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The defeat in Copeland inevitably ushered in another round of crisis-soul-
searching-existential-fear in Labour and whoops of derision from oppo-
nents. Journalists rushed to their keyboards to pile blame onto Corbyn,
gleeful that another Two Minute Hate was about to commence.

The problem facing the left renaissance in Labour now is that a lot of Cor-
byn’s own base of support are now openly talking up the need for “succession”.
Before the right tried to beat him, then a soft left candidate was presented,
now the battle to unseat him moves to the inner core. Corbyn loyal MPs names
keep surfacing, Angela Rayner, Emily Thornberry and others. The problem
isn’t particularly Corbyn. He is only a symptom of the long term political prob-
lems of the Labour left. The left knows Labour needs radical overhaul to make
it fit for purpose and it knows that  —  as Michael Foot said  “A left MP is only
as good as the movement behind them” yet they pull back from the necessary
steps to actually transform the institution, preferring to integrate themselves
into it as is.

Windows closing
The truth is that the Labour Party may be a coalition (the much talked about

broad church) but it is also one where tendencies and factions vie for control
and where energy and initiative counts for a lot. If you are in the driving seat,
then you need to steer the car, you need to set the velocity and direction of
travel. If you want to win the party, then you have to be all in. Look at Blair
when he won. Within a year he had changed the entire party branding and
abolished Clause IV. He wasn’t fucking about. The left recently hasn’t even
come close to that kind of bold vision.

Corbyn opted to be a peacemaker in the party, no doubt trying to delay a
show down until the left could consolidate some power. The right sensed the
hesitation and regrouped for a counter attack and they have set the agenda ever
since. The leader’s office was essentially transformed into a bunker, surrounded
by the hostile PLP. Corbyn’s troops 
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As our fifth issue comes out, things are up in the air with the Labour
Party, the Corbyn leadership and the Labour left. Has the “Corbyn
surge” run out of steam? Does Momentum have a future as a mili-
tant, campaigning organisation? How can we stop the Labour
right’s offensive and take on the work of transforming Labour?

With the Tories, in defiance of everything, riding high, how can the
labour movement begin to turn the tide? The Clarion aims to become
a forum in which adequate answers to those and similar questions can
be hammered out. Help us make us it a better, more useful forum and
organising tool – send us your articles, reports, letters and suggestions,
subscribe, take some copies to sell and promote our work throughout
the movement. 

The Labour Party and the country are standing at a crossroads.
Jeremy Corbyn's election as Labour leader in 2015 opened a

space for socialist politics to re-emerge into the British main-
stream. His re-election in 2016 confirmed that there are at least
hundreds of thousands in Britain of people who want to see an
end to austerity, to neo-liberalism and to the worst misery inflicted
by the capitalist system. There are hundreds of thousands of people
who at least aspire to a better society than capitalism. The socialist
left of the labour movement has a historic opportunity now – we
must seize it.

That means an open discussion on politics and principles, as-
sisting the grassroots of the labour movement to develop our own
policies and programme for a Labour government and for trans-
forming society, building on and critically engaging with policies
proposed by the leader’s office, the unions, the constituencies, and
other parts of the movement.

It means democratising the Labour Party, preventing further
coup attempts against the leadership, and preventing further unjust
purges, suspensions, and expulsions. It means facilitating debate
on Momentum, its purpose and its future.

The Clarion is a space for and a contribution to those debates.
In addition to news and reports from the movement, our coverage
will particularly focus on

• Debate and discussion on class and class struggle today, and
how we go beyond “new politics” and “progressive politics” to revive
working-class politics.

• How we make socialism, a new society based on common
ownership and need not profit, the basic, unifying goal of the left;
and fight for bold socialist policies in the here and now.

• Fighting nationalism, building working-class solidarity across
borders and between workers of different backgrounds and com-
munities.

• To take a serious and consistent approach to equality and lib-
eration struggles.

• To stand up for rational debate and against nonsense, against
the culture of clickbait, conspiracy theory, and instant denunciation
which has taken root in some parts of the left. 

We welcome involvement from comrades who are in broad
agreement with these points. We aim to complement rather than
compete with existing publications on the Labour left, and to crit-
ically engage with ideas from across the left.
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are in the trenches elsewhere, without commanders in the field. The
tragedy was that in a sense the left knew this would happen. That is why
Momentum was launched to be a conduit for activity if the party stalled.
Sadly, the coup in Momentum removed any real hope that Momentum
had to initiate bold manoeuvers and set the political agenda.

When people say that the loss in Copeland wasn’t directly Corbyn’s
fault, there is a lot of truth in that. But what is Corbyn’s fault is that even
after two leadership victories there is no clear direction. When Dave
Prentis from UNISON broke ranks the day after the Copeland defeat
and demanded to know what Corbyn’s plan was to turn around Labour’s
electoral fortunes, he was speaking as a major funder of the Labour Party
who wants to know when he will get a return on his unions investment.
The same will be true of McCluskey. Unions want to see Labour gov-
ernments. That is why they fund the party in the first place. So what is
the plan?

We need momentum (small m)
Corbyn smashed it during his leadership campaigns, speaking and

mass rallies of supporters across the country. We need something similar,
an outgoing campaign to popularise the bold ideas; national education
service, rent controls, trade union rights, more council homes and so on.
Target the constituencies that return Labour governments and target
them with policies that answer their needs. Big vision ideas  —  no more
foodbanks under Labour, end the housing crisis with Labour, a million
green jobs with Labour.

Where Labour institutions have been a drag on getting bold policy
out there, the left needs an organisation that can take the message out
to communities and into the party conference. It is clear Momentum is

pretty much a busted flush, though no doubt it will hang around for a
bit longer. It will be useful if there is another leadership challenge or an-
other by election but that is pretty much the limits of its remit. We need
something new to pull this thing off.

Three pronged offensive
Three things need to happen in the next six months to have any hope

of salvaging something from the looming crisis. Whether Corbyn stays
in charge or not these are the battle grounds.

The first is that the left needs a strong showing at this year’s Labour
Party conference. It needs policies and rule changes through that can
give the leadership more ammunition and be advocated as official policy.
Another right-dominated conference this year will see another wasted
year as we limp towards the general election and the left continuing to
be side-lined even though they have the leadership.

The second is related to conference. We need a push for mandatory
re-selection of MPs. This isn’t just as some kind of old left demand for
the sake of it. It is the only hope the party members have of disciplining
their MPs and restricting the autonomy of the PLP. It will cause more
MPs to think twice before sticking the boot into the left, and it will force
the left MPs to up their game if they want to have any hope of being
re-selected.

Finally we need some campaigns. Labour’s response to the NHS demo
on 4 March was pitiful. No leaflets, no apparent official endorsement,
no call out to CLPs to build the biggest demonstration on the NHS the
country has ever seen. If we don’t start building a movement around the
issues that Labour is solid on (housing, wages, jobs, health), then Brexit
and anti-immigrant bigotry will dominate totally for the next few years
and Labour will find it very hard to change the direction of politics.

If Labour won’t do it officially we need auxiliary organisations that
will, so they can boost the Labour vote.

LABOUR

Corbyn’s Labour at the crossroads 

By Sahaya James, Momentum National
Coordinating Group member

Momentum’s “relaunch”, much like the introduction of the new con-
stitution which created the NCG, is a stitch-up organised by a lead-
ership ready to use pretty much any tactic to maintain control and
exclude socialists who challenge that control and propose different
political approaches. 

The fixation on “sectarianism” and “Trots” which we’re hearing not
just from the right of the party but from people who support the Mo-
mentum leadership looks like an attempt to spread fear and paranoia. 

Disbanding democratic structures through an email vote on the basis
of a vague survey because the power of those at the centre was coming
under question is the opposite of the participatory mass democracy we
hear so much about. Whether you support “OMOV” online voting or a
delegate system, the new constitution makes a mockery of democacy in
all its forms and denies members any meaningful opportunity to decide
the Moment’s politics and its future. It doesn’t fit well in an organisation
that says it wants to democratise the Labour Party.

Copeland showed us, if more proof was needed, of the desperate need
to harness and develop energy and ideas from the grassroots of the party,
support and strengthen local activism and provide a space in which left-
wing activists can discuss, develop and flesh out policies we want to or-
ganise for the party to adopt. For that to be possible Momentum needs
democratic structures, a culture of encouraging debate and radical poli-
tics.

Apart from the leadership campaigns, Momentum’s campaigning has
been minimal. We need to get groups and activists consistently active
on issues like defending the NHS and education, whether that’s school
cuts, grammar schools or the HE reforms. Momentum should be de-

veloping activists who
will mobilise in support
of picket lines and to
raise money for strike
funds. We should be tak-
ing all these struggle into
the Labour Party and
trying to create a culture
where Labour activists
but also councillors and
MPs are pushed to see it
as the norm to support these things.

The Take Back Control events organised by The World Transformed
pose an interesting and potentially exciting opportunity to start conver-
sations in areas that voted Leave about the real issues behind low wages,
destruction of services and the housing crisis. It needs to be linked to
campaigning – we need community spaces that are both cultural and
political.

Crucially, local groups is where Momentum’s true potential and power
lies. By failing to support its local activists and organisers and give them
real say and control in the organisation’s structures and politics, the lead-
ership threatens to render Momentum defanged and meaningless, cer-
tainly incapable of transforming Labour. That does not mean we should
abandon Momentum, which would be a major mistake at this point.
There are thousands of people who still look to the organisation and our
emphasis should be convincing them.

I’d like to see the 11 March Grassroots conference think and debate
seriously about our political and campaigning priorities, establish a
process and structures to continue this coordination and discussion,
and work out a strategy for Momentum’s local groups to intervene
into the Birmingham conference organised by the office on the 25th.

Where next after the Momentum coup?
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campaigns

By Pete Radcliff, 
Broxtowe Momentum

Teaching assistants in Derby are on strike
against an imposed 25% pay cut by a Labour
Council.

Teaching assistants have struck for a total
of 70 days, and held numerous protests and
lobbies of the council. The Labour council
pulled out of talks with Unison last June, and
on Thursday 2 March council leader Ranjait
Banwait walked out of arranged negotiations
at ACAS before they were even half way
through in order to give a TV interview where
he denounced Unison and teaching assistants. 

This is no way for a Labour council to treat
its own workers. As another round of budgets
comes up, with government cuts to council’s
funding still increasing, we need to discuss
how cuts are opposed strategically. Bluntly
there is no strategy by any local government
union to oppose these cuts. Unless a strategy
is found, Labour councils will find themselves
increasingly involved in confrontations with
their own workers and communities, while
claiming they have “no choice”

Some local activists are trying to organise
support for the teaching assistants within
Labour. Cecile Wright, women’s officer of
Derby Labour Party campaign forum, has
written a letter to the Derby Telegraph con-
demning the pay cut for teaching assistants
and calling for a resolution to the dispute. Na-
dine Peatfield, the Labour candidate in the
city council by-election in Derwent ward, has

come out in support of the strikes (which will
hopefully dent UKIP support in the area). A
delegation of Labour councillors and party of-
ficers from Stoke came to support the teach-
ing assistants on 2 March. Pauline Latham,
MP for Mid-Derbyshire, has expressed “ab-
solute sympathy for the teaching assistants
striking on this matter” and urged Council
leader Ranjit Banwait to “resolve the dispute”.
But there has been nothing from Derby
South MP Margaret Beckett other than an
ambiguous expression of “sympathy with
everyone”, presumably including the Council,

and “encouraging
both sides to reach a
settlement”.

Unison has said
it will raise the
issue on the Labour
Party’s NEC, but
this has so far not
happened. Pressure
from a number of
angles could be de-
cisive in making
the council drop its
attack and dissuad-
ing other Labour
councils from mak-
ing similar cuts.

By a Lewisham teacher and
Labour Party activist

On 1 March over 100 people attended a meet-
ing to defend Forest Hill School called by
Lewisham National Union of Teachers. 

Forest Hill has discovered an £800,000 hole
in its budget. The Labour council is insisting
on a restructure with the aim of losing £1.3
million off the wage budget. NUT members
voted 97percent for strikes to stop compulsory
redundancies and increases to workload. 

The meeting displayed resolute opposition
to the cuts and an eagerness to act. The mes-
sage is clear – the community, the children and
the staff are not responsible for this deficit and
we are unwilling to pay the price for it. The
meeting demanded that the council open the
books. We need to see how this deficit hap-
pened. We also need to see what the alterna-
tives are to the school’s restructure. It was raised
that the school is still making very large PFI
payments.

United campaign
Parents are working closely with the NUT,

with regular leafleting organised and a series
demonstrations being planned. An emergency
motion supporting the strike and calling for the

council to defend the school was passed at
West Lewisham and Penge Constituency
Labour Party; a similar one will go to
Lewisham Deptford Constituency on 9 March. 

Lewisham is hit hard by school cuts, but the
issue is of course a national one. Schools face
£3 billion worth of cuts.

It is expected that the government will an-
nounce an extra £320m funding for extra
school places in the budget on 8 March – but,
grotesquely, this funding is exclusively for the
expansion of the free schools program, already
overfunded at the expense of the great majority
of schools.

Moving fast to fight back, a lively commu-
nity campaign, organising for industrial action,
a fight in the Labour Party – we have a long
way to go in Lewisham, but these seem like im-
portant elements of the kind of campaign we
need in every borough, as well as linking up na-
tionally.

This poses the question of why Labour
councils will not fight the Tories, and why
Labour’s national education policy is still so
unclear.

• For campaigning resources:
www.fairfundingforallschools.org
www.schoolcuts.org.uk

Fight gets going in (Labour) Lewisham
against devastating education cuts

Derby teaching assistants’ fight continues

Lewisham campaigners on the streets. Image
from Cassie Raine’s Twitter @Raine_Dropz

Dave Prentis flying the flag in Derby for the strikers
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Tens of thousands demonstrate for NHS
campaigns

Jacqui Berry is an NHS nurse in Kent and a
member of the Unison national executive.
She was convenor of the working group that
organised the 4 March “It’s Our NHS”
national demonstration. She spoke to The
Clarion in a personal capacity.

The proposal for a national demonstration
was made by the Huddersfield Royal Infirmary
campaign and Save Lewisham Hospital Cam-
paign, and taken up by Health Campaigns To-
gether [a network of NHS
campaigning organisations], who
brought the People’s Assembly on-
board. It won wide support as
something that could bring to-
gether workers’ struggles in the
health service with community
campaigns in defence of the NHS.

We knew we had some momen-
tum, but the demonstration far ex-
ceeded expectations. I thought
we’d get 30 or 40,000, basically
core NHS plus a few. Obviously
those people were there, but there
were large numbers of health
workers and large numbers of gen-
erally concerned people. The police helicopter
estimated 200,000.

The health workers that were there must
have come through a variety of channels, in-
cluding general publicity but also a lot of ac-
tivists leafleting at hospitals and big
workplaces. The union response was mixed but
there was a sizeable union presence. Unison
didn’t do very much nationally but some re-
gions, including mine in the South East, were
a lot better, did take it up and campaign around
it, and those regions had noticeably bigger
turnouts.

What support did you get from the Labour
Party?

We had Jeremy Corbyn and John McDon-
nell speaking at the end, and Margaret Green-
wood MP at the start, along with Stephen
Cowan, the leader of Hammersmith and Ful-
ham council, which have publicly rejected its
STP plan. John McDonnell put out an email
to every Labour member, and on the day you
saw a generous number of CLPs who had
brought people, with their banners and so on.

But the machinery and official personnel of
the party are still controlled by the right and
were not enthusiastic. One Labour councillors
from my area came. The flavour of the problem
is shown by a recent invitation for me to speak
at a neighbouring CLP – I was blocked, on the
grounds that I’ve previously stood against
Labour. In general, we very much still have two
parties in one.

Corbyn should write to every Labour coun-
cil calling on them to do what Hammersmith
has done and reject STPs. That would be a big
step forward and it would also force Labour
councils to show their hand in terms of
whether they’ll fight cuts and privatisation. Re-

jecting STPs would be a very easy thing to do,
they are under no legal obligation, so failure to
do that really tell you something.

More generally, how is Labour doing on the
NHS?

The party is still stuck in the message that
it’s all about underfunding, when that’s only
part of a political process designed to push the
NHS into a position of privatisation. The lead-
ership needs to use its position and be bolder.

On social care, any policy for public provision
is ignored; the councillors in my area say they
support “a mixed economy of care”. All this is
entrenched. Passing more radical policy at
Labour Party conference is good, but it’s a re-
minder that without changing the mechanism
that implements policy, and is very much still
committed to a neoliberal agenda, you won’t
get very far. This is a deliberate strategy by the
right, by the way, stifling any change in
Labour’s message. The right recognise far more
than Momentum does than Corbyn’s popular-
ity comes from an appeal to support outside
Labour.

The demo happened at a time when the jun-
ior doctors have been pushed back. What’s
the prospect for health workers’ struggles?

Tomorrow [8 March] we’ll get our pay offer,
and it’s unlikely to be good. The employer has
said they plan to increase the total pay envelope
by only 1pc. Unison’s priority is winning the
national living wage throughout the health
service, and the fear is that for slightly better
paid workers that will mean a severe real terms
pay cut. That will make the crisis for recruiting
nurses, midwives and so on even worse. I can
imagine a situation where one or more of the
general unions who represent the bulk of the
lowest paid members trying to sell further pay
restraint as a good deal while professional as-
sociations like the RCN and RCM have no
grounds to recommend it to their members.
The left in Unison should support action by all
unions and argue that our union’s mettle is also
being tested and we need to fight too.

In terms of the junior doctors, obviously
things have slipped back since they retreated,
but during the dispute it was a massive boost
to everyone’s confidence, and it’s dispelled the

notion that frontline providers of clinical care
cannot strike. That lesson is still there. It shows
what’s possible.

What next?
I hope the demonstration has refocused

NHS campaigners’ minds and strengthened
our links. I’ve had huge numbers of people get-
ting in touch, asking to get involved in Health
Campaigns Together. That’s mostly local com-
munity campaigns but I think it’s also very im-

portant we use HCT to build a
network of health workers to pre-
pare links and solidarity in up-
coming disputes. 

We need coordinated action on
issues facing health workers, like
pay, and that needs to link up lo-
cally and nationally with NHS
campaigners. It will help mas-
sively if Labour takes a more ag-
gressive stance. Labour councils
should reject STPs and in Tory
areas we want Labour councillors
fighting and demanding that
Tory councils also reject the
plans. This is an issue where the

Tories are potentially on shaky ground. Labour
needs to listen to NHS campaigners and take
the fight to the government.

“Is that how we save it then? With a march?
I always thought it was better to win elec-
tions and then fund it properly”

Owen Smith’s tweet seemed emblematic
of the contemptous attitude the Labour
right in general took towards the 4 March
national NHS demonstration.
Smith never tired of citing Aneurin Bevan
as his hero during the Labour leadership
election. Bevan is the origin of the rather
over-used but very much to the point state-
ment: “The NHS will last as long as there
are folk left with the faith to fight for it”.

Smith did publicly acknowledge the
demonstration, if only in order to dismiss
it. A large number of Labour MPs, includ-
ing Tom Watson and Angela Eagle, said
nothing about it at all.

The clarion : March 2017

Labour MPs scoffs
at demo success
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news & Reports

The story of the Stoke fight back
By a Stoke Labour activist

Stoke-on-Trent Central was retained by
Labour. But was the selection process. trans-
parent and above aboard? Far from it.

Reports have arisen that one long-listed
candidate was stopped from short-listing be-
cause of his "anti-Corbyn" tweets, which was
strange as the new MP had far worse on his
social media. Could the friendship between
our newest MP and the Regional Director
have been a factor?

Considering the shift to the left by the
membership of the party, it was surprising that
no left wing candidate was long-listed. At least
two local candidates did apply, but neither was
put forward.

Initially a leaflet went out that targeted a
local campaign around the proposal by the
local council to savage the funding and staff
numbers at the City's Children's Centres. But
the information on the leaflet was incorrect:
not the greatest start to a short campaign.

Experienced campaigners from the con-
stituency offered advice as to where the door
knocking was most needed. Advice was ig-
nored. On entering the campaign offices, there
would often be no one there to welcome cam-
paigners, no officer questioning whether they
had any experience at door knocking, whether
they were alone or in a group, and whether they
could leaflet in a target area; or to thank people
for their efforts.

The Labour machine was able to pull vol-
unteers from across the country, and the came
in their hundreds. Left and right of the Party

pulled together to create a monumental effort.
Momentum made a huge impact on numbers,
There was a more targeted anti-UKIP cam-
paign by Hope not Hate.

One has to question why, when the main
opposition was UKIP, you had the St George
flag emblazoned across not just one leaflet, but
two. These leaflets didn't mention Labour on
the main page until you reached the bottom
corner.

There was what could only be described as
a debacle in managing press arrangements. The
decision to keep the candidate away from in-
terviews was a monumental faux pas. The rea-
sons given by the press officer were likewise
questionable, including telling Channel 4's
Michael Crick that they didn't want to have a
"Gillian Duffy moment" and late in the cam-
paign telling the FT that they couldn't inter-

view the candidate and indeed interviewing
anyone in Stoke-on-Trent would be an issue.

Many experienced campaigners came to
questioning whether the organisers actually
wanted to win the campaign or not. The only
reason they could surmise for wanting to fail
would be to damage the Leader, creating fur-
ther tension between the factions of the Party.

Was Gareth’s victory a Labour success? Of
course. Was it a monumental success?The
majority was greater than many thought it
would be, but the issues in the campaign need
addressing, not least the performance of
party officers and whomever was responsible
for the awful media strategy.

A longer version of this report is on the Clarion
blog

By Emily Robinson, Scottish
Young Labour Press and
Communications Officer

The Labour left won substantial victories  at
the Scottish Young Labour conference, 11-
12 February at Strathclyde University Stu-
dents’ Association in Glasgow.

Scottish Labour Young Socialists (SLYS),
Momentum’s youth affiliate in Scotland, had
every member of their slate elected to the
Scottish Young Labour committee and addi-
tionally had members elected to two out of the
four liberation positions.

SLYS campaigned on re-politicising Scot-
tish Young Labour. They demanded that
young members of the Labour Party be
treated as valuable and useful activists and not
simply cannon fodder for door-knocking, as
has so often been the case while the youth and
student wings of the party have remained
under the control of the Labour right. They
called for a realignment of socialism as the

central tenet of the party’s politics and for the
youth wing of the party to continue to engage
with trade unions, another facet of the labour
movement that has been unfortunately depri-
oritised by the Labour right.

SLYS also passed one of the most radical
and meaningfully socialist policy platforms for
Young Labour seen anywhere in the UK. The
conference voted overwhelmingly to demand
an end to the Trident programme, to with-
draw from NATO, to demand democratic re-
selection processes for elected representatives,
to condemn Community Union’s sweetheart
deal with ASOS management, and to call for
nationalisation of the six major energy com-
panies. 

They further voted in favour of beginning
a campaign to end period poverty in Scotland,
to endorse free public transport and better
BME outreach, and to put pressure on the
Scottish government to intervene in the
hunger crisis.

Vijay Jackson, BAME Officer for Edin-
burgh Labour Students, commented “It was
encouraging to witness militant rank-and-file

youth rack up a weekend of victories, espe-
cially so soon after the news that the Scottish
Labour Campaign for Socialism had been
successful in winning five out of eight posi-
tions on the SEC, the Scottish Labour party’s
equivalent of the NEC.”

He continued, “I was honoured to be asked
to give the ambassador talk on behalf of the
BAME caucus and was glad to see that the
near unanimous passing of my motion de-
fending migrants and supporting freedom of
movement. That was a crucial part of my
speech, alongside fighting the newly insurgent
far-right and being bold about putting for-
ward an independent, socialist feminist and
internationalist politics based on working-
class self-emancipation. SYL is now formally
in favour of free education and universal living
grants for students and opposed to the racist
‘Prevent’ legislation, a drastic step forward in
building the revolutionary policy platform
SYL deserves. 

“John McTernan has already denounced
it on Twitter; I take that as an endorsement!”

Socialist victories at Scottish Young Labour conference
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news & Reports

By Mark Sandell, expelled chair of
Brighton, Hove and District
Labour Party

The Left in Brighton and Hove Labour
Party have won across the board in all three
of the new Constituency Labour Parties. 

This phoenix rising from the ashes left by
the slash and burn tactics of the internal
Labour Party machine should give hope to all
socialists working inside the Labour Party. It
shows the importance of systematic organisa-
tion in dislodging the Right where they cling
onto control.

Last July the Left won a decisive victory at
the Brighton & Hove Labour Party AGM.
With a record turnout, Corbyn-supporting
members voted in a new Left leadership of the
City-wide party. For many years Brighton &
Hove Labour had an unusual structure im-
posed by the internal Labour Party machine to
block the Left. All three Brighton and Hove
Constituencies were subsumed into one regular
“Brighton, Hove and District” all-members’
meeting that elected an executive at its AGM.
This structure had become increasingly prob-
lematic for the Right, with more and more
party members turning up to challenge the
Labour Council’s cuts and the anti-Corbyn an-
tics of Hove’s Labour MP Peter Kyle.

The Left victory at the AGM was their
nightmare. The leader of the council responded

within hours by spreading lies about spitting
and intimidation at the AGM. These allega-
tions have all since evaporated into the ether
of deleted social media posts, but they did their
job and the AGM was annulled and the Right
retained its grip of the local party. A
Kafkaesque Labour Party investigation con-
cluded with no wrong-doing discovered but
recommending the re-establishment of the
three constituency Labour parties.

Expulsions
Within weeks Greg Hadfield (the Secretary

elected in July) was suspended and I, the
elected Chair, was expelled by Labour’s Na-
tional Secretary Iain McNicol. The role of the
City-wide Labour Party in holding the coun-
cillors to account was hived off to a tightly
controlled subcommittee. Still, this slash and
purge did not change the basics: the Labour
Party membership in the City is still over-

whelmingly on the left.
With the structure announced, the local

Momentum group got to work preparing for a
new round of elections to the three new CLPs.
On 1st March the third AGM took place in
the Hove constituency of the Labour MP and
the victory of the Left was decisive. All three
CLP executives have a clear Left majority.

A further attack by the party machine can-
not be ruled out. The Right are using the poor
politics of some of the Left on the Middle East
and antisemitism, to whip up a storm about
anti-Semitism in the hope of more expulsions.
Disgracefully, they used this tactic to get the
Hove CLP AGM barred at the last minute
from a Jewish community hall.

The Left leadership of all three CLPs must
not be pushed onto the defensive by allegations
of antisemitism but instead start a programme
of campaigns on key issues: the NHS, housing,
a living wage, migrants’ and workers’ rights.
Turning the party outwards should be our
strategy. This will inevitably mean challenging
the Tory-driven Labour Council’s cuts. The
battle inside the Party will not end but the best
way to pursue this is to “fire our bullets” at the
Tories and the bosses, and to catch in the
crossfire those who choose to get in the way.

More:
theclarionmag.wordpress.com/2016/09/21/
why-was-brighton-suspended

Brighton’s Labour left – a phoenix rising!

By Wallasey Momentum

Labour are claiming that the accusations of
homophobia at the Wallasey AGM are not
closed. What are the facts? 

The most serious allegation was that one
person made an offensive homophobic remark
about our MP. Bizarrely, three different people
have been accused of being that one person.  

The accusation against the first person was
never pursued. We think the accusers had sim-
ply failed to get their story sorted out. 

The second person made a formal complaint
to Labour. The accusation was withdrawn.
Labour sent the second person a letter for their
employer confirming they were not involved in
any homophobia. 

The third person was interviewed by
Labour's Head of Compliance. The allegation
was flatly denied with multiple witness evi-
dence offered. On 10 February Labour emailed
the third person to confirm the matter is now
closed. 

Is Labour now accusing yet another person
of making this offensive remark? We will be
staggered if that is the case. There were 44 peo-
ple at the AGM. We know them all. 

If Labour have credible evidence about any
homophobia, they should report it to the police

as we have regularly urged them to do. Homo-
phobia is a hate crime and should be fully in-
vestigated by the police. But unless Labour
confirm that they are now accusing a fourth
person of the offensive remark, the investiga-
tion about the AGM is closed. 

An investigation into another member is
ongoing. But that member has never been ac-
cused of homophobia or unacceptable behav-
iour at the AGM. Their interview was about
things that happened after the AGM, princi-
pally defending the local Party and its mem-
bers in the media.  Labour's NEC will consider
a report on that activist. 

Media reports have again mentioned the
"brick" incident. This is simply a smear. We
have no idea what actually happened. But no
member of Wallasey Labour Party is being ac-
cused of involvement.  

We appeal to Labour's NEC to bring this
matter to an end. We are hopeful that they
will not take any action on the events after
the AGM. An excellent campaign was con-
ducted by local Party members to defend
themselves and the reputation of the Party.
Now the accusations are not being pursued,
it would be ridiculous to discipline someone
for defending the innocent. The NEC should
lift the unfair suspension of Wallasey CLP. 

By Sacha Ismail

Mike Creighton, Labour’s “Head of Risk
Management”, has just retired. He pub-
lished his leaving speech, a large chunk of
which is hagiography of Tony Blair, and
prefaced it with the claim that the Compli-
ance Unit is “not just about expelling Trots
from the Labour Party – although they will
continue to do that. Militant, Socialist Ap-
peal, Alliance for Workers’ Liberty have no
more place in the Labour Party than the
BNP or the EDL.”

Comparing socialists to fascists? Outra-
geous. And what about about hard-work-
ing party activists who decide they want to
join  a socialist organisation? Are they
transformed into fascist-equivalents who
must be expelled? What about individual
members of the party who aren’t part of a
socialist organisation but agree with
Marxist ideas? What about the many thou-
sands of members, possibly a majority, who
oppose the purging of socialist activists?
Are they appeasers of fascism?

Imagine the outcry if a prominent Cor-
byn supporter wrote an article comparing
Labour right-wingers to the BNP and
EDL!

Trots = BNP?Wallasey homophobia charges dropped
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By Martin Thomas 

"Alongside the modern evils", wrote Karl Marx in a preface to Capital,
"a whole series of inherited evils oppress us... We suffer not only from
the living, but from the dead. Le mort saisit le vif!"

Habits ingrained in the Blair-Brown years, timorousness bred by old
years of defeat, and ancient ideological lumber, are pressing down on the
new Jeremy Corbyn Labour Party.

The idea, from which the Labour right are now cunningly stepping back
in order to help the soft left advance it, that we should go for some blander,
younger replacement - an Angela Rayner, a Rebecca Long-Bailey - is fool-
ish defeatism.

Both Rayner and Long-Bailey were hesitant Corbyn supporters. Neither
has the long record of battling against the odds which recommends Cor-
byn. Even if either should get elected - and more likely a Thermidor of
Corbynism would bring someone more right-wing into leadership - it
would be essentially a cover for "restoring order", yanking Labour back
into neoliberal alignment.

Yet, if the living elements in the Labour Party do not deal with the in-
herited inertia pressing down on us, only short respite from Thermidor
can be won. Things are not going well.

Restoring Labour as a living, breathing, working-class
party

The most important opportunity created by Corbyn's lead-
ership victory in 2015 was one of restoring life and democracy
in the Labour Party. Without that life and democracy, no left-
wing election pledge is worth much. With that life and democ-
racy, for many years yet the right wing will have difficulty
putting the lid back on.

Yet the rule changes in the Labour Party since 2015 - those
passed at Labour conference 2016 - are with scant exceptions
regressive. That is not because the team around Corbyn has
been defeated in attempts to open up the party structures. They
have not tried.

The unions, in 2016 at least, were quietly willing to back
democratic rule changes, as they had been in 2010-1. Corbyn's
office did not take them up on it. The existing rules, contemp-
tuous of natural justice, provide for left-wingers to be "auto-excluded" (no
hearing, no appeal) from the Labour Party on the vaguest grounds.

618 members were "auto-excluded" during the 2016 leadership election
alone. Many thousands have been suspended.

Aided by new technology, this is probably the biggest purge of the left
in Labour's history, bigger than in the worst days of right-wing hegemony.
Many of those now expelled or suspended had been vocal through the
Blair-Brown years without reprisal.

The numbing effect on the party spreads further than those evicted.
When excluded members say they should still be able to come to Labour
Party meetings as guests, as non-members routinely do, even leftish CLPs
squeak that they fear being shut down by the Compliance Unit. Momen-
tum officials cited, as a motive for the 10 January coup in which they abol-
ished all Momentum's elected structures, the fear that Momentum itself
might be purged. 

John McDonnell has spoken against the purge. Corbyn's office has not.
The Momentum office has done the opposite: promised it will do its own
auxiliary purge of the "hard left".

Creating a campaigning, active party
The hundreds of thousands of new members give scope to make Labour

a party which, on the streets, in the communities, in the workplaces, can
mobilise protests capable of blocking much of the Tories' agenda and con-
vincing the disillusioned that it is "on their side" not just in bland promises
of legislative measures in due course but here and now, actively.

Yet neither the party machine, nor Corbyn's office, did much to mobilise
for the demonstration for the NHS on 4 March. A number of Labour

politicians, including right-wingers, have backed the Picturehouse workers'
dispute: the leadership has done nothing.

The old right-wing Labour leadership of the 1950s did better. In 1956
they organised the biggest street demonstration since World War Two to
protest against the Tory government's Suez invasion.

In 2015 Liverpool's right-wing Labour mayor, Joe Anderson, said about
the cuts in local government budgets: "We’re looking over the abyss. In
2017, we fall in". Now local services are falling into the abyss, and the
labour movement is mounting less protest than in 2010. 

Even the left, in the shape of The World Transformed, lives with fan-
tasies of Labour  dealing with the Tory cuts not by fighting them but by
softening them through charitable volunteering: "running food banks, co-
operative childcare centres and cinema clubs... sponsoring sports clubs,
running pubs and opening spaces for community use".

Integrating a new generation into labour movement activity
Even today, when the Tories have a 5-to-1 poll lead over Labour among

over-65s, Labour still has a 5-to-2 lead among 18-24s.
For decades now, young people have been politically active in as generous

and lively a way as ever, but sporadically and intermittently. Labour has
not offered them the means (and nor has anyone else) for an organised,

long-term, rhizomatic movement.
Now we have a chance. Whatever the difficulties Corbyn's

office faced with the Labour MPs and apparatchiks, no-one
could have stopped it running a campaign to build a real con-
stituency-based Young Labour movement and a strong net-
work of campus Labour Clubs.

It has not tried. Nor has Momentum. The evidence of our
eyes is that most of the young people who signed up to vote
for Corbyn have not been integrated into regular meetings, dis-
cussions, and activities. Their enthusiasm is being wasted.

Clearing out the blockages and dead wood
When I talked with Jon Lansman off-the-record shortly be-

fore he launched Momentum, he told me that the principal
aim of this organised continuation of the Corbyn swell was to
help the new Labour members clear out the virtual caste of old
Blair-trained office-holders and functionaries which infested

the labour movement.
So far the Blair-trained functionaries of Progress and Labour First have

been more vigorous and more effective in claiming back political territory
than the left has been in marching through the institutions. They have
done that despite the conflicts within the Labour right and the demoral-
isation of many right-wingers after Corbyn's victories 

I talked recently with a comrade about her ward where the right wing
has just swept the board at the AGM. A couple of right-wingers had
worked the phones and turned out 20 or so old-timers. She had just five
phone numbers to work with. Probably there are dozens more in her ward
who voted for Corbyn. The Momentum office, presumably scared of giving
the "hard left" anything, has refused to give her local Momentum group
details. The story could be re-told many times.

Establishing socialist policies and winning a Labour government
Without progress on the first four counts - on building a real movement

- "socialist policies" are empty words, and we lack the means to convince
an often dejected and glum working-class electorate to vote for those poli-
cies and join in the active mobilisation necessary to carry through against
entrenched capitalist power.

No, a return to the old smarmy, condescending, profiteer-worshipping,
market-adoring, activist-hating Blair model of Labour politics is not the
way to beat the Tories!

But there is no point pretending. The Copeland by-election result was
dismal. To hail keeping Stoke as a triumph, after Ukip had tripped over
its own feet so often, was risible. The poll figures are not just made up.

The polls started going bad after the Parliamentary Labour Party's at-

The Central issue

Corbyn’s crisis: time for the     

“There’s been no
break from the
old Blairite
model of ‘policy
development’ as
a matter of clever
people in an of-
fice handing
down carefully-
blanded 
formulas”
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The Central issue

tempted coup against Corbyn following 23
June. But they are continuing to go bad be-
cause working-class voters can see "the dead
seizing the living".

No attempt from Corbyn's office to mo-
bilise to win left-wing policies at Labour
conference 2016. No attempt to use and
build on the left-wing policies that were
passed there thanks to grass-roots effort, as
on the NHS. No break from the old
Blairite model of "policy development" as
a matter of clever people in an office hand-
ing down carefully-blanded formulas.

No building on what has enthused so
many people about Corbyn - that, unlike
the Camebands, and the Milirons, the
Blairs and the blurs, he can be seen to have
principles and to believe what he says. In-
stead, Corbyn has been fed with diplo-
matic formulas.

For months after 23 June, Corbyn de-
fended freedom of movement, with not
even a murmur from Momentum to help
him. Finally he succumbed and mumbled
the words his office gave him: "not wedded
to freedom of movement as a principle".

He said in November that Labour
would vote against Article 50 if it was on Tory terms. Then he was pres-
sured into giving Theresa May a free pass for an explicitly "hard" Brexit,
and allowing Keir Starmer to claim, pathetically, that the Tories saying
that Parliament will have an "our way, or no way" vote on their Brexit deal
right at the last minute was a "huge concession".

This feeble compliance will not have placated Labour voters really
moved by anti-immigrant feeling; it will have undermined our efforts to
reason with and convince them; and it has disgusted and alienated many
young people for whom backing Corbyn is at one with backing human
rights, an open society, universal values.

The Corbyn Labour Party needs a new surge from below to push off

the weight of dead inertia which is increasingly closing in on it. Ideolog-
ically, the main obstacle to stirring up that surge is the continuing influence
of one of the most archaic sets of ideas on the left - the ideas which stony-
faced bureaucrats on the Kremlin wall falsely called socialism, the idea of
socialism as political and economic manipulation from above of a national
economy. Such ideas have been dominant in Corbyn's Leader's Office
from the start, and are becoming more so.

Those dead old ideas will wither and collapse if opened up to free debate
among Labour's hundreds of thousands of new members. To win that free
debate is now the most urgent task of those who want to see the Corbyn
surge leave a lasting and healthy legacy.

By Ella Thorp, Newcastle Momentum member and
student nurse

At  the Northern (North East and Cumbria) regional Momentum con-
ference in Newcastle on 3 December, members passed policy for
mandatory reselection of MPs – but rejected a motion I proposed for
“workers’ MPs on a worker’s wage”. 

Disagreement focused on the call for Labour MPs to take only a skilled
worker’s wage (about £35,000, the motion said) and give the rest to the
party.

Some arguments used against:
“MPs should get paid more because they work away from home”

But MPs get expenses to cover travel, extra housing costs, etc. – on top
of their wage. Lots of workers work away from home and don’t get paid
three times the average wage as a result!

“MPs work long hours”
Some do, some don’t! But again, lots of people work long hours. This

is not an argument for MPs to be paid, not a decent, comfortable wage,
but one that gives them a highly privileged lifstyle.
“People have worked hard to be MPs”

Do MPs work harder than most workers? Obviously we want workers
to have higher pay, but using “hard work” to justify huge salaries is the
same sort of argument used to justify corporate fat cats. At the same time,
we shouldn’t want to encourage careerism – surely we don’t want people
to become Labour MPs because they want to get rich.
“It will put off cleverer/skilled people”

The assumption there is that all clever and skilled people already earn
a lot more than £35,000. Not a good assumption!

At a time when working-class people see politicians as a breed apart,
we should be seeking to break through that by standing workers as can-
didates. Part of that could be saying that our candidates will not accept
a lifestyle that separates them off from those they represent and makes
them part of a different world, and will use resources to help the move-
ment instead. 

We should continue to argue for this.

Why Labour MPs should be on a worker’s wage

MP’s wage                £74,000
Average UK wage  £26,500

    e living to seize the dead

Corbyn and McDonnell on a junior doctors’ protest: more of this please



By EM Johns

During his campaign for leader of the Labour Party, Jeremy
Corbyn’s team developed “10 pledges”. These were rough pol-
icy positions covering a range of issues from the environment,
to security at work, to establishing a national education serv-
ice. 

The pledges were, and remain, incredibly significant in that
they represent a departure from the received wisdom of main-
stream British politics. I have met many comrades enthused by
the pledges after the years-long drought of left-wing ideas in so-
ciety. Some even go so far as describing them as an essentially
socialist programme. 

Yet the language of the pledge is an odd one for a socialist
leadership to adopt. It seems to have been taken from New
Labour’s “pledge cards” and even (whisper it) the infamous Ed-
Stone of 2015.  It implies an essentially passive relationship be-
tween a future Labour government and its supporters: “Get us
into power and we will do X,Y and Z for you.” This is, of course,
a manifestation of the deep electoralism of Labour politics, the
idea that our party exists to do things for people, rather than or-
ganising and schooling the working class to do things for ourselves. 

Nevertheless, we do of course need an electoral platform, and that in-
volved making promises. Predictably, the pledges are attacked from the
right variously for being vague, unworkable, unaffordable, or unrealistic.
While this is largely scaremongering (the proposals are, for the most
part, eminently moderate) there is a truth to the first of these criticisms;
they are not policy but the skeleton of policy. 

The Corbyn/McDonnell leadership has frequently reiterated that
they want policy to be made by the grassroots of the labour movement,
so surely then it is up to us to put flesh on the bones. In this context, it

is extremely disappointing that Momentum’s leadership seem to have
decided that the discussion and development of policy from the left
should not be part of the organisation’s purpose. 

With a view to rectifying this situation, over the next few issues of the
Clarion we’ll be publishing a series of articles from different contributors
on each of the pledges. How would they work? Do they go far enough?
How could they be expanded upon? And how should we communicate
our more fleshed-out ideas in a society where most people are used to
being passive observers of politics, rather than active participants?

If you want to be part of this debate, get in touch with the Clarion
and let us know your thoughts.
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Corbyn’s leadership pledges matter

By Sacha Ismail

John McDonnell’s 2 March pre-budget speech shows the weakness of
the Corbyn leadership’s policies – and the even bigger weakness in how
it is “deciding” policy.

There is some good stuff in there – like “renationalising the NHS” and
a “new generation of council housing”. But in general McDonnell doesn’t
go far beyond Ed Miliband-ism.

Even on the NHS, there is not much about what renationalisation
would mean – and a load of not very socialist stuff about depoliticising
NHS funding and hypothecated taxes. McDonnell argues for more
money for social care, but says nothing about the care crisis being caused
by privatisation or the need for a publicly-owned care system.

He promises to repeal the Trade Union Act – nothing about all the
other anti-union laws which, before he became Shadow Chancellor, Mc-
Donnell spent years campaigning against. 

He promises to “break up the cartel” of the Big Six energy companies,
rather than taking them into public ownership and democratic control.

He says he will “halt” cuts to benefits but does not say Labour will re-
verse them. More generally, there is no promise to reverse the Tories’
cuts.

The disorienting nonsense about a “fiscal credibility rule” is in there.
Meanwhile, McDonnell talks purely about tax evasion – nothing about
taxing the rich or redistributing wealth. Elsewhere McDonnell has said
he isn’t in favour of higher personal taxes on the rich – putting him to
the right of famous Labour right-winger Denis Healey, who promised
to “tax the rich till the pips squeak”.

Some say that Corbyn and McDonnell don’t have a mandate for more
radical policies. In fact, it looks as if what they argue is limited not by
Labour Party policy but what they think the right will find acceptable.
Otherwise, it’s hard to understand why, in many areas, agreed Labour
Party conference policy is more radical than what they are saying. 

In 2016, for instance, the conference unanimously passed policy for
public ownership of social care. The year before that, it unanimously
passed policy for an expansion of union rights (this was pre-Trade Union
Act) including restoration of the right to solidarity strikes.

By ignoring these policies, our leadership is in effect collaborating with
the undermining of Labour Party democracy. In the old days, right-wing
Labour leaders would often dismiss conference policy – but at least they
referred to it. McDonnell and Corbyn often operate as if they’re unaware
that the conference exists. What happened to the demand for conference
to be sovereign?

McDonnell’s policies: not radical or democratic
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Let’s talk about New Labour
By Ben Sellers

"Why do you denigrate New Labour?"; "Isn’t that divisive?" These are
all questions that are familiar to those on the left of Labour recently.
Strangely enough, they weren’t asked so much when we were having
our sideshow conferences in the margins of the party, but that is be-
cause back then, we could be ignored.

There were some real achievements. Even taking into account very
different economic times, there’s no doubt that, in comparison to the
preceding Tory governments, there were real gains for working people
and their families in many of the things that New Labour did. So why
aren’t we celebrating them?

Broadly speaking, New Labour’s record can be split into three cate-
gories. Firstly, Good Things. Secondly, Good-Things-That-Could-
Have-Been-So-Much-Better. And thirdly, Very, Very Bad Things.

The Good can mostly be populated with old fashioned social demo-
cratic measures, based
around investment in
schools, child care,
health services and the
broader public sector.
Sure Start is an obvious
example. The only thing
to argue about here
would be the levels of
investment, but overall
these are good things.
Of course, investment
in public services is al-
ways easier when the
economy is growing and
financial markets are
stable. There is no
doubt that the early
Blair government was
aware of the importance
of the public sector and
invested in jobs. An-
other area where New
Labour can be proud of
its achievements is in equality legislation. Scrapping section 28, intro-
ducing civil partnerships and bringing in a raft of anti-discrimination
legislation is not to be shoved under the carpet – these are hugely im-
portant, attitude-shifting changes.

The second category overwhelms the first, the Good-Things-That-
Could-Have-Been-So-Much-Better. This was partly ideological: there
were places Blair didn’t want to go - such as challenging ‘right to buy’
legislation - but it was also to do with New Labour’s obsession with
Middle England opinion, focus groups and media approval.

So, tax credits, but not genuine advances on increasing taxation on
high incomes and extortionate wealth. While the minimum wage is
rightly trumpeted, the idea had been kicking around the trade unions
for years, and it took an enormous effort to persuade New Labour min-
isters that this wasn’t an “anti-business” measure. When it was intro-
duced, the level was set low - which trapped many in poverty - and
enforcement was hardly resourced at all.

While New Labour politicians talked a lot about the pressures of mi-
gration on communities and in workplaces, they dragged their heels for
years before introducing the Agency Workers' Directive. These are just
a handful of examples, but it shows why New Labour’s record can’t sim-
ply be “celebrated”. 

Very, Very Bad Things? First, the obvious one - the Iraq War. Blair took
us into an illegal war on the basis of false intelligence and a promise to
the US President. It was compounded by multiple cover-ups. Hundreds
of thousands died because of that decision, many innocent civilians. A

curtailing of civil rights at home and abroad soon followed, with the ex-
tension of detention without trial and rendition.

The Private Finance Initiative (PFI) saddled our public institutions
with billions of pounds worth of debt. The promotion of an internal
market in the NHS was almost inevitably going to lead us down the
road of full privatisation. Constant restructuring of the NHS led to few
gains but an overly complex management structure. The introduction of
Academies paved the way for private companies to see them as cash
cows. The mantra of public sector outsourcing has had massive conse-
quences for our society.

Then there was the refusal to tackle the anti-union laws, leaving many
workers without basic rights and opened up the labour market to ap-
palling union busting and anti-worker practices; the failure to regulate
the banks and the financial services industries; the farce of the 10p tax
rate policy and its withdrawal; a rise in McJobs and the complete dom-
inance of the service sector, low paid, insecure jobs, especially in the de-

industrialised Labour
heartlands.

There were also other
policies which left a
time bomb ticking for
the party: the lack of real
investment in social or
council housing; the
failure to tackle class di-
visions in education, and
a bottling of real, strong,
targeted environmental
policies to tackle climate
change are all legacies
which have contributed
to the particular crisis
we now find ourselves
in.

Blair had to remake
Labour and appeal
above the heads of the
party members. Neil
Kinnock laid the ground
work, shutting down

democracy far beyond the expulsion of Militant (which acted as a kind
of smokescreen), but New Labour had to become a much narrower, less
democratic and centralised operation if it was to succeed with its "revo-
lution from above".

New Labour dismantled the democratic structures of the party, dis-
tanced itself from the influence of the trade unions, evacuated local con-
stituency parties, stripped conference of all powers, centralised control
in the leader's office and amongst regional, handpicked bureaucracies.
The small New Labour team then went on to reshape the whole party
machine in their own image, securing every detail, every smallest power
base for their project. This was heavily resourced through rich benefac-
tors such as Lord Sainsbury and supported by a sympathetic media, in
thrall to a compliant, safe, top-down party – the Labour Party of their
dreams.

These are the roots of the conflicts which dog the Labour Party now.
None of us should be surprised that in 18 months we’ve not been able to
dig them up and start again. There is a deeply undemocratic, entitled culture
at so many levels of the party, but most visible in the way that the party
machinery (nationally and locally) and the Parliamentary Party operates.

They are not giving up their ball willingly. What we do about that,
how we organise, and how we challenge that power, will define this
leadership and our project.

This is an edited version of an article from 
theworldturnedupsidedownne.wordpress.com

comment
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COMMENT

By Dan Jeffery, Lambeth Momentum

The way that the right of the Labour Party reacts to the idea of auto-
matic reselections, you would be forgiven for thinking that the sug-
gestion was something akin to a new torture method brought in by
the Spanish Inquisition. The thought that candidates should be
elected by members in their Constituency Labour Party, and held ac-
countable for what they have done for the past five years through
members having the chance to pick another candidate, is portrayed
as if members were a mob of Nelson Muntz characters.

Automatic reselection is perfectly normal in many countries like
United States, where Representatives and Senators do not have “jobs
for life” and must compete in party primaries if they wish to run for their
seat at the next election.

Without this MPs can do and say as they wish without any regard
for what their party members think. At this point it is often raised that

MPs represent their constituency, not just a party. This is true while they
are a serving MP. However, in an election they represent what their party
and members want. If the MP has carried out policies which are out of
line with what members want, they of course have the option of standing
for another party or as an independent. Members have a right to oversee
what their MP does in the name of their political party, and have a right
and indeed a duty to pick another candidate if an MP does not carry
out what their political party wants them to.

Corbyn and the leadership have been far too reticent in defending
such a basic democratic demand. We need to stand up for democratic
demands and accountability. Many Labour MPs are now totally out of
step with what the membership wants. Members should be able to pick
candidates who represent what we want and who will unite around what
the members want rather than spending their time undermining the
party and the members. We should not let MPs bully the membership
into saying otherwise.

Automatic reselection, automatic democracy

By Ed Potts

The recent by-elections show that the Corbyn leadership has run out
of steam. This need not be permanent, but it is by its nature serious
and dangerous. The results themselves are almost secondary – if the
left didn’t have enough clout to win selections in the shameful context
of right-wingers abandoning their seats for personal gain, then some-
thing is going badly wrong – both in Corbyn’s inability to forcefully
assert his own narrative (or at least adopt a combative stance), and the
failure to mobilise his supporters into the party as an effective force.
The leadership is behaving like it has decades, rather than months.

However Corbyn(ism) eventually ends, the experience has shown that
the only significant avenue of growth for the socialist movement is
through Labour. But there is little consensus as to how this relates to
our strategic objectives. The problems for a
Corbyn government analogous to those faced
by Alexis Tsipras in Greece are being stu-
diously ignored.

Two questions still need urgent discussion:
first, is Corbyn’s programme adequate? And
second, can it succeed even on its own terms?

Momentum may be the legal successor to
the leadership campaign, but it is only one
possible consequence of the Corbyn phe-
nomenon in its broadest sense. The other
possibilities (potentially more exciting in
their scope) have not yet been explored.

As an organisation Momentum will per-
haps continue to be of some limited use in
shoring up the leadership – even if only by virtue of its money and con-
nections in a centralised office. However, shoring up the leadership is
not the same thing as democratising the Labour Party.

In terms of Labour democracy, Momentum is more or less useless. Far
from being a progressive bulwark of democrats and socialists in Labour,
the recent coup which replaced the organisation’s whole constitution on
the say-so of six people was in fact worse than anything in the Labour
movement. If any of Momentum’s leading members were elected to any
position of responsibility within Labour, logic dictates that they could
not be trusted not to pull off similar manoeuvres there. 

The right of the party will realise this, and we have already seen the
likes of Richard Angell sardonically applauding the Momentum coup.
The coup supporters are now a liability because of their conduct: all An-
gell or Luke Akehurst need do is email party members and say “these
people claim to be democrats, and yet as soon as they had a taste of

power and wanted to deal with internal dissent they showed themselves
to be the exact opposite”. 

The new Momentum is not democratic. Its constitution is clearly
geared towards preventing it becoming democratic. The unaccountable
clique at its centre are prepared simply to abrogate all its structures and
reverse any decisions they don’t like.

It follows that democratic socialists (I use the term giving each word
its full significance, not as a dilutant of the other) should not waste their
time trying to transform Momentum as a whole, or give others the im-
pression that this is anything other than futile. Some respected anti-coup
comrades have got themselves elected to New Momentum’s NCG. This
was a mistake. It will have the effect of lending legitimacy to a constitu-
tion which has none. 

The crisis in the Labour Party and labour movement remains one of
representation: representation of members in its
national structures, where we are still out-
weighed by unaccountable “representatives” and
hacks; representation of new members in local
structures; representation of the wider working
class in the party and unions. 

There is an urgent need for all democratic so-
cialists in Labour to come together and discuss
how a healthy left can be salvaged from the cur-
rent confused mess. I would suggest that the
starting points are as follows:

Reclaim the energy of the initial Corbyn mo-
ment. Clear, intelligible, unapologetically, pro-
working-class demands to be raised - in
particular around Brexit.

Radically democratise the Labour Party. No more lazy support for
bureaucrats, undemocratic practices, and slates decided in backroom
deals; abolish the Compliance Unit; a new PLP; a campaign to rebuild
trade union membership to double its current level and democratise the
unions.

The notional inauguration of the next Labour government is getting
closer every day. If the movement is not prepared for this, the only pos-
sible outcome is chaos. To ignore this is short-sighted and irresponsible.
We should have a programme of discussion forums with grassroots ac-
tivists from SYRIZA, Die Linke, and Podemos to identify strategies for
socialists in elected office to confront capital. Clear red lines of policy
should be drawn for the leadership and PLP to which they can be held
accountable.

Finally we need a programme of political education to deepen and
develop Corbyn’s ten points.

Some hard questions need to be answered
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Hugh Lanning, Alliance for Free Movement co-
founder and former Deputy General Secretary of the
Public and Commercial Services union

“The wave of hatred that is sweeping Britain blames migrants for a
wide range of social ills. We should not pander to anti-immigrant sen-
timent in a race we cannot win and should never want to,” says the
founding Statement of the Alliance for Free Movement.

For years Labour accepted austerity for fear of losing electoral credi-
bility; now, it seems, we are doing the same on immigration. In going
along with the myths, Labour is seeking an unholy grail it will never find
– the “progressive anti-immigration policy’”that will win back Labour
traditional votes. Immigration is a real issue that has to be confronted,
but not by accepting the lies which have made it so toxic.

Lie No.1 is that immigration is the cause of the problems many people
face. The real danger here is that we will be exposed by Lie No.2. If im-
migration is not the cause, then stopping it
will not solve the problems. Lie No.3 is that
we can stop immigration – we might drive
migration underground into the hands of
criminals, but we won’t stop it. 

Lie No.4 is that we want to stop migration
and don’t need it. As the Brexit negotiations
unwind, it will become clear that we do need
migration, as we have an ageing, under-
skilled population. But what is being pro-
posed is a selective immigration policy – if
you are white, rich or skilled, that’s fine. If
not, we still might want you, but we don’t want to give you rights to re-
main. Lie No.5 is that migration is a bad thing. In fact migration is an
essential factor in our heritage and history. It has enabled us to become
a rich, multi-cultural country and is essential for our future prosperity
too.

The key to tackling public perceptions of immigration is developing a
community-based approach which improves both migrant experiences and
the lives of host communities - making the best of all parts of the commu-
nity, neither isolation nor forced integration. There is a natural integration
that flows from working, whether you are a migrant or not. If you are un-
employed and poor, you are isolated whatever your colour or religion.

Migration is not a short-term or temporary event, but needs long term
solutions. We must invest in work-based solutions – training and up-
skilling for all who need it, ESOL courses, skill centres, Sure Start and
care provision. This will only happen if everyone is given the chance to
earn a legitimate living and treated as a productive resident who will
contribute to the economy.

It is not enough to describe the general effects of migration – positive or
negative - at the macro level, it needs to be honestly set out locally as well.
There should be a community needs analysis that looks at skills, jobs, taxes,
population, housing and the environment. This would define the public service
and investment needs for the community.  Then – constituency by con-
stituency – Labour would be able to set out the issues and answers based on
real community needs, not just fears and prejudices.

Having identified the needs, Labour should advocate the required invest-
ment to ensure there are resources to match. If done with community in-
volvement, we can build progressive local alliances to fight for common aims:
public service investment; public, affordable housing in the regions of fast
growth; skills training to fill skills gaps; and protecting workers’ rights.

We have a choice: building an island fortress or investing to make mi-

gration safe and secure for migrants and communities alike. Border con-
trols should be rights-based - about security, crime, and customs control,
with staffing to match. However, the main investment should be in
strengthening all those enforcement agencies involved in regulating the
rights of people at work. Rather than trying to “catch” individuals at the
border, we should invest in creating safe workplaces, ensuring employers
comply with employment rights and implementing properly the law
concerning health and safety, minimum wage, tax and N.I., gangmasters
and people trafficking .

Economist Jonathan Portes says as a result of Brexit “We will probably
be poorer”. His point is that it is wrong to believe we are somehow “trad-
ing off ’ the economic benefits of the single market against the downsides
of free movement. Restricting trade, capital flows and immigration – re-
ducing the openness of the UK economy – all have negative economic
impacts. “If we want to make an economic success of Brexit, that will
mean making openness – to migration as much as trade – a priority in
our policies with respect to both EU and the rest of the world.”

Freedom of movement is not the problem, it is part of the solution in
or out of Europe. We should defend and extend migrant rights, not take
them away.

This article originally appeared in Labour Briefing (LRC)

immigration

Defending free movement

Model motion for clps:  Defend migrants’ rights
and freedom of movement

… notes
1. Growing agitation against migrants, from racist street violence to

increasingly “acceptable” discourse from politicians.

… believes
1. That Labour should be the party of all workers in the UK, wher-

ever they were born.
2. That giving ground to anti-immigration views will only

strengthen the nationalist right further.
3. That immigration is not the cause of stagnating wages, services

stretched to breaking point or the housing crisis. Deliberate policies
on behalf of the government and employers are.

3. That migrant workers have been at the forefront of many inspir-
ing struggles to improve the situation of precarious and low-paid
workers in Britain.

3. That we must combine tactfully but firmly challenging the idea
that immigration is a problem with bold pro-working class policies
that can win support for an agenda of solidarity and hope against the
dominant agenda of scapegoating and fear.

… resolves
1. To celebrate the role of migrant workers in the labour movement.

Labour should make a big effort to get migrant workers, students, etc,
to join.

2. To call for the party to
• stand strong and fight to defend and extend freedom of movement

and migrants’ rights.
• fight hard to protect migrants’ rights, workers’ rights, social provi-

sion and environmental protections from the attacks on them that the
Tories’ Brexit plans will involve.

• campaign boldly to unite communities to win increased resources
in order to guarantee decent homes, services, jobs and workers’ rights
for all.

“We have a choice:
building an island
fortress or
investing to make
migration safe and
secure for migrants
and communities
alike”
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debate

This is the crux of the debate over structures. The opposition faction,
by and large, thinks Momentum should have its own independent
policy programme which it can argue for within the Labour party.
Consequently, it wants structures suited to achieving this. 

Effective policy deliberation is not as simple as choosing a campaign
priority: positions need to be thoroughly debated, reconsidered and
amended. This requires physical meetings – frequent and long. Then to
effectively intervene in the Labour party – to promote these policies –
Momentum needs active local groups.

But Momentum should not aim to develop its own policy programme.
In re-electing Corbyn last summer the party endorsed a radical platform
which, although certainly not immune to criticism, is a historic leap to
the left for the Labour party. Moreover, we have no reason to doubt that
it has the genuine support of Corbyn and his top team. So the priority
for Momentum is not to develop its own policy programme with which
to intervene in the party. Instead its role should be to make it easier for
the Labour leadership to pursue the vision it has already articulated. This
means building a party that is united behind this vision and which
reaches out to persuade the wider population with the left-wing ideas
given a platform by Corbyn’s leadership. Momentum can facilitate this
by turning outwards and campaigning on the issues outlined in Corbyn’s
ten policy pledges issued over the summer. 

By contrast, the development of an independent and comprehensive
bank of policy encourages Momentum members to turn inwards to fight

for ideological influence over its own policy, despite Momentum never
being able to implement any of it.

Not only does Momentum not need policy, it does not necessarily
need active local groups everywhere. Where a local Labour party is hos-
tile to left-wing ideas, it might fall to the Momentum group to organise
campaigns and discussions. But a Momentum group’s success is best
measured not by its own output but by the output of its local Labour
party. The most successful groups will have no local Momentum meet-
ings at all because everything it wants to achieve is done under the
Labour banner. A delegate system would force these groups to spend
time meeting as Momentum, distracting from the much more important
tasks in the local party and community.

I want Momentum to be an outward-facing and inclusive organiza-
tion which is tolerant of internal difference, relates to the concerns of
the general population, and seeks to build a majority for a Corbyn-led
government. I do not think either side of the ongoing debate has been
consistent in promoting this, and I think the behaviour of the Leader-
ship camp deserves much criticism. However, on the discussion of struc-
tures itself it is clear to me that Momentum needs to be a streamlined
organisation that directs its members into Labour party activity, not its
own structures. 

On this issue, the Leadership faction has got it right.

This is an excerpt of an article which f irst appeared on Novara Media

Should Momentum have policy?
James McAsh argues that it is wrong for Momentum to pursue
its own policies in Labour.

By Daniel Rockman

Political opportunists like Farage, Nuttall and Trump have fed off the
worsening conditions of working people, and are using an anti-estab-
lishment cover to benefit from the growing inequality throughout the
Western world. 

Looking over to the rise of far-right populism in America, we cannot
allow Britain to follow the same path. Our future depends on ensuring
that the conversation on Brexit is not simply controlled by the right.
With a tiny majority in Parliament leaving the Tories vulnerable, there
is an opportunity for people to pressure the government over Brexit and
shape the ultimate outcome. 

The left must build a compelling narrative and empower ordinary peo-
ple to take on the establishment.

This is why throughout the summer and across the UK there will be
a series of events called ‘Take Back Control’. Organised by The World
Transformed, the group behind the Momentum fringe festival at Labour
Party Conference in 2016, in conjunction with local activists, many of
whom are Momentum members, these events aim to create spaces where

leave and remain voters can come together to discuss how to take back
control from the establishment on issues from national ones like Brexit
to specific concerns in each local community.

If your Momentum group would like to organize a Take Back Con-
trol event in your community, please email  info@theworldtrans-
formed.org for more information about the series of events from
locations to dates and speakers visit our website at 
www.takebackrealcontrol.com

The World Transform launches new series of Brexit-
themed events called “Take Back Control”
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DEBATE

Corbyn’s platform of ten demands is not adequate, doesn’t deal with
every issue that comes up and, at the moment, is not being fought for
seriously by the leadership.

There is a real problem of the leadership announcing policy out of
nowhere – it never seems to relate to actual, democratically agreed Labour
Party policy – and then saying nothing about it again. More generally,
there is little sustained campaigning around the ideas they propose.

If there was a mass campaign around the ten pledges, it might make
sense to focus on them. But given there isn’t, why should we bound by
their limitations? 

In any case, there are many issues that the ten points do no cover.
What if we have another banking crisis this year? Should our response
be: oh no, we don’t have an opinion on that, because the banking and fi-
nance sector is not mentioned in Corbyn’s ten pledges? We would look
ridiculous. What about the more immediate and heavily contested issue

of migrants’ rights, which is not covered either?
No one has suggested Momentum has ultra-detailed policy on every

issue. The debate is whether to develop policy at all.
Obviously Momentum members can put forward what policy they

choose in the Labour Party. But leaving comrades to promote policy
through local Labour Parties, without it being discussed, debated and
promoted in Momentum, means leaving them to do it by themselves or
in many cases not do it at all. It means the left being atomised and inef-
fective. It means that that the right will continue to dominate the party’s
policy-making, and we will not be able to counter them effectively.

Meanwhile, Momentum will have policy, because no major political
organisation can operate without policy, but it will be decided undemo-
cratically, by the office and those at the top – which means usually going
for the most conservative option. Witness how repeated decisions that
Momentum should fight for free movement have been ignored. Witness
how it never says anything about the anti-trade union laws, both only
repealing the new Trade Union Act – to stay in line with Corbyn’s office,
presumably.

(This is to say nothing of the day we woke up to discover on Facebook
that the Momentum has policy supporting Fidel Castro – decided by
the office, naturally!)

Last year Momentum promoted no policy for Labour Party confer-
ence, except the motion put together by Momentum NHS (organised
by advocates of Momentum having policy!) This year, the same thing
will happen again – or, there will be motions, but they will be decided
undemocratically in line with what the office thinks is acceptable within
dominant Labour Party opinion.

At root, this comes down to whether Momentum and the Labour
left generally exists to cheerlead Corbyn or build a movement that can
pressure him and give his leadership more political space and confi-
dence. And I think the current crisis of the Corbynism makes it very
clear that pressure is needed.

If you don’t stand for something, you’ll fall for
anything
Jill Mountford, who was on Momentum’s Steering Committee before the
coup, argues that Momentum needs to stand for something

Who decides what goes on the placards?

Ana Oppenheim, SU Campaigns Officer at University of the Arts
London, a Clarion supporter and socialist activist in the Labour
Party and Momentum, is running for National Union of Students
Vice President Higher Education at NUS conference in Brighton in
April.

I’m running because HE is facing the biggest attack for many years,
and we need a national union that leads a radical and effective response.
I want an NUS which helps to reinvigorate campus activism, works
with labour movement activists and has a clear vision for an education
system which is public, democratic, accessible and liberated.

At last year’s NUS conference I proposed the motion for a boycott
of the National Student Survey which is currently going on. I’ve been
extremely active in NCAFC [National Campaign Against Fees and
Cuts – www.anticuts.com]. On my campus I helped set up the feminist
society and the Labour Club, I was part of the successful living wage
campaign and our big occupation against bursary cuts. As an SU sab-
batical officer I’ve built campaigns that have engaged students and won
a number of significant victories.

I’m running to win, but equally important is shifting the debate and
promoting a radical, socialist vision of the education system and society
we want, and what kind of union we need to fight for them. NCAFC
is a relatively small minority in NUS, but our interventions have been

crucial – my candidacy is representative of that.
Too often NUS speaks only to sabbatical officers, fails to support

local campaigns and doesn’t carry out the radical policies it agrees.
That’s not good enough when the Higher Education Research Bill and
its Teaching Excellence Framework are posing a huge threat to educa-
tion, when we face a student housing crisis, when we’re seeing racist at-
tacks on students including the government's Prevent agenda. We need
a union oriented to helping activists on the ground fight back.

I’m an active member of Labour Students – I helped set up the
Labour Club at UAL. However, Labour Students hasn’t backed my
campaign. The Labour Students NC didn’t reply, presumably because
the leadership is not sympathetic to the kind of politics and struggles
I’ve outlined.

However, I have been endorsed by John McDonnell, who made a
video supporting me when we met at the Picturehouse strike demo re-
cently. I was there with other activists from UAL Labour.

More generally, there hasn’t been the big spread of Labour Club ac-
tivism you might have expected under Corbyn. I think a lot of clubs
function as social clubs and can be quite difficult to get involved in,
particularly if you’re left-wing. Labour Students nationally isn’t very
encouraging or supportive of new clubs, particularly if they’re on the
left. But some Labour Clubs, like at UAL, have done campaigning and
been centres of political discussion, and I hope we’ll see more of that.

A left-wing Labour Student in NUS



In 2012 the Fire Brigades Union successfully proposed to TUC Congress that
the labour movement should respond to the capitalist economic crisis and aus-
terity by demanding public ownership of banking and high f inance. Success-
fully in the sense that the policy was passed – not successfully in the sense that
the TUC carried it out. With the possibility of a new banking crisis, this de-
bate could be live again very soon too. FBU General Secretary Matt Wrack
wrote this article at the time.

The economy staggers from crisis to crisis. Overly optimistic govern-
ment predictions are refuted by the harsh reality of a double-dip re-
cession. The crisis has devastated the lives of workers in Britain and
across the world. Austerity means real wages cut, unemployment, pen-
sions destroyed and public services slashed on a scale not seen before.

The aim is to make working people pay for a crisis we did not cause.
We need to set out clearly what lies behind the crisis.

The government argues that further privatisation and deregulation is
the route out of recession but it was the deregulated private finance sec-
tor that sparked the crisis. The banks cannot be allowed to carry on the
way they’ve done before. We need a sharp break with the practices of
the past.

Service
The labour movement should place on the agenda the call for a pub-

licly owned finance industry which would provide a public service to in-
dustry and working people.

Taking over the banks will enable the state to plan investment. Instead
of investment bankers gambling with money in financial markets, funds
could be switched to creating millions of sustainable jobs and investing
in the housing, public services and infrastructure we need. The privately
owned banking system created a huge credit bubble that burst and trig-
gered the biggest economic slump in Britain for generations.

When the crisis broke, the government took shares in RBS and
Lloyds and took over mortgage lenders Northern Rock and Bradford
& Bingley. The taxpayer advanced £133 billion to restore the capital of
these banks.

Those banks are still rigging interest rates, laundering illegal cash,
gambling in exotic financial assets and paying their top executives
grotesque salaries and bonuses.

Deceit
Three-quarters of the assets of Barclays bank are invested in trading

on the stocks, bonds and currency markets. Barclays’s elite traders and
top executives took £1bn home between them this year to “reward” this
gambling.

Banks still engage in outright deceit and law-breaking. Barclays was
caught out over the Libor scandal, HSBC in laundering Mexican drug
money and Standard Chartered with Iranian banks. The banking system
is not doing its job in providing loans on reasonable terms to help the
economy recover.

Banks are needed to provide financial services to firms and house-
holds. Most workers have wages paid directly into a bank. We need to
be able to access our money. Sometimes we need to be able to borrow
money. At other times, we need to save.

In addition, we need banks to raise funds and provide credit to finance
investment and growth across an economy. This is what banking as a
public service should be about. Britain’s big banks dispose of £6 trillion
in funds. Yet they earmark just £200bn of this to investment in industry,
a measly 3 per cent of the total.

Competition
Some argue that the banks should be broken into smaller units so that

competition can flourish and the monopoly of the big five can be broken.
But the banks are too interconnected – if one goes down, they can all
go down like a row of dominos.

In any case, the crisis did not start with the big banks. In Britain, it
started with the smaller lenders like Northern Rock. More regulation or
a break-up of the banks will not make them operate in the interests of the
wider economy. Their main objective will still be to maximise profits for
their shareholders and bonuses for their top executives. Private ownership
means profit comes before everything else. New regulations can be by-
passed. That will continue as long as banks are under private ownership.

The public has no control over the banks’ decision-making, even in banks
that are majority state-owned. Only public ownership of the major banks
with a new democratic structure of control can turn banking into a public
service. A publicly owned banking system could finance a mass programme
of useful public works, to create jobs and modernise infrastructure.

The resources are there. But they are in the hands of the billionaires,
not in our hands.We need to ask ourselves what sort of society we want
– one where spivs and gamblers decide what happens, or where the ma-
jority decides?

• Full article and motion passed by the TUC at bit.ly/2lAmECK
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