and women’s initiatives, student and
youth groups and Labour Party branches

Workers of all countries, unite - build  an international
union of revolutionary socialist parties

Where we stand Who we are 

Strengthen the labour and working class 
movement

Take over the banks and financial institutions without
compensation 

Merge the banks into a single state-owned investment
bank under direct democratic control of the working
class majority

Jobs for all. For a massive programme of investment to
create socially useful, sustainable jobs. End precarious
working – make casual contracts permanent, including
apprenticeships

A planned economy for the workers

Draw up a socialist economic plan through mass direct
democracy, matching production and distribution to
popular need not private greed

Nationalise the top monopolies under workers control
and without compensation. 

Fight exploitation

Build and improve publicly owned social housing all over
Britain, cutting rents, guaranteeing tenancies, stopping
the sell-off of estates

A National Education Service from cradle to grave, free
at the point of delivery. Bring all schools and nurseries
under public ownership under control of parents, teach-
ers and pupils

Public services, not private rip-offs

Promote a planned shift to sustainable energy

Stop fracking
Phase out fossil fuels

Defend our environment

No to racism in all its forms, to Islamophobia, anti-Semi-
tism and national chauvinism

Free abortion on demand

No to oppression and discrimination against lesbian,
gay, bisexual and transgender people

No to sexism, complete equality for women, equal pay
now

Against discrimination and oppression

Cancel Trident 
Britain out of NATO
Welcome refugees and migrants. Yes to freedom of
movement, no to immigration controls
No more imperialist wars. Troops out of Afghanistan,
Eastern Europe, Ireland and all overseas postings
Don’t bomb Syria – no to British wars. Solidarity with
Syrians and Kurds fighting ISIS and Assad

Stop backing Israel, its occupations and wars. Boycott
Israel and support Palestinian self-determination and the
return of Palestinian refugees
Not a penny or a person for the defence of the billion-
aires’ system. Not a standing army loyal to the estab-
lishment, but a defence force of the working class
majority
No to the undemocratic institutions of the EU. No to a
British nationalist walkout – for a United Socialist States
of Europe

Internationalism not imperialism

Abolish anti-trade union laws. Employment protection
from day 1

Abolish the Monarchy, the House of Lords, the Privy
Council

Nationalise the media, guarantee right to reply, launch
new  mass media under democratic control of the
labour movement

Votes at 16

Extend democracy

All Labour and union officials to be subject to regular re-
election and to the right of the members to recall them,
and to be paid the average wage of the workers they
represent

For revolution

Red Flag is produced by Labour Party members who
want to see the creation of a socialist party with a pro-
gramme for revolutionary change in society. 
We support the Corbyn Revolution of summer 2015
that doubled the size of the party and pledged Labour
to oppose austerity, repeal the anti-trade union laws
and support strikes, oppose wars in the Middle East,
welcome back socialists, and build a mass party loyal
to the working class not to big business and the
bankers.
We argue that  all socialists should join the Labour
Party and work  for Labour victories in local govern-
ment, mayoral and national elections. We want
Labour’s membership to take their place in the front
ranks of those fighting the Tories on the streets an in
the workplaces. We want to see a leftwing Labour
Govermment by 2020 at the latest.
Red Flag believes that elections are only a part and not
the whole of the struggle against the capitalist class.
We reject the right wing view that says only Labour
MPs can deliver meaningful change for working class
people. 
Red Flag in contrast believes that it is ordinary workers,
communities and youth who have a far greater potential
power to reshape society in our collective interests. Our
aim should be not just to protest the destruction of the
NHS, public services, social housing etc. but to halt
and reverse these policies wherever we can. We be-
lieve defeating the Tories does not have to wait for
2020.
Red Flag believes that to complete the revolution we
began in 2015 we have to change Labour’s official poli-
cies to bold socialist ones, and restore the rights of the
members to select the MPs who will fight for them.
It is true that  protest is not enough; we need power.
That is why Red Flag wants the next government to be
a working class government accountable to mass or-
ganisations of working class people, not the ruling class
If you agree then help us spread the voice of Labour’s
revolutionary change; take copies of Red Flag to dis-
tribute, write for the newspaper and website and con-
tact us to organise together. 

DONATE OR
SUPPORT RED
FLAG TODAY 

I would like to support Red Flag

I would like more information

I would like to make a 
one-off cash donation £

Become part of Labour’s revolution
and help us work for revolutionary
change in Britain and internationally

NAME

ADDRESS

POSTCODE

EMAIL

PHONE

Please send to Red Flag, BCM 7750, London, WC1N 3XX
or contact us online at redflagonline.org
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Our aims
RED FLAG strongly supports Jeremy
Corbyn against the MPs who are daily
undermining him in the Tory and liberal
media and will seek to oust him the mo-
ment they think they can get away with
it. Blair, Brown and Miliband halved the
membership during their years in lead-
ership, lost two general elections and
decimated the Party in its historic
stronghold north of the border. We want
no return to those days.

We support policies put forward in Je-
remy’s election campaign – 

• transforming Labour into an actively
anti-austerity party, 

• welcoming back militant socialists
who left the party due to witch-hunts
and its right wing policies,

• Attracting new members from the
union and direct action struggles of the
years since the Great Recession hit,

• Restoring democracy to the con-
stituencies, the power of policy-making
to the Labour conference, and party
control over its MPs,

• Fighting for Labour Councils and a
Labour government that will pursue so-
cialist policies, sustaining and restoring
the NHS, council housing, a national
education service: make the capitalist
class and the rich pay,

• Fighting racism, sexism and NATO
war mongering. 

We support too the building a mass
movement supporting Jeremy Corbyn
and the Left within the Labour Party
and promoting the above struggles.

But our support cannot be uncritical,
especially when, as we see it, Jeremy
Corbyn and John McDonnell have
made a number of tactical mistakes and
retreats on policy which weaken or un-
dermine key parts of his election mani-
festo.

Controlling elected representatives
Firstly there is the blow to the struggle
against austerity contained in the letter,
signed by Jeremy, John and Jon Trick-
ett, stating that, “the situation councils
are now in is if they don’t set a budget,
a council officer will do it for them.
There is no choice for them anymore”.
In short, they must set legal, i.e. auster-
ity budgets.
We deal with this in details on pages 8
and 9, but suffice it to say, on this, rank
and file Corbyn supporters should not
follow their leaders’ advice.
Jeremy has likewise made a major con-
cession to the parliamentary party (PLP)
majority. He has assured them that they
can keep their seats, secure from a chal-
lenge by forces loyal to him. He has
done this by rejecting “mandatory re-se-
lection”, i.e. the right of ordinary mem-
bers in their constituencies to
democratically select their parliamen-
tary candidates from a list of runners
open to all, just like they can currently
select candidates for council elections.
At present sitting MPs are protected
against a challenge by a so-called trig-
ger ballot, a secret ballot on a YES/NO
basis as to whether to re-select the sit-
ting MP. Only if the MP loses this ballot
would an open contest be allowed.
Whilst it seems that 10 per cent of
Labour MPs will have to face selection
due to the creation of new constituen-
cies, including anti-Corbyn champions
Hilary Benn, Chuka Umunna, and Ali-
son McGovern, chair of Progress, this
will not be enough to bring the PLP into
line with the democratic will of the
membership, willing to speak and vote
for its policies.

Tactical compromises?
Jeremy’s compromises with the right
should be seen in the contest of the fact
that the PLP is overwhelmingly op-
posed to his key policies and Labour
Councils have been making cuts for
years. Another factor is that the top
union leaders are far from reliable sup-
porters, as was seen over Trident. But
any tactical advantage in making con-
cessions to them is more than out-
weighed by the confusion it spreads in
the ranks of Labour’s 388,000 mem-
bers. Secondly it invests his enemies in
key positions, ready to strike at him the
moment the left tide begins to abate or
shows signs of demoralisation.
Jeremy appointed a majority of right
and centre-right people to the shadow
cabinet who immediately began to
brief against him. This culminated in
Hilary Benn’s “brilliant” Commons’
speech, delivered to wild Tory cheers,
advocating the bombing of Syria. He
did so as Labour’s spokesperson on
Foreign Affairs, even though he openly
opposed the line of his leader, Septem-
ber’s conference resolution, the mass
membership, most Labour MPs and
most of the shadow cabinet. 
The New Year shadow cabinet reshuf-
fle resulted in Benn holding on to his
post, subject to “an end to public dis-
sent” – a promise he immediately re-
neged on in a lengthy interview on
Channel 4 where he repeated the ne-
cessity of Britain bombing Syria. Will
Corbyn punish him for his broken
promise? It seems not. Yet Benn is the
chosen champion of the Labour right
and the Tory and liberal media – the
man they have chosen to replace him
at the earliest opportunity.
The Labour right, who dominate the

candidates for May’s local council
elections, will, if Labour performs
badly, blame this on Corbyn. They
could then use this as another excuse
to launch a coup. Scottish Labour re-
mains dominated by the centre-right
and this makes it unlikely that Labour
will regain mass support from the SNP
electorate. Additionally, the SNP in
Westminster is able to pose to the left
of Labour even though in Scotland it is
carrying out austerity.

Going forward
Despite these self-inflicted setbacks,
the forces wanting to go forward in the
Labour Party and the unions far out-
number the numbers of the right, de-
spite their control of the elected
representatives and the Party appara-
tus.
Hundreds of thousands of people have
turned towards Labour, attracted by Je-
remy Corbyn’s anti-austerity pro-
gramme. We must engage them to the
full in the struggle between the sup-
porters of Corbyn and the majority of
the PLP, Councillors and
bureaucrats inside the party. Integral to
this is the struggle to weaken and re-
move the other major obstacles to the
struggle against the Tories: the bureau-
cracy within the trade unions.
The months leading up to the next
Labour Party Conference are critical.
We need to get through the constituen-
cies and the affiliated unions new poli-
cies on party democracy, on local
government resistance to austerity, on
Trident and NATO warmongering and
on a new socialist manifesto for a
Labour government.

Corbyn’s first 100 days
The key to making Corbyn’s revolution permanent is democratic control of the party

ISLAMOPHOBIA
cont.from p1 He added the
threat that migrant spouses
who fail language tests would
be deported. And as for con-
cern for English skills and in-
tegration into the workforce
this too is phoney. Funding
for the teaching of English
for speakers of other lan-
guages (Esol) was cut by
£160m between 2008 and
2015. The government talks
up the threat of domestic ter-
rorism in order to boost sup-
port for its wars in Syria and
Iraq. Red Flag argues that a
powerful anti-war movement
which supports progressive
forces abroad is the best anti-
dote to this racist poison. 

WOMEN
cont.from p1 Ireland. This law
criminalises women for taking
control of their bodies and
forces many to travel to the UK
or - if they cannot afford this -
risk life threatening illegal
abortions. The use of reac-
tionary laws to police women’s
bodies coexists alongside sexist
attitudes towards women’s bod-
ies and sexuality - even in the
UK where the working class
has secured some progress for
women’s rights. We defend a
woman’s right to choose and
support all those campaigning
for equal rights and in defence
of those progressive advances
which are constantly at risk of
being eroded or reversed. 

PLP
cont.from p1 It is clear that
some MPs have got used to a
party run by an apparatus
which parachuted in MPs, en-
suring a job for life for many,
with the icing of a peerage
when they got pensioned off
into the House of Lords at the
end of their career. Red Flag
doesn’t understand why any
Labour MP should have any-
thing to “fear” from participat-
ing in Labour’s democratic
discussion and decision making
policy. This newspaper is cer-
tain that all MPs will warmly
welcome the right of party
members to choose the candi-
date for MP that they feel best
represents them and Labour.

BRANCHES & CLPs
cont.from p1 will welcome this
development and use their posi-
tion to encourage support for
the campaign in towns and
cities up and down the country.
While many Labour councillors
are genuinely trying to preserve
the most vital local services,
too many are actively fighting
against trade unions and local
residents. This paper supports
the defence of every local serv-
ice and encourages all mem-
bers to do likewise. For a
model motion for use in
branches and CLPs, and a re-
sponse to Jeremy Corbyn, John
McDonnell’s letter on council
budgets, turn to the centre
pages

STEEL
cont.from p1 Of course it
should be nationalised  to do
this. Nor should Tata be com-
pensated with a singly penny.
But all these demands will be
just hot air if the union itself
isn’t prepared to organise its
members to take some ‘mean-
ingful action’ of their own to
block the closure process and
rally other workers to their
side. The lesson of the clo-
sures of the 1970s is that an
occupation of the workplace
and solidarity action from
other workers are the only
tactics that are proven to
stand a chance of stopping
the jobs slaughter.
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Housing crisis is deliberate After the floods

ISSUE 2

JEREMY Corbyn has said that
there is no convincing solution
to the housing crisis that “does
not start with a new, very large,
very active council house build-
ing project”. On this issue, as on
so many others, there is now
clear red water between Cor-
byn’s Labour party and the To-
ries

The Tories’ new Housing and
Planning Bill claims to be a way
to help people without homes to
find them, and for those living
in sub-standard housing to find
better ones. But nothing could
be further from the truth.

It represents yet another attack
on the number of council homes
available at rents affordable for
working-class people. It aims to
force the sell-off of even more
of the 2.2 million properties
rented from local councils, and
goes on to force the sale of those
built by Housing Associations.

Repeating the mantra of home
ownership, like Thatcher’s orig-
inal “Right to Buy” scheme, its
aim is to leave the entire field of
accommodation open to the
mercy of market forces that
have put decent housing beyond
the means of millions in cities
and towns all over the country.

From 1945 to 1979, govern-
ments and councils, Conserva-
tive and Labour, built a large
number of council houses every
year. The number of new builds
peaked in 1953 at 220,000. And
that was under the Tories!

Thatcher represented a radical
break from this policy, as on so
many others. Council housing
was “socialism” and had to be
got rid of. Her advisors came up
with the idea of giving council
tenants the “Right to Buy” their
homes at well-below market
prices, with 100 per cent mort-
gages.

As a result, 1.6 million coun-
cil homes were sold off between
1979 and 2013. And a large pro-
portion of them did not remain
owner-occupied, but were
quickly sold on to property de-
velopers who gouged rents out
of their new private tenants, who
now had no hope of ever getting
a council home.

In 1979, 42 per cent of the
population lived in council
homes. Today the figure is just
under 8 per cent. And this figure
is set to fall again as Cameron
has threatened to demolish 100
“sink” estates where “poverty is
rife”.

But who was it who drove
them into poverty? Where will
these broken-up communities
live in the meantime? And how
many of them will be able to af-
ford the supposedly “afford-
able” homes that he will replace
their homes with? David
Cameron was completely un-
able to answer any of these
questions when Jeremy Corbyn
put them to him in the Com-
mons.

THIS year has seen some of the
worst floods, with areas from
Aberdeenshire down to Lan-
cashire under water. Large
swathes of Northern cities like
York, Leeds and Manchester
were filled with muddy brown
water.

Families caught up in the del-
uge of Storms Desmond and
Eva not only had their Christ-
mas ruined, but face months of
clearing up. Some were flooded
twice, three times in the space of
a few weeks. Others had seen it
all before only a few years ago.

David Cameron put on his
grim face and did the rounds in
his second-best wellies (appar-
ently worried that his £100 best
pair would cause envy).
“Clearly we should look again at
whether there’s more we can
do,” he said, pretty much like
two years ago when he prom-
ised, “There are always lessons
to be learned and I will make
sure they are learned.”

Climate change
The truth is that the government
knows floods are becoming a
regular feature of Britain, and
they know that this is because of
climate change. Britain’s five
wettest winters on record have
happened since 2000. As the
earth warms up, more water
evaporates and falls in ever-
more devastating fashion.

Yet despite the government’s
own experts warning that there

is a £500,000 shortfall in flood
defence spending, Cameron has
cut this spending by 27 per cent
since he became prime minister.
Almost 300 proposed defence
schemes have not gone ahead.

To make matters worse, the
Tories are hell-bent on reversing
green measures taken by Labour
in the last decade. They have cut
subsidies for wind farms and
solar panel installations while
turning to gas-fired power sta-
tions and encouraging fracking.
More fossil fuels means more
greenhouse gas emissions and
more floods.

The Department of Energy
and Climate Change says green
technologies must “stand on
their own two feet”. This is the
economics of the madhouse.
Consultants PricewaterhouseC-
oopers calculate the total cost of
the damage caused by this
year’s floods alone at £15 bil-
lion. Do the maths!

Labour must demand all the
proposed flood defences are
fully financed, demand an end
to the fracking experiment and
demand investment in alterna-
tive and renewable energy
sources. Jeremy Corbyn’s prom-
ise of a “Green New Deal” and
a million green jobs has never
been more urgent. Ultimately,
facing up to the climate catastro-
phe means a global response -
someting the competing captial-
ist nation states have proven
completely incapable of. 

JEREMY Corbyn has made
a U-turn on Trident, agreeing
to maintain the orders for the
nuclear submarines “to save
jobs” under pressure from the
unions, especially the GMB
and Unite. But he has ludi-
crously suggested they should
carry conventional, not nu-
clear warheads.

The £167 billion it costs to
run these nuclear subs –
which could never be used
except in the context of the
annihilation of British popu-
lation they are supposed to
defend – needs to be totally
reallocated to socially useful
projects. Their only purpose
is to boost Britain’s status as
a UN Security Council mem-
ber, with a permanent seat in
the thieves’ kitchen when the
loot is being divided up. 

Instead of building and
servicing these “monsters of

the deep”, the workforces in
Barrow in Furness and Faslane
and their unions should be en-
couraged to immediately begin
drafting a plan where all the
workforces can be employed
with no loss of pay or condi-
tions.

What should the Labour left
do on Trident? Firstly MPs who
support Corbyn should vote
against renewing it when it
comes before parliament. Sec-
ondly the Labour Party needs
to have an open and democratic
debate, with the constituency
membership voting on whether
to keep Trident or divert this gi-
gantic waste into social needs
and safeguarding jobs. 

RED FLAG thinks that so-
cialists should oppose every at-
tempt by our rulers to spend
money on weapons and wars
that exist to defend their rule. 

LONDON Underground
workers are set to open up a
second front in defence of
workers’ right to a family
life, demanding guarantees
against night shifts and
weekend working destroying
their work-life balance.

Like the junior doctors,
Tube drivers, maintenance
and station staff fear that the
introduction of a 24-hour
transport service will mean
increased hours, longer shifts
and more dangerous condi-
tions for passengers and
workers alike. And like the
doctors, they face a tubful of
media smears, claiming that
greedy, well-paid drivers are
holding the rest of us to ran-
som.

That’s why socialists and
trade unionists should be out
there on the picket-lines,
supporting the strikers and
encouraging travellers to
support them too. Labour
should promise to take the

Tube back into public owner-
ship, and Labour Mayoral can-
didate Sadiq Khan should
declare that he sides with Tube
workers against the Mayor and
Transport for London

All three will last 24 hours. 
However there is still, as we

go to press, the distinct possi-
bility that union officials will
call off strikes if “progress” is
made in talks at conciliation
service ACAS. Unite, which
organises about 600 mainte-
nance engineers, has already
pulled out of the action,
though drivers’ union Aslef
and the all-grades RMT union
remain committed to the
strikes.

We have been here before
though. Last September, the
RMT called off strike action to
allow ACAS talks to go ahead.
And the only real result was
that Transport for London
started to recruit hundreds of
part-time drivers to run the
night Tube, without agreement

with the unions.
This deliberately planned

provocation, with London
Mayor and right-wing Tory
leadership hopeful Boris John-
son clearly involved, is meant
to drive a wedge between
transport unions and the pub-
lic. But no-one should be
fooled. The bosses’ aim, even-
tually, is to introduce driver-
less trains and destroy the
troublesome Tube unions once
and for all.

We cannot trust capitalism to
put safety first. Profit is the
guiding light, not jobs for the
unemployed, not a 24-hour
service for Londoners and cer-
tainly not a sustainable work-
life balance and decent pay for
the workers who ferry millions
of passengers around the capi-
tal every day.
Only the Tube workers and
passengers themselves can do
that, through democratic con-
trol of the Tube network.

Victory to the Tube workers!
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AS the Tories continue their slashing of
NHS funding, junior doctors have quite
rightly responded with a massively pop-
ular strike. Tens of thousands struck for
24 hours on 12 January, with picket-
lines all over the country drawing large
numbers of doctors and other trade
unionists.

Junior doctors had voted 98 per cent
in favour of strike action. The British
Medical Association (BMA) had al-
ready suspended a pre-Christmas strike
in the false hope of the government’s
withdrawing a deeply unpopular new
contract. And three more strike days
have been called, with the last on 10
February involving a total withdrawal
of labour, with no emergency cover.

There is quite clearly massive anger

from doctors. But there is also massive
support from the public. A new Ipsos
MORI poll says that 66 per cent of peo-
ple support the strikes. Strange then that
Labour’s Shadow Health Secretary
Heidi Alexander could not endorse
strike action, even while expressing
sympathy for the doctors. Better by far
were those Labour MPs, including
Shadow Chancellor John McDonnell,
who expressed their support directly on
the picket-lines.

Labour quite rightly puts the blame
for this dispute at the door of the Tories.
But an unequivocal stance of backing
the doctors’ strike action would have
demonstrated to all their seriousness
about defending the NHS. A decision
not to support a strike is an implicit criticism.

Not safe, not fair!
The BMA criticises the government’s
new contract for its failure “address jun-
ior doctors leaders' concerns about con-
tractual safeguards on safe working, and
proper recognition for those working
unsocial hours”. These are no idle con-
cerns. NHS Trusts already overwork
doctors. A contract with unreasonable
and continuous long day or night shifts
poses a significant risk to patient safety.

Health Secretary Jeremy Hunt’s at-
tempt to rip up mandatory safeguards
for doctors, safeguards that have been
accumulated over many years, is an as-
sault on patient care. And Hunt’s offer
of an 11 per cent pay rise is in fact
equivalent to a wage cut once cuts in
overtime pay, loss of incremental in-

creases and weekend work not being
recognised as unsocial hours are taken
into account.

And this attack is part and parcel of
the Tories’ attempt to dismantle our
health service. Slogans on the picket
lines bore this out clearly: “Save our
NHS, Save our Contracts” and “Protect
our Doctors, Protect our NHS”.

As talks rumble on at the conciliation
service ACAS, it is imperative that the
BMA does not climb down. The stakes
in this dispute are too high. A victory for
the government would embolden its at-
tempts to ram through unsocial hours
and pay cuts on all health workers. And
all health workers’ unions should mo-
bilise real solidarity action in support of
the doctors.        BY BERNIE MCADAM

Doctors strike opens new
front in fight to save NHS

Labour movement solidarity can stop Hunt imposing unsafe contract  

IN yet another fightback
against Tory NHS cuts, over a
thousand student nurses
marched through central Lon-
don on 9 January to protest at
the loss of their bursaries. Hav-
ing already scrapped the Edu-
cation Maintenance Allowance
(EMA) and hiked tuition fees,
the Tories now have student
nurses in their sights.
Tuition fees for student nurses

will be imposed from Septem-
ber 2017. New students on
Nursing, Midwifery and Allied
Health Professions pre-regis-
tration courses in England will
have to take out loans for
maintenance and tuition.
Grants and bursaries will be
slashed. But student nurses al-
ready work full-time for much
of their training, so they will
effectively be paying to work!

According to UNISON, 90 per
cent of current nurses would
not have been able to complete
their training without a bursary.
And while bursaries are not
particularly well funded, they
are at least a vital lifeline for
those studying to work in the
NHS. Their loss will be partic-
ularly devastating for students
from working-class back-
grounds, with this callous at-

tack deterring many from
choosing a career in the NHS,
worsening the present crisis of
understaffing.
The Tories claim that the funds
released can then be spent on
10,000 new nursing jobs. This
is disingenuous nonsense,
since they have already cut
funds and slashed jobs in the
NHS. The reality is that it will
be harder for people to train up

to be a nurse. It will be impos-
sible to fill up all the vacant
posts.
No wonder that student nurses
were chanting “Bursary or
Bust” on the demonstration
from St Thomas' Hospital. And
no wonder that there is a clear
recognition that this is yet an-
other attack on the NHS as a
whole, with loud cries for
nurses and doctors to unite.

STUDENT 
NURSES

MARCHON THE

AGAINSTBURSARYCUTS
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United we stand?

ISSUE 2

WITH the election of Jeremy
Corbyn we finally have a
Labour Leader who is not afraid
to identify his party with the
trade unions, to defend striking
workers on television and in the
press and to promise the repeal
of the anti-union laws. Just try
to imagine any Leader from Neil
Kinnock to Ed Miliband saying
the following words from Je-
remy’s speech to the Scottish
TUC on 9 December:

“Not only will we repeal the
Trade Union Bill when we get
back in 2020, we will extend
people’s rights in the workplace
and give employees a real voice
in the organisations they work
for. That means new trade union
freedoms and collective bar-
gaining rights of course, because
it is only through collective rep-
resentation that workers have
the voice and the strength to re-
verse the race to the bottom in
pay and conditions.”

Less than a month later,
George Osborne announced on
that the UK economy could
enter “rapid decline” this year,
and many economists agree. An-
drew Palmer of The Economist
magazine laments that, “In 2016
business will have to face up to
the fact that the party is now
truly over”.

Not that the rest of us were
ever invited to this “party”. We
have suffered eight years of
stubbornly high unemployment,
offset only by the growth in
minimum wage and part-time
jobs, zero hours and temporary
contracts, bogus “self-employ-
ment” and all the rest. Real
wages remain 8.9 per cent lower
than at their 2008 peak.

Austerity has utterly failed.
Public sector cuts have hit
women workers and carers hard-
est, while youth have experi-
enced low wages and a jobs
shortage. Their generation will
be the first to face a lower stan-
dard of living than their parents.
That’s why in all the major trade
unions, the rank and file pushed
hard and successfully for sup-
port for Corbyn’s leadership bid.

Anticipating a downturn
sooner or later, the Tories are
trying to head off resistance with

the Trade Union Bill, which will
restrict our right to strike and
even to fund the Labour Party.
Even Tory MP David Davis has
compared the proposed new
rules to those under Spanish dic-
tator Francisco Franco.

Where’s the fightback?
With Jeremy on our side at a

national level, and John Mc-
Donnell and a revived left in the
party out on the nurses’, junior
doctors’ and rail workers’
picket-lines, we should be able
to step up the resistance. But
here we have to pause for a
warning.

We have actually seen the
unions mobilise over the last
five years. When union leaders
called days of action and na-
tional demonstrations, hundreds
of thousands of us thronged the
streets and the picket-lines. But
all too often the top union lead-
ers, right and left alike, failed to
build these mobilisations into an
all-out fight.

The most incredible failure by
the national leadership of a
union was the failure of Uni-
son’s Dave Prentis, with his
union’s 1.3 million members to
call a single national demonstra-
tion against Andrew Lansley’s
NHS Bill. The same goes for the
CWU’s failure under left-winger
Billy Hayes to call action
against Royal Mail privatisation.

Overall, the big unions and the
TUC have not mobilised their
members, except for one-day
actions like the public sector
pension strike in November
2011. And while the turnout for
that strike was magnificent, the
main unions still rushed to settle
for a paltry offer.

In short, the leaderships have
quickly betrayed and demo-
bilised their members. Sir Paul
Kenny of the GMB is plainly
hostile to Corbyn, as his attacks
over the Trident issue show all
too clearly. And even Unite’s
“Red Len” McCluskey has
failed two major tests: the defeat
at Grangemouth in November
2013 and last autumn’s steel cri-
sis.

Today, the junior doctors’
struggle against iniquitous

weekend working contracts
shows that the rank and file are
willing to fight, when there is a
burning issue and strong organ-
isation at workplace level. What
the union movement lacks is a
strategy to move forward in a
close alliance with Labour, es-
pecially now that the possibili-
ties have been magnified by the
Corbyn movement.

Labour and the unions 
Corbyn’s leadership election
victory revealed something ab-
solutely crucial. The rank and
file of the labour movement, if
engaged in a meaningful way
and asked to express their views
without obstruction, are way to
the left not just of the right-wing
union leaders, but also of the
“left-wing” ones. Let’s not for-
get that, despite their congratu-
lations after the event, neither
Unison’s Dave Prentis nor
Unite’s Len McCluskey initially
supported Jeremy Corbyn. They
both went to their national exec-
utives proposing a vote for Andy
Burnham, but were overturned.
And in the end, Corbyn won.

However, there is currently no
way that these Corbyn support-
ers can make their voices heard
in the unions. Just compare Je-
remy’s victory — the enormous
turnout, the huge crowds gather-
ing to hear him and other
Labour and trade union activists
speak, the engagement of a new
generation of activists and the
return of those that had ben
driven out in the Blair and
Brown years — with the under-
whelming union election victo-
ries of Dave Prentis in Unison
and Tim Roache in the GMB,
which attracted turnouts of
around 5 to 10 per cent.

We need to help Jeremy’s sup-
porters in the unions organise to
bring the Corbyn revolution into
the unions. Whether this is
achieved through the official
Labour Party channels in the
unions (like Unison’s Labour
Link), through setting up new
Labour Party members’ cau-
cuses in workplaces and union
branches, or through turning
Momentum groups towards the
unions is not the most important

question. Whatever works best
in any specific union or locality
should be tried.

Up to now the Labour Party
has always conducted its rela-
tionship with the mass trade
unions through the bureaucratic
leaders at the top. This certainly
suits the Labour right who (with
the exception of short periods in
the 1920s and 1970s) could usu-
ally rely on the union bosses,
even when it is the left’s policies
(on nationalisation, supporting
strikes or raising workers’ living
standards) that best fit with the
unions’ agenda.

Why is this? Simply put: be-
cause union leaders fear the ac-
tive involvement of their rank
and file in shaping political and
industrial strategy far more than
they fear neoliberalism and aus-
terity. They know that their priv-
ileged position as brokers
between bosses and workers
would be blown away if grass-
roots members started to dictate
policy, in much the same way
that Labour MPs’ privileges
(like their ability to speak out
against Jeremy’s leadership, and
to vote against his instructions)
are threatened by the huge in-
flux of new members and their
right to select parliamentary
candidates.

Today in the trade unions, we
urgently need a united move-
ment of rank and file union ac-
tivists and broad local anti-cuts
committees, federated at a na-
tional level.

If we fail to see this as one of
the most immediate and burning
issues facing socialists in the
Labour Party, then the 6 million-
strong trade union movement,
far from being a source of sup-
port for Jeremy Corbyn and
John McDonnell’s leadership,
could be turned against them.
But if we can succeed, if we can
create a labour movement truly
controlled by its members, then
our resistance could bring about
the downfall of the Tory govern-
ment and get a left-wing Labour
government into power well be-
fore 2020. BY REBECCA
ANDERSON & ANDY YORKE

If we can
create a
labour
movement
truly 
controlled
by its 
members,
then our 
resistance
could bring
about the
downfall of
the Tory
government
and get a
left-wing
Labour 
government
into power
well before
2020.
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THE NHS is heading for annual deficits
of £2 billion, with regulators calling it
the worst crisis in a generation.

Shortages
Already twelve hospital trusts did not
have a single bed available from 4 to 6
December. Another thirty had fewer
than ten beds free. Waiting time targets
are worse than last year, and this winter
promises a crisis worse than the last
two, as there is no additional money to
be had. Last year an extra £700,000 was
pumped in; but even that failed to avert
a crisis.

It is widely recognised that adequate
and high-quality social care is needed to
avert a crisis, allowing patients to be
discharged and freeing up beds. But the
government is also starving social care
of funding, despite protests from many
organisations including the Association
of Directors of Adult Social Services
and the hospital managers’ NHS Con-

federation. Hospital mergers, the loss of
thousands of hospital beds and closures
of Accident & Emergency departments
are all taking place without any corre-
sponding increase in “care in the com-
munity”.

Privatisation
The NHS Support Federation campaign
calls this a “crisis created by the govern-
ment," which “will then be used as a
reason by the Government to dismantle
the NHS even more, privatising the sys-
tem”. This is why £20 billion was
lopped off the NHS budget between
2010 and 2015. This is why we had a
Health and Social Care Act which has
been a colossal attack on a free, univer-
sal and comprehensive health service.
Instead we have a programme of pri-
vatisation in the form of Private Finance
Initiative contracts and the outsourcing
of most of the NHS budget.

The NHS is under mortal threat from

the Tories. We cannot wait for Labour
to be elected to defend it. We must fight
the attacks in the here and now. 

Next steps
We must call on our Labour and trade
union leaders to organise a fightback ur-
gently. This means building a mass
movement with strikes, occupations and
demonstrations at its heart. 

That’s why we need to rally around
the doctors and nurses, and fight every
single cut to the NHS. If our union lead-
ers stall as they are doing now, then the
rank and file have to take the initiative
and build the action. We should call on
our health union leaders to organise sol-
idarity strikes with those in struggle and
coordinate national strikes in defence of
the NHS. Labour should commit to re-
versing all PFI and privatisation
schemes without a penny in compensa-
tion and a massive training and recruit-
ment drive.       BY BERNIE MCADAM

The Tories are 
bankrupting our NHS

Defying the press onslaught 

Private profit is put before the interests of patients and staff

There has been no let up in the coordinated smear operation against Corbyn 

“First they ignore you, then
they laugh at you, then they
fight you, then you win.”

It started in earnest in Au-
gust 2015, at the point when
it became obvious that Je-
remy Corbyn was on course
for a landslide victory in last
year’s Labour leadership con-
test.
Stalwarts of the left are ac-
customed to unfair and biased
reporting; just look at the way
Ed Miliband was monstered
for his very mild deviation
from the neoliberal econom-
ics that is now political ortho-
doxy. But it has become clear
that the overwhelmingly neg-
ative press coverage Corbyn
has received is a coordinated
assault from the forces of
conservatism.

January’s reshuffle was a
case in point: endless column
inches painting a stark picture
of chaos and infighting
within Labour and specula-
tion about Hilary Benn’s po-
sition. That the Tory press
would attack the first socialist
Labour leader for many
decades is a given. But left-
leaning titles doing the same
is unforgivable, and it’s sim-
ply not the BBC’s place to
display any bias.

Bias
Still, the BBC reported the
reshuffle as a "a political pan-
tomime" which "has again ex-
posed his team’s lack of
know-how in just getting
things done," with "days of
concern and chaos" (BBC

Radio 4 News, 6 January
2016).

They went far further than
this, however, in organising
the on-air resignation of
Stephen Doughty, a largely
unknown Labour front-
bencher who had been pro-
moted by Corbyn. The Beeb
was caught out when Andrew
Alexander of the BBC’s jour-
nalism academy boasted
about the scoop.

Let’s be clear here: engi-
neering stories is something
tabloid newspapers do, not
publicly funded institutions
that are required by law to re-
port without bias. If they’d
done the same for a Tory cab-
inet minister, BBC news edi-
tors would be looking for a
job right now, and their fund-

ing would be cut even further.
In fact the BBC has long

been infested by Tories. Nick
Robinson, the editor of BBC
news, is a former chair of the
Young Conservatives, while
his boss James Harding is a
former Murdoch employee
and close friend of George
Osborne. Rona Fairhead, who
leads the board of Governors,
is a former HSBC director
who still takes renumeration
from the bank.

This is the tip of the iceberg
as far as right wing infiltra-
tion of public media is con-
cerned. Some time ago The
Telegraph was attacked by
one of its own former jour-
nalists, Peter Oborne, who ac-
cused the paper of allowing
HSBC to vet negative stories

about the bank before they
were printed. If it’s happen-
ing at The Telegraph, it will
be happening at the BBC. 

Outside of the BBC, we
have the Murdoch empire.
Some of Corbyn’s most
prominent critics in the
Labour right are in the pay of
Murdoch titles. For Rochdale
MP Simon Danczuk this
means £2,000 per hour to
maul the democratically
elected leader of the Labour
Party. 

It’s clear that all these
strands connect. They want
to obscure Corbyn’s mes-
sage, his policies and his
wide support. We can’t allow
them to do this without chal-
lenge. BY MARK DAUNCEY

The Tories can’t be
trusted with our NHS.
Dozens of Tory MPs
are making financial
gains from privatisa-
tion. We don’t need
to wait for a Labour
government - we can
campaign now for a
fully funded health
service under the
control of staff and
users 
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How can Labour activist    

ISSUE 2

OVER the coming month,
councils across the UK will be
setting budgets for the coming
year. They will include savage
cuts, with the most vulnerable
(women, children, the elderly
and the sick) suffering the most.
It is our job, as Labour party and
labour movement activists, to
protect the working class, both
as the users of these services and
as the workers whose jobs are
on the line when they are deci-
mated.
That much is clear. The question
that remains is how.
For those of us who live in
cities, towns and boroughs
where Labour councillors are in
opposition, the answer is rela-
tively straightforward, albeit
daunting. We fight against every
cut.
Likewise those, like myself,
who are employed by local au-
thorities and active in our
unions, the task is set out in ad-
vance. We stand shoulder to
shoulder with our work col-
leagues and the families who de-
pend on us for housing, adult
and social care, youth services
and so on. We fight against
every cut.
But most of us live under one of
the 110 Labour-controlled coun-
cils. Most of these councils have
already implemented severe
cuts, as the Tories have reduced

central government funding by
40 per cent over the past five
years. Now they are being asked
to pass on another 6.7 per cent
in cuts over the next four years,
the bulk of which will fall dur-
ing the next two.
Even the Tory leader of the
Local Government Association,
Lord Porter, has described this
as a “knockout blow” saying
that, “At some point you are
going to have to start doing
service changes and that is
going to end up giving people a
lower quality of service at the
same time as their [council tax]
bill is going up. There isn't re-
ally a business model that says
that's a good idea. No one ever
liked to pay more for getting
less.”

Jeremy and John’s letter
It is in this context that the letter
to Labour council leaders from
Jeremy Corbyn, John McDon-
nell and Jon Trickett has
emerged. We have reprinted the
key paragraphs of the letter op-
posite.
Let’s start with the positives.
The letter rightly starts by mak-
ing the point that the crisis in the
councils is a result of the huge
cut in local government spend-
ing being imposed by the Tories.
There was no negotiation. These
are not cuts that Labour freely

chooses to make. We would do
things differently.
It also ends with the passage that
Ted Knight quotes in his motion
to Gypsy Hill ward in Lambeth,
also reprinted here and recom-
mended by Ref Flag as this
month’s model motion. I will
expand on that later.
No, the problem comes with the
quote from John’s conference
speech, in which he argues
against councillors setting “ille-
gal” or “unbalanced” budgets,
which could lead to “either
council officers or, worse still,
Tory ministers deciding council
spending priorities [which]
would certainly not meet the
needs of the communities which
elected us” under the Local
Government Act 1992.
John argues that this completely
alters the situation compared to
the 1980s. But does it? In the
1980s, some left-led Labour
councils did set deficit budgets
based on the people’s needs.
This led to improved council
services, particularly in housing,
and a growth in support for
Labour on the streets and in the
polls. Their aim was to rally the
working class across as many
councils as possible to demand
more money from central gov-
ernment under the slogan, “Bet-
ter to break the law than break
the poor”.

But the Tories under Margaret
Thatcher hit back. Councillors
were barred from holding office
and fined when the money ran
out, for the “crime” of making
the councils destitute; some-
thing that was the Tory govern-
ment’s fault, not theirs.
Councillors were removed from
office, with Neil Kinnock ex-
pelling some from the Labour
Party for good measure.
The only thing that has really
changed since then is that the
judges can intervene at an ear-
lier stage. This affords Labour
councils less time to rally work-
ers in their defence, on the basis
of letting them see with their
own eyes the new and improved
council homes, nurseries and
schools that Labour wanted to
provide. And of course that there
were more left wing, anti-cuts
councillors and even some Dis-
trict Labour Parties (DLPs) that
could hold the council Labour
groups to account.
By signing with Jon Trickett a
letter that throws away the op-
tion of setting no cuts budgets,
Jeremy and John have disarmed
their own supporters. They have
strengthened the right wing in
the party, who never had any in-
tention of setting budgets on the
basis of people’s needs, and who
can now turn round and say,
“Even the leader and his right

To the Leaders of Labour Councils

Dear Colleague,
We are writing to you as Leader of the

Party, Shadow Secretary of State for Com-
munities and Local Government and
Shadow Chancellor. Today the govern-
ment has announced the local government
settlement. In spite of their smoke screens,
it is quite clear that once again a huge cut
in local government spending is being im-
posed by the Tories.

[…]
A number of colleagues have requested

clarity about Labour Party policy concern-
ing the setting of legal budgets.

The Shadow Chancellor, John McDon-
nell MP, said in September, “....the situa-
tion councils are now in is if they don’t set
a budget, a council officer will do it for
them. There is no choice for them any-
more.” As you know, councils must set a
balanced budget under the Local Govern-

ment Act 1992. If this does not happen,
i.e. if a council fails to set a legal budget,
then the council’s Section 151 Officer is
required to issue the council with a notice
under Section 114 of the 1988 Local Gov-
ernment Act. Councillors are then re-
quired to take all the necessary actions in
order to bring the budget back into bal-
ance.

Failing to do so can lead to complaints
against councillors under the Code of
Conduct, judicial review of the council
and, most significa ntly, government
intervention by the Secretary of State. It
would mean either council officers or,
worse still, Tory ministers deciding coun-
cil spending priorities. Their priorities
would certainly not meet the needs of the
communities which elected us.

[…]
With best wishes
Jeremy Corbyn, John McDonnell and

Jon Trickett

Local government cuts: 5 key facts
1
2
3

4

5

Letter from Jeremy Corbyn, John McDonnell and Jon Trickett to Labour council leaders

A local government worker responds to Jeremy Corbyn and John McDonnell’s recent le             

Protests and walkouts in Lam       

£11.3 billion will be cut from total central government
grants to councils by 2016

75 per cent of local government workers are women,
meaning cuts will affect those already discriminated
against in the job market 
£260 million has already been cut from youth services.
This means 350 youth centres closed and 41,000
youth service places for young people scrapped 

£82 million has been cut from children’s centre budg-
ets, with 250+ centres closed since 2010. 

From 2010-2015 council budgets were cut by 40%. In
2015 George Osborne announced a further 30% cut



   ts defend local services?
hand man say we should pass on
the Tory cuts.”
We should remember that this
was the line of Neil Kinnock,
who claimed that Labour coun-
cils had to obey the law at all
costs in order to keep the Tories
out and defend (some) local
services “with a dented shield”.
It was a failed strategy. It did not
help oust the Tories in 1992. On
the contrary it emboldened them
to bring in the hated poll tax.
It could lead Corbyn’s Labour
Party into being viewed not as
an anti-austerity party, but as an
austerity-lite party, not that dis-
similar to Ed Miliband’s; al-
though it doesn’t have to.
But let’s not pretend that the
legal and financial pressures
will lessen once Labour is in
Downing Street and not just the
Town Hall. They will increase,
as Greece’s Syriza found out to
its cost when it tried to take on
the European Union and the Eu-
ropean Central Bank.

What now?
The most important strategic
strength of the Labour Party and
the reason why we remain
feared by the capitalist class is
that we are part of a labour
movement. That movement in-
cludes not just 7,000 councillors
and 231 MPs, but millions of
trade unionists and hundreds of

thousands of Labour Party
members and supporters.
Together we can knock on
doors, call mass meetings in
every ward and speak in work-
places, drumming up support for
an anti-austerity fightback. We
can petition on the high streets
to demand more funding from
central government. If they have
money for wars and Trident,
then they can find some for local
services, which often provide a
lifeline for those on the bread-
line.
We can test our strength by cam-
paigning to save those services
that are currently being shred-
ded by Labour councils. This is
what is happening in Lambeth,
where Labour wards are sup-
porting striking librarians to
save their service, and in South-
wark, to prevent a 73 per cent
cut in youth services.
Victory, or even just a serious
mobilisation, would demoralise
the Labour right and encourage
the working class. If councillors
counter by asking us where we
should make cuts, we should
reply, “Nowhere. We should
pass no cuts.”
Most importantly we can hold
conferences with delegates from
workplaces, housing estates,
tenants' and residents' associa-
tions, unions, party branches
and the under-represented

youth, women and black and
minority ethnic communities.
There we could hammer out not
only a “needs budget”, giving
people a say in drafting policy,
but also develop a plan of action
to defend it with strikes and di-
rect action.
We might not be in a position to
shape the council budgets this
year, but we can start campaign-
ing for defiance of the Tory cuts
next year. We must fight for the
re-instatement of DLPs, so that
the party’s mass membership
can hold their councillors to ac-
count collectively, and mandate
them to pass needs-based budg-
ets. We can select anti-cuts can-
didates for council elections.
I am sure Jeremy and John
would agree with much, if not
all of this. It is hinted at in their
letter and Ted Knight’s model
motion fleshes it out.
But four more years of imple-
menting Tory cuts at a local
level is not an option. It will lead
to defeat, not just at the local
level, but on the national stage
as well. Neil Kinnock never
won an election with his “dented
shield”, and five years of com-
pliance during the last govern-
ment did not usher Ed Miliband
into Number Ten.
What is most alarming is that
John did not always think like
this. As recently as 2012, he

moved a National Committee
Statement for the Labour Repre-
sentation Committee that re-
solved to:

•Call on Labour Councils and
councillors to resist the cuts lo-
cally, and to refuse to implement
them,and to help build the forces
which can sustain that level of
resistance

•Develop a socialist local gov-
ernment strategy for Labour
councils

•Bring together a conference
of LRC Labour councillors to
discuss strategy, share experi-
ences and build a councillors'
network

•Secure the selection and elec-
tion of socialists at all levels
within the Party

•Work with others in the Party
to deselect councillors and other
representatives who support ne-
oliberalism and the working
class paying for the crisis

The fight for the soul of the
Labour Party, to turn it into a
consistently socialist party,
something that Labour has never
achieved in its history but that is
vitally necessary for Corbyn’s
survival, has to start from where
we are. And that means oppos-
ing the rationale for cuts and fo-
cusing Momentum groups to
coordinate a campaign with the
unions and communities to stop
them.

This [branch/CLP] notes the letter sent from Je-
remy Corbyn, the Leader of the Party, to all Lead-
ers of Council Labour Groups, on 17 December
2015.

The letter states that:-
“Following the debate inside the Party during the

Labour Leadership election and at our Annual Con-
ference our Party is now clearly an anti-austerity
party.

“The government’s austerity cuts are a political
choice not an economic necessity. It is critically im-
portant therefore in the run up to the local govern-
ment and mayoral elections in May 2016 that we
pin the blame for the cuts in local government serv-
ices squarely on the government, which is causing
them.

“That is why we aim to build a national cam-
paign and to work alongside Labour councils to
mobilise local campaigns in their areas to demon-
strate the devastating impact of this government’s
cuts to local council spending.

“We wish to work with Labour Councils in forg-
ing strong alliances with local community cam-
paigners, council staff who are under stress as a
result of Tory spending cuts, local citizens and oth-

ers in defending local services.
“No doubt you will already be considering with

your Labour Group exactly how best to expose the
Conservative government’s destructive fiscal strat-
egy.”

This [branch/CLP] calls on the local Labour
Group of councillors to respond positively to Je-
remy Corbyn’s letter, by:

Confirming that the government’s austerity cuts
are a political choice not an economic necessity and
therefore it is the government that is to blame for
the cuts in local authority services

Exposing publicly how the cuts in government
funding for this local authority have and will impact
on services and the quality of life for local citizens

Working with CLPs to call all Labour Party
members in this local authority area to a meeting
or meetings to discuss action to mobilise support
for a major campaign to win more government
funds for our local authority

Calling a conference of representatives of all
local community and campaigning groups, together
with the trades unions representing the workers that
deliver council services and local TUC and trade
union branches that represent organised employees
working in the area, to seek agreement and action

in support of the demand for more financial re-
sources from Central Government

To link up with all the other campaigns against
government cuts, such as health, education, social
care, housing, Disabled People Against Cuts
(DPAC) and the Pensioners Action Group

Holding public meetings in every local authority
ward, with platforms of Councillors, trade unionists
and community organisation spokespeople to mo-
bilise public support for the campaign against the
government cuts

Opening up all Council policy areas and com-
mittees to representation from community groups
and activists to discuss with Councillors the options
available to meet the needs of our citizens

To seek coordination with other Labour Coun-
cillors’ groups in the campaign for more financial
resources

By such actions the local Labour councillors and
Constituency Labour Parties will mobilise local cit-
izens to oppose the Tory government and prepare
the way for Labour success in the elections ahead.

Model motion supporting the campaign against local government cuts for use in Labour branches and CLPs

            etter setting out their policy in relation to Labour councils implementing Tory austerity

Send reports to contact@red
flagonline.org to help spread news 
of the fightback
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Former Lambeth council
leader Ted Knight, who
took part in the rate-cap-
ping rebellion of Labour
councils that fought Tory
government-imposed
local government cuts
under Margaret Thatcher
in the 1980s, has pro-
posed a model motion
for Labour party
branches and Con-
stituency Labour Parties
in Lambeth, a modified
version of which appears
here for use across the
country.

    beth are a model to follow 
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Focus can help 
Momentum succeed

ISSUE 2

SINCE Jeremy Corbyn’s land-
slide election as leader of the
Labour Party, the grassroots net-
work Momentum has formed 90
local groups to coordinate the
activities of Labour Party mem-
bers and supporters who want to
champion the policies Jeremy
was elected on and spearhead
resistance to the Tories.

Local groups have rallied a
cross section of new and return-
ing members enthused by the
chance to break with the Blairite
politics of privatisation, triangu-
lation and militarism - the poli-
cies that lost Labour millions of
votes and hundreds of thousands
of members between 1997 and
2010.

But it won’t be an easy matter
to change Labour policy.

There is a deeply held hostil-
ity to the influx of new members
from certain sections of the
party. The many councillors,
MPs, and the apparatus of party
workers, researchers and advi-
sors who service them exercise
a tight grip on the party. This is
the prime obstacle to reshaping
Labour and winning millions
back to support us. 

The constant briefing against
the Labour leader by shadow
cabinet members in the Tory
press would never have been
tolerated by Kinnock, Blair or
Brown. 

Caught between the new left
wing leadership and the new left
wing mass membership, this
right wing apparatus is in fact
the only active and organised
“party within a party”. Many of
them seem determined to ob-
struct and demoralise the new
members, doing nothing to
bring them to meetings and con-
stantly attacking the leadership
with the help of the Mail the Sun
and even the Guardian. 

That is why we need a group-
ing like Momentum to harness

the energy and enthusiasm of
new members.

Democracy
So how is Momentum coming
together? 

The news that Momentum’s
interim National Committee will
meet within the month to draw
up a constitution is a welcome
chance for ordinary party mem-
bers to shape its democratic
structure, priorities and strategy.

An original announcement
that this NC would be composed
of hand picked delegates nomi-
nated by the leaders of Momen-
tum provoked a backlash by
local groups, forcing a U-turn.
The NC will now feature elected
delegates from regional groups,
together with union representa-
tives and others. 

It is good that pressure works
but it shows that we need to
keep it up. Sadly the Labour and
socialist left have got used to
forming campaigns controlled
from the back rooms by influen-
tial people - or what a Momen-
tum press release refers to as
stakeholders.

The danger here is that strat-
egy gets decided by compromise
between pre-exiting groups, sti-
fling democratic participation
from the grassroots, instead of
drawing on the energy and cre-
ativity of new members and sup-
porters.

On the other hand a sense of
proportion is vital. Momentum
is a new movement which sim-
ply would not have got off the
ground without volunteers offer-
ing leadership. We owe a debt of
gratitude to those who organised
Corbyn’s campaign and need to
build trust as we bring a new na-
tional organisation together. 

The answer is a straightfor-
ward democratic structure. It is
too early to prejudge it but we
would expect it would likely in-

volve delegates to be elected
from local groups to regional
committees which would in turn
elect their representatives to a
national executive. This body
would organise a delegate based
national conference which
would be sovereign, adopting
policy and electing a fully ac-
countable national leadership.

(Dis)organising options 
By contrast, trying to turn Mo-

mentum into a ‘broad social
movement’ like Occupy would
be a mistake. In fact events in
2015 showed that a broad mass
of people were seeking a politi-
cal, indeed a party political in-
strument, to fight the Tories.
They clearly wanted this party
to break radically and funda-
mentally with the party of Blair
and Mandelson.  

Duplicating the structures of
the Occupy style movements of
2011 - anti-leadership, decen-
tralised, unable to make deci-
sions, with weak or non-existent
politics - would disorganise at-
tempts to democratise the
Labour Party and win it to con-
sistent socialist policies. 

On the other hand, vesting
control of Momentum in a small
group of self-selected leaders -
however virtuous - would sim-
ply be to copy the method of op-
eration of the Right and more
imporantly it would make us a
less effective force for positive
change. 

Instead we need an open dis-
cussion designed to bring differ-
ing perspectives and aspirations
to the surface: how can we reach
decisions efficiently and demo-
cratically? How can we make
discussion of motions and com-
mittees feel less bureaucratic?
How can we increase participa-
tion without degenerating into a
talking shop?

We don’t have the answers but

we need to work on these issues
because they are at the centre of
different behaviours exhibited
by returning members and new,
young members respectively.

Campaigning
We should suggest an overarch-
ing goal, to develop Corbyn’s
election platform from a set of
policies to a guide to action. We
would like to see Momentum
adopt a programme with three
key elements: proposals to de-
mocratise the party, policies for
a future Labour government and
last but not least, suggestions for
mass activity to resist the Tory
government now, in the work-
places and on the streets. 

One obvious place to start is
the campaign against local
council cuts. Another is the fight
to support the doctors and de-
fend the NHS. A third is the
fight against the Housing Bill, a
fourth - opposition to Trident
and the war. 

On the doorstep, in every by-
election, in every local and city
election, we should be asking
for so much more than people’s
vote. We should be spreading
the word about what they can do
to fight back in the here and
now. We should encourage them
to join the party and join Mo-
mentum. 

In this way we can transform
the Labour Party from what it
has been up until now - an appa-
ratus that disciplines the work-
ing class and holds us in check -
into what millions of workers
and youth have always wanted it
to be: a party that can defeat the
Tories and effect a socialist
transformation of society. In
many areas Momentum support-
ers have already started the
process of bringing Labour’s
policy into line with the views
of the members - by supporting
campaigns to defend local pub-

lic services and revitalising op-
position in local parties to
Labour councils carrying out
Tory cuts.

Party or movement?
This brings us to the crux of
Momentum’s incipient identity
crisis. Is it to be a yet another
campaign that runs in parallel
with the Labour Party? Or is it a
vehicle to coordinate and con-
solidate the rapid change Labour
needs?

We believe Momentum must
avoid the trap of ducking an
open struggle with the right
wing. We should not just be an
auxiliary to the Labour Party but
a force for its transformation.
There is no need for Momentum
to see it itself as yet another um-
brella movement against the
cuts, of which there are already
several - instead we should pro-
mote an active alliance of trade
unionists and campaigners in-
side and outside the party to se-
cure the most effective and
widespread action against the
Tories. We can do this without
losing focus on the work of
transforming the party. 

The Blairite right have the
Progress group campaigning in-
side the party without a hint of
criticism from the press. Mo-
mentum should be similarly fo-
cused in the opposite direction,
shrugging off the barrage of
media criticism we will doubt-
less continue to receive.

BY  KD  TAIT

Join the Labour Party 
online at 
Labour.org.uk/join

Get involved with your 
local Momentum group:
peoplesmomentum.com



it is no wonder that many women are
turned off politics when they are treated
like sex objects instead of party activists
and class fighters equal to men.

Shadow cabinet reshuffle
Jeremy Corbyn’s long-awaited reshuffle
sees more women than men in the
shadow cabinet for the first time in his-
tory. Women now hold 17 out of 31 po-
sitions, and make up 55 per cent of
Labour’s top team, compared with 33 per
cent for the Tories. 

But that isn’t enough for right-wingers
like Birmingham Yardley MP Jess
Phillips, who attacked Corbyn for ap-
pointing men in the “top four” positions
(Leader, Shadow Chancellor and
Shadow Home and Foreign Secretaries).

She said that, “some people in the
Labour Party are accepting low-level
non-violent misogyny because it's Je-
remy doing it”, and even had the gall to
claim that, "Had Tony Blair not given
any of top jobs to the women - had that
same make-up of his team existed - peo-
ple would rightly have been up in arms.”
In fact none of the above posts were held
by women in any of Blair’s three admin-
istrations, and in none of them did the
proportion of women exceed one quarter
of cabinet posts.

Harriet Harman has proposed a consti-
tutional change to guarantee either the

party’s leader or deputy leader is female.
Yet those that argue for more women in
the higher echelons of the party out of the
pool currently available are glossing over
their political positions and experience.

It is not just about shoehorning women
into top positions, as the “Blair babes”
quickly discovered, but about developing
and building a whole network of women
activists. At a time when more women
than men are joining the party, Labour
has a great opportunity to launch a work-
ing-class women’s movement to root out
sexism and fight for fundamental change
within society.

Labour could be at the centre of such a
movement, bringing together women
from trade unions, communities, local
campaigns, colleges and universities,
those in the Labour party and those out-
side. Labour’s National Women’s Con-
ference on 24 September, a day before
the start of the full party conference,
should be the launching pad for such a
movement: a working conference and
not just a talking shop.

In addition the Labour Women blog
needs to be re-launched, creating a strong
network of women in every constituency,
actively recruiting more women to the
party and actually becoming, as its
tagline says, “the voice of Labour
women”. BY  JOY MACREADY
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THE Labour party’s National Executive
Committee (NEC) took the correct action
in suspending Rochdale MP Simon
Danczuk’s party membership after reve-
lations he sent lewd text messages to a
17-year old woman. He used his position
of power to make sexual advances on
Sophena Houlihan, who approached
Danczuk for a job as a caseworker in his
constituency office.

While apologising “unreservedly”,
Danczuk dismissed suggestions that he
should step down, blaming his drink
problem and weakness for younger
women and tweeting that “there's no fool
like an old fool…”. And so with a sweep-
ing tweet, he absolved himself of any real
wrongdoing.

The media has been quick to back his
version, publishing sexy photos of Houli-
han to prove that she is a “temptress”.
Danczuk is portrayed as a gullible man
unable to control himself, while women
are to blame because of what they wear
or how they present themselves.

Yet Danczuk didn’t “sext” Houlihan
just once when he was on a drunken ben-
der; the texts continued for months.
When she told him her age, he replied
“Good for you!”

He is now under investigation for rap-
ing his first wife, Sonia Rossington, while
she was asleep.

By suspending Danczuk and launching

an independent inquiry into his conduct,
the current Labour leadership is sending
a clear message that a sexist culture won’t
be tolerated within its ranks.
This marks it out from the Blairite and
Brownite cliques, which would rather
lose members than allow one of their
own to be disciplined. In 2009, when
Danczuk was accused of hitting his then
girlfriend Karen Burke, Labour expelled
seven longstanding party members in
Rochdale for “bringing the party into
disrepute” by requesting an investiga-
tion.

But today Labour needs to go much
further. The NEC should expel Danczuk
from the party. There is no room in a pro-
gressive or labour movement organisa-
tion for a serial abuser of women or any
other oppressed group.

And Rochdale party members should
have the right to recall Danczuk and hold
him to account for his reprehensible be-
haviour. Women within the party must
have to right to caucus to root out other
sexist conduct.

For the many women who face sexual
harassment and discrimination at work, at
school, college, university and on the
streets on a daily basis, Labour’s firm
stance will make the party much more at-
tractive to them.

To think that this was likely Houlihan’s
first contact with a political organisation,

Wage a genuine fight against sexism
Labour Right’s “misogyny” accusations against Corbyn are a study in hypocrisy 

London Mayor campaign is chance to build fighting local Labour
LABOUR MP Sadiq Khan
has secured a six point lead
over Tory rival Zac Gold-
smith in the battle to seize
control of City Hall after
eight years of Tory misrule. 

The campaign is a chance
to build on the 2015 General
Election gains and mobilise
the enthusiasm generated by
Jeremy Corbyn’s new leader-
ship, particularly amongst
young people with 71 per
cent of 18-24 year olds back-
ing the Labour candidate. 

Policy
Sadiq has rightly made Lon-
don’s housing crisis the cen-
tral plank of his campaign. He
has committed to opposing
the selloff of housing associa-
tion homes and the reduction
in the benefit cap which is
forcing poor and unemployed
Londoners out of their com-
munities. 

He wants the government
to give the Mayor the power
to freeze private rents, and

proposes a London Living Rent
tenure with homes linked to a
third of average renters’ in-
comes. 

His proposal to make London
a Living Wage city, hiking the
London Living Wage to more
than £10 an hour, will be wel-
comed by the 1.2 million work-
ing Londoners living in
poverty. 

Freezing transport fares will
be popular amongst residents
who are sick of being held to
ransom, not by trade unions as
the Tory press claim, but by the
bosses of London’s privatised
transport system whose fare
hikes are gouging commuters
and lining the pockets of share-
holders.

Facing up to London’s pol-
luted climate, estimated to
cause 9,500 deaths a year,
Sadiq proposes greater pedestri-
anisation, safer cycling routes,
increasing the low emissions
zone, opposing fracking and a
pledge to run London entirely
on clean energy by 2050.

Reheating New Labour
However, these progressive
policies are tempered by other
statements that demonstrate his
New Labour outlook and. Just
days after Labour members sig-
naled a radical shift in direction
by electing Jeremy Corbyn,
Sadiq was interviewed in the
Financial Times, pledging to be
“the most business-friendly
mayor of all time”. 

His claim that “when busi-
ness does well, London does
well” is straight out of the
Blairite playbook. The reality is
that pro-business policies have
warped London’s housing mar-
ket, forced millions to live in
poverty, and made London the
playground of billionaires and
playboy princes. But here again
In a Spectator interview Sadiq
has  said:

‘I welcome the fact that we
have got 140-plus billionaires
in London; that’s a good thing.
I welcome the fact that there
are more than 400,000 million-
aires; that’s a good thing.’  

These sorts of statements could
have come from Lord Peter
Mandelson who was ‘intensely
relaxed about people getting
filthy rich’.

With a recession looming,
the idea that a Labour mayor
can repeat the Blairite formula
of relying on a booming econ-
omy to offset low taxes and
light-touch regulation is a fan-
tasy.

In a Telegraph interview he
insisted that if elected he would
have his own mandate. But it
will be Labour Party members
and supporters who do the hard
work of kicking out Boris, de-
feating Goldsmith and electing
a Labour Mayor, with Labour
policies. Unlike some in the
Blairite camp, we don’t want
Labour to fail in the elections,
however anti-Corbyn the candi-
dates. That’s why we will be
working hard for Sadiq’s vic-
tory. 

The Labour Party has re-
cruited hundreds of thousands
of new members who have ral-

lied to Corbyn’s opposition to
austerity. In London this fig-
ure was higher than anywhere
else in the country. We want
Labour to win elections on
the basis of Labour policy. 

We certainly don’t want a
Mayor who constantly briefs
against Corbyn and seeks to
be the Mayor of the City of
London. All the more so as
we are likely to face another
financial crash in the next few
years when the City will in-
evitably hold out the begging
bowl as they did to Gordon
Brown in 2009 and  then de-
mand the state balances he
books by slashing our serv-
ices.  The bankers already
have their own Lord Mayor.
One is more than enough.  

That’s why, as we campaign
for Sadiq’s election, we must
continue to pile the pressure on
Labour councils not to make
cuts and prepare to hold all
Labour Party representatives to
account. BY KD  TAIT 
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War and Peace 
in Syria 

ISSUE 2

A COMMON view in the anti-war
movement is that the current war in Syria
is effectively a repeat of the 2003 inva-
sion of Iraq, with Syria’s as-yet unde-
feated revolution against the Assad
dictatorship simply the product of a US-
led attempt at “regime change”.

But in some ways it more closely re-
sembles the situation after the 9/11 atroc-
ities and the 2001 invasion of
Afghanistan, when every major power
took advantage of Bush and Blair’s “War
On Terror” to attack weaker enemies at
home and abroad.

The rise of ISIS, its capture of Iraq’s
third-largest city Mosul in July 2014 and
its siege of the autonomous Kurdish Ro-
java region in Syria saw interventions
against ISIS involving the USA, Britain,
Russia, Iran, Turkey and the Arab Gulf
states.

More recently the blowing up of a
Russian civilian jet in Egypt on 31 Octo-
ber, followed two weeks later by coordi-
nated terrorist attacks in Paris, appears to
have created a convergence between
Russia and the Western powers in favour
of containing ISIS and ending the war in
Syria, by imposing a “political settle-
ment” to be negotiated through talks
hosted in Vienna.

But while the threat of ISIS has been

the pretext for intervention by all the
major powers, it is not the primary con-
cern of any of them. And even within the
boundaries of their limited “coopera-
tion”, they are pursuing competing ob-
jectives that could cause direct clashes
between them, despite their efforts so far
to avoid one.

Russia, Assad’s main ally, which
claims to be leading the international
coalition against ISIS, is in fact bombing
the anti-ISIS and anti-Assad Syrian op-
position. ISIS has actually made gains
since Russia’s airstrikes in Syria, taking
advantage of them to seize territory from
the Syrian rebels while Assad continues
to bomb civilians in the rebel-held towns.

Britain and the USA, which pose as
“allies” of the Syrian rebels, are far more
interested in containing Russia’s influ-
ence by stabilising Syria and especially
Iraq, where the pro-Iranian regime that
they brought to power during their 2003-
11 occupation of that country has invited
in US troops to help recapture the Sunni-
populated regions held by ISIS.

But this has effectively put US forces
into an alliance in Iraq with Assad’s other
major ally Iran, whose support for the
Lebanese Shi’ite movement Hizbollah
(currently fighting alongside Assad’s
forces in Syria) has made it a long-term

adversary for Israel. And alongside the
(pro-Assad) Egyptian military dictator-
ship and (anti-Assad) Saudi Arabia, Is-
rael is one of the West’s main allies in the
region.

Turkey, which alongside Qatar sup-
ports the more intransigent elements of
the anti-Assad rebels, is primarily con-
cerned with containing the Kurdish Peo-
ple’s Protection Units (YPG) in Rojava,
whose alliance with the Western powers
since they intervened to lift the ISIS
siege of Kobane has encouraged Kurdish
national aspirations in Turkey, and threat-
ens to create another semi-permanent
Kurdish statelet on Turkey’s borders,
alongside the existing one in Iraq.

Even so, the hostility of Iraq’s Kurdis-
tan Regional Government (KRG) to both
Assad and the YPG, alongside its com-
petition with Baghdad to be the force that
retakes Mosul from ISIS, has seen the
KRG invite Turkish troops into Iraq,
where Obama is backing Iraqi prime
minister Haider al-Abadi’s calls on
Turkey to withdraw.

And the Western powers are compen-
sating Turkey’s Erdogan for this
headache by turning a blind eye to his
army’s siege of Silvan, Cizre, Van and
other Kurdish towns in Turkey’s south-
east. Turkish police have arrested 18 ac-

ademics out of about 1,000 who signed
a petition condemning this siege, in
which about 200 have been killed since
August.

So what does this all mean? The claim
of the Great Powers – Russia, France, the
USA and Britain – to be intervening to
bring about peace is a lie. They are in fact
fighting to impose reactionary settle-
ments on the Syrian, Iraqi and Kurdish
people, as part of their new Cold War,
which sees Western and Eastern imperi-
alist powers jockeying for position in a
new division of the globe.

The regional clients – Iran, Saudi Ara-
bia and Turkey – may, here and there,
support progressive struggles, but only in
order to strangle others elsewhere. All of
them hope to use the rivalry between the
imperialist states to promote themselves
as indispensible allies and to weaken
each other.

Finally there are forces that socialists
can and should support in their legitimate
aims of national liberation (like the
Kurds) or democratic revolution (most of
the Syrian rebels). And while these may
often not have completely “clean hands”,
their aims will, if successful, weaken the
forces of reaction in the region and en-
courage others to fight for democracy
and socialism. BY MARCUS HALABY

None of the great powers can bring about peace in Syria

Putin’s strange bedfellows
BY crushing the Syrian revolu-
tionaries and leaving only
Assad and ISIS standing, Putin
hopes to force the West to ac-
cept that Assad’s regime (with
or without Assad at the top of
it) is their least worst option.
Putin’s claim to stand for the
“unity of the Syrian state” ac-
tually means restoring the rule
of the totalitarian Baathist se-
curity apparatus over as much
of Syria as possible (minus the
more economically backward
of the regions held by ISIS), so
that there will be no doubt that
a post-Assad Syria still sits
firmly in Russia’s sphere of in-
fluence.

But Russia also needs to clip
the wings of Iran, whose al-
liance with Hizbollah gives it
an interest in keeping the Syr-
ian war going on for much
longer than Russia wants.
Iran’s involvement in Syria
(both directly and through its
foreign Shi’ite militia allies)
subverts the authority of the
Assad dictatorship that they
are meant to be there to pre-
serve, and reinforces the belief
of Syrians from all camps that
they are under an “Iranian oc-
cupation”.

Putin’s agreement to coordi-
nate in Syria with Israeli prime
minister Benjamin Netanyahu,

who has been increasingly
friendly towards Russia since
the US-Iran nuclear deal in
July, has allowed Russia to do
just that. Israel assassinated
prominent Hizbollah figure
Samir Kuntar in an airstrike on
19 December with Russia’s
consent, sending Iran a mes-
sage that Russia will allow Is-
rael to enforce its “red lines” in
Syria and Lebanon.

Similarly, France’s direct co-
ordination with Russia in Syria
gives Putin some insurance
against the risk that any
clashes with France’s fellow
NATO member Turkey might
escalate into a confrontation

with NATO. Two days after
Turkey shot down a Russian
bomber aircraft on 24 Novem-
ber, Israel’s defence minister
Moshe Ya’alon stated that
"Russia is not an enemy”, and
that Israel had not and would
not shoot down any Russian
aircraft straying into “its” air-
space over the Israeli-occupied
Syrian Golan Heights.

France and Israel’s involve-
ment alongside Russia forced
David Cameron to speed up
Britain’s formal entry into the
war, in order not to be left out
of any future division of the
spoils. But it also weakens
Obama’s ability to maintain an

aggressive stance towards Rus-
sia over Ukraine, where
Britain and the USA are back-
ing a far-right regime that
came to power in a fascist-sup-
ported coup in February 2014,
provoking Russia’s annexation
of the majority-Russian
Crimea region and an anti-gov-
ernment insurgency in the
Russian-speaking Donbas re-
gion in the east of the country.

Appearing to recognise this,
US Secretary of State John
Kerry told Putin on 15 Decem-
ber that Russia and the USA
needed to find “common
ground” on both Syria and
Ukraine.



LIKE Putin’s strategy in Syria,
Britain’s and the USA’s also involves
double-crossing old allies and co-opt-
ing new ones.

The case that Cameron made for war
included a reference to 70,000 “mod-
erate opposition” fighters, whose exis-
tence many have been far too quick to
dismiss, given the likely far larger size
of the Syrian armed opposition.

Cameron was deliberately vague
about the identity of these fighters, say-
ing that this information was “intelli-
gence-based”, and that their safety
might be threatened if it was known
which groups had agreed to join a US-
led coalition involving Britain.

However, previous official state-
ments suggest that at least part of this
figure included Syrian rebels who
“have formally committed to the UN
framework for a political solution for
Syria under the Geneva Communiqué,
and continue to call for direct negotia-
tions to lead to a transition and new po-
litical settlement”.

This has gone alongside suggestions

that Assad will “have a role to play” in
a negotiated transition, potentially
leaving him in power until March
2017, followed by a transitional gov-
ernment that would prepare for “elec-
tions” in March 2019.

But previous US-led efforts to per-
suade Syrian rebel forces to suspend
their struggle against Assad and con-
centrate on fighting ISIS alone have
come badly unstuck. Last year’s half-
billion dollar “Train and Equip” pro-
gramme saw only 54 fighters sent into
Syria out of the 7,000 “vetted” for the
purpose, of which, in US General
Lloyd Austin’s hilarious words, only
“four or five” are now left. Most of the
1,200-strong “New Syrian Forces”
trained under this programme have
since joined the YPG-led “Syrian
Democratic Forces” (SDF), and not the
Free Syrian Army (FSA) or its various
secular and Islamist allies.

Indeed, despite the apparent “ur-
gency” of a Parliamentary vote on
Syria, Britain’s only military action
there so far has been to bomb the ISIS-

controlled Omar oil fields in early De-
cember, followed by a drone attack
near Raqqa on 25 December. Nine-
tenths of the airstrikes conducted by
the US-led alliance so far have been
the USA’s, concentrating on similar
targets in the ISIS-held regions in the
north and the east of the country.

None of these airstrikes have bene-
fited the Syrian opposition, which is
under siege from both Assad and ISIS
in Syria’s largest city Aleppo and else-
where. In fact, the main beneficiaries
of Cameron and Obama’s actions since
the siege of Kobane have been the Kur-
dish YPG and its subordinate Arab al-
lies in the SDF. Like ISIS, they have
taken advantage of Russian, Assad
regime and now Western airstrikes to
seize territory from the Syrian rebels.

In the process, they are tightening the
siege of Aleppo, whose fall to ISIS or
to Assad would be a mortal blow to the
Syrian revolution, and whose vulnera-
bility places pressure on the “moder-
ates” in the Syrian opposition to join
the “Vienna process”.

By backing the YPG, the Western
powers can both bypass the fractious
Syrian opposition (most of whom are
rightly opposed to any process that in-
cludes Assad), and establish a direct
sphere of influence in Syria that Russia
will find politically and militarily dif-
ficult to prevent. Salih Muslim, the
leader of Rojava’s ruling Kurdish
Democratic Union Party (PYD) has of-
fered to allow the USA to build an air-
base there; and it is probably no
coincidence that the Russian-backed
Assad regime, which only a few
months ago declared itself “ready to
negotiate” with the Kurds, is now indi-
cating that Rojava’s autonomy “has no
future”.

Erdogan’s shooting down of the
Russian Sukhoi Su-24 probably had as
much to do with trying to disrupt this
developing alliance (by pushing
Obama towards a “premature” con-
frontation with Putin) as with his stated
concerns about Russia’s violations of
Turkish airspace, or Putin’s bombing
of Turkey’s Syrian rebel allies.

USA prepares to double-cross its 
“moderate” allies
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Saudi Arabia, US ally with problems
FOR all David Cameron’s
boasting that he has 70,000
“moderate” Syrian opposi-
tionists ready to act as boots
on the ground in the fight
against ISIS there is precious
little sign of them being
brought into action. It now
seems that they will only be
usable after a “political
process” has engineered a
split between “moderates”
willing to take part and “hard-
liners” opposed to working
with the Western “crusaders”.

To effect this split ,
Cameron and Obama’s main
instrument is the despotic
Saudi monarchy, which is the
principal sponsor of the
“moderates”: the liberal oppo-
sition exiles around the Syrian
National Coalition, and the
secular nationalist-dominated
armed factions like the FSA’s

Southern Front and the Syrian
Revolutionaries Front.

Indeed, Saudi Arabia has
been preparing its con-
stituency in the Syrian oppo-
sition for the “Vienna
process”. An opposition con-
ference hosted in Riyadh on 8
December saw a walkout by
the Turkish and Qatari-sup-
ported Ahrar al-Sham, the
most important Islamist fac-
tion in the north of the coun-
try; while the opposition
negotiating team for the Vi-
enna talks excludes Ahrar al-
together, and is dominated by
former Baathists. Saudi Ara-
bia’s only notable Islamist
ally in Syria, Jaysh al-Islam,
which as expected is opposed
to this process, has been
weakened by the death of its
leader Zahran Alloush in a
Russian airstrike on 25 De-

cember.
But Saudi Arabia has prob-

lems of its own, which under-
mine its ability to act as an
effective “peace broker”. In
particular, the Saudis are
bogged down in a war in
Yemen, where the Shi’ite
Houthi movement has joined
forces with the former dicta-
tor Ali Abdullah Saleh, and
where a Saudi and Egyptian-
led coalition supported by the
Western powers is trying to
restore the government of
Saleh’s former Vice President,
Abd Rabbuh Mansur Hadi.

Hadi was installed in power
in February 2012, in a Saudi-
brokered “political settle-
ment” like the one planned for
Syria today, which effectively
brought an end to the 2011
revolution against both Saleh
and Hadi. And the Saudis

blame Iran for the failure of
their bombing campaign in
Yemen, which has killed
6,000 and left four-fifths of
the population dependent on
food aid, every bit as much as
Putin blames Turkey and the
West for Assad’s failure to
crush the Syrian revolution.

The execution on 2 January
of Saudi Shi’ite cleric Nimr
al-Nimr (alongside 46 other
mainly Sunni Saudi opposi-
tionists) has escalated ten-
sions between Saudi Arabia
and Iran, with the kingdom
using an attack by demonstra-
tors on its embassy in Tehran
as a pretext for breaking off
diplomatic relations. Nimr
himself was an opponent of
not just the obscenely wealthy
Saud dynasty, but also of
Syria’s Assad and the theo-
cratic Iranian regime.

His was a powerful voice
against the sectarianism that
both states have encouraged
in the course of their long-
standing regional cold war.
However that has not stopped
Iran, which executed 27 Sunni
Muslim prisoners of its own
on 23 December, from ex-
ploiting his death in its propa-
ganda.

And while the Western
states must feel some alarm at
the risk of further clashes be-
tween them, they have main-
tained their usual hypocritical
silence when it comes to
Saudi Arabia’s numerous
human rights abuses. After
all, a revolution in Saudi Ara-
bia, when it finally comes,
will be an even bigger disas-
ter for Western policy than the
1979 Iranian revolution that
overthrew the Shah.
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Cologne attacks spark 
racist backlash  

ISSUE 2

SOUTHAfrica, one of the
world’s major emerging mar-
kets, is about to tip into reces-
sion. Its currency has slipped to
a historic low against the dol-
lar. The country’s stock ex-
change, at 320 per cent of
South Africa’s annual GDP
possibly the world’s most over-
valued, is set for an almighty
crash.
Indeed, the markets did almost
crash in December when Presi-
dent Jacob Zuma sacked his
neoliberal Finance Minister
Nhlanhla Nene, not because
Nene was too much in the
bosses’ pockets, but because he
opposed some of Zuma’s more
extravagant and corrupt deals
with foreign airlines and nu-
clear companies. Only when
Zuma two days later replaced
Nene with Pravin Gordhan, an-
other sworn neoliberal, did the
markets stabilise; but by then
$28 billion had fled the coun-
try.
At the heart of South Africa’s
pending crisis is the downturn
in China, its largest trading
partner. This has led to a mas-
sive decline in demand for the
country’s commodities, espe-

cially platinum, coal and steel.
China produces more steel than
the world consumes, at prices
that undercut South African
steel by 10 per cent even after
shipping costs. Unsurprisingly,
manufacturing is in deep reces-
sion already.
This recession began in 2012
and dramatically accelerated in
the latter part of 2015. And it
has battered South Africa’s
mining giants, with Lonmin
now trading at just 5 per cent
of its 2012 value.
But of course it is but the
working class, not the CEOs
and major shareholders, who
have suffered most. Tens of
thousands of jobs have been
lost in manufacturing, telecoms
and mining. Lonmin recently
announced the loss of 35,000
jobs, while mining giant
Anglo-American has shed
85,000 jobs, two-thirds of its
workforce. And South Africa’s
unemployment rate was around
25 per cent even before these
job cuts
Their impact cannot be overes-
timated. Skilled workers, while
exploited to an extraordinary
degree, form the backbone of

the South African working
class, providing much-needed
incomes and stability in other-
wise totally impoverished com-
munities. Officially 53 per cent
of the country lives below the
poverty line, although analysts
believe the true figure is closer
to 63 per cent. South Africa re-
mains the most unequal society
in the world.

Unions
Yet the same group of workers
are world renowned for their
militancy. The 2012 Marikana
strike is famous because the
African National Congress
(ANC) government, egged on
by former miners’ leader Cyril
Ramaphosa, ordered police to
open fire on the strikers, killing
43. But it has been followed by
many other major walkouts, in-
cluding the longest strike in the
country’s history by platinum
miners in 2014.
For years, Apartheid-era bosses
showed their contempt for the
workers who made their bil-
lions, exporting their profits,
while keeping their workers on
starvation wages and housing
them in unsanitary compounds.

Now the capitalists are prepar-
ing to destroy the country’s
mines.
The only way to stop them is to
strike all-out, occupy the
threatened mines and demand
the ANC government nation-
alise them without compensa-
tion and under workers’
control. Politically this means
breaking the unions from the
Tripartite Alliance with the
ANC and the South African
Communist Party (SACP) that
has kept the unions under con-
trol since the fall of Apartheid.
The biggest union, the metal-
workers’ NUMSA has already
done this, and has been ex-
pelled from union federation
COSATU in the process. Un-
fortunately NUMSA has failed
to deliver on its promise to
form a new, revolutionary so-
cialist party or to launch its
United Front with other unions
and community organisations
against the neoliberal offen-
sive. NUMSA also failed to
take any of the other COSATU
unions with it, and is now
probably bankrupt. AMCU, the
breakaway miners’ union, has
also shrunk from its demand

for nationalisation.
The Economic Freedom Fight-
ers (EFF), formed by former
ANC youth leader Julius
Malema, despite some coura-
geous and supportable cam-
paigns, are marred by
Malema’s corruption and the
cult of personality that sur-
rounds him. A linkup between
the EEF and NUMSA has also
failed to materialise.
Nevertheless, this crisis is so
severe that it may blow the
post-Apartheid alliance that
binds the working class to its
own bosses apart. The key to
that lies with the rank and file
of the unions, the network of
community organisations and
the socialist groups. If they can
link up their struggles and
build councils of action with
delegates from workplaces and
neighbourhoods, then a new
party can rise from the ashes of
the ANC and SACP; and the
COSATU unions can play as
revolutionary a role as they did
in the 1980s, when they
brought Apartheid capitalism to
its knees. BY JEREMY
DEWAR

ister, Friedrich, suggested there was a
“cartel of silence" and a “news blackout”
that had only been “broken” thanks to
Bild. 

Because there were no arrests at the
time, the routine police report described
the evening's celebrations as “largely
peaceful”, there is virtually no official in-
formation about those responsible for the
attacks but the media have headlined eye
witness report of “men of North African
or Arab appearance”.
The correct atttitude is clear. We should
be unequivocally for the defense of
women against sexist harassment while
opposing attempts by racists to demonise
all migrants. Combined actions by women,
Germans and migrants along this approach
demonstrate the way to respond.

Causes
To explain reactionary behaviour is not
to excuse it. Nor does it mean that we do

not oppose reactionary attitudes and sex-
ist abuse amongst migrants as decisively
as in society generally. Like everybody
else, their consciousness is marked by
the social conditions in which they live
and this consciousness will only be
changed through an active, anti-racist
and anti-sexist working class policy,
which not only combats reactionary
ideas but, above all, the relationships that
produce them.
As internationalists and anti-racists, we
have never based our solidarity with the
refugees on the idea that they are “better”
people but, above all, on the fact that
they are victims of the capitalist system.
German imperialism, its ruling class and
its government, help to maintain that sys-
tem and profit from it. BY SUSANNE
KÜHN        

ON New Year's Eve, in Cologne, hun-
dreds of women were intimidated and
threatened. At least two rapes were re-
ported. There are now over a hundred re-
ported assaults, often including sexual
harassment and robbery at the hands of
so-called "waltzers", that is, men who
molest women on pretence of wanting to
dance, while accomplices rob them.
Reports of prosecutions from other cities,
53 in Hamburg, show that sexual assault
was by no means only a "Cologne" phe-
nomenon. 

Reaction
In the context of the arrival of over 1 mil-
lion refugees in Germany in the last year,
these events had an immediate political
significance. Both the tabloid press, led
by Bild, and right wing organisations
were quick to place all the blame on “for-
eigners”. At first, the talk was of “North
Africans” and “Muslims”, later, the stress

shifted to “refugees”. This represented a
dramatic shift in media coverage. Gone
were the reports of refugees being wel-
comed by masses of volunteers all over
Germany, instead there were stories of an
official cover up. 
Bild, for example, while not openly
claiming that refugees were to blame, de-
fiantly asserted, “One can still ask the
question”. On January 6, it ran the head-
line,  “Why were the media reports so
late?” in order to immediately suggest the
answer with its next question: “Was it be-
cause of a misplaced concern that the per-
petrators obviously came from Arab or
North African countries? Because some
of them could be refugees?”
Right wing organisations like the Al-
liance for Germany were quick to take up
the issue, asking “After the wave of crime
and sexual assaults, is Germany now
colourful and cosmopolitan enough, Mrs.
Merkel?” The former CSU Interior Min-

A longer version of this article appears on-
line at redflagonline.org

outh Africa miners’ struggles could end A ’s austerity



the alliances it had made in the local
elections last May, most notably in
Barcelona where Ada Colau, a promi-
nent anti-eviction activist, headed
Barcelona En Comú and won the may-
oralty.

The Catalan dilemma
Although Podemos does not itself sup-
port Catalan independence, it has cor-
rectly called for a referendum in
Catalunya on the question. This is a
major obstacle to the formation of a left
coalition with PSOE, which actually
supports the Spanish state’s denial of the
Catalans' right to secede if the majority
so decide. Its spokesman, Antonio Her-
nando, recently said that PSOE had, "an
unwavering commitment to the unity
and integrity of Spain, our defence of the
Constitution and our rejection of the acts
that might lead to non-compliance with
the law or the constitution".

What sort of government?
Given the present balance of forces in
the country, then, a stable government,
either of the right or the left, looks diffi-
cult to achieve, if not impossible. Even
another election would not, by itself, re-
solve the problem. For the Left and the
working class, changing that balance of
forces means a return to the streets, to
mass direct action, to working class mo-
bilisation not around the vague utopian
slogans of the past four years but around

clear demands, focusing on;
• an end to unemployment, homeless-

ness, the cuts to the welfare and educa-
tion systems; making the rich pay for
repairing the devastation their system
has caused.

• the right of Catalans to hold a refer-
endum on whether they wish to secede
from the Spanish state.

• a workers' government based on
councils of delegates at local and na-
tional level, organized to defend them-
selves against the army, the police and
the guardia civil.

To achieve such goals, the workers
and youth who, over the last five years,
have demonstrated their radicalism and
fighting prowess, need to build a power-
ful revolutionary workers' party.

Its members will have to come from
the rank and file of Podemos, the IU, the
PSOE, as well as young people new to
struggle. They need to link up at local
and state-wide levels to prepare the cre-
ation of the new party on a clear revolu-
tionary programme. 

The impending economic crisis will
pose once again the question of power,
and not simply in electoral terms but in
terms of which class rules. That question
will also be posed in other European
countries and the new party will have to
be internationalist from the outset, de-
fending the rights of refugees and setting
as its goal a Socialist United Sates of Eu-
rope. BY DAVE STOCKTON
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THE Spanish general election of De-
cember 20 created a political impasse.
Although the Partido Popular, PP, the
governing party under Prime Minister
Mariano Rajoy, won the most seats, this
was a hollow victory indeed. With just
28 percent of the vote and 123 seats in
the 350 seat Congress of Deputies, Rajoy
is a long way short of a majority. Since
his only potential partner, the centre-
right populist party Ciudadanos, has only
40 seats, he also has little chance even of
forming a coalition government.
At the same time, the "grand progressive
coalition" pursuing “left-wing policies”
called for by Pedro Sánchez, the leader
of the Partido Socialista Obrero Español,
PSOE, also looks unlikely.
In short, Spain has a hung parliament.
For the first time in the post Franco era,
the “two-party” system has failed to pro-
duce a government. If the impasse con-
tinues, a new election is almost a
certainty. Despite this, the election result
represents a rejection of austerity and a
swing to the left by the electorate, com-
parable to that in Portugal in November.

Traditional left in crisis
Nonetheless, both the traditional parties
of the Spanish labour movement suffered
serious setbacks. The PSOE had its worst
ever result, 22 per cent and 90 seats,
while the United Left, IU, which in-
cludes the Communist Party, lost 9 of its
11 seats.

Like the PSOE, which imposed a
swingeing austerity programme after
2008, the IU’s losses stem, at least in
part, from its electoralist opportunism in
the face of the capitalist crisis. It partici-
pated in governments that imposed aus-
terity measures in Andalusia and
Asturias, and even tolerated a PP govern-
ment in Extremadura.

The decline in the fortunes of the re-
formist parties, right and left, might not
matter if Podemos were a clear, radical,
working class party capable of advancing
a socialist programme of action, but it is
not. Rather, it is a petty bourgeois pop-
ulist party, proclaiming itself neither
right nor left, refusing to refer to itself as
socialist or to identify with the working
class movement and the trade unions.

In 2015, Pablo Iglesias, its leader,
swung the party rightwards, appealing to
conservative voters by courting the po-
lice, the army and the church. He an-
nounced the recruitment to its electoral
lists of former judges, police officials
and even a retired Chief of the Armed
Forces General Staff, of whom he said;

“It is an honour for us to be joined by
Julio Rodríguez, a man who has devoted
his life to defending his country, a uni-
formed citizen and a democrat who has
held the highest rank available in the mil-
itary, and who contributes the solvency,
honesty and commitment of a life de-
voted to others.”

However, Podemos also gained from

Spain: deadlock after elections
is a chance for new thinking

With new elections likely, workers’ mobilisations could shift the balance of forces

Catalonia independence referendum a headache for right and left
When Spain adopted its post-
Franco constitution there was
a fierce battle over the char-
acter of the state. The Right
insisted on its unitary charac-
ter with all its inhabitants
simply “Spaniards”. The Left
wanted a “plurinational state”
with a federal character. 
The Right basically won and
the 1978 constitution referred
to “the common and indivisi-
ble homeland of all
Spaniards...”. However, there
was a degree of compromise
because it also guaranteed
“the right to self-government
of the nationalities and re-
gions of which it is com-

posed”. 
Under the PSOE government,
2004-11, the Statute of Auton-
omy of Catalonia increased the
authority of the Generalitat de
Catalunya. This was approved
in a referendum in June 2006
(73.9 per cent Yes, and 20.7 No,
on a 49.4 per cent turnout) but
in July 2010 the Spanish Con-
stitutional Court, declared refer-
ences to “Catalonia as a nation”
to be invalid. The Court has
likewise obstructed all attempts
to hold a referendum.
Artur Mas, leader of the Demo-
cratic Convergence of Catalo-
nia, CDC, has waged a
ceaseless campaign for inde-

pendence but his liberal bour-
geois party has carried out
harsh austerity measures during
the crisis. This put him at odds
with the other significant Cata-
lan nationalist party, the Popu-
lar Unity Candidacy, CUP,
which defines itself as anticapi-
talist. 
Catalonia is Spain’s richest
province and Mas stresses
Madrid's transfer of Catalan tax
revenues to the poorer
provinces. This utterly selfish
capitalist regionalism has noth-
ing to do with ending national
oppression of the Catalans.
Over the past three decades,
this has largely been reduced to

denial by the Spanish state of
their freedom to secede if they
want to. Of course, working
class Catalans and youth have
suffered under the crisis, but
Mas in Barcelona has been no
more their friend than Rajoy in
Madrid. 
In last September's Catalan
elections, which Mas declared a
referendum on independence,
only 47.7 percent voted for can-
didates supporting secession.
Nevertheless, thanks to the
electoral system, which advan-
tages rural voters, the CDC and
the CUP together won a major-
ity in parliament.
Both parties have good reason

to fear a democratic referen-
dum campaign. The majority
of the Catalan working class
and the population of
Barcelona, its largest city, are
opposed to total separation
and this majority would prob-
ably be even bigger if there
were an anti-austerity govern-
ment in Madrid. Therefore
Podemos is correct to defend
the Catalans’ right to hold a
referendum. The PSOE’s re-
fusal to do is not only a scan-
dalous breach of democratic
principles but the major ob-
stacle to the formation of an
anti-austerity government in
Madrid. 



THE referendum on Britain’s member-
ship of the European Union, EU, is now
likely to take place no later than the Au-
tumn. David Cameron was forced to
promise a referendum in his election
manifesto under pressure from UKIP.
Now he wants to get it out of the way as
quickly as possible because he knows a
lengthy campaign will deepen the divi-
sions in his party. 

His opponents will argue that his “rene-
gotiation” of the terms of British member-
ship has been completely superficial and
does not alter anything fundamental. In
this, they are right, the fundamentals are
laid down in treaties that cannot be
changed except by unanimous agreement
of all member states and that was always
impossible in the time available. What
Cameron is trying to achieve, however,
was never meant to be fundamental. His
aim is to make changes that will be advan-
tageous to a wide range of UK employers
but to present them as a victory for Britain
against the encroachment of “Europe”.

Cameron’s strategy
At two EU summits, in February and
March, he will try, first, to get an agree-
ment that excludes Britain from any fur-
ther steps towards fiscal (tax raising)
union. This would maintain his govern-
ment's ability to manipulate taxation to
maximise profits and avoid funding de-
velopment in the poorer parts of Europe. 

Second, he wants to reduce the "bur-
den" of excessive regulation, meaning
workers' rights and environmental safe-
guards, and “extend the single market”.

break the political power of the bankers
and industrialists. 

Internationalism
However, a minority of Labour Party
members and a larger proportion of the
non-Labour left, in England at least, re-
main vehemently opposed to EU mem-
bership. The Communist Party of Britain
and the Morning Star, the Socialist Work-
ers Party and the Socialist Party have
stuck by the position they took in the last
referendum, forty years ago, whilst the
majority of the Left in the Labour Party
and the unions have moved on. For the
CP, at least, this is rooted in the belief that
Britain's institutions offer a better starting
point for their “parliamentary road to so-
cialism”.

It is nonsense to imagine the interests
of any working class in Europe would be
served by breaking the EU into separate
national entities. The productive forces of
capitalism, primarily labour, have long
outgrown the borders of Europe’s individ-
ual states. 

Re-imposing border controls and cus-
toms barriers, severing ties of economic
and cultural exchange, restricting the free
movement of labour, would divide yet
further the working classes of these states
in the name of a fictional national inde-
pendence. Overall, it would only foster
economic decline and increase friction
between states. Inevitably, this would
promote even more reactionary national-
ism everywhere. 

Above all, Brexit would put barriers in
the way of the unity that the workers of
each European country need to fight their
own ruling class as well as the interna-
tional agencies of capital. The Greek
workers lost in 2015 because there was
not enough international solidarity action
against their persecutors in Germany,
France and Britain. 

A reformed, social Europe?
However, to imagine that the institutions
of the EU are any more capable of being
reformed into the organisations that the
working class needs to rationally and
democratically plan the optimum devel-
opment of Europe's economy would be as
utopian as any national reformist pro-
gramme. 

The means by which we can achieve a
continent without austerity, racism, ex-
ploitation and war is by active solidarity
between the workers of all countries,
spreading struggles, like those in Greece,
beyond national borders into a Europe-
wide revolution. That is why socialists
should vote Yes to staying in the EU but
unite with workers across the continent to
fight for a Socialist United Sates of Europe. 

In short he wants to move towards the EU
being a free trade zone, restricting the free
movement of labour whilst encouraging
the free movement of capital. 

Third, he wants to restrict access to
benefits for EU migrant workers and stu-
dents, stopping them claiming benefits
until they have been resident for four
years. This, of course, would force such
workers to accept poverty wages, under-
mining the living standards of all work-
ers.

Lastly, in the clearest appeal to nation-
alism, he wants an explicit opt out for
Britain from the EU's founding goal of an
"ever closer union" of the peoples of Eu-
rope. The real content of that is to give
Westminster the power to block EU leg-
islation. This would doubtless be used to
further erode labour rights.

If Cameron is successful on any of
these, and the referendum question was
‘do you support this deal?’ then the obvi-
ous answer would be no. But that is not
the issue. The referendum will be about
the much bigger question of remaining in
the EU or not. For socialists, the issue is
whether the working class, in the UK and
in the other EU states, can better fight for
its interests with Britain as a more sepa-
rate, “independent” state or with it re-
maining within the supra-national
framework of the EU.

Red Flag believes that Britain remain-
ing within the EU offers the better
prospects. Labour is right to support a Yes
vote and to run its own campaign, distinct
from that of the Tories. A wise move

given the disastrous effect of their joint
campaign with the Tories in the Scottish
independence referendum. This collabo-
ration with the most hated party in Scot-
land saw Labour throw away a century of
overwhelming support north of the bor-
der. 

What Corbyn says
In an interview with The Independent on
Sunday, Jeremy Corbyn, who was previ-
ously anti-EU, now said he was “proud”
to support Labour’s Britain In Europe
campaign. But on Radio 4 he also spelled
out that his support for EU membership
was very critical and certainly does not
mean any support for David Cameron’s
negotiating terms:

"We are determined to build alliances
across Europe for progressive reform to
make the EU work for working people.
Labour backs Britain’s continued EU
membership as the best framework for
trade and co-operation in 21st-century
Europe, along with defence of the Euro-
pean convention on human rights. But we
need to make EU decision-making more
accountable to its people, put jobs and
growth at the heart of European policy,
strengthen workers’ rights in a real social
Europe, and end the pressure to privatise
services.” 

What socialists say
Socialists have no reason to prettify the
present European Union, especially given
the role that the European Central Bank
and the European Commission have
played in Greece since 2010. This was
proof positive that the EU and the Euro-
zone are indeed instruments of big capital
and of the big imperialist powers like
Germany and France. The EU is a bosses'
club, but so is the British state, in or out
of the EU.

Socialists oppose the bludgeoning of
southern European states into austerity
but equally we oppose Britain and other
European Nato members’ military and
diplomatic aid for the US-led wars in
Afghanistan and Iraq or its New Cold
War in Ukraine. An independent Britain
would remain a dangerous imperialist
power in the Nato camp.

Jeremy Corbyn is right to abandon the
Brexit perspective of the old Labour Left
but without falling for the pro-EU posi-
tion of the Labour Right. He is right that
leaving the EU would be of no benefit to
workers in Britain or the rest of Europe.
He is right, too, that the EU needs a radi-
cal social transformation. Red Flag would
go further and say it requires a revolution-
ary change, both in its goal, a socialist not
just a “social” Europe, and in the means
that the workers of our continent use to
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