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IN HAITI’S BLACK JACOBINS which appeared in Issue 31 October 2019, we mistakenly asserted that CLR James was born in 
Jamaica, rather than Trinidad. Apologies. 



LABOUR’S ELECTION CAMPAIGN HAS GOT OFF  
to a strong start with reports of hundreds turning 
out for canvassing in constituencies up and down 
the country. Momentum is signing up teams to hit 
the streets in marginal seats, to organise mass phone 
banking and rallies in support of a programme of 
progressive reforms. 

The headline message is that Johnson and his cabal 
of Tory extremists like Priti Patel and Dominic Raab 
must be stopped or else incalculable damage will be 
inflicted when a Tory government sacrifices our health 
service, education, and environmental protections to a 
Donald Trump trade deal.   

After nearly ten years of savage austerity to ‘balance 
the books’, the Tories have revisited Theresa May’s 
magic money tree - this time bribing voters with 
promises of more cash for schools, hospitals, and the 
police. But every Johnson promise is a cheque that will 
bounce if he gets a majority on 12 December. 

A vote for Johnson is a vote for the final instalment of 
the neoliberal revolution: privatisation and destruction 
of public services, reactionary social policies, and 
no chance of meaningful measures to stop runaway 
climate change. Anti-European chauvinism and racist 
baiting of migrants and refugees will be cranked up by 
the Tories and their billionaire press barons to soften 
resistance to their deregulated, pro-business, low-tax 
bosses’ paradise. 

If the Tories win a majority, the bankers, speculators, 
and profiteers really will ‘take back control’ – and 
working people will pay the price. 

Don’t dodge Brexit
Labour wants to fight the election on issues its voters 
care about – healthcare, housing, and the cost of living. 
It has made substantial and progressive pledges on all 
three and more. Socialists should fight tooth and nail 
against the opposition of bosses and backbenchers to 
make these a reality. But thanks to the Liberals and 
Scottish nationalists, millions will treat this election as 
a second referendum on Brexit. 

A Tory Brexit means a ruling class offensive that we 
will have to fight to the finish. But a Labour Brexit is no 
panacea. A Labour government presiding over Brexit 

will be in the weakest possible position to implement 
its ‘borrow-and-spend’ programme against the wishes 
of a hostile business and financial elite fighting to 
protect themselves from the consequences of Brexit – 
or exploit its opportunities. 

Red Flag maintains our criticism of Labour’s 
ambiguity on Brexit, which has failed to deliver the 
clear support that the party should be commanding 
when faced with the incompetence and impotence of 
the May and Johnson regimes. 

As opinions have hardened, the electoral terrain 
in 2019 is different to 2017, when a Tory majority 
and Brexit seemed a foregone conclusion. Instead of 
exposing the lies and far-right character of the Brexit 
project, and advancing a working class programme 
for tackling the exploitation of migrant workers, 
the climate crisis, and the international neoliberal 
institutions on an international level, Labour has spent 
three years speaking with a forked tongue. 

Negotiating a deal that leaves Britain in the customs 
union and aligned with single market rules, but without 
a say, runs the risk of repelling Leave and Remain voters 
who will both view it as an unprincipled compromise. 
Promising a referendum on this deal, with Labour’s 
inevitable Remain position subject to a special party 
conference, is democratic but evasive and irresolute. 

The litmus test of the leadership’s opportunism is 
its opposition to free movement and equal rights for 
all workers, in opposition to the democratic decision 
of the party conference. It makes it impossible for 
the shadow cabinet to credibly make the case that 
healthcare, construction, and agricultural workers 
coming from the continent are welcome here and 
central to our common fight against exploitative 
bosses, slum landlords, and the scourge of racism. 

Far from overcoming the divisions in British society, 
Brexit will exacerbate them. That’s why Red Flag will be 
campaigning alongside Labour for a Socialist Europe 
to make a Labour victory the first step to ending Brexit 
and uprooting neoliberal capitalism through the fight 
for a Socialist United States of Europe.  

Tactical error
Liberal Democrat upstart Jo Swinson’s talk of 
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Vote Labour to stop Brexit and 
launch the fightback

EDITORIAL 
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campaigning for a Lib-Dem government is just hot air. 
Posturing as a progressive party, they are in reality the 
junior party of British capitalism, always on hand to 
help the Tories out of a tight spot. 

By forcing a general election before Johnson’s dodgy 
deal could be exposed and defeated in parliament, by 
ruling out supporting a Corbyn-led government and 
a final say referendum, the party of the Bedroom Tax 
and tuition fees have declared - vote Lib-Dem, get Tory 
Brexit free. 

The Scottish nationalists pitched in with the Liberals 
in giving Johnson the early Christmas present of a 
December election, believing the threat of Tory-Trump 
Brexit will boost their own vote and drive up support 
for Scottish independence. Workers and young people 
in Scotland should reject this selfish and self-defeating 
nationalism, and vote Labour to preserve the unity of 
Britain’s multinational and multiracial working class 
in its common struggle to preserve the NHS, reverse 
austerity, and confront the climate crisis. 

Nigel Farage’s Brexit party is threatening to field 600 
candidates – but this is a gambit to force an electoral 
pact with the Tories, demanded by Donald Trump who 
is desperate for a Brexit deal which he knows will be 
a bonanza for US bosses. However many Brexit party 
candidates stand in the end, filthy rich city stockbroker 
Farage is guaranteed plenty of airtime for his migrant-
bashing hard Brexit message. 

Voting for any party other than Labour risks letting 
in the Tories, triggering Brexit, and unleashing a 
carnival of chauvinist reaction that will make workers 
in Britain easy prey for English, Scottish, and US bosses 
to finish Thatcher and Reagan’s neoliberal counter-
revolution. 

The battleground is set. A tactical vote for the 
Liberals, nationalists or Greens on December 12 will 
prove a strategic mistake in the years to come. 

We cannot be complacent about a Labour victory. 
But we can be certain that anything other than a 
majority Labour government makes Brexit more likely 
and poses an existential threat to our jobs, public 
services, and standard of living. 

Whatever the limitations of Labour’s programme, 
a Jeremy Corbyn-led government will face the full 
force of its class enemy, who will regroup and use their 
dictatorial power over industry, finance, and the media 
to destabilise, sabotage, and overthrow it. 

A combative campaign which delivers a massive 
Labour vote is the way to mobilise and prepare the 
working class and youth to defend a leftwing Labour 
government by fighting for a genuine anticapitalist 
programme that opens the road to a revolutionary 
seizure of wealth and power from the few, by the 
many. That’s the way to achieve the fundamental and 
irreversible socialist transformation of society. 

AUTHORITIES FOUND 39  
people dead in a refrigerated lorry 
in an industrial park in Thurrock, 
Essex on 23 October in one of 
Britain’s worst human-smuggling 
tragedies. The lorry had crossed 
by sea from Belgium, a route 
increasingly used by migrants 
after tightened restrictions on 
departures from Calais. The victims 
are believed to be from Vietnam. 
Families who fear their relatives are 
among the deceased have submitted 
DNA samples to the authorities.

The incident echoes several 
cases of attempted trafficking that 
have ended in tragedy across Britain 
and Europe. In 2000 the bodies of 
58 people from China were found 
in a tomato truck at Dover. In 2015 
Austrian police found 71 bodies – 
including those of eight children – 
also inside a truck.

As the lorry’s driver appeared 
in court charged with manslaughter 
and human trafficking, both Boris 
Johnson and the Home Secretary 
Priti Patel visited Thurrock Council 
to sign a book of condolences. 
Abdicating any responsibility 
for the deaths, Johnson had the 
temerity to write:

“We mourn those who lost 
their lives… In condemning the 
callousness of those responsible for 
this crime, we in the government of 

the United Kingdom resolve to do 
everything in our power to bring 
the perpetrators to justice.”

The 39 deaths are a fatal 
consequence of “Fortress Britain” 
and the government’s punitive 
deterrence regime, which is forcing 
migrants to resort to riskier methods 
of entry to the UK. Last month at 
Tory conference Patel declared she 
was proud to be part of a Brexit 
government that was “taking back 
control of our borders” and “ending 
the freedom of movement once and 
for all”.

The relentless rhetoric 
of “illegal” immigration has 
generated growing levels of racist 
discrimination and abuse in the 
wake of the Brexit referendum. 
Research by Opinium this year 
showed the proportion of people 
from an ethnic minority who said 
a stranger had targeted them rose 
from 64 per cent in 2016 to 76 per 
cent this year.

This climate has emboldened 
the Tory government to bolster 
UK borders and introduce new 
anti-migrant measures along the 
Channel, including £3.2 million 
for drones, radar, night goggles, 
number plate recognition and 
border patrol boats.

The 71 deaths in Austria in 2015 
produced a mass outpouring of 
sympathy for refugees as thousands 
of ordinary people organised 

Vietnamese 
migrant deaths 
show deadly toll 
of immigration 
controls 
BY DARA O’COGAIDHIN
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accommodation, food and clothing 
to meet the convoys of people 
arriving from the Middle East 
and North Africa. The response in 
Thurrock this time was ominously 
more muted: small prayer service 
and a vigil; candles and flowers at 
the scene.

Labour
Thurrock Labour’s parliamentary 
candidate John Kent has 
disgracefully remained silent. 
In a constituency where 72 
per cent voted to Leave in the 
Brexit referendum, he must have 
calculated it was inexpedient to 

denounce the cruel immigration 
policies that caused the 39 deaths. 
Labour members must demand he 
speaks out.

In her response to the deaths, 
Diane Abbott called for safe and legal 
routes for “genuine” refugees to enter 
the UK, legitimising the “deserving” 
refugee and “undeserving” migrant 
narrative. On the Andrew Marr 
show she called for increased 
border security at smaller ports. 
This is both callous and stupid. 
Smaller ports are increasingly used 
by people traffickers precisely to 
avoid tighter security at ports like 
Dover. Increasing security will 

simply encourage the use of more 
dangerous methods. The inevitable 
consequence of this opportunist 
concession to anti-migrant 
chauvinism is higher profit margins 
for traffickers and misery and death 
for migrants. 

Instead socialists call for the 
abolition of border controls and 
fight for maintaining and extending 
freedom of movement. These 
deaths were avoidable. Blaming 
the smugglers does nothing but 
mask the structures of capitalism 
and racism that restrict movement, 
entrench exploitation and endanger 
lives.

AT MIDNIGHT ON 21 OCTOBER ON 21 OCTOBER, 
abortions and same-sex marriage were legalised 
in Northern Ireland. The new law was passed in 
Westminster rather than Stormont as the devolved 
administration hasn’t sat since January 2017 amid 
political deadlock. The legislation, proposed as 
an amendment by Labour MP Stella Creasey and 
passed by 332 votes to 99, was the culmination of a 
campaign by backbench MPs and women and LGBT 
rights organisations to bring civil rights in NI in line 
with Britain. 

The campaign 
The main driver for the legislation was the case of an 
unnamed woman who faced criminal charges in NI 
for buying abortion pills for her 15-year-old daughter. 
On 22 October, when the procurement of abortion 
pills had ceased to be a crime, the Judge instructed 
the jury to acquit. The woman responded to the 
decision saying, “For the first time in six years I can 
go back to being the mother I was without the weight 
of this hanging over me every minute of every day. I 
am so thankful that the change in the law will allow 
other women and girls to deal with matters like this 
privately in their own family circle.”

It is estimated that over the past 50 years, 
60,000 women have had to travel from NI to Britain 
to terminate pregnancies. In the north, abortion was 

illegal in almost all circumstances including rape 
and incest. Now, the British government has three 
months to put in place guidelines for free, safe, 
legal and local abortion services. The government’s 
Northern Ireland Minister has announced the first 
same-sex marriages will take place on Valentine’s 
Day 2020.

Pressure has been building for legalisation of 
abortion and same-sex marriage since the Republic 
of Ireland voted to legalise both via referenda in 2015 
and 2018 respectively. Abortion has been legal in 
Britain since 1967.

Britain and Ireland
The fact Westminster can make laws in the north 
of Ireland is an unresolved hangover of colonialism 
that contradicts the wishes of the majority of people 
living on the island of Ireland. Brexit has brought 
the British border in Ireland back into the spotlight 
and raised the issue of independence. The failure of 
Stormont power sharing reinforces the need for a 
referendum on the status of northern Ireland by the 
Irish people as a whole. 

The unionist parties in NI were bitterly opposed 
to the legalisation of abortion and same-sex 
marriage, with DUP leader Arlene Foster branding 
it a “shameful day”. These parties did attempt to bar 
the legislation by attempting to reconvene Stormont 
on 21 October but when nationalists walked out they 
were left unable to pass the necessary legislation. 
Attempts to persuade the speaker to suspend the 

usual rules so they could pass their Defence of the 
Unborn Child Bill also failed.

A precarious victory
However, there is still a danger the legislation 
could be delayed or reversed, and this is certainly 
the unionist parties’ intention. Pressure could also 
be brought to bear from the Catholic Church in 
the north. Whist it seems unlikely Stormont will 
reconvene in the near future, the threat it poses to 
civil rights in those circumstances is very real.

On 3 October, the High Court ruled that NI’s 
abortion laws breached the UK’s human rights 
commitments. A declaration of incompatibility was 
withheld pending the outcome of the legislation 
that became law on 22 October. However, if the law 
were to be overturned by Stormont or Westminster, 
the High Court would then have to consider whether 
to make a declaration and pass the matter back to 
Westminster to reconsider. Unfortunately, there is the 
potential for this to be caught up in Brexit, as the Tory 
Party have made clear they want to use divergence 
with EU legislation to ditch human rights. 

The question of what provision will be made for 
abortion in NI is undecided. A 12-week consultation 
has launched, after which guidelines will be 
produced. It is likely the provision will be similar 
to that in the UK, which whilst better than that 
provided in the Republic of Ireland still falls far short 
of decriminalisation and the full right of women to 
control their own bodies.

BY REBECCA ANDERSON

WOMEN

UK parliament legalises abortion and same-
sex marriage in Northern Ireland
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ROYAL MAIL BLOCKS TALKS AFTER 
HISTORIC STRIKE VOTE 

DESPITE A HISTORIC 97.1  
per cent vote for strike action by 
Royal Mail workers in the CWU 
union, and 95 per cent in Parcelforce, 
postal bosses have locked the union 
leaders into weeks of mediation 
before we can strike. Royal Mail’s 
new five-year plan aims to carve up 
the company and restructure it into 
a parcels company, while cutting up 
to 40,000 jobs, busting the union 
and spelling the end of the postal 
service.

But while workers have been 
forced to put action on hold, 
management haven’t been idle. 
Pretending to talk (see box), they 
have been preparing to undermine 
the coming strike. Their coming 
counterattack makes building rank 
and file organisation even more 
urgently needed to ensure we can 
win.

Royal Mail dirty tricks
First in Bootle posties went back 
to work after a seven-day unofficial 
walkout against a racist comment by 
management. Royal Mail got a court 
injunction and management bussed 
in strike-breakers with police 
support – it is unclear whether these 
were agency staff or managers from 
other offices and areas (scabbing is 
part of their job description!).

Immediately after the ballot 
result was announced on 15 
October, Royal Mail got busy. 
Thousands of adverts for 11am-7pm 
parcel drivers were advertised across 
the country, without informing the 
union, and distinct from ads clearly 
marked Christmas temporary work 
(Royal Mail takes on thousands of 
casuals on at Christmas every year).  
Clearly they are preparing a scab 
operation that could keep going as 
the new afternoon parcels delivery 
workforce it is pushing for, in order 

to gut letter deliveries – one of the 
key issues of the dispute. 

Then on 30 October Parcelforce 
wrote to employees being forcibly 
TUPE’d over into a separate 
company from Royal Mail, again at 
the heart of the dispute. In the letter, 
they threaten workers with the sack 
if they don’t sign the new contracts.

Both cases show that the 
company intends to push ahead with 
its parcel plans, binning the Four 
Pillars agreement signed last year, 
regardless of CWU disagreement 
and Parcelforce workers voting 95 
per cent for strike action.

Now that a general election has 
been called, new anti-union CEO 
Rico Back, who has not attended a 
single mediation session, penned a 
public letter to the union demanding 
we drop the strike for the duration 
because it would be undemocratic! 
The CWU’s response is that there 

is no law against striking during a 
general election and we will take 
the action to defend ourselves: quite 
right.

A postal strike will knock them 
for six anytime, but Christmas 
is very important for Royal Mail 
profits and we have massive power 
then. That is why at every turn 
they are seeking to delay the strike 
with empty talks and promises. 
The CWU has tried to tick all the 
boxes required legally, but everyone 
knows Royal Mail will go for an 
injunction, possibly linked to the 
general election, in order to block 
strikes hitting Christmas, when 
hundreds of thousands of extra 
parcels flood the system per week.

Postal workers must likewise 
prepare for action from below, 
while demanding no delay from our 
leaders.

BY A CWU REP

TERRY PULLINGER, CWU GENERAL 
Secretary Postal, explained in detail 
to workers on a live, Facebook Q&A 
session how the required mediation 
had been a sham. The CWU offered 
six weeks of serious negotiations 
(cutting into our pre-Christmas strike 
period, a real sacrifice) which Royal 
Mail ignored, instead arguing to have 
separate mediations on every issue to 
tie the union into talks forever.

When the mediator’s report came 
out supporting the union’s stance, the 
union contacted Royal Mail to see if 
they could meet to discuss it, only to 

be told nobody was available because 
it was schools’ half term! They 
pencilled in a measly four hours the 
following week. That’s how serious 
Royal Mail takes these negotiations.

Now in a cynical PR stunt to 
confuse the public and workers, Royal 
Mail published a proposal for “talks 
without preconditions” in the new 
year, if there were no strikes in the 
run up to Christmas!

In a blitz of manager “updates” 
to staff at work, letters home, and 
messages sent to scanners as we 
work, they are trying to spin this as 

the company taking “a significant 
step” to reach out! Few workers will 
be taken in by these hypocritical con 
artists. And in terms of preconditions, 
voiced as if it were a massive 
concession, Back is trying to avoid 
the one big “precondition”: return 
to the agreement you are currently 
trying to rip up.

We have wasted time with 
mediation. Besides Royal Mail is 
demanding no strikes during any 
future talks. Workers must insist that 
CWU leaders don’t concede this. We 
can “walk and talk” at the same time.

NEGOTIATIONS

Fake talks are a delaying tactic

Bosses’ dirty tricks show rank and file organisation is key to winning

EVERYONE KNOWS ROYAL
MAIL WILL GO FOR AN 
INJUNCTION IN ORDER TO 
BLOCK THE STRIKE: POSTIES
MUST LIKEWISE PREPARE
FOR ACTION FROM BELOW,
DEMANDING NO DELAY
FROM CWU LEADERS
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Can postal workers win?

UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGE UNION (UCU) 
Higher Education members have voted for industrial 

action in two ballots over pensions and over pay, 
casualisation, equality and workloads.

In the ballots 53 per cent of members voted, winning 
79 per cent and 74 per cent majorities respectively for 
action. The 43 universities that met the 50 per cent turnout 
threshold can now move to industrial action. Others can 
re-ballot to join the strike.

In spring 2018, HE staff staged their longest strike in 
British history, with 40,000 staff staying out for two weeks 
at 64 universities. The strike ended in a truce, with the 
employer agreeing to review pension arrangements. The 
following UCU conference became a battleground between 
rank and file union members unhappy with the deal and a 
bureaucracy jealously guarding their power.

The inadequacy of the deal was exposed when earlier 
this year universities announced their intention to increase 
the staff pension contributions to 9.6 per cent of salaries, 
meaning the average member would be £44 per month out 
of pocket. Members of the scheme will pay £40,000 more 
into their pensions but receive £200,000 less in retirement.

Advocating for industrial action back in August, new 

UCU General Secretary Jo Grady said, “the aim will be to fix 
the long-term issues, and not just another temporary fix”.

The second ballot focuses on a series of systemic 
issues in higher education – casualised work, a huge 
gender pay gap and crushing workloads. Nearly half of 
universities use zero-hours contracts and 60 per cent of 
researchers are on fixed-term contracts.

In a survey conducted earlier this year, 62 per cent 
of academic staff said their partners see their careers as 
detrimental to their relationships; 38 per cent of academic 
staff reported regularly working five hours or more unpaid 
overtime at the weekend.

Pay has failed to keep up with inflation. Universities 
are spending less of their budgets on pay and more on new 
buildings. Despite staff pay falling, more than half of Vice 
Chancellors have an annual salary of £300,000 a year or 
more. The pay gap between men and women stands at 15.1 
per cent.

Universities have called the ballot result “patchy”, 
with a “low turnout”. Whilst the turnout is lower than the 
58 per cent achieved in 2018 and fewer institutions have 
met the threshold, members demonstrated in 2018 their 
willingness to undertake serious industrial action to defend 
their pensions. The additional ballot on pay and conditions 
of work has the potential to activate even more of the 
low-paid, casualised staff – although many of them, to their 

credit, joined last year’s strike despite being unaffected by 
the changes.

The last strike saw thousands of members recruited to 
the union in a vibrant grassroots campaign which waged 
a bitter rear-guard action to prevent the sell-out of the 
dispute organised under the leadership of former general 
secretary Sally Hunt. The fallout from that dispute led to 
union employees sabotaging the members’ congress, and 
is a key factor in the depressed turnout in the current ballot. 

The lesson is clear: members must take control of 
the dispute themselves, the decision to strike, when and 
for how long must be taken by meetings of elected and 
recallable representatives to strike committees, with 
the national union providing support to its members. 
Establishing rank and file control over the dispute is the 
way to revitalise the dispute and lead it to victory in a 
make or break battle that will shape the character of our 
education sector for years to come. 

Support from students will be important for what is 
likely to be a long and bitter dispute. Last year universities 
tried to turn students against their lecturers, blaming staff 
for the strike, which they caused by cutting pensions. A 
massive solidarity campaign on campuses, with students 
joining staff on picket lines, would send a powerful 
message to universities to invest in staff rather than shiny 
new buildings and Vice Chancellors’ salaries.

BY REBECCA ANDERSON

Universities set for national strike action
THE AGITATOR

THE CWU LEADERS HAVE 
been combative in words, agitating 
for postal workers to stand strong, 
but their practical response 
of monitoring subgroups and 
possible legal challenges won’t stop 
Royal Mail. The Postal Executive 
is not deciding on action till 13 
November, five days after mediation 
ends– why the delay? And there 
is no preparation for the type of 
injunction that stopped strikes dead 
in 2007 and 2017.

The legal limits that undermine 
strikes range from court injunctions 
by elite judges blocking strikes to 
organised scabbing, protected by 

the police. Most damagingly, the 
Tory anti-union laws block unions’ 
abilities to support unofficial action, 
organise secondary picketing to 
spread the action, or strike for 
political objectives. CWU leaders 
spoke militantly but took no action 
against privatisation in 2013, talking 
out a potential strike while the 
Tories openly prepared the sell-off.

These are the legal limits which 
CWU leaders (or any union leaders) 
won’t cross, despite their praise for 
wildcats, like Bootle.

The danger is, when a dispute 
hits these legal barriers, our leaders 
cave in for fake talks, leaving the 
initiative in a management’s hands. 
This happened twice in 2007 and 
again 2017. The rank and file must 
urgently get organised to take 

control of the strike.

The limits of unofficial action
Bootle’s initial success shows how 
possible and necessary unofficial 
action is at key moments, but also 
its limits.

Drivers refused to cross 
picket lines and were immediately 
victimised. So hundreds of 
workers walked out of Warrington 
Mail Centre in support of their 
workmates. Seaforth DO also came 
out in support.

But that still leaves Royal 
Mail able to decide where to make 
concessions and where to be 
intransigent. A panicked Royal Mail 
reinstated the Warrington drivers in 
order to isolate Bootle. No one can 
blame Warrington for returning to 

work having won, but the whole area 
should have been called out until 
Bootle had won. If they escalate, we 
need to escalate too – but the union 
leaders won’t in these situations.

Without rank and file 
organisation workers are in the 
weakest position to make such 
decisions and carry them out, 
despite our shopfloor strength and 
great traditions of solidarity. Strike 
committees in workplaces and local 
meetings of reps and activists can 
co-ordinate our actions, allowing 
the rank and file to discuss and 
decide strategy at every twist and 
turn of the strike: when to make a 
stand; when to avoid a provocation; 
how to continue the action when 
Royal Mail is trying to divide and 
rule. cont. p8
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cont. from p7

Let’s get organised 
Most importantly workers urgently need to 
prepare now to take strike action even if there’s 
an injunction, or to deliver solidarity to another 
office so it isn’t isolated, with mass pickets to 
stop scabs. There are even rumours of Rico Back 
trying a lockout. Workers should be prepared for 
anything with this anti-union management – and 
we should demand the union backs us.

Starting locally, but linking up regionally and 
ultimately nationally, workers themselves, the 
ones whose jobs are at stake and who are taking 
the action, can decide where to go and control 
negotiations.

For instance Terry is saying we should start 
with an “all-in” serious action – three days all 
sections out, rather than rolling action – and the 
union is now asking reps to give their opinion. 
That’s right, we should start strong to use 
Christmas rush and show Royal Mail we are up 
for a fight, escalating quickly to all-out if it proves 
necessary.

But rather than individual consultation, reps 
and activists should meet to discuss it together, 
and then keep the meetings going to decide how to 
escalate. It will give massive confidence and sense 
of purpose to the grassroots, rather than periods 
sent waiting for action or secret negotiations to 
collapse.

For a rank and file movement 
The rank and file, organised in a movement, 
should not only control strikes and negotiations, 
but the union itself, through recallable leaders 
paid a skilled workers’ wage.

No offence to Terry, Dave Ward and the rest 
who have done a great job in mobilising the 
members, but a £100,000 wage means in the end 
they’re not in the same boat. We have to fight; 
it’s our job. If the union went bust, they would 
probably get a job with the TUC, not back on the 
shopfloor.

Their commitment to the union’s offices and 
structures in Wembley and Alvescott and their 
strategic objective of getting Royal Mail back to 
the table, means they won’t go all the way with 
mass action when we need to – even when we 
face “the fight of our lives” in Terry’s words.

Of course the rank and file should demand 
the union leaders back them; after all it would 
provide a big boost to any action if our leaders 
came out in favour of it. But we must be organised 
to deliver the decisive, unofficial action needed 
to win, and counteract the pressure brought to 
bear on the union by Royal Mail, the media and 
the state.

The General Election campaign gives 
us a great opportunity to show millions the 
difference between precarious employment 
by diktat management for private profit and a 
renationalised mail service, run under workers’ 
control, for the good of the people. On this basis, 
we can build mass pickets, solidarity committees 
and a Labour government.

AFTER THREE YEARS OF WRANGLING  
over Brexit, parliament has voted for a snap 
general election on 12 December. 

The battle lines for the election are clear. 
On one side are Boris Johnson’s Tories, 

backed by Donald Trump, who aim to finish 
what Thatcher started. A Tory government 
will unleash a Brexit fuelled blitzkrieg 
against workers’ rights, environmental 
protections, and the battered remnants of 
our welfare state. 

Against them stands Jeremy Corbyn’s 
Labour Party, with half a million members, 
and a programme that promises to end 
austerity, inaugurate a green new deal, 
and give people the final say on Brexit in a 
referendum.

Between the ambitions of the two 
contenders for government stands Brexit – 
and the Liberal Democrats and Brexit Party 
who have positioned themselves to exploit 
the divisions in Labour and the Tories. 

The Scottish National Party, SNP, 
and the Liberals came to Boris Johnson’s 
rescue by calling for an election because 
they calculated now is the best time to split 
Labour’s overwhelmingly pro-Remain vote 
in England, and retake the seats lost by the 
SNP in 2017. 

For the Scottish nationalists, exploiting 
Brexit is straightforward because the Leave 
vote was overwhelmingly an English 
phenomenon and is grist to the mill of 
their campaign for a second independence 
referendum. 

The Liberal Democrats, while posing as 
a principled refuge for Remain-supporting 
Labour voters, are more concerned with 
destroying the prospects of a left wing 
Labour government than they are with 
stopping Brexit. That’s why they have 
gambled on an election which could return 
a hard-right pro-Brexit majority, and ruled 

out a coalition with a Corbyn-led Labour 
Party. It’s no surprise that the junior party 
of British capitalism finds itself objectively 
supporting the Tories, even at the risk of 
triggering the Tory Brexit they claim to 
oppose. 

The Brexit election
All elections are called decisive or historic, 
but the 12 December poll really does pose 
an existential question about what future 
Britain’s workers and capitalists want. 
Although the majority of Britain’s bosses 
don’t want Brexit, they want a radical 
Labour government and a working class 
with enormous expectations, even less.

For Britain’s ruling class, Brexit 
is a struggle over how to manage the 
contradictions of a declining, second-rate 
imperialist power. In the past, its worldwide 
financial interests always meant a military-
strategic commitment to a role as a junior 
partner to US imperialism. More recently, 
this has come into conflict with its status as 
a leading member of the EU, increasingly 
seen as a rival by US interests. 

At its heart, Brexit is about the choice 
between maintaining and deepening 
economic and political ties with Europe or 
becoming not just a junior partner of US 
imperialism but its outpost on Europe’s 
border. For Trump, and Farage, the UK 
would be a useful tool in the increasingly 
frenzied trade wars and political disputes 
not only with the EU but with China and 
Russia, too. 

For all the importance of Brexit, 
however, a general election allows the 
whole range of factors in economic and 
political life to come into play. This is where 
Labour has an advantage after almost ten 
years of Tory rule. The NHS, housing and 
homelessness, the environment, the refugee 
crisis, are all crucial questions, but dealing 
with them means settling accounts with 
Brexit: the far right strategy to bring the UK 

General Election: 
Fight to win, then 
fight for power
BY KD TAIT

Winning the election is only the start of the struggle 
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out of the EU and unleash a neoliberal offensive. 
An economic collapse, engendered by Brexit, 
will make mobilising the resources for major 
reforms that much more difficult.

A majority Tory government will inaugurate 
an unprecedented ruling class offensive, 
designed to restore the UK’s international 
competitiveness. They plan to turn Britain into 
a low-wage, low-tax, billionaire’s playground, 
in which US private healthcare firms, City of 
London speculators and hedge fund parasites 
will asset strip our health, education and welfare 
systems.

Though Johnson and other ministers have 
said the NHS would be “off the table” in talks 
for a trade deal with Trump, they are lying. 
Ministers and departmental officials have had 
six secret meetings with US health firms. A 
Brexit-induced trade deal with Trump means a 
menu of adulterated food, rip-off medicines and 
the completion of the privatisation of the NHS.

Labour’s offer of a second referendum, a 
choice between the deal it hopes to negotiate 
with the EU and Remain, will settle whether 
we leave or not. But it will not silence the pro-
US right. They will denounce such a ‘Labour 
Brexit’ as a con because it will leave the UK in 
the EU customs union, with a close relationship 
to the single market and its ‘level playing field’ 
regulations. That would not only make the UK 
off-limits to US raiding parties but also commit 
it to obeying decisions made by the EU member 
states; decisions in which it will have no say. 

Moreover, a Labour Brexit will still make 

Britain the thin end of the wedge for the United 
States’ growing antagonisms with the EU, since 
a future Tory government could always decide 
to leave the customs union. 

The fact that the Brexit project is the 
property of a militant minority of the 
bourgeoisie, wrestling for control of Britain’s 
strategic place in a world order as we enter a 
period of realignment and conflict, does not, 
however, mean socialists denounce it as just 
a squabble between bosses, of no concern to 
workers. 

It’s not for socialists to advise British bosses 
which framework of trade rules and political 
relations will be most advantageous for them. 
For us, there is no national interest, by which 
we mean there is no common interest between 
Britain’s working class and its ruling class. 

Brexit must be stopped in the interests of 
the working class on both sides of the Channel. 
The Brexiteers won their narrow victory by 
lying about the EU as the cause of closed down 
or declining industries, overstretched health 
services and playing on the tabloid generated, 
and openly racist, fears about immigration. 
Refusing to take sides or, worse, capitulating 
to nationalism ourselves, is just asking to be 
smashed to pieces. 

Labour should have fought these prejudices 
tooth and nail and addressed the real economic 
and social problems in the areas where they 
held most sway. Jeremy Corbyn’s ambiguity, 
designed to hold the minority of Labour leave 
voters together with the majority of remainers, 

was not, as he claimed, “creative”. Rather, it 
was destructive of the international solidarity 
we will need if Labour wins and comes under 
attack from the City and Wall Street. We will 
need it even more if Johnson makes us into 
Trump’s backyard. Last, but not least, Labour’s 
ambiguity, far from showing respect to the 
working class people who voted for Brexit, did 
not respect them enough to patiently argue 
with them that they were wrong and that the 
real cause of their “left behind” areas, low wages 
and insecure jobs, was primarily British, not EU, 
capitalism. 

Limits of Labour 
Labour’s programme is yet to be settled by 
the Clause V committee. Labour Campaigns 
Together, a coalition of grassroots campaigns, is 
pressing for the manifesto to include the policy 
commitments passed at conference – on open 
borders and an end to the racist immigration 
system, on the green new deal, on housing, etc. 
This is important and would mark a historic 
break with the pattern of the Leader and his 
advisers, the trade union leaders and the PLP, 
ignoring policies they think the electorate 
would find unpalatable instead of putting them 
to the test. However, a warning shot was fired 
when Diane Abbott, immediately after the 
conference, refused to endorse the immigration 
resolution saying that Labour would introduce 
“a new system of work visas” for those wishing 
to enter the UK. This is a chauvinist “British 
jobs for British workers” policy which, far 

Jeremy Corbyn addresses a protest against the prorogation of Parliament 
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from protecting British-born workers, will give 
bosses the whip hand over migrant workers, 
undermining collective bargaining and 
precipitating a race to the bottom.  

Even if all the progressive conference 
policies were included, Labour’s programme, 
although it would be the most left wing since 
those of 1974 and 1983, and despite representing 
a significant redistribution of resources from the 
rich to the poor, would, nonetheless, leave the 
capitalist control over the decisive levers of the 
economy intact. With the exception of cosmetic 
proposals for workers’ representation on boards 
and a limited programme of renationalising 
public utilities, the core of the economy, the 
manufacturing and extractive industries, private 
transport, above all the banks and investment 
funds, will remain in private hands. The currency 
and bond markets, the ratings agencies, would 
still be able to “blow a Labour government off 
course” just as they did in the 1960s and 1970s. 
The only reason they didn’t do it to Blair and 
Brown was because they never challenged them 
on anything serious. 

In short, Labour’s modest proposals are 
designed explicitly to promote UK capitalist 
industry. Its central policy, to borrow huge sums 
to finance investment, is intended to be palatable 
to “business interests” because it is essentially a 
subsidy from the state (and the working class) 
to the private industries. Not encroaching on 
the private ownership of the economy would 
leave a Corbyn-led government entirely at the 
mercy of business and speculators. Faced with 
the onrushing headwinds of an international 
economic crisis, they will have absolutely no 
intention of peaceful coexistence. 

The danger is that Labour is leaving the 
working class unprepared and disarmed for the 
major class battles that are looming up on us. 

From a Labour to a Workers’ government 
Already, the shape of Labour’s campaign is clear: 
it is a left-populist campaign which singles out 
individual bosses like Sports Direct owner 
Mike Ashley, or tax dodgers like Amazon, for 
criticism, without attacking the competition for 
profit between bosses which is the foundation 
of the capitalist system. That is the ultimate law 
which justifies their ruthless behaviour, their 
constant pressure on wages, conditions and jobs, 
as part of their struggle for survival. 

The reality is that for every worker 
mistreated at a household chain or multinational 
corporation run by obnoxious and media-
hungry billionaires, there are thousands more in 
exactly the same situation in Leicester’s garment 
factories, cleaners at government departments, 
or zero-hours workers on our railways. 

Excoriating the ruthlessness or exposing 
the lack of compassion of any given boss, is 
good agitation, but it is no substitute for a 
serious anticapitalist programme that sets out 
to replace the tyranny of private ownership with 

democratic ownership. We need a programme 
that suppresses the profit-motive in production 
in favour of producing what society needs. A 
programme that stops the rapacious exploitation 
and pollution of our natural environment by 
planning the use and distribution of our planet’s 
resources. 

All the same, we have to recognise that 
Labour’s reform programme, however modest by 
historical standards, is completely unacceptable 
to the British capitalist class in its present 
position. They are not going to abandon their 
forty-year assault on the post-war concessions to 
the working class, driven by the need to destroy 
unprofitable industries, and open up new 
markets for profit like the NHS, because there is 
a climate emergency. The underlying conditions 
that drove the neoliberal offensive have not 
fundamentally changed. Indeed, the 2008 crisis 
and its aftermath have intensified them. 

A Labour government will face the 
obstruction, sabotage and naked class 
aggression of the entirety of the capitalist class, 
its media, its allies in the security and military 
establishments, and not just a few individuals or 
US corporations. There will be no easy victories, 
whether judged in moral terms or, rather more 
importantly, in cold hard cash and control. 

Fighting to win this election certainly 
means using all the accumulated experience in 
voter registration, canvassing, “getting the vote 
out” and reminding people not only of what 
the Tories have done but also of the Liberals’ 
criminal responsibility for austerity. More than 
that, however, it must  also be a campaign to 
prepare people to defend a left wing government 
when it is elected.

That means a mass campaign, not just in 
the sense of mass canvassing sessions but of 
drawing the masses into political consciousness, 
an awareness of the tasks and confidence in 
their collective strength. As we saw in 2017, 
the traditional methods of mass action; big 
rallies supported by the trade unions and 
social movements in the major working class 
centres; mass political meetings in working class 
communities to debate Labour’s programme, 
its implementation, and the direction of the 
campaign, can work effectively to complement 
work on the doorstep. 

Instead of a populist campaign which 
promotes the illusion of a regulated capitalism, 
Labour should take seriously its campaign 
for a green industrial revolution. That means 
promoting the necessary anticapitalist measures 
in a campaign which names capitalism as the 
enemy and socialism as the solution. 

Labour’s programme depends principally 
on borrowing money from the banks and world 
financiers. A short sharp investment strike, 
capital flight, a run on the pound, a media 
offensive quoting prominent PLP members to 
demoralise and disorient its supporters, and the 
inevitable mutterings from un-named ‘sources’ 

in the security establishment, these are the 
tried and trusted weapons from the ruling class 
arsenal which they will use to try to bring a 
Labour government to heel. 

In response to this: a Labour government 
needs to introduce capital controls requiring 
nationalisation and democratic control of 
the banks and financial institutions; workers’ 
control over the television, print and online 
media; nationalisation of businesses that defy 
the government and workers’ inspection of the 
secrets contained in their bosses’ computers. 
So far we have had to depend on the courage 
of individual whistle-blowers. What we need is 
an overall struggle for workers’ inspection; the 
demand that the bosses open their books in 
industry, the banks, and the big retail chains. 

Such measures start from mass mobilisation 
in defence of Labour’s measures but this will 
require discovering what the capitalists are 
planning, combatting their sabotage with 
workers’ control and, whenever it is uncovered, 
demanding that the culprits’ enterprises and 
private fortunes are seized and employed for the 
public good. 

Last, but not least, it should not be forgotten 
that shortly after Jeremy Corbyn was elected as 
Labour leader a “senior serving general” told 
the Sunday Times that the army would “use 
whatever means possible, fair or foul” to prevent 
a “maverick” being in charge of the country’s 
security. “The army wouldn’t stand for it …..you 
would face the very real prospect of an event 
which would effectively be a mutiny.”

True, since then Corbyn has abandoned his 
previous pledge to abandon Trident and to call 
into question Britain’s Nato membership. The 
generals clearly loathe Corbyn and McDonnell, 
regarding their past anti-war activity as simple 
treason. 

So the labour movement should seriously 
consider how to stand up to blackmail from the 
military, how to ensure that the ordinary soldiers 
refuse to be pawns in any sort of officers’ mutiny, 
indeed how to win them to the side of a workers’ 
government. 

We have to be clear that transforming 
a Labour government into a real workers’ 
government will need the mobilisation of the 
unions and whole working class communities, 
building up a counter-power to the capitalist 
state and superseding it by one based on, 
and accountable to, the working class and its 
organisations. For that, those organisations 
themselves need to be thoroughly democratised 
to overcome the bureaucratic inertia that leaves 
them passive and inactive. Finally, such a contest 
for power, not just for office, against our ruling 
class, will require the solidarity and aid of our 
sisters and brothers in Europe so that, together 
with them, we can create a socialist Europe, 
as part of our common struggle for a United 
Socialist States of Europe.  
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Playing the Orange Card
THE BREXIT CAMPAIGN HAS  
been directly responsible for a huge 
spike in national chauvinism and 
racist violence. To deny or minimise 
this, as some on the left do, is to 
completely ignore the impact of 
reactionary arguments like “needing 
to take control of our borders”, 
“stopping free movement from 
the EU” and “restoring national 
sovereignty” that have dominated the 
Brexit agenda. There is no progressive 
dynamic here but a reactionary 
harking back to Britain’s imperial past 
and accepting the myth that migrants 
are to blame for economic woes.

Little wonder then that in the 
north of Ireland the dominant 
voice of Unionism, the Democratic 
Unionist Party (DUP), in collusion 
with their Loyalist paramilitary 
friends, have gleefully jumped 
on the Brexit bandwagon. For 
them, UK not EU membership is 
paramount, even if it means a hard 
border and economic ruin. Any sign 
of a border running down the Irish 
Sea as in the Johnson deal is sliding 
down the slippery road to a united 
Ireland. 

Yet there was still a majority 
Remain vote of 56 per cent in 
“Northern Ireland”. Indeed, a layer 
of Unionist supporters, mindful 
of their farming, business and job 
prospects, were terrified of the 
economic ruination that a hard 
border and Brexit would bring.

But despite all the DUP hot air 
about not wanting a hard border 
with the South, they are prepared 
to play the Orange Card in their 
pursuit of Brexit. Quite simply this 
means raising the spectre of a united 
Ireland to whip Unionists and loyal 
Ulster into line, into their traditional 
sectarian support for the British 
state, and in defence of their border 
and their Britishness.

DUP/Loyalist collusion
A DUP meeting with the loyalist 
paramilitaries last month cemented 
their mutual rejection of the 
Johnson deal. This was closely 
followed by a Loyalist paramilitary 
gathering of a few hundred where 
the loyalist activist Jamie Bryson 
threatened mass resistance and 
civil disobedience if a bad deal 
or an “economic united Ireland” 
goes ahead. Fellow loyalist Robert 

Girwan issued a veiled threat: “I was 
talking to someone who said we’ll 
see how hard the border is when 
bombs start going off in Limerick”.

Remember, these Loyalist groups, 
like the UVF and UDA that murdered 
over 1,000 people, mainly Catholics, 
and, as the recent BBC Spotlight series 
The Troubles has revealed, were aided 
and abetted by state forces. These 
groups may now be preoccupied by 
drug rackets and internal feuding, but 
a call to rally to the defence of Ulster 
may well redirect their efforts towards 
traditional sectarian bloodletting. 
Their talks with the DUP clearly show 
they still have political clout, and the 
DUP’s links with the murder squads.

GFA Demise
DUP ambivalence to the Good 
Friday Agreement (GFA) is more 
than matched by Loyalist rejection 
of it. The DUP had to be dragged 
screaming to sign the deal. Hard-
line Unionism was not about sharing 
power with Catholics/nationalists. 
The whole premise of the Unionist 
state of “Northern Ireland” since 
its birth in 1921 was majority 
rule. A regime that combined a 
virulent anti-Catholic and anti-Irish 
discrimination alongside large doses 
of repression to consign over a third 
of the population to the status of 
second-class citizens.

The GFA as a power-sharing 
experiment only got the DUP on 
board when it became clear that 
the Union was not threatened 
by Sinn Fein/IRA, i.e. when the 

latter agreed to a Unionist veto on 
partition and decommissioned its 
weapons. Subsequent support for 
the police was a sure signal that the 
Republicans had dropped the fight 
to get Britain out of Ireland.

Apart from copper-fastening 
the Unionist veto on a united 
Ireland, the GFA provided for 
an executive and Assembly 
that implemented a sectarian 
distribution of spoils to the political 
and middle class representatives of 
both communities. The executive 
at Stormont served its use for 
Westminster by implementing 
austerity and giving the appearance 
that Catholics had a real say.

But Stormont collapsed nearly 
three years ago. DUP corruption 
over a green energy scheme triggered 
the collapse. Their intransigent 
rejection of single sex marriage and 
Irish language rights, which Sinn 
Fein backed, has continued the 
deadlock. The DUP seemed content 
with direct rule, but recent pressure 
from the Presbyterian Church over 
the application of UK-wide laws 
permitting abortion and single sex 
marriage in the north saw them 
hypocritically stage an unsuccessful 
stunt to reconvene Stormont with the 
aim of reversing this legislation.

No border
Despite the GFA’s demise, peace 
does continue and all sorts of 
politicians from the EU and the 
Irish government through to the 
Labour Party maintain that a hard 

border will damage the GFA and 
peace. This eulogising of the GFA 
completely misses the point.

The GFA is dead in the water. 
Brexit certainly doesn’t help it, but it 
died because Unionism still regards 
45 per cent of the population as the 
enemy within and as an emissary 
of a foreign country. Holding their 
noses and sharing power only works 
for a while.

Brexit has compounded 
this built-in contradiction of the 
northern state, since it risks altering 
the economic relationship between 
the UK and the Republic of Ireland. 
Brexit of any kind, hard or soft, 
will involve some hardening up 
of the border through checks and 
safeguarding of standards and goods. 
This will severely disrupt both the 
northern and the southern economy.

The absurdity of creating the 
border in the first place needs to 
be redressed whatever relationship 
ensues between the UK and the EU. 
Stopping Brexit will facilitate an 
open border, but getting rid of the 
border altogether involves bringing 
the Irish people as a whole into the 
equation – to freely determine their 
own future with no interference 
from Britain.

Until that is done Ireland’s 
national question will remain 
unresolved and we face many more 
years of reactionary Unionist vetoes 
on everything from Irish language, 
abortion, single sex marriage and 
membership of the EU to the border 
itself.

BY BERNIE MCADAM

The Red Hand says no
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IN SEPTEMBER, DELEGATES TO LABOUR  
Party conference adopted what was been widely 
hailed as the most radical environmental policy 
of any major political party in the world. 

But when it comes to the Clause V committee 
hashing out the party’s election manifesto 
behind closed doors, there is no guarantee that 
the conference motion’s most radical elements, 
like the 2030 target date for net zero carbon 
emissions, will make it into the manifesto. 

Activists with Labour for a Green New 
Deal, the campaign group responsible for the 
conference motion, have already admitted as 
much by conceding a watered-down wording 
which instructs Labour to “work towards a path 
to net zero carbon emissions by 2030”. A leading 
GND campaigner recently wrote in LabourList: 
“Net zero emissions by 2030 is an incredibly 
ambitious target – perhaps even an impossibly 
ambitious one, and it remains to be seen how the 
frontbench will choose to interpret it.”

Yet the 2030 target is not arbitrary, but 
essential, according to UN scientists who have 
warned we have less than 12 years to keep 
global warming to a maximum of 1.5C or face 
untold damage to human civilisation. So why 
are even the Green New Deal’s most enthusiastic 
proponents so pessimistic about achieving the 
radical change necessary? The answer is simple 
- the scale of the economic reorganisation that 
would be necessary to avert climate catastrophe 

is impossible under a system of production for 
profit, to which the Green New Deal and Labour 
itself are completely beholden. 

Whose deal?
Like its historical predecessor - FDR’s New 
Deal for an American economy ravaged by the 
Great Depression - the Green New Deal is a deal 
between capital and labour. The policy of mass 
state investment is designed to boost consumer 
demand and give capitalists new routes towards 
profit in a time of crisis, achieving the two-
pronged goal of setting the economy on a path 
to recovery while preventing civil unrest and 
mass radicalisation amongst workers. It hands 
some important gains to the working class in the 
process, but the very nature of capitalist political 
economy ensures these gains can never be 
guaranteed, and are always ripe for reversal at the 
next change of government or economic cycle.

The GND commits Labour to ‘public 
ownership of energy’ and ‘public ownership 
of the big six [energy suppliers]’. This is a step 
forward from Labour’s previous policy, which 
had Labour endorsing public ownership of the 
electricity networks, but would have left energy 
distribution in private hands. Yet while a Labour-
commissioned report setting out a roadmap 
to 2030 concedes that significant government 
subsidies will be necessary to incentivise wind 
and solar power generation, Labour would 
leave private industry free to continue fossil fuel 
extraction and nuclear power generation so long 
as it is profitable. 

The GND also talks of nationalising the 

transport industry and mass investment into free 
or affordable public transport. But Labour has 
been clear that its approach to rail nationalisation 
would buy back all private assets at market price, 
financed by state borrowing - a huge transfer of 
wealth from taxpayers to profiteers. In order not 
to offend business interests, Labour would allow 
existing rail franchises to expire before initiating 
these buy-backs. Since many rail franchises last 
for ten years, and the process would inevitably 
be subject to protracted legal proceedings and 
appeals, this would mean the 2030 deadline 
was missed before Labour could even start to 
implement its plans, if it wasn’t voted out of office 
first. Presumably, a similar process would apply 
to the nationalisation of energy. 

The emphasis on technological solutions 
leading to increased use of renewable energies, 
including electric cars, offers an uncritical 
endorsement of industries which come with 
their own damaging environmental effects. For 
example, construction of wind and solar farms 
requires rare earth metals and non-renewable 
material inputs that are energy-intensive to 
produce. The car industry offsets lower profits in 
electric car production with luxury models sold 
to less energy-conscious consumers or cheaper to 
produce petrol-powered models in other parts of 
the world. 

Most importantly, Labour’s approach treats 
each privately-owned industry - solar, wind, 
cars, buses, energy generation - as discrete 
puzzle pieces which, if boosted by enough state 
cash, will fit together and allow the picture of 
a green economy to emerge. But as socialist 

BY URTE MARCH

GREEN NEW DEAL
OR PLANNED 
ECONOMY?
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environmentalist Gabriel Levy has written: 
“Modern electricity technologies – renewables, 
plus networks that distribute flows – can only 
realise their decarbonisation potential as part of 
integrated systems. The electricity sources need 
to be coordinated not only with each other, but 
with gas, heat and transport systems. If bits of 
these are owned by private companies, profits 
will be put before climate and social justice 
imperatives.” 

Ownership 
This brings us to the crucial question of 
ownership. Labour’s plans show that its logic 
prioritises respect for private capital; it sees 
businesses as “partners” in the green transition. 
Even if Labour delivers the vast sums of state 
investment it has promised - a questionable 
prospect given Labour’s current revenue-
raising proposals - it has already conceded that 
significant parts of ‘green’ industry would remain 
under private ownership. 

The Green New Deal is in effect a taxpayer 
subsidy on a vast scale to incentivise the greening 
of profit-driven companies and financiers, many 
of which have been some of the biggest drivers 
of environmental destruction. Aside from the 
fundamental injustice of such a transfer of 
wealth, the short time we have to implement 
a grandiose worldwide transition away from 
fossil fuels, along with the imperative to unite 
all aspects of energy generation, distribution, 
and use into an integrated system, render any 
market-oriented solution woefully inadequate. 

What we really need is mass nationalisations 
of every part of the economy, followed by their 
integration and subordination to democratic 
planning and production for human need and 
environmental sustainability. Public ownership 
of the banks and finance are essential, to allow 
for the re-investment of profits according to 
socially determined priorities across the entire 
economy. Without it, even those key industries 
that Labour plans to nationalise would be run 
on a corporate infrastructure, hamstrung by 
constant competition from a private sector bent 
on reclaiming its market share. What’s more, if 
investment decisions are left in corporate hands, 
the shift to renewables will never happen on any 
timescale relevant to tackling climate change. 

A programme of nationalisation on the 
necessary scale is impossible if Labour insists 
on respecting the sanctity of private property 
by paying “fair” (i.e. market-determined) 
compensation to the former owners. It is simply 
not possible to raise such huge sums with 
existing rates of taxation or to borrow enough 
on the money markets to buy back all the 
necessary assets. Even if Labour were willing to 
impose significantly more radical taxation and 
borrowing plans, this would certainly trigger 
capital flight on a massive scale or plunge the 
UK into a sovereign debt crisis. Clearly the 
threat of expropriation would have a similar 

effect. But in either case Labour would have to 
meet and defeat this sabotage by imposing strict 
exchange and capital controls, and the trade 
unions would have to enforce them by imposing 
workers’ control and inspection of the books of 
the companies involved. 

Democratic control 
Labour has placed much emphasis on the 
importance of a “just transition” to green 
industry, meaning that a mass shift in jobs from 
high-polluting to green industry must come 
alongside protections for workers displaced 
from their jobs. GND campaigners at party 
conference were swift to make accommodations 
to trade union demands, particularly those 
which organise manufacturing, construction, 
and energy workers, and are cooler on 
environmental radicalism. 

The tension between narrowly defined 
trade union interests - preserving existing 
jobs and improving terms and conditions - 
and environmental politics are not new. As 
campaigners have rightly recognised, broad 
working class support, including from those 
who currently work in high-carbon industries, 
will be essential to the green transition. But the 
contradictions won’t be resolved by brushing 
them under the rug, as Labour has done with the 
issue of airport expansion. The movement needs 
to openly acknowledge that some industries will 
have to disappear, and fast. 

While state support for re-training schemes 
can go some way, this will never be able to fully 
counter the anarchic market forces which will, 
at least temporarily, displace workers and force 
them into lower-paid work. Workers need to be 
able to fight for their own interests. But though 
the GND policy includes a commitment to 
repealing all anti-union laws, Labour continues 
to mention only a limited commitment to 
repealing the 2015 Trade Union Act.

Genuine workplace democracy can go much 

A successful strike could be a gamechanger for car workers in the US
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further, offering a lasting integration between 
long-term social interests and immediate 
protections for workers. Real workplace 
democracy would mean workers democratically 
set the objectives for their branch of industry. At 
a regional and national level, strategic decisions 
about workforce development and labour 
allocation could be made across the entire 
economy, guaranteeing everyone a socially useful 
and productive role. This will need to apply 
internationally too, wherever workers challenge 
and take over production, the foundations can be 
laid for a global plan to halt, indeed reverse, the 
harmful effects of climate change. 

Environmental Imperialism
The struggle against climate change cannot be 
fought on a terrain of national policy with every 
country responsible for itself. The UK produces 
only 1% of global CO2 emissions, compared 
to China’s 29% and USA’s 14%. UK carbon 
emissions have been on a downward trend since 
the 1990s. Based on national metrics, it would be 
easy to assume that the Green New Deal is merely 
accelerating the current trend, with success all 
but assured if only Labour acts decisively enough. 
But when UN scientists warn we have 11 years to 
save the planet, their assessment is global.

Focusing on UK emissions obscures the 
role of British capital in the global value chain, 
and therefore its true responsibilities in the 
climate struggle. The world’s highest-polluting 
companies are those involved in fossil fuel 
extraction, in which British shareholders have 
huge stakes. The largest proportion of energy 
produced by these companies is consumed by 
a second tier of high-polluting producers in 
industries like farming, car production, plastics, 
and other carbon-intensive consumer goods. The 
vast majority of these companies are owned by 
Western capital. 

These companies externalise the most 
dangerous and high-polluting processes to the 
global south, and then import the finished goods 

back into their own economies to sell them 
and appropriate the profits. Meanwhile, waste 
from Western production processes follows the 
opposite trajectory of displacement from the 
richest to the poorest countries. Yet the role of 
British business interests in all of these processes 
is not accounted for in national emissions 
measures or targets.

Western imperialism is directly responsible 
for an exploitative global system of production 
which has pillaged the economies of Asia, 
Africa, Latin and South America. Two centuries 
of environmental depletion, coupled with 
its enforcement by the IMF and other global 
institutions of economic imperialism has 
relegated these semi-colonial economies to an 
inescapable dependence on their imperialist 
masters. As a result, the poorest people in 
the world suffer from the most polluted 
environments and severe depletion of ecological 
resources. Natural disasters are occurring at an 
accelerating rate in the global south, yet the same 
countries’ enforced poverty leaves them the most 
ill equipped to deal with the resulting damage. 

Labour’s Green New Deal has acknowledged 
some of these dynamics, but posits only 
voluntaristic solutions invoking the “promotion 
of international exchange of technology… and 
resources to help other countries achieve a Green 
New Deal”. There is no way to hold a national 
government accountable for such a general 
aspiration. More importantly, given Labour’s 
commitment to market-based Keynesian 
solutions at home, it surely wouldn’t be prepared 
to back the smashing of all institutions of global 
imperialism, which would be necessary to 
unshackle the economies of the global south. 

Political leaders in the global south, 
reasonably enough, argue that it shows grotesque 
double standards for those states which created 
the problem of climate change to now demand 
that they forego the industrialisation that will 
enable their population to raise their living 
standards to those of the ‘global north’. And true 

enough anything that is not a real “new deal” for 
the workers and farmers of the ‘south’ too will fail 
completely to meet its objectives. It needs to build 
into its objectives the ending of chronic poverty 
as well as avoiding the devastation which will 
otherwise afflict these countries.

The vast human and material productive 
forces, presently accumulated in North America, 
Europe and China must be deployed to undertake 
the green development of the countries in Asia, 
Africa, Latin America that have missed out on 
it, whilst avoiding the pollution that went with 
the industrial revolutions of the nineteenth an 
twentieth centuries.    

Conclusion 
The Green New Deal is an illusion – a national 
programme for a problem that can only be 
solved internationally. It’s true that we have the 
technological capacity to reverse climate change, 
but capital accumulation occurs in a cycle which 
externalises environmental cost. As long as we 
accept its existence in a profit-driven system, 
the transformative potential of green technology 
will coexist with continued environmental 
destruction. 

Given the scale of the challenge and the rapid 
timescale needed for implementation, only an 
internationally planned economy can save us. 
And only revolutionary movements coming to 
power in successive countries in the service of the 
worldwide revolution can make the incursions 
onto capital to achieve it. 

In contrast to the moralistic pleading of 
Extinction Rebellion, the nationalist utopianism 
of the Green New Deal, or the hypocritical 
greenwashing of business elites, socialist 
economic planning is the only concrete road to 
arresting the development of the climate crisis 
before it’s too late. In the face of fast-approaching 
social collapse, it is the task of socialists to organise 
the revolutionary transition to an economy based 
on production that satisfies the twin demands of 
human need and environmental sustainability. 
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LABOUR AND THE WORKING CLASS 
BY SIMON HANNAH

WHAT IS THE WORKING CLASS  
in Britain? That is a pretty big topic 
to cover, fraught with all kinds of 
debate and controversies. Of course 
the Marxist left talks about the 
working class all the time because 
we see it as an agent of revolution-
ary change, a class with the po-
tential to reshape the world along 
democratic and collective lines, 
away from capitalist exploitation 
and market based competition.

But the working class only ever 
gets a mention in mainstream de-
bates these days when people are 
describing how backward and re-
actionary people are. In the USA 
everyone is considered ‘middle 
class’ until they vote Trump then 
they suddenly become ‘working 
class’. 

In Britain the idea that the 
working class is socially conserva-
tive, instinctively racist and rejects 
the left as middle class has been 
around since the days of Thatcher 
and the “Forward March of Labour 
Halted” theory floated in the mis-
named journal Marxism Today. 

Today the well-worn trope is 
that leftists in Islington are all mid-
dle class idealists, hopelessly out of 
touch with reality, whilst English 
Northerners, possess a native com-
mon sense when it comes to practi-
cal politics.

All of these class descriptions 
are half-baked at best, if not down-
right wrong. And of course all this 
relates to serious political questions 
of our time - like Brexit.

Brexit mess
The view that the Brexit vote was 
driven by disaffected working class 
Labour voters in the north is a per-
nicious lie - one driven by political 
considerations. It is driven by right 
wing capitalist types like Nigel 
Farage and Arron Banks because 
it gives them cover and credibility 
for their far right Thatcherite pro-
ject. It is a cynical ploy. Socialists 
who support Brexit repeat this view 
because it gives them justification 
for supporting a right wing move-
ment that is directed at attacking 
migrants and appealing to dreams 
of long gone British imperial glory.

Analysis of votes has demon-
strated that, far from it being a 
northern working class concern, in 
fact, in the words of Danny Dorling 
“Brexit was made in the Home 
Counties in the South of England.”  
Dorling demonstrates that the bulk 
of leave votes came from the Home 
Counties and Essex; a whole swathe 
of northern working class areas 
like Allerdale, Barrow-in-Furness, 
Carlisle, Copeland, Knowsley and 
Redcar may have voted to leave but 
turnout was so low that the num-
bers of leave voters was quite small 
– compared to the more rabid mid-
dle class nationalists in Surrey that 
drove Brexit. 

In fact only a minority of work-
ing class Labour supporters voted 
Brexit. Even if a number of working 
class people voted to leave in 2016, 
they were not Labour voters, and it 
was certainly not because they are 
more left wing. 

And this is a perfect example 
of how a bad analysis can lead to 
a politically disastrous position. 
Fear of this chimera of disaffected 
working class northerners straining 
at the bit to leave the EU has driv-
en a large part of Labour’s electoral 
strategy. It led to being crucified in 
the 2019 Euro elections.

But I don’t want to get into an-
other debate about that. What is far 
more useful and important to con-
sider is some of the deeper political 
issues.

Because the persistence of the 
‘working class voted Brexit’ myth 
tells us something more about pol-
itics. This myth has been pushed by 
three groups of people in Labour.

The first are just political op-
portunists who jump on the band-
wagon because they think it will 
boost Labour’s electoral changes. 
This is the least interesting group 
apart from what it tells us about the 
craven and disreputable nature of 
electoral fetishism. 

The second, more notorious 
grouping, has been the Stalinists, 
ever-loyal to their programme of 
building Socialism in one Coun-
try, dreaming of a parliamentary 
road to socialism if only the evil 
Eurocrats would give us a moment’s 
peace. Clearly people like Seamus 
Milne and Andrew Murray are 
influenced by such politics. But it 
would be a mistake to imagine that 
it is only Stalinism which produces 
these ‘red nationalist’ views. 

Because there is a third group 
of people stuck in 1970s Bennism 
who blissfully ignore some of the 
more dubious nationalist aspects of 
Benn’s politics. These included ad-
vocating import controls, pursuing 
a nationalist economic policy that 
would export unemployment and 
poverty abroad. Not exactly an in-
ternationalist position.  

Nationalism is imprinted in the 
DNA of any parliamentary party 
because parliaments operate only 

on a national basis. They pass laws 
covering a certain sovereign ter-
ritory and therefore the tendency 
to assume that the borders of your 
country dictate the ambitions of 
your politics is very strong. This is 
why Labour despite trying to por-
tray itself as an anti-racist and in-
ternationalist party has historically 
supported wars, the British Empire, 
increased immigration controls 
and embraced all manner of main-
stream reactionary views.  

And this is the contradictory 
nature of Labour’s own politics, 
resting as it does on the contra-
dictory nature of the working class 
itself. Marxists often point to the 
contradictory nature of Labour as 
a ‘bourgeois workers’ party’, in oth-
er words a party that has its social 
base in the working class and its 
trade union unions, but limits its 
politics to reforms tolerable, if not 
exactly welcome, to the capitalist 
class. 

That is why Labour is the nat-
ural successor to the Liberal party 
in Britain; both seek piecemeal re-
forms - only Labour does it with an 
occasional dash of socialist rheto-
ric. But the bourgeois/workers con-
tradiction isn’t the only one at play 
in Labour’s political physiognomy. 
Its belief that elections are the one 
and only means of winning pow-
er means it seeks to appeal to the 
broadest number of people – peo-
ple of all classes. It has never adopt-

Against Lexit 
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ed a clear programme embodying 
its principles, and what socialism 
means, let alone how to achieve it 
beyond elections. 

This approach lends itself to 
chasing after votes from people 
with pretty backward views rather 
than trying to change those views. 
Hence its organic opportunism: 
sacrificing fundamental principles 
to short term gains. Why did the 
2017 manifesto pledge not just to 
keep the racist No Recourse to Pub-
lic Funds policy for migrants but to 
extend it? Why has Labour since 
2016 consistently talked about end-
ing free movement being a priority 
for them around Brexit (whilst Lex-
iteers like to pretend that migration 
wasn’t a key issue in the leave vote)? 
It is because the party feels – genet-
ically – that it must appeal to con-
servative minded voters. 

Top of the class
And this gets to a core difference 
between a Marxist approach to pol-
itics and a social democratic one. 
Social democracy seeks to reflect 
back the views of voters, including 
both their more progressive im-
pulses and their reactionary, back-
ward views. It is a party that refuses 

to shape and form the conscious-
ness of working people beyond 
what they already know and be-
lieve. This leads to a problem, since 
we live in a bourgeois, thoroughly 
rotten capitalist society, the major-
ity views in that society will reflect 
this. In Marx’s words “The ideas of 
the ruling class are in every epoch 
the ruling ideas.” 

Labour refuses to educate, ar-
gue or intervene to decisively shift 
people’s views. This is why when 
everyone believed that the working 
class was hurtling rightwards at a 
rate of knots under Thatcher, Kin-
nock and Blair responded the only 
way they knew how, by moving the 
party decisively to the right. 

Marxists start not from the 
working class as electoral fodder 
for politicians. Neither do they 
start from the notion of workers 
or working class culture as some 
pure and beautiful force in society 
which can do no wrong. The work-
ing class, divorced from the organ-
isations, trade unions and parties 
which have historically formed it as 
a class fighting for its own interests, 
is simply raw material for exploita-
tion – individuals whose labour 
power is commodified by the boss-

es. The bosses grow rich through 
the exploitation of workers’ labour. 

Their existence as oppressed 
workers can lend itself to forms of 
consciousness such as trade union-
ism, but it can also foster a dog-
eat-dog mentality. Working people 
can be reactionary or progressive, 
they can be left wing or right wing. 
This is why the crucial factor is 
not simply the working class as it 
is, but the existence of a working 
class movement in which the indi-
vidual experiences of workers are 
generalised and politicised into a 
socialist consciousness. Only when 
the working class becomes a class 
for itself, aware of its antagonism 
to its exploiters and the urgency 
of the struggle to overthrow them, 
only then can we see the real pow-
er of working people to change the 
world. 

And again this leads us back to 
the failures of Labourism and also 
trade unionism, which gave birth 
to it.

The British working class is 
dominated by its unions and La-
bour. This has been the case for al-
most a hundred years. It has some 
strengths but also a lot of weakness-
es. Its unions are heavily bureauc-

ratised and are shrinking as an in-
dustrial force. The Labour Party has 
taken serious strides to the left in 
recent years under Corbyn but still 
hasn’t escaped the basic problems 
of Labourism. 

Whether Labour wins or loses 
the general election in December, 
we have to unpick this argument 
that the working class is nationalis-
tic and socially conservative. Those 
who preach that the EU is the 
source of all of our problems rath-
er than the legacy of Thatcherism 
or the tyranny of the British cap-
italist class are worshipping false 
idols. Where those ideas exist they 
must be challenged and fought. In-
ternationalist and socialist politics 
have to be championed, people or-
ganised and movements fostered. 
Socialism isn’t about getting some 
MPs in parliament - it is about a 
radical, transformative movement 
of working people.
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Socialists in It: A History of the Labour Left 
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2019. He is an active trade unionist and a 
member of the Labour Party

THE THREE LARGEST SOCIALIST  
organisations outside the Labour Party– 
the Communist Party, the Socialist Party, 
the SWP – and its splinter Counterfire - 
believe that leaving the EU, or even bet-
ter breaking it up altogether, would be a 
good thing. Surely it would weaken our 
enemies? Surely the EU would oppose and 
sabotage the measures a radical Jeremy 
Corbyn government might try to carry 
out? 

In addition the RMT transport union, 
a strong proponent of rail re-nationali-
sation, argues along the same lines. The 
Communist Party’s paper, the Morning 

Star, has been active in pushing these 
ideas, continuing its 90-year advocacy of 
building ‘socialism in one country’. They 
claim that a People’s Brexit – or Lexit- will, 
make our enemies weaker. Many of them 
used the same argument in support of vot-
ing ‘Yes’ in Scottish independence referen-
dum.

But breaking up states and economies 
is like breaking up big capitalist firms into 
smaller ones. It does not mean the work-
ing class becomes stronger as a result, be-
cause the workforces are also broken up. 
In fact, it weakens and divides us. Break-
ing up monopolies and thereby increasing 
competition between the fragments (until 
they coalesce again through the inevitable 

laws of capitalist dynamics) is the outlook 
of a petty bourgeois shopkeeper not of the 
working class vanguard. 

Small capitalists are rarely more be-
nevolent or easier to fight than interna-
tional ones. Small or nationally limited 
enterprises, because of the cut-throat 
competition they face, are often more vi-
cious. Fragmentation encourages the drive 
for profit to penetrate every pore of pro-
duction and break up the planning that 
large enterprises have already developed 
between supplier and buyers. Socialists 
have long argued that the way forward 
from huge monopoly capitalist enterprises 
is to take them into social ownership and 
to plan production, not retreat into small 

THE FIGHT FOR A
SOCIALIST EUROPE
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firms. “Market socialism” was and will al-
ways be a reactionary utopia. It is the same 
with states, or confederations of states, 
and a glorified free trade zone and single 
market like the European Union is no ex-
ception. 

The EU is indeed a capitalist club, a ne-
oliberal bastion, dominated by a cartel of 
imperialist powers, but the answer is not 
for a capitalist Britain to leave it and try to 
build a socialism on our own, but to fight 
alongside the continent’s working peoples 
for a different Europe altogether - a Social-
ist United States of Europe. 

Dominated by a handful of big imperi-
alist powers; its nickname Fortress Europe 
is well deserved and despite allowing free 
movement within its walls, refugees from 
war and poverty are kept outside by ra-
zor wire fences and walls and the deadly 
moat of the Mediterranean. But reinforc-
ing those borders to keep EU citizens out 
of Britain is no improvement. This doesn’t 
mean ‘taking back control’ – it means 
giving bosses more control over migrant 
workers who will be dependent on their 
boss for their right to live in this country.  

The EU’s Lisbon Treaty and the Com-
mission’s regulations do indeed put bar-
riers in the way of a socialist government 
radically restructuring the economy but 
so too do British laws and British courts. 
Indeed a massive trade deal with the USA 
that Johnson has been promised by Don-
ald Trump would be even more ruthless-
ly neoliberal than the EU, and US courts 
would enforce it even more fiercely than 
the European Court of Justice (ECJ).

We do not downplay the reactionary 
character of EU institutions and the IMF 
that imposed harsh austerity programmes 
on the economies of southern Europe. 
Many will call to mind the response 
of German finance minister Wolfgang 
Schäuble, when a general election brought 
the anti-austerity party Syriza to power: 
“Elections change nothing”. To call this a 
‘democratic deficit’ as Europe’s liberal de-
fenders do is a cynical understatement. 

We should also remember that party’s 
humiliating capitulation a few months 
later, in part because no solidarity action 
came from the workers of northern Eu-
rope. Any country with a leftwing gov-
ernment seeking either to defend its jobs, 
health and education services, let alone to 
create a socialisded economy will face the 
attack of the banks and the bond markets 

and surrounding capitalist states. Its only 
real allies then will be precisely the work-
ers of these states. 

But if the EU is an instrument of big 
capital so equally are the City of London, 
the Bank of England, and the UK High 
Court. A left Labour government will face 
their sabotage, not to speak of capital flight 
engineered by “our own” capitalist class. 

To really “take control” working class 
needs ownership of the large-scale means 
of production and exchange, an ability to 
replace blind competition with conscious 
planning. This also means imposing its 
own management of the major firms and 
banks both those which are national, and 
the increasing number that international. 
To do that that demands concerted actions 
by the workers of Europe to support and 
spread this. The aim must not be to build 
isolated socialist units but to advance to 
international, continent-wide and beyond 
that, world socialism. In no sphere is this 
more obvious than in combatting climate 
catastrophe. Not only do we need to take 
measures to control emissions on a con-
tinental and then a world level but an in-
dustrial and transport revolution and for 
this we obviously need to mobilise inter-
national resources. 

Europe is not a single state nor yet a 
single economy. It does not have an in-
tegrated European-wide workers’ move-
ment. But it is already far more than a set 
of dislocated states and economies. There 
is great unevenness but also connectivity - 
companies with production chains made 
up of plants in several countries, like GM 
Europe, Siemens, Fiat. The 16 states with 

the Euro as their currency have ceded to 
the European Central Bank an enormous 
degree of control over their economies. 
This is not democratic but it does not fol-
low automatically that it must be broken 
up and replaced by isolated national states 
and economies.

To break up of the whole EU would 
shrink the productive forces back inside 
the old national frontiers and destroy a 
large measure of international trade and 
the division of labour. This will lead to 
even greater misery than that we faced 
when capitalism cyclical economic crises 
like the 2008 recession occur. The answer is 
to advance from a capitalist to a socialised 
and planned European economy. To do 
this means taking power out of the hands 
of the bankers and industrialists and their 
politicians, of course starting first in one 
or a few countries, but rapidly spreading 
the revolution across the continent.

Breaking industries in Britain from 
their links on the mainland would not 
re-industrialize Britain but further dein-
dustrialise it. Manufacturing companies 
that employ hundreds of thousands have 
announced plans to cut back or even close 
their British plants. They include names 
like Airbus, British Steel, Dyson, Ford, 
Honda, Jaguar Land Rover, Michelin, 
Nissan, Panasonic, Philips, Rolls-Royce, 
Schaeffler, Sony, Toyota, Unilever. These 
plants - often located in areas where a ma-
jority voted Leave because of previous clo-
sures - will be a cruel fruit of believing the 
lies of Farage, Johnson, the Mayfair-based 
Hedge Fund billionaires like Crispin Odey 
and Michael Hintze and the Sun, Mail and 

Our Action Programme for Europe is out now
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Express. 
Just across the Channel, France re-

mains a country with a militant workers’ 
vanguard fighting the neoliberal reforms 
of President Emmanuel Macron, including 
austerity and privatisation. In September, 
hospital A&E departments stopped work, 
and in Paris metro workers struck, threat-
ening an indefinite stoppage in December. 
On 24 September the CGT called a suc-
cessful a national day of action against 
Macron’s attacks. In the last week of Octo-
ber high-speed trains on the TGV-Atlan-
tique network had to stop running, when 
workers at the Châtillon repair yard went 
on strike. 

Privatization and ending of nation-
al rail monopolies like France’s SNCF, 
Spain’s Renfe, Italy’s Trenitalia and Ger-
many’s Deutsche Bahn are leading to 
the carve up the publically owned rail 
networks, just at the time when climate 
change makes a cheap pan-European, 
sustainable and socially owned transport 
system even more vital. It is possible and 
necessary to unite the struggles of rail 
workers in Britain with those in France, 
Spain, Italy and Germany.

The threats of the major aerospace and 
automobile companies to close factories, 
move them to areas where they can ex-
ploit their workers more intensely and the 
damage that fossil fuel burning creates all 
point to an industrial revolution centred 
on their conversion to meet the needs 
of a clean, green transport system. Ro-
botisation and AI are threatening to kill 
millions of jobs where they could hugely 
reduce the working week and lighten or 
obliterate exhausting work We need the 
factories an workforces to achieve a trans-
formation . It is the same with the power 
generation industry.

Even the workforces of the banking 
and financial services system, centred in 
the City of London are not the rich bank-
ers whom everyone hates but often poorly 
paid office staff working “flexible”, i.e. long 
hours. They are being threatened with 
massive downsizing with Brexit but also 
because of the application of further com-
puterisation and AI. In fact, the big banks 
with offices in the UK are the collectors 
and repositories not simply of capital but 
of vast amounts of data about national and 
world economies. 

They know far more about the real 
state of the economy, and the wealth of 

the superrich than any government de-
partments can know. To plan an economy 
effectively their specialised and routine 
workers would be a tremendous resource 
for a socialist government creating plans 
at local, regional, national and continental 
levels. The precondition for this is work-
ers’ control and the abolition of business 
secrecy, including research and develop-
ment. 

Programme
In or out of the EU we need to fight on the 
following issues 
• Strengthening union and workplace 

international combines where they 
already exist and building them where 
they do not. Organising international 
solidarity action and material support 
for groups of workers taking action in 
any country  

• The ETUC is a bureaucracy of national 
bureaucracies, and therefore at a 
double remove from the democratic 
pressure of the rank and file. Whilst 
it is right to call on it to take action 
including continent wide strikes when 
the EU and pan-European corporation 
attack workers rights, building rank 
and file links is vital.

• From Europe we need to reach out to 
the refugees and those seeking work, 
caused by Europe’s wars, the economic 
legacy of colonization. We need to 
reach out to the forces fighting Donald 
Trump’s reactionary racist policies – to 
the growing number of militant trade 
unionists and socialists in the USA. 
Likewise we need to render assistance 
to workers and youth fighting for 
democracy around the world including 
in Russia and China. Oppressed 
nationalities like the Palestinians, 
Uighurs, Rohyngas, Kashmiris and in 
Europe the Catalans should receive 
maximum support.

As long as Britain is in the European 
Union we can fight with workers organ-
isations political and trade union for the 
following:
• Repeal the Lisbon agenda and all 

neoliberal policies that obstruct the 
preservation and extension of public 
ownership, services and utilities. 
Replace the posting of workers 
directive and the ECJ’s Viking-Laval 
rulings with access to the full social 
services and wage levels negotiated by 

unions in the host country
• Replace the toothless EU parliament, 

the unelected EU commission and 
European Court of Justice with a 
sovereign European Constituent 
Assembly, elected by proportional 
representation by all those over the age 
of 16 permanently resident in the EU.

• Withdraw the European armed forces 
from countries they have occupied in 
the Middle East and Africa and aid 
the resistance struggles of peoples 
around the world against imperialism. 
We demand the immediate closure of 
all European powers’ military bases 
overseas

• The very organisations that we need 
to resist austerity and cuts today can 
become the instruments of our rule 
tomorrow. Joint committees and cross-
sectoral co-ordinations of workers 
and youth in every town and city can 
become great councils of workers’ 
delegates, able to govern society as the 
soviets did in revolutionary Russia in 
1917. 

• Our goal must be to end austerity 
across the continent and a fight to 
take the power into our own hands. 
This should include creating organised 
self-defence we need to resist police 
repression and when the decisive 
struggle for power comes to overcome 
the resistance of the capitalist state. 
Only workers governments in every 
country based on the working class 
organisations can break up the 
capitalists’ power and systematically 
take over their property and establish 
a socialist planned economy.

• The links we then will need to build 
socialism – a society free of exploitation 
an social oppression will be a Socialist 
United States of Europe. 

Socialism is a society creating ever greater 
equality, ever greater access to knowledge 
and culture. It means a huge reduction of 
alienated labour and its replacement by 
free creative work, to restore the environ-
ment and develop parts of the world that, 
due to imperialism’s plunder of their re-
sources, missed out on the development 
of the global north. And this itself will 
be far from the end of history - for it will 
point the way to a classless and stateless 
world of freedom where human history 
will have only just begun.
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Erdogan and Putin deal isolates Kurds 
BY ROBERT TELLER

Turkish troops on patrol outside Manbij, Syria

THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN  
Turkey and Russia on the 
establishment of a buffer zone 
along the Turkish-Syrian border, 
which was negotiated in Sochi on 
22 October, has fundamentally 
changed the balance of power in 
Syria.

First, it confirmed Russia as 
the undisputed, sole remaining 
hegemonic power. Syria has become 
de facto a kind of Russian mandate. 
The last few weeks and months 
have made it clear that nothing can 
happen in that country without 
Putin’s approval. Even reactionary 
potentates like Erdogan and Assad 
will only be able to implement 
their goals with the approval, or at 
least acceptance, of the Kremlin. 
Conversely, the deal reveals the 
weakness of the “West,” that is, the 
United States, and certainly the 
European imperialist powers.

Secondly, Turkey has come 
much closer to its goal of eliminating 
Kurdish self-government in Rojava. 
Thirdly, the Turkish invasion and 
the Sochi agreement between 
Russia and Turkey will allow the 
Syrian regime to regain control 
over the Kurdish region and thus 
complete its counterrevolutionary 
triumph.

This threatens to bring a whole 
series of counter-revolutionary 
shifts to an inglorious conclusion. 
The “peace” means the defeat of 
the revolutionary and democratic 
forces and the division of Syria 
among the forces of reaction. In 
particular, it means the defeat of the 
Kurdish people and the imminent 
destruction of the forms of 
autonomy and self-determination 
achieved in Rojava.

US withdrawal
In view of Trump’s intended 
withdrawal of troops, Turkey 
threatened to open a military 
offensive against Rojava should 
there be no agreement with the US. 
Such an agreement was reached in 
mid-August: In return for a partial 
withdrawal of the Kurdish forces 
from its border with Syria, Turkey 

promised not to invade. On the 
basis of US guarantees, the Kurdish 
Self-Defence Forces (YPG / JPG) 
and the Syrian Democratic Forces 
(SDF) met this requirement.

Turkey’s promise held good 
for just 6 weeks. On October 9, 
after Erdogan obtained Trump’s 
approval and his agreement that 
he would order the immediate 
withdrawal of US troops from the 
region, Turkish troops crossed the 
border in the region between the 
cities of Tell Abyad and Ras al-Ayn. 

Subsequently, following the 
agreement reached on 22 October 
between Turkey, Syria and Russia, 
the YPG / JPG has had to withdraw 
completely from a 30-kilometre 
deep strip along the length of the 
border which is now under the 
control of Russia, together with the 
Syrian regime. Turkey retains sole 
control over the territories captured 
during its offensive.

Turkey’s war aims
The declared aim of the Turkish 
invasion is to “cleanse” the entire 
border region of Kurdish forces 
and, ultimately, to put an end to 
Rojava’s self-government, which 
has de facto represented the state 
independence of a predominantly 
Kurdish region under the 
leadership of the PKK-affiliated 

PYD since 2012. 
The Turkish government is 

aiming to deport two million 
Syrian refugees into the “buffer 
zone”, which amounts to the ethnic 
cleansing of these areas of Kurds. 
Although it is a total violation of 
international law, the exclusion 
of Kurds from this region was 
written into the Sochi agreement. 
The Erdogan regime has thus used 
racist hostility to the refugees 
to legitimise such reactionary 
measures and enforce its regional 
interests. At the same time, this 
will lay the foundation for a new 
national conflict in the Kurdish 
areas. Turkey’s relocation plans are 
in line with the Arabisation policy 
of the Syrian Ba’ath regime in the 
1970s, which was pursued with 
exactly the same objective: to block 
the Kurdish population’s claim to 
self-determination.

In addition, the agreement 
also reaffirms the 1998 Adana 
Declaration, in which, under 
Turkish pressure, Syria to agreed 
to suppress all PKK activities in 
Syria, that is, to act as auxiliaries of 
the Turkish state in suppressing the 
Kurds.

Changed balance of power
A few days after the start of the 
Turkish invasion, the “Syrian 

Democratic Forces” agreed to 
allow Assad’s troops into the 
Kurdish areas. The Syrian regime 
has stressed its territorial claim 
to Rojava many times, but for the 
past 7 years it has not been able 
to enforce it. The most important 
side effect of the Turkish invasion 
is that it delivers Rojava into the 
hands of the Syrian regime as its 
only possible remaining ally. While 
the US used the Kurdish forces 
as temporarily useful allies and 
ground forces to fight ISIS, there 
is nothing “useful” for Assad in 
Rojava itself. For the Syrian regime, 
it is simply an illegitimate violation 
of its sovereignty. The only reason 
for Assad to spare Rojava in the past 
few years was that the regime had 
far more important war aims. With 
its triumphal advance in the Syrian 
civil war, it now has an unexpected 
“solution” for Rojava, which is also 
able to pacify the conflict with 
Turkey, and is recognised in the 
Sochi agreement. 

Although the Assad and 
Erdogan regimes were opponents 
in the Syrian civil war, they have 
served each others interests in 
suppressing the Kurds. As has been 
clear since the 1990s, this is a sound 
basis for cooperation between the 
two governments. In short, if the 
self-governing Rojava is removed 
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as the last remnant of the 2011 
revolt, it will facilitate a friendly 
solution between Turkey, Syria, 
Iran and Russia. That’s definitely 
not good news.

Decline of US hegemony
As controversial as the sudden 
withdrawal of troops in the US 
was, it marked recognition of the 
fact that Russia, as the imperialist 
hegemonic power in Syria, is in 
control. It also means a failure of 
the attempt to put a stop to the 
Iranian quest for influence in Syria 
and is likely to mean that Iran will 
act against the remaining elements 
of Kurdish self-determination.

The PYD and thus the 
leadership in Rojava thought 
their participation in the anti-ISIS 
coalition was a guarantee against a 
Turkish invasion. As was only to be 
expected, however, US imperialism 
dropped its erstwhile ally - bringing 
Rojava to the brink of destruction.

But the Kurdish PYD was not 
an innocent victim of this policy, 
it operated under the illusion of 
profiting from this alliance and 
hoped to build a “different” social 
model under the cover of the US 
presence. This policy failed - and 
was doomed from the start.

The biggest problem with this 
alliance policy was that it prevented 

the defence of Rojava being linked 
to the class struggle in the region, 
and especially in Turkey. Rojava has 
become the subject of imperialist 
and regional conflicts because its 
mere existence touches on the 
territorial and power-political 
interests of several states. Of course, 
the fact that the Kurds were just 
pawns in the Russian-American 
power struggle was always part of 
their cynical calculations.

In this context, of course, it was 
legitimate, indeed unavoidable, for 
the PYD to exploit the imperialist 
rivalries in the fight against ISIS 
for its own benefit. However, the 
policy of the PYD went far beyond 

that, making it the ally of US 
imperialism’s reactionary group of 
forces. 

This could only have been 
prevented if the PYD had pursued 
an internationalist course of active 
collaboration with the democratic 
forces of the Syrian Revolution and 
the Arab Spring, with the resistance 
in Turkey, Iraq or even Palestine. For 
example, the blockade against Rojava 
by the Iraqi-Kurdish government 
could have been made the subject of 
the class struggle by the mobilisation 
of the Iraqi-Kurdish masses. 
However, the PYD actually followed 
the policy of “noninterference”. They 
hoped to build a quasi-state reform 

LEBANON, LIKE IRAQ, SUDAN, AND ALGERIA, 
IS experiencing its own version of the Arab Spring 
with mass demonstrations, occupations and 
street blockades. The movement quickly spread 
from Beirut to Tripoli in the north and Tyre in the 
south involving people from the country’s different 
religious confessions. 

But unlike the “Spring” in Egypt, Tunisia, and 
Syria at the beginning of the decade, Lebanon’s 
is not an uprising against a brutal dictator but a 
corrupt and grotesquely inefficient government 
based on confessional parties and elites that 
systematically plunder the country’s resources.

Inequality
A series of abject failures by government to meet 
basic needs provided tinder for the so-called 
‘WhatsApp tax’ to become the spark that lit the fire. 
Regular electricity blackouts and cuts to the water 
supply exacerbate the misery of a country in which 
unemployment stands at 25 per cent, rising to 40 
per cent among under-25s. 

In the weeks immediately preceding the 
uprising, widespread forest wildfires revealed that 
firefighters lacked the basic equipment to deal with 
them, and even helicopters, donated to the country 
for this purpose, were out of commission due to lack 
of maintenance.

It took little then for young people to blame 
the political system – one based on a precarious 
constellation of Christian, Sunni and Shia Muslim 

parties, dividing the spoils of office and fueling 
obscene nepotism and corruption. 

Nizar Hassan, an activist with LiHaqqi (“For My 
Rights”), a group organising the demonstrations, 
said people had finally to come to see it was the 
system as a whole—rather than specific parties or 
actors—that was the real problem.

Confessionalism
But it will not be so easy to push aside the parties 
and their powerful militias. Under the 1989 Taif 
Agreement, which ended Lebanon’s bloody civil 
war, the president must be a Maronite Christian, 
the prime minister a Sunni Muslim, and the speaker 
of Parliament a Shiite Muslim. Parliamentary seats 
are also allocated according to a quota. Following 
parliamentary elections in May 2018, months 
of haggling ended in a coalition government 
representing the principal Maronite, Sunni, and Shia 
parties.

The leader of the Shia Hezbollah organization, 
Hassan Nasrallah, demagogically supported the 
movement’s economic grievances, whilst opposing 
Hariri’s resignation and accusing ‘outside forces’ 
(read Israel and the USA) of trying to hijack the 
protests to weaken Hezbollah. On 29 October 
supporters of Hezbollah and the Amal party 
attacked demonstrators and journalists and torched 
encampments in Beirut. 

Despite Hariri’s resignation, no-one else has left 
the government. The elites of all the confessional 
parties and organisations will fight tooth and nail to 
preserve the existing system. 

To overcome the intransigence of the political 

elites, the movement needs to organise itself to 
prevent the system holding out until the protests 
are exhausted or split along sectarian lines. The first 
step is the election of cross-community delegate 
committees to coordinate the protests, and extend 
them to the workplaces, to lay the ground for an all-
out and indefinite general strike. Appeals should be 
made to the rank and file of the soldiers and militias 
to break with their commanders and put themselves 
at the service of popular militias under democratic 
control. 

Programme
The central goal of the movement must be the 
abolition of the confessional system that makes a 
mockery of democracy. Concretely, this means the 
convening of a sovereign constituent assembly, 
elected on the basis of one-person-one-vote, 
without religious weighting. This assembly should 
debate for itself the future constitutional basis of 
Lebanon – equality between religious minorities, 
the social and economic regime – capitalist or 
socialist. True sovereignty means free from foreign 
interference; that requires freedom of the press 
guaranteed by journalists’ trade unions, and 
freedom from military intervention guaranteed by a 
workers’ militia. 

To convene such an assembly requires 
a working class struggle not only against the 
confessional system, but also against capitalist 
exploitation and a spreading of a Lebanese 
revolution to all the other countries of the region 
including Palestine. Its ultimate goal must be of a 
Socialist United States of the Middle East. 

BY DAVE STOCKTON

UPRISING IN LEBANON

Protests call for end to confessional system
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project - a “municipality” based on 
a market economy and commodity 
production - by keeping Rojava as 
far as possible from the Syrian civil 
war and all other major upheavals. 
This concept had to fail, at the latest 
with the defeat and degeneration of 
the Syrian revolution and the victory 
of Assad and Russian imperialism.

Solidarity with Rojava
Regardless of our political 
differences with the PYD, we stand 
for solidarity with Rojava, the 
defence of its democratic and social 
achievements, such as the legal 
equality of women, and the Kurdish 
right of self-determination.

The working class, 
revolutionaries and, indeed, all 
democratic forces, should support 
the immediate withdrawal of the 
Turkish occupation forces and their 
reactionary allies! The same applies 
to Russian and Syrian troops! We 
also categorically reject any further 
deployment of US troops or of UN 
peacekeeping forces as proposed by 
Annegret Kamp-Karrenbauer, the 
German Defence Minister.

The Kurds and the people of 
Rojava do not need any occupation 
forces to defend themselves against 
the ISIS gangs and other reactionary 
forces, what they need is real control 
over Rojava! In order to defend 

themselves, they need weapons 
and material aid. At the same time, 
however, they need an end to the 
economic embargo enforced by 
Turkey or Iraqi Kurdistan. The 
imperialist powers and regional 
powers, co-responsible on all sides 
for the devastation of the civil war 
and the death and destruction of 
their fight against ISIS, must be 
forced to provide real reconstruction 
aid.

The demand for Turkey’s 
withdrawal today represents a 
central demand of every movement 
of solidarity with Rojava. It must be 
combined with that of an immediate 
end to all arms deliveries and 

military cooperation with Turkey.
Against Erdogan’s threat to 

force the refugees in Turkey into the 
security corridor, we demand the 
opening of the EU external borders 
for the refugees. Only by combating 
racist isolation can we prevent the 
refugees from being abused for the 
purposes of Turkish nationalism.

We therefore call for support 
for all actions and demonstrations 
in solidarity with the Kurdish 
movement. We demand the lifting 
of the ban on the PKK and all 
other Kurdish and Turkish left 
and democratic organisations in 
Germany and in the EU.

How Black Lives Matter shattered illusions 
in Obama's 'post-racial' presidency
Review of #FromBlackLivesMatter to Black Liberation by KEEANGA-YAMAHTTA TAYLOR, 2016

BY JEREMY DEWAR

KEEANGA-YAMAHTTA 
Taylor, a leading member of 
the International Socialist 
Organisation until its dissolution 
earlier this year, has provided a 
useful analysis of the Black Lives 
Matter (BLM) movement that 

erupted across the US in the 
aftermath of the police killing of 
Mike Jones in Ferguson, Missouri 
in 2016.

In many ways it is a follow-up 
to the ground-breaking The New 
Jim Crow written by Michelle 
Alexander in 2010. Like Alexander, 
Taylor how, 40 years after the 
great civil rights movement, white 
supremacists re-forged the chains 
of black oppression in the US and 
the central role played by the police 
and judicial systems.

New Jim Crow
It is a lively and gripping read. As 
well as documenting the beginning 
and development of the BLM 
movement, the key moments of 
which are studded throughout the 
book, Taylor also provides valuable 
historical background:

“In fact, it is impossible to 
understand the intense policing 
of Black communities without 
putting it in the wider context of 
the War on Drugs and the effects 
of mass incarceration. Today 
the United States accounts for 5 
percent of the world’s population 
but 25 percent of the world’s prison 

population. There are more than 
a million African Americans in 
prison because Black people are 
incarcerated at a rate six times that 
of whites.” (p.5)

This injustice was later 
augmented by the widespread 
practice of stopping Black motorists 
for menial traffic violations, such 
as a broken tail-light, heaping hefty 
fines on them and then imprisoning 
those who cannot pay – sometimes 
for years, even decades.

This had the handy effect of 
bringing in revenue for cash-
strapped municipalities, while also 
disenfranchising large numbers of 
Black men, who were then deleted 
from the electoral roll.

At the same time this 
destruction of Black families 
added grist to the mill of those 
who blamed Black culture for the 
continued discrimination against 
African Americans. If Black 
families have poorer outcomes than 
whites after the great reforms of the 
1960s, then it must be because of 
their way of life.

“When Obama talks about 
absentee Black fathers,” notes 
Taylor, “he never mentions 

the disparity in arrests and 
sentencing that is responsible for 
the disproportionate number of 
missing Black men.” (p.143)

Taylor is particularly 
excoriating when she documents 
Obama’s role in telling Black 
Americans to “get over” racism, 
damning him with his own words,

“Nobody cares how tough you’re 
upbringing was. Nobody cares if you 
suffered some discrimination. And 
moreover, you have to remember 
that whatever you’ve gone through, 
it pales into insignificance when 
compared to previous generations 
– and they overcame them. And if 
they can overcome them, you can 
too.” (p.22)

Following Alexander, Taylor 
describes this as “colorblindness”; 
the civil rights battle has been 
won, so any hardship must be 
down to the individual. And if 
Black individuals suffer more than 
whites, then it is down to Black 
culture. All the while ignoring the 
institutional racism that pervades 
American society.

Democratic Prty
The chapter Black Faces in High 
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Places is a very useful account, 
particularly when the Democratic 
Socialists of America is debating 
whether activists can utilise 
Congress in the liberation struggle.

One by-product of the civil 
rights struggle was the creation of 
a Black middle class. “”Between 
1970 and 2006the number of Black 
households making more than 
$100,000 annually grew from 1 
percent to 9 percent.

The first elected Black 
politician, Carl Stokes, won the 
race to be Cleveland’s Mayor in 
1967 by deliberately running a non-
racial campaign. But within a year, 
Stokes reacted to a Black uprising 
by appointing a “white veteran 
police chief ” and spending “tens 
of thousands of dollars upgrading 
the weaponry of the police force.” 
(p.87)

This was not a one off. Black 
Democrats continued to betray 
Black voters’ hopes, culminating 
in Rahm Emanuel’s closure of 
50 schools in Chicago’s Black 
neighbourhoods and of course, the 
election of Barak Obama, who like 
Stokes 42 years earlier stood for “all 
Americans” not Black Americans. 
And like Stokes, it was Obama’s 
silence and tacit support for the 
police murderers in Ferguson 
that caused the scales to fall from 
African American eyes.

The election of several Black 
Democras gave rise in 1970 to the 
formation of the Congressional 
Black Caucus in 1970. Like today’s 
Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, Ilhan 
Omar, Ayanna Pressley and 
Rashida Tlaib (the “Squad”), they 
started out on the far left of the 
Democratic Party. But by 1986, the 
CBC was co-sponsoring Ronald 
Reagan’s Anti-Drug Abuse Act, 
which led to the incarceration of 
tens of thousands of Black first-
time drug offenders.

Without any accountability to 
the communities and movement 
they were elected to represent, 
the Democratic Party used them 
to garner votes then abused their 
voters.

Race and class
What makes Keeanga-Yamahtta’s 
book of special interest – apart 
from her excellent chapter on the 
rise of the BLM movement itself, 
“A Movement, Not A Moment” – 
is her attempt in the conclusion 

to analyse the interconnection 
between race and class (and 
gender).

While she quotes approvingly 
the Third World Women’s 
Alliance and its successor, the 
Combahee River Collective’s 
conclusion that “Although we are 
in essential agreement with Marx’s 
theory as it is applied to the very 
specific economic relationships 
he analysed, we know that his 
analysis must be extended further 
in order for us to understand 
our specific economic situation 
as Black women” (p.199), Taylor 
does not fall into the trap of Judith 
Butler and other intersectionalists 
of reducing everything to the 
individual experience, which 
alone, for Butler, is valid.

On the contrary, she quotes 
from Marx, Lenin, Trotsky and 
CLR James, to show that class 
is primary. She notes that the 
Communist Party in the 1930s 
and the Black Panther Party in 
the 1960s won many thousands of 
Back Americans to the banner of 
socialism.

“To claim then, as Marxists 
do, that racism is a product of 
capitalism is not to deny or to 
diminish its centrality to or impact 
on American society. It is simply to 
explain its origin and persistence.” 
(p.206)

Taylor is particularly 
insightful in her analysis of white 
supremacist ideology, which has 
“historically existed to marginalize 
Black influence in social, political 
and economic spheres while 
also obscuring differences in the 
experiences in the social, political 
and economic spheres of white 
people.” (p.210)

It is a distraction therefore to 
accuse Clarence Thomas or Barak 
Obama of “performing whiteness” 
when they are simply following 
their class interests. Likewise, since 
more white people suffer poverty 
or are shot dead by the police, 
white supremacy exists simply to 
obscure their class interests from 
their own eyes.

Flaws
But here Taylor’s analysis stops 
short. She simply implores working 
class whites and Blacks to solidarise 
with each other’s struggles, 
claiming that only “competition 
and the prevalence of ruling-class 

ideology” stands in their way. She 
abandons the materialism of her 
previous analysis and reduces 
racial oppression to the realm of 
ideas, without asking where in 
the material world are these ideas 
made and re-made on a daily basis.

This is Cliffism pure and 
simple. It ignores the fact poor 
whites enjoy real, though marginal, 
material privileges from racism. If 
you’re white, you can expect to be 
shot by the police less, to get the 
higher paid job more, to have your 
mortgage application accepted. 
Only if white workers can be won 
to a programme of levelling up the 
material benefits for Black workers, 
can working class unity be forged.

In a recent article Five Years 
Later, Do Black Lives Matter? 
Taylor compounds her error. She 
analyses here not the rise of the 
BLM movement, but its fall as a 
mass movement. Why has this 
happened?

She points to the 
“horizontalism” of the movement 
which has left it without a 
centralized leadership or 
accountability of its activists 
(a feature she glossed over as a 
positive in her 2016 book). She 
also, rightly, points the finger of 
blame at the corruption of its 
leaders with Foundation money 
from big business.

But her answer is simply to 
draw in more activists with ever 
bigger demonstrations, oblivious 
to the fact that, on their own, mass 
mobilisations have failed to shift 
the balance of power decisively 
and it is this failure to develop 
a programme of transitional 
demands that has led to its demise 
in the first place.

Relying on the spontaneity of 
the mass movement alone (another 
trait of Tony Cliff ’s method, which 
Taylor has inherited from the ISO) 
will not do. What socialists in the 
US need, in this struggle as in so 
many others, is a revolutionary 
party that can train cadres and arm 
them politically to win workers, 
Black and white, to a common 
programme of struggle for race 
equality and socialism.

That task still stands before 
us. But when it is achieved, the 
twin pillars of imperialism and 
racism will indeed be shaken to the 
ground.
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WHO WE ARE & WHAT WE FIGHT FOR
Red Flag is a revolutionary communist current fighting 
for a workers’ government, a democratically planned 
economy, and a socialist republic.

FOR SOCIALISM
Capitalism is an anarchic economic system, based on 
production for profit, which has plunged the world into crisis 
in 2009, throwing millions of working class families into 
destitution and threatens to do so in the future.

Today we stand on the precipice of climate catastrophe, 
which is already devastating the lives of millions of 
the world’s poorest people. Only by taking control of 
energy production, agriculture and manufacturing on an 
international level can we shift away from fossil fuels, reverse 
global heating and limit the effects of mass extinction.

The system of capitalist competition is not confined 
to the economy. The growing tensions and rivalry between 
different capitalist powers, particularly the USA and China, 
threaten to break out into war. Brexit is an expression of the 
realignment of the major, imperialist powers into rival, ever 
more nationalist blocs, which is why we oppose it.

AGAINST REFORMISM & STALINISM
The Labour Party, even under Jeremy Corbyn, is not a socialist 
party. It seeks to manage capitalism, not abolish it.

While we support reforms that benefit the working 
class and its struggles, and urge the Labour Party to make 
real inroads into bourgeois property, wealth and privilege, a 
Labour government can only take strides towards socialism 
if it bases itself on workers’ councils of action and arms the 
working class at crucial moments. Only then would it become 
a real workers’ government.

Likewise the trade union leaders limit their struggles to 
what is acceptable within capitalism, while bureaucratically 
sabotaging strikes and movements that threaten to transcend 
these limits and therefore their own privileges.

We are for a rank and file movement in the unions to 
oust this bureaucracy, democratise the unions and win them 
to a revolutionary action programme based on a system of 
transitional demands, which serve as a bridge from today’s 
struggles to the socialist revolution. Central to this is the 
fight for strike committees to be in charge of disputes and for 
workers’ control of production.

The misnamed Communist Party of Britain claims to 
stand to the left of the Labour Party. But its model of socialism 
is derived from the USSR, where a privileged bureaucracy 
formed a Stalinist dictatorship against the proletariat, not of 
the proletariat. It supports a national, parliamentary road to 
socialism, which leads it to support Brexit and the trade union 
bureaucracy.

WE ARE INTERNATIONALISTS
We oppose all wars of conquest and oppression, while 
supporting liberation struggles and popular revolutions, 
by means of mass action by the working class, urban and 
rural poor, young people, and winning over the rank and file 
soldiers.

The imperialist powers justify their systematic 
exploitation and plundering of African, Asian and South 
American countries with racism, with false humanitarian 
concerns, or claims to be waging a war on terror. This 
propaganda serves to divide the working class at home and 
soften it up for wars abroad.

In opposition to this we unconditionally support the 
struggles of the semi-colonial countries against imperialism. 
We fight for the withdrawal of British troops from NATO and 
all foreign bases, including Northern Ireland. In any armed 
conflict, Britain acts as an imperialist power. Against this, we 
are for the defeat of our “own” army and for the victory of the 
oppressed.

However, we politically oppose the nationalists and 
Islamists who lead the struggles of the oppressed and seek 
to replace imperialist oppression with their own. Against this, 
revolutionary communists fight for the strategy of permanent 
revolution – for the anti-imperialist, democratic struggle to 
become a socialist revolution, led by the working class at the 
head of the people, the rural and urban poor.

Marx argued that a nation that oppresses another can 
never itself be free.  Red Flag supports the national rights 
of both Palestinians and Israeli Jews, calling for the right 
of all Palestinian refugees to return to Israel/Palestine and 
one democratic, secular state for both peoples.  We support 
the right to self determination for all oppressed national 
minorities, from the Kurds to the Tibet, Rohingya and Kashmir.

WE FIGHT FOR LIBERATION 
We fight against the oppression that capitalism inflicts on 
people because of their race, sex, age, sexuality, gender 
identity or disability, and for their liberation. These systems 
of ideological and institutional oppression ultimately serve 
capitalism. We support self-defence against all bigoted 
violence.

We fight racism and fascism. We support free movement 
and oppose all immigration controls. We support no 
platform for fascists, driving them off our streets and out of 
our communities. We campaign in the Labour movement 
to support anti-racist and anti-fascist movements and 
protests, and for a national labour and trade union stewards’ 
organisation to defend our movement.

Capitalism needs women to perform unpaid labour 
in the home to replenish the ranks of workers for future 
exploitation on a daily and generational basis. The need to 
uphold the oppressive ideals of the patriarchal family means 
the oppression of not just women but all LGBT+ people in 
bourgeois society.

We need a working class women’s movement to lead 
the fight against sexism within the labour movement and 
society at large, and caucuses of all oppressed groups to 
combat oppression in the left and labour movement.

OUR GOAL IS REVOLUTION
We stand for the expropriation of the capitalist class and the 
abolition of their ownership of the means of production. We 
are for its replacement by socialist production, democratically 

planned with the participation of all, to meet the needs of 
humanity and the ultimate source of all wealth, the earth.

Only a socialist revolution, which defeats and breaks up 
the institutions that support and defend private ownership 
of the economy, can achieve this goal. A revolutionary party 
must lead the working class, organising itself in workers’ 
councils and a workers’ militia, to bring this revolution to 
victory and establish the rule of the majority.

There is no peaceful, parliamentary road to socialism. 
The struggle against global capitalism for socialist cannot be 
completed in a single, isolated country. All these struggles 
must be waged internationally.

Workers, the young, the socially and racially oppressed, 
across Europe and the world, need to come together to fight 
for a new world party of socialist revolution. Learning from 
the strengths and the weaknesses of the four Internationals 
socialists have built since 1864, this must be the Fifth 
International. It has huge but vital tasks.

JOIN OUR STRUGGLE
Marx said it is not enough to understand the world, “the 
point is to change it” through revolutionary action. Red Flag 
is an organisation of activists, fighting to apply and update 
the doctrine of revolutionary Marxism for today’s conditions, 
through our magazine, website, meetings and campaigns.

We intervene into the mass organisations of our class 
and progressive struggles, from Labour and the unions to the 
social movements, helping to build and democratise them, 
taking part in their debates so as to win them to an effective 
anti-capitalist strategy, based on the class struggle.

At the heart of a revolutionary programme is a system 
of transitional demands, which serve as a bridge from today’s 
struggles to the socialist revolution, being based on workers’ 
self-organisation, mass action and anti-capitalist policies, the 
preconditions for a real workers’ government.

We do not claim to be “the party”, as so many groups on 
the left do. We believe that a revolutionary party is missing 
in Britain and needs to be built. The model for the party 
should be the Bolshevik party that led the Russian revolution 
to victory, the only successful workers’ revolution in history. 
Such a party must be as democratic as possible in terms of 
debate and decision-making, but as centralist as necessary 
in the struggle to be effective and win.

Like Trotsky, we believe this cannot be done in one 
country alone, isolated from revolutionaries in other 
countries. Red Flag is the British section of the League for 
the Fifth International. There have been four revolutionary 
communist international parties. The League exists to argue 
and agitate for a Fifth.

In Britain we stand for an action programme to organise 
revolutionary workers and youth:

• No to Brexit – for a socialist united states of Europe
• Labour to power on an anticapitalist programme
• For a workers’ government and a socialist republic

If you agree, join Red Flag - the fighting socialist 
organisation!
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