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Preface 
 
The struggle for democracy in workplaces and political 
organisations across Britain is a work in progress. Snapshots of  
these battles are illustrated in this short book. The first chapter 
examines ongoing attempts by workers employed by food 
manufacturing giant Samworth Brothers to obtain collective 
bargaining rights in their workplace through the Bakers Union. 
Samworth Brothers is a highly profitable family-run business based 
in Leicestershire whose bosses have a long history of  funding the 
Conservative Party. Over the past year, however, hundreds of  
workers decided to join the Bakers Union, and as a result Samworth 
managers have gone on the offensive against their workers. As this 
book goes to print, the Bakers Unions are still pushing hard for a 
union recognition ballot, and were stepping up their national 
campaign to demand justice for sacked trade unionist Kumaran 
Bose.  

Next, using Leicester as a case study, the second chapter provides 
a critical overview of  how and why “New Labour” dominated city 
councils refuse to build a united fightback against Tory austerity. 
Except for a brief  interlude – shortly after the launch of  New 
Labour’s illegal war upon Iraq – Leicester’s politics have been 
dominated by the Labour Party, with 52 of  Leicester’s 54 city 
councillors representing the Labour Party. Nevertheless, Leicester 
City Council continues to carry through the policies of  Tory 
austerity, which is helped along by the authoritarian politics of  Sir 
Peter Soulsby, who became Leicester’s inaugural undemocratic City 
Mayor in 2011. Unfortunately, Jeremy Corbyn has yet to call upon 
Labour-led councils to refuse to carry through Tory cuts, so this 
chapter outlines the simple reasons why he should make this 
important demand upon Labour council’s. 

The final chapter documents a recent example of  how trade 
unions, with the backing of  the local community, can successfully 
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organise against the politics of  austerity. This inspiring example of  
resistance hinges around efforts to oppose swingeing cuts to 
Leicestershire’s fire services – a movement that was led by the local 
branch of  the Fire Brigades Union. The particularly interesting 
feature of  this campaign was that the proposed cuts were initiated 
after an undemocratic decision was made by both Leicester’s 
Labour-led Council and Leicestershire’s Tory-led Council to 
“consult” the public. Ironically, when Leicester’s New Labour 
politicians were forced to backtrack away from their initial push for 
cuts, they mangled history by claiming that it had actually been 
Labour councillors who had helped to ensure that fire service cuts 
did not happen.  

This book makes no pretence to completion. Instead, what this 
book contains is a series of  articles that were written at the time of  
the events, aiming to help interpret ongoing political events. The 
articles are arranged in chronological order with no editorial 
changes. Some of  the articles were submitted to the letters page of  
my local newspaper, the Leicester Mercury, and published in the 
newspaper shortly after being posted online (on my blog “Thoughts 
of  a Leicester Socialist”). In addition, many of  the articles relating 
to the Samworth Brothers dispute have been turned into leaflets 
which were distributed to Samworth employees by the Bakers 
Union. 

 
  

–MICHAEL BARKER 

October 19, 2016
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Chapter 1 

 

‘Organising Against Bosses: The 
Samworth Brothers Dispute’ 

 

Organising for Workplace Rights: From Sports 
Direct to Samworth Brothers 

February 13, 2016 

Profit-hungry bosses are well aware of the democratic threat posed 
by an organised, unionised workforce. When workers are able to act 
in unity, management are suddenly placed on the backfoot, in that 
they cannot so easily treat their workers as expendable resources – 
mere cogs in a machine. Bosses at exploitative and profitable 
businesses like Sports Direct, or locally based Samworth Brothers, 
are painfully conscious of the importance of collective action. This 
is why managers band together on their own board rooms, but seek 
to prevent such cooperation from occurring amongst their 
workforce. 

Earlier today I joined with trade union activists from Unite 
Community in a protest held outside of Sports Direct in Leicester 
city centre, organised as part of the second national day of action 
against the company. We stood together to condemn the bosses at 
Sports Direct for working the majority of their employees to the 
bone on highly exploitative zero hour contacts. Unite Community 
is attempting to unionise all workers to enable Sports Directs’ 
employees to improve their own pay and conditions. 

Sadly until enough people choose to join a trade union, zero hour 
contracts will continue to be forced upon workers at Sports Direct, 
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who are consequently stripped of basic rights like holiday and sick 
pay, and have no guarantee of work or pay from one week to the 
next. Profits continue to amass in the hands of super-rich bosses, 
while workers struggle to get by. But now workers across Leicester 
are beginning to recognize the benefits of being in a union.  

As a direct result of attacks upon their working conditions, over 
the past few weeks hundreds of people working in the Samworth 
Brothers’ factories have decided to join the Bakers Food and Allied 
Workers Union. This surge in membership was then followed by a 
defiant public meeting on Belgrave Road, attended by over 300 
Samworth workers just last Friday. A meeting, at which, many non-
union members, faced with escalating workloads and erosion of 
their ability to make a living, collectively chose to fight back by 
joining the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union. Workers 
united can never be defeated. On the other hand, workers divided 
can always be exploited. 

 

Samworth Brothers’ Workers Oppose Pay Cuts 

February 14, 2016 

Samworth Brothers’ bosses should hang their heads in shame. Just 
last year Samworth totted up pre-tax profits of a whopping £41.7 
million, which is £8.2 million more than the previous year (October 
15, Leicester Mercury). At the same time, Samworth paid their workers 
just £6.89 per hour (basic rate), only a scrape above the legal 
national minimum wage of £6.70 per hour. In both instances, such 
pay is substantially below a real living wage, which the Living Wage 
Foundation sets at £8.25 an hour, and the Trades Union Congress 
suggests should be £10 an hour, right now, not at some time in the 
future. 

With the Government’s continuing attacks on working tax credits, 
to some extent the Government are forced into making some 
pretence of being on the side of workers, hence from April the 
national minimum wage will be raised to £7.20 per hour. The 



3 

  

response of Samworth Brothers has been to increase their basic rate 
of pay to £7.94 an hour. But like the Government, what they give 
with one hand they take with the other. Hence paid breaks are to 
be lost, and premium rates for working unsocial hours and 
overtime, slashed or ditched. For the lucky workers who only work 
on day shifts from Monday to Friday, Samworth basic pay will be 
increased by £1,152 a year. Yet if we imagine a scenario where 
workers employed on these weekday daytime shifts had kept their 
paid breaks and were paid the new legal minimum of £7.20 per 
hour, they would still have received an increase in pay of £645 a 
year. So it becomes apparent that the so-called increase in basic pay 
at Samworth factories soon dissolves into insignificance once one 
considers the cutting back on premium and overtime pay. A lot 
therefore rides upon which types of premium pay will be 
maintained, if any. This explains why many workers employed 
during unsocial hours face pay cuts, not increases, with some set to 
lose as much as £3,000 a year from Samworth’s proposed changes 
(February 15, Mercury). 

Samworth bosses plead that only a “small number of people may 
see a modest fall in earnings” which they say is “likely to be around 
£4-£5 per week” (that is between £208 and £260 a year). But this 
number is not factual: as an employee working just four Sunday’s a 
year will already have lost around the same amount if their double-
time premium is ditched. Clearly despite the Samworth Brothers 
attempts to spin their pay cuts as a positive for the majority of 
workers, their employees can see through their bosses blatant 
attacks on their livelihoods. This is why nearly 500 people have 
joined the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union in the past few 
weeks, and why many more are continuing to join. Indeed, having 
a union recognised in a workplace to give a collective voice to 
workers concerns is critical when dealing with any boss, which is 
more than demonstrated by the significantly better pay and 
conditions fought for by workers in unionised workplaces across 
the country. 
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Samworth Brothers: the Company Committed 
to Exploitation 

February 19, 2016 

Life President of Samworth Brothers, Sir David Samworth, is a very 
wealthy man, whose hobbies include organising Fox Hunts for his 
rich friends and contributing towards the corporate take-over of 
our children’s schools. On the latter issue, David isn’t doing so well: 
one of his academies has proved itself to be such a monumental 
failure that it was forcibly taken out of his greedy hands (“Failing 
Samworth Academy gets new sponsor in bid to drive up standards,” 
Leicester Mercury, January 29, 2016). 

David and his Tory friends don’t care much for the rights of 
workers either, and their lavish lifestyles are utterly dependent upon 
attacking the pay and conditions of the very people who generate 
their profits. In Sir David Samworth’s case, this means lowering 
pay… whilst pretending to increase it. This is why many of the 
thousands of Samworth Brothers’ employees are presently fighting 
back by joining the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union. 
http://www.bfawu.org/ 

Now it turns out that the Samworth Brothers’ keen interest in 
privatising the public education system is only matched by their 
happiness to exploit the young, hence they continue to pay younger 
workers less money for doing exactly the same work as their more 
mature colleagues. Samworth prefer an unprincipled approach to 
employing workers that is all too common amongst capitalist 
businesses where profits are always placed before the living needs 
of their employees. So although the government’s new living wage 
has now been set at £7.20 an hour, Samworth Brothers plan to 
increase the hourly rate of their younger workers (aged between 18 
and 21) to something that is still poverty pay, that is, just £6.75 an 
hour. What makes this farcical increase even more deplorable (and 
divisive) is that this new rate of pay only represents a 53p pay rise, 
while workers aged over 21 years old, doing exactly the same work, 

http://www.bfawu.org/
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will be getting a pay rise of £1.05. Although it is clear that this so-
called pay-rise still represents a pay-cut when one tots up all the 
other attacks on the workforces current pay and conditions 
currently being ‘consulted’ on. 

It should be obvious to all that all workers doing the same work, 
regardless of gender or age, should be paid exactly the same. This is 
why the Baker’s Union is campaigning alongside other trade unions 
to ensure that all workers are paid enough so they can live without 
having to count their pennies. £10 an hour with no exceptions for 
all workers seems a fair enough price to pay for all the profits that 
workers generate for their bosses. 

Note: Samworth Brothers workers are joining the Baker’s Union because, 
by 2018, their employer plans to scrap the doubletime they currently receive for 
working on Sundays and on Bank Holidays; scrap afternoon shift premiums 
(currently 10% extra); slash their overtime premium in half (from 50% to 
25%) and the same for night shift premiums (30% to 15%). 

 

Samworth Brothers Fear Union Power 

February 20, 2016 

Last year, owing to the hard-work of their employees, Samworth 
Brothers could boast of a massive increase in their profit margins. 
Sadly the real wealth generators at the Samworth factories saw little 
of this money, as the majority of their staff are presently being paid 
4p above the national minimum wage – which was raised last 
October to £6.70 per hour. 

Many companies, including Samworth Brothers, are now being 
forced by the government to further increase the pay of their 
workers to the new national minimum wage. Importantly, even this 
minimum wage falls far short of a living wage, which according to 
local researchers based at Loughborough University would be £8.25 
per hour at the very least. (A living wage is commensurate with the 
real cost of living). In response, super-rich Tory bosses like those at 
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Samworth Brothers are now claiming they are strapped for cash. 
They say they will have to attack the pay and conditions of their 
workers in order to remain in business. This is utter rubbish! 
Nevertheless Samworth plans to off-set the new mandatory pay rise 
by cutting paid breaks, overtime rates, and premium rate pay. 

While the rest of us suffer with pay cuts or pay freezes, big 
businesses have had it easy for too long. In the UK, the main rate 
of corporation tax (which applies to limited companies like 
Samworth Brothers) was 52% in 1980 but had fallen to just 20% by 
2015. But that is not enough for the Tories, who plan to give their 
business friends another enormous tax handout with corporation 
tax to be reduced to 19% in 2017 and 18% in 2020. This is not to 
mention the axing of working-tax credits, which will see thousands 
of pounds sliced from the income of the working poor, which of 
course includes most of the workers employed by Samworth 
Brothers. 

But when I posted a blog post which criticised Samworth Brothers 
for attacking the pay and conditions of their workers, Carol Gasson, 
a Personnel Manager employed by Samworth at Kettleby Foods 
was quick to defend her bosses. Amazingly, in an online statement, 
so full of falsehoods and mis-truths that is entirely laughable, Carol 
wrote: 
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But it is not me or the union that is scaremongering, it is Carol, who 
implies that when workers democratically decide that they want to 
speak with a collective voice within a union, then jobs are lost. The 
idea that workers will be worse off by joining a  union because they 
would have to pay membership dues is an attempt by management 
to confuse us, and has no truth in it. The Baker’s Union is however 
very clear in answering such scaremongering, pointing out how: 
 

Unionised workplaces are generally safer, more productive, more 
efficient and more profitable with better trained/skilled workforces 
and lower staff turnover. 

Pay is up to 25% higher than in non-Unionised workplaces, with 
better holiday entitlement and superior long service benefits. Tory 
mentality is pre-programmed to view this as a bad thing – no matter 
how many facts, figures and statistics prove otherwise. They believe 
that the balance of power in any workplace should be in favour of 
the employer. They label Union leaders as ‘barons’ and ‘bullies’ 
when in fact the barons and bullies are more often to be found in 
big business or banking. 

It is not Trade Union leaders who slash workers’ pay or conditions 
and it isn’t Trade Union leaders who throw people on the dole. 
Trade Unions are in the business of ensuring fair pay and fair play 
for workers in a safe working environment, whilst safeguarding 
jobs. 

One might go a little further and say that it was unionised workers 
that won us the weekend; it was unionised workers that won us the 
forty hour working week; it was unionised workers that made it 
illegal for children to work in factories. Perhaps Carol Gasson might 
want to take look in a history book. 
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Why Workers Join Unions: Samworth Brothers 
Under the Microscope 

February 21, 2016 

For the past 15 years, Carol Gasson has worked for Samworth 
Brothers and is currently employed as a Personnel Manager at 
Kettleby Foods. Unfortunately Carol sees no role for unions in 
society, let alone at her workplace. Apparently she has internalised 
the Tory lies propagated in the national media on an almost daily 
basis about the negative role played by unions. Not unsurprisingly, 
Carol’s bosses at Samworth Brothers are vigorously opposed to 
their workers exercising their democratic right to have a collective 
voice in a trade union. Senior managers at Samworth Brothers, 
however, have much more to gain from an unorganised workforce, 
which is why they have spent many years investing heavily in the 
anti-worker politics of the Conservative Party. 

Sir David Samworth retired from overseeing Samworth Brothers 
operations in 2005 but has always been well-connected in 
industrialist circles, indeed he was even a member of the secretive 
Tory pressure group known as the Midlands Industrial Council. 
Likewise, Sir David’s son, Mark Samworth, who is a current 
Director at Samworth Brothers, has donated £585,000 to the Tories 
since 2010 (Daily Mirror, May 11, 2015). As well as supporting the 
Tories, Samworth Brothers also strive to maximise their profits at 
the expense of normal workers by ensuring that the major 
shareholder of Samworth Brothers, a company called SFH 
Investments, is based in the tax haven of Jersey (see “Jersey is the 
breeding ground for inequality”). 

Keen to ingratiate herself to her fat-cat Tory bosses, Carol Gasson 
took the plunge the other day when, in a burst of indignation, she 
responded to an article I had just published online titled “Samworth 
Brothers: the Company Committed to Exploitation.” Using the 
pseudonym “justanotherworker,” Carol accused me of 
“scaremongering the workers” for daring to say that Samworth 
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employees might benefit by joining the Bakers, Food and Allied 
Workers Union. To state her factually shoddy case about the 
amazing benefits offered to all Samworth workers, Carol then 
engaged in her own nonsensical scaremongering, adding: “Unions 
just want to make money from joiners. What happens if a union 
gets in, the family may close the doors. Have that in your thoughts 
when thousands of long serving people lose their jobs.” In further 
comments she elaborated: “No one needs unions. They play on 
people’s ignorance.” 

Somewhat shocked at this attack on working-class history I 
responded: 

You say unions play on people’s ignorance, but it seems to me that 
you are the ignorant one. Just to take one example, have you any 
idea of the role that unions have played in struggling for, and 
winning equal pay for women? I would be interested to hear what 
you made of the recent film Made In Dagenham (2010)? 

Here I will leave the last word to the Ian Hodson, the National 
President of the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union, who 
surmised in the unions Foodworker magazine (Autumn 2015): 

As the report ‘The Union Effect’ shows, Union Health and Safety 
Representatives save hundreds of lives and prevent tens of 
thousands of injuries and illnesses. Workplaces with union 
representatives and a joint safety committee have half the serious 
injury rate of those without. 

Elsewhere Ian Hodson also explained: 

If you look at any major milestone and achievement in the world of 
work and social justice, you will find the influence of Trade Unions. 
Indeed, had it not been for the work of the BFAWU, bakery 
workers would still be toiling away in poorly-vented cellars, lined 
with asbestos. It’s amazing therefore, that Unions, their members 
and leaders are viewed with such negativity, given the role they 
continue to play in our society. 
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Falling Trade Union membership has had a negative impact on 
collective bargaining that has inevitably led to low pay and 
exploitation within the labour market. As a result of this inequality, 
we have now a rise in the number of billionaires and an unfair 
distribution of wealth, not seen since the Victorian era. 

We see wages so low that the taxpayer has to top up the low 
incomes via tax credits. The fact that the taxpayer is subsidising the 
profits of big, often tax-avoiding companies and the huge pay 
packets of company CEOs, should be treated as one of the major 
scandals and injustices of our times. 

 

Workers Unite Against Samworth Brothers 

February 27, 2016 

Echoing Keith Vaz, MP for Leicester East, most workers employed 
by Samworth Brothers have “grave concerns” that they will 
“significantly disadvantaged” by proposed changes to their terms 
and conditions (“Keith Vaz meets Samworth boss to express ‘grave 
concerns’” February 27, Leicester Mercury). More than a hundred 
workers gathered at a vibrant public meeting on Friday night (on 
Belgrave Road) to learn more about how their joining the Bakers 
Food and Allied Workers Union will enable them to fight for 
decent, just and fair treatment at work. 

This, most recent public forum, followed an initial union meeting 
held two weeks earlier that had been attended by over 300 workers; 
and another packed-meeting that was held in Melton Mowbray last 
weekend. Workers in all three instances were adamant that their 
bosses should be forced to recognise a union in their workplace; 
and employees, who in many cases stood to “lose thousands of 
pounds in wages,” eagerly took away union membership forms for 
themselves and their co-workers. 

A number of speakers addressed Friday’s meeting including a local 
representative of the National Shop Stewards Network, who 
offered “solidarity from shop stewards up and down the country 
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who want to support you in your efforts to unionise your 
workplaces and fight off the massively unfair changes to pay 
proposed by Samworth Brothers. Your fight is our fight, and we 
will stand with you.” One Samworth worker put it simply: it is “us 
on the shopfloor working hard for Samworth Brothers and we are 
not happy about the cuts.”  

The highlight of the latest meeting however was a speech 
delivered by a local doctor, who brought a message of support from 
members of the British Medical Association who have been forced 
into taking industrial action against the government. The doctor, 
Jeanna Strutinsky-Mason, pointed out that “alot of our contract 
issues are very similar to your own issues.” In both instances, 
management say they are offering a better deal for workers, and in 
both instances the workers disagree. Dr Strutinsky-Mason made it 
clear that in order to win in the fight for justice, all workers need 
“to stand together,” and she suggested that in Leicester, “joint 
demonstrations” might be organised in the future between doctors 
and Samworth employees. 
 

How Samworth Brothers Takes their Workers 
Loyalty and Dedication for Granted 

March 2, 2016 

Next month, the Leicester Mercury business awards will be held at the 
luxurious Platinum Suite, and “food manufacturer Samworth 
Brothers is again sponsoring this year’s Excellence in 
Manufacturing Award” (March 1, Mercury). Senior executive, Jim 
Waller, expounded the Samworth Brothers reasons for sponsoring 
the award, noting his desire to “highlight those business that are 
flourishing” and eagerness to “celebrate the achievements of the 
people driving the success.” For those wanting to attend the awards 
ceremony a ticket will cost you just shy of £100. Not a price within 
range of most of the workers employed by the Samworth Brothers. 
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Considering the nature of the unfolding attacks upon the pay of 
workers employed at Samworth’s factories across Leicestershire, it 
would seem likely that the only reason many workers would have 
to attend would be to protest against the far from excellent actions 
of their employer. With pre-tax profits up to £41.7 million, 
Samworth’s profit margins are sailing high, all thanks to the hard 
labour of thousands of their workers. But you won’t see the bosses 
at Samworth Brothers celebrating their workers achievements any 
time soon. Quite the opposite, in fact: Samworth senior 
management are presently doing their best to spin an attack on their 
employees pay as something the workers should be grateful for. 

The irony is that this is the same Samworth Brothers whose 
website boasts that it “values…  embrace a deep commitment to 
people and communities…” The site makes clear: “People are at 
the heart of our company”; “Samworth Brothers’ cornerstone is its 
people.” Although it is laughable given the circumstances, 
Samworth even go so far as to say that they “encourage a culture of 
opportunity” in their workplaces. 

Management are evidently grateful for the “loyalty and 
dedication” of their employees, but this hasn’t stopped them taking 
their hard (and underpaid) work for granted. This complacency was 
demonstrated at a recent public meeting called by the Bakers Food 
and Allied Workers Union where one shop floor worker described 
the “patronizing” and “bullying” manner in which their Managing 
Director had ‘consulted’ with staff over the proposed downgrading 
of their pay. The arrogant boss in question apparently said that if 
workers did not agree with the proposed changes they “could just 
leave,” adding that they could easily “be replaced by machinery”. 
The workers employed by Samworth Brothers, however, know 
when they are being sold a whopping pork-pie (lie) by management, 
hence they are joining the Bakers union in their droves. Let’s wish 
them good luck! 
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Why Samworth Brothers Bosses Are Running 
Scared of  the Bakers Union 

April 3, 2016 

In recent months, hundreds of workers employed by Samworth 
Brothers across Leicestershire have joined the Bakers Food and 
Allied Workers Union (BFAWU). Simply put, they are joining 
because they would like to have the support of the Bakers Union in 
their pay negotiations with management. These mainly low-paid 
workers correctly believe they have a democratic right to be able to 
organise in their workplace, and carry out negotiations collectively 
with the aid of democratically elected trade union representatives. 
If Samworth Brothers’ can employ highly-paid trained professionals 
to manage their relationship with their employees, why shouldn’t 
workers be able to pool their resources and have trained union 
officials to help them out? 

Of course most workplaces, especially fair ones, recognise the 
right of their workers to union representation in any negotiations 
with management over pay and conditions, but not so for the 
megalomaniacal bosses running Samworth’s factories in the East 
Midlands, who are refusing to give official recognition to the union. 
Needless to say, the bosses’ fear of recognizing unions owes much 
to their political allegiances: the Samworth family has provided 
much financial support for the Tories and their violently anti-union 
politics. The same bosses are well aware that if enough people join 
the Bakers union then they will no longer be able to ride roughshod 
over workers’ rights, just as they are presently doing by forcing new 
and exploitative contracts upon the very people who slave away to 
make all their profits. 

Samworth’s CEO, Alex Knight, seems particularly concerned with 
the rapid growth of union membership at the site of Kettelby 
Foods. So much so that Mr Knight spent his Easter weekend at the 
site, attempting to persuade (or rather, bullying) workers into 
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signing new contracts, which will see the decimation of premium 
rates for working unsocial hours. 

It is important to point out that Samworth Brothers are not 
cutting the premium pay of their workers who work in their Cornish 
factories. Even food companies that have a long track record of 
treating their workers like rubbish – Two Sisters Food Group, for 
instance – show no signs of disciplining their workers by reducing 
double pay on Sundays. Therefore, in response to the Samworth 
bosses’ ongoing and unnecessary attacks on employee rights, the 
Bakers Union is politely requesting that their new members sign 
their new contracts, whilst making it clear they are doing so under 
duress by also submitting an official union letter to protest their 
contractual changes. A section of the accompanying letter being 
send to Samworth’s HR team reads: 

I wish to make it clear that whilst I will continue working under the 
new terms when my notice period expires, I do not accept the 
change to my terms and conditions which I believe are unfair and 
unnecessary. 

On this basis I attach a signed copy of the new contract issued to 
me and agree to continue working under protest and without 
prejudice to my legal rights and in order to mitigate my losses. 

I also understand that these contractual changes are being imposed 
on all production staff and so amount to collective dismissals. As 
such I am concerned that the company have not complied with the 
duty to consult under s.188A of the Trade Union & Labour 
Relations consolidation Act 1992… 

Unsurprisingly, the deceitful and manipulative management at 
Samworth have responded by informing their employees that they 
won’t be recognising the letters validity, or, for that matter, even 
accepting them at all. Once again, this demonstrates to all 
concerned that to get any justice or truth in their workplace all 
Samworth’s workers will need to join the Bakers Union as quickly 
as possible. 
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Samworth Workers Fight Back Against Tory Snobs 

April 12, 2016 

The bosses at Samworth Brothers certainly know how to maximise 
their own profits at their employees’ expense. And when 
Samworth’s fat cats are not busy gorging on Melton Mowbray pies, 
or intimidating and bullying their hardworking employees, they are 
also busy forging alliances with Conservative politicians who are 
keen to lend them a helping hand in their nefarious activities. With 
many of Samworth’s workers actually based in the constituency of 
millionaire Tory MP, Sir Alan Duncan (Melton and Rutland), the 
food company’s glutinous owners are quite content with supporting 
Sir Alan’s efforts to keep so-called “low achievers” in their place. 
Thus, in addition to giving hundreds of thousands of pounds to the 
Conservative Party in recent years, Mark Samworth has lined the 
pockets for former oil trader, Sir Duncan, with a further £7,500 in 
political donations. 

With Sir Alan’s elitist belief that the majority of the working-class 
are “low achievers” there can be no doubt that he is a concerted 
enemy of all workers. Yet his despicable orientation towards the 
British population is nothing new: Sir Alan has spent the past year 
consistently supporting the Tories’ anti-democratic Trade Union 
Bill, which seeks “to legislate to limit the ability of unions to operate 
as free, civil society organisations.” Perhaps then it is not surprising, 
that, in 1997, the national media revealed that Sir Alan was counted 
as a leading member of the “Le Cercle, a right-wing think-tank set 
up at the height of the Cold War for senior politicians, diplomats 
and intelligence agents which is one of the most influential, 
secretive, and, it goes without saying, exclusive political clubs in the 
West.” (28 June 1997, The Independent) 

In spite of Sir Alan’s longstanding commitment to ruling-class 
interests and eroding the human rights of workers (both in this 
country and in others), ironically enough he often speaks in favour 
of Fairtrade — which among other things aims to help promote 
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“decent working conditions for hired labour.” Indeed, despite the 
presence of various anti-union employees (like Samworth 
Brothers), since 2007 Melton Mowbray has held the honoured title 
of being a Fairtrade town. Again this contradiction is unsurprising 
as the town’s main source of Fairtrade produce is The Fairtrading 
Post shop which is based at the Samworth Centre – a centre, which 
as the name suggests, has been financially backed by the profits 
obtained from the low-pay of workers employed by Samworth 
Brothers. 

Getting a little overexcited about his town’s commitment to 
treating workers fairly, in 2011, speaking at a celebration event at 
the Samworth Centre, Sir Alan said: “Fairtrade really matters as it 
helps lift people out of poverty.” (March 7, Melton Times) Certainly 
the workers at the factories owned by the Samworth Brothers 
would appreciate it if their management voluntarily adopted the 
principles undergirding the idea of Fairtrade and the decent and fair 
treatment of all their workers. But what is certain is that such a 
positive change will not happen unless the workers successfully 
organise to ensure that their bosses are forced to recognise their 
democratic right to negotiate the future of their pay and conditions 
within a trade union. 
 

Samworth Brothers and their Orwellian “Project 
Fair Reward” 

April 17, 2016 

The recent rise in the national living wage, although still falling well 
short of a real living wage of £10 per hour, was meant to make it 
easier for workers to afford to pay their rent and bills. But sadly, 
greedy businesses across the country are using minimal basic rate 
increases as a green light to erase premier payments for working 
unsocial hours. It is not that big businesses are not making profits 
for their already wealthy owners, it is just that bosses will jump at 
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any chance they can to maximise their profit margins at their 
workers expense. This is demonstrated by the fact that the Tories 
have slashed corporation tax from 28% in 2010 to just 17% by 2020, 
effectively giving businesses a £15 billion tax break. This coming at 
the same time that millionaire bosses are spouting forth endless 
excuses about why their attacks upon workers are justified by 
alleged shrinking profits. 

On 13 April, Channel 4 News exposed the callous nature of such 
attacks on the rights of workers using the example of Samworth 
Brothers here in Leicester. Their report made special reference to 
the Bradgate Bakery in Beaumont Leys, which the news report 
identified “as a major supplier of sandwiches to TESCO.” Channel 
4 “obtained documents that show company plans to slash bonuses, 
including overtime and bank holidays, prior to introducing the 
living wage.” Apparently Samworth Brothers “has entitled the new 
deal as Project Fair Reward,” the news report explained, adding: 

The changes include Sunday overtime, where pay for some is 
currently £13.78 per hour, but from June the new rate goes down 
to £13.10, and in 2017 it goes down again to £11.79, and a year later 
drops to £10.62, and finally in 2019, three years on, it may fall even 
further to around £9 per hour.” If that was not enough, Channel 4 
News continued: “There are cuts in other rates as well. Nightshift 
and basic overtime will fall by 50% by 2019.” Not to mention “the 
end of paid breaks. 

The bosses at Samworth Brothers would of course prefer that their 
employees did not join a union, and did not organise collectively to 
resist these immensely unfair and unnecessary contract changes. 
Samworth’s management know full well that they cannot continue 
trampling over the rights of a unionised workforce. The recent 
CEO of Samworth Brothers (until December 2015), Lindsey 
Pownall, is especially conscious of the power of unions to affect 
positive change. This is because in April she was appointed to the 
board of directors of TESCO, a company at which workers are 
already well unionised with collective bargaining rights. So when 
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TESCO recently attempted to attack the pay and condition of their 
employees, their workers were having none of it, and have been 
successfully fighting back. 

Earlier this month (on 15 April), TESCO workers in Ireland 
condemned their bosses efforts to change conditions of 
employment for 1,000 of their workers without agreement. But 
rather than just moaning at their bosses, trade union members in 
TESCO Ireland voted emphatically in favour of industrial action by 
a margin of 99 per cent (with a turnout of 85%). This united action 
has successfully forced their money-grubbing bosses back to the 
negotiating table, despite the previous position of TESCO 
management, which was to ignore their workers’ demands for 
collective talks. Hopefully this positive action should inspire 
TESCO workers here in England to push their own union 
(USDAW) into building a fightback against the current onslaught 
upon their working conditions. 

Unlike USDAW, the Bakers Union are always ready and willing to 
fight for workers’ rights, and just last week they helped spearhead 
an international campaign that succeeded in forcing McDonald’s to 
cave-in and offer their employees fair and proper contracts, unlike 
the zero-hours contracts they were forced to accept before 
(“McDonald’s offer staff the chance to get off zero-hours 
contracts,” The Guardian, April 15, 2016). 
 

Why Leicester Labour Party MPs and Councillors 
Should Publicly Support Samworth 
Brothers’ Workers 

April 24, 2016 

Last Monday (April 18), the House of  Commons hosted a much-
needed debate on the National Living Wage. Labour MP for Enfield 
North, Joan Ryan, introduced the revealing discussion noting that, 
in spite of  the introduction of  the new living wage, “some 
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employers are cutting overall remuneration packages to offset the 
cost of  its introduction, leaving thousands of  low-paid employees 
significantly worse off; and calls, therefore, on the Government to 
guarantee that no worker will be worse off  as a result of  the 
introduction of  the national living wage.” Focusing on the example 
of  a local Beaumont Leys factory that is owned by Samworth 
Brothers, she explained how… 

…the pay that it is offering staff  is a lot less tasty than its food. 
Bradgate has written to all its Leicestershire staff, detailing changes 
to their wages. Most shop-floor employees at Bradgate were earning 
just over £6.70 an hour before 1 April, so the introduction of  the 
national living wage should have made quite a difference for them, 
but Bradgate, like B&Q, has found an opportunity to save money… 

[S]o it has changed staff  terms and conditions to phase out double 
pay for Sundays by 2019. That means that while employees on the 
national minimum wage earned £13.78 per hour on a Sunday last 
month, by 2019 they will earn just £9 per hour. That is the national 
living wage according to Bradgate Bakery. Extra pay for night shifts, 
Saturdays and overtime are also being scaled back. In sum, Bradgate 
workers are being sold a lie: they are told that their pay is increasing, 
but what the Government are giving with one hand, Bradgate is 
taking with another. According to one very worried worker who 
approached my hon. Friend the Member for Mitcham and Morden, 
these cuts will affect the whole range of  shifts that run in the 
factories. That means that by 2018 a production operative on night 
shift will be paid £2,778 less a year, while a night shift team leader 
will be paid £344 less. 

The Conservative Party’s Minister of  State for Skills, Nick Boles, 
certainly did not agree with most of  Labour’s contributions during 
the debate, but he was sure on one thing, saying: “I am clear that 
for larger employers there is simply no excuse for trying to evade 
the effect of  the national living wage by cutting other benefits and 
premiums.” 

In a follow-on program concerning the living wage, broadcast by 
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BBC Radio 4 (on April 23), Tory MP Chris Philp, who is a member 
of  the Treasury Select Committee, also made it apparent that he 
disagreed with the callous way in which Samworth Brothers were 
cutting premiums observing: 

I think it is absolutely wrong that employers have reduced overtime 
pay as a way of  partially circumventing the minimum wage increase, 
and I think the boards of  those companies should reconsider, they 
should think again about their obligations, and I think the 
government should directly put pressure on them. 

Unfortunately, as an employer, Samworth Brothers think they are 
immune from such criticisms for their current actions, and despite 
more than 50% of  their Bradgate workers having now joined the 
Bakers Union, the Samworth management are doing everything in 
their power to deny formal recognition of  the union. Samworth 
bosses are also stepping up their campaign of  bullying and 
scaremongering to try to prevent workers speaking out against the 
ongoing attacks on their livelihoods. 

With all three of Leicester’s MPs being members of the Labour 
Party, and 52 of the 54 city councillors also being Labour members, 
it therefore seems that much can, and should, be done to bring 
some pressure to bear upon Samworth Brothers. Samworth must 
stop their bullying and immediately move to recognise the Bakers 
Union — a union which is after all affiliated to the Labour Party. 
Labour MP for Leicester East, Keith Vaz, has at least held meetings 
with some Samworth workers and with their bosses. But despite 
recent national media attention, since then Vaz has since remained 
strangely silent on this issue. Our other two Labour MPs have yet 
to publicly weigh in on Samworth’s exploitation of local workers, 
but Liz Kendall (Leicester West) has finally announced that she will 
be speaking on this matter at a public meeting to be held this 
Thursday. Now, more than ever, it will be crucial for people across 
Leicester to contact their local MPs and councillors to politely 
demand that they swiftly move to take affirmative action by vocally 
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siding with the Samworth workers against their greedy Tory-
funding bosses. 
 

Liz Kendall Demands That Samworth Brothers 
Scrap New Contracts and Immediately Recognise 
the Bakers Union 

April 28, 2016 

UPDATE (May 1, 2016): So far Liz Kendall has failed to comment on 
either social media, or in the local press, on her efforts to support Samworth 
workers subsequent to this meeting. Therefore it will be important to keep a 
watch on what happens next, as Kendall is part of the pro-corporate, proudly 
Blairite wing of the Labour Party, which stands in firm opposition to the 
socialist politics of Jeremy Corbyn (for example see my earlier article “Kendall’s 
Nightmare“). 
 
“I am angry beyond belief,” fumed Liz Kendall, the local Labour 
MP for Leicester West, at a bustling public meeting held earlier 
tonight at the Tudor Centre in Mowmacre Hill. The focus of 
Kendall’s anger tonight was local anti-union employer Samworth 
Brothers, who just last week were named and shamed in Parliament 
for attacking the pay and conditions of their workers. 

Samworth employs more than 5,000 people across various 
factories in Leicestershire, and just like Kendall, their workers are 
angry at their bosses’ lies, and are demanding the right to organise 
and negotiate collectively within the Bakers union. As the rain 
lashed down outside it initially looked like the small circle of chairs 
in the room would suffice to contain the twenty-something 
Samworth workers who had braved the weather to let Kendall 
know why they needed her concrete support in their ongoing 
dispute. But as more and more people flooded into the meeting, the 
room began to heat up as people spilled forth their own stories of 
injustice, pay cuts, and exploitation from their profit-obsessed 
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bosses. Not all of the hundred or so workers found time to speak 
tonight, but systematic bullying was a common theme raised by 
most of the contributors. 

Kendall was evidently moved by the heartfelt stories, as she was 
by the numbers present, noting that it “was one of the busiest 
meetings she has ever organised”. Exasperated workers patiently 
explained how the so-called pay rises and accompanying cuts to 
premiums would leave most individuals worse off. Workers must 
join a union, Kendall emphasised. “If they pick you off one by one 
you are weaker than if you are all together.” “It is completely clear 
to me,” she continued, “that the company is trying to avoid paying 
you what you are owed, because they are trying to claw back money 
because of the increase in the minimum wage.” 

They are trying to confuse people, they are trying to bully people, 
and when I see them tomorrow I will make this completely clear to 
them. I will also do everything I can within Parliament and the 
media because some of these companies have changed their minds 
because there has been big stuff about them in the press, and that 
is one way they could be shamed into changing their minds. 

I also want to see them recognise the trade union, because the only 
way they can make these changes, by picking you off one by one, is 
because they don’t recognise collective bargaining, and we are 
stronger when we stand together, and I am angry beyond belief! 

Workers told Kendall how they were often prevented from using 
the toilet, which Kendall observed was “disgusting and ridiculous”. 
It was pointed out how one vocal worker had even been suspended 
standing up to bullying management. Indeed, the consensus in the 
room was that if you talked about the Bakers union at the workplace 
then you would be disciplined. Another individual told Kendall how 
up to three times a week his manager had been pressing him into 
signing up to the companies new contract, being told that if he 
didn’t sign up he would lose his job. Shocked by this bullying, he 
rightfully asked for this statement in writing; which of course was 
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not possible. Kendall is evidently well aware of the lies that the 
Samworth bosses will try to tell her when she meets them: “I know 
what will happen at that meeting tomorrow, they will say you are all 
getting a pay rise.” But she added, “I am clear that what is 
happening is unfair and wrong. My end goal is for them to withdraw 
that contract and to recognise the union!” 
 

Strength in Unity: The Fight for Union Recognition 
at Samworth Brothers Continues 

May 25, 2016 

When the majority of people at a workplace voluntarily choose to 
join a union and ask for it to be formally recognised for the purpose 
of collective bargaining, you might expect their bosses to 
acknowledge the legitimacy of their demands. Not so for the 
spineless souls currently mis-managing Samworth Brothers, who 
have just announced that “we are not prepared to agree voluntary 
recognition for the BFAWU.” (May 23) The Tory bosses lording it 
up at Samworth Brothers profess to want to help their workers, on 
the condition, that is, that they shut up and do as they are told! Most 
employees at Samworth’s Kettleby Foods factory are not content, 
however, with such a farcical commitment to their well-being, 
especially coming in the face of needless cuts to premium pay. 

Staff discontent is most visibly seen at the Kettleby site by the 
deluge of new members who have recently joined the Bakers Union 
(BFAWU). Indeed, the reason that more than half of their workers 
are now union members is because Samworth’s much-vaunted 
“staff consultative structure” is a running joke. Existing 
‘consultative’ structures at Samworth sites are rightly seen as 
nothing more than toothless talking-shops — and undemocratic 
ones at that. Samworth’s executives admit that “we recognise there 
are benefits to union membership” which unfortunately probably 
explains why they oppose giving recognition to the Bakers Union. 
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Such opposition also explains why their workers are having to 
endure a climate of blatant anti-union bullying, such that the 
management actively discipline workers who speak out for the need 
for union rights. 

Samworth bosses say they “respect every individual’s unfettered 
right to join a trade union and participate in union activities,” but at 
the same time they seem to be doing their utmost to make sure that 
such activities do not take place on their premises. No doubt this is 
because Samworth managers simultaneously believe that union 
members should respect their own unfettered right to persecute and 
bully staff who choose to join the Bakers Union. Such nonsense will 
not, however, stop the Bakers Union from fighting tooth and nail 
for their members’ human rights as trade unionists. A formal appeal 
has now been lodged with the government’s Central Arbitration 
Committee (CAC) and the odds are on the sides of the workers that 
Samworth’s cack management will soon be forced by law to give 
formal recognition to the Bakers Union. That the Samworth bosses 
will use every trick in the book to block the Bakers Union is 
obvious, so workers will now have to redouble their efforts to 
recruit more members to send a clear message to their greedy bosses 
that from now on they won’t be taking no for an answer. 
 

Standing United Against the Bullies at 
Samworth Brothers 

June 5, 2016 

Showing their total disregard for their employees, local bullyboy 
employer Samworth Brothers (of Ginsters pie fame), attack the pay 
and conditions of their workers on the one hand, while 
simultaneously rejecting an appeal by the majority of their staff at 
Kettleby Foods to be represented in collective negotiations by their 
union of choice, the Bakers Union. The Samworth bosses, in their 
frantic determination to undermine the swelling tide of union 
activity in their factories will seemingly resort to any tactic – no 
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matter how counterproductive – to quell what they see as the threat 
of an organised workforce. 

Samworth management are doing what all bullies do best, they are 
attempting frighten their workers into submission by singling out 
for punishment those individuals who stand up to their 
authoritarian ways. Disgustingly, this bullying has now resulted in 
Kumaran Bose, one of  Kettleby’s leading union organisers being 
sacked — although of  course he still has a right of  appeal. Recall 
for a moment the disturbing words of  Samworth’s Personnel 
Manager at Kettleby Foods (Carol Gasson) who, in February earlier 
this year, accused me of  “scaremongering the workers” for daring 
to say that their employees might benefit by joining a union. 
Displaying her own monumental ignorance of  democracy and 
workers’ rights, she wrote: “No one needs unions. They play on 
people’s ignorance.” 

This brings me back to Kumaran Bose, who having worked for 
the Samworth Brothers for more than a decade — without I might 
add being disciplined in any way, shape, or form – recently found 
himself  subject to intimidation from his management. In response 
Mr Bose did what any worker should do, and in March 2016 he 
submitted a formal grievance to his employers. Having none of  this, 
shortly thereafter the spiteful management at Samworth Brothers 
launched their own disciplinary actions against Mr Bose; and if  this 
malicious action alone doesn’t provide a good enough reason for 
Samworth workers’ to demand that their bosses recognise their 
union, I don’t know what would! 

Samworth Brothers are acting as exemplars of  bullying; whereby 
workplace bullying is “defined as offensive, intimidating, malicious, 
insulting or humiliating behaviour, abuse of  power or authority 
which attempts to undermine an individual or group of  employees 
and which may cause them to suffer stress.” According to a recent 
report produced by the Trades Union Congress (which represents 
around 6 million British workers) titled Bullied at Work?, bullying 
behaviour can include: 
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 competent staff  being constantly criticised, having 
responsibilities removed or being given trivial tasks to do 

 shouting at staff 
 persistently picking on people in front of  others or in 

private 
 blocking promotion 
 regularly and deliberately ignoring or excluding individuals 

from work activities 
 setting a person up to fail by overloading them with work 

or setting impossible deadlines 
 consistently attacking a member of  staff  in terms of  their 

professional or personal standing 
 regularly making the same person the butt of  jokes. 

None of  these behaviours are acceptable in any democratic 
workplace. But it seems perfectly apparent that the bosses at 
Samworth Brothers are opposed to unions precisely because they 
realise that a unionised workforce is better able to act to prevent 
such forms of  all-to-common workplace bullying. As the 
aforementioned anti-democratic comments made by Samworth 
Brother’s Personal Manager make clear: Samworth’s management 
choose to ignore demands for union recognition because they are 
well acquainted with the fact that there is a direct link between 
organised workplaces and fairer treatment of  workers. For example, 
as numerous studies have shown, there can be no doubt that the 
collective strength of  trade union negotiation means that (on 
average) union members: 

 take home higher pay 
 have better sickness and pension benefits 
 have more holiday 
 and have more flexible working hours. 

It is for these reasons and many more that all the workers employed 
by the Samworth Brothers should stand united against all forms of  
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bullying; should demand the reinstatement of  Kumaran Bose; and 
finally, should demand that their bosses recognise their democratic 
right to engage in collective negotiations through the Bakers Union. 
 

Liz Kendall Says the Truth is Still “Not 
Forthcoming” From Bosses at Samworth Brothers 

June 7, 2016 

Diehard Blairites like Liz Kendall only publicly fight on behalf of 
workers’ rights when they are forced to. And now happens to be 
one of those rare moments where Kendall is playing a small part in 
promoting the rights of workers employed by the union-hating 
bosses at Samworth Brothers (“Samworth’s boss accused of not 
answering MPs questions on pay and conditions,” Leicester Mercury, 
May 24). On May 10, Kendall wrote to Alex Knight, the CEO of 
Samworth Brothers, in the aftermath of “one of the busiest 
meetings” she had ever held as a local MP. She explained to the 
CEO, how at her packed meeting with his workers (on April 28), 
they were all “concerned that they would end up worse off” as a 
result of the changes in their contracts. 

[V]irtually all the employees who attended the meeting said they had 
felt forced into signing the new contracts because if they didn’t, 
they would lose their jobs – despite the fact that some of them have 
worked for Samworth Brothers for 15 years or more.” She added: 
“I am deeply concerned by reports from your staff of being bullied 
by their managers into signing the new contracts. 

Having previously met in person with Samworth Group Executive 
Directors, Paul Davey and Ian Fletcher (on April 29), she is well 
aware that they were a little dishonest, to say the least, when they 
told her that only 15% of the 2,000 workers at the Bradgate Bakery 
would be worse off — and that even those few would only by 
poorer by an average of £200 a year. Realising she was being taken 
for a fool, Kendall politely asked for some facts and figures to back 
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up these unlikely projections, but, as she observed in her letter, “this 
information has so far not been forthcoming.” She also took the 
opportunity to “urge Samworth Brothers to recognise the Bakers 
Food and Allied Workers Union.” “Collective bargaining is by far 
the best way to address issues of staff pay, terms and conditions” 
she wrote. “I understand that voluntary recognition is being 
discussed at your [Kettleby Foods] site in Melton Mowbray and I 
believe this would be the best way forward at your Bradgate Bakery 
site too.” In response, Samworth Brothers continue to pretend that 
they are actually helping their increasingly angry and frustrated 
workforce, while refusing to provide any answers to Kendall’s 
simple questions, and refusing to give voluntary recognition to the 
Bakers Union at the Kettleby site. The latter refusal coming in face 
of the fact that more than 50% of workers there have joined the 
union because of the proposed changes. 

Samworth bosses, however, have now gone further by sacking the 
main worker responsible for recruiting hundreds of workers into 
the Bakers Union (Kumaran Bose); and they continue to threaten 
disciplinary action against any workers who even so much as talk 
about unions in the workplace. Such workplace bullying has no 
place in a democratic society, although, as we all know, it is all too 
common. But we should be proud of the fact that Samworth 
workers are fighting back. But being proud is not enough, and these 
workers need all the help they can get. So spread the word amongst 
your own workplace and friends, and consider writing a letter to the 
Leicester Mercury in order to help raise the profile of their ongoing 
struggle. We also need to build a mass campaign to demand the end 
of bullying and the immediate reinstatement of Kumaran Bose! 
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Join the Lobby of  Samworth Brothers to Demand 
the Reinstatement of  Sacked Union Activist 
June 9, 2016 

Leicestershire-based food giant, Samworth Brothers are gaining 
national notoriety for their ongoing commitment to attacking their 
employees’ quality of life. The irony being that the union-hating 
Samworth Brothers sell themselves with the slogan: “Where quality 
is a way of life.” While the quality of their Ginster pies may rate 
highly alongside the quality, lavish, millionaire-lifestyles enjoyed by 
the Samworth bosses, their workforce are presently having to make 
do with a climate of bullying, and ongoing attacks on their working 
conditions. It is of course hard to square the Samworth bosses’ 
dismal treatment of their workers with the company’s other 
favoured advertising slogan, which goes: “Our people define us – 
loyalty and dedication contribute to the continuing success of the 
company.” I say this because last Friday, after months of 
intimidation, Samworth bosses sacked popular Bakers Union 
activist Kumaran Bose “who has done much to speak out against 
the undemocratic nature of the pay restructuring” that is currently 
being undertaken by his bosses. Bose thus provides a perfect 
example of one of Samworth Brothers thousands of loyal and 
dedicated employees who is being bullied in return for all his hard 
work. As Bakers Union regional organiser, George Atwall, pointed 
out: 

Kumaran has worked for the company for twelve years with neither 
a blemish to his name or his work record; but since the dispute 
began, he has been subjected to a severe campaign of  bullying from 
his managers. Kumaran’s only crime has been his outstanding 
success in convincing more than 50% of  the workers in his factory 
to join the Bakers Food and Allied Workers Union. What his 
Managers particularly disliked was his brave decision to stand up 
for his rights and refuse to accept that he and his fellow workers 
should be treated so appallingly, and that their families should be 
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denied a decent standard of  living. 

But this is not the end of  the matter, as presently “another union 
representative is being dragged through disciplinary proceedings 
and also could face the sack” (June 9, Morning Star). It seems that 
the Samworth bosses will go to any length to intimidate their 
workers, and are now scrambling desperately to prevent their 
workers from having their democratic right to trade union 
representation in their workplace. In response Mr Atwall said: “We 
are calling on all fair minded people to support our call for the 
reinstatement of  Kumaran Bose.” 

So as a means of  helping the Bakers Union on this matter please 
consider emailing Samworth Brothers bosses at 
Paul.Davey@Bradgate-Bakery.co.uk and Tesco (which has a major 
contract to sell on Samworth produce) at 
Kris.comerford@uk.tesco.com and demand the immediate 
reinstatement of  Kumaran Bose. 
 

Samworth Brothers TTIP Love-In 

June 15, 2016 

The Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) is a 
multi-billion dollar privatisation treaty between the US and EU that 
aims to guarantee access to public services for giant corporations to 
make vast profits. The national president of the Bakers Food and 
Allied Workers Union (BFAWU), Ian Hodson, argues that the EU’s 
secretive involvement in the negotiations surrounding this treaty 
illustrate “just how much the EU has mutated into one huge 
business cartel”. That is but one of many reasons why the Bakers 
Union are presently campaigning to leave the EU. Fundamentally, 
Hodson writes: TTIP “is about reducing certain regulatory barriers 
for large organisations” – regulatory barriers that exist to protect 
the rights of normal working class people. He continues: 
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One of the main aims of TTIP is to open up Europe’s Public 
Health, Education and Water services to US companies. This would 
essentially mean the privatisation of our NHS. US companies 
would also have the power to sue countries who don’t toe the line, 
thus strengthening American’s imperialistic grip on other nations. 
(Bakers Union magazine, Spring 2016) 

Unsurprisingly the Tory bosses at Samworth Brothers have a 
different take on TTIP, and are wetting themselves about its 
potential to extend their ability to enrich themselves at the expense 
of their workers and, it seems, everybody else. In fact, just last June 
Samworth managers invited corporate lobbyists, BritishAmerican 
Business, to their Walkers Charnwood Bakery site to co-host a love-
in for TTIP. Tory MEP Emma McClarkin, who is the co-ordinator 
on the EU’s International Trade Committee, was just one of the 
many guests at this prestigious TTIP event. Fittingly, she evens 
boasts on her web site that she “is the leading Conservative figure 
in Europe on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership”. 
(With no hint of irony, McClarkin is presently campaigning to leave 
the EU because it’s lack of democracy.)  

McClarkin’s high-level of personal commitment to TTIP, 
however, leads McClarkin to argue that her favoured treaty 
represents “an opportunity for the NHS, not a threat” – and she 
even goes so far as accusing one of Britain’s leading trade unions 
(Unite) of scaremongering about the threats posed by her beloved 
treaty. Such dismissive attitudes regarding unions are all too normal 
in the world of big business, and are unfortunately very reminiscent 
of the scaremongering tactics currently being employed by 
Samworth’s own management about the alleged threat posed by 
trade unions to their ability to freely exploit their workforce. 
Scaremongering that has led to the systematic bullying of staff and 
the recent unfounded sacking of a leading member of the Bakers 
Union, Kumaran Bose. 

Profits always trump workers’ rights in the business world, which 
is why Samworth bosses are so excited about TTIP and so hostile 
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to unions. Nevertheless, trade unions, like the Bakers Union, do 
provide a ray of hope for the future of thousands of workers who 
seek to organise themselves collectively to improve their lot in life, 
vis-à-vis their bargaining power with their bosses. This is why it is 
so important for all workers to join a trade union, and for demands 
to be made upon the Samworth fat-cats to immediately reinstate 
Kumaran Bose. 
 

No More Bullying: Reinstate Kumaran Now! 

June 17, 2016 

“Two prominent Labour MPs have lashed out at Leicestershire’s 
biggest private employer after it sacked” Bakers Union (BFAWU) 
activist Kumaran Bose (June 16, Leicester Mercury). The first of these 
politicians was Siobhain McDonagh, MP for Mitcham and Morden, 
and the other was a relative latecomer to the Samworth dispute, 
despite taking place right under his nose, Jon Ashworth, MP for 
Leicester South. Better late than never Jon! 

In January, Samworth in a cowardly fashion informed their staff 
about cuts to “premium and overtime payments”, just prior to being 
legally obliged to increase their workers’ wages in line with the new 
national living wage. Taking their staff and the public for fools, the 
Samworth bosses have cynically denied these cuts to premiums and 
their “abolition of paid breaks” are in any way related to efforts “to 
help fund the national living wage, which came into force on April 
1.” More importantly the bosses at Samworth don’t much like 
unions. This is why they sacked Kumaran Bose. Samworth 
management seem to have been particularly upset that Kumaran 
spoke publicly about the inequitable cuts facing fellow workers, 
which could lead some employees to lose around £2,000 a year. 
Labour MP, Siobhain McDonagh, said in letter addressed to the 
seemingly ignorant Samworth boss Alex Knight: 
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It is extremely disappointing that this loyal employee has been 
found guilty of ‘gross misconduct’ simply for highlighting the 
extent to which Samworth employees are losing out. I have seen a 
copy of your new terms and conditions and I do not believe Mr 
Bose was over-exaggerating whatsoever when he said some 
employees could be up to £2,000 worse off. 

Jon Ashworth, Labour MP for Leicester South, is also now calling 
on Samworth Brothers to back down from bullying their workers. 
As reported in the Leicester Mercury this week he said: 

It is disgraceful that one of the leading Union organisers who has 
spoken out against the pay restructuring was sacked earlier this 
month. I have written to Samworth Brothers to raise my concerns 
over the sacking of Kumaran Bose and to request that BFAWU is 
granted formal recognition at the site. I encourage all the workers 
to join BAFWU and to stand up for a fair and decent pay. (June 15, 
Mercury) 

Elaborating on these supportive words on his web site Ashworth 
recognised that the continuing attacks on staff working conditions 
has “resulted in hundreds joining” the Bakers Union. “Kumaran 
Bose was sacked with no disciplinary record at Samworth 
Brothers,” stated Ashworth. “In fact,” he concluded, “it appears 
that Kumaran’s only so called crime was to recruit workers at 
Samworth Brothers to the Bakers Food and Allied Workers 
Union.” Bringing this point home, George Atwall, regional officer 
of Kumaran’s union commented: 

Samworth’s management are waging an outright war against the 
right of their workers to be represented by a union in their 
workplace. By attacking our most outspoken union members, and 
with their persistent bullying and intimidation of the people who 
continue to work hard and generate healthy profit margins for the 
company, the management have created a climate of fear. 
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He said union members had requested a public meeting to demand 
the reinstatement of Kumaran, which is to be held tomorrow from 
6.30pm onwards at Secular Hall, 75 Humberstone Gate, Leicester. 

With the local Leicester & District Trades Union Council — the 
umbrella organisation of trade unions in Leicester and the 
surrounding area — backing the event, the campaign to bring an 
end to the systematic bullying at Samworth factories is gaining 
momentum. Come along and bring your friends and share the 
following event page on facebook for the meeting. 
 

Campaigning to Reinstate Sacked Samworth 
Brothers Union Activist 

June 21, 2016 

The recent rise in the national living wage, although still falling well 
short of a real living wage of £10 per hour, was meant to make it 
easier for workers to afford to pay their rent and bills. But greedy 
bosses like Leicestershire-based food manufacturers Samworth 
Brothers are using minimal basic rate increases as a green light to 
erase premium payments for working unsocial hours. 

Kumaran Bose, one of the leading Bakers Union organisers inside 
Samworth, was sacked earlier this month because he had proven 
himself extremely effective at recruiting people into his union. In 
response, a national campaign has been launched to demand 
Kumaran’s immediate reinstatement and an end to the climate of 
bullying at intimidation that is prevalent within Samworth factories. 
On Saturday, the Bakers Union and the National Shop Stewards 
Network organised a public meeting in Leicester to help build this 
campaign which will include a boycott of goods produced by 
Samworth Brothers. Indeed, just prior to the meeting, a bustling 
picket was staged outside of a local Tesco store – a corporation that 
does much business with Kumaran’s bullying bosses. 
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It is noteworthy that earlier this year Tesco also appointed the 
recent CEO of Samworth Brothers to their board of directors. But 
unlike Tesco, Samworth bosses refuse to give official recognition to 
their workers union of choice. Speaking at the meeting Kumaran 
pledged to fight to the very end for union recognition for his fellow 
workers at Samworth with whom he had worked for twelve years. 
The Secretary of the Leicester and District Trades Union Council, 
Tony Church, brought a message of solidarity noting “that 
Samworth’s have a 19th century mentality when it comes to labour 
relations”, confirming that they were “fully behind” the Bakers 
Union in calling upon the company to reverse Kumaran’s 
disgraceful sacking immediately. 
 

The Complexities of  Paying a Fair Wage at 
Samworth Brothers 

June 24, 2016 

The new National Living Wage falls well short of a real living wage, 
and in many instances this so-called pay rise has been carried out at 
the same time as greedy companies have cut premium pay for 
working unsocial shifts and eliminated paid breaks. This is why the 
Bakers Union refers to the new living wage as the gimmick wage. 

Companies like Samworth Brothers were offered a delicious tax 
incentive from the government –- a 2% reduction in the 
corporation tax — so they could afford to increase their hourly rates 
without cutting premium pay. But by sleight of hand, combined 
with continuing intimidation of their workforce, Samworth bosses 
decided to plump with the financial option that provided them with 
the most profits and the lowest labour costs. 

If the management at Samworth Brothers had simply consulted 
their workers about their plans to increase hourly rates in-line with 
the planned rises in the living wage and not slashed premium pay, 
their workers would of course have been happy with their fair 
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treatment. Instead the workers are unhappy and the bosses have 
had to coerce their employees into accepting their new poor deal. 

When management recently wrote to their employees they took 
the time to thank the members of their phoney “Staff Consultation 
Committees” “for their extremely hard work” during management 
changes to staff terms and conditions. Needless to say, if Samworth 
bosses had offered a genuine improvement in terms and conditions, 
then it is clear that management would not have felt the need to 
thank any staff committees for their hard work in persuading other 
staff members to accept their selfish proposals. 

Samworth management also boast to their staff about “investing 
a further £5 million per year” for the next three years into their “pay 
bill”. What they neglect to mention is that this so-called investment 
only represents Samworth’s commitment to paying the 
government’s rising living wage, so should hardly be considered an 
investment. A real investment in the pay bill would involve keeping 
the premium system in place while raising the pay of their staff in 
line with the legal requirements of the rising living wage – that is 
after all what the government is giving them a tax break for. 

Finally management acknowledge in their letter to staff that “This 
has been a very complex process…” This is a key admission as the 
process was only complex because Samworth’s secretive 
management and their so-called “Staff Consultation Committees” 
deliberately sought to make the process confusing in an attempt to 
pull the wool over their workers’ eyes. This complex process 
involved the bullying of staff and the initiation of disciplinary 
proceedings against workers who bravely spoke out in defence of 
their colleagues’ workplace rights. Ultimately such manufactured 
complexities resulted in the bullying Samworth managers 
conspiring to sack shop floor team leader and union activist, 
Kumaran Bose, in a vain attempt to scare other workers away from 
demanding their democratic right to be represented by a trade union 
in their workplace. 
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Normal workers call such actions bullying, but Samworth 
management refer to this process as a “competitive” strategy that 
“enhances job security” which enables workers to “achieve an 
enhanced way forward.” Furthermore, given that the entire 
consultation process was triggered by a government program that 
was meant to increase, not decrease the pay of workers, it is 
extremely telling that in their letter to staff, Samworth bosses felt 
obliged to promise that “additional payments” have now been put 
in place “to ensure that nobody will see their contracted pay go 
backwards.” Well aren’t they the model employers! 
 

From Samworth to Spain: Taking Action for 
Workers’ Rights 

June 24, 2016 

Sunday will be an important day for two reasons. Firstly, it will play 
host to an important local protest in defence of workers’ rights that 
will be taking place outside the headquarters of Melton-based 
Samworth Brothers. This protest is part of a growing campaign to 
demand the reinstatement of sacked union rep Kumaran Bose. 
Secondly, although you may not have heard much about it there will 
be a general election in Spain, in which anti-austerity socialists have 
a good chance of seizing power. As the British Tory press frets: 

The Spanish prime minister, Mariano Rajoy, has warned against a 
possible shock victory by Podemos in Sunday’s general election as 
the hard Left, anti-austerity party surges to just three points behind 
the ruling Popular Party (PP) in opinion polls. (June 21, Daily 
Telegraph) 

The Economist magazine notes: 

Podemos… has tapped the frustration of the young. Mr [Pablo] 
Iglesias [the leader of Podemos] has redefined Spanish politics as a 
struggle against la cásta (‘the caste’), by which he means the leaders 
and hangers-on of the traditional parties who colonised institutions 
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from the courts to the savings banks and the boardrooms of 
corporate Spain. 

The likelihood of a success for socialists in Spain has been improved 
by the recent decision of Podemos to unite in an electoral alliance 
with Izquierda Unida — which won a million votes in last 
December’s elections — to stand united as Unidos Podemos 
(“Together we can”). Here it should be noted that although the 
leadership of Podemos ended up backing Syriza’s betrayal of the 
heroic “OXI” of the Greek working class in last summer’s austerity 
referendum, now Britain has voted to leave the EU there is a 
possibility that Unidos Podemos may be emboldened to break with 
the anti-democratic strictures of the EU. 

The possibility of a serious challenge to the EU has been increased 
by the left-wing leadership shown by Alberto Garzon, who, since 
last year has been the leader of Izquierda Unida. Earlier this month, 
for example, a political motion put to the Izquierda Unida assembly 
by Garzon which won over 70% support clearly stated that the “EU 
is un-reformable and incompatible with the sovereignty of peoples 
or with any policy of social transformation”. So let’s build for the 
local protest on Sunday to defend workers’ rights, and be hopeful 
that we can celebrate a critical victory for socialism in Spain on 
Sunday too. 
 

How the Fight for Kumaran is Linked to the Fight 
for Corbyn 

June 26, 2016 

Earlier this afternoon around 100 campaigners and trade union 
activists paid a fleeting visit to the headquarters of Samworth 
Brothers, a bullying penny-pinching company that was recently 
rated 7th in a list of Leicestershire’s top 200 companies. A wide 
variety of representatives from different unions and organisations 
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from around the country attended the protest to demand the 
reinstatement of sacked Bakers Union rep, Kumaran Bose. 

Greetings of solidarity were brought by the National Shop 
Stewards Network, Leicester and Districts Trades Council, Unite 
the Union, Unite Community, the National Union of Teachers, 
GMB, Tamil Solidarity, the Socialist Party, Unite the Resistance, 
Socialist Workers Party, Momentum, Sheffield Disabled People 
Against Cuts, Chesterfield Trades Council and many other trade 
unionists, including the regional secretary of the East Midlands 
TUC and striking workers from Pennine Foods in Sheffield. 

Notable absentees at this important event in the fight for workers’ 
rights were Leicester’s three Labour MPs, Jon Ashworth, Liz 
Kendall, and Keith Vaz. All three were invited to attend, and all 
gave their insincere apologies. The absent-three have also remained 
ominously silent over the just-announced vote of no confidence in 
the leader of the Labour Party. 

A principled Labour MP would be using every opportunity to 
defend Jeremy Corbyn and to combat the coup that has been 
launched against him by the rightwing Blairites, who are sadly still 
dominant in the Parliamentary Labour Party. In stark contrast to 
Leicester’s weak-willed MPs, Labour MP for Leeds East, Richard 
Burgon, jumped on the train to speak in defence of Kumaran Bose 
as soon as he heard about the Samworth protest. His fighting 
speech couldn’t be further from the empty phraseology of 
Leicester’s three MPs. As he put it: 

I’ve come from Leeds today to stand shoulder-to-shoulder in 
solidarity with Kumaran, who, and let’s be clear about this, the fact 
that he has been sacked is a testimony to what an effective trade 
union rep that he has been. Because the fact that he recruited 50% 
of the workforce to the union has made them not like him, it’s the 
fact that he is putting forward the argument that the so-called living 
wage shouldn’t be made up by them taking away all the other rates 
that you’ve worked so hard for over the years, whether that be the 
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preferential overtime rates, whether that be the preferential rates 
for anti-social hours. 

So I am proud to stand shoulder-to-shoulder as a Labour MP, as a 
shadow minister under Jeremy Corbyn with Kumaran today, 
because whenever somebody stands up to the establishment, 
whether it be Kumaran here at Samworth Brothers standing up to 
the bosses here, or whether it be Jeremy Corbyn standing up to the 
economic and political establishment. What do you get from that? 
You get attacked. But these attacks should be viewed as a tribute to 
Kumaran, a tribute to the Bakers Union, and a tribute to Jeremy 
Corbyn as well. If they are not attacking you, then you know you 
are doing something wrong. 

And earlier on Ian [Hodson, Bakers Union President] mentioned 
an Early Day Motion in Parliament, in support, in solidarity with 
Kumaran, and I think it’s just common-sense to say that Labour 
MPs should be concentrating on supporting that motion in 
Parliament, that important motion, that motion of solidarity, not an 
indulgent, distracting, traitorous, treacherous motion to get rid of 
Jeremy Corbyn. 

What we want is the kind of Labour leader who will stand shoulder-
to-shoulder with workers in struggle. I remember during the Junior 
Doctors strike, Jeremy Corbyn and John McDonnell, marching on 
the strike day through the streets of London with the Junior 
Doctors on strike, and I can tell you this, some Labour MPs were 
choking on their cornflakes when they heard that had happened. 
But that makes me pleased that Jeremy Corbyn and John 
McDonnell and others did the right thing. We want a Labour leader 
who’ll be backing the Bakers Union campaign for £10 an hour now 
as a starting point, as a real minimum wage, as a real living wage. 

Tragically it seems that Leicester’s three MPs, Ashworth, Kendall, 
and Vaz, struggle to find the energy to stand shoulder-to-shoulder 
with the leader of their own Party, let alone with workers in struggle. 
Richard Burgon however has laid down a test to our absent-three: 
will they use the coming week to vigorously campaign to support 
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Corbyn, and use their time productively in vocally denouncing the 
“indulgent, distracting, traitorous, treacherous motion” to ditch 
Corbyn, and in then actively promoting the Parliamentary motion 
to show solidarity with a local unjustly sacked worker. As Mr 
Burgon wound up his speech he pointed out how some Labour 
MPs had… 

…forgotten who had elected them, forgetting who had put them in 
the position they were in, forgetting which group of people in 
society they are meant to serve. We are all about the 99.9%, that’s 
what we are about. So I am pleased to be here with Kumaran today, 
I’d like to thank Kumaran for his inspiration, and I’d to thank him 
for his example, and thank all of your for standing shoulder-to-
shoulder with him. The demands are quite simple on this occasion. 
The demands are: reinstate Kumaran; recognise the Bakers Union; 
and pay a proper living wage, don’t try to screw the workers at this 
factory out of their wages! 

 

Samworth Brothers’ “Very Happy” Workers and 
Their Bid for Union Recognition 

July 1, 2016 

On Sunday a protest was held outside “a Samworth Brothers 
factory in Melton Mowbray over the dismissal of Kumaran Bose, a 
team leader at the company’s Kettleby Foods operation.” The brief 
147 word article reporting on this event in the Leicester Mercury (June 
28), although welcome, was underwhelming to say the least. 
Notably, the Mercury did print a picture of a small section of the 
fairly large protest, which contained the limited caption: “Dismissed 
Kettleby Food worker, Kumaran Bose, front, and supporters.” 
What the article failed to mention was that standing just behind 
Kumaran (in their picture) was Labour MP for Leeds East, Richard 
Burgon. 
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Clearly it is not a regular event when a member of the Shadow 
Cabinet makes the effort to travel from another city to join a local 
protest in defence of trade union rights on a site in the middle of 
the countryside. In this instance the Mercury cannot use the excuse 
that they did not know Burgon was in attendance at the site, as 
immediately after the protest ended a video of his rousing defence 
of Kumaran was posted online. Furthermore, Burgon’s newsworthy 
speech was emailed to the newspaper that same night. This 
important oversight is all the more worrying because, on the same 
day that the short protest article was published, the Mercury 
published a glowing and intimate 1,266 word article about how 
good a deal the Samworth Brothers bosses were giving to their 
workers. 

The generous pro-Samworth article was based upon an interview 
with CEO Alex Knight and was titled “Samworth Brothers boss 
breaks silence to set record straight over pay row.” Apparently Mr 
Knight, who is presently overseeing a vile climate of bullying at his 
factories, was “keen to come out of his self-imposed purdah to 
explain the background to the pay review.” More to the point, the 
Mercury reported: “He wants to end months of bad publicity and set 
the record straight.” There can be little doubt that this attempt to 
overcome the negative publicity Samworth Brothers have incurred 
for the poor treatment of their staff was inspired by Sunday’s 
protest which was supported by trade unionists and members of 
public from all across the country. 

Another reason for Mr Knight’s dramatic emergence from his 
“self-imposed purdah” probably owed much to his desire to pre-
empt criticisms of his company contained in a TV documentary 
“Are You Owed a Pay Rise?” which was produced by Dispatches for 
Channel 4 and was meant to be aired on Monday night. Although 
as it turned out, the airing of this documentary was cancelled at the 
last minute to make way for an extended news item about the 
attacks on the Corbyn and his supporters in the Labour Party 
(which includes Mr Burgon). 
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Nevertheless, Mr Knight used his space in the Mercury to talk utter 
nonsense about Samworth’s efforts to help their workforce, when 
it is obvious to all that this is not the case, hence their naming and 
shaming in Parliament earlier in the year. 
According to Mr Knight, premium rates for working unsocial hours 
were cut to help workers, that is, “to balance out” the pay for all 
workers in line with lower rates of basic pay. 

Mr Knight was delighted to boast about Samworth’s benefits 
package, which he says is “industry-leading without a doubt.” This 
includes “private health care for all full-time staff” but not for part-
time staff. Moreover, as the article does not bother to consult with 
Samworth workers’ about the truth behind such claims, the article 
makes no mention of the fact that staff have been told by 
management that if they join a union they will not be entitled to 
benefit from Samworth’s generous health care scheme! 

Having created a climate of fear in their factories, Samworth 
bosses then sacked Kumaran Bose for succeeding in recruiting 
more than half of the people in his factory to the Bakers Union. 
This is why Mr Knight is very keen to emphasize that he has a “very 
loyal, very happy workforce”. One way that his workers have visibly 
demonstrated their ‘happiness’ with their authoritarian bosses is by 
joining the union in their hundreds. Mr Knight is clearly perturbed 
by this unusual method of his a “very loyal, very happy workforce” 
displaying contentedness, and so he admits “What has been 
concerning for us is that there were some people who were 
disgruntled.” 

Keen to put a positive spin on his workers attempts to gain official 
union recognition in their workplace — so they can speak 
collectively though a union — “Mr Knight said 99.97 per cent of 
employees affected by the pay review have signed new contracts.” 
A strange contradiction that may have something to do with those 
same workers’ being threatened with unemployment if they don’t 
sign their new contracts. 
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Ronnie Draper, General Secretary of  the Bakers 
Union, Demands Reinstatement of  Unfairly 
Sacked Worker 

July 20, 2016 

On June 26, 2016, a protest was held outside the Samworth 
Brothers headquarters in Melton Mowbray to demand the 
reinstatement of unfairly sacked Bakers’ Union member Kumaran 
Bose. Ronnie Draper, the General Secretary of the Bakers Union, 
made it clear that unless Kumaran was reinstated, his union would 
be forced to escalate their campaign to involve a boycott of 
Samworth’s products. (To date Kumaran has still not heard back 
from Samworth management about the result of his official appeal.) 
Speaking at the protest Ronnie explained: 

Companies like [Samworth Brothers], are allowed by the 
government to jump on a passing bandwagon that they calling the 
living wage, but which we call the joke living wage, and allow them 
to claw that money back. That is absolutely disgraceful considering 
the abysmal wages these people were paid right from the start. First 
of all we have to take the campaign to make sure, not only that 
Kumaran is reinstated, but that people are repaid the money that 
the company is trying to take away from them. 

Kumaran is not a troublemaker. He is a guy who had the courage 
of his convictions to stand up against an oppressive employer, and 
this company is nothing but an oppressive employer. They 
[Samworth] are seeking to deny trade union recognition in the face 
of 50% and above of the people in here in the union already, and 
that is something that is going to continue to grow, and I hope that 
you will help us along that journey. 

As I say, he is a decent bloke who has just fought for fairness. 
Trumped up charges, and all that we can say they are, and we have 
got our lawyers working on it now at the moment. If this guy was a 
bully, if he was a bully they would have found out. It wouldn’t have 
taken them twelve years with an impeccable record not in a union, 
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and then all of a sudden he joins a union and starts speaking up for 
people to find out that he’s a troublemaker, or he’s a bully or 
whatever. So we disregard the charges that have been made against 
him, and we will do everything that we can do in our power as a 
trade union to help him. I hope we make the Candy Unwin protest 
look like small-fry we the things we are going to do. 

We’ve got global support, I’ve got a letter from Frances O’Grady 
[General Secretary of the Trades Union Congress], Ron Oswald, 
who is the General Secretary of the International Union of 
Foodworkers, Doug Nicholls, who is the General Secretary of the 
General Federation of Trade Unions, and all the unions who are 
present at the Trade Union Coordinating Group last week. All 
those people send messages of support for Kumaran. 

But we can do stuff as well. We can put down Early Day Motions 
(EDM), and we have an MP speaking later on, Richard Burgon. So 
get your MP to support that EDM when it comes and make sure it 
delivers. 

I want to finish off by saying that the worst thing that a private 
company like, I should say hates, is they hate their brand being 
affected. And if we have to escalate this, then the next thing we 
have to do is find out every product that this company makes – 
right across all its factories – and then we take this information out 
into the community. We tell people, and we tell trade union 
members that we boycott [Samworth Brothers] until these people 
reinstate Kumaran Bose. 

You as individuals can write to the company, write to Paul Davey 
by all means, but go on their complaints line – exactly the same as 
we did at Hovis in Wigan. Tell the company that unless they 
reinstate Kumaran, then we are not going to buy your products — 
and that will stop your profits, you won’t be able to donate to the 
Tory party anymore. 
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Important Support for Kumaran Bose from the 
Leicester and District Trades Union Council 

July 21, 2016 

More than 6 million people are members of a union in Britain, and 
most of these individuals (just over 5.8 million) are part of a trade 
union that is affiliated to the Trades Union Congress (TUC). 
Employers, like Samworth Brothers, are quick to recognise the 
benefits that their workers may gain from joining a union, and do 
their utmost to persuade their employees not to join a union. One 
way in which they do this is by intimidating workers and spreading 
lies about the clear benefits that can be gained by organising 
collectively. Nevertheless millions of people chose to join unions 
and demand the right to negotiate collectively (not just individually) 
at work, because as the TUC simply put it: “Unions help workers 
get together, stop people being treated unfairly and get a better deal 
from their employers.” 

On June 16, sacked Samworth Brothers worker, Kumaran Bose, 
spoke at Leicester City Town Hall at the monthly meeting of the 
Leicester and District Trades Union Council, which is the local 
body of the Trades Union Congress. This local Trades Council 
group plays an important role in bringing together trade union 
representatives from across the region so that they can share 
experiences and coordinate their future work. At the meeting, the 
delegates of the Trades Council unanimously voted to give their full 
support to Kumaran Bose in his efforts to reverse his unfair 
dismissal from Samworth Brothers. To this affect, the following day 
the Trades Council released a press release to the local media which 
explained: 

The local body of the Trades Union Congress, the Leicester and 
District Trades Union Council, today pledged its full support to the 
sacked Samworth Brothers worker, Kumaran Bose. 
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Mr Bose’s union, the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union 
(BFAWU), claim that he has been victimised for standing up to the 
Melton Mowbray-based company over changes in employee’s 
contracts that could see substantial reductions in earnings to pay 
for the introduction of the government’s planned Living Wage. 
They also say that Mr Bose was singled out for trying to achieve 
BFAWU recognition in Samworth plants. Trades Union Council 
secretary, Tony Church, said: 

We listened very carefully to Kumaran tell us his story and we all 
agreed that Samworth’s have a 19th century mentality when it 
comes to labour relations. The super- rich bosses of this company 
are squeezing their workers dry in order to ensure that the 
introduction of the Living Wage does not hit their profits and, more 
importantly, their dividends. 

Kumaran has been singled-out for having the courage to say no to 
this exploitation and for trying to organise his fellow-workers. We 
are fully behind him and BFAWU and call upon the company to 
reverse his disgraceful sacking immediately. They truly are latter-
day Scrooges. 

The 2016 Sunday Times rich list shows the company owners as being 
worth £455 million. 
 

Sir David Samworth: The Family Man and His 
Nightmares About Organised Workers 

July 23, 2016 

Earlier this year, the Leicester Mercury (April 22) reported that Sir 
David Samworth and his family, who own Melton pork pie and 
pastie maker Samworth Brothers, saw the value of their personal 
fortune rise “by £10million to £455 million.” At the ripe old age of 
81, David retired from active duties at the head of his family 
business eleven years ago and is now a life president at Samworth 
Brothers, but his strong opposition to unions remains. Just 
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yesterday, proof of David’s anti-union legacy at Samworth Brothers 
was illustrated by the sacking of Kumaran Bose, one of the leading 
trade union members at Samworth. This announcement coming after a 
long and needlessly drawn-out process which finally saw Kumaran’s appeal 
against his dismissal rejected by Samworth bosses on Friday. 

After 12 years of unblemished service to Samworth, Kumaran was 
targeted for dismissal earlier this year, soon after he took the 
decision to join the Bakers Union and then — this is the part 
management really hated — he recruited most of the workers at his 
factory to his union. Unfortunately there can be no question that 
the climate of bullying presently dominating life at Samworth 
Brothers’ sites concerns workers, but it is also clear that the only 
way for these workers to improve their working conditions will be 
if they succeed in gaining union recognition and collective 
bargaining rights in their workplace. An official ballot for union 
recognition is due to go ahead at the end of August, but 
management at Samworth Brothers are using every dirty trick in the 
book to try to scare workers out of voting for union recognition. 

For Sir David Samworth having to deal with trade unions in his 
factories has always been his worst nightmare. This is why David 
spent the best part of his life helping finance the Conservative Party 
in order to undermine the ability of normal workers and trade 
unions to contribute towards the democratic running of British 
society. David’s bankrolling of the Conservative’s was, for many 
years, carried out through his membership of the Midlands 
Industrial Council (MIC), and his membership of this exclusive club 
was only revealed to the public as late as 2006. In a special report 
published in The Sunday Times (October 15, 2006) titled “Tories 
forced to name club of millionaire supporters,” Sir David 
Samworth’s name surfaced “after a confidential list” of the 22 
members of this secretive Council was leaked to the newspaper. 
Some years earlier, the political nature of these regional Council’s 
was described by an investigative article in the Financial Times which 
explained: 
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The councils are a curious hybrid of gentleman’s clubs and money-
raising agencies. They are the focal points in a secretive network of 
several hundred Tory-supporting business leaders, drawn from all 
strands of industry but with an accent on individualistic, wealthy 
entrepreneurs who identify with the free enterprise cause. 
(Conservative Party funding – Gentlemen’s clubs where money is 
on tap,” December 19, 1994) 

Tory businessman of course always prefer to employ highly-trained, 
well-paid HR professionals to negotiate pay and conditions with 
workers on a so-called one-to-one basis, that is, allowing 
Samworth’s well organised team of managers to ‘negotiate’ with 
individual workers in their boardrooms. The major imbalance of 
power between the bosses and workers engaged in such talks is 
hardly a fair way of carrying out meaningful discussions, as 
management always have the ultimate power to discipline individual 
workers who challenge management’s priorities. 

The importance of collective bargaining is that instead of 
workplace rules being determined fairly unilaterally by either 
managers, they are instead determined via negotiations between two 
parties with broadly equal bargaining power. This is but one reason 
why it is so critical that workers have the right to negotiate 
collectively with the aid of a trade union. 

 

Why Samworth Brothers Aren’t Playing Fair With 
Their Workers 

July 25, 2016 

Most honest and decent companies have no problem in recognising 
trade unions, in fact it is the norm in most large businesses. Less 
friendly companies like Samworth Brothers, however, prefer not to 
engage in democratic dialogue with their employees, and so are 
presently attempting to bully and intimidate their workers in order 
to prevent the democratic organisation of their workers within 
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unions. Nevertheless, it is an undisputed fact that the European 
Court of Human Rights states that the right to collective bargaining 
is a human right and a core element of the right to form and to join 
trade unions. Workers not only have the right to benefit from 
individual union membership, they also have the right to campaign 
to bargain collectively. 

In the UK, trade union recognition is usually gained on the basis 
of a voluntary agreement between workers and their employer. This 
sort of democratic agreement is something that the management at 
Samworth Brothers are completely opposed to. So workers at 
Samworth can be thankful that since 2000 a law (or statutory 
mechanism) has existed that allows unions to gain recognition even 
when the employer is opposed to it – a process that the Bakers 
Union is presently being forced to use with the Samworth 
management. If everything goes to plan for Samworth employees, 
the Bakers Union will, in the near future, be officially recognised to 
negotiate agreements with the employer on pay and other terms and 
conditions on behalf of a group of workers (called a “bargaining 
unit”). This process is known as collective bargaining. 

Initially, at the Samworth Brothers’ Kettleby factory, where 
Kumaran Bose and others have been so successful in recruiting 
people to join the Bakers Union, the union first had to formally 
submit a written request to Samworth Brothers asking for union 
recognition. This offer was however, after much messing about, 
rejected by management. As a result the Bakers Union were 
consequently forced to make a formal application in writing to an 
independent body known as the Central Arbitration Committee 
(CAC) – an application which was accepted because of the high 
number of union members present at Kettleby. At this stage in 
proceedings, bullying bosses can — if they want to demonstrate 
their contempt for their workers — attempt to persuade the Central 
Arbitration Committee to reject the application by using all manner 
of dirty tricks to show that their employees reject the idea of 
collective bargaining. This is something I will deal with later. 
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At present Samworth management are telling their workers that 
the secret ballot relating to trade union recognition will be held 
sometime at the end of August. Here it should be noted that the 
ballot can either be held by post, or at the workplace, or a 
combination of the two – a decision which ultimately rests with the 
Central Arbitration Committee. Sadly some bosses, like those at 
Samworth Brothers, appear to think they are above the law in terms 
of pressurising their workers not to support union recognition, 
therefore in a governmental effort to try to minimise such bullying, 
in 2005, a Code of Practice was introduced known as the Access and 
unfair practices during recognition and derecognition ballots (which can be 
read online). 

This important Code of Conduct gives advice to employers on 
what arrangements should be made to ensure that the union, in this 
case the Bakers Union, gets a fair opportunity to put its case to 
workers at Kettleby. Obviously it would be unfair for management 
to hold company-run presentations attacking recognition 
arrangements (as Samworth have been doing) without giving 
representatives of the Bakers Union the same opportunities to talk 
to workers. 

In the run-up to the forthcoming ballot the government therefore 
suggests that workers should be able to attend a mass meeting 
organised by the union in the workplace (lasting at least 30 minutes 
for every 10 days of the access period in the run-up to the ballot), 
and, where appropriate, for “surgeries” to be held during working 
hours where workers can meet with the union individually or in 
small groups. In addition, the government’s Code of Conduct is 
clear that the union should be allowed to display material in a 
prominent place in the workplace, and where appropriate, workers 
should have access to information on the internet and by email. 

The Code of Conduct for recognition arrangements also goes on 
to list a variety of unfair practices that are prohibited during the 
balloting process, which include offers of money, threats or 
coercion intending to influence the outcome of the ballot. 
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Furthermore, it is unlawful for an employer to offer any worker an 
inducement not to join a union, take part in union activities, or use 
union services. It is also unlawful for an employer to offer a member 
of a trade union that is seeking recognition, an inducement to stop 
or prevent their terms and conditions being negotiated by a union 
through collective bargaining. 

To conclude, there can be no doubt that in the eyes of the law, the 
ballot for trade union recognition should be carried out in a fair and 
democratic fashion by the Samworth Brothers working alongside 
the Bakers Union. Clearly, to date, the management at Samworth 
Brothers are not playing fair, so if you have any information about 
ways in which the bosses at Samworth are playing foul, then make 
sure you get in contact with the Bakers Union so they can pass on 
this information on to the independent Central Arbitration 
Committee. 
 

Why the Bakers Union is Organising a National 
Campaign to Boycott Samworth Brothers 

July 28, 2016 

Trade unions like the Bakers Union (BFAWU) exist to defend and 
extend the rights of workers. Bosses prefer it when they are 
organised and their workers are disorganised; this is precisely why 
they get upset at unions. As far as the bosses are concerned, 
managing (or ignoring) workers concerns on a one-to-one basis is 
much easier than dealing with a united workforce demanding fairer 
working conditions for all. Of course unions can always help 
workers on an individual basis, but they are most effective at 
improving pay and working conditions for all workers when they 
have the right to engage in collective bargaining agreements with 
employers. This is precisely why Samworth Brothers, one of 
Leicestershire’s biggest food manufacturing companies, is trying to 
bully their employees at Kettleby Foods into backing-down from 
their perfectly reasonable demands for collective bargaining rights. 
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Having just unfairly dismissed Kumaran Bose, the one worker 
who helped recruit more than 50% of his fellow factory workers to 
the Bakers Union, Samworth management have now stepped up 
the intimidation of their employees. Workers are presently having 
to sit through management briefings where they are told that whilst 
it is their democratic right to join a union, to do so would be to act 
against the best interests of their employer by acting to “drive a 
wedge” between management and workers. In a further disgusting 
and bullying attack on workers, template letters are now being 
circulated by shop floor bosses to persuade suspected union 
members to leave the Bakers Union. The form encourages 
employees to fill in the blank spaces on the letter, detailing when 
they joined the union, when they plan to leave the union, and to put 
their signature to statement that says they “do not wish for the 
BFAWU to be recognised at Kettleby Foods for the purposes of 
collective bargaining.”  

This intimidation is being further supplemented by a company 
petition, circulated by floor managers, calling for workers to disown 
the Bakers Union. In a serious display of contempt for their 
employees, the petition has the names of all workers printed on it 
already and workers are then asked by their line managers to sign it. 
If the workers don’t sign the first time, they are asked a second time 
at a later date, and then a third time. If they still don’t want to sign, 
they are invited into the manager’s office to sign the petition! 

Clearly under such dire circumstances the polite requests of the 
Bakers Union for trade union recognition are falling on deaf ears as 
far as the Samworth Brothers management are concerned. In a bid 
to encourage the management to engage with their employees in a 
more democratic fashion, the Bakers Union has been forced to take 
its campaign to the streets to try to bring public pressure to bear 
upon this decidedly anti-union company. So on Saturday (July 30) a 
protest is being held in Leicester outside of Marks and Spencer (on 
Humberstone Gate from 2pm) to encourage the public to boycott 
products sold there that are produced by Samworth Brothers. 
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The union would, as ever, prefer to simply engage in civil 
negotiations with Samworth bosses to stop them from bullying 
workers, but as they evidently won’t stop, in this instance the union 
is correctly using a public protest and boycott in order to do their 
best to encourage Samworth bosses to be reasonable with their 
workers. 
 

Samworth and the Politics of  Unions 

August 6, 2016 

The primary function of an effective trade union is to do their best 
to represent the political and economic interests of their members 
(workers). By contrast the primary function of management is to 
represent the political and economic interests of their owners (the 
bosses). Of course for-profit companies (including Samworth 
Brothers) obtain their profits from the hard-work of their 
employees. However the share of the profits that Samworth 
workers are entitled to is presently totally dependent upon the whim 
of their bosses. 

To try to redress this imbalance, the Bakers Union are currently 
pushing for a collective bargaining agreement with Samworth 
management in order to have a say in how company profits are 
shared out. This positive step forward would enable workers to 
negotiate as equals with their bosses, so that they may have an 
organised, collective say, in how much the company pays them. By 
standing together, union members improve their ability to negotiate 
improvements in their pay and conditions. But this doesn’t happen 
by magic, and all union members sacrifice a small portion of their 
salary, precisely so that it can employ full-time and legally-trained 
union officials, whose primary job is to help union members. 

One of the main ways that union officials try to aid their members 
is by advising them on how they can improve their working 
conditions (and go on courses to learn how to do it themselves). 
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Another way in which such officials benefit all workers is by 
explaining to non-members why all workers can benefit by standing 
together in unions, and thereby recruiting new members into the 6 
million-strong British trade union movement. 

Naturally, all unions are involved in politics. This fact shouldn’t 
come as a surprise; after all it was the collective efforts of workers 
and their trade unions that led to the formation of the Labour Party 
– a parliamentary party that was founded over a hundred years ago 
to represent the political needs of the working-class. This explains 
why the Bakers Union is affiliated to the Labour Party; it also 
explains why many members of the Bakers Union actively support 
Jeremy Corbyn. This is because Corbyn is doing so much to reclaim 
the Labour Party from the useless careerist Blairites who, in recent 
decades, have done so much to damage to the working-class 
credentials of the Labour Party. 

In contrast to supporting politicians, like Corbyn, who are 
committed to raising the pay and living standards of the majority of 
workers in Britain, many corporate leaders prefer to back the 
politics of the Conservative Party. Hence millionaire businessmen, 
like Sir David Samworth and his family, naturally choose to fund 
and vote for Tories because the Conservative Party has historically 
always acted in their interests at the expense of the rest of us. 
Needless to say the Conservative Party are not too keen on trade 
unions and the ongoing efforts of workers to organise themselves 
collectively. This also explains why the mainstream media, which is 
largely owned by Tories, does its best to undermine support for 
both unions and the socialist politics that Jeremy Corbyn 
represents. 

Just this year the Government was, unfortunately, able to pass the 
most undemocratic anti-trade union legislation that Britain has ever 
seen. This is why all the major trade unions, including the Bakers 
Union, have been engaged in a vigorous political campaign to 
oppose everything that the Tories stand for. It is true that many 
millionaire bosses are united in their support for the Tories, and 
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sadly, at present, it is also true that most workers have little choice 
but to work for bosses who support the Tories. But, in exchange 
for fair pay, workers still work conscientiously irrespective of the 
politics of their boss. There can be no doubt that workers should 
be paid as much as their company can reasonably afford to pay 
them. 

This brings us back to unions. In order to have truly democratic 
negotiations with their employers, workers join unions, and then 
ask for the right to engage in collective bargaining. Understanding 
that entering into such agreements with unions is not a bad thing: 
many bosses (even those who support the Tories) voluntarily agree 
to allow their workers the right to benefit from collective bargaining 
arrangements. So what, we should ask, is wrong with the bosses at 
Samworth? 
 

Why Collective Bargaining is a Political Issue 

August 15, 2016 

All workers benefit from the historical struggles that have been 
waged by trade unions. But with a Tory government continuing to 
roll back all the gains that have been attained by workers fighting 
together, supporting a socialist political alternative is more 
important than ever. This is why most of the major trade unions in 
Britain are supporting Jeremy Corbyn’s campaign to retain the 
leadership of the Labour Party against his Blairite opponents who 
have run the roost for too long. The Bakers Union (BFAWU) has 
proudly supported Corbyn against his pro-business enemies over 
the past year and recently reaffirmed their backing of his leadership 
of a socialist Labour Party committed to fighting for improving 
workplace rights in Parliament. 

Other unions that are campaigning to support Corbyn include 
Unison, Unite, the Fire Brigades Union, the Communication 
Workers Union, the Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association, the 
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Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians, and the 
Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen. Building 
public support for Jeremy Corbyn is critical for all manner of 
reasons, but one important reason is that Corbyn has pledged to 
scrap the anti-worker trade union laws that were brought in under 
Tony Blair. 

Workers already have the right to join a union, but a Corbyn-led 
Labour government would require companies with more than 250 
employees to accept new industrial laws under which they would 
have to recognise a specific union with which to bargain over pay. 
Writing in the Observer last month, Corbyn said: 

The best way to guarantee fair pay is through strengthening unions’ 
ability to bargain collectively – giving employees the right to 
organise through a union and negotiate their pay, terms and 
conditions at work. That’s why it should be mandatory for all large 
employers, with over 250 staff, to bargain collectively with 
recognised trade unions. 

This would represent a massive step forward for workers across 
Britain, including those employed by bosses who would prefer not 
to engage in collective bargaining arrangements with their 
employees. Unfortunately, Samworth Brothers provides a perfect 
example of a company that is run by a management who seek to 
deny their workers the right to benefit from collective bargaining. 

Samworth’s Personnel Manager at Kettleby Foods, a women 
named Carol Gasson, reflects this backward Victorian approach to 
Labour relations. When I published an article online earlier this year 
Carol responded in the comments section accusing me of 
“scaremongering the workers” for daring to say that Samworth 
employees might benefit by joining the Bakers, Food and Allied 
Workers Union. 

Carol then engaged in her own nonsensical scaremongering, 
adding: “Unions just want to make money from joiners. What 
happens if a union gets in, the family may close the doors. Have 
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that in your thoughts when thousands of long serving people lose 
their jobs.” In further misleading comments she made her 
ignorance clear to all: “No one needs unions. They play on people’s 
ignorance.” But what history shows us clearly is that every worker 
benefits from being a member of a trade union. History also shows 
us that workers must therefore struggle for the right to collective 
bargaining if they are improve their chances of being able to stand 
united against bosses. 
 

A Tale of  Trust, Sham Consultations, and 
Public Resistance 

September 6, 2016 

The ability of elected representatives to maintain trusting 
relationships between themselves and the public is a fundamental 
prerequisite for democracy; this goes a long way towards explaining 
the current popularity of Jeremy Corbyn and his ideas. In contrast 
to most other careerist politicians, Corbyn’s long record in 
parliament is exemplary in its commitment to both democracy and 
social justice. Of course, the trust that Corbyn is able to elicit among 
the public is abnormal within the profession; recent polling by Ipsos 
MORI shows that “politicians” are amongst the least trusted in the 
UK, with only 21% of people polled saying that they “would 
generally trust” politicians “to tell the truth”. Others professions 
that polled consistently low are journalists (25%), business leaders 
(35%), and bankers (37%). 

Clearly one of the key reasons for this lack of trust is the lack of 
real working class representation in parliament, but an important, 
and related, way in which institutional powerbrokers actively 
undermine public trust is by engaging in sham consultations. Sadly, 
four high-profile fake consultations are currently ongoing in 
Leicester. 
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The first example is provided by local food manufacturer, 
Samworth Brothers, who after consulting their workforce via their 
undemocratic and phoney “Staff Consultation Committees” have 
proceeded to attack on the pay and conditions of their employees. 
This is all taking place within a climate of intense anti-union 
propaganda on the part of the Samworth bosses, who are adamant 
that they do not need to engage in collective bargaining with the 
workers union of the choice, the Bakers Union. 

Second up is the government’s ongoing attempt, coordinated by 
NHS England, to save money by closing down a number of heart 
units across England, including Leicester’s very own Glenfield heart 
unit. NHS England’s initial intention had been to simply close the 
Glenfield heart unit with no consultation; however, a public 
campaign of opposition was initiated that subsequently forced a 
consultation onto the table. Nevertheless, as the ongoing debate 
around this issue rages on, it is plain to see that NHS England plan 
to ignore any evidence that stands in the way of their plans to close 
Glenfield heart unit.  

Sign and share the petition to save Glenfield heart unit here: 
https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/160455 

The third faux-consultation in progress relates to the University 
of Leicester’s proposals to close the Vaughan Centre of Life Long 
Learning. The alleged consultation began with a pronouncement — 
out of the blue, as always — that the Centre was running an 
unsustainable deficit and hence its closure would be imminent. The 
consultative exercise, it seems, is purely concerned about how this 
undemocratic fait accompli may be carried through with minimal 
public resistance. Yet the growing popular campaign against this 
closure has made it abundantly clear that the Vaughan Centre is 
financially sustainable, and so the campaigners have shown that the 
entire basis for the so-called consultation is fictitious and 
duplicitous. 

The final template faux consultation revolves around the Leicester 
city’s Labour Council’s ongoing efforts to ensure that the poorest 

https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/160455
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residents of our city pay the price for the Tories swingeing cuts to 
Council funds. Before the so-called consultation began, City Mayor 
Sir Peter Soulsby published an article in the council’s well-
distributed newsletter (Leicester Link) that explained that the 
Council “need[ed] to make changes” to council tax support, 
informing readers that: “In future, most working-age people who 
receive a reduction are likely to pay a greater amount towards their 
bill.” Subsequently, when the consultation began, it turns out that 
there is actually an option that allows people to oppose the 
proposed attack on the poor, but Soulsby’s preceding article 
certainly gives the impression that such a progressive decision has 
already been ruled out. 

None of these examples of consultative farces should be taken to 
suggest that people should not engage with official consultations, 
even when they are cynically organised by politicians or employers; 
these ‘consultations’ still provide a useful way for us to register our 
disagreements on some level. 

Nevertheless, the most effective way of responding to sham 
consultations is by organising well-informed grassroots campaigns 
that empower those affected by proposed changes to reconfigure 
the terms of any given consultation. These tactics provide a 
progressive and fruitful alternative to simply engaging with 
‘consultations’ in their own right. And this is exactly the course of 
action that is being pursued within Samworth Brothers’ factories by 
members of the Bakers Union, with the same being true for the 
Heart Unit and Vaughan Centre campaigns — which are 
succeeding in building broad and popular resistance to the 
proposed closures. 

As yet, there is no specific public campaign to join that is opposing 
Leicester City Council’s proposed council tax changes, but broader 
organisations like Leicestershire Against the Cuts and the Leicester 
& District Trades Union Council are certainly opposed to such 
regressive proposals. In the same way, these latter two organisations 
are also supporting the ongoing campaigns being waged by the 
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Bakers Union, “Save Glenfield Heart Unit”, and “Save Vaughan 
Centre of Life Long Learning.” 

Here, it is worth noting that while the Labour City Council, along 
with our three Labour MPs, have all vocally supported the latter 
three campaigns, most of these same elected Labour representatives 
are actively resisting the ongoing efforts by the leader of their own 
party (Jeremy Corbyn) to fight for a clear anti-austerity platform for 
their own party. Whilst this is a shame for those involved in the 
aforementioned campaigns, it nevertheless provides useful lessons 
for the future. If Labour MPs and councillors continue to down this 
road, they should be replaced by trustworthy socialist campaigners 
in the near future! 
 

Samworth Brothers: The Bullies Who Won’t Share 
With Their Workers 

September 9, 2016 

As events this year have shown, Samworth Brothers are far from 
model employers. Samworth’s pie-munching bosses are still 
unwilling to treat their workers as equals despite consistently high 
profits – although they are happy to bribe them with a day out at 
the races (Leicester Racecourse to be precise). When staff at 
Samworth’s started joining the Bakers Union, the selfish bosses 
turned to bullying tactics against their workers, which eventually led 
to the controversial dismissal of the main union activist at their 
Kettleby site, Kumaran Bose. Nevertheless, in a vain attempt to try 
to stop their workers demanding union recognition in their 
factories, the cynical bosses at Samworth have felt forced to throw 
a few concessions at their employees. 

Here, a famous analogy comes to mind that was made by one of 
the greatest authors of all time, Leo Tolstoy, which perfectly 
summarises the relationship between Samworth bosses and their 
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employees who must daily carry their management forward to their 
riches. 

I sit on a man’s back, choking him and making him carry me, and 
yet assure others that I am very sorry for him and wish to ease his 
lot by all possible means-except by getting off his back. 

Certainly it is about time that management got off the backs of their 
workers, or at the very least stopped bullying them and let them 
engage in collective negotiations with them. But this voluntary 
action seems unlikely to happen any day soon. 

Not so long ago, in April, at a packed public meeting (held at the 
Tudor Centre in Mowmacre Hill), local Labour MP Liz Kendall 
angrily explained to Samworth workers that: “It is completely clear 
to me, that the company is trying to avoid paying you what you are 
owed, because they are trying to claw back money because of the 
increase in the minimum wage.” Workers told Kendall how they 
were often prevented from using the toilet, which she correctly 
observed was “disgusting and ridiculous”. “They are trying to 
confuse people, they are trying to bully people,” she continued, 
noting that the only way to resolve these problem was to ensure that 
Samworth voluntarily engaged in a collective bargaining agreement 
with the Bakers Union. She then concluded with a firm, but 
essentially meaningless commitment: “I will also do everything I can 
within Parliament and the media” to try to get the management at 
Samworth to change their minds. I say meaningless because it seems 
that Kendall is not willing to do everything she can to help 
Samworth workers. Her unwillingless to do everything possible to 
help the workers is demonstrated by the fact that she has failed to 
sign a Parliamentary Early Day Motion to oppose both the bullying 
and the sacking of Kumaran Bose. 

The motion in question was first tabled in Parliament on July 7, 
and sadly only one of our city’s three Labour MPs has bothered to 
sign it — that single individual being the Labour MP for Leicester 
South, Jon Ashworth. The motion reads: 
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That this House condemns the dismissal of Kumaran Bose from 
the Kettleby Foods site in Leicester owned by Samworth Brothers, 
despite an unblemished 12 year record of employment for the 
company, on spurious allegations of bullying his managers; believes 
that Mr Bose’s dismissal is an act of victimisation against a trade 
union activist for raising concerns about reductions in overtime, 
premium and weekend payments following the introduction of the 
national living wage; notes that the company’s director Mark 
Samworth has donated well over half a million pounds to the 
Conservative Party since 2010; further notes that the company has 
refused a voluntary recognition agreement with the Bakers, Food, 
and Allied Workers Union, instead imposing its own hand-picked 
staff consultative committee to represent the interests of its 
workers; considers that, notwithstanding the company’s denials, the 
dismissal of Mr Bose fits a wider pattern of victimisation of trade 
unionists working for Samworth Brothers; and calls for the 
immediate reinstatement of Mr Bose, an end to the victimisation of 
other trade union activists, and for the company to agree to 
recognise the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union. (EDM 295) 

Yet thankfully, there is still time for Liz Kendall and Keith Vaz to 
show their strong support for Samworth employees. But it might 
take public pressure to persuade them to do the right thing. So if 
either Liz Kendall or Keith are your local MP, then why not drop 
them an email and ask them to do their bit by signing this important 
Early Day Motion. 

 

Encouraging Samworth Bosses To Let Their 
Workers Have a Vote on Trade Union Recognition 

October 1, 2016 

Everyone has the right to join a trade union, but many bosses, 
especially Tory ones, would prefer that their employees choose not 
to exercise that democratic right. Manipulative bosses can often be 
heard saying, “we are good bosses who look after our employees 
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needs, why would our workers need a union to help them, that is 
what we do?” That is why such bosses don’t take too kindly to their 
apparently contented happy workers encouraging their colleagues 
to join a trade union. 

Joining a trade union is a way for workers to come together to 
work to improve their own working environment — be it related to 
basic concerns about pay or working conditions. And when bosses 
are forced to recognise a union for the purpose of collective 
bargaining, workers are then given the opportunity to speak with a 
united voice in discussions with management. This state of affairs 
is clearly advantageous to workers, but less so for greedy bosses. 

Whilst the bosses at major food manufacturer Samworth Brothers 
cannot stop workers joining the Bakers Union, they can threaten 
workers who are vocal in their promotion of trade union rights at 
work; the recent sacking of Kumaran Bose from their Kettleby 
factory is a case in point. Moreover, despite the fact that the Bakers 
Union submitted a request to the government (the Central 
Arbitration Committee) to let them know that most workers are 
keen to benefit from trade union recognition, management at 
Samworth are doing everything in their power to stop this process 
in its tracks. 

Samworth bosses are scared that workers will be able to negotiate 
with them as equals via the Bakers Union. If they weren’t so scared 
of the positive impact that unions can have for their workers, 
Samworth management would simply allow a secret ballot to 
proceed at all their factories: such a democratic ballot would then 
allow the workers to decide whether they want to benefit from 
official trade union recognition. Needless to say, workplaces where 
trade unions are officially recognised tend to run in ways that are 
more favourable to the workers themselves. This is the real reason, 
why the ballot which was meant to take place in late August, has 
still not taken place. 

As part of the Bakers Union’s ongoing campaign to bring a little 
democracy to working life within Samworth’s ever-growing food 
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empire, earlier today activists from a variety of different unions 
came together in the pouring rain today outside the TESCO store 
on Granby Street (Leicester), to build public support for the 
reinstatement of sacked Bakers Union member Kumaran Bose. 
Shoppers at TESCO were given leaflets which asked them to write 
to the directors of this major retailer for Samworth’s products, to 
get TESCO’s management to encourage Samworth’s managers to 
recognise the Bakers Union for collective bargaining. If TESCO’s 
employees can benefit from collective bargaining then why 
shouldn’t Samworth employees? At the very least Samworth 
management should stop putting obstacles in the way of a ballot as 
to whether their employees would like to benefit from official trade 
union recognition. 
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Chapter 2 

 

‘Why Labour Councils Must Fight 
Austerity: The Case of  Leicester 

City Council’ 

 
It’s Time to Make the Tories Listen! 

February 18, 2016 

A sea-change is in the air. Trade unionists across the country are 
calling upon Labour Councils to stand firmly opposed to the Tories 
continuing onslaught upon our public services. In January, the 
national local government committee of Unite the Union set the 
wheels of defiance spinning when they passed a motion calling 
upon Labour to set legal ‘no cuts’ budgets by using reserves, 
capitalising eligible general fund expenditure and borrowing 
‘prudentially’ to generate resources. Unite’s motion made it clear 
“That the financial measures must be combined with a national 
campaign, linking Councils, trade unions and communities in a fight 
against the Tories austerity programme.” 

Earlier this month, this motion gained more support when the 
Local Government Service Group Executive of UNISON, the 
union representing the majority of local government workers, made 
similar demands upon Labour Council’s to fight back now, rather 
than later. That such calls are taken up here in Leicester is vital. 

In his revealing First-Person piece, “Tories want to weaken local 
government” (February 17, Leicester Mercury) Rory Palmer, the 
Deputy Mayor of Leicester explains that while the City Council used 
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to receive £208 million a year from the government (in 2010/11), 
by 2019/20 this will have been slashed to just £28 million! Palmer 
describes this as a “nightmare financial challenge.” He then suggests 
that the Prime Minister should listen “to local government and 
residents affected by his spending cut”. But what is clear is that the 
government will not listen to the people of Leicester unless they are 
forced to do so. Palmer is right to say that the Tories are 
“aggressively weakening local government,” which suggests that 
our city needs to fight-back now before it is too late. The cuts that 
Palmer describes are intolerable and must be resisted. 

Join the lobby of Leicester City Council on February 24 from 
4.30pm on Town Hall Square, to call upon our Labour councillors 
to set a ‘no cuts’ budget and begin to lead a fight back against the 
Tories attacks on the 99% of us. 
 

The Dismal Satire of  Rory ‘Wilde’ Palmer 

February 24, 2016 

Who would have believed it: tonight in the Leicester City Council 
Chambers, Deputy Mayor Rory Palmer invoked the revolutionary 
words of the famed Irish socialist, Oscar Wilde, albeit in a clumsy 
way to berate the Tories complete lack of humanity. “As the saying 
goes, sort-of,” Palmer intoned, “we seem to have a government that 
seems only to know the financial price of local government and 
society, but the value of none of it.” 

Radical rhetoric was however strictly reserved for admonishing 
the Tories, as Leicester’s Labour councillors then proceeded to 
provide unanimous backing to a budget that implemented the 
Tories austerity agenda. “Our job is to somehow make the best of 
this situation,” continued Palmer. Hence for Palmer and his 
distinctly unsocialist colleagues in the Council, their job is to 
reluctantly carry through cuts until that far-off time that his Party is 
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elected to government. By which time of course there really won’t 
be much local Council left to manage anyway. 

With his ode to Wilde done and dusted, Palmer then responded 
to socialists (like myself) who have called upon Labour Council’s to 
refuse to implement Tory cuts by warning that for those naysayers 
who say “we can bury our heads in the sand, that we can ‘resist’ the 
cuts whatever that happens to mean. The reality however is very 
simple, if we don’t have the money, we can’t spend the money.” But 
resistance is everything Mr Palmer: didn’t you read any Oscar 
Wilde? What is the point of representing the people of Leicester if 
you are not going to fight alongside them to defend their 
livelihoods? 

Why should people “be grateful for the crumbs that fall from the 
rich man’s table?” Oscar Wilde asked. Thus contrary to Palmer’s 
latest ode to quietism and acceptance, Wilde is clear that “it is safer 
to beg than to take, but it is finer to take than to beg.” If the Tories 
will not give Leicester the money that it needs to survive, then we 
must fight to take it back, just as tens of thousands of people did 
during the 1980s in Liverpool. As Wilde puts it: “Disobedience, in 
the eyes of anyone who has read history, is man’s original virtue. It 
is through disobedience that progress has been made, through 
disobedience and through rebellion.” 

With his evident fondness for Irish revolutionaries, perhaps 
Palmer could learn a thing or two about history from the 
disobedience of socialists participating in the ongoing elections in 
Ireland. While the Irish Labour Party continues to dwindle into 
political obscurity, the fighting actions taken by the ever-growing 
People-Before-Profit/Anti-Austerity Alliance is a sight to behold. 
These are principled socialists who are more than ready to resist 
cuts, while their Labour Party political rivals seem happy to lead 
their campaign with their heads buried firmly in the sands of 
capitalism. 
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Better to Break the Law than to Break the Poor: 
Lessons From Clay Cross 

March 10, 2016 

Many important lessons can be learned from the fight-back waged 
by the Labour councillors of Clay Cross in 1972 (Clay Cross being 
a small town that sits less than 20 miles south of Sheffield). Here in 
this town of just 10,000 people, eleven Clay Cross councillors with 
the support of their community, stood firm against implementing 
the Tories brutal Housing Finance Act. As it happens this Act 
proved to be “the first major attempt by the Tories to hand over 
social housing to the private sector.” In stark contrast to many 
Labour councillors today… 

…the men and women who were elected to serve on the council 
[in Clay Cross] were not remote figures who did what the [council] 
bureaucrats told them to do, but representatives of the working 
people of the town who kept faith with their electors. It was as 
simple as that. – David Skinner and Julia Langdon, The Story of Clay 
Cross (Spokesman Books, 1974) 

At the time, like now, the “majority of the UK’s council housing 
stock was under Labour authority control.” Therefore, to 
“implement the act, the Tories needed Labour councils to assist by 
obeying the law.” The Councillors of Clay Cross rejected such 
demands, and were willing to stand shoulder-to-shoulder with the 
people who elected them. Around the rest of the country, inspiring 
rent strikes shook the establishment, with one in Kirkby on 
Merseyside which lasted for 14 months, and another notable one 
being the rent strike in Dudley in the Black Country that saw the 
participation of 15,000 tenants. However, Clay Cross was the only 
town where local councillors took a lead and then remained firm in 
fighting alongside tenants to the bitter end. 

The struggle in Clay Cross developed further in 1973 as the last of 
the other combatants fell away. There was a solidly supported six-
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week rent strike before focus switched to the law courts. In July, 
the High Court found the councillors guilty of ‘negligence and 
misconduct’ and fined the eleven a total of £6,985 (plus £2,000 
costs). 

Writing in the Militant in October 1973, Clay Cross Councillor 
David Skinner commented: 

The tragedy is that, with a more determined leadership from the 
[Labour Party’s] National Executive Committee and the 
Parliamentary Labour Party, none of the rents would have been 
increased at all. If the leadership had acted like the trade unions 
over the Industrial Relations Act then, without a shadow of doubt, 
the Housing Finance Act would have been buried. (See: “When 
Workers Brought Down the Tories,” Socialism Today, No.153, 
November 2011.) 

Yet because of the popular pressure brought to bear upon the 
Labour Party leadership, in October 1973 the Party conference 
passed a resolution calling for “all penalties, financial and 
otherwise“, to “be removed retrospectively from councillors who 
have courageously refused to implement the Housing Finance Act”. 

Then, in 1974, the newly-elected Labour government, reflecting 
this pressure from below, repealed the Housing Finance Act and 
introduced legislation to exonerate rebel councillors. But 17 
members of the parliamentary party voted with the Tories or 
abstained, without sanction from the leadership, to keep the 
disqualification against the eleven Clay Cross councillors in place. 
On the same day, bailiffs appeared at councillors’ homes with writs 
totalling over £63,000 for ‘overspending’ on full-time warden 
services for old-age pensioners and for breaking the Tory 
government’s wages policy. 

With Jeremy Corbyn now at the top of the Labour Party, councillors 
should take a leaf from history and help lead the fight-back against 
Government cuts. We cannot wait until the next General Election, 
too many peoples lives are at stake! 
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How Labour Councils Could Set Legal No-Cuts 
Budgets Now 

March 13, 2016 

Professor Jonathan Davies, Director of De Montfort University’s 
Centre for Urban Research on Austerity, fails to understand that 
Labour Shadow chancellor John McDonnell is plain wrong on the 
ability of local authorities to resist Tory cuts. In his recent article 
“Localism without politics” (Red Pepper, February 2016) Professor 
Davies correctly identifies a crisis in funding for local government. 
“Councils will have the same to spend in ‘cash terms’ in 2020 as in 
2015,” he writes.  He adds that even “Lord Porter, Conservative 
chair of the Local Government Association, believes that further 
austerity will push many authorities to the brink of collapse, reviving 
‘graph of doom’ scenarios.” Unfortunately Professor Davies then 
lends legitimacy to a well-worn McDonnell fallacy that local 
Council’s cannot really fight-back because of legal restrictions. 
Davies thus explains: 

The room for local financial manoeuvre under this regime is tiny. 
Commenting on the lack of municipal resistance to austerity, 
shadow chancellor John McDonnell has observed: ‘The situation 
the councils are now in is if they don’t set a budget, a council officer 
will do it for them. There is no choice for them anymore.’ UK local 
authorities are prohibited from deficit budgeting. Counter-austerity, 
expansionary city budgets remain a pipe dream. Should a city 
choose to defy austerity budgeting in isolation, central government 
has the means and the will to impose rule by technocrats. 

The aforementioned quote from McDonnell’s letter (that was sent 
out to Labour Council last December) actually continued by saying: 

As you know, councils must set a balanced budget under the Local 
Government Act 1992. If this does not happen, i.e. if a council fails 
to set a legal budget, then the council’s Section 151 Officer is 
required to issue the council with a notice under Section 114 of the 
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1988 Local Government Act. Councillors are then required to take 
all the necessary actions in order to bring the budget back into 
balance. 

This however is a massive red herring. This is because anti-austerity 
campaigners active both inside and outside of the Labour Party are, 
at this stage, not calling upon Labour Councils to set illegal budgets. 
What we are proposing instead is that the 58 Labour-led Councils 
across the country should pool the £4.5 billion they hold in useable 
general reserves so they could make use of prudential borrowing 
powers to set legal no-cuts budgets right now! 

Of course such financial resources would soon dry up, of that 
there is no doubt, but the point is that by refusing to implement 
further cuts, Labour-controlled councils would be sending a signal 
to the public that they are at last ready to truly distinguish 
themselves from their Tory brethren. It would then be up to the 
Labour councils to use this new found goodwill to build a united 
fight-back against the Tories cuts agenda. 

Not everyone has a perfect memory, but it does seem a shame that John 
McDonnell seems to have forgotten about the arguments he made during the 
1980s in support of  the Liverpool Labour Council and his own Greater 
London Council on the need to stand firm in fighting back against the Thatcher 
government’s cuts agenda. 
 

Fighting Back in Leicester: Building the 
Momentum to Beat the Tories 

March 14, 2016 

On January 28, 2016, Labour Party member Chris Allen uploaded 
an informative draft leaflet to the Leicester & Shire Momentum 
facebook page titled “Arguing for Labour councils to defy the 
Tories’ cuts.” “[T]he most desirable position for the Tories,” the 
leaflet began, “is having Labour councils act as their agents in 
imposing cuts on the local community.” Hence the primary reason 
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why Momentum’s members and supporters are so keen that 
Leicester’s Labour councillors begin to fight the cuts now, not later. 

With regard the threat of  commissioners being sent in to take over 
Council’s who defy the government, the leaflet pointed out how 
“the sending in of  commissioners could well make it easier for a 
Labour council and local labour movement to up the ante, mobilise 
people and bring pressure to bear” on the government. Moreover 
it added: “The risks [to individual councillors] are much smaller 
than they used to be. Councillors can be disqualified [for up to five 
years], but no longer be jailed or heavily fined and bankrupted, as 
they could be in the past.” In fact, the ability of  the government to 
surcharge councillors was abolished in the 2000 Local Government 
Act. Furthermore, what is clear, is that if  Labour councillors were 
forcibly removed from office for refusing to carry through Tory 
cuts, other anti-austerity Labour candidates would certainly be 
elected to replace them during any ensuing by-elections. 

But, the leaflet asked, if  our councillors did choose to do the right 
thing and stood firm against Tory cuts, what is the likelihood that 
the public would rally behind them? Using the recent example of  
the mass campaign in Lewisham, that was able to successfully stop 
the closure of  a local A&E, the leaflet explained: “There is no 
reason to think that if  councillors showed some leadership and tried 
to take on the Tories, there wouldn’t be a big response.” It went on 
to add that ideally Labour-led Councils would “work together in a 
joint campaign” to oppose the Tories, although even “a serious 
campaign by just 10 councils could challenge the current situation”. 
Nevertheless, whatever happens next, it wouldn’t hurt if  just one 
Labour Council took the first step in committing itself  to oppose 
Tory austerity, so why not Leicester? 

Importantly the Momentum leaflet acknowledged the need to 
avoid “scaremongering to discourage discussion” of  the necessity 
to press Labour councils to stand up for what is right and take the 
fight to the Tories. As the leaflet correctly concluded: 
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No struggle is guaranteed to win, or risk free, but what’s the 
alternative? To let our public services be trashed and our 
communities devastated – and very likely have to break the law not 
by defiance, but by failing to provide statutory services!.. Workers 
and communities will fight the cuts anyway – on a bigger or smaller 
scale. The question is whether Labour at least tries to be part of  
that, and give leadership to it, or whether it opposes and, inevitably, 
denounces anti-cuts struggles. 

 

Sir Peter Soulsby and the Art of  
Historical Revisionism 

March 16, 2016 

Last month the Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition (TUSC) 
challenged the Labour City Council to behave like principled 
socialists by refusing to continue to carry through Tory austerity in 
our city. Sad as it may be, it should come as little surprise that our 
Labour councillors aren’t really in the mood for rocking the Blairite 
consensus that continues to dominate the leadership of their Party. 
Our councillors are far from removed from seasoned class fighters 
like their Party’s new leader Jeremy Corbyn. Not one of Leicester’s 
52 Labour councillors was even brave enough to publicly support 
Corbyn’s leadership campaign. 

Moreover when TUSC helped organise a lobby of the very Labour 
meeting which planned to announce their (reluctant) plans to carry 
through Tory cuts, Sir Peter Soulsby felt obliged to resort to lies in 
a vain attempt to besmirch the legitimate idea of setting an anti-
austerity, no-cuts budget here in Leicester. First, he deliberately 
ignored the well-advertised fact that the lobby had called upon the 
Council to set a legal no-cuts budget. “Sir Peter said [to the Leicester 
Mercury] that it was illegal for the council to set a deficit budget” 
(February 22). He conveniently ignored the fact that no-one was 
lobbying for a deficit budget to be set. Sir Peter then accused TUSC 
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of having “lost touch with reality.” He continued: “Do they not 
remember what happened when Liverpool council said they would 
not make cuts? It ended up with redundancy notices being ferried 
out in taxis.” But this disingenuous statement is merely a well-worn 
lie that has always been promoted assiduously by the corporate 
media and the right-wing of the Labour movement. 

This lie was firmly rebutted during a BBC interview with Derek 
Hatton last year. Mr Hatton had been the Deputy leader of the 
Liverpool council during the mass uprising against the Tories 
during the 1980s, and during the interview he patiently explained, 
for the umpteenth time: 

The reality was that not one single one of those redundancy notices 
was carried out, whereas since then most Labour authorities in the 
country have shed whole numbers of jobs without anything much 
being said. Not only did we not shed any jobs, we actually created 
jobs, and that was the reality. 

As we should remember, Hatton was expelled from the Labour 
Party in the 1980s precisely because the Liverpool council that he 
helped lead chose to firmly reject the New Labour policies being 
promoted by Neil Kinnock and his more notorious successor Tony 
Bliar. But even now, despite Hatton’s transparent disengagement 
from organised politics for the past 30 years, the Labour Party still 
refuse to allow him to rejoin. Clearly much grassroots pressure 
needs to be brought to bear upon the Labour Party’s internal 
structures in the coming months. New formations like Momentum 
can therefore play a vital role in exerting the necessary grassroots 
pressure within the Labour Party to help eventually transform it 
once again into a democratic organisation that is fit to serve the 
needs of the British working class. 
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Question Time Comes to Leicester 

April 13, 2016 

Tonight was no ordinary night in Hamilton, for one night only… it 
was City Mayor’s Question Time! With a slick-looking “Question 
Time” signage lending gravitas to Leicester’s political stars (Sir Peter 
Soulsby and his deputy-in-waiting, Rory Palmer) I took my seat 
alongside the other 19 attendees. To begin tonight’s democratic 
offering, Sir Peter took delight in patronizing his audience with tales 
of EU generosity. The star-struck couple then blew hot-air about 
all their good work in our city, and how, despite the Tories vicious 
cuts in public funding, they were working miracles with ever 
decreasing sums of money. 

Towards the end of the hour of questions, I asked why Sir Peter 
and his Council refused to fight the Tories catastrophic attacks on 
public services. I pointed out that they could set a legal no-cuts 
budget as a first step towards building a city and nationwide 
fightback against the hated Tories. This question led to Sir Peter to 
start mumbling on about not being allowed to set illegal budgets. 
To which I replied, “but I said legal.” He then cited the best recent 
example of a proudly militant Labour Council that successfully beat 
back the Tories, in order to prove that fighting back, like Liverpool 
Labour city council did during the 1980s, can never work. 

Sir Peter drew upon the sickening record of then Labour leader 
Neil Kinnock to justify his own garbled and factually deficient right-
wing attack upon Liverpool. The Liverpool city council having 
dared to take on, and go on to win millions of pounds of funding 
for their city from Margaret Thatcher. I noted how building a hugely 
popular campaign which drew in the active participation of tens of 
thousands of people in mass rallies across Liverpool succeeded in 
building more council houses than the rest of the country 
combined. Sir Peter’s response was to slander the good name of the 
Liverpool Labour councillors, with talk of taxis and redundancies, 
all because that council did precisely what he refuses to do. That is, 
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stand up to the Tories.  
Unfortunately the unsubstantiated nonsense kept flowing from Sir 

Peter. I tried my best to reply to some of it, but it came so thick-
and-fast I became a little overwhelmed. On a positive note, when 
the main event was over, Rory Palmer interrupted me as I was 
talking to another member of the audience to tell me that he had a 
quote from the revolutionary socialist Oscar Wilde on the wall of 
his office! How nice I thought to myself. But I would be a lot 
happier if Palmer and Sir Peter just acted like socialists and started 
publicly posing a serious alternative to the Tories, instead of just 
privately gazing at socialist epitaphs from across their desks while 
carrying through millions of pounds of cuts to public services. 
 

Sir Peter Soulsby Attacks Labour at “City Mayor’s 
Question Time” 

April 16, 2016 

On Wednesday night I attended the “City Mayor’s Question Time” 
meeting in Hamilton — an event which was recorded by BBC 
Radio Leicester. I submitted my own question via the council’s web 
site in advance of the event, and have transcribed the Mayor and 
Deputy Mayor’s responses to my question below. 

As a brief introduction to the comments made by our city’s 
Labour bosses, it is important to note that the City Mayor 
deliberately confuses calls for setting a legal budget for an illegal 
one. Sir Peter Soulsby also invokes the example of Liverpool City 
Council (1983-7) to suggest that it is impossible to oppose Tory 
cuts, but in actual fact this example proves the opposite to be true. 

The mass campaign built by the Liverpool Labour council during 
the 1980s managed to force the Thatcher government to their city 
an extra £60 million between 1984 and 1985. This allowed the 
council to continue their political programme of council building 
houses (just short of 5,000), freezing rents for five years, and 
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creating 2,000 jobs and creating apprenticeships. The council also 
developed social services, introduced new nursery schools, built a 
park, built six new sports centres – all of which are concrete 
examples of what can be achieved if Labour councillors make a 
stand and back that stand up with a mass mobilisation of the 
working class. 

Wearing his distinctly New Labour politics proudly on his sleeve, 
Sir Peter appropriates Neil Kinnock’s slanderous 1985 Labour 
conference speech to justify his attack on the inspirational 
achievements of Liverpool. Kinnock being the same pre-“New 
Labour” leader during who in July 1984 was publicly humiliated by 
the 100,000 strong-crowd at the Durham Miners’ Gala because of 
his open turn against the National Union of Mineworkers. 

It is important to note that while Liverpool Labour council’s 
electoral support increased year-on-year during their time in power, 
the opposite was true for the national Labour Party whose right-
ward turn simply made them unelectable. 
 
Question and Nonresponses! 

ME: This year the national local government committees of two 
unions, Unite and Unison, have passed motions calling upon 
Labour Councils to set legal no-cuts budgets, by using reserves, 
capitalising eligible general fund expenditure and borrowing 
prudentially to generate resources. 

Union representatives have been calling upon our City Mayor to 
do this for years, and so I wanted to know why he has ignored this 
option? More than this, he has actually laughed at such propositions 
when they were put forward in Council last year. 

The setting of legal no-cuts budgets could be used to help launch 
a city and nationwide fightback against the Tories hated policies of 
vicious cuts. But unfortunately Sir Peter Soulsby’s only response to 
these requests have been to ridicule the people who suggested them, 
and then to lie in the media. For example, when this issue was raised 
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earlier this year he said that the people raising these issues were off 
their trolley. [Sir Peter clearly said we had “lost touch with reality” 
(February 22, Leicester Mercury)] 

Sir Peter: Well the straight fact is that councils up and down the 
country have a legal obligation to make a budget that balances, and 
if they don’t the so-called Section 151 Officer does it for them. That 
applies to all councils, and whether or not one is attracted to making 
the sort of gesture we are being asked to make, the fact is it is not 
the type of gesture that is open to Leicester City Council or any 
other council. 

What we are being asked to do in these resolutions is to make an 
illegal budget and that is the road to disaster; do you remember the 
speech that Neil Kinnock made about Liverpool? Well we are being 
asked to do what Liverpool did. And what Neil Kinnock quite 
rightly drew attention to was the obscenity of the council having to 
hire taxis to send round redundancy notices; and that’s what it leads 
to, having to send out redundancy notices and close your services! 
Well, not only is it not legal, it’s not morally right either, and I’m 
not prepared to do it. 

What Leicester City Council is facing is a level of cuts that we 
haven’t seen ever — not just in recent generations, but ever — in 
local council services! We are losing from central government the 
best part of £150 million, and that’s every year. Now, no amount of 
illegal budgeting, and no amount of posturing and silly gestures will 
make that go away. That money is just not coming to Leicester, and 
it’s just not there to spend. And that is the reality of the situation. 

ME: Sir Peter Soulsby has made this response every time. We 
made it very clear – there was a lobby outside of the council as well 
– that is was a legal budget we are asking for. This is what the unions 
are demanding – a legal budget. So to say that we are calling for an 
illegal budget is just plain wrong to start with. 

What we’ve said so far is that if every single Labour Council across 
the country took all their reserves collectively and redistributed 
them across different Labour councils, then not a single cut would 
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be needed to be made right now. And that’s very, very important, 
because Labour have to pose a difference to the Conservatives. The 
Conservatives are in crisis and we have a Labour council that have 
been making cuts upon cuts upon cuts. 

Sir Peter: Michael has made it personal to me and particularly to 
Leicester. The simple question to him: if it is both legal and possible 
why is there no a single council in the UK that’s doing it? Name 
one? 

ME: I can tell you why not a single Labour council is doing it. It 
is because you quoted Neil Kinnock, a right-wing member of the 
Labour Party, precisely because the Labour Party has moved so far 
to the right. 

Sir Peter (interrupting): Name a single council under any control 
in the UK that is doing it? 

ME: Jeremy Corbyn was elected without the support of a single 
Labour councillor in this city. That is outrageous. Not a single one 
of our 52 Labour councillors supported Jeremy Corbyn. 

The point of setting a legal not cuts budget right now would be to 
build a big, mass campaign. Just not making the cuts by itself is not 
a solution. What you need is to build a big groundswell of people, 
just as they did in Liverpool; and in Liverpool they did succeed in 
building 5,000 council houses during the 1980s, more than every 
single city in the rest of the country. Peter Soulsby talked about the 
taxi-drivers and redundancies; he has made thousands of 
redundancies in this city, while in Liverpool none of the redundancy 
notices that were sent out in taxis actually resulted in redundancies. 
But Peter Soulsby couldn’t even send out redundancy notices in 
taxis because he is in dispute with them, because he treats their 
union [the RMT] with utter disrespect, as he does my own union, 
Unison. 

Deputy Mayor Rory Palmer: It’s not quite that simple in a sense 
because of course we have to maintain some reserves for emergency 
situations and unforeseen events, but at the same time, we are using 
our reserves in significant quantities to sustain our services through 



81 

  

this financial climate. Local government finance can be quite 
complicated and complex, I accept that. But local government 
finance is also incredible simple as the Mayor has outlined. If the 
money is not there in our accounts from the grants we get from 
government we cannot spent it. 

What I did last year to fight the cuts was spend hundreds of hours 
trying to elect a Labour government, who would have provided a 
much fairer settlement for local government. Unlike Mr Barker and 
his party, who were probably trying to do the opposite? I would 
challenge Mr Barker, ‘how many doors did you knock on last year 
to try to elect a Labour government?’ 

ME: I didn’t count. Maybe you can keep track of exactly how 
many you’ve knocked on because it’s so few, but I spent countless 
evenings do it. I mean what a ridiculous thing to ask, ‘how many 
doors did you knock on’?! 

Deputy Mayor Rory Palmer: I will leave Mr Barker to continue 
writing his silly satirical blogs about us, which do provide a little bit 
of amusement despite their utter un-factual and fictional basis. But 
look we are going to disagree on this. 

ME: I think you will find that I haven’t written a single lie. 
Although I would like to make one point, because Peter Soulsby did 
lie a moment ago. 

Deputy Mayor Rory Palmer: Our politics is based in the real 
world as we find it, and the situation as we find it, and we deal with 
it within the legal framework in which we have to operate based on 
a real and sensible understanding of the world as we find it. 

ME: I just wanted to point out that the gentleman at the front 
[during an earlier question] was very right about the Section 106 
agreements; this council does not fight to make sure they get the 
money. For example, when the 200 odd buildings were built at 
Wheatsheaf the council got zero percent affordable housing. In the 
council’s own documents they say they strive for 30%. And not long 
afterwards [in another development of 1190 housing units at Abbey 
Meadows] they got 20% [I meant to say 10%]; and now they are in 
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an agreement with another company [Morris Homes] who have a 
track record of not committing to affordable housing. And the 
council are giving away land for almost nothing at the moment. 

Sir Peter: Can I just comment on that Wheatsheaf one. Has 
anybody seen that? It’s the former Co-op’s factory. It is a brilliant 
conversion. 

ME (speaking in background): Leicester doesn’t need luxury 
housing it needs affordable housing. 

Sir Peter: I am delighted we have managed to bring that to 
Leicester. 

ME (speaking in background): Your council has just cut 200 
bed for homeless people. 

Sir Peter: …and I am delighted that that former factory, the 
largest shoe factory in the world, has been brought back into life as 
a place for people to live. I make no apology for that at all. 
 

The Corbyn Fightback: The Strange Rebirth of  
Radical Politics 

July 1, 2016 

Let no-one say that Richard Seymour is not an accomplished writer. 
But whether or not his wordsmithery provides a meaningful 
strategy for consolidating radical socialist politics in government is 
another question. His most recent offering, Corbyn: The Strange 
Rebirth of Radical Politics, thus heaps an unhealthy dose of despair on 
the labour movement. Many will welcome Seymour’s latest incisive 
and witty literary intervention, but others, like me, remain perturbed 
by the narrowness of his political vision. 

Seymour’s first serious fault lies in his inability to draw up an 
accurate account of the defining moment in recent Labour history 
— that is, during that vital period in the 1980s when the proto-
Blairites forcibly seized control of the Labour Party. After Labour 
repeatedly sold out the working class during the 1970s, in the face 
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of an increasingly militant rank-and-file trade union movement, 
Seymour asserts that the following decade merely represented a 
period in which working class politics became enamoured by 
Thatcherism — hence the subsequent rise of Neil Kinnock’s 
authoritarian clique and its latter-day spawn, New Labour. 

Let us start in 1981. Referring to Tony Benn having come within 
a hairsbreadth of being elected to the deputy leadership of the 
Labour Party, Seymour somehow manages to invert history, 
explaining that “whatever excitement Benn was able to generate 
among constituency activists and a minority of union members, his 
real support was exaggerated in the election by a system of block 
voting.” Seymour would have us believe that “the majority of union 
members – just like the majority of people – were moving to the 
right under the pull of Thatcherism.” With a confidence that betrays 
his ignorance of the dialectical nature of trade unionism, he scolds 
us: “in the unions that actually balloted all members, Benn was 
roundly defeated.” (p.127) 

Thanks to Seymour’s ample footnotes we can see that the ‘facts’ 
he cited to ground this bizarre claim were obtained from page 365 
of Martin Pugh’s widely read book Speak for Britain!: A New History 
of the Labour Party (2011). Pugh had stated: “The [deputy leadership] 
vote greatly overstated Benn’s support, for left-wing union leaders 
had ignored the views of their members; in the TGWU [Transport 
and General Workers’ Union] for example, 52 per cent of branches 
backed Healey and only 24 per cent Benn, but all the union’s votes 
had gone to Benn.” (p.365) 

No further evidence was provided to substantiate the contention 
that the majority of trade union members in Britain were drifting 
towards Thatcherism. Significantly, other labour historians draw 
attention to the fact that the misrepresentations of the problems 
within the TGWU “provided handy ammunition for the media 
campaign against the left.” This analysis was put forward by Richard 
Hefferman and Mike Marqusee in their book Defeat From the Jaws of 
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Victory: Inside Kinnock’s Labour Party (1992). As they explain, the 
preference of TGWU members for Denis Healey… 

…was not an expression of right-wing sentiment among 
TGWU members but simply an indicator of the balance of 
forces at this time among full-time officials in the regions… 
As Benn stood for all the policies democratically determined 
by the TGWU biannual delegate conference, the union’s 
supreme governing body, and Healey opposed most of them, 
the [union] delegation acted perfectly honourably [in voting 
to back Benn], although Fleet Street leader-writers and the 
Labour right were up in arms. (pp.20-1) 

Returning to Corbyn — the book under review — just a few pages 
later, making a different political point concerning Neil Kinnock’s 
claims that he had to force the party rightwards to make it electable, 
Seymour argues: “The evidence is that the social attitudes of the 
majority of people moved significantly to the left under Thatcher.” 
(p.130) No explanation is given for how he reconciles this statement 
with his previous claim of the rightward drift of the working class. 

Nevertheless, a move to the left was certainly evident and visible 
during working class struggles which were provided with a fighting 
socialist leadership, as in the case of the miners’ strike (which 
indefensibly was left out on a limb to rot by Neil Kinnock), and 
then in the titanic struggle in Liverpool, that was led by the 
determined members of the Militant – who also faced the anti-
socialist wrath of Kinnock. But rather than celebrate the importance 
of a determined leadership in the face of Labour Party bosses that 
actively sought to undermine and disown such radicalism, all 
Seymour can dwell upon are the “scarring experiences of defeat in 
the 1980s”. No time is given to reflect upon the mighty struggles 
that were waged by the working class, only tears for their tragic 
aftermath, which apparently “led to a weary cynicism about the 
possibilities for change in such a reactionary country.” (p.179, 
p.180) Reactionary Labour leadership, I can give him that — but 
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reactionary country? 
Ever keen to dole out advice to a now ground-down labour 

movement, Seymour warns that “the wrong lessons were drawn 
from past defeats.” Apparently it is all too easy “to focus on the 
failures of the hard-Left – which undoubtedly, were real” – really, 
in what way? He also then goes on to highlight the limits of 
parliamentary democracy and Labourism, and the lessons that 
should be learned from struggling from within such capitalist 
straitjackets. Yes, of course he is right to highlight the limits of both 
parliamentary democracy and Labourism, but these limits were 
certainly something which the hard-Left –which included 
supporters of the Militant — were more than aware of and did 
much to publicise throughout their time in the Labour Party. 
(p.182) 

Seymour tells his readers that they shouldn’t look for inspiration 
to older Labour activists, who in the process of struggle were 
expunged from the Labour Party, perhaps one good example being 
former Labour MP Dave Nellist, who now heads up the Trade 
Unionist and Socialist Coalition (TUSC). It seems “the older 
Bennite and Militant-style leftovers are, in general, too ideologically 
formed and too politically inflexible to be effective.” (p.196) Tired 
old Left factions (which incidentally, Seymour used to be a member 
of), we are told, are too “obsessed with setting to street stalls on a 
Saturday morning” to be able to communicate effectively to the rest 
of the labour movement. (p.196) Here you might be forgiven for 
thinking that Seymour himself resented talking to the public on 
such Saturday stalls when he was an active member of the Socialist 
Workers Party; and although I myself also partake in organising said 
Saturday stalls (for the Socialist Party, the successor to Militant), 
they are of course just one small part of my daily activities as a trade 
unionist and socialist organiser. 

Not content on badmouthing longstanding Marxists, Seymour 
even goes so far as to belittle the few “left-wingers” who have been 
elected to government in recent years, saying that “where they have 
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taken office they have usually administered the orthodoxy.” (p.187) 
Positive examples of socialists in positions of power are forbidden, 
no mention is made in about the determined lead given by the 
admittedly small number of local councillors across the country 
who have represented the Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition 
(TUSC), and who have been firm in their commitment to opposing 
austerity and fighting tooth and nail against the mainstream political 
orthodoxy. That is not to mention other inspiring examples close 
to our shores, like those Socialist Party members who continue to 
fight in the Irish Parliament as principled members of the People-
Before-Profit/Anti-Austerity Alliance. 

But let’s forget such inspiring examples concerning the rebirth of 
radical politics for the time being. To recap: according to Seymour 
one of the reasons why the Labour right “were able to defeat the 
Left in the early-to-mid-eighties” was “that the wider climate of 
opinion was moving sharply to the right at the time, while the Left 
– whether of Militant or Bennite variety – was far weaker than its 
national profile allowed it to believe.” (p.55) Leaving aside the 
falsity of a popular rightward swing, no-one has ever suggested that 
Militant’s struggles in Liverpool were matched in scale by similar 
mass movements in other cities: this fact is sad but true. 

Against the odds, Liverpool’s Labour city council did fight, and 
did win momentous victories in the face of Tory cuts, for which 
they were rewarded with increased funding and electoral support. 
But broader political circumstances meant that despite their best 
efforts to spread their defiance, nationally and internationally, they 
were eventually beaten back. You can’t have socialism in one city, 
in the same way you can’t have socialism in one country. Yet 
members of the Militant didn’t stop fighting after their defeat in 
Liverpool, and against the wishes of the Labour Party leadership, 
Militant, working within the Labour Party’s wider structures, soon 
went on to help lead a huge and successful mass movement against 
the Tories hated Poll Tax. (p.129) Such historical matters of record, 
however, Seymour does not see fit to share with his readers. 
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Flash forward to 2015, and in a strange twist of fate, by virtue of 
the hollowing out Labour Party democracy, Jeremy Corbyn is 
elected as the new leader, on a clear anti-austerity, anti-
warmongering platform. Hundreds of thousands of Labour 
members supported his candidacy, and still do, but surrounded by 
parliamentary colleagues who are strongly opposed to any socialist 
ambitions (hence the ongoing attempted coup), and an 
unrelentingly hostile media, necessarily means that capturing the 
leadership of the Labour Party is not enough. As a consequence 
“thus far, Corbyn’s need to reckon with the Labour backbenches,” 
Seymour observes, “not to mention the dissenters in his cabinet, 
has arguably done more to shape his policies than the as yet 
informed activist base.” (p.81) Nevertheless, the establishment has 
truly been caught “with its pants down”, and so it is apparent that 
Corbyn must move quickly to exploit this situation “to produce 
lasting gains”. (p.185) 

Pondering what might be done, Seymour asks, should Corbyn 
“seek to deselect MPs who don’t represent the membership?” (p.85) 
Answering his own question he points out that if Corbyn does his 
movement for socialist change will “run the risk of sharpening 
antagonism well before they are able to win those battles.” Seymour, 
the confused revolutionary socialist, warns that such actions “would 
run the risk of providing ballast to a right-wing sabotage campaign, 
and alienating political allies.” (p.197) This danger may be partly 
true, but surely Corbyn must do whatever he can to support the 
democratic demands of Labour’s members by backing calls for 
democratic reselection processes. Corbyn can only take such a 
principled socialist position by leading from the front, not by caving 
in to the conservative needs of his fellow right-leaning Labour MPs 
who are doing their best to destroy him. 

This brings us to the present. With the unfolding attempted coup 
on Corbyn’s leadership, it is apparent that the civil war within 
Labour — that has been ongoing since Corbyn rose to influence 
last year –has finally burst open, with 172 Labour MPs having 
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supported a vote of no confidence in his leadership. But in the face 
of these unprincipled attacks, support for Corbyn is once again 
growing within the membership and the broader trade union 
movement. This latest act of open treachery has even pushed the 
General Secretary of Britain’s largest trade union, Unite, to threaten 
to backtrack on his previously mistaken refusal to support calls for 
the mandatory reselection of Labour MPs. This is a positive sign 
indeed. 

Returning again to Seymour’s book: what is certain is that if 
Corbyn continues capitulating to the rightwing forces dominating 
his Parliamentary Labour Party then Corbyn’s ability to champion 
the political needs of the 99% will be totally compromised, whether 
or not he remains at Labour’s helm. Thousands of excited 
Corbynista’s have chosen Labour as their “temporary home” 
(p.219) and their high hopes for positive change must not be 
betrayed by another leader who feels straitjacketed by the need to 
balance the pro-corporate demands of the old guard on the right 
with the newly inspired labour activists on the left: if Corbyn 
continues down this path there is a real threat that the momentum 
for reforming the Labour Party, or building a truly socialist 
alternative that will represent the urgent needs of the working class, 
will face a very serious set-back. Corbyn must therefore set his 
sights high, because, as Seymour concludes, “in all likelihood, 
Corbynism is a temporary phenomenon as far as Labour goes, and 
its most likely successor is some variation of the old Labour Right 
which will incorporate some of the milder elements of 
Corbynism…” (p.218) 

On the issue of challenging the party’s fundamentally 
undemocratic institutional structures, if the Corbynistas seek a 
“genuinely democratic Labour Party,” Seymour says, “they will be 
trying to bring about something that has never before existed, and 
which goes against all the dominant tendencies in parliamentary 
democracies.” (p.86) That, of course, is precisely why it is so 
important to present a meaningful strategy that is able to surmount 
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the colossal barriers that lie ahead for the working class. 
Seymour is well aware of the negative repercussions faced by 

Corbyn for giving succour to the right, like when he previously 
signalled his support for local Labour-led councils to continue 
carrying though government cutbacks. Such actions “are sure to 
turn off and demoralise Labour voters,” Seymour writes, “and a 
Left that is seen to acquiesce with such austerity measures could 
rapidly discredit itself in the eyes of the public.” (p.198) It is for this 
reason that those on the Left have consistently called upon the 
setting of legal no-cuts budgets in Labour-run councils as a means 
of building support for a Corbyn-led fightback against Tory 
austerity. But again, seeming to err on the side of caution, Seymour 
says we should not “force… councils to set illegal budgets” (which, 
funnily enough, no one is suggesting – except those misrepresenting 
the Left’s proposals), and then as an demoralising afterthought adds 
that either way “it seems unlikely that [the labour movement] would 
have the political muscle to succeed, or to weather the backlash if 
they did.” (p.198) So, with such a tragic counsel of despair what 
should we do then Mr Seymour? 

It a matter of record that Corbyn has not been able or perhaps 
willing to lead a genuine fight-back against the status quo, and his 
policies at present only constitute “an attempt to gently push the 
boundaries of debate to the left…” (p.199) Seymour observes: “it 
is striking that, thus far, Corbyn has pointedly refused to identify a 
class opponent” — in the way that Bernie Sanders, Syriza, or 
Podemos regularly do — instead he is “sticking to the conventional 
Labour modus operandi of attacking ‘the Tories.’” (p.204) 

Seymour explains, such inaction on the class front could prove to 
“be a disabling limitation” to the labour movement in an era of class 
polarisation. This is why Corbyn’s future success is so dependent 
upon his grassroots supporters acting to “continually push the 
agenda farther than he is able to” (p.205) — although really it seems 
we must push Corbyn farther than he is willing to be moved, not just 
farther than the limited reforms he thinks he is able to carry through 
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within the Labour Party. In an ideal world, Corbyn would stop 
placating the rightwing and take immediate steps to democratise his 
own party so that he can provide the type of fighting leadership to 
the labour movement that will help build the confidence of the 
working class to stand united and fight-back against capitalism— 
something that Corbyn has to do with some urgency, now that a 
coup has been foisted upon him. 

Seymour is correct to say that historically-speaking the “ability of 
social democratic governments to deliver reforms in the interests of 
workers… depended on an exceptional period of capitalist growth 
that will probably not be seen again…” (p.135) Hence, a radical 
socialist alternative is necessary in this current epoch. However, 
Seymour is wary of such talk, stating that to seriously transform the 
Labour Party “into a means to radical inroads on Britain’s power 
systems would require resources, organisation and opportunities 
that currently don’t present themselves.” (p.136) Again, Seymour 
fails to recognise the ways that a fighting leadership can help to give 
form to new possibilities. Surely if Corbyn was forced to lead an 
anti-austerity struggle within his own Party (as he now has the 
opportunity to do) there is a good possibility that his actions would 
inspire a great deal of self-activity within the working class, and 
maybe even lead to the creation of a new democratic party of the 
working class. 

But there is no stopping Seymour’s naysaying, and he takes his 
unfounded pessimism to its logical conclusion arguing that even if 
Corbyn took Labour to an election victory “there is little in the way 
of wide international climate… that would support and sustain an 
experimental radical-left form of government.” (p.218) How 
Seymour is so sure about this is anyone’s guess, but certainly such a 
doom mongering commentary wouldn’t be out of place in The Sun. 

It is for this reason that “Corbyn’s most pressing task is to 
demonstrate that there is a coherent alternative economic model” 
— a socialist alternative to a capitalist model of running society. 
(p.200) Corbyn must refuse to go down the path of former would-
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be-radicals like the Syriza government in becoming an instrument 
of the very capitalist forces he was elected to challenge, although he 
sadly has done something quite similar by siding with the EU 
Remain camp (an accommodation with the forces of austerity that, 
revealingly, was also held by Seymour). “The only possible 
counterpoint to such a scenario” unfolding in the future Seymour 
says, “would be a vibrant and mobilised grass-roots Left in the 
unions and beyond – a possible, yet by no means inevitable, political 
outcome.” (p.216, p.217) That is correct and may well be about to 
unfold before our very eyes. But none of this explains why Mr 
Seymour feels the need to temper his desire for a socialist revolution 
with a book-full of needless pessimism. 

 

Why Militant Matters: What Blairites Are Afraid Of 

August 11, 2016 

What Jeremy Corbyn’s well-heeled opponents in the media, and 
within his Parliamentary Labour Party, most dislike about him is 
Corbyn’s popularly received commitment to both democracy and 
socialism. It is exactly such a determined commitment to promoting 
the principles of democracy and socialism by members of the 
Socialist Party (formerly known as the Militant) that so infuriates 
media pundits and New Labour remnants. 

Dedicated members of the Militant played a central role in 
providing the organisational backbone to the poll tax campaign of 
mass resistance, which successfully brought millions onto the 
streets and contributed toward the demise of Thatcher. But don’t 
count upon the mainstream media to highlight the role of 
revolutionary socialists in facilitating this momentous fight-back. 
The dedication of thousands of Militant members in contributing 
towards improving the living conditions of the working-class 
politics is proven without a doubt – something which cannot be 
said for the undemocratic bureaucrats who dominate the 
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commanding heights of the Labour Party. 
For many people, on either the left or the right of the political 

spectrum, the interpretation of the political activities of Militant 
members of the Labour Party in the city of Liverpool during the 
1980s provides a litmus test for their ideological proclivities. The 
Daily Mail today (August 11) rehashed the typical unfavourable 
story about the “Militant-dominated Liverpool Council in the mid 
1980s.” In an unusually succinct statement on this tale they write: 

In a rebellion against the Thatcher government in 1985, the council 
set an illegal ‘deficit budget’ committing the council to 
overspending by £30million – saying the excess was money ‘stolen’ 
by government cuts. 

For a little more flesh on the bone of this defining moment in 
working-class history we can look to the recent summary produced 
by the Guardian (August 10); although of course we will need to look 
elsewhere for details about what actually happened in Liverpool. 
Either way as the Guardian explains: 

The faction’s biggest electoral success was in Liverpool, where the 
local party and city council were run by members of Militant who 
went on to set an illegal deficit budget in 1985, in defiance of party 
policy. The slogan of the local council was ‘Better to break the law 
than break the poor.’ 

With spending higher than income, the council was advised that it 
would be unable to pay staff wages by November that year, and 
Militant members decided to issue redundancy notices to every 
council worker, as a threat to the national government to increase 
the budget. 

The Guardian highlights the political significance of this moment, 
adding how “Neil Kinnock’s purging of Militant, which culminated 
in a strongly worded conference speech in 1985 in which he berated 
the Militant deputy leader of Liverpool council, Derek Hatton, is 
regarded by many in Labour as a key moment in restoring the 
party’s electability, though it was another 12 years before it won a 
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general election.” 
This obsession about electability has much to do with the 

fervently held belief  — shared by the mainstream media and the 
majority of  the right-leaning members of  the Parliamentary Labour 
Party — that make them repeat ad infinitum that Jeremy Corbyn’s 
socialist politics are simply unelectable. What they really mean is 
that Corbyn’s socialist ideas present an existential threat to the 
corporate-dominated status quo. 

So what did happen in the socialist-led Liverpool council do 
between 1983 and 1987 that so ails the Labour establishment and 
media commentators alike? Former Liverpool councillor and the 
then District Labour Party president Tony Mulhearn explains how: 

In the two years before the 49 Labour councillors (reduced to 47 
by the death of  Bill Lafferty and Peter Lloyd) were elected in May 
1983, not a single house for rent had been built by the Liberal/Tory 
alliance which controlled the council. Council rents were the 
highest in the UK outside London. 5,000 council jobs had vanished. 
Youth unemployment in some areas of  the city was in excess of  
50%. The defeated Liberal/Tory alliance had left behind a financial 
gap of  £10 million of  unallocated cuts, and £30 million had been 
slashed from Liverpool’s budget by Tory minister Michael 
Heseltine. This was the nightmare inherited by the newly elected 
council in which Militant (predecessor of  the Socialist) supporters 
played a prominent role. 

Instead of  passing on further Tory cuts to the people of  Liverpool, 
the 47 councillors (of  which a minority were Militant supporters) 
adopted the slogan “better to break the law than to break the poor.” 
They then “launched a programme of  action that included building 
houses, creating jobs, expanding services and freezing rents.” This 
was backed up by a mass campaign of  resistance, involving huge 
anti-austerity protests, which were supported by “public and private 
sector trade unions, community organisations, youth organisations, 
party constituencies and party branches”. 

The completely misleading and subsequently well-worn Kinnock-
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narrative about taxis scuttling around delivering redundancy notices 
to council workers is the story of  Liverpool that is so beloved by 
both mainstream media pundits and New Labour acolytes. Hence 
the recent Guardian article makes sure to repeat the famous part of  
the speech that Kinnock gave at the 1985 Labour party conference, 
where he “condemned the ‘grotesque chaos of  a Labour council 
hiring taxis to scuttle round the city handing out redundancy notices 
to its own workers’.” 

But as Tony Mulhearn and Peter Taaffe recount in their book 
Liverpool – The City That Dared To Fight. 

While the Liverpool councillors were in power, from 1983-7, no 
one was made redundant. Unfortunately, the same could not be said 
of  Neil Kinnock in the autumn of  1987, when he pushed for 40 
real redundancies among staff  at the Labour Party’s Walworth 
headquarters. 

But let’s remember what a Labour council that dared to fight 
actually achieved during the 1980s: so other than embarrassing the 
growing ranks of  the careerist, distinctly unprincipled elected 
representatives of  the Labour Party, Liverpool councillors managed 
to… 

 Lead an immensely popular and well-backed battle in 1984 
which forced Thatcher’s government into a retreat worth up 
to £60 million. On the council’s budget day in March 1984 
(when a one-day strike took place) 30,000 local authority 
workers joined a 50,000 strong march in support of  the 
council’s deficit budget. 

 6,400 jobs were created in the private sector because of  the 
house-building programme, on top of  thousands of  local 
authority jobs created and saved. Other results included six 
new nurseries, and five colleges. 

 Build over 5,000 council houses. 
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The Politics of  Austerity in Leicester and Dublin 

August 14, 2016 

Over the past couple of months “the main findings” from the first 
round of research being carried out by De Montfort University’s 
Centre for Urban Research on Austerity were published. Although 
the academic research in question looks at political developments 
in eight major world cities, in this article I will just be examining 
their remarks concerning two cities, Leicester and Dublin.  

First off with the Leicester report, the researchers highlight how 
it is ordinary people who have borne the brunt of decades of 
corporate neoliberal politics that, as we all know, were embraced by 
all the leaders of our mainstream political parties, with the one 
notable recent exception being Jeremy Corbyn. The report notes: 

Leicester has experienced several waves of industrial decline and 
restructuring over the past 40 years, leaving it with high long-term 
unemployment and income poverty. The crisis of 2008 and ensuing 
national austerity regime intensified these problems.  In 2013, ONS 
statistics suggested that gross disposable household income in 
Leicester was the lowest in the UK.  In-work poverty persists at 
very high levels with full-time workers earning less than 80% of the 
national average.  These conditions mean that many citizens rely on 
public welfare. However, our research suggests that benefit cuts, 
continuing policy reforms and the government’s sanctioning regime 
have hit the city very hard in the eight years since the crash, leaving 
many unable to meet their basic needs, and eroding the social fabric 
that people depend upon to participate effectively in social, political 
and economic life. 

Highlighting the scale of the ongoing Tory attacks on the public 
sector since 2010, they add: “Leicester City Council estimated last 
year that by 2019, it would have lost some 50% of its budget over a 
decade.” Yet despite this dire situation, so far Leicester’s Labour 
Council has refused to accept that they can fight against Tory cuts 
– an approach which the report calls “austerity realism” (read: 
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spinelessness). “By austerity realism,” the report notes, “we mean 
that the city applies cuts regretfully, but diligently, because policy 
makers cannot see any alternative.” 

But as Corbyn’s election to the Labour Party’s leadership made 
clear, it is not that our local politicians “cannot see any alternative,” 
but rather that they are wilfully resistant to supporting any 
alternative. Indeed, shortly after Corbyn’s unexpected election 
victory last year, Professor Jonathan Davies, who is the Director of 
the Centre for Urban Research on Austerity, himself acknowledged 
that hostile commentators, including within the Labour machine 
itself, “fear that he really could threaten the enervating austerity 
consensus.” This was concretely demonstrated at the time by the 
total lack of public support for Corbyn by any of Leicester’s 52 
Labour councillors, and more recently when both the Leicester City 
Mayor and his Deputy both threw their weight behind the ongoing 
coup against Corbyn (as have a number of other councillors). 

Nevertheless, while the DMU researchers observe the existence 
of “lively anti-austerity protests in Leicester” they conclude that 
“Austerity has a seemingly vice-like grip on England and it is not 
easy to see beyond it.” “At the same time,” they add — ending on 
a slightly more optimistic note — “several respondents mentioned 
Jeremy Corbyn’s election to the Labour leadership as a weathervane 
of change and foresaw potential tipping points ahead.” This is 
indeed true, and a political revolution does appear to be taking place 
within the Labour Party at this very moment. 

Moving on to the Centre for Urban Research on Austerity’s initial 
published findings for Dublin, it is apparent that an organised fight-
back against austerity is taking firmer roots in local political affairs 
across the water, with a “significant increase in the number of left 
wing ‘anti-austerity’ Councillors on the City Council following the 
last (2014) local elections.” A good example is this regard is 
provided by Paul Murphy, who was elected to the Irish Parliament 
in the 2014 Dublin South-West by-election for the Anti-Austerity 
Alliance — having previously represented the Socialist Party for the 
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Dublin constituency as a Member of the European Parliament. 
Murphy, like many other members of the Anti-Austerity Alliance, 
have played leading roles within the massive and successful anti-
austerity campaigns like the famous ‘right to water’ movement (see 
“Non-payment of water bills rises to 73%”). As the Dublin report 
produced for the Centre for Urban Research on Austerity 
continues: 

While the formal institutions of Council politics remain a focal 
point for interviewees and critics of austerity more broadly, 
interesting things are happening across a variety of more disparate 
sites within the city which point to a range of new political actors, 
new political alliances and new ways of doing politics.  Most 
noteworthy among these is the so-called ‘right to water’ movement 
– a national movement which is particularly active in coalescing 
around the newly introduced (2015) and much contested water 
charges.  Survey findings which show that over 50 per cent of those 
involved are first-time activists concerned with austerity more 
broadly rather than water charges per se, point to significant 
developments across the city’s broader public sphere. 

It should perhaps be noted that the political establishment has 
reacted to the swelling anti-austerity movement with typical 
vindictiveness, and water rates protestors are currently facing 
imprisonment as a punishment as a testament to the effectiveness 
of their activism. As reported in an article appropriately titled 
“‘Jobstown trials’ to go ahead: Government loses battle on water 
charges but wages war on Left”: 

Three Socialist Party members- Paul Murphy TD [Irish MP], Cllr 
Mick Murphy and Cllr Kieran Mahon  – are among nineteen adults 
and one youth charged with false imprisonment and related charges 
of the Deputy Prime Minister, Joan Burton, and her assistant. These 
charges carry a maximum sentence of life in prison. 

So while here in Leicester only a couple of Labour councillors have 
poked their head above the water—because of pressure from the 
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rightwing members of the Parliamentary Labour Party, which is 
leading the coup against Corbyn—the same is not true for Dublin’s 
politicians. Members of the Anti-Austerity Alliance have even used 
their positions in the Dáil (Irish Parliament) to send a strong 
message of solidarity to Jeremy Corbyn. Speaking on July 5, shortly 
after the EU referendum, Paul Murphy explained: 

The key question now is the attempted coup by the Blairites against 
Jeremy Corbyn in order to remove him and put a Blairite back in 
charge of the Labour Party. There is a battle of two parties in one 
Labour Party, that of the pro-war, neo-liberal Blairites and that of 
the socialists of Mr. Corbyn and, for example, many of the 60,000 
people who have joined the Labour Party over the past week. That 
battle inside the Labour Party is vital and I send the solidarity of the 
Anti-Austerity Alliance to Mr. Corbyn. We hope he and those 
coming around the Labour Party prevail in that battle and they have 
a Labour Party worthy of the name, unlike the Labour Party in this 
country. There should be a call to a conference of the broad labour 
movement to defend his leadership and therefore have a socialist-
led Labour Party engaging in a general election campaign, fighting 
for a government position that can be won in Britain. That will 
create a completely different picture in terms of the nature of exit 
that will take place, as well as the debate right across Europe putting 
on the agenda the question of fighting for a Europe that serves the 
interests of people; it would be a socialist Europe, as opposed to 
the neo-liberal, militarised Europe that has been rejected. 

 

The Importance of  Publicly Challenging the 
Politics of  Blairites 

August 29, 2016 

Over the past year Jeremy Corbyn has been the subject of one of 
the most intense political smear campaigns in recent history. This 
deceitful campaign has been relentlessly pursued across all 
mainstream media outlets (from the Daily Mail through to the BBC) 
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with the willing and gleeful support of hundreds of rightwing 
political representatives in the Labour Party. The deeply 
undemocratic offensive against the leader of the Labour Party is 
largely fuelled by personal attacks upon Corbyn and his supporters, 
nearly all of which are factually baseless. But a good lie has never 
stopped a vigorous smear campaign being waged against a 
principled socialist. 

Yet before Corbyn’s unexpected rise to the leadership of the 
Labour Party last year, there could be no doubt that the leadership 
of the party and nearly all of the Parliamentary Labour Party and 
the majority of local councillors were committed to the now 
thoroughly-debunked idea that Britain needed more austerity! This 
deluded vision ran counter to the majority of the Labour Party 
members, which was connected to Corbyn’s landslide victory and 
his plain-speaking socialist, anti-austerity vision for the future. 

Ironically, when I stood for parliament in Leicester East against 
Keith Vaz last year for the Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition 
(TUSC), I was actually campaigning on the same type of anti-
austerity platform that has proved so popular with the lay 
membership of the Labour Party (a £10 an hour minimum wage 
and renationalisation of the rail network etc.). TUSC, however, have 
always been clear that we would not stand against any Labour MP 
or councillor who was genuinely opposed to austerity. Thus, at last 
year’s general election TUSC did not stand parliamentary candidates 
against either Jeremy Corbyn or John McDonnell. 

At the same time, despite Corbyn’s victory, the rightwing of the 
Labour Party have made it clear that I am not welcome as a member 
of the Labour Party. The recent suspension of the lifelong Labour 
Party member and General Secretary of the Bakers Union, Ronnie 
Draper, just goes to highlight how urgent it is to kick out all the 
Blairites from leadership positions in the party. 

But although I am not a member of the Labour Party, only a 
member of the Labour movement, I did recognise that Corbyn’s 
leadership of the Labour Party would be a very positive 
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development for strengthening of the Labour movement in Britain. 
As a result of this obvious realisation, throughout Corbyn’s 
leadership campaign (last year) I sent a continuous flow of letters to 
the Leicester Mercury to counteract the rightwing hate campaign being 
waged against Corbyn by the Tories and Blairites. In all instances, I 
have been scrupulous in making sure that my criticisms of either the 
Tories or the Blairites did not stoop to personal attacks, but instead 
were argued based upon real political differences and fact. 

As most of these letters remained unpublished by the Leicester 
Mercury, I published them in a book (which can be found in our city 
council libraries). Nevertheless, here follow a brief summary of 
some of my letters that were successfully published in the Mercury 
during the course of Corbyn’s leadership campaign… 
 
July 21, 2015 — The first letter I published had the misfortune of 
noting how Leicester’s three Labour MPs had failed to vote against 
the Tories hated Welfare Bill. I noted, however, that 48 Labour 
MP’s (including Corbyn) did vote against the Bill, and concluded 
that “Corbyn has enthused many with his clear call for abolition of 
student fees and to reinstate the student grant, his promise to repeal 
anti-trade union laws and other pledges. This fresh left-wing 
programme is a far cry from the insipid goals and aspirations of the 
three Labour careerists representing us in Parliament.” 
 
August 10, 2015 — My second published letter took up the Blairite 
politics espoused by former Labour County Councillor Denis Bown 
and current Labour City Councillor Vijay Singh Riyiat, by making a 
firm political case for the Labour Party to adopt the anti-austerity 
politics of Jeremy Corbyn. 
 
August 13, 2015 –- I explained in precise terms why Jon 
Ashworth’s analysis of his party’s political misfortunes at the 
General Election were plain wrong. I noted the problems with 
Ashworth’s support for Yvette Cooper, and concluded: 
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“Thankfully, not all Labour Party members believe that further 
austerity must be inflicted upon the 99% of us. This is why it is so 
refreshing that local Labour Party members of Ashworth’s Leicester 
South constituency chose to back anti-austerity realist Jeremy 
Corbyn as their preferred candidate to represent the interests of the 
working-class.” 
 
August 24, 2015 –- In response to poisonous slurs in the national 
media that Corbyn was an anti-Semite I pointed out how 
“Unfortunately, none of our city’s 52 Labour councillors or 3 MPs 
spoke out to the media in Corbyn’s defence.” 
 
September 10, 2015 –- I made clear that “the rise in electoral 
support for right-wing populists like UKIP has occurred precisely 
because the Labour Party has vacated its traditional position as the 
voice of the majority of ordinary people — the working-class.” I 
then went on to conclude: “A victory for Corbyn within the Labour 
Party represents a step forward for socialism, and will enable 
Labour to begin to make good on past electoral losses. Yet his 
election as Labour’s new leader marks just the start of a long and 
difficult battle for working-class democracy.” 
 
September 14, 2015 –- In this article I celebrated Corbyn’s 
leadership victory to highlight concerns about the government’s 
planned anti-trade union proposals, set out in their Trade Union 
Bill, which I said was “the most serious attack on trade union rights 
for three decades.” With respect to the Labour leadership battle I 
noted: “Jeremy Corbyn’s monumental rise to Labour’s leadership is 
a reflection of the mood to fight both Tory austerity and their 
attacks on the unions. And if the resounding nod of confidence that 
Corbyn attained in recent months can amplify the fight-back against 
our government then the Tories should be running scared.” 
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Cuts to Leicester’s Community Services Must 
End Now! 

September 23, 2016 

Tory funding cuts to local councils have led to the savaging of 
essential local services. Prior to Jeremy Corbyn’s sudden rise to 
leadership of the Labour Party, his party had been fully committed 
to the politics of austerity that was going to lead to the slashing of 
public services  — albeit at a slightly slower rate than that pursued 
by the Tories. 

Leicestershire Against the Cuts has always opposed cuts to public 
services, and welcomes Corbyn’s principled and socialist leadership 
of the Labour Party as a massive step in the right direction. And so 
on Wednesday (September 21) the Leicester Mercury noted how 
Leicestershire Against the Cuts was once again demanding that 
Leicester’s Labour Council should help build a mass campaign to 
defend services and stop cuts, like the children’s services and 
adventure playgrounds that are presently being threatened with 
closure. Leicestershire Against the Cuts convenor Alex Morgan 
explained: “If Labour councils across the country took the lead by 
linking up and defying Tory cuts they could ignite the anger against 
austerity and build a movement that can win.” 

Labour City Mayor Sir Peter Soulsby, who has been vocal in his 
refusal to accept the anti-austerity leadership of Jeremy Corbyn, 
responded in exactly the same was as he did four years ago to similar 
demands that were made upon Labour to stand up and fight the 
Tories cuts. The Mercury reported how “Sir Peter said the council 
was being forced to make previously inconceivable and unpalatable 
cuts.” Once again Sir Peter patronised his opponents by stating: 
“You cannot cut £150 million from your budget by buying fewer 
paper clips.”  

But evidently the cuts are now biting so hard that Sir Peter is being 
forced to recycle his defeatist press releases, despite the fact that his 
party now has a leader opposed to both Tory and Labour austerity. 
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I say this because just over four years ago, Sir Peter explained to the 
Mercury: “However you look at it, cuts of this scale cannot be made 
by buying fewer paper clips.” (July 2) But no-one has ever asked Sir 
Peter to skimp on paper clips or deny him his own little pleasures 
in sacking council employees and reclaiming their now redundant 
drawers of stationary. Instead, what Leicester needs are Labour 
councillors who are willing to put the lives of their constituents 
before the needs of their own careers. This much was made clear 
by Labour’s present Shadow Chancellor, John McDonnell, in a 
speech he gave in March 2013 in which he passionately argued for 
the need to oppose all cuts… 

Issue by issue we are evolving a solution as a community. So if [a 
Council] is going to close something, then we’ll reopen it, we’ll 
occupy it, we’ll fight back on every occasion. So bit by bit, it’s hand 
to hand grappling with each of these policies with whoever is 
implementing them, whether it’s a Tory council, Labour council, 
whatever, it doesn’t matter we are fighting back… So what we’ve 
got to do is talk about how we change the system and what sort of 
system we want: and it’s one that not based upon profit, it’s based 
upon planning for need and upon democracy not dictatorship. So 
that everything that we do, in all of our campaigns, discussions, and 
all the rest — yes let’s talk about the immediate issue, what our 
solution is to that, how do we protect our communities, how do we 
mobilise them — but in all of that, that would be worthless in the 
long-term, if we don’t whilst we are doing that, talk about how we 
transform society in the long-term. 

Ironically enough, just last week this speech was misrepresented and 
ridiculed in the national Tory press. Of course no mention was 
made in the press of the inspiring content of his speech, which after 
all was a call to fight Tory austerity by opposing cuts made by either 
Tory or Labour councils and to campaign for a socialist future. 
Labour Council’s like Leicester must now act to support 
McDonnell and Corbyn and normal working-class people by 
refusing to carry through any more Tory cuts! So the question 
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remains, which Labour councillors will join the lobby of their own 
city council on October 6th (4.30pm onwards) to demand the launch 
of a city-wide and national-wide fightback against the Tories 
wanton destruction of our communities? I guess we will find out 
soon… 
 

Why Owen Jones Was Right: The Blairites are Toxic 
to the Labour Movement 

September 25, 2016 

Owen Jones first acquired his prominent national media profile in 
the wake of publishing his excellent 2011 book Chavs: The 
Demonization of the Working Class. This book provided a devastating 
critique to the anti-worker politics of the New Labour machine that 
still dominates the Parliamentary Labour Party to this day. The main 
difference now, however, is that the growing grassroots of the 
Labour Party has once again given a massive mandate to a 
principled socialist to reclaim their party from New Labour, 
precisely so their party can be used to fight for the needs of the 99% 
not for the 1%. 

Presently, hundreds of thousands of socialists are keen that Jeremy 
Corbyn takes the necessary democratic steps to oust the New 
Labour old guard – who, after all, still represent the majority of 
Labour’s elected representatives — from their positions of 
influence within the Labour Party. It will not be easy to democratize 
the party, but it is necessary all the same because since at least the 
1980s genuine socialists have been sidelined from positions of 
influence. As Jones explained: “On issue after issue, Labour under 
[Neil] Kinnock capitulated to Thatcher’s free-market policies. Any 
who resisted were sidelined.” (p.70) 

In Chavs, Jones makes it abundantly clear that, under Tony Blair’s 
influence, “New Labour’s approach was to stigmatize and 
demonize… vulnerable working-class people.” (p.92) “New 
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Labour, through programmes like its welfare reform, has 
propagated the chav caricature by spreading the idea that people are 
poor because they lack moral fibre.” (p.94) Owen draws attention 
to New Labour’s “near-obsession with ignoring working-class 
voters…” (p.101) and “New Labour’s introduction of competition 
and market principles into education.”  (p.178) He adds: 

Of course, New Labour never had any intention of abolishing 
inherited wealth or private education. It argued for ‘meritocracy’ 
with a society rigged in favour of the middle class. Meritocracy ends 
up becoming a rubber stamp for existing inequalities, re-branding 
them as deserved. (pp.96-7) 

New Labour actively engaged in class warfare against the working-
class, “skirt[ing] the issue of inequality… by following in Thatcher’s 
footsteps and pretending that class no longer existed.” (p.98) “[I]t 
was New Labour’s relentless sidelining of working-class Britain that 
led to its thorough defeat in 2010.” (p.254) Indeed, one should recall 
how “New Labour’s approach to crime as a whole was 
authoritarian, disregarding the main root cause: poverty… Between 
1993 and 2010, England and Wales’s prison population nearly 
doubled, from 44,500 to around 85,000.” (p.214) 

But even when New Labour ostensibly “attempted to tackle the 
scandal of working poverty… it did so within the framework of 
neoliberal economics – that is, allowing the market to run amok.” 
On this point Jones writes: 

A leading union-backed Labour MP, John McDonnell, sums up the 
[New Labour] government’s approach thus: ‘We will introduce tax 
credits, and we will redistribute wealth, but we’ll make sure what 
we’ll do is force you into work where it’s low paid, with the lowest 
minimum wage you could possibly think of. In that way, you then 
become the guilty person if you can’t afford to dig yourself out of 
poverty. There’s a Victorian, patronizing attitude towards working 
people.’ (pp.203-4) 
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Jones understands why New Labour politics should be consigned 
to the dustbin of history, and concludes: 

It is not surprising that so many working-class people felt alienated 
from Labour. They felt it was no longer fighting on their side. Some 
succumbed to apathy – but not all. Deprived of a narrative to 
explain what was happening to their lives, some began to grope for 
other logics. It was not the wealthy victors of Thatcher’s class war 
who found themselves on the sharp end. The frustrations and anger 
of millions of working-class people were channelled into a backlash 
against immigrants. (p.220) 

The rise of the far right is a reaction to the marginalization of 
working-class people. It is a product of politicians’ refusal to 
address working-class concerns, particularly affordable housing and 
a supply of decent, secure jobs. It has been fuelled by a popular 
perception that Labour has abandoned the people it was created to 
represent. (p.223) 

So while we should be thankful that Corbyn is presently at the helm 
of the Labour Party, it is critical to remember that the overwhelming 
majority of elected representatives serving beneath him are still 
committed to the destructive old days of New Labour. This is why 
these poor representatives will continue in their desperate efforts to 
depose Corbyn if left unchallenged and unaccountable to the 
grassroots of the party. 

When Jones published Chavs he was clear that the Labour Party 
“no longer offers an overarching narrative that working-class 
people can relate to. To many former natural Labour supporters, it 
seems to be on the side of the rich and big business.” (p.246) But 
sadly, despite a change in leadership, the same is true of the Labour 
Party today, particularly with regards those in the Blairite Progress 
faction of the party. This is why it is so important that socialists 
place demands upon Corbyn to support democratic efforts to 
replace New Labour representatives with genuine socialists who are 
willing to take the fight to the Tories, not emulate them. 
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Unfortunately, this is not the type of advice currently being 
offered up by Owen Jones. Instead he says: “Talk of mandatory 
reselections should be abandoned… Common ground should be 
emphasised.” (The Guardian, 22 September 2016) What this 
common ground might be is not clear, especially given the fact that 
the New Labour old guard are totally opposed to Corbyn’s socialist 
ideas. Nevertheless, Jones understands that: “The most hardened 
anti-Corbyn and pro-Corbyn factions are united by one belief: that 
they are in a war not of attrition but of annihilation, and that if they 
do not prevail they will be destroyed.” (The Guardian, 24 September 
2016) Although it would be remiss not to add that the pro-Corbyn 
faction is represented by the majority of the Labour Party’s half a 
million members, while the anti-Corbyn faction is represented by 
the New Labour stalwarts who unfortunately dominate the elected 
positions in the Labour Party. 

Tragically, earlier today Jones took his desire to emphasise 
common ground with the rightwing of the Labour Party to its 
logical conclusion by hugging an unrepentant advocate of New 
Labour’s politics (Progress Director, Richard Angell) live on Sky 
News saying “there’s so much that unites us”. “On everything from 
workers’ rights, opposing the government’s attacks upon trade 
unions, investment in the economy, the housing crisis, there’s 
actually quite a lot of agreement.” 

All I can suggest is that Jones wakes up to the reality facing the 
future of Corbyn supporters within the Labour Party and spend a 
night or two at home rereading Chavs — his own exposé of the anti-
democratic, anti-working-class practices of his newfound New 
Labour friends he thinks he has so much in common with. 
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Leicester Needs Determination and Resistance, 
Not Capitulation and Resignation 

September 29, 2016 

As the Leicester Mercury (September 27) reported, in 2010/11 the 
Leicester City Council “received £289.2 million from Whitehall 
towards its day-to-day running costs. Now that has fallen to £185.8 
million and is expected to drop to £165.7 million by 2019/20, which 
will be a cut of £123.5 million.” Tory austerity is literally destroying 
the heart of Leicester, and Sir Peter Soulsby says further cuts “will 
have to come from… street cleaning, libraries, parks, highways 
maintenance, children’s centres and youth services.” (Mercury, 27 
September) But Mr Soulsby is wrong, there is a choice, and money 
does not have to be cut from these services. 

Mr Soulsby and his fellow councillors were elected to represent 
the Labour Party, not the Tories, and when the cuts first began they 
could have helped to build a popular campaign to refuse to let the 
Tories disembowel our city’s public services. Regretfully, Mr 
Soulsby categorically failed in this simple task. Although Leicester 
is a proud Labour city, their monumental failure at last year’s 
General Election was positive proof that the moribund right wing 
politics of New Labour had to be ditched. Indeed, the Tories only 
received the votes of a quarter of eligible voters (the smallest 
mandate since the introduction of Universal Suffrage) and New 
Labour still managed to lose! 

Labour Party members and trade union members across the 
country then demonstrated their resounding rejection of New 
Labour’s undemocratic legacy by electing Jeremy Corbyn, a 
principled socialist, as their new party leader. But here in Leicester, 
Mr Soulsby, evidently angered by Corbyn’s ongoing and much 
maligned attempts to reclaim the Labour Party for the working-
class, opposes such socialist sentiments and just a few months ago 
he even went so far as to publicly call for Corbyn’s resignation! But 
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contrary to Mr Soulsby’s hopes, Corbyn has gone from strength-to-
strength. 

Labour supporters, council employees, and community activists in 
Leicester have stomached enough Soulsby-cuts to our services. 
Pressure must now be brought to bear upon our city council: they 
can either join Leicester’s fight against Tory austerity and cuts, or 
they can step aside. Leicester deserves better, and there are surely 
hundreds of people who would be willing and capable of acting as 
Labour councillors in a way that met the demands of our local 
communities instead of the brutal dictates of the Tories. Leicester 
needs determination and resistance, not capitulation and 
resignation! 
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Chapter 3 

 

‘When Trade Unions Win:  
The Firefighters Fight Back’ 

 
Quenching the Tory Inferno of Public Services 

September 18, 2015 

The Tories say there is a public emergency which must be 
conquered whatever the cost. Apparently our public services are 
raging out of  control and must be extinguished forthright! Slash 
and burn is the solution, our would-be rescuers scream. Hence a 
key task for the Tories has been to construct a pyre for 
Leicestershire’s Fire Service. But lest the public be mindful of  the 
government’s incendiary ways, the Tories assure us that their brave 
friends are ready to step up to the mark. Bank balances bolstered 
by years of  corporate welfare, their super-rich business friends don’t 
mind rescuing us… as long that is, as their profits keep flowing. 

Last December the Fire Brigades Union (FBU) warned how we 
face the “biggest cuts” in the Leicestershire Fire Service’s history. 
Part of  these recent cuts have involved introducing an “untested 
crewing system,” which the FBU believe is unsustainable. Cost-
cutting had already halved the number of  firefighters at fire stations 
with one fire engine, from 28 to 14. With the FBU highlighting that 
proposals of  “further devastating cuts”, would lead to a further 
reduction of  104 operational firefighter posts over the next 5 years. 
“We are rapidly approaching a situation,” the FBU warned, “where 
the public will be subjected to a ‘postcode lottery’, in terms of  the 
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speed and level of  response that they would receive for an 
emergency incident in their area.” 

Nevertheless in April this year the Leicestershire Combined Fire 
Authority voted to implement a raft of murderous cuts, which as 
the FBU noted, contributed to “a 30 per cent drop in total staff 
levels over recent months” (April 8, Leicester Mercury). With more 
drastic cuts in the pipeline, in June, the tag-teaming Tory and Tory-
lite musclemen, Nick ‘The Flame’ Rushton and Sir Peter ‘The Axe’ 
Soulsby, became the new leaders of the Combined Fire Authority 
(June 5, Mercury). Both first-class fighters can boast plenty of 
experience in the political ring, having spent years wrestling 
opponents into submission. And together they were considered to 
be the ultimate front-men capable of providing a killer KO to the 
FBU. To better enable ‘The Axe’ to swing his tool with full fury 
against public services, the unopposed duo immediately moved to 
“streamline” the Authorities decision making process. Soulsby 
calling the Authority “cumbersome,” and simply too democratic an 
arena for him to deliver his killer moves. 

The Mercury (September 17) revealed the true intent of our 
dastardly foe, in Rushton and Soulsby, with their announcement of 
plans “to close two fire stations” including Leicester’s Central fire 
station, on Lancaster Road, and “possibly axe 88 jobs”. “Lives will 
definitely be lost because of these proposals,” explained the FBU. 
Yet unlike Rushton and Soulsby, the FBU believe that investment 
in public services, not cuts is the answer. This is why they are proud 
to have been one of the first unions to back Jeremy Corbyn as the 
leader of the Labour party. The general secretary of the FBU is clear 
that his union believes “the acquisition of wealth for the few” 
should not be “given priority over fairness and equality for society 
overall.” Hence we can be sure that the FBU will endeavour to 
team-up with other unions to mobilise all workers to unite and 
strike together against the Tories ongoing bonfire of public services. 
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A Recipe for a Fiery Disaster 

September 25, 2015 

Tory County leader Nick Rushton and Labour City Chef (rather 
chief) Soulsby share a glutinous appetite for destruction, as revealed 
by their efforts to ensure that the rest of us dine on their austere 
diet of cuts. For Leicestershire’s Fire Services this means dishing up 
the following three course meal. For starters, the removal of 11 fire 
engines out of 30; for mains, the closure of two Fire Stations; and 
for dessert, the loss of 194 of the current 650 firefighters employed 
in the region (July 16, Leicester Mercury). 

Tories and Labour alike are content with their tried-and-tasted 
recipe of impoverishment for the 99% and engorgement for the 
1%. The instructions for preparing this platter are simple, as they 
are sickening: 

1. Take one functioning (albeit serially underfunded) public 
service. 

2. Withdraw a sizeable portion of  Government funding. 
3. Ensure you thoroughly crumble the democracy of  the local 

authority structures overseeing service provision. 
4. Rub employees up the wrong way by ignoring their views. 
5. Consult with the public on pre-baked undemocratic 

decisions. 
6. Dispose of  unfavourable consultation results. 
7. Repeat steps 2-6 until public services have reduced (in the 

case of  fire services to a wafer-thin security blanket). 
8. Bemoan the increase in public deaths (and, in this instance, 

firefighter deaths) caused by the evisceration of  public 
services. 

9. Privatise the profitable portions of  any remnants. 

The Fire Brigades Union (FBU) however have been vocal in their 
demands that the safety of the 99% should not be sacrificed because 
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cordon bleu elites refuse to pay their way in society. Our fire services 
needs more resources, not less! 

Last year FBU chairman Graham Vaux explained: “We’re a lean 
fire service as it is and we’ve got no resources – these are absolutely 
desperate times and any cuts will be devastating” (June 2014, 
Mercury). Now the current proposed cuts are even more extreme 
than those already carried through by last years so-called 
‘consultation.’ Last Thursday (on September 24) the FBU, and 
outraged members of the public, turned up in force at a Combined 
Fire Authority meeting in Birstall to ask that the elected members 
of the Authority listen to reason. 

Speaking directly to the decision-makers during the meeting, the 
FBU politely gave many good reasons why the members should 
refuse to allow the “dangerous proposals to go out to public 
consultation.” Yet despite this plea for reason, the majority of  
Labour Party representatives (under the guidance of  Chief  Soulsby, 
who is the new vice chair of  the Authority) voted with the Tories 
to embrace the lies of  austerity, and ignore the firefighters. 
Disgustingly, just two County Labour Councillors opposed the 
proposals, along with three Lib Dem’s, with a total of  eleven Tory 
and Labour Councillors voting for the cuts. 

The wheels of  the ‘consultation’ have therefore been set in 
progress. And, so given few other options, for the time being the 
FBU are encouraging people to attend local public consultation 
events and to complete a questionnaire (obtained from the 
Leicestershire Fire and Rescue Service’s web site 
http://www.leicestershire-fire.gov.uk/irmp) in order to “VOTE 
AGAINST THESE HORRENDOUS CUTS!” And of  course they 
want as many people as possible to come along to support any 
future protests they will be organising. As the FBU put it: “YOURS 
AND YOUR FAMILIES LIVES MIGHT JUST DEPEND ON 
IT.” 
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The Use and Abuse of  Football Analogies 

October 11, 2015 

Comparing the potential mismanagement of Leicester City FC to 
the insane way in which Leicestershire’s fire services are being 
attacked by Nick Rushton and Peter Soulsby, Fire Brigades Union 
representative Duncan Reece used the following footballing 
analogy: 

Its like Claudio Ranieri going into his team meeting today and 
saying, er, we’ve decided fellas that, actually, goalkeepers are a thing 
of the past: in the modern game they’re overrated. We are not 
aiming to win anymore — Schmeichel go and get the bottles and 
bring them on at half-time, because the important thing is that 
we’ve got is a great big stadium and we’ve got the nicest kit. 
(October 8, BBC Radio Leicester) 

The ‘stadium’ being the recently built and largely empty £11 
million fire services headquarters in Birstall, that will be kept open 
despite plans to close two fire stations, including the only station in 
Leicester city centre. Ominous plans presently under ‘consultation’ 
also include the termination of “three of the four busiest pumps in 
Leicester”. As Reece continued: “The fact that we can’t play the 
football anymore doesn’t seem to matter, for me that’s how 
ridiculous these proposals seem.” 

In opposition to Reece’s progressive use of  a football analogy, 
inane ‘journalists’ like Eamonn Holmes marshal popular analogies 
against the public good. In his now infamous Sky News interview, 
Holmes dressed down Jeremy Corbyn for wanting to restore 
democratic processes to the Labour Party: 

“Look, let’s talk football,” explained Holmes. “Your man’s Arsene 
Wenger my man’s Alex Ferguson. Do you think they go into a 
dressing room and they say, ‘listen boys, how are we going to line 
up tonight, what are we going to do tonight?’ […] No they don’t. 
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Fergie always said he had to make it clear, there was one boss. That’s 
not your way of  doing things though.” (September 30) 

Corbyn calmly pointing out that organising a democratic and 
participatory process of  governance “is actually not the same as 
managing a football team”. That said, restoring Party democracy 
will be a huge task. This is because recent Labour leaders have 
favoured a more authoritarian style of  leadership, and have actively 
fouled the long-standing democratic structures of  their Party. 

Of  course, Holmes was totally ignorant of  the fact that the 
Labour Party draws upon a proud history of  enabling normal 
members of  the working-class to influence policy decisions. This is 
why Holmes, with his belief  that democracy is best run like 
undemocratic corporations, belittled Corbyn by rudely explaining: 
“You can’t listen to them all… it ain’t going to happen is it?” 

Corbyn patiently explained to Holmes that in a democracy people 
don’t want or need “some all-seeing, all-knowing leader that will 
decide everything”. Adding, that encouraging the political process 
“to be inclusive to all people is something that’s good about politics, 
good about a democratic society”. But Holmes, maintaining a 
patronising tone, very much in keeping with the democratic deficit 
exemplified by Rushton and Soulby, cut-off  Corbyn’s aspirational 
talk of  democracy by saying, “It’s never going to work!” So much 
for democracy. 
 

Feeling the Heat of  Public Outrage 

October 16, 2016 

Everyones safety is threatened by our Government, not just 
foreign countries under threat of bombing campaigns. 
Leicestershire’s fire service is already the worst funded in the 
country, but that isn’t preventing further cuts to funding and 
frontline services. “What is happening in Leicestershire is 
unfortunately part of what is happening all over the country,” 
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explained Matt Wrack, the General Secretary of the Fire Brigades 
Union (FBU). “We’ve got similar cuts all over the place, fire stations 
being closed, fire engines being axed, firefighters jobs being cut, and 
as a result of that response times are increasing.” 

The FBU have already voiced their anger at the anti-democratic 
manner in which the current plans are being consulted on — a so-
called consultation supported by both Labour and Conservative 
councillors. All too often “these consultations are fairly misleading” 
Mr Wrack added, “they are designed to lead people to support the 
proposals of  the chief  fire officer as presented. They don’t set out 
very clearly that stations are being closed, and the impact on 
response times.” 

Nevertheless, although the FBU have put forward viable 
alternative plans that do not involve frontline cuts, they are 
encouraging the public to engage with the consultation in order to 
make their views known to the Fire Authority. The first public 
consultation meeting was held on a Friday night at Central Fire 
Station, and drew together around 60 people who stood around for 
nearly two hours to make their unanimous opposition to the cuts 
felt (October 3, Leicester Mercury). The following weekend the 
Mercury (October 10) published five excellent letters, all united in 
criticizing the proposed cuts. The paper also reported that another 
consultation event in Hinckley was attended by 147 people, all 
opposed to the “controversial plans to remove one of  Hinckley’s 
two remaining fire engines” (October 10, Mercury). 

Not everyone is opposed to public sector cuts. For example, this 
week Liz Kendall has yet again failed to challenge Tory austerity, 
this time by failing to oppose the Tories so-called Charter for Fiscal 
Responsibility. However in a turn-out for the books, most Labour 
MPs followed Jeremy Corbyn’s lead in saying no to never-ending 
austerity. Both Keith Vaz and Jon Ashworth have also lent their 
support to the FBU by writing letters that question the decisions 
made by the Fire Authority. 
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Public outrage to the proposed attacks upon our vital services is 
growing by the day, and on Thursday (October 15) 250 people 
turned out to the Kibworth consultation meeting to make it known 
that they would never accept the planned closure of  their local fire 
station. When, one might ask, will the Fire Authority’s newly 
imposed leaders Nick Rushton and Peter Soulsby begin to see 
sense? It seems obvious to all, that all Labour councillors must now 
rally to oppose Government funding cuts, and contribute towards 
building a vibrant fight-back against the Tories ongoing and 
criminal raids upon all our public services. 

 
Summary of  the five letters published in the Leicester 
Mercury (October 10) 

Chris Bilby (“Political antics disgusting”) reported on his attendance 
at the extraordinary meeting of  Leicestershire Country Council held 
on the topic of  the fire cuts, noting how “The current chairman of  
the Combined Fire Authority and leader of  the county council Nick 
Rushton proceeded to decry and ridicule anyone and everyone who 
supported” the Liberal Democrat’s motion to oppose the cuts. 

Damon Gibbons (“We need a real debate”) outlined the reasons 
why the “consultation arrangements are likely to be open to legal 
challenge”. He concluded: “Instead of  voting for cuts, Sir Peter 
Soulsby and the other Labour councillors on the fire authority 
should stand up to Government cutbacks and work with the Fire 
Brigades Union, other public sector unions and the wider public to 
generate a campaign capable of  winning a fair settlement for 
Leicester. As an immediate step, the Labour councillors should call 
for this consultation process to be abandoned and for a fresh debate 
instigated with all options back on the table.” 

Andrew Deacon (“Plans must be tested”) wrote that “The 
suggestion that the peripheral [fire] stations could replace Lancaster 
Road and give a similar response time is, to put it mildly, stupid.” 

Another contributor whose name was withheld (“Short-term 
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thinking”) noted how “The proposed closure of  Leicester Central 
and Kibworth fire stations along, with 88 redundancies in Market 
Harborough, Hinckley and Leicester, is a catastrophic short-term 
fix, which will bring a much bigger problem in a few years.” 

Mrs R Taylor (“I’m worried!”) voiced her concerns and pointed 
out that “We want, and pay for, a service which is fit for purpose (it 
should even be augmented), not a shrivelled-up shadow of  its 
former self.” She concluded: “I’m very cynical concerning these 
proposed ‘improvements’ and wonder who will take responsibility 
when the first fatality happens. Fill in the consultation form on-line 
and object to all the cuts!” 
 

Demanding an End to ALL Fire Service Cuts! 

November 3, 2015 

Fires are a hot topic at the moment. Even Liz Kendall, after much 
pressure, has reluctantly climbed aboard the fire brigade bandwagon 
by calling a public meeting on the matter (this Friday, 5pm at New 
College in New Parks). Gavin Lynch, chair of the Fire Brigade 
Union in Leicestershire, quickly responded on facebook writing: 
“After MASSIVE pressure from the FBU and Western Station 
Firefighters and the public, we FINALLY SEE Liz Kendall respond 
to our SERIOUS PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS, 2 years in the 
making.” 

In another recent shock announcement, Councillor Patrick 
Kitterick, who is the chairman of Leicester City Council’s Labour 
group, revealed, at last month’s Overview Select Committee 
meeting, his serious concerns about the combustibility of our city’s 
many derelict listed-buildings. But the likelihood of further 
firefighters dying is sadly becoming more and more likely. Funding 
to the fire and rescue service has already been slashed by a massive 
30% during the course of the last parliament. 7,000 frontline jobs 
have been lost, with one in eight firefighter jobs already gone.  
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Now, as the FBU point out, “Further cuts of up to 40% are being 
planned over the next five years.” Among all their other work in 
publicizing the danger of making such callous cuts, the FBU has 
been calling upon all MP’s to support an parliamentary motion 
(EDM 513) to oppose further cuts to the funding of our fire 
services. But sadly, not one of the 60 signatories garnered so far sire 
from Leicester! Enough is enough. Now is the time for the people 
of Leicester to rally behind the providers of all of our nation’s vital 
public services, in order to organise the necessary political action 
that can bring an end to “our” government’s dangerous criminality. 

On numerous occasions he’d been asked by fire officers if the 
Council had any idea of buildings that are vulnerable to fire in 
Leicester? Kitterick, who until earlier this year had served as the 
chairman of the Council’s planning committee, explained: 

And my advice was look at a listed-building where the owner wants 
planning permission; and I don’t wish to make any implications 
about any of the owners of listed-buildings, but do you know what, 
they tend to set on fire. 

“You can look at the Highcross Brewery, not saying anything about 
the owners, you can look at Friars Mill, and indeed I remember the 
incident a few years ago now, I believe it was Bob Miller, that was 
a listed-building, it was a derelict large listed-building. 

Bob Miller was a local firefighter, who tragically died while tackling 
a blaze at a derelict factory, in Morledge Street, on October 31, 
2002. He was also the first firefighter to be killed in service in 
Leicestershire for 25 years. But the likelihood of further firefighters 
dying is sadly becoming more and more likely. Funding to the fire 
and rescue service has already been slashed by a massive 30% during 
the course of the last parliament. 7,000 frontline jobs have been lost, 
with one in eight firefighter jobs already gone. Now, as the FBU 
point out, “Further cuts of up to 40% are being planned over the 
next five years.” 

Among all their other work in publicizing the danger of  making 
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such callous cuts, the FBU has been calling upon all MP’s to support 
an parliamentary motion (EDM 513) to oppose further cuts to the 
funding of  our fire services. But sadly, not one of  the 60 signatories 
garnered so far sire from Leicester! 

Enough is enough. Now is the time for the people of  Leicester to 
rally behind the providers of  all of  our nation’s vital public services, 
in order to organise the necessary political action that can bring an 
end to “our” government’s dangerous criminality. 
 

Join Saturday’s Protest Against Attacks Upon 
Leicestershire’s Fire Services 

November 11, 2015 

Campaigners are protesting in Leicester this weekend to demand an 
end to the political attacks on the funding of Leicestershire’s fire 
services. The event intends to send a clear message to all politicians 
that they should not play with fire when it comes to our lives. 
Protestors armed with banners and placards will be meeting in 
Town Hall Square from 12pm onwards this Saturday. 

A number of speakers from community groups and trade unions 
will be addressing the protest in defence of our vitally important fire 
services. “Now is the time for the people of Leicestershire to come 
together to fight all cuts to public services,” explained local trade 
unionist Tessa Warrington. Members of the Trade Unionist and 
Socialist Coalition (TUSC) are among the groups supporting the 
event. Former local TUSC Councillor Wayne Naylor said: 

Leicestershire Firefighters need our support. They provide a 
valuable service to both the city and the county, none of us know 
when we will need them, we all need to be reassured that they will 
be there at the time when we need them. Members of TUSC 
wholeheartedly support their fight against cuts and will be there to 
support them this Saturday. Life is precious, they are the first line 
of support in fires and in accidents, we all need to make sure that it 
stays that way. 
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Organised by local union reps who are members of the National 
Shop Stewards Network, the protest will call upon Leicester’s 
Labour council to refuse to implement the Tories hated cuts 
agenda. National Shop Stewards Network chairman, Rob Williams, 
sent a message of support to the event, saying: “Fighting against the 
cuts is the biggest and most pressing challenge facing working class 
people in Britain today. Labour councils, like Leicester, should 
refuse to vote to pass the Tories attacks onto workers’ jobs and 
services.” 

Saturday’s protest in Leicester has been organised in firm support 
of the Fire Brigades Union’s (FBU) determined campaign against 
their funding cuts, and will show the firefighters that the people of 
Leicester are 100 percent opposed to ongoing destruction of 
Leicestershire’s public services. The organisers of the planned event 
say they want to expose the Tory lie that there is no money to spare 
for public services, and are determined that if petitioning and 
protests are not enough, then, if need be, they will support united 
industrial action against cuts. 
 

Fire Services Cuts and Rainy Days 

December 1, 2015 

At Leicester’s last full Council meeting (on November 26), Cllr 
Patrick Kitterick argued against the necessity of further attacks 
upon Leicestershire’s frontline fire services, all the more so because 
money was being stockpiled in the local fire authority’s bank 
accounts — or their reserves. 

‘Essentially reserves are rainy day money,’ Cllr Kitterick pointed 
out, ‘and we’ll need a lot of rainy days if the number of fire engines 
are cut in the city as planned’. He added, that ‘when the choice 
comes between a healthy reserve and fire services that are cut and 
degraded… or safe services for both the city and county… then we 
must choose safe fire services.’ 
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City Mayor Sir Peter Soulsby responded saying: “Cllr Kitterick is 
entirely right, that the provision of frontline services is what 
matters, not what you have kept back in the bank for a rainy day.” 
Shockingly this admission comes from the same Soulsby, who, 
earlier this year, with the support of the entire Labour council, 
added a tidy £7 million to the Council’s reserves, topping them up 
to an obscene £54 million. Notably this decision was made in the 
face of a fiscally responsible and totally legal counterproposal, 
which argued for the urgent need to spend this £7 million right 
now, so as to prevent further cuts to frontline services. 

This simple socialist proposal was put forward by Leicester’s two 
TUSC councillors, Wayne Naylor and Barbara Potter, and was 
intended to act as an inspiring alternative to Labour’s (then) 
spineless acceptance of  Tory lies about austerity. As Cllr Naylor said 
at the time: “You say you’re saving the reserves for a rainy day. Well 
look around you — it’s raining now! We need to save these services 
today before they’re gone tomorrow”. 

With his apparent change of  heart, one can only wonder if  
Soulsby’s views on the spending of  the fire authority reserves will 
apply to the use of  his own Council’s reserves. If  this was the case, 
in the short-term at least, frontline services in Leicester would no 
longer need to be cut, and the people of  Leicester would have the 
opportunity to join Jeremy Corbyn’s valiant fight-back against the 
politics of  cuts and austerity. 

 
Transcript of  Council meeting (November 26) 

Cllr Patrick Kitterick: “While the creation of  a reserve is desirable, 
essentially reserves are rainy day money, and we’ll need a lot of  rainy 
days if  the number of  fire engines are cut in the city as planned, 
because there won’t be any fire engines to put out the fires. Lord 
Mayor, while a reserve is desirable, I believe it was Nye Bevan that 
said, er that we — and I always get this quote wrong, so please 
forgive me if  I botch it slightly — ‘the language of  priorities is the 
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religion of  socialism.’ And can I ask the Lord Mayor, as a fellow 
socialist, that when the choice comes between a healthy reserve and 
fire services that are cut and degraded, so that the city and county 
are unsafe, or safe services for both the city and county, and maybe 
a reserve not as high as recommended by the chief  finance officer, 
then we must choose safe fire services.” 

Sir Peter Soulsby: “Councillor Kitterick is entirely right, err that, 
the provision of  frontline services is what matters, not what you 
have kept back in the bank for a rainy day as he quite rightly 
describes it, and I do agree with him entirely.” 

 

United Action to Oppose All Fire Service Cuts 
in Leicestershire 

December 7, 2015 

Last Friday marked the end of  a farcical public consultation on the 
ill-informed plan to destroy Leicestershire fire services. 
Demonstrating the necessity of  both active lobbying and protesting 
against any proposed cuts to public services, the day before the 
consultation ended the Fire Brigades Union (FBU) extracted the 
following, very supportive, statement from Sir Peter Soulsby: 
“Shutting Central Fire Station is a red line that should NOT be 
crossed”. 

This is an important victory, all the more so because in September 
the Leicestershire Fire and Rescue Service’s management admitted 
that for their plans to be carried through, their “proposals have to 
be accepted in their entirety.” So to get Soulsby, the vice-chair of  
the Fire Authority, to so categorically reject the closure of  Central 
Fire Station will mean that the rest of  the country’s fire services 
should be protected from the outlined cuts. 

Of  course the FBU are well aware that politicians and managers 
tend to change their minds on such matters, so, until the final 
decision is made on February 9, they plan to continue campaigning 
to make the case that no frontline cuts should be imposed upon 



124 

  

Leicestershire’s already poorly funded fire services. 
Still, the FBU have already won on one issue, which they have 

done by successfully delaying the loss of  one of  the two fire engines 
located at Western Fire Station. It turns out that the Leicestershire 
Fire and Rescue Service failed to undertake any public consultation 
on this action with local residents of  Leicester West, thereby acting 
in breach of  the Gunning Principles on legal public consultation. 

So when Liz Kendall (after very persistent lobbying efforts by the 
firefighters) finally joined the city’s other two Labour MPs in firmly 
opposing the loss of  Western station, fire service management 
finally backed down and postponed this decision until the end of  
February. This is an important, albeit temporary, reprieve, and once 
again shows how important it is for people to rally behind the 
firefighters in their inspired efforts to prevent all cuts to frontline 
fire services. It was the combined efforts of  firefighters and the 
public that made this possible, not the good will of  Leicester’s 
elected Labour representatives. 
 

Public Pressure Forces Soulsby to Backtrack on 
Proposed Fire Service Cuts 

January 23, 2016 

For those who have followed the twists and turns of Leicester’s 
slippery City Mayor, Sir Peter Soulsby, there is much cause for 
celebration: the Fire Brigades Union (FBU) have forced Soulsby to 
back down over cuts to fire services! Details of this victory can be 
found in the article “Soulsby and Rushton signal major rethink on 
Leicestershire 999 fire cuts” (February 23, Leicester Mercury). Written 
in reference to the latest city Council debate on the fire service cuts 
consultation, in the article Labour Party councillor Patrick Kitterick 
correctly points out that Labour “owe an apology to the fire 
brigades union and we owe an apology to those firefighters for ever 
having embarked on this consultation in the first place.” Kitterick 
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said our firefighters “have had their personal lives and their working 
relationships strained to breaking point” in their outstanding efforts 
to oppose what he described as a “nonsensical” consultation 
process. The needless strain placed upon the firefighters lives was 
an issue similarly touched upon by fellow Labour councillor Susan 
Barton. 

Yet, when I congratulated the FBU (on Facebook) for having 
successfully forced Soulsby to back down from supporting the 
proposed fire service cuts, Councillor Barton was quick to remind 
me of Soulsby’s official line on this matter. Apparently, Soulsby has 
“consistently” opposed the proposals “from the start”. This 
argument neatly ignores the fact that it was Soulsby himself who 
forced the nonsensical consultation through the Fire Authority in 
the first place, without consulting with the firefighters or their 
union in any meaningful way. 

At the meeting where Soulsby helped to launch the consultation 
process (on September 24 last year), the FBU respectfully requested 
that the proposals not go out to public consultation. Adding that 
“There is ream of  unanswered questions and concerns with all of  
these proposals that have not been addressed and to progress them 
further in that knowledge is dangerous.” But Barton, in posts 
subsequently deleted from facebook, went on to justify 
Soulsby’s so-far unforeseen reasoning for supporting a consultation 
he allegedly knew was flawed from the start. Barton wrote: “The 
consultation was important to show the Tories the strength of  
feeling on this.” Little did the FBU know that Soulsby was trying to 
help their campaign. 

Apparently Soulsby’s plan was to push through a consultation with 
the aim of  forcing the FBU to devote the next four months of  their 
lives to running a stressful time-consuming campaign to educate the 
public about the dangers of  the proposed cuts, thereby creating a 
groundswell of  public pressure which would force the Tories to 
backdown over public spending cuts. As the consultation could not 
have started without Soulsby’s support, there can only be one 
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explanation for Labour having adopted this counter-intuitive 
strategy: Soulsby must believe that by passing on Tory funding cuts 
to front-line services, Labour can force workers to campaign against 
the Tories, thus ensuring victory for the Labour movement. 
Extending such “reasoning” to the rest of  Council’s activities, this 
provides one explanation for why Soulsby’s Labour Council has 
been so dedicated and passive in passing on Tory cuts. 

Instead of  refusing to implement Tory cuts to local services and 
then helping organise local resistance to such attacks, Soulsby has a 
more complicated plan. By slashing £100 million from the city’s 
budget, and promising to cut another £45 million more, Soulsby is 
merely trying to goad the public into fighting back. His genius is 
truly inspired! Arguably this strategy was employed just last month 
by 66 Labour MPs (including two from Leicester), who supported 
the Tories air-strikes on Syria. Call me simple, but wouldn’t a more 
effective anti-war, ant-cuts strategy be to actually oppose the Tories, 
rather than parodying their immorality? 
 

Join the Campaign to Defend Leicestershire’s Fire 
and Rescue Services from Future Cuts! 

January 27, 2016 

Leicestershire firefighters have won a crucial victory against local 
politicians (both Labour and Conservative) by forcing them to 
publicly back down from many of  their proposed cuts to local 
fireservices (January 27, Leicester Mercury). Gavin Lynch, chair of  the 
local branch of  the Fire Brigades Union (FBU), is clear that this 
success was the “direct result of  the political and public pressure” 
exerted by the FBU campaign, with the assistance of  their retired 
members. Without the support of  the public and the 13,000 
signatories on their petition against the fireservice cuts there can be 
little doubt that our fireservice would have suffered immensely. As 
Gavin explained: 
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This unprecedented turn of  events and support for our campaign 
shows the tremendous power and influence people sticking 
together can have, and a huge thank-you to everyone who has 
contributed so far – But the battle is by no means won. 

Pressure must be still brought to bear upon all our political 
representatives to let them know that we will not accept dangerous 
cuts to our already poorly funded service without a fight. If  you 
haven’t done so already, join the ongoing campaign to save our 
services and say no to cuts. 

On the morning of  February 10th the FBU have called a lobby of  
the Combined Fire Authority decision-makers: print their poster, 
put it up in your window, and tell your family and friends to do 
everything we can to make this a day that the Fire Authority will 
never forget! Two days before this momentous day, Leicester 
Socialist Students are also holding a public meeting at Leicester 
University titled “Why emergency service workers have been 
striking and how you can help” from 6pm onwards. 

Of  course, the decision to make cuts to fireservices is a political 
rather than an economic decision. But it is only when firefighters 
fight-back with the support of  the public that our politicians truly 
understand the reason why they should refuse to make cuts. The 
truth undermining any proposals that include cuts to our 
fireservices has already been made clear by City Labour Councillor 
Ross Willmott, who explained at the last city Council meeting that: 

… if  you look at the budget figures, and I’ve put these to the City 
Mayor and the Chief  Finance Officer, and been told that I am quite 
right in my assumptions – if  you were to take all of  the reserves in 
the fire authority budget, and you used those over the next four 
years, in the first year there’s a surplus of  £3 million in the budget, 
in year two there’s a surplus of  £2.7 million, in year three the 
surplus is £1.5 million, and in year four the surplus is £0.2 million 
– i.e. no savings at all for four years. 

Echoing Jeremy Corbyn, FBU General Secretary, Matt Wrack, is 
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defiant that no cuts are necessary to public services. This is because 
the entire edifice of  austerity is based upon lies, piled upon more 
lies. Britain is a rich country, one of  the richest in the world. There 
is plenty of  money for well-funded public services, it is just that in 
recent years no politicians have been willing to fight for them. £120 
billion a year goes uncollected in tax from the super-rich: how about 
we start electing politicians like Corbyn who are willing to collect it. 

 
The Fire Cuts Next Time 

January 30, 2016 

Last June, Nick Rushton and Sir Peter Soulsby announced their 
leadership of the Combined Fire Authority (June 5, Leicester 
Mercury). Shortly thereafter, both voted to ensure that seriously 
flawed proposals, which envisaged massive cuts to frontline fire-
services, went out for public consultation. Liberal Democrat fire 
authority member Councillor Mike Charlesworth has pointed out 
how both Rushton and Soulsby (Tweedle-dee and Tweedle-dum) 
“fully supported the original proposals, as did all the other 
Conservative and city Labour members” (January 27, Mercury). 
Critically, this decision was taken against the vocal opposition of the 
Fire Brigades Union (FBU), who explained that the proposed cuts 
would seriously endanger the public. The FBU subsequently made 
their own recommendations for a safe and functioning fire service. 

The union made it clear that the Fire Authority’s so-called 
“Integrated Risk Management Plan” had cynically misused statistics 
about reduced number of incidents “as a tool for vindicating 
aggressive cost cutting and nothing more”. According to the FBU, 
no mention was made by the Authority that ‘Rescues Performed’ 
had increased by 22% in the last 5 years. The union continues: 

This coupled with the enormous 50% increase in ‘Rescues 
Performed’ on Central Station’s area over the same period, 
demonstrates either incompetence by Leicester Fire and Rescue 
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Service’s management for this huge oversight or; a deliberate ploy 
to mislead the public by not showing these crucial figures in the 
public consultation documents and events. 

Nevertheless, our firefighters continued to show good faith, and 
were “very keen to work with management to develop alternative 
proposals to save money, proposals that have been adequately 
assessed and can be achieved safely.” Now, with the FBU’s recent 
success in pressuring Soulsby and Leicester’s Labour Councillors to 
reject the proposals under consultation, it became evident that the 
majority of the members of the Fire Authority would reject all the 
proposed frontline cuts. 

Providing a way out of this impasse, Leicestershire FBU helpfully 
put forward 19 non-frontline alternatives that could be considered 
for any newly devised public consultation process. Meaningful 
dialogue with the public and firefighters on any proposed changes 
has always been key, and so the FBU asked that any new proposals 
should “be fully explored and developed before firefighters, Fire 
Engines, and Fire Stations are removed.” Evidently not having 
learnt anything from their past mistakes, Soulsby and Rushton have 
decided to ignore the firefighters… again! 

Apparently working in isolation from the FBU, the fire service 
management have, under instruction from Soulsby and Rushton, 
cobbled together another proposal which includes frontline cuts — 
although admittedly, not half as bad as those contained in their first 
ridiculous consultation document. This new proposal states that we 
must still sacrifice one in ten of our regions firefighters. In addition, 
the Fire Authority are continuing to ignore the dangers of replacing 
fire engines with smaller vehicles equipped with, what the FBU 
describe as, “a hose that amounts to just a jet wash.” The new 
proposals suggest replacing four fire engines with these jet washes 
across Leicestershire. In one instance, this involves getting rid of 
one of Loughborough’s two existing fire engines: an 
unconscionable and dangerous decision that has been consistently 
opposed (in previous consultations) by both the FBU and the 
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public. As the FBU pointed out only last February — that is, prior 
to Soulsby and Rushton’s assumption of power of the Fire 
Authority — even the Authority themselves rejected the necessity 
of making these cuts to Loughborough’s fire services. The first 
round may have been won by the people of Leicestershire, but 
round two has evidently only just started. 

 

Willy Bach Peace or the Military? 

May 8, 2016 

In recent first-person article and follow-up letter published in the 
Leicester Mercury, Gavin George, the Secretary of the Leicester South 
Labour Party, explained the serious problems caused by the 
reduction in Leicester City Council’s provision of beds in hostels 
for the homeless. In a subsequent article titled “Labour’s 
Homelessness Dilemma and the Public Cost of Accepting 
Austerity” (not published in the Mercury), I then pointed out the 
hypocrisy of a Labour Party leaflet, distributed during last year’s 
elections in Leicester South, that gloated over the conversion of one 
of the closed homeless hostels into social housing. 

Now, riding to power on the back of resurgent interest in Labour 
politics, owing almost entirely to Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership of the 
Labour Party, Lord Willy Bach “stunned the Conservatives by 
winning the Leicestershire police and crime commissioner election 
by nearly 20,000 votes” (May 6, Mercury). As Lord Bach’s online 
biography points out: “His strong sense of social justice is no doubt 
influenced from his family – being a relation of the suffragette 
heroines (Emmeline, Sylvia and Christabel Pankhurst)…” What the 
biographical note, however, does not remind us about is that in 
Lord Bach’s not so distant past he served as the board member of 
Finmeccanica UK, a leading weapons manufacturer (in 2007); for 
more on this read “Revolving doors revealed” and “Revealed: how 
minister cashed in on contacts” (The Sunday Times, 23 November 
2008). Maintaining his warmongering connections to this day, Lord 
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Bach remains listed as a patron to Northern Defence Industries, 
which describes itself as “a leading supply chain sourcing and 
development service representing the interests of businesses in the 
defence, aerospace, space and security sectors.” 

On a more local note, our new crime commissioner also engaged 
in a serious piece of deception during his recent electioneering. This 
is because Lord Bach’s election leaflets and full page ad in the 
Leicester Mercury proudly made the nonsensical claim that “Labour 
saved our Central Fire Station…” Technically speaking Leicester 
Labour councillors did eventually oppose the closure of Central 
Fire Station (after much pressure was brought to bear by the public 
and firefighters), but this was only after the Labour City Mayor, 
working in tandem with Leicestershire’s Tory Council leader, 
undemocratically set in a chain a public consultation that proposed 
the closure of the fire station in the first place!? 

 
 


