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ContentsJeremy Corbyn’s leadership of the 
Labour Party has inspired hundreds of 
thousands of people to campaign for 
an alternative to the diet of austerity, 
racism and war force fed by previous 
governments.

As Marxists, we stand for 
a revolutionary solution to the 
exploitation and conflict inherent in 
the capitalist system. That’s why we 
campaign for a socialist programme - 
a democratically owned and planned 
economy which meets the needs of the 
millions, not the millionaires.

To carry out a radical 
transformation of society, we need a 
radically different kind of party; a party 
led by its members, rooted in working 
class campaigns and communities, 
and committed to a revolutionary 
break with the British state and 
capitalist class. 

In Britain we campaign for 
a grassroots democracy in the 
labour movement, an anticapitalist 
programme for the Labour Party, and 
international solidarity in cooperation 
with our sister groups in the League 
for the Fifth International. 

Red Flag stands for the 
revolutionary class struggle and 
international socialism. Join us today. 

Contact
contact@redflagonline.org
/redflagonline

redflagonline.org
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Getting serious about taking power
2018.

this year opened with a series of key 
questions.
•  Will the Tories’ Brexit woes bring 

Theresa May’s government down, or 
do we need to push them out?

• Is John McDonnell’s economic policy 
of taxing the rich and big business and 
setting up a People’s Investment Bank 
sufficient to transform Britain?

• Is Labour’s Brexit policy fundamentally 
different to the Tories’? And if not, 
what should the party fight for?

Will May fall?
May is ringed by backstabbing ministers, 
like Boris Johnson and Michael Gove, and 
backbenchers, like the weird Jacob-Rees 
Mogg. Then there are the Democratic 
Unionists –unreliable allies if ever there 
were.

The press is full of rumours that 
the chair of the 1922 Committee 
has received close to the 48 letters from 
Tory backbenchers requesting a leadership 
election. But a palace coup in Westminster, 
if it forced May to resign, would unleash a 
crisis in the party.

Hardline Brexiteers might well win, 
but then face a parliamentary party with a 
majority of “Remoaners”. This would make 
another general election – and a Labour 
landslide – a near certainty. This prospect 
might stay the hands of the rebels.

But with Labour now on 600,000 
members plus tens of thousands of trade 
unionists, we can take advantage of the 
self-harming Tories and topple them.

Starting with the mass demos planned 
over the next few months, but escalating to 
strike action and occupations, we should 
mobilise to:
• Demand the funds to save the NHS
• Raise real wages across the board
• Expose and oppose austerity
• Fight privatisation and PFI.

Labour keeps saying we need to 
become a social movement, now is the 
time to begin acting like one.

Labour’s economic policy
Big business is afraid of a Labour 

government because they will have to pay 
more in higher taxes and higher wages.

Currently our policy is to close tax 
havens, introduce a modest increase in 
higher rate of income tax and corporation 
tax, renationalise the railways and some 
utilities, cancel PFIs and set up a national 
investment bank to create jobs.

While the economy is growing for 
the moment, albeit at the slowest rate in 
Europe and the G7, McDonnell may find 
some money for some reforms. But what 
when the next recession hits, as it must?

But with the banks sitting on billions, 
waiting for higher profit margins to emerge 
or the chance to speculate on the markets, 
how can we unlock this wealth so it can be 
spent on socially useful projects?

Indeed the collapse of Carillion has 
shown not only that PFI doesn’t work but 
that when it comes to public services and 
huge infrastructure projects “capitalism 
isn’t working”. And it needs to be replaced.

The next Labour government will need 
to nationalise the banks and put investment 
decisions under the control of the working 
class majority, not the billionaire minority. 
That’s the only way to guarantee useful jobs 
that can rebuild Britain in the interests of 
the many not the few.

The progressive answer to Brexit
In this issue of Red Flag we scrutinise Emily 
Thornberry’s approach to internationalism 
and the record of the anti-war movement. 
Both represent cause for concern and need 
rethinking within the movement.

But it is Brexit that must surely be the 
biggest worry for Labour Party members. 
By insisting that the narrow referendum 
mandate, won through deceit and 
misleading the public, must be respected, 
Jeremy Corbyn has backed himself into a 
corner.

Time and again, Jeremy falls back 
on his default position: Britain will 
end free movement of labour, leave the 
Single Market and the Customs Union, 
while retaining near-frictionless trading 
relations with the EU.

Nonsense. It cannot be done. The offer 

is not on the table. And for good reason: 
the EU cannot offer non-member states 
the same rights as members.

So the only policy that makes sense 
in terms of jobs and workers’ rights – 
including the right to live and work in other 
EU countries – is to keep free movement, 
and stay in the Single Market.

Fortunately for Labour, most two-
thirds of its members and voters voted to 
remain. That figure has probably risen. 
While it is true that two-thirds of Labour 
seats voted to leave, those views are not cast 
in stone and with vigorous campaigning 
we can turn them round.

Labour should say:
• Hard Brexit will be a disaster. If you 

want to see what tariffs can do to jobs, 
just ask Bombardier workers in Belfast.

• Free movement of labour does not take 
away jobs, force down wages or place 
a burden on services. On the contrary, 
migration represents a net gain to the 
economy – and our communities.

• Labour would aim for a deal that 
safeguards trade and jobs, i.e. one that 
keeps the UK in the Single Market 
– even though that would in fact be 
worse than remaining in Europe.

• Any deal must be put to the people in 
another referendum – or at a general 
election where the parties’ positions 
are clear – with options to accept the 
deal, or leave with no deal, or remain 
in the EU.

• Last but not least, we must join with 
our sister parties and unions across 
Europe to combat the EU’s neoliberal 
and imperialist agenda, and fight for a 
Socialist United States of Europe.
Labour is well placed to make 2018 

a real turning point if it can mobilise to 
push the Tories out, strengthen the anti-
capitalist nature of its policy, and realign 
its position on Brexit. If Labour takes the 
road of class struggle, we can defeat the 
Tories and their big business backers, and 
open the way to a fundamental transfer 
of power and wealth from the few, to the 
many. That is what we are fighting for - if 
you agree, join Red Flag and the fight for 
socialism
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the clean sweep of Momentum candidates 
for three new seats created to represent 
Labour’s expanded membership on its nec 
is a chance for the left to press for long 
overdue democratic reform of the party.

Yasmine Dar, Rachel Garnham and 
Jon Lansman’s landslide victory confirms 
the demoralisation and decline of the 
right’s base amongst the members. The 
relatively low turnout can be put down 
to three causes: the result was a foregone 
conclusion; the absence of any challenge to 
Corbyn’s leadership; and the complete lack 
of political debate or transparency over the 
selection and policies of the Momentum 
slate.

With three more Momentum 
supporters on the nec, and the re-election 
of the whole nec in the summer, socialists 
should organise now, in the trade unions 
and local parties, for the democratic 
selection of left candidates and what kind 
of nec we need. In particular how can we 
secure a real transfer of power from the few 
(mps, union bosses and councillors) to the 
many (party members and trade unionists)?

Considering the overwhelming 
support it enjoys among the membership, 
Momentum Central deliberately underplays 
its hand when it comes to taking control 
of the party’s policy making structures, 
and its elected representatives. General 
election and council manifestos are still 
written behind closed doors; the selection 
of mps and councillors remains hidebound 
by bureaucratic rules designed to frustrate 
challengers to the status quo.

Instead the party and Momentum 
membership is regarded as a stage army, 
mobilised to secure the leadership of 
Jeremy Corbyn and his selected team, then 
demobilised. The trade unions, the councils 
and the plp are viewed as the indispensable 
and, in the end, most important source of 
authority, while the party apparatus (Tom 
Watson, Iain McNicol & co.) are quietly left 
to manipulate the rules in the right’s favour.

The truth is Momentum does 
not allow democratic selection of its 
candidates because maintaining a carefully 
“managed democracy” in Momentum is 
key to ensuring it does not transgress the 
prescribed limits. That’s why, 12 months 
ago, Lansman abolished Momentum’s 
regional and national elected leaderships 
and (self-)appointed alternative leaders in 
their place.

Lansman and co.’s value to the Labour 
establishment is predicated on maintaining 
their ability to police the grassroots, 
preparing the membership for periodic 
compromises with the right in the interests 
of “party unity”, and presenting capitulation 
to blackmail as a demonstration of strength.

The point of securing crushing 
majorities for nec candidates isn’t 
simply to drive home the point about 
the marginalisation of the right, however 
satisfying it might be.

The votes are a mandate to press for the 
interests and policies of the membership 
on the party’s most powerful body, which 
remains a central battleground.

The replacement of Ann Black by 
Christine Shawcroft as Chair of the nec 
Disputes Committee provoked a lot of self-
serving (and instructive) outrage from the 
right, but the fact is Black’s replacement was 
long overdue.

Black, whom we previously elected with 
the unqualified endorsement of Momentum, 
repaid the favour by immediately voting 
with the right to exclude new members 
from voting in the second leadership 
election, and suspending Brighton & Hove 
and Wallasey clps during the witch-hunt.

In fact the right are annoyed for two 
reasons. First the Disputes Panel will now 
have a majority of lefts, who can speed 
up investigations and end the purge of 
socialists. Second it gives the left another 
seat (Shawcroft’s) on the important 
Organisation Committee, which decides 
candidates for constituency by-elections.

Here at least we can hope for more 
candidates from the left of the party, and 
for the right of local parties to interview and 
select candidates to be upheld.

Lansman’s debut
Jon Lansman’s first act after being elected 
to the nec was to hand over the main 
weapon which could deprive the right of 
their overwhelming control over the PLP 
and the great majority of Labour councils: 
mandatory re-selection.

“We [Momentum] have made it clear 
that we are not going to campaign to 
deselect anyone, at all, anywhere,” he told 
interviewers.

The veteran leader of the Campaign for 
Labour Party Democracy is trading away the 
democratic rights of the huge pro-Corbyn 
majority to have a plp that accurately reflects 
the views of the members… in return for 
what? A temporary truce in the battle over 
Corbyn’s leadership… until the party dips in 
the polls, or after the next general election.

If we want a Corbyn-led government 
to be accountable to the members and the 
wider labour movement, if we want it to 
pass serious reforms and stand up to the 
inevitable resistance, then we will need MPs 
with a proven track record as working class 
fighters, not careerists, time-servers and 
liberals – however “hard-working” they 
might be

Lefts win big in new NEC
KD Tait urges grassroots members to seize the time 

labour’s democracy review, led by Katy 
Clark, is an important opportunity for 
members to demand the opening up of the 
party to greater, meaningful participation 
from below.

We list here some of our 
recommendations for the review. We have 
included the call for mandatory re-selection 
of MPs, even though the review does not 
explicitly refer to the issue, because of its 
central importance.
• Real autonomous women’s and black 

sections, as existed in 1980s & ’90s
• A fully funded, autonomous Young 

Labour group with constituency, 
school and college/uni branches, its 
own conference and sabbatical officers, 
plus seats on the nec, delegates to 
conference, etc.

• Conference must be sovereign: 50%+ 
speaking time for lay delegates; 50%+ 
conference time for clp and union 
motions; conference motions passed 
must be included in the Manifesto.

• Abolish the National Policy Forum. 
Conference and the nec, not the 
Leader’s Office should decide policy. 
clps, black, youth & women’s sections 
and trade unions have the right to 
submit policy documents for debate. 
For a special policy conference, one 
year before a general election, to decide 
on major Manifesto pledges.

• Free and open selection procedures 
for all mps and councillors. mps and 
councillors who act against the wishes 
of their clp or branch must explain 
their reasons to the party and provide a 
public platform for the majority’s views 
to be heard.

• Abolish the Compliance Unit and 
end the purges. Local party units, the 
nec and conference should decide on 
all internal disputes. For the right of 
appeal in all cases.

• The Labour Party supports the 
participation of affiliated unions and 
bona fide socialist societies, but they 
should be encouraged to choose their 
delegates and voting intentions by truly 
democratic means, not stack up votes 
for the bureaucrats’ preferred positions.

Reclaim the 
Democracy Review

RED MOLE
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labour’s shadow Education Secretary 
Angela Rayner recently gave an interview to 
the Spectator, which was expanded upon in 
the Guardian. The editors focused on what 
she had to say about her own upbringing 
and the low academic attainment of white 
working class students, especially boys.

Now there’s a lot to admire about Angela 
Rayner. Right wing Spectator columnist 
Frazer Nelson says, “she’s the most effective 
Labour Shadow Education Secretary for a 
generation” and she is – by far.

In the National Education Service, 
Labour has the most comprehensive and far-
reaching education policy in a generation, 
or two to be more exact. Abolition of tuition 
fees, expanding free school meals and free 
nursery provision played a big role in winning 
votes last June.

But Labour’s programme on schools 
is underdeveloped and somewhat 
underwhelming. Angela’s interview 
highlighted some of the problems.

Confronted by the fact that UCAS tables 

have white working 
class boys “bottom of 
the heap”, the shadow 
secretary said:

“I think it’s because 
as we’ve tried to deal 
with some of the issues 
around race and women’s 
agendas, around 
tackling some of the 
discrimination that’s 
there, it has actually had 
a negative impact on the 
food chain [for] white 
working boys. They have 
not been able to adapt. 
Culturally, we are not 

telling them that they need to learn and they 
need to aspire. They are under the impression 
that they don’t need to push themselves in the 
way that maybe the disadvantaged groups had 
to before.”

Inadvertently Rayner is feeding the lie that 
anti-racist and anti-sexist policies themselves 
have a “negative impact” on the life chances of 
white males. They don’t. In fact the opposite is 
true. By “tackling some of the discrimination 
that’s there” more working class students 
are included and the classroom becomes a 
livelier, happier place to collaborate and learn.

If Labour reduces the problems of 
demotivation and disengagement to this 
subgroup or that subgroup performing badly, 
then they will not only build up unnecessary 
rivalry and resentment between sections of 
our class, but they will miss the opportunity 
to change the whole system.

The most persistent obstacle to academic 
success is social class – across gender and racial 
divides. Angela must know that teachers and 

support staff constantly emphasise the “need 
to aspire” and the “need to push themselves” 
to all students. The problem is, aspire to what?

Capitalism only offers low-paid, insecure, 
uninspiring jobs, the constant threat of 
deprivation if driven into reliance on 
shrinking benefits, inadequate and expensive 
housing, and debt.

A socialist education policy has to 
guarantee to every young person a job, an 
apprenticeship on full trade union rates, or a 
college or university place, with free tuition 
and proper living grants. Funding from a steep 
rise in taxes for the rich and corporations 
– both of whom benefit directly from the 
exploitation of today’s and future generations 
of workers – should pay for a massive 
expansion of teachers and support staff, so 
that targeted interventions can multiply.

It’s not a question of “robbing Peter to pay 
Paul” but making education work – and pay – 
for everyone.

But it would not be truly socialist unless 
our policy also empowered staff, parents 
and students to have a direct say in how 
our schools are run, what should be on the 
curriculum and which values are promoted.

This will not be achieved without 
struggle – against the employers, against the 
outrageously elitist private school system, 
against the profit-factories of Academies and 
free schools, and against reactionaries who 
prefer schools to continue churning out call 
centre and gig economy fodder, atomised and 
dispirited before they turn 18. 

Luckily, with a mass membership and 
the ability to relaunch Young Labour as 
a democratic, fighting and independent 
socialist youth movement, the party can and 
must start that battle now
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Give class room in Labour’s education policy 
A teacher responds to Angela Rayner’s comments on “white working class boys”
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according to police records, knife crime 
has risen by 21 per cent in the past year, and 
gun-related offences by 20 per cent. There 
were over 37,000 arrests for knife offences 
and over 6,000 for gun crimes. All recorded 
crimes were up 14 per cent.

For the communities, families and 
individuals caught up in these crimes, they 
are tragic in the extreme. Disproportionately 
they occur in the most deprived and poorest 
areas, as well as those with the highest black 
and Asian populations. These are the places 
where austerity policies have most devastated 
communities, with youth services hit 
particularly hard.

Interestingly the same police figures show 
a dramatic reduction in online and fraud 
crime. As ever the protection of property, not 
people remains their priority.

But Sadiq Khan, has reacted to the 
crisis with a populist, right wing, law and 
order response: increasing stop and search 
operations and introducing “weapons 
sweeps” across whole communities. He has 
called for more police officers in the capital, in 
line with Jeremy Corbyn and shadow Home 
Secretary Diane Abbott’s demand for 10,000 
more “bobbies on the beat”.

Khan maintains that stop and search 
under his administration will be significantly 
different to previous periods when the 
tactic was utilised. It will be “targeted” and 
“intelligence-led”. Officers will wear body 
cameras (will they, really?) and they will be 
overseen by Community Monitoring Groups 
(what, like the Independent Police Complaints 
Commission that  has rolled over every time 
there has been a death in custody?).

When he was quizzed by Tory London 
Assembly member Shaun Bailey, Sadiq was 
unable to say what, if anything was different 
about “intelligence led” stop & search. The 
truth is you are eight times more likely to be 

stopped and searched if you are black, more if 
you are a young black man. Who provides the 
“intelligence”? The police. Same as.

The Mayor quotes 74% public support for 
the tactic, though he doesn’t provide a racial 
breakdown of this figure. Nevertheless, it is 
particularly ineffective.

The police themselves have reported that 
between 2004 and 2014, stop and search only 
reduced non-violent drug-related offences, 
not violent crime. A 10% increase in stop and 
search would only reduce gun and knife crime 
by 0.1%; 15% of stop and search operations 
target weapons, 60 per cent target drugs.

And as Labour mp for Tottenham David 
Lammy commented:

“As we speak, there will be a young, 
white, middle-class man smoking a joint 
with impunity at a campus university, and 
the police will be nowhere in sight. But a 
young black or Muslim man walking through 
Brixton or on Tottenham High Road will be 
stopped and searched, and end up with a 

criminal record that blights their life chances 
for ever.”

Leaving aside whether smoking cannabis 
should be an offence at all (clearly not, eight 
us states have decriminalised it), his point is 
irrefutable.

Stop and search is not just an 
inconvenience. It is a daily reminder of 
institutional police racism. And the racism 
doesn’t stop there. Black people are more 
likely to receive a custodial sentence and 
receive longer sentences than their white 
counterparts. And neither do Britain’s 
dangerously overcrowded prisons work: 44% 
of ex-prisoners reoffend within a year of their 
release. Rehabilitation rates are the worst in 
Western Europe.

Finally, more police is not the answer 
either. Crime has actually fallen over the 
longer period – since 2009 – that police 
numbers have fallen by 20,000.

On this question Lammy – by no means 
a left mp – is dead right and Corbyn, Abbott 
and Khan are wrong. Instead of invading 
communities with police raids and ignoring 
the human rights of innocent and unsuspected 
individuals with stop and search, Labour 
should demand the full restoration of youth 
services; Tory cuts have slashed youth service 
funding by £22 million and closed 30 youth 
centres in London alone. 

Labour should point to the real 
correlation of ingrained poverty and social 
exclusion to knife and gun crime and demand 
real regeneration schemes, controlled by local 
communities and offering decent jobs on 
trade union rates of pay.

You can’t out-Tory the Tories and the 
opportunist chase for votes cannot outweigh 
the importance of building a future with and 
for Britain’s youth

Sadiq Khan resorts to racist stop & search
With gun and knife crime spiking in the capital, is the London Mayor right to raid 
the Tory policy cabinet for solutions, asks Jeremy Dewar? 

·  BRITAIN

Is Newham’s Mayor finally prepared to go quietly into the night?
A local Labour Party Member reports on a year-long struggle for democracy
in a dramatic about turn, Newham’s directly 
elected Mayor, Sir Robin Wales, has called 
for an “open selection” ballot to choose the 
Labour Party candidate in May’s election. This 
comes more than a year after party members 
challenged the result of a “trigger ballot” 
which confirmed Wales, Mayor since 2002, as 
the candidate.

In that ballot, branches voted 11 - 9 not 
to affirm Wales’ candidacy, but affiliated 

organisations tipped the vote in his favour, 
20 - 17. However, it was then discovered 
that some organisations were not actually 
affiliated, but their votes had been accepted. 

Ignored
Requests for the party to set aside the result 
and hold an open selection were first ignored 
and then rejected, forcing members to 
threaten, and then initiate, a legal challenge 

to the party’s acceptance of the flawed result.
The party’s London region tried to 

ignore that as well, thinking members would 
eventually drop the challenge - but they didn’t. 
Three days before Christmas, as court action 
was about to begin,  officials finally agreed to 
hold another trigger ballot. Wales endorsed 
that at first, until it became clear he would 
probably lose - calling for an open selection 
now is little more than an attempt to save face.
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with council elections looming in London, 
the Tory press is full of increasingly worried 
articles about a Labour landslide. Pollsters 
are predicting a big increase in Labour votes, 
Labour councillors and even the possible 
capture of Tory strongholds like Wandsworth 
(Thatcher’s favourite council in the 1980s) and 
Barnet. 

As Sadiq Khan recently said at the 
Wandsworth campaign launch - a Labour win 
in Wandsworth is the base from which we will 
get Jeremy Corbyn into Number 10. Gains 
would prove that the revitalised Labour Party 
with its left orientation is capable of winning, 
is able to tear down Tory strongholds and 
demoralise the bosses’ party.

Alongside this there are a number of 
Momentum members standing for election. 
However we have to be realistic, the numbers 
of left council candidates appears to be very 
small. The Labour right’s control of the Local 
Campaign Forums has meant that in many 
places only a handful of Momentum or 
socialist council candidates were let on the 
short list. 

Despite repeated red scare stories in the 
press, even the shift in political alignment 
in Haringey, where most of the old so-called 
centrist councillors are standing down due to 
internal opposition over their gentrification 
housing policy, most of the new council 
candidates are not on the left. They have a 
good position on the housing issue but on 
many others their politics are not particularly 
radical.

Most Labour councillors and council 
candidates are still firmly on the moderate 
right, if not outright Progress members. The 
left, if they win seats, will be minorities on 
Labour councils. 

The question then becomes how can left 
councillors organise to avoid being sucked 
into implementing the same old right wing 
policies and disillusioning their supporters?

And this is a pressing concern. Since 
austerity began around 2010, Labour councils 
have proved bitterly disappointing in their 
response. Preferring to manage decline 
instead of fighting the strangulation of local 
government, Labour councils have provoked 
angry demonstrations and opposition to 
the Tory cuts they are implementing. With 
protestations that ‘their is no alternative’ (as 
Thatcher liked to say), Labour councillors have 
voted for and implemented cuts, torn down 
housing estates, collaborated with profiteering 
building developers and castigated those who 
dared to oppose them. 

Councillors that dared to voice any 
opposition - and there were precious few of 

them - were treated like pariahs. They were 
excluded from their Labour groups and 
manoeuvred or bullied out of reselection. 
Labour councillors are whipped even more 
viciously than mps; they are given no public 
freedom of criticism and find themselves 
disciplined if they even vote against proposals 
within the Labour group, let alone in full 
council meetings.

What is urgently needed is to network 
the left council candidates together so we can 
begin a fightback. They need to meet, discuss 
the local issues they are dealing with and think 
of ways to coordinate. There are a handful of 
existing left councillors in London who need 
to share their knowledge and experiences. 

Those left councillors will no doubt be 
elected on politically modest manifestos with 
much to be modest about. Nevertheless it is 
important that they have a clear platform on 
which to operate, an understanding of local 
government finance, the scope and limitations 
of the law and be willing to act as tribunes of 
the people in the council chamber. 

What would be a demoralising defeat 
is if the Momentum backed candidates get 
elected and then just end up meekly and 
uncritically siding with the right. The best 
way to prevent that is through them forming 
a coherent political argument around fighting 
cuts and opposing gentrification. But the 
councillors will only have the strength to 
push for more radical initiatives if they are 
organically connected with local campaigns 
and organisations. This means being involved 
in housing and education campaigns, being 
active with the trade unions and attending 
Momentum or other Labour left meetings. 
The left must have a conception of themselves 
as socialist activists first and foremost and 
being a councillor as only an aspect of that, 
another platform to fight from. The lure of 
being a ‘professional politician’ on the first 
rung of the career ladder must be resisted.

Momentum so far seems to have done 
nothing from central office to organise the 
local government work, focused as they 
are instead on (largely unsuccessfully) 
parachuting people into various MP selections 
over the heads of local groups. So some 
rank and file left activists have started to get 
organised to build a London wide forum to 
discuss these issues and provide a place for 
the council candidates to get together. We are 
coordinating this through local groups and 
want to make sure every left council candidate 
can be involved alongside other activists. 

If you want to know more, please email 
info@momentumwandsworth.org

London Council elections: 
organise the left
Simon Hannah from Wandsworth Momentum 
warns against complacency

some southwark Labour councillors have 
been halted – if only temporarily – in their 
quest to turn Elephant & Castle’s dilapidated 
but community-oriented shopping centre 
into a mecca for the middle classes.

A property developer Delaney bought 
the site and has applied to re-build it with 
no adequate plans to relocate existing small 
traders and rents too high for more than 
5% of them to return.

Worse, it plans to match other recently 
built skyscrapers in the area with a 
residential tower block in which only 3 per 
cent of the units will be available at social 
rents.

For years Southwark Labour councillors 
have washed their hands of the disastrous 
gentrification of the former Heygate estate, 
renamed Elephant Park, saying this was the 
policy of the former Lib-Dem council. It 
likes to contrast this with its only slightly 
less anti-working class treatment of the 
Aylesbury estate (which has been fought all 
the way by the tenants and residents there).

But given the chance to alleviate the 
plight of the Heygate’s former tenants, the 
councillors have instead twisted the knife. 
There’s no room at the inn at the Elephant 
either.

A 200-strong demo invaded the 
planning committee meeting on 23 January, 
where after 7 hours of hot debate and arm-
twisting the application was narrowly voted 
down. The movement is now organising 
another protest at Tooley Street Town Hall 
on 30 January, fearing the right will have 
another go.

But unless we can change Labour 
policy, gentrification will continue to raise 
its ugly head, uprooting and casting aside 
working class families.
• Tenants, residents and those on waiting 

lists must control all redevelopment 
proposals.

• All developers must promise at least 
50% social housing provision and more 
at truly affordable rents – or have their 
contracts withdrawn.

• Labour councils must prepare, in 
conjunction with other councils if 
feasible, to build council housing with 
in-house, direct labour bids.

The Elephant in the 
council chamber

FRONTLINE

A Southwark Labour Party Member
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the housing crisis is reaching new heights 
after Persimmon homes bosses share £600 
million in bonuses.  Young people are 
struggling to find the money to get on the 
housing ladder while the chairman of this 
company gets a yearly bonus of £100 million. 
While this is going on there are 1000’s of people 
sleeping on the streets despite there being more 
than enough empty houses to take these people 
off the streets and give them a better life.

George Osborne’s 2013 Help to Buy 
scheme is a money making scheme for 
building giants Taylor Wimpey, Bellway and 
of course Persimmon rather than helping the 
first-time buyers forced to turn to it as their 

only opportunity to 
get their own home. 
It allows companies 
to raise prices of 
the limited housing 
stock they build as 
it pits working class 
people to fight over 
limited housing 
stock they build. 
The mortgagee then 
owes money to both 
the bank and the 
government. 

Scandal
The desperation 

to get on the 
housing ladder and 

the restricted options have led to scams like 
the leasehold ground rent scandal that was 
exposed last summer. It emerged that 100,000 
people were trapped in leasehold contracts 
in which the ground rent doubled every 10 
years, meaning big money for developers and 
homeowners left with crippling fees and homes 
shunned by mortgage-lenders. 

Another scheme that companies are using 
is the leasehold building which every ten years 
doubles the ground rent leaving people unable 
to sell their house as nobody wants to pay the 
rising ground rent, making people prisoners in 
their own homes.

The Labour party in its 2017 manifesto 
promised to cap rents with inflation to help 
people to save for a deposit for a house. Today it 
takes an average of 19 years to save for a deposit 
on a property.

When thirty somethings turn forty they 
will spend more than three days commuting 
to work than their parents- this is because 
housing prices usually are cheaper the further 
out of certain cities in the UK, one of the issues 
further to having a longer commute is the rising 
cost in season tickets for trains- another thing 
labour promised to do was to re-nationalise the 
railways to make this cheaper so people can 
save money for a house.

From 2004 to 2014, the number of council 
houses fell from 2.5 million to 1.7 million as 
a result of the Right to Buy scheme. As was 
warned by opponents of the scheme, this hasn’t 
led to increased home ownership (which has 
remained constant at 14.7 million in this same 
period) but in privately-rented accommodated 
which rose from 2.5 million to 4.5 million. 

It has become increasingly hard to get a 
council house and many people are forced to 
live in emergency accommodation for years 
before they are provided with somewhere 
suitable. Council housing has gone from a 
genuine option for many people to the recourse 
of only the most vulnerable. 

Labour have promised to build council 
houses, cap private rents and tackle homelessness 
and executive bonuses. Let’s make sure they do 
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£100 million bonus for housing bosses
Sarah Baker calls for a house-building policy that puts need before profit 

How the Tories have deliberately stoked the housing crisis
Supply is being limited in order to drive up profits and bribe home-owning voters
jeremy corbyn has said that there is no 
convincing solution to the housing crisis that 
“does not start with a new, very large, very 
active council house building project”.

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

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

Repeating the mantra of home ownership, 

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

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

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

per cent mortgages.
As a result, 1.6 million council homes 

were sold off between 1979 and 2013. And 
a large proportion of them did not remain 
owner-occupied, but were quickly sold on to 
property developers who gouged rents out of 
their new private tenants, who now had no 
hope of ever getting a council home.

In 1979, 42 per cent of the population 
lived in council homes. Today the figure is just 
under 8 per cent. 

For 30 years Labour and Tory governments 
have failed to stand up to the landlords and 
big housebuilding monopolies. Now Labour 
should right the wrong by establishing a 
National construction service that can plan and 
deliver homes for need, not profit
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rough sleeping in England has increased 
for the seventh consecutive year. Official 
government data shows that on any given 
night in autumn last year, 4,751 people were 
recorded sleeping on the streets, a figure that 
has more than doubled since 2010.

Crisis, the national charity for homeless 
people, reported that the true number of 
rough sleepers was far greater after its own 
research found that more than 8,000 people 
were currently sleeping rough across England. 
They also warned that the current figure is 
predicted to rise to 15,000 by 2026 if action 
isn’t taken. This is on top of an additional 
9,000 homeless people sleeping in tents, cars, 
trains and buses.  

Evictions
Not all homeless people sleep permanently 
outdoors. Using official government data 
and freedom of information returns from 
local authorities, another homeless charity 
Shelter estimates that more than 300,000 
people are sleeping rough or accommodated 
in temporary housing, bed and breakfast 
rooms, or hostels. The latest figures mean that 
in prosperous Britain, one in every 200 people 
is without a place to live.

Shelter points out that the single leading 
cause of recorded homelessness is the ending 
of a private tenancy, accounting for three 
in every 10 cases, and often triggered by a 
combination of spiralling rents and housing 
benefit cuts. A record number of renters are 
being evicted from their homes, with more 
than 100 tenants a day losing the roof over 

their head according to the Cambridge Centre 
for Housing and Planning Research.

The problem has been aggravated by the 
lack of any major home building programme 
over the last 30 years. Since Right to Buy was 
introduced by Thatcher in 1980, 2 million 
properties have moved into the private sector 
while just 345,000 were built to replace 
them. The number of people on waiting lists 
for council housing stands at 1,240,855 in 
England, and 173,587 in Scotland (24,909 
applicants in Edinburgh alone). And these 
figures have been lowered by increasing the 
criteria for inclusion.  

Labour
The burgeoning crisis in housing supply 
is increasing social and intergenerational 
inequality. Some 3.3 million 20-24 year olds 
live with their parents due to exorbitant rents 
while there are around 1.3 million households 
in England on local authorities’ housing 
waiting lists. 

It is young people priced out of home 
ownership – the average home now costs 
almost eight times average earnings – that 
partly helped explain the 2017 election upset. 
Labour outpolled the Tories in every age 
group below 50. In their election manifesto, 
Labour pledged to build 100,000 council and 
housing association homes a year by the end 
of the current parliamentary term. Labour 
also promised an inflation cap on rent rises 
and more secure tenancies.

When pressed during the campaign 
for details on how much grant a Labour 

government would give to local councils for 
house building, the Shadow Housing Minister 
John Healey said Labour would restore grant 
funding to the 2009/10 level of £4 billion. 
However this is inadequate. At a cost of about 
£60,000 per home, the actual grant needed to 
build 100,000 council houses per year would 
need to be at least £6 billion per year.

Labour also needs to confront the 
contradiction of empty homes alongside 
homelessness. Despite a desperate need 
for housing, the government’s own figures 
show that 200,000 properties have been 
empty for more than six months. Last year 
Jeremy Corbyn called for the empty homes 
of rich people in Kensington to be seized for 
Grenfell Tower residents who have been made 
homeless by the fire. This should be Labour 
policy. 

Local councils have powers to take over 
these empty properties and return them 
to use as homes through empty dwelling 
management orders (EDMOs). Very few 
councils use this power because they rely on 
private landlords to house those in need of 
social housing. 

Direct action
If councils don’t act, the labour movement 
should evoke the spirit of 1946. Throughout 
the autumn of that year, tens of thousands 
of people, mostly ex-servicemen and their 
families, moved into empty military camps, 
hotel rooms and flats across the country. 
On Great Squat Sunday, September 8th, 
about 1,500 people took over empty flats in 
Kensington, Pimlico and St. John’s Wood.

In December 2016 activists with the Irish 
Housing Network occupied Apollo House 
in Dublin following the deaths of homeless 
people on the streets. It was opened up as 
emergency accommodation and up to 40 
rough sleepers moved in. Apollo House 
was later vacated after the Irish government 
promised the residents would be housed in 
appropriate settings with support: a promise 
that was later broken.

With socialist policies such as councils 
taking over private homes, rent caps in 
the private sector, and a massive council 
house building programme, Labour has the 
potential to end the current housing crisis. 
And homelessness is not just a housing 
issue. The introduction of a living wage and 
living benefits for all, along with statutory 
tenancy sustainment services and social care 
that meets people’s needs, will need to be 
introduced to support rough sleepers off the 
streets and make meaningful choices about 
their future
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Epidemic levels of homelessness this winter
Only socialist solutions can address systemic crisis, writes Dara O’Coghaidhin
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members of the University College 
Union have smashed through the 
government’s strike ballot threshold to 
declare their support for industrial action 
over devastating cuts to their pension 
scheme. Eighty-eight per cent voted to 
strike after the government announced 
cuts that would cost the average lecturer 
£200,000 in retirement. 

Strikes
After the result, announced on 22nd 
January, the Tories’ failure to engage 
seriously with the demands of the UCU 
forced the union to declare a programme 
of industrial action that will demonstrate 
members’ steadfast opposition to the 
cuts. UCU General Secretary Sally 
Hunt wrote to members to report the 
employer’s “hardline stance” saying, “You 
deserve decent treatment and yet at the 
moment your concerns are being treated 
with contempt.”

 She announced,  “having tried to 
achieve a negotiated solution, now we 
must take industrial action. I say that 
knowing that action for you will always 
be a last resort. But if we do not stand 
and fight now we will lose the right to a 
decent retirement income forever.”

The union has announced fourteen 
days of strike action in the sixty-one 
universities that achieved the 50 per 
cent turnout threshold imposed by 
the last Tory government. This action, 
commencing on 22nd February for 
most institutions, is one of the boldest 
plans of industrial struggle we have seen 
for a long while. Rather than the usual 
tentative one-day protest strikes the 
UCU’s strategy announces that it means 

business – it means to win. 

Anti-union laws
Despite the impressive 
result, it needs to be noted 
that seven universities will 
not be taking part in the 
strike action. Not because 
UCU members voted against 
industrial action but because 
fewer than fifty per cent of 
members voted in the ballot. 
This hypocritical law, passed 
by a government that itself 

failed to win fifty per cent of the vote, 
is a draconian measure to stop workers 
excising their right to strike. The law even 
insists that all ballots must be conducted 
by post rather than the provenly more 
effective electronic balloting system. 

The fact that sixty-one out of 
sixty-eight universities achieved the 
notoriously difficult threshold is a 
testament to the determination of 
lecturers to defend their pensions. The 
remaining universities will be re-balloted 
to give them another opportunity to 
participate in the strike. 

Though the UCU’s decision to ballot 
each university individually turns out to 
have been unnecessary as the average 
national turnout is enough to have won 
them the right to a national strike, it is 
likely that this approach will be adopted 
by other unions to mitigate the risk of 
losing a ballot. It is yet to be seen what 
the effect of this compartmentalised 
approach to balloting will have on the 
effectiveness of industrial action and 
whether it might frustrate members 
taking action on behalf of those who 
didn’t reach the threshold. 

Fortunately for universities, students 
cannot be bussed between institutions 
to take advantage of sections of the 
workforce not participating. For 
workplaces like call centres, any weak 
link in the strike could be exploited to 
undermine the whole operation. 

Though UCU members looked geared 
up for a solid strike despite the anti-
union laws there may still come a point 
where they face a choice between obeying 
an unjust law or winning a legitimate 
dispute

UCU Lecturers to strike 
against pension attacks
Strike ballot is a partial success over the anti-
trade union laws, writes Rebecca Anderson

it giant Fujitsu are the latest company to step 
up their union-busting campaigns, which have 
been on the increase - with Grangemouth and 
Picturehouse disputes just two high-profile 
examples that saw trade union reps victimised 
for organising workers. 

On 12 January Fujitsu Manchester sacked 
Ian Allinson, chair of Unite At Fujitsu, recent left 
candidate in Unite’s general secretary elections, 
and an activists with 30 years experience at the 
company. They did so by email, while Ian was on 
compassionate leave attending a family funeral, 
and while he had an outstanding job application 
within the company’s redeployment scheme.

 Even that he was in a restructure, where 
his original job was “deleted” was a farce, as it 
involved so few people. But this is part of a trend. 
Fujitsu has sacked nine members of staff since 6 
December: one having an outstanding grievance 
over sexual harassment; and another given three 
days notice of his dismissal on New Year’s Eve.

 The bosses know what they are doing. 
Allinson has been a thorn in their side as they try 
and cut 1,800 jobs (many already lost) from their 
UK operations. Last Spring, Ian led the campaign 
to stop the cuts, which resulted in 15 days of 
strike action across the UK and a further 12 in 
Manchester. No wonder Fujitsu denied him the 
right to work out his notice.

 Unite @ Fujitsu has won a ballot for strike 
action at its Manchester offices, calling for 
an end to compulsory redundancies and the 
victimisation of reps, as well as the restoration 
of grievance and appeals procedures. They are 
specifically calling for Ian’s reinstatement.

 After three successful strike days in January, 
Unite members are due to walk out for a week 
starting on 8 February. On 26 January, they 
joined 150 other strikers from Mears housing 
contractors and First bus drivers in a rally in 
Piccadilly Gardens.

 The strikers urgently need support, including 
the balloting of the rest of Unite’s Fujitsu 
membership. Unite has to use its influence in 
the Labour Party to push for the nationalisation 
without compensation of all companies operating 
witch-hunts against union activists.

 After the ignominious collapse of 
Carillion, Fujitsu is further proof that private 
service companies exist to screw councils and 
government departments, and the workforce 
that makes their millions in profit. Time for 
the unions and Labour to challenge and change 
Britain’s privatisation culture and for a Corbyn 
government to pass a comprehensive charter of 
union rights to outlaw victimization and union-
busting.

Reinstate Ian Allinson
Support Fujitsu strike

THE AGITATOR
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in order to create an economy for the many, 
not the few, a Labour government has to 
suppress the system of private ownership 
that allows the few to monopolise the wealth 
produced by the many.

John McDonnell is right to emphasise 
a Labour government’s commitment to 
bringing services “in-house”. But it is a sign 
of the low horizons of the trade union and 
“left” Labour leaders, that none of them have 
demanded the government act now to take 
the entire company into public ownership. 
Yet that is the only action that can guarantee 
security for the tens of thousands of workers 
affected and start the process of creating a 
rationally planned construction industry, 
linked to a state investment bank, run under 
workers’ management and democratic 
control. 

We share the desire for more efficient 
public infrastructure projects and an end to 
private rip offs. But the best way to achieve 
that is to ensure projects are run by the 
government or local authorities so that any 
profits can reinvested. Labour’s leaders should 
be calling for the full nationalisation of 
Carillion and its rivals, and their conversion 
into the foundation of a national building and 

construction service. Their health, education 
and local government divisions should be 
returned to public control under the relevant 
departments.

Plan over market
Their management and operations should be 
overseen by the workers themselves, who are 
best placed and have an incentive to confront 
waste and inefficiency. By taking over the 
big auditors too,  like KPMG, PwC, EY, and 
Deloitte, we could gain an unparalleled access 
to the data and experience that can be put to 
use investing in society rather than milking it 
and then hiding profits. 

In the short term, nationalisation can also 
save the small suppliers and self-employed 
who have been driven to the wall by Carillion’s 
implosion. In the longer term, Labour should 
encourage them to join a cooperative of small 
suppliers to public industries, supported and 
financed by a state-investment bank run 
under democratic control. This would create 
the basis for achieving Labour’s infrastructure 
goals; building council houses, new hospitals, 
schools and green energy projects, without 
being ripped off by the profiteers.

Labour should have the courage to refuse 

a single penny of compensation to the big 
private investors and the banks that have 
already soaked the working and middle class 
taxpayers of billions on these projects for 25 
years. There must be no sale of assets to pay 
back the banks. Any sites and assets actually 
owned by Carillion should be occupied by 
their workers, until they receive cast-iron 
guarantees about their wages, jobs and 
pensions.

Under the impact of Brexit, more than one 
major company could nosedive in the coming 
months and years. The labour movement, 
both trade union and political, needs to 
return to the militant tactics of occupations, 
workers’ control and appealing for solidarity 
action from other sectors of workers that their 
parents and grandparents used to good effect 
in the twentieth century.

The TUC and the unions directly involved 
should take action in solidarity with the 
Carillion workers, not forgetting either 
that over half of the company’s workforce is 
abroad. This Tory government is not so strong 
that it cannot be forced to retreat or surrender. 
A massive display of solidarity can change the 
entire mood in the workers’ movement and shift 
the balance of forces in the class struggle

Market failure: socialise Carillion - and the rest
KD Tait argues that taking over the big corporations and creating a 
democratically-owned and planned economy is key to achieving Labour’s plans

PFI: a £200 billion rip-off
Rebecca Anderson says time’s up for PFI - and it’s time for the profiteers to pay up
the collapse of Carillion and the recent 
National Auditing Office report have put 
Private Finance Initiatives (PFI) under the 
microscope once again. The popularity of 
such schemes has dwindled in recent years 
but since the contracts tend to last 25-30 years 
they still cost the tax-payer £10bn a year with 
roughly £200bn still to pay. 

PFI is a way the government finances 
infrastructure projects, hospitals, schools, 
council buildings and then leases them; 
plus outsourcing to a private company the 
subsequent maintenance and other services 
(e.g. cleaning, hospital porters or school 
dinners). 

PFI has been widely criticised for costing 
the government more money than if it simply 
built the schools and hospitals itself and for 
the inflexibility of the contracts, where the 
payments are fixed in a context of budget cuts, 
meaning that hospitals have to close wards, 
reduce beds and lay off staff in order to pay 

the PFI company. 
In 1993, Labour’s Harriet Harman 

criticised the Tories for creating PFI and said 
that it was privatisation by the back door. 
Yet New Labour quickly came around and 
the majority of PFI contracts were created 
in the Blair years. Today’s Labour leadership 
are long-term opponents of privatisation and 
Shadow Chancellor John McDonnell told the 
party conference back in September that;

 “We have already pledged there will be 
no new PFI deals signed by us in government. 
But we will go further. It is what you have 
been calling for. We will bring existing PFI 
contracts back in-house.” 

But another Labour spokesperson 
hurried to allay the fears expressed by the CBI 
and business community by clarifying that, 
“Parliament will assess the appropriate level of 
compensation at the point at which contracts 
are brought back in-house,”

After the collapse of Carillion, Jeremy 

Corbyn criticised the government for 
continuing to award contracts to a company 
that was clearly on the verge of bankruptcy. 
However the Labour policy he set out marked 
a further retreat from McDonnell’s pledge, 
promising only to bring services back in-
house if the contractor was considered “high-
risk”, and even then they might allow other 
firms to tender for the contract. 

A Labour government should act in the 
interests of the many and not private interests 
of a few. In the case of PFI the choice is clear. 
The contracts are millstones around the necks 
of our schools, hospitals and libraries, foisted 
on us by a succession of pro-privatisation 
governments. The parasites have had their 
money – in the last six years PFI companies 
have made over £800 million in profit from 
public sector contracts. 

Labour should bring all PFI contacts in 
house and not pay a penny in compensation
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once again the Tory government has proven 
itself to be one that puts the interests of big 
business above the lives of ordinary people. 
After reversing their decision to ban fracking 
due to unexpected earthquakes and mass 
opposition, they have announced almost 
half of the landmass of the UK is eligible for 
drilling. Even National Parks are not exempt. 

Over 30 companies have obtained 
licences to frack in the UK or are preparing 
bids, including Dart, Igas and Cuadrilla, with 
others, like Ineos, infamous for its anti-union 
activities at Grangemouth oil and chemicals 
refinery in Falkirk, itching to get involved.

These companies, intent on making a 
killing by overheating our climate, have set 
in motion plans to frack across the North of 
England, as well as along the M4 corridor, in 
Scotland and in Ireland.

Every proposal to frack has been met 
with angry opposition. But the government, 
while painting itself “green”, has shown its 
true colours. It routinely intervenes to bypass 
democracy and overrule local councils that 
have even hesitated over awarding the right 
for these companies to begin exploration and 
drilling.

Scientific evidence overwhelmingly 
concludes that we are facing an unprecedented 
environmental crisis that can only be mitigated 
by successive administrations have shown 
complete disregard of this warning, allowing 
the landscape to become littered with drilling 
platforms and heavy goods vehicles.

What is fracking?
Since the technique took off in the USA 

15 million 
people now 
live within a 
mile of a well, 
and trains 
transporting 
the fuel 
increased 
from around 
9,500 carriages 
in 2008 to over 
400,000 five 
years later. No 
wonder that 
in 2013 there 
were more 
rail accidents 
involving fossil 
fuels than in 
the previous 
40 years 
combined; 
one oil train 

explosion in Quebec alone caused 47 deaths. 
This may be a vision of the future for England 
if we do not put an end to it.

The drive for this new type of fossil 
fuel extraction comes from a mixture of 
high commodity prices, new technological 
innovations and a declining stock of 
traditional fossil fuels. It is bringing these 
vultures of the energy industry out of the 
hinterlands and onto millions of people’s 
doorsteps, in the hunt for carbon profits – 
exactly when humanity should be doing the 
opposite.

Fracking is the firing of water and toxins 
into the earth to dislodge natural gas. Energy 
companies often claim it is a step away from 
carbon based fuels towards a renewable 
future.

But this just isn’t true. Fracking typically 
results in 30% higher leakages of methane 
than conventional extraction. Methane is 
even more devastating for climate change 
than CO2, as it is 34 times more effective at 
trapping heat in the atmosphere. A recent 
study has also found that out of nine forms 
of energy production, it ranks 7th in terms of 
sustainability.

But if poisoning our atmosphere and 
irreversible damage to the climate isn’t 
enough… there is more. Numerous online 
videos show how communities have suffered 
at the hands of fracking companies. The 
process uses huge quantities of water and 
toxins that run into streams and lakes, leading 
to flammable rivers and even tap water. 
Needless to say this has led to spikes in public 

health risks in affected areas – many of the 
toxins are highly carcinogenic.

What can be done?
It is now an urgent matter for the whole 
Labour movement to shut down these 
wells and derail the plans of these parasitic 
companies. Labour’s declaration that they will 
ban the practice is not enough; we need to 
stop it now.

This is definitely possible, especially 
because the window of opportunity for these 
companies is already closing if the government 
wishes to meet even its inadequate Paris 
climate commitments.

Protests by environmental groups and 
local residents are already disrupting progress 
at key sites. With the intervention of the 
Labour movement we could slam the window 
shut on fracking.

To do this we need to make sure that 
Labour Party and union branches support 
and fund local anti-fracking groups. We need 
to be on the front line, making sure that no 
fossil fuels are brought from under the earth, 
that what is dead stays in the ground. This will 
involve blockading drilling sites and physically 
stopping and disrupting the activities of these 
companies when necessary.

We need to make sure labour movement 
activists are involved in these campaigns, 
spreading them as wide as possible, bringing 
in people from other campaigns, so we are not 
just discussing fracking but how the climate 
crisis relates to housing, jobs and democracy.

Socialism is the answer
But more than this we need to raise the 
horizons of the movement. We are facing 
an unprecedented ecological crisis on our 
planet at the same time as the contradictions 
of capitalism are enforcing poverty and 
exploitation upon millions. The causes of the 
two issues are intimately linked. And so is the 
solution. 

The fight to stop climate chaos can become 
a catalyst for a better world. The need for jobs, 
housing and decent wages – the fight for 
socialism – can be resolved by expropriating 
the wealth of those who have polluted our 
world, so it can be used in huge infrastructure 
projects, creating jobs and housing.

The struggle to control our own energy 
accumulation and distribution poses the 
question of rational planning over the 
destruction of blind market forces. And only 
through linking the two as an active, living 
movement can we succeed in either
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The struggle to ban fracking is a class struggle
With half the UK now eligible for fracking, Chris Clough points out the dangers
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socialists and trade unionists have a 
duty to demonstrate and deliver effective 
solidarity with Iran’s re-emerging working 
class and democratic movements, whatever 
self-interested statements of “support” for the 
protests might have come from us President 
Donald Trump, Israel’s prime minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu or the corrupt Saudi 
ruling dynasty.

The tuc’s Owen Tudor certainly rose 
to the challenge by cataloguing the Iranian 
regime’s abuse of trade unionists, the crude 
state repression of protests against the non-
payment of wages, and the imprisonment of 
transport union treasurer Reza Shahabi.

Not so however Labour’s Shadow Foreign 
Secretary Emily Thornberry. Her first 
response was to refuse support to the protests 
because it is unclear who are “the guys with 
the white hats”. She asserted, “Our approach 
now is one of extreme caution when it comes 
to Iran”

In a social media statement quoted in 
the Morning Star, Thornberry has warned 
against “rushing to conclusions”, saying that 
“the picture surrounding the protests in 
Iran remains highly uncertain and Western 
politicians should be cautious in claiming 
to understand their origins, organisation or 
objectives when many Iranian experts are still 
struggling to do so”.

Caution and regime change
Thornberry’s first instinct is not one of 
comradely solidarity with working people 
protesting their hard lot against a repressive 
regime, but of suspicion about who is “really 
behind” the protests, how much “instability” 
they could produce, and the role of Iran’s 
regional rivals like Israel and Saudi Arabia. 
It is the regime rather than the protesters 
that is given the benefit of the doubt; and it 
is the latter who are expected to “prove” their 

credibility.
In this outlook, changes 

of regime are only ever 
brought about by outside 
interference, not by mass 
uprisings. This is in fact 
a thoroughly imperialist 
outlook, shared by the 
“isolationist” wing of the 
Conservative Party, and 
given a voice in the media 
by the Spectator and the 
Daily Telegraph.

Thornberry might be 
unaware that solidarity with 
the Iranian people could 

take another form than economic sanctions, 
diplomatic isolation, military intervention 
and threats of war, but Jeremy Corbyn’s 
silence has no such excuse. As someone who 
protested against South Africa’s apartheid 
regime in the 1980s, he should be better 
placed than most to understand the vital role 
of the labour movement in showing solidarity 
with movements against injustice abroad 
through working class action: demos, strikes 
and boycotts.

“Rushing to conclusions”
Thornberry ‘s statement that we should 
“avoid rushing to conclusions about what we 
are seeing and where it will lead”, relates to 
her criticisms of viewing the “Arab Spring” 
revolutions as “popular protests by ordinary 
people seeking to overthrow oppressive 
regimes and usher in a new era of liberal, 
secular democracies”. 

She claimed the west had been “too quick 
to welcome “ the Arab Spring in Egypt and 
Libya. And in Syria, she sneered: “Predictions 
of the strength of western-backed anti-Assad 
rebel forces proved as mythical as many of us 
had always thought.” 

Continuing in this vein, she cites the 
2013 military coup in Egypt, the “chaos of 
competing armed factions in Libya” and the 
civil war in Syria as evidence in favour of not 
“rushing to conclusions”- i.e. not supporting 
revolutions until we can be sure they will 
succeed in establishing democracy. 

She presents the Egyptian revolution 
that overthrew Hosni Mubarak not as 
the act of millions of Egyptians, but as 
an error of judgment on the part of over-
enthusiastic Western governments. In 
Libya, where Western military intervention 
failed to preserve the country’s repressive 
state apparatus minus Gadhafi, the lesson is 
apparently that progressives should not have 

sympathised with the Libyan people, despite 
Western interference in their revolution. 

In Syria Thornberry dismisses the popular 
character of the anti-Assad armed rebellion 
that arose out of the mass movement on the 
streets, blaming it for the “instability” that led 
to “the creation of ungoverned spaces”. 

Here she is picking up second hand 
arguments from the Morning Star and the 
Communist Party of Britain’s sour approach 
to the movements against the Middle East 
dictatorships, which they tended to see as 
nefarious plots by Western imperialism to 
overthrow regimes which show independence 
from them and/or are aligned with their 
Russian rival.  But “the enemy of my enemy 
must be my friend” is a bad principle. We can 
and should be opposed to both the Western 
imperialists and the Russian ones and 
certainly to all the dictatorships in the Middle 
East. 

Class character of caution and solidarity
Of course there are reasons to be “cautious” 
or “sceptical” about the political forces that 
emerge in any wave of protests, indeed in any 
revolution especially if it is warmly welcomed 
by Trump. Anyone worried about this should 
turn first to Iranian socialists, progressives 
and trade unionists, not Russia’s RT or Iran’s 
Press TV channels, or the Morning Star.

The former Shah’s heir presumptive Reza 
Pahlavi and the People’s Mujahedin of Iran 
(mek) that fought alongside Saddam Hussein 
during the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq war have 
trumpeted their “support” for the protests. 
If they came to the head of the movement 
it would undoubtedly derail it. And if 
Israel or Saudi Arabia use the distraction 
to stage provocations or strike at Iranian 
allies in Lebanon or Yemen will hardly be 
the protesters’ fault and they can hardly 
be expected to hold back their struggles to 
prevent it. 

But our starting point must one of 
solidarity with Iran’s exploited and oppressed, 
and hope and working for their victory 
against the clerical dictatorship.  That is the 
internationalist, socialist standpoint.

If Labour’s “shift to the left” in the sphere 
of foreign policy is unable to show solidarity 
with the labour movement elsewhere, then this 
is no shift at all. Worse, it allows warmongers 
like Trump, Netanyahu and Boris Johnson to 
pose as “democrats” and “humanitarians” by 
comparison. In turn this produces the right 
conditions for the regime’s suppression of the 
protests, the movement’s disintegration and 
the imperialist intervention
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Iran, Labour, and the duty of solidarity 
Marcus Halaby looks at the limitations of Labour’s skin-deep internationalism
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oprah winfrey’s Golden Globes speech 
aroused many hearts and moved audiences 
at the 2018 Golden Globes Awards. While 
accepting the Cecil B DeMille award, Oprah, 
who became the first Black woman to win 
the award, praised her mother’s example as 
a hardworking maid and the women behind 
the #MeToo movement, declaring that “a 
new day is on the horizon.” Her speech was 
so well-received that Twitter lit up with 
celebrities and liberals asking her to run for 
president in 2020. As some astute observers 
pointed out, electing another celebrity with 
no political or government experience to the 
White House isn’t the best idea. A country 
approaching a boiling point around racism, 
xenophobia, class exploitation and corporate 
greed could benefit from someone other 
than another rich celebrity as its leader.

The Me Too movement was created 
by a Black woman named Tarana Burke 
in 2005. She started organizing against 
rape and sexual assault because of her own 
experiences. While growing up working 
class in the Bronx, New York, Burke was 
sexually assaulted by a group of boys. She is 
currently the senior director for a non-profit 
organization called Girls for Gender Equity 
in Brooklyn. According to the Guardian, 
when Burke first discovered that #MeToo 
was trending on Twitter, she was afraid the 
publicity from social media could harm 
the movement she started. After deciding 
the hashtag is doing more good than harm, 
Burke was still reluctant to attend the 2018 
Golden Globes because she did not want 
to be “the Black woman who is trotted out 

when you all need to validate your work.”
Her concerns were not unfounded; since 

the Me Too hashtag’s inception, the Me Too 
movement has been centered on white, 
cisgender, rich and famous women. In fact, 
some critics claim that Me Too has gotten 
the attention it has because people only care 
about rich, famous white women. When 
Time magazine named the “silence breakers” 
of Me Too as Person of the Year 2018, it 
prominently centered rich, famous white 
women on its’ cover. Me Too adopters Alyssa 
Milano, Ashley Judd and Rose McGowan are 
visible proponents of the movement, while 
creator Tarana Burke is not - just as she was 
not on the cover of that Time magazine. This 
is part of the disturbing trend of celebrity 
feminism, wherein the most privileged 
sector of the U.S. population becomes the 
face of movements started by less visible 
and working class women. Centering social 
justice struggles on the most privileged, rich 
and powerful people will do nothing for the 
most vulnerable people or the movements 
themselves.

 Which brings us back to the night of the 
Golden Globes. Oprah and the other rich, 
famous and powerful celebrities wore black in 
solidarity with #MeToo and wore #TimesUp 
pins to indicate that the time for sexual 
harassment, assault and rape in Hollywood 
is over. In an effort to share their powerful 
Hollywood platform, some celebrities 
brought social justice activists to the Golden 
Globes including Burke, who assented after 
securing the presence of other activists 
and air time for their causes. As powerful 

as the all-black attire and #TimesUp pins 
visually were, it is important to remember 
that movements started by working class 
women of color do not belong to Hollywood 
or celebrities. Movements and actions that 
do not center marginalized people cease to 
be productive or effective in dismantling 
systems of power. This is especially true for 
Hollywood activism and celebrity feminism, 
hashtags and demonstrations.  

When Oprah gave her speech at the 
Golden Globes it was a historic moment: she 
became the first Black woman to be given 
the high honor. In her speech, she traced 
her trajectory from humble beginnings as 
the working class daughter of a maid to a 
Hollywood powerhouse and the richest Black 
woman in the world. As a self-identified rape 
and sexual assault survivor, her support 
of the Me Too movement and pledge to be 
a role model for the young girls watching 
her is extremely important. However, none 
of this qualifies her to be President of the 
United States. In fact, America is currently in 
a terrible situation because enough (though 
not a majority) people elected a rich and 
powerful celebrity with no experience or 
qualifications for the Presidency. To avoid 
falling into the abyss of celebrity activism, 
how about we find a representative of the 
working class to be President? Say a woman 
of colour with political and grassroots 
organizing experience? America needs such 
a person’s expertise and values now more 
than ever

Oprah for President?
Mekdela Ejigu warns against the danger of buying into celebrity activism

Obituary: Erica Garner 1990-2017
Black Lives Matter activist and daughter of Eric Garner

erica garner, the Black Lives Matter activist 
and Bernie Sanders campaigner, has died after 
a heart attack, aged just 27.

Erica was thrust into political activism 
when white New York police officer Daniel 
Pantaleo killed her father Eric Garner in an 
asphyxiating chokehold in 2014, months after 
the murder of Michael Brown provoked US-
wide protests.

Eric was caught on a phone camera, 
moments before his death, echoing the plea 
handed down by generations of African 
Americans, “Every time you see me, you 

wanna harass me, you wanna stop me … I’m 
minding my business, officer,” before uttering 
his final words, “I can’t breathe.”

But Erica was more than a family victim. 
Her mother Esaw Snipes aid, “The only thing 
I can say is that she was a warrior. She fought 
the good fight. This is just the first fight in 27 
years she lost.”

Bernie Sanders, for whom Erica 
campaigned for in the 2016 Democratic 
primaries, called her “a leading proponent 
for criminal justice reform and for an end 

to police brutality” and also praised her 
combative qualities: “She was a fighter for 
justice and will not be forgotten.”

As part of her legacy, Erica leaves the 
Garner Way Foundation, set up to “engage 
communities all over the world in social 
justice issues through political awareness, 
music, arts and activism”.

The best way we can remember Erica is by 
continuing the fight that this warrior engaged 
in during the last three years of her tragically 
cut short life
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hundreds of thousands took to the streets 
in cities across the US on January 20 and 21 
to mark the anniversary of the huge protests 
against the inauguration of Donald Trump 
and the threat he poses to women’s rights. 
This year authorities estimated that well 
over 100,000 people attended the New York 
rally and that some 300,000 showed up in 
Los Angeles. The pussy hats were back along 
with the homemade placards, plus the rage at 
Trump’s actions over the past year and fear of 
what’s to come. 

Trumps “misspeak” on January 20- “right 
now, in a number of states, the laws allow a 
baby to be born from his or her mother’s 
womb in the ninth month. It is wrong, it has 
to change”, undoubtedly caused millions to 
laugh at him. But the real story is that he was 
speaking at a right-wing protest calling for the 
end of the historic Roe vs Wade. He plainly 
has this historic gain for US women in his 
sights. 

The Women’s March shows the continued 
strength of feeling against Trump’s presidency, 
the polarisation of politics in America and the 
potential for change. The current movement 
looks to celebrities, but despite the common 
problems all women face – sexual harassment, 
wage discrimination and general misogyny – 
our experience of sexism is defined by our 
class and most of us aren’t rich and famous. 

The US has an even meaner welfare state 
than Britain and working-class women there 
face a greater struggle to access childcare and 
benefits. The wage gap exists in a context of 
a minimum wage of only $7.25. The number 
of Americans having to work a second job is 
rising, and this too affects women more than 
men. 

Lily Hendricks, protesting in Indiana, told 
the New York Times, “I want an equal platform 
to stand on, and access to health care rights 
and reproductive choices.” Marah Rockhold 
from Virginia said “We need more respect 
in 2018. Respect that would go toward the 
M.M.I.W. [missing and murdered indigenous 
women], the pipeline and honoring native 
women in the US and Canada.” 11-year-old 
Xenaya in New York wants “Equal pay… and 
equal rights.”

To move from mass protests to a 
movement that can win victories, a political 
programme is needed and the demands of the 
rich and the demands of the working class will 
naturally differ. The privilege of the powerful 
would subsume the needs of the many. Only 
a working class women’s movement could 
consistently struggle for the rights of the mass 
of women.

The Power to the Polls rally in Nevada on 
21st February urged women to use their vote 
to effect political change, with a number of 

speakers urging a vote for the Democrats at 
the upcoming midterm elections. 

Democrats
But while the 2017 Inaugural marches 
functioned as a rallying cry against Trump’s 
election victory, the 2018 iteration served was 
heavily taken over as a nationwide political 
rally. Democratic elected officials and liberal 
celebrities urged attendees to channel their 
energy and frustration with Trump’s policies 
into November’s midterm elections – i.e. into 
voting Democrat.

However, the Democrat’s stale brand 
of politics were rejected by voters in the 
Presidential race, not only because Trump had 
built a right-wing political movement but also 
because of the dead-end of Hilary Clinton’s 
unwavering support for Wall Street, wars and 
occupations and her “Lean In” feminism. 

The co-option of the Women’s March 
supporters into the dead end of the Democrats 
would be a blow for the resistance to Trump. 
The conclusion of many Sanders supporters 
- that America needs a new party, expressed 
through their turn towards the Democratic 
Socialists - can be a positive step if a new party 
is built founded on the principles of working 
class independence from the capitalists and 
their political agents

Hundreds of thousands march against sexism
Rebecca Anderson welcomes the return of a mass women’s movement in the 
street, but cautions against subordination to the Democrat election machine
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the seizure of the infamously wealthy and 
corrupt Gupta brothers’ assets is another nail 
in President Jacob Zuma’s coffin.

Closely associated with the Guptas for so 
long, their names are regularly joined as the 
“Zuptas”, a euphemism for cronyism, now it 
seems like they’re all going down together.

The anc has already dropped Zuma like a 
hot brick but it is unclear whether this will be 
enough to keep them in power for long.

A new anc?
Cyril Ramaphosa has become the latest 
African liberation struggle veteran to emerge 
as the self-proclaimed anti-corruption 
reformer to pose as saviour of his embattled 
party, and by extension the nation. But 
like neighbouring Zimbabwe’s Emmerson 
Mnangagwa, the recently elected leader of 
Zanu-pf, Ramaphosa, whose net worth is 
estimated at more than $450 million, is hardly 
likely to prove a scourge of corruption or to 
address the issues of chronic unemployment, 
poverty and inequality, which have plagued 
post-apartheid South Africa since birth. 

How a leader of the National Union 
of Mineworkers (num) under Apartheid, 
and a self –declared socialist too, became 
a millionaire might surprise the unwary 
but like many anc leaders Black Economic 
Empowerment (bee), meant his own 
enrichment. Meanwhile the poor of the 
townships and the workers in the factories 
or on the land saw little empowerment or 
enrichment. 

Like Mnangagwa in Zanu-pf, Ramaphosa 
used his 8 January speech, celebrating the 

ruling anc’s 106th anniversary, to call for 
party unity: “We must rid ourselves of 
factionalism. We do not want a divided 
African National Congress… One of the 
things Comrade Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma 
said was: ‘divided we fall, united we stand’. 
That has a great deal of meaning.”

By naming his narrowly defeated (by 
51 per cent to 49 per cent) opponent in the 
anc’s presidential election of 18 December 
2017, Ramaphosa was trying to placate the 
anxieties of the powerful wing of the party, 
who have – and continue to – benefit from the 
backhanders, government contracts and illicit 
financial manoeuvres that have characterised 
President Jacob Zuma’s reign. “You have 
nothing to fear from me… so long as we need 
to unite to defeat the Democratic Alliance 
(the former ruling National Party) in the 2019 
election.”

But Dlamini-Zuma – aka ndz – is widely 
despised among community, trade union 
and student activists. Backed by her former 
husband in any deal to replace him as interim 
president before 2019, ndz heads an anc 
faction that still controls key posts within the 
party, and which took the policy of bee both 
literally and personally. Because of her close 
ties to the corrupt businessmen, the Gupta 
brothers.

This is Sipho Pityana explained to the 
Financial Times the huge and lucrative web 
of corruption known as “state capture” works:

“The essence of this is that you 
compromise the head of state, that you have 
the head of state in your pocket… You disable 
all the law enforcement institutions and you 

enable unfettered access to people who owe 
their positions in office to the pleasure of 
the president. You have virtual, unfettered 
right to appoint and fire very senior people 
in government, including cabinet ministers, 
intelligence officers, state-owned enterprise 
people and all key strategic appointments that 
you think would obstruct or enable your way 
into the state coffers. It is a single-minded 
penetration of state resources.”

Jacob Zuma has belatedly launched an 
inquiry into state capture but this is a cynical 
bid to delay his inevitable ousting. Having 
been snubbed by Ramaphosa in her bid to 
be named interim president, ndz and her 
fellow cronies, the “Zuptas”, want to weaken 
Ramaphosa’s candidate, so they can stop him 
becoming the anc’s 2019 presidential choice.

Who is Ramaphosa?
Ramaphosa says he wants to “reduce 
concentration of ownership and control 
in the economy and to open the market to 
new black-owned companies”; despite a nod 
towards workers’ co-ops and representation 
on boards, no real break from bee. He wants 
to create jobs in manufacturing, hinting at 
protectionism, quotas or tax breaks; but is 
silent on poverty pay and trade union rights.

Most attention though has focused on his 
commitment to nationalise all of South Africa’s 
land “without compensation”. However, this is 
not a socialist act in any way, shape or form. 

Ramaphosa made sure it was interpreted 
as a pro-market act. He said the “expropriation 
of land will be implemented, taking into 
account all the things that are important, such 
as the growth of our economy, agricultural 
production as well as food security”. This is 
code for telling the white agribusinesses and 
farmers that they will be left to lease back the 
land at peppercorn rents since you are the 
ones who know how to run capitalist farms.

Ramaphosa has called for a “non-racial 
South Africa” and is supported by the so-
called White Monopoly Capital faction of the 
anc. But it is only what the South African 
black working class has come to expect from 
this traitor and accomplice to murder.

Despite forming the South African num 
in 1980 and leading many courageous strikes 
against apartheid, Ramaphosa’s rightward 
journey is well documented and widely 
known.

In 1987 he led – and then sold out – the 
revolutionary miners’ strike, which had the 
old Apartheid regime on the ropes. For his 
services, Ramaphosa was a few years later 
recruited by the anc’s leadership to head 

South African metalworkers declare new party
Jeremy Dewar reports on NUMSA’s formation of a ‘revolutionary workers’ party’ 
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negotiations to end Apartheid in a reformist 
way that secured the future of White 
Monopoly Capital via the Sunset Clause 
agreement.

On being made the chief of the state 
central bank, and being put on the board of 
Lonmin, the notorious mining company, 
Ramaphosa “retired” from politics to make 
his millions, leaving the miners he once led 
far behind.

Marikana massacre
In 2012, 44 striking miners, many members 
of the num and armed only with ceremonial 
spears, were shot dead by the police. Two 
years later it emerged that Cyril Ramaphosa 
played a direct role in the massacre. He sent an 
email, calling the strike “not a labour dispute 
but a criminal act”, urging the Cabinet and 
President Thabo Mbeki to “get the Minister of 
Police Nathi Mthetwa to act in a more pointed 
way… Let’s just keep the pressure on them to 
act correctly!”

He went on to call the miners 
“plainly dastardly criminal” and with 
“this characterization there needs to be 
concomitant action”.

Exactly 24 hours later on the 16 August 
2012 Mthetwa did what he was told. Forty-
four miners were mowed down. Their blood 
is on Ramaphosa’s hands; he has never 
apologised.

Despite pledges to bring land reform 
without compensation, a promise he never 
intends to fulfil, Ramaphosa would continue 
to rule over a neoliberal economy that has 
made him so rich. He must be opposed by 
the working class – socially, economically and 
most of all politically.

The Democratic Alliance, formerly 
Democratic Party and before that the old 
Apartheid-ruling National Party, is the 
biggest threat to the anc. It has a charismatic, 
young black leader, Mmusi Maimane, a 
former Mayor of Cape Town, where the 
party is strongest. While reinventing itself as 
a non-racial or multi-racial party, however, it 
promotes the same White Monopoly Capital 
policies that have so failed the black working 
class since Apartheid.

The post-Apartheid popular front Alliance 
of the anc, sacp (Communist Party) and the 
Cosatu trade union federation for many years 
supported the neoliberal agenda. But since 
Marikana, that support has been fractured, 
perhaps fatally.

The metalworkers union numsa was 
expelled from the anc for calling for an 
end to the Alliance. Last April, it set up the 
South African Federation of Trade Unions as 
a revolutionary alternative to Cosatu. It has 
around 700,000 members.

Unfortunately, unity with another 
left federation, Nactu, which contains the 
breakaway miners’ union Amcu, which 
blossomed and overtook the num after 

Marikana, has not joined in. Worse, Saftu 
leader Zwelinzima Vavi recently called for 
miners to join numsa after Amcu rejected his 
calls for unity. While it was necessary to break 
from Cosatu, a plethora of small “rank & file” 
or even “revolutionary” trade unions, as can 
be seen in Italy for example, cannot lead the 
working class to great victories alone.

The workers parties
As with the trade unions, so with the workers’ 
parties in South Africa. The sacp has been 
so long embroiled in the anti-working class 
policies of the anc government, that it is 
widely hated among socialists, militants, 
community and student activists.

In 2013, Julius Malema, the expelled 
firebrand leader of the anc Youth League, 
founded the Economic Freedom Fighters 
(EFF), who gained 25 mps with 6.35 per cent 
and over a million votes in the May 2014 
general election. 

Malema has adopted the iconography 
of the us Black Panthers, with a self-styled 
“Marxist-Leninist” ideology, military-style 
berets and himself installed as “Commander-
in-Chief ”. The eff’s manifesto calls for 
the nationalisation of the land without 
compensation, and of the mines, industry and 
banks. The eff are distinctive in the streets 
and the parliament with their red berets and 
red t-shirts. Up to 40,000 attend eff rallies.

However, Malema also stands accused of 
harassing journalists, money laundering, tax 
evasion and accepting kickbacks from state 
tenders in Limpopo province. He supported 
disgraced Zimbabwe ex-president Mugabe.

The National Union of Metalworkers of 
South Africa (numsa)- the country’s largest 
union has recently made an important 
declaration calling for a clean break from 
the anc. This is a long-standing aim of the 
metalworkers’ union, dating back to the days 
of Moses Mayekiso in the 1980s and revived 
by Numsa leader Irvin Jim when Numsa was 
being expelled from Cosatu in 2014.

The statement announced by Jim in 
January states;

“We call on you to help us build a 
Workers’ Party which will fight in the interests 
of the working class and the poor. Its vision is 
subordinate to the working class and the poor 
of our country. The struggle for socialism 
is not an end in itself, it is a struggle for a 
communist classless society which Karl Marx 
correctly described as: “from each according 
to his ability, to each according to his needs”

The call also stigmatized Zuma and 
Ramaphosa alike.

numsa shares saftu’s view that “Cyril 
Ramaphosa is a deeply compromised 
capitalist billionaire, with hands stained 
with the blood of the 34 victims of Marikana 
who were shot in cold blood by the state to 
shield White Monopoly capital in general and 
Lonmin in particular”. Furthermore, it is naïve 

to believe that the cronyism and corruption 
which is a hallmark of the anc will disappear. 
The very same people who stood by quietly 
whilst the state was actively looted by various 
factions of capital including the Gupta and 
the Rupert families are the ones who make 
up the top leadership structures of the anc, 
and this includes Ramaphosa himself. They 
cannot extricate themselves from the corrupt 
tendencies of the party. Furthermore the anc 
has been enabled in its corruption by the 
leadership of the South African Communist 
Party (sacp) and trade union federation 
cosatu who actively continue to mislead 
members of the working class into supporting 
their worst butchers, for their own selfish 
narrow political agenda.”
• The initial demands in the statement 

include
• For a living wage of R12,500 (£740) a 

month
• Against the proposed anti-union law and 

for the right to strike
• Nationalisation of the commanding 

heights of the economy
• Workers’ representation on the boards of 

state enterprises
• Full workers’ rights for casualised and 

precarious labour – down with the 
gangmasters.
It also highlights free education and 

land nationalisation and redistribution, two 
of the most recent popular demands of the 
movement.

This is a major advance – providing this 
time the talk is followed by action.

But if Numsa’s call for a new workers’ party 
is followed up by building active branches in 
every township, city, and village too – above 
all in every factory and mine. Then and only 
then will real breakaway from the tutelage of 
the anc can really materialise. 

An urgent task is for a democratic 
conference involving the breakaway unions; 
community organisations, student unions 
and the semi-revolutionary (centrist) socialist 
groups and electoral alliances, then a real 
opposition to the anc and da can be forged. 

A real democratic debate on programme 
needs to take place and a political break 
made with the Stalinist method of the South 
African Communist Party- specifically its 
class collaborationist popular front strategy. 
Instead its axis must be the permanent 
revolution where the workers lead the 
struggle against the massive remnants of white 
economic supremacy and imperialism to the 
creation of a workers government, which can 
expropriate the entire capitalist class, black as 
well as white. A major focus for building a new 
working class party will be the 2019 elections. 

The struggles before and after could bring 
the kind of fighting opposition to South Africa 
that hasn’t been seen since the last days of 
Apartheid



18 ·  EUROPE

the german Social Democratic Party 
(spd) at special congress on January 21st. 
voted by the narrowest of margins for a 
new iteration of the Grand Coalition 
(GroKo). With 362 votes in favour and 
279 voted the Executive Board, had 
a green light to negotiate a deal with 
Chancellor Angela Merkel’ s Christian 
Democratic- Christian Social Union 
(cdu/csu), a.k.a. the Union parties. 

This decision is a break from spd 
leader Martin Schulz’s election night 
pledge not to go into coalition this 
time. A series of grand coalitions which 
lasted from 1998 to 2009 and again from 
2013 to 2017 saw the party’s percentage 
of the vote and the seats in the lower 
house of parliament, the Bundestag, 
almost halved. A large part of the party 
including its leaders realises that a 
period in opposition might be vital to 
the party’s very survival.

Yet the leaders and most of the 
trade union leaders who support the 
spd easily fell victim to the old siren 
song - “first the country, then the party”. 
In fact, this means: first compromise 
with the Union parties, based on the 
interests of big business and safeguard 
the social partnership deals of the 
big industrial trade unions, then go 
through the pragmatic drift rightwards 
in government, and finally the dazzling 
prospect of a great reform to create a 
stronger European Union imperialism. 

The latter call came from French 
President Emanuel Macron who 
apparently called Schulz ‘on behalf of 
millions of people’ –who are awaiting his 
eu reform plans. These are impossible 
without a stable government in Germany 
to help defeat the troublemakers like 
Hungary and Poland. Even more 

mendacious was the 
argument that, given the rise 
of the far right populists like 
the Alternative for Germany 
(afd), plus the recent 
rightwards swing within 
the csu, the spd is urgently 
needed in government as an 
“anti-fascist protective wall.”

But as the closeness of the 
vote shows the movement 
against a GroKo is powerful, 
and with a referendum of 
the entire spd membership 
necessary for approval of 

the final deal, the internal struggle will 
go on. The spd’s youth organisation, 
the Jusos and their dynamic new leader 
28-year-old Kevin Kühnert are set on 
waging a vigorous campaign, including 
stepping up recruitment to the party, 
in order to vote down any deal with the 
Union parties. They have even referred 
to Jeremy Corbyn and Momentum as a 
model for their campaign 

Contradictions
The outbreak of this struggle also reveals 
the contradictory nature of the spd as 
a bourgeois workers’ party. While it 
has firmly defended the existing order 
for over a century - unlike the Union 
parties – it retains its organic base in 
the working class via historical bonds 
such as the class composition of its 
members, voters and above all through 
the trade unions. Undoubtedly, the 
policies of the spd governments since 
Gerhard Schröder (like Tony Blair in the 
uk Labour Party) led to an increasing 
weakening of this bond - and in recent 
years, unfortunately, losing voters to the 
right and the afd.

Despite the political limitations 
of their reformism, the Jusos’ “no” 
campaign can become a means of 
shaking up the spd fundamentally, if it 
is linked to defence of a whole series of 
working class demands on health service, 
wages, social gains, refugees rights, etc. 
It holds the potential, if revolutionaries 
intervene in it, for the development of a 
break with the spd’s bourgeois politics 
and leadership on the one hand, and a 
remobilisaton of its working class social 
basis on the other

SPD Young Socialists 
spearhead resistance
Tobi Hansen from Gruppe ArbeiterInnenmacht 
reports on opposition to new Grand Coalition

on 13 january tens of thousands of people 
demonstrated in Vienna against the new Austrian 
government, formed by the conservative 
Austrian Peoples Party (ÖVP) and the far-right 
Freedom Party (FPÖ). 

The  “Black -Blue” coalition, so-called from 
the parties’ colours, is planning the worst attacks 
on the working class and youth since 2000 when 
there was another ÖVP –FPÖ government. And 
what refugees can expect was revealed by FPÖ 
Interior Minister Herbert Kickel who said they 
should all be “concentrated” in special centres. 

A total of seven feeder marches coming 
from various directions all converged on to the 
Vienna’s Heldenplatz (a big central square faced 
by government buildings) to protest against 
the inauguration of the racist and neoliberal 
government. Trade unions and Austrian Socialist 
Party (SPÖ) and young socialist organizations 
joined the march. 

Together with other groups, we organized a 
school strike to protest against the racist policies 
and social cuts in general, and in particular 
against the deterioration of the education system. 
It proved a great success with 1,500 students from 
various schools taking part.

We demonstrated against the segregation of 
people without “adequate German”, against the 
reintroduction of grades in elementary schools, 
against the influence of businesses in the school 
system, against the cancellation of social benefits 
if students do not behave adequately and last 
but not least against tuition fees, which make it 
harder for people from poorer families to start 
going to university.

Many people believed President Van 
der Bellen, a former member of the Green 
Party could be the barrier against a far-right 
government and last year called for a vote for 
him. We disagreed saying he was no partner 
in the fight against the organized right. How 
right we were. He immediately announced that 
he would not try and stop the formation this 
government. Resistance to the right must come 
from the streets, schools and workplaces. The 
liberal left is no real opposition! 

But we cannot leave it with just a day of 
protest, no matter how militant because this 
government will not so easily be impressed. We 
have to go out on the streets against any attack on 
the youth and the working people and organize 
the resistance. 

Our most important message to young 
people is to get organized and active and 
organize yourselves. Join us, from the youth 
group REVOLUTION are active against this 
black-blue government, against racism, sexism 
and oppression. We fight for a world without 
exploitation and oppression, for the overthrow of 

School strike and mass 
demo against Black-Blue

LETTER FROM
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on 20 january Turkey launched the 
cynically named “Operation Olive Branch”, 
on the Kurdish held territory of Afrin in 
northwestern Syria. “We will continue our 
fight until there is no terrorist on our border 
leading to Iraq,” said president, Recep 
Tayyip Erdoğan, vowing to “clean up” the 
city of Manbij, east of Afrin, also held by 
the Syrian Kurdish People’s Defence Force / 
Women’s Defence Units (ypg/ypj).  

In the first few days alone, they flew over 
a hundred bombing missions. Days before 
the invasion, heavy artillery had pounded 
positions of the Kurdish self-defence forces. 
On the 21st tanks and infantry followed up 
with as many as 10,000 from the Free Syrian 
Army, including numerous Islamist ultra-
reactionaries. 

The fight is between a highly armed 
nato army with absolute air superiority and 
an army that is militarily inferior, despite 
having received us aid in the war against IS. 
Erdoğan ‘s war aim is clear: it is to destroy 
any areas of Kurdish autonomy that have 
been established in recent years. He knows 
that he has the agreement of the Syrian 
government, the parts of the “opposition” 
that Turkey maintains and of Russian 
imperialism. They may formally express 
their “concern” but, more or less openly, 
they give Turkey and its ground forces a 
free hand in the reactionary division of the 
country after Assad’s victory in the civil war.

The usa and the West, who used the 
Kurds as foot soldiers in the fight against the 
Islamic state, are in the process of dropping 
them like a hot potato. Their announcement 
to create a 30,000-strong border force 
together with the Kurdish-dominated Syrian 

Democratic Forces (sdf) was later dismissed 
as a “misunderstanding”. On 21 January, the 
us State Department tweeted: “We call on 
Turkey to exercise restraint in order to avoid 
civilian casualties in its military operations.” 
What this actually means is: Dead fighters 
of the ypg/j are acceptable collateral damage 
for a us policy that is unsurpassable in its 
cynicism.

While Turkey wants to consolidate 
its influence as a regional power with 
this operation and at the same time use it 
to repress internal “enemies”, the Syrian 
government and all the other regional 
powers and imperialist actors obviously 
accept the invasion. Nobody wants to have 
their fingers burnt for the rights of the 
nationally oppressed Kurdish people. On 
the contrary, everyone is hoping that the 
Turkish offensive will run as smoothly as 
possible and that it will quickly produce 
results. The injustice to the Kurds may 
be regretted, but above all they should be 
“moderate” in their response, that is, they 
should not rebel against the cynical game.

With its invasion, Turkey has intensified 
its war against the Kurdish people and 
their organisations, such as the Peoples’ 
Democratic Party (hdp) and the Kurdistan 
Workers’ Party (pkk) in Turkey itself. 
Protests called by the hdp were nipped in 
the bud by brutal police violence. Erdoğan 
blatantly threatens all opponents and every 
democratic protest with brutal oppression 
and annihilation: “In the spirit of national 
unity we are conducting an operation 
against those who threaten our national 
borders from abroad. And those who try to 
hit us from the inside? Just as we drag them 

out of their caves in the mountains, so we’ll 
never leave the squares and streets to them.” 

Regardless of criticisms of the Kurdish 
leadership policy in Rojava and Afrin, all 
leftists, the entire international workers’ 
movement, all anti-imperialists, must 
support their justified resistance to the attack 
on Afrin, condemn the Turkish invasion and 
demand its immediate end.

Revolutionaries support the right to self-
determination up to an including  complete 
independence of legitimate resistance of 
the Kurdish people in Rojava and Turkey 
– indeed in Iraq and Iran too.  We stand 
for internationalist help for the fighters 
in Afrin, for their material support. The 
Kurdish region in northern Iraq should 
open its borders to Rojava. However, appeals 
to the great powers, especially the usa or to 
the United Nations will bring no help.

We call on the workers’ movement, all 
left-wing parties, the trade unions, and all 
revolutionary and anti-imperialist forces, 
to take to the streets in solidarity with the 
Kurds. We call for the opening up of borders 
to all Kurdish refugees and the lifting of the 
ban on their organisations in the European 
Union, including the pkk; we demand the 
cessation of all arms supplies and military 
aid to Turkey and the withdrawal of all 
imperialist troops from the region!

The invasion of Turkish troops threatens 
to be another reactionary blow in the 
redivision of Syria and especially against the 
Kurdish people. However, it will not bring 
“stabilisation” to the region. Rather, it will 
only reinforce injustice and oppression.

The only hope lies in the resistance, not 
only of the Kurdish people, but also of their 
brothers and sisters among the workers, 
the urban and rural masses throughout 
the Middle East; Kurds and Palestinians, 
Iranian workers and the truly democratic 
and socialist forces in Syria, Iraq and Turkey.

Such a policy, and this is a lesson not 
only of the Kurdish struggle but even more 
so, of the civil war in Syria, must be pursued 
independently of either the us and eu 
imperialists or Russia and the reactionary 
regional forces like Turkey or Iran. It must 
combine social and democratic issues, the 
fight for the right to self-determination 
with the fight for socialist transformation 
throughout the region. This requires a 
programme and a political organisation, a 
revolutionary workers’ party as part of a new 
International
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Defend Afrin - Hands off the Kurds!
Martin Suchanek appeals for international solidarity and independence from imperialism
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fifteen years ago this month, the drive to 
war against Iraq by the US President George 
W Bush and Britain’s prime minister Tony 
Blair raised a mass anti-war movement to 
historic heights. On 15 February 2003 up to 
two million marched in London, and over 
thirty million people worldwide .Yet we failed 
to stop it. 

The price of this failure has been a heavy 
one – a series of wars each causing incredible 
carnage in the Middle East, the rise of 
terrorism in Africa and Asia, the spread of 
murderous attacks in Europe, to the refugee 
crisis with millions forced to flee to rival 
imperialist powers. We urgently need to learn 
the lessons of the movement of 2003 both its 
successes and its failures. 

Millions responded in anger to the US and 
Britain’s act of imperialist aggression, aimed 
at occupying a country already weakened by 
over ten years of punishing sanctions based 
on the patently lying claims that Saddam 
had weapons of mass destruction. In reality 
millions knew its real purpose was seizing 
Iraq’s vast oil reserves, the second largest in 
the world after Saudi Arabia’s. 

International organisation, in the form 
of the World Social Forum movement, 
underpinned the global spread of 15 February. 
The European Social Forum held in Florence, 
Italy three months before, had produced an 
initiative for the demonstration. Italy with 
three million marching in Rome was to have 
the largest anti-war march.

The anti-war movement proved a “weapon 
of mass democracy” exposing the lies about 
the worldwide danger of Saddam’s regime, 
its harbouring of jihadists etc. providing an 
outlet to give the anger organised form. The 
Stop the War Coalition, with the Muslim 
Association of Britain, and the Campaign 
for Nuclear Disarmament, pushed forward 
by the Socialist Workers Party, built a mass 
campaign rooted in local neighbourhood and 
campus groups. 

In Britain the revolt against the war took 
an unusually radical form. The weeks after 
15 February saw a continuing youth revolt, 
with thousands of students walking out of 
schools, colleges and universities in the weeks 
before the bombing began on 20 March. 
The press was full of photos of students in 
school uniform pushing their way through 
emergency exits as staff tried to hold them 
back, jumping school fences and taking to the 
streets to block traffic, chanting “Say Hey, Say 
Ho, Bush and Blair have got to go!” 

The movement did long-lasting damage 
to Labour, with 100,000 members quitting the 
party due to Tony Blair’s role in leading the 
charge to war and millions refusing to vote 

for it. 
The invasion itself was an object lesson 

in the limits of capitalist democracy: millions 
had marched, opinion polls showed a 
majority opposed to war, but we had failed to 
stop the invasion. On 18 March the House of 
Commons rejected an amendment to make 
war dependent on approval by the United 
Nations by 396 to 217 votes. 254 Labour mps 
– infamously voted for war; 84 voted against 
and 64 abstained. Amongst young people 
especially, illusions in parliament, politicians, 
and Labour were severely shaken.

 
…but we didn’t stop the war
Underlying the failure to stop Britain going 
to war lay the limits that the leadership of 
the Stop The War Coalition (stwc) imposed 
on the movement. They had no vision or will 
to go beyond the big marches – i.e. beyond 
protest. The direct actions, taken mainly by 
young people and some courageous trade 
unionists, were largely spontaneous. It was 
of course no surprise that the trade union 
bureaucrats and MPs who supported Stop the 
War were not rushing to give a lead for mass 
strike action. But what of the “revolutionary” 
organisation which played a central, indeed 
leading role, the Socialist Workers Party? 
15 February was its greatest agitational and 
organisational success. But it was also their 
biggest political failure. 

Despite having the leaders of all the major 
trade unions on its platform in Hyde Park, 
with hundreds of thousands of workers and 
trade unionists listening, none of the stwc’s 
leading figures, including those in the swp 
(and today’s Counterfire and RS21), dared 
turn to the union leaders and call on them to 
pull out their members on a working day. This 
was the next logical step and the only way that 
might have forced the government to back 
down. Vietnam would have warned them 
what happens if you try to wage a war that a 
large part of the population opposes. 

Instead they just tried to repeat the 
monster march tactic, which after the war 
began naturally saw a shrinking number 
turning out. Mass protests had shown 
their power to bring together hundreds of 
thousands and build a movement, but also 
their limit, unless they became the stepping 
off point to make the government unable to 
govern, unable to wage the war. 

Complications
Over the last fifteen years the world scene 
has become more complicated than the 
unilateral US-led aggression against Iraq in 
2003. We have seen a resurgent Russia under 
Putin and Xi Jinping announcing China’s 

determination to play a world role. We have 
seen Trump threaten to use nuclear weapons 
in Korea. This has included these rival powers 
supporting tyrannical regimes against justified 
democratic rebellions by their own people. 

The most obvious example is Syria where 
Putin’s forces prevented Assad’s downfall. 
The West of course denounced this and 
gave limited support to the rebels but in no 
sense was the Syrian Spring and the ensuing 
civil war an American created “colour 
revolution”. Nevertheless a new, simple-
minded and false “anti-imperialist” trend 
appeared in the anti-war left including at 
times stwc. The Communist Party refused 
to denounce Russian imperialism fearing it 
would undermine opposition to British or us 
intervention in Syria. Misusing the slogan, 
“The main enemy is at home”.Rebuilding 
a mass anti-war movement now means of 
course exposing the machinations of the 
US and British states. But it does not mean 
falling for the logic that that “the enemy of my 
enemy is my friend” and spreading illusions 
in their Russian and Chinese rivals. It also 
means solidarity with all justified democratic, 
national and class struggles while advocating 
that they remain independent of either 
imperialist camp, and trying to find ways to 
materially aid such struggles, as sections of 
the left in Europe tried to do in a limited way 
with the Kurdish forces fighting in Rojava. 

Return of Great Power rivalry
We face a new and growing war threat. In 
January the US Pentagon announced a new 
national defence strategy, breaking with the 
Obama era, where “great power competition 
— not terrorism — is now the primary focus 
of U.S. national security” ramping up military 
spending aimed at war with China and Russia. 
Then on 22 January, chief of the general staff, 
Gen Sir Nicholas Carter, declared Russia a 
major threat and war a possibility “much 
sooner than we expect”, lobbying for more 
military spending. 

In this context we need a new, mass 
anti-war movement, one that first and 
foremost exposes and opposes the crimes and 
machinations of “our own” imperialist state 
and its strategic partner Trump’s US, but also 
one that refuses to be silent on those of the 
other great powers,  much less support them. 

Anti-war politics has to be grounded in a 
wider socialist strategy for liberation, which 
means supporting all democratic revolutions 
and revolts by the oppressed in the semicolonial 
world, while advocating their independence 
from the great powers. It is the struggle for 
socialism that will ultimately abolish war by 
abolishing the system of borders, profit and 
competition that gives rise to it - capitalism 

15 years since we failed to stop the war 
Andy Yorke takes a critical look at the campaign against the 2003 invasion Iraq 
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the revolutions of 1905 and 1917, took 
place in the Tsar’s Empire – part of which 
was the Grand Duchy of Finland. In 1905 the 
Finns won a constitution based on universal 
suffrage including the right of women to vote- 
making it the first country in Europe to do so.

By 1917 the Social Democratic Party 
of Finland (sdp) – had a majority of seats 
in the Finnish parliament; 103 out of 
200. The February revolution in Petrograd 
quickly spread to Finland.

Though 1917 witnessed growing struggles 
by its workers and poor peasants, the sdp had 
not been built in the same manner as the 
rsdlp (Bolsheviks). For example, after the 
first armed clash with the bourgeoisie during 
the 1905 revolution, the party had actually 
renounced armed struggle. Its methods 
remained closer to the norms of the German 
Social Democrats and other sections of the 
Second International.

Throughout 1917 the sdp had a great 
opportunity to lead the working class to power. 
But, unwilling to take power  themselves, 
they formed a coalition with bourgeois 
representatives.

On 18 June the Finnish parliament, 
on the sdp’s initiative, passed the so-called 
power law, the Valtalaki, proclaiming 
Finland’s full sovereignty in everything 
but military questions and foreign policy, 
plus instituting universal and equal suffrage 
in municipal elections.

In Petrograd, far from accepting 
this democratic decision, the Socialist 
Revolutionaries and Mensheviks in Alexander 
Kerensky’s Provisional government dissolved 
the Finnish parliament, claiming it had 
pre-empted the decision of the all-Russian 
Constituent Assembly. 

With the bourgeois members of Finnish 
government voting to accept this, the sdp had 
an excellent opportunity to take the power 
as the defenders of radical democracy and 
the national rights of the Finns. Instead they 
gave in, hoping they would win the coming 
elections. This backfired when they lost their 
majority; getting 45.6 per cent of the votes 
and 92 out of 200 deputies. The sdp still had 
the overwhelming support of the workers and 
the poorest peasants. But the bourgeoisie had 
gained the formal democratic legitimacy they 
needed to press ahead with counterrevolution.

When the Bolsheviks overthrew 
Provisional Government in October, the 
Finnish bourgeoisie wanted to appoint a 

regency to take the power. A congress of 
the unions called a general strike from 14 
November with the aim of thwarting the 
undemocratic plans of the bourgeoisie. The 
strike clearly showed the power of the working 
class movement.

 The  newly formed Workers’ 
Revolutionary Central Council, discussed 
whether to seize the power. Once more 
their courage failed them. On 20 November, 
the general strike was called off. This was 
undoubtedly the best opportunity the sdp had 
to seize power. The pressure from the workers 
was enormous, and their will to fight at its 
greatest, while the Whites were less organised 
and determined than they would be later.

The working class stood united, with the 
support of the poor peasants on the socialist 
side, whereas the other side consisted of 
the wealthy and the powerful. Finland was 
relentlessly sliding towards outright civil war. 
But the sdp leadership, unlike the Bolsheviks 
under Lenin and Trotsky, was simply swept 
along by the tide of events rather than shaping 
them.

It was not until 27 January 1918 that the 
sdp leaders finally decided to seize power, 
which fell easily into their hands in the more 
developed part of southern Finland. But in 
other regions the White counter-revolution 
had its strongholds, with several undecided 
areas. A determined revolutionary leadership 
would have boldly taken to the offensive 
before the Whites had time to gather and arm 
their forces. But on 17 February they received 
a large delivery from Germany.

The Bolsheviks had given Finland and 
all the other nations of the Russian Empire 
the right to self-determination as one of the 
first acts of the October Revolution. When 
the Finnish parliament declared the country’s 
independence the Bolsheviks recognised it 
on 18 December. Naturally that didn’t stop 
them from helping the Finnish workers in the 
ongoing revolution and civil war that followed 
it. Unfortunately, before mid-February, the 
socialist leaders had not realised the extent 
of their military needs, naively believing that 
a programme of reforms alone would secure 
victory over the Whites. Once they made clear 
the requirements to their Russian comrades, 
50,000 rifles were sent in late February and, 
more were to come.

 
The White Guard mobilises
Carl Gustaf Mannerheim, Commander 

in Chief of the White army, instituted 
conscription in the areas he controlled. An 
important component in this were the 1500 
Jaegers, who had been trained in the German 
army, and who returned in late February, as 
well as some Swedish officers that were to 
make up most of his staff. This was to be a 
decisive advantage of the Whites.

On 16 March the Whites started their 
offensive against Tampere, which fell on 6 
April. At the same time, a German force 
under Gustav von der Goltz had landed at 
Hanko on 3 April. From now on the Reds 
were steadily pushed back. Helsinki was taken 
on 11-14 April, mainly by German forces. 
By early May, the Whites were completely 
victorious.

In spite of the obvious threat from the 
bourgeois counterrevolution and their 
German allies, the sdp had for a long time 
resisted arming the workers. The Red 
government of Finland remained opposed to 
the death penalty, even at the front. Red courts 
were formed, but the severity of the sentences 
handed down did not reflect the danger to the 
revolution posed by the civil war. 

The White leaders, in contrast, were fully 
determined to crush the workers. For the 
entire war, anyone captured carrying their 
socialist party card could expect summary 
execution.

After the counterrevolution triumphed, 
up to 30,000 Reds were killed in the White 
terror – either shot or dying in concentration 
camps. 

The bloody tragedy of the Finnish 
revolution was a negative proof of the necessity 
of a Bolshevik party, one which could lead the 
working class in the seizure of power by its 
soviets (councils). One which recognised the 
need for the dictatorship of the proletariat and 
the smashing of the repressive forces of the 
bourgeois state.

Though a small country on the margins of 
Europe, a revolutionary victory by Finland’s 
workers would have greatly aided the spread 
of revolution in Europe. Her industries would 
have significantly strengthened Soviet Russia, 
bringing a swifter and less destructive victory 
in the civil war. Instead the White Finns 
greatly helped reaction triumph in the three 
Baltic states, sealing off Soviet Russia from the 
west and deepening its isolation

Finland 1918: victory of the counter-revolution
Jens-Hugo Nyberg details a forgotten episode in the revolutionary wave of 1918 

This is an extract of a full article availble online
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it’s possible to boil down the premise of each 
episode of Black Mirror into a single question: 
“What if you could upload your co-workers 
into a Sims-like simulation and make them do 
whatever you wanted?” (USS Callister), “What 
if you could put an implant in your child so 
you could monitor everything they do?” 
(Arkangel), “What if there was a machine that 
could download your memories?” (Crocodile).

In the new six-part series currently 
streaming on Netflix, writer and social critic 
Charlie Brooker explores these concepts and 
more via a series of cautionary tales.

USS Callister is a piercing critique of 
video game fandom and nerd culture in 
general. Reclusive game developer Robert 
Daly is frustrated that his co-workers do 
not respect him, so he creates a digital copy 
of their minds and uploads them into a Star 
Trek-esque game. In this universe of his own 
creation, Daly is a wrathful god who coerces 
his digital playthings into acting out parts in 
a misogynist, white supremacist fantasy role-
play.

Brooker constructs his narratives by 
looking at current events and accelerating 
them to their most horrifying potential. Note 
the emergence of 2012 online game “Beat Up 
Anita Sarkeesian” featuring the feminist video 
game critic of the same name – viewed as a 
hate-figure by reactionaries in the gaming 
community – where players make Sarkeesian’s 
face more bruised and bloody with each 
mouse click. It isn’t far-fetched to observe this 
behaviour and extrapolate it into the grim tale 
told in USS Callister.

But the pitfall of this episode is that it 
doesn’t confront the root structural problems 
behind what is presented. The vast majority 
of the episode takes place in the game world 

and focuses on the fates of these digital 
beings, with little to no attention paid to 
what becomes of their counterparts in the 
real world. In a setting with no real-world 
consequences, the story fails to properly 
engage with contemporary issues, such as the 
marginalisation women and people of colour 
face in the real world of corporate games and 
software development.

Corporate power
Arkangel is an indie-style drama set in the us 
suburbs that slowly spirals into a psychological 
horror. Overly protective single mother Marie 
Sambrell gets a tech company to install a 
microchip in her daughter’s brain, allowing 
her to see everything her daughter sees. The 
mother’s caring instinct gradually morphs 
into a malevolent drive to surveillance and 
control, resulting in tragedy.

The episode is gripping and stunningly 
directed by Jodie Foster, but again Brooker 
dodges a pertinent issue: corporate power. 
Last year, leaked documents revealed that 
Facebook had told its advertisers it could 
identify when users as young as 14 were 
feeling “insecure” or “worthless”. Advertising 
algorithms can easily manipulate this data 
to profit off vulnerable teenagers. In a world 
where tech companies are exploiting our 
children in such a way, is an overzealous 
helicopter parent the most important or 
relevant target for a cautionary tale about 
abuse of technology?

The same can be said for Crocodile. 
Architect Mia Nolan covers up a murder, but 
crosses paths with an insurance investigator 
conducting mandatory memory scans on 
witnesses of a road accident. I’m completely 
baffled as to why Brooker depicted such 

an abhorrent overreach of government 
power — literally having the legal right to 
search your citizens’ minds — and presented 
it as a means to capture a murderer, as 
if trying to persuade us of its necessity! 
(Contrast this with how Channel 4’s Electric 
Dreams portrayed the terrors of telepathic 
interrogation in chilling and well-executed 
fashion in The Hood Maker).

There is no real exploration of how 
oppressive this Orwellian mind-reading 
society is, or how people would suffer with 
such downtrodden civil liberties. Instead, yet 
again, a bad person does a bad thing.

Individuals or capitalism?
The final episode, Black Museum, is something 
of an improvement because it features 
sinister medical company tckr, which trials 
unethical new technologies on unsuspecting 
innocents. But most of the wrongdoing is 
again perpetrated by ordinary people rather 
than tckr itself.

Brooker reveals his thinking in a recent 
bbc interview: “In our stories technology is 
never the villain. It’s about giving an individual 
great power but if that individual is weak or 
has a flaw that’s where the problem comes in, 
it’s not generally inherent in the technology 
itself.” Brooker is ostensibly a liberal, obsessed 
with the failings of individuals as opposed 
to the failings of social relations. Brooker’s 
antiheroes are blessed with the gift of 
technology, but squander it and descend into a 
Faustian abyss of failure with nobody to blame 
but themselves.

Since it first darkened our screens in 
2011, Black Mirror’s goal has been to show 
us a warped reflection of ourselves, to 
examine how our society is changing at a 
terrifying pace and not all of it for the better. 
But we don’t need a tv show to tell us that 
ordinary people are getting a raw deal in the 
information revolution; that’s painfully clear 
to any Amazon warehouse worker.

Of course, Brooker is correct that 
technological advances don’t inherently lead 
to a worse society. As socialists we don’t fear 
new technologies, from political organising 
apps such as Loomio to the effect of social 
media in giving the masses a global platform. 
However, unchecked within a capitalist system 
certain technologies grant the capitalists 
and governments - who monopolise the 
production and deployment of those 
technologies to maximise profits and defend 
the rule of their class - immense power. It 
is the power of the ruling class that must be 
feared and challenged, not technology itself

Black Mirror’s distorted reflections
Rob Schofield argues Charlie Brooker fails to hold a mirror up to the real threat





on 19 december 2017, 17 year old 
Palestinian Ahed Tamimi was arrested 
during a raid on her family home in Nabi 
Saleh, a village near Ramallah. The teenager 
was targeted as she was filmed slapping an 
Israeli soldier – who had previously shot 
and injured Tamimi’s teenage cousin and 
then attempted to forcefully enter their 
property. 

The Tamimi family are Palestinian 
activists well known for their continued 
and defiant attempts to bring to light the 
violent injustices they face on a daily basis. 
On 17th January Ahed Tamimi was denied 
bail by the Israeli military court, and now 
faces trial for 12 charges.

Distinct from civilian courts, the 
military tribunal she faces is one that 
exists specifically to enforce military 
occupation and colonial aggression – 
where for example nonviolent protest and 
association is brought as an imprisonable 
charge. The courts carry an almost 100 per 
cent conviction rate against Palestinians, 
hundreds of which have undisclosed 
evidence brought against them with no 
charges or trial. This court is part of the 
broader Israeli state’s oppressive apparatus 

to silence and suppress all expressions 
of resistance and organisation and to 
intimidate them into silence.

Tamimi is one of almost four hundred 
children who are currently imprisoned 
or detained by Israeli forces – the number 
of which has more than doubled since 
September 2015. Footage and reports 
have repeatedly highlighted the violent 
and unnecessary force used against them, 
as well as the established fact that Israeli 
security forces are systematically violating 
international law against the detention of 
children.

These particular raids followed 
the announcement of Trump’s plans to 
officially recognise the American embassy 
in Jerusalem – a declaration with the sole 
intention of further legitimising the colonial 
settler project of the Israeli state and to 
undermine the rights of the Palestinian 
people.

Jeremy Corbyn has spoke in defence 
of Tamimi, asserting that “this girl who 
has been arrested…shouldn’t be in prison 
because children should never be in prison” 
and that “if people are standing up for their 
rights, then they should be allowed to do 

that.” 
Corbyn is right to assert that Ahed 

Tamimi shouldn’t be in prison: but the 
reason isn’t because she’s young but because 
she’s standing up for a legitimate resistance 
to Israeli occupation – she shouldn’t be 
in prison because people have a right to 
resist occupation. Corbyn should state this 
unequivocally as he did frequently before he 
became Labour leader. He should do so in 
defiance of the fake charges of anti-Semitism 
weaponised by the Labour right against 
Jews as well as non-Jews who condemn the 
actions of the Zionist settler state. 

A cross party Early Day Motion went 
to parliament which urged the “immediate 
unconditional release” of Tamimi, as well as 
the fact she is being targeted for her family’s 
defiant role as leading activists in the village 
of Nabi Saleh. Whilst it positive that this is 
being raised, Britain’s parliament has been 
historically complicit in its support for 
the state that is systematically displacing 
Palestine’s indigenous people from their 
homeland. Britain is one of the key suppliers 
of weapons and riot gear in full knowledge 
of their intended use - i.e. to terrorise 
Palestinian people like Ahed Tamimi

Free Ahed Tamimi!


