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Response
The Communist Platform statement 
about my candidacy in Bermondsey and 
Old Southwark for the May 7 general 
election starts by noting in point 1: “He 
is standing as a Republican Socialist.”

True. Then it says: “He is therefore 
opposing Kingsley Abrams, a candidate 
jointly backed by the Trade Unionist and 
Socialist Coalition and Left Unity.” I am 
no more “opposing Kingsley Abrams” 
than he is opposing me. To say that we 
are both opposing each other would have 
been more balanced. But even this shows 
bias.

The main point for Republican 
Socialists is to oppose the three main 
loyalist capitalist parties and the UK 
Independence Party. It is not about 
“opposing Kingsley Abrams”. Of course, 
Republican Socialists are critical of Tusc 
and if we are to be criticised it is surely 
for not opposing ‘trade union socialism’ 
or Labourism hard enough.

The Communist Platform then says: 
“Politically this amounts to sabotage.” 
The underlying idea is that communists 
should not stand in elections against 
Labourite programmes because this 
sabotages Labourism.

The CP statement continues:
2. “Comrade Abrams is a former local 
councillor and was the official Labour 
candidate in the 2001 general election. 
He lost to Simon Hughes, but got 30% 
of the vote. Comrade Abrams fell foul of 
the Labour Party machine after speaking 
out against austerity. He describes 
himself as old Labour and recently 
resigned from the party after 30 years 
of membership. Comrade Abrams then 
offered to stand under the banner of 
Tusc and LU - an offer that was eagerly 
accepted at both a local and national 
level. Southwark LU officially endorsed 
him on February 25.”

This is fine - comrade Abrams is 
the perfect candidate from a Labourist 
perspective. He has all the necessary 
credentials that the Socialist Party and 
the Socialist Workers Party have been 
looking for as a Labour councillor and 
prospective Labour MP. He resigned in 
February after failing to be selected as the 
parliamentary candidate for Edmonton. 
He then replaced April Ashley as the 
Tusc candidate.
3. “Though comrade Abrams is not a 
member of LU, he is without doubt 
the right candidate to back. He is not 
only challenging Simon Hughes once 
again, but mainstream Labour hopeful 
Nick Coyle. His central slogan is ‘No to 
austerity.’”

Comrade Abrahams is not a member 
of LU and therefore cannot be selected 
through the LU candidate selection 
processes. The communists say he is 
“without doubt the right candidate”. 
Well, he is the right candidate for the 
Labourite Tusc. He is not a communist 
and therefore cannot be the right 
candidate for a communist party. He is 
not a republican socialist and is therefore 
not the right candidate for a republican 
socialist party.
4. “Comrade Freeman is a member of 
Left Unity. Till recently he was in charge 
of its constitutional commission and put 
himself forward for its national council 
in internal elections. His criticisms of 
old Labour and Tusc are well founded. 
The idea of a Labour Party mark II is 
illusory and doomed to fail.”

This is correct. The Communist 
Platform then says: “However, comrade 
Freeman’s ‘republican socialism’ 
amounts to little more than a leftwing 
version of English nationalism.” This 
is incorrect. Republican Socialism in 
England is an expression of English 
internationalism. English nationalism 
is expressed through Great British 
nationalism: for example, in Ukip.
5. “Even if he advocated a politically 

principled socialist programme comrade 
Freeman would be wrong to stand. 
The left in Britain is woefully weak 
and dividing our forces in the general 
election can only but damage our cause. 
Political criticism is perfectly legitimate 
- indeed it is required. But when it comes 
to the May 7 general election our motto 
should be ‘Unity in action’.”

This is thoroughly opportunist. 
Suggesting we should surrender to 
opportunism is one reason why the 
left is woefully weak and divided. 
Socialism cannot become strong by 
promoting economism and Labourism. 
On the contrary, the left can only become 
strong by combating economism, not 
by surrendering to it, as the Communist 
Platform advocates.

As for ‘Unity in action’, there are 
two Labour Parties in action (mark I 
and mark II) and they should surely be 
talking to each other to secure a united 
Labour candidate. Republican Socialists 
are not going to unite with Labourites 
in an election. On the contrary, it is the 
best time to put forward an alternative 
to Labourism.
6. “We urge comrade Freeman to 
behave in a responsible manner and 
immediately step down as a candidate. 
If he refuses then it is clear that the 
national council is duty-bound to initiate 
disciplinary proceedings against him 
under clause 18(a) of the constitution.”

The whole thrust of the CP statement 
reeks with opportunism and surrender 
to Labourism. Advocating disciplinary 
action in this way damages the reputation 
and credibility of the CPGB. The national 
council is not “duty-bound” to do anything 
under the constitution clause 18(a).
Steve Freeman
South London

Trick questions
Despite the predictable characterisation 
of my thinking as infantile ultra-
leftism, I have tended to argue 
during parliamentary elections for 
revolutionary abstention. My aim is 
to expose the undemocratic nature of 
bourgeois institutions and to campaign 
for proletarian democracy. The latter 
includes workplace elections of 
managers and the creation of soviets or 
workers’ councils.

As far as I know, no Marxist 
candidates have stood in UK elections 
on a platform of boycotting Westminster 
for many years. This has meant my 
abstentionism has been isolated and 
negative. It has consisted of spoiling 
my ballot paper with socialist slogans.

However, in the coming UK national 
elections, I shall try a new approach. This 
is the dialogical method used recently by 
contributors to the Weekly Worker.

I intend to ask any Labour, Green, 
Left Unity or Trade Unionist and 
Socialist Coalition candidates standing 
in my constituency the following 
questions:
1. Do you describe yourself as a socialist 
and/or a communist?
2. If you answered ‘yes’ to question 1, 
how do you conceive of socialism or 
communism?
3. Do you agree with the statement that 
a classless alternative to capitalism is a 
realisable goal in today’s world?
4. If you answered ‘yes’ to question 3, 
how would a vote for you (and/or your 
party/group) support the working class 
to achieve this goal?

Given the prevailing levels of 
education and knowledge in the UK, I 
will be surprised if candidates have an 
understanding of socialism that is not 
confused in some way with Labourism 
or social democracy. It is also unusual 
to find activists engaged in electoral 
politics interested in continuing to make 
a sharp distinction between communism 
and Stalinism. Moreover, I have rarely 
noticed anti-capitalists linking their 
critique to a positive, classless alternative 
(or, if they do, hear them arguing that 
a classless world is not some kind of 
utopian dream).

Nonetheless, I am looking forward to 
my prejudices being overturned. I can no 
longer rule out a priori the possibility that 
there exist class-conscious candidates, 
whose commitment to proletarian 
democracy and the revolutionary 
communist alternative will attract my 
vote.
Paul B Smith
email

Not supportable
An aggregate of the CPGB recently 
endorsed Fabian Hamilton as one of a 
small number of supportable Labour 
candidates. I believe this is a profoundly 
mistaken decision, in all probability 
based on inadequate information.

Before becoming a Labour MP, 
Fabian Hamilton ran a series of what were 
said to be ‘phoenix companies’. Typically 
a phoenix company goes bust, leaving 
its debts unpaid, including staff wages 
and even national insurance payments, 
and a new company is set up, acquiring 
the assets, but not the debts, of the old. 
According to Wikipedia, there was “an 
unsuccessful private prosecution against 
Hamilton under the Companies Act in 
connection with his printing business” 
back in the 90s.

I would also point out that there is a 
supportable socialist candidate - indeed a 
trade unionist of great integrity - standing 
against Fabian Hamilton in Leeds North 
East: Celia Foote of the Alliance for 
Green Socialism, a lay official of the 
NAS/UWT union. This is one of the two 
Leeds constituencies where the Trade 
Unionist and Socialist Coalition and 
Left Unity have agreed to give the AGS 
a clear run in return for AGS endorsement 
of the Tusc candidates in the two Leeds 
constituencies where they are standing 
- which should serve as an indication 
of the view of the entire local left about 
Hamilton.
Toby Abse
email

Proud
I am delighted to have been directly 
elected for the second year running by 
Left Unity’s membership to one of the 15 
positions on its national council. I stood 
on a bold socialist platform, and was 
critical of a lack of democracy within Left 
Unity, particularly around its failure to 
join in electoral coalition with the Trade 
Unionist and Socialist Coalition. I also 
promoted my positions in, and support 
for, Tusc. This clearly wasn’t a problem 
for Left Unity’s membership.

I came fourth out of 39 candidates 
in this internal election - in itself a 
justification for the policies I have been 
putting forward within both Left Unity 
and Tusc. I am a national officer of Tusc 
and part of the leadership of Left Unity. 
That puts me in a unique position to try 
and deliver unity on the left. I am elected 
to the Tusc national steering committee by 
the Independent Socialist Network, which 
works within both Tusc and Left Unity, 
as I do. Recognition for independent 
socialists is unusual on the left, but could 
be the mechanism to bring about real 
political change.

My main political aim is the creation 
of just one, united, mass-based socialist 
party. This would include Left Unity 
and Tusc becoming part of the same 
organisation. Last year, I persuaded the 
Left Unity conference to agree that Left 
Unity would be part of the largest ever 
left challenge in the 2015 general election. 
This didn’t exactly materialise, but Left 
Unity did agree to have joint LU-Tusc 
candidates - and all but two of the 10 LU 
general election candidates selected so 
far have agreed to stand under that joint 
banner. This is a massive step forward in 
terms of unity on the left, and I will use 
that to try and move both organisations 
closer together. Tusc is more than happy 
for Left Unity to join its electoral coalition. 
I see both Tusc and Left Unity as stepping 
stones towards a new socialist party.

I am committed to encouraging 
even greater cooperation between the 

two organisations, and I will use my 
positions within both to influence that 
process if I can. I see both groups as being 
complementary to each other. Locally, 
Rugby Tusc members helped form the 
local Left Unity branch two years ago 
and many remain active within it. There 
is definitely no conflict of interest. I 
am proud to be Tusc’s prospective 
parliamentary candidate for Rugby and an 
officer of its national steering committee, 
and I am also delighted to have been re-
elected to the leading body of Left Unity. 
I look forward to helping bring these two 
significant forces on the left together.
Pete McLaren
Rugby Tusc

Help needed
Milton Keynes Left Unity is standing 
in the Wolverton ward in the local 
elections. Our candidate, Ann Parker, is 
LU branch secretary and is well known 
in the local area. The sitting councillor 
in the ward, and our main opponent, is 
Peter Marland, who as Labour’s leader of 
Milton Keynes council has been leading 
the push for millions of pounds worth of 
cuts locally - while councillors debate 
giving themselves a pay rise!

Our branch has been holding meetings 
and street stalls in Wolverton since the 
weeks after Ken Loach’s appeal for 
left unity was issued. People regularly 
respond positively to us, as they are sick to 
the back teeth of the establishment party 
politicians. Some were even suggesting 
that we stand a candidate before we had 
made the decision ourselves. We are 
under no illusion though that we will 
make any kind of breakthrough in this 
election. But we are planting a flag for 
Left Unity and socialism: we are giving 
voters a choice, and we are starting 
the hard work of building roots in this 
working class community.

Some local people remember the 
stand we took when Railcare workers 
were brutally made redundant at the 
historic Wolverton works last August. 
With patience and consistency we can 
start to build a socialist organisation that 
working class people can call their own.

We have already delivered an initial 
leaflet to many houses in the ward and 
from last week we upped our tempo to 
three leafleting sessions a week. We hope 
to deliver at least two leaflets to every 
resident and get some canvassing done 
too. However, we are not a big branch and 
all this work is falling on the shoulders of 
too few people. So I am appealing to any 
readers of the Weekly Worker who live 
close enough to Milton Keynes to lend a 
hand. Please consider coming over to help 
with some of the leafleting/canvassing. 
We really could use it. We also need 
money to pay for leaflets, posters and 
other expenses - and you don’t need to 
live close by to send us some of that.

If you can help please get in touch with 
Neil, our election campaign coordinator, 
at neilwilliams1952@gmail.com.
Dave Isaacson
Milton Keynes

Peasants
Comradely thanks are in order for Lars 
T Lih’s letter (March 26), explicitly 
outlining the contemptuous logic 
behind Trotsky’s ‘theory’ of permanent 
revolution, using the man’s own, 
extremely undemocratic words. The 
notion of a proletarian demographic 
minority staying in power by force against 
a majority population of by and large 
the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie is 
contemptuous - not just by the standards 
of revolutionary social democracy back 
then, but by the standards of Marxist 
strategy for the third world today!

The same Lenin, whom Trotskyists 
say was won over to Trotsky’s take on 
permanent revolution, wrote later ‘On 
the trade unions, the present situation 
and Trotsky’s mistakes’ (1920) for a 
very good reason. “Our state is in reality 
not a workers’ state, but a workers’ and 
peasants’ state” was Lenin’s definitive 
expression of opposition to Trotsky’s take 

on permanent revolution.
Also, having read the works by 

Stalin, Zinoviev and Kamenev opposing 
Trotskyism after Lenin’s death, why these 
individuals didn’t use those same words 
against Trotsky comes as a surprise to 
me. ‘Civil war with the peasantry or 
Bolshevism?’ would have been a more 
suitable title to critique Trotsky’s take 
on permanent revolution, starting off 
by juxtaposing Trotsky’s extremely 
undemocratic words (cited by Lih) with 
Lenin’s words above.
Jacob Richter
email

Loonar theories
Andrew Northall may be too concerned 
about alienating people who are closed-
minded, so he avoids the main question 
when discussing the nature of the moon 
(Letters, March 28). The question is: is 
the moon a natural body or not, or only 
partly? This is a valid question for anyone 
who has examined the evidence relating 
to the moon.

As Andrew points out, rocks have 
been found on the moon containing 
metals which do not occur naturally, 
and it is not only uranium 236 and 
neptunium237. The outer surface of 
the moon has rocks with 10 times more 
titanium than titanium-rich rocks found 
on Earth. Scientists claim that the oldest 
rocks found on the moon are millions of 
years older than anything found on Earth. 
This undermines the theory that the moon 
was a spin-off from the earth. Scientists 
studying lunar rocks have discovered 
chromium and zirconium. These, they 
say, are metals which are refractory, 
mechanically strong with anti-corrosive 
properties. These extremely strong metals, 
scientists say, have the ability to stand up 
to means of aggression. It has been found 
that the velocity of sound from objects 
striking the moon speeds up at low levels, 
suggesting that the moon has a tough 
outer shell, but is hollow inside.

Credo Mutwa told researcher David 
Icke that, in Zulu legend, the moon is 
hollow and is a reptilian base, which was 
brought to earth long ago. Soviet scientists 
Vasin and Shcherbokov came to the 
conclusion that the moon was artificial. 
In Who built the moon?, Christopher 
Knight and Alan Butler came to similar 
conclusions. The ancient Greeks knew 
of a people called the Proselenes, which 
means ‘before the moon’.

According to some researchers, Nasa 
has withheld information about alien 
activity witnessed by their astronauts. A 
contact said to me he was baffled when 
the Apollo missions were curtailed. The 
logical progression should have been the 
establishment of a moon base. Were the 
Americans warned off or is there secret 
collaboration going on?

In a previous letter I referred to how 
a reptilian race has manipulated human 
society for thousands of years. The way 
they do this is mainly by using their 
human-reptilian hybrids, who look 
human, but at the genetic level have a 
higher infusion of reptilian DNA than 
the general population. These illuminati 
bloodlines claimed descent from the gods 
(ie, the reptilians) and the divine right 
to rule. Researchers say these hybrid 
bloodlines still control society and they 
are in turn controlled by the reptilians. The 
moon plays a role in this story.
Tony Clark
email

Clarification
For clarification of the incident at 
Susann Witt-Stahl’s book presentation 
in Leipzig on March 13, which you 
covered so fully (‘Antifa means air raid’, 
March 26), we have now translated our 
press statement, originally published on 
March 16. The translation can be found 
at https://akgesellschaftskritik.wordpress.
com/2015/03/16/keine-unterstutzung-fur-
die-antisemitische-propaganda-des-ak-
nahost/#EN.
Arbeitskreis Gesellschaftskritik
Leipzig

http://www.mail2web.com/cgi-bin/compose.asp?mb=inbox&mp=I&mps=1&lid=0&intListPerPage=20&messageto=neilwilliams1952@gmail.com&ed=wnOAlFTwE0XNKPqWN9QPC8w%2BjpvloQhJyPuyij8HIEwS2gFLkewR2Nu114gQARNfb4E2bOLgiQ6i%0D%0AfdtZD%2BveyTumTxrKGpKXY2MlgQh8pWT3lv2H7EJLnCZ6Yy83%2Be6Ih6g%3D
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PoLITICS

CPGB podcasts
Every Monday we upload a podcast commenting on the current 
political situation. In addition, the site features voice files of public 
meetings and other events: http://cpgb.org.uk/home/podcasts. 
London Communist Forum
Sunday April 5, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB Provisional 
Central Committee, followed by open discussion and Capital reading 
group. Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1. This 
meeting: Vol 2, chapter 1, section 2: ‘Function of productive capital’.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk.
The origins of Isis
Saturday April 4, 1.30pm: Public meeting, Colliton Club (opposite 
County Hall), Colliton Park, Dorchester.
Organised by Dorset Socialists: www.dorsetsocialists.org.uk.
Scrap Trident
Saturday April 4, 10.30am: Demonstration, George Square, George 
Street, Glasgow G2.
Organised by Scrap Trident: www.scraptrident.org.
Teesside People’s Assembly
Tuesday April 7, 7.15pm: Action planning meeting for anti-austerity 
campaign group, St Mary’s Centre, 82-90 Corporation Road, 
Middlesbrough TS1.
Organised by the Teesside Peoples’ Assembly: http://teessidepa.tumblr.com.
How to vote
Wednesday April 8, 7.30pm: General election hustings, Pagoda 
room, London Welsh Rugby Club, Old Deer Park, Kew Road, 
Richmond TW9.
Organised by Kingston and Richmond Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
http://richkingpsc.org.uk.
Rescue the NHS
Saturday April 11, 10am: National conference, Emmanuel Centre, 
Marsham Street, London SW1.
Organised by People’s Convention for the NHS: www.nhsconvention.org.uk. 
Critique conference
Saturday April 11, 11am to 5pm: Conference, London School of 
Economics, Academic Building, 54 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London 
WC2. Speakers: Volodymyr Ishchenkov and Marko Bojcun on 
Ukraine; Hillel Ticktin on economic crisis; and Raquel Varela on 
revolution in the metropole.
Organised by Critique: www.critiquejournal.net.
Socialist films
Sunday April 12, 11am: Screening, Bolivar Hall, 54 Grafton Way, 
London W1. Costa Gavras’s Le capital (France, 114 minutes). 
Followed by discussion.
Organised by London Socialist Film Co-op:  
www.socialistfilm.blogspot.com.
War on democracy
Monday April 13, 7pm: Film screening, Bolivar Hall, 54 Grafton 
Way, London, W1. John Pilger’s documentary, followed by discussion.
Organised by Venezuela Solidarity Campaign:  
www.venezuelasolidarity.co.uk.
Music for peace
Saturday April 18, 7pm till late: Music, performance, poetry, Globe 
Inn, 39 Clifton Road, Newton, Devon. £10 with veggie curry, £5 
without.
Organised by Exeter CND: http://exetercnd.org/event.html.
Democracy and the media
Saturday April 18, 1pm: Debate, Red Shed, Vicarage Street, 
Wakefield WF1. Speakers: author Granville Williams, Campaign for 
Broadcasting Freedom; Don Mort (NUJ); and Alan Stewart (Wakefield 
Socialist History Group). Plus showing of Lindsay Anderson’s classic 
1952 documentary Wakefield Express. Free admission and light buffet.
Organised by Wakefield Socialist History Group:
www.theredshed.org.uk/SocialHist.html.
The media and the ‘loony left’
Tuesday April 21, 7.30pm: Talk, Bishopsgate Institute, 230 Bishopsgate, 
London EC2. LGBT London in the 1980s. £9 (£7 concessions).
Organised by Bishopsgate Institute: www.bishopsgate.org.uk.
Stop the war, have dinner
Wednesday April 22, 6.30pm: Food, drinks, music and speakers, 
Troia Restaurant, 3F Belvedere Road, London SE1. £40 solidarity, £30 
standard.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk
No to austerity
Saturday April 25, 10.30am: March and rally. Assemble Market 
Place, Derby DE1.
Organised by Derby Trades Council: http://
derbyareatradesunioncouncil.blogspot.co.uk.
No UK interference in the Middle East
Monday April 27, 7.30pm: Public meeting, Friends Meeting House, 
Jesus Lane, Cambridge CB5.
Organised by Cambridge Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/pages/Cambridge-Stop-The-War-
Coalition/301007410088989
Housing for people, not profit
Thursday July 3, 7.30pm: Meeting, Chestnuts Arts and Community 
Centre, 280 St Ann’s Road, London N15. Speaker: Felicity Dowling.
Organised by Haringey Left Unity: www.facebook.com/
HaringeyLeftUnity.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s 
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your 
will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.

Secrets and lies
The left supports freedom of information and condemns trials 
where the public are barred. However, what passes for justice 
in our movement often leaves much to be desired, writes Paul 
Demarty

An awkward week for Charles 
Windsor, the prince of Wales: 
after 10 years of interminable 

legal wrangling, his letters to ministers 
in the middle of the last decade are 
now up for release under the Freedom 
of Information Act.

Following a series of events that 
began with a simple FoI request from 
journalists at The Guardian, the fate of 
the ‘black spider memos’ - so called 
due to the heir to the throne’s peculiar, 
spindly handwriting - was decided 
by the supreme court. Well, sort of: 
the court merely ruled on whether 
the then attorney general, Dominic 
Grieve, was within his legal remit in 
2012 to overrule a previous decision 
that they ought to be released. We are 
thus into what we presume is the end 
game, and will no doubt be marked by 
a great deal of foot-dragging on the 
part of HM government, and general 
obstructionism from Clarence House.

Exactly what is in the memos thus 
remains unclear, although we can 
hazard a guess on the basis of previous 
episodes. Charles wrote to Tony Blair 
in 2002, arguing in substance that rural 
people were being repressed by central 
government diktat - whether it was 
green-belt housing or hunting bans he 
had in mind, we do not know, but Charles 
is an old-fashioned, agrarian-minded 
aristocrat, whose anti-modern ideology 
spans from obscurantist advocacy of 
organic farming to his hatred of modern 
architectural “carbuncles”.

Ah yes: architecture. Since his 
infamous and unannounced speech to 
the Royal Institute of British Architects 
three decades ago, Charles has taken 
a keen interest in the urban fabric. He 
has lobbied against many proposed 
developments, including Richard 
Rogers’ proposed design for the 
redevelopment of Chelsea Barracks. 
That one went to court, after Charles 
convinced the Qatari landowners to 
shelve it and hand the job over to one 
of his many charities. The Qataris lost, 
but Charles won. Rogers’ copper-and-
glass complex never appeared.

Who knows what else lurks in 
the spider memos? What other pet 
causes has the heir been promoting? 
What other work has been redirected 
to his charities and businesses? 
Clarence House has argued that all 
this correspondence is merely part of 
Charles’s ‘apprenticeship’ for the top 
job, and should not be subjected to 
public scrutiny - as if he were a naive 
child. So plain is the public interest in 
this case that it is frankly disturbing that 
such enormous judicial exertions were 
necessary to get to this point.

Not quite as disturbing, however, 
as another court case recently brought 
to conclusion - the bizarre trial of Erol 
Incedal on charges of plotting a terrorist 
attack. It was originally supposed to 
take place entirely in secret, with the 
two defendants anonymised as ‘AB’ 
and ‘CD’; this was partially overturned 
by the appeals court after outcry from 
media organisations - the identities of 
the defendants (Incedal and Mounir 
Rarmoul-Bouhadjar) were revealed and 
part of the trial was held in open court.

Not all of it: much evidence was given 
in camera, and there were also sessions 
attended by a select list of journalists - 
provided they surrendered their mobile 
phones and did not remove unredacted 
notes from the courtroom, and so on.

The behaviour of the state throughout 
this case has descended through the 
Kafkaesque and out the other side. No 

reasons could be publicly given for the 
state’s enthusiasm for total secrecy in 
the first place. The bizarre situation 
whereby journalists were permitted to 
attend semi-closed sessions, provided 
they, er, did not report on those sessions 
at all, speaks for itself.

If the journalists wish to take legal 
advice on this point, by the by, they 
must make sure that they do so in “a 
confidential meeting”, helpfully defined 
by trial judge Andrew Nicol as:

a meeting that takes place in a room 
in which the door is closed and it 
is clear that no-one can overhear 
from outside the room what is being 
said during the meeting … Mobile 
phones must be switched off and 
any telephone landlines must not 
be connected to any internal or 
external other telephone. No part of 
the meeting can be recorded and no 
notes made.

There are now moves among 
newspapers and media lawyers to have 
the evidence opened up: after all, the 
trial is over. These are being rebuffed. 
Why? You guessed it - nobody is 
allowed to know.

What is at issue here is a frontal - if 
blundering and half-cocked - attack on 
the principle of open justice. Indeed, the 
very crudity of the behaviour of Nicol - 
no doubt egged on from the shadows by 
a bevy of spooks - testifies to a deeply 
worrying desire on the part of the 
central state to set some precedents at 
any cost. It is hardly surprising that all 
this is motivated by the ‘war on terror’ 
or, more accurately, grubby imperialist 
adventures - the decline of capitalism 
brings accelerating statisation and a 
drift to bureaucracy, as it does in all 
modes of production.

It is to be welcomed, under the 
circumstances, that Incedal was 
found not guilty after all; but just as a 
guilty verdict would have been a sick 
parody, so we cannot trust his acquittal 
either. What if he really is a dangerous 
individual? We have no details of his 
defence; only the broad brushstrokes - 
we cannot know.

The left’s practice
It is plain that any leftwing organisation 
worth a damn should be outraged by 
both these appeals to the privacy of 
state affairs. The heir to the throne’s 
little hobby-horses are all our business, 
because his fortuitous parentage gives 
him undue influence on the affairs of 
state; his campaigning in favour of 
hokum alternative therapies robbed us of 
over £1 million in tax revenues, and there 
is no doubt more where that came from. 
As for secret trials in aid of ‘national 
security’, nothing more needs to be said.

Alas, the actually existing 
organisations of the far left have a 

dismal record so far as transparency 
goes. The behaviour of bureaucratic 
sects in this regard - the suppression 
of differences, the private disciplinary 
hearings - is at the root of much of our 
bad reputation today. This reached its 
apotheosis in the Delta affair, which 
saw the Socialist Workers Party ‘acquit’ 
Martin Smith of rape allegations in total 
secrecy - where it would have remained 
but for the determined rebellion of 
hundreds of SWP members.

The Delta affair rightly horrified 
the rest of us (and it may have done 
for the SWP in the long run). The 
reaction to it, however, has generally 
not been to acknowledge the crucial 
importance of bureaucratic norms and 
secrecy to the scandal, but to consider 
it merely through the lens of ‘victim 
blaming’ and the like. The result in many 
cases is a redoubled commitment to non-
transparency in dealing with disputes.

Left Unity, in practice if not in the 
letter of its constitution, is one such 
organisation. We have reported many 
times on the case of comrade Laurie 
McCauley, who was suspended from 
Manchester branch for the crime of 
reporting the branch’s proceedings in 
this paper. He remains in limbo, 10 
months later. LU’s overworked (and 
now massively depleted) disputes 
committee has tended to side with those 
who insist on anonymising complaints 
and dealing with them confidentially, 
thus ensuring - just as much as in the 
Incedal case - that justice cannot be seen 
to be done.

The DC has now successfully 
obtained the blessing of the outgoing 
executive to extend confidentiality 
“beyond not including names to also not 
including jobs and anything else that 
could lead individuals to be identified”.

In practice, this amounts to no 
information whatsoever; after all, any 
information about a comrade beyond 
the fact that they have in the region 
of 46 chromosomes could potentially 
allow them to be identified. So those 
who have complaints brought against 
them are denied the opportunity to 
confront their accusers, or even be 
reassured that they actually exist; and 
the rest of us poor mugs are left entirely 
in the dark.

This basically leaves us not with 
solid information, but whatever 
innuendo we can pick up, in order to 
make political decisions. If the relevant 
committees bungle a dispute, how are 
we to know and get a campaign up 
about it? Conversely, comrades may 
not want to vote for someone in internal 
elections if they have been abusing the 
disputes process for shabby ends; they 
may not want such a person as their 
trade union rep. Who knows?

Behind this attitude lies a serious 
error: comrades, just like Charles 
Windsor, seem to believe that it 
is their right to engage in politics 
entirely free from accountability. If 
people have genuine concerns about 
their security, then those should be 
respected; but really the history of our 
movement is hardly lacking in people 
who have found ways to maintain a 
public political profile in conditions of 
far more extreme adversity than obtain 
in today’s Britain.

In contrast to the backroom games 
of eccentric royals, and the dystopian 
antics of the courts and secret state, 
the left should stand for the maximum 
possible openness in its affairs l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Charles Windsor: letters
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Left makes modest gains 
in internal elections
All of the three main factions have something to celebrate, writes Peter Manson

Left Unity’s internal elections 
saw a slight shift to the left, 
with the Communist Platform’s 

representation on the national council 
- LU’s decision-making body between 
conferences - increased from one to 
four comrades.

Yassamine Mather, who was elected 
to the NC last year, this time had the 
highest number of first preferences in 
the single-transferable-vote system 
for electing the 15 comrades on the 
directly elected national list. She was 
therefore the first NC member to have 
their election confirmed and was 
subsequently joined by Jack Conrad, 
who squeezed in on the final, 48th 
round, of STV vote transfers.

The other two CP members elected 
were Dave Isaacson - the first out of 
five voted through in the South East 
region - and Sarah McDonald, who was 
automatically elected in London under 
the equal representation rule. She was 
one of only five women contesting for 
10 London places and it was known 
when nominations closed that she 
was a shoo-in. However, before the 
implementation of the “women rule”, 
another CP comrade, Dan Gray, was 
occupying the 10th and final London 
regional slot, so there would have been 
four CP members elected in any case.

This success for the Communist 
Platform results from three basic 
factors: firstly, the democratic nature 
of LU’s agreed, entirely proportional, 
voting system, which allows for the 

representation of minorities; and, 
secondly, the discipline of CP supporters, 
who acted as one in ensuring that all their 
preferences were cast in the same order 
- so that, for instance, excess votes for 
comrade Mather were transferred to 
the CP’s second preference, comrade 
Conrad; thirdly, the votes of leftish 
candidates eliminated in the earlier 
rounds shaved off to him.

The rather more heterogeneous 
Independent Socialist Network also 
increased its numbers on the NC: Pete 
McLaren, who was re-elected, plus 
Soraya Lawrence and Ed Potts on the 
directly elected list; others include 
Dave Landau and Joseph Healy on 
the London list, Matthew Jones from 
Scotland and Dave Parks from the 
South West. So the ISN was another 
minority that undoubtedly benefited 
from the voting system.

However, one ISN comrade, who 
also had the support of the CP, was 
- perhaps surprisingly - not elected. 
Toby Abse, who was a member of the 
outgoing NC, mustered only five first 
preferences and was eliminated quite 
early - he was only eighth on the ISN’s 
recommended list of ‘directly elected’ 
candidates and fifth on the CP’s.

Apart from comrades Mather and 
McLaren, five other, more rightwing, 
NC members were re-elected on the 
national list: Kerry Abel, Matthew 
Caygill, Liz Davies, Guy Harper and 
Sharon McCourt. As for the national 
officers, however, they are still in the 

hands of the leadership faction. Despite 
a good showing by ISN candidates, not 
least Nick Wrack, all but one of the 
existing officers were re-elected (the 
exception being outgoing nominating 
officer Chris Hurley, who decided 
to stand for the disputes committee 
instead this time). So Felicity Dowling, 
Pete Green and Salman Shaheen 
are once more principal speakers 
(along with newcomer Micheline 
Mason), while Kate Hudson (national 
secretary), Andrew Burgin (treasurer), 
Oliver New (trade union officer) and 
Tom Walker (media) were also re-
elected. Terry Conway switches from 
membership to nominations, and 
the only other new officer, Simon 
Hardy, takes over from comrade 
Conway in charge of membership and 
communication.

Comrade New was more narrowly 
re-elected as trade union officer, but 
his ‘left’ challenge came from two 
comrades standing for the same post 
under a job share: Rebecca Anderson 
(Workers Power) and Ruth Cashman 
(Alliance for Workers’ Liberty). WP 
had previously denounced the social-
imperialist AWL and just two years ago 
declared that no AWL member who 
failed to “disassociate themselves” 
from AWL guru Sean Matgamna over 
his infamous 2007 Islamophobic rant 
entitled ‘Political Islam, Christian 
fundamentalism and the left today’1 
could have any legitimate “role in 
representing workers and students”.2 

This unprincipled lash-up was 
deservedly defeated, and another WP 
candidate, Dave Stockton, failed to be 
re-elected to his London NC seat.

The national council is supposed to 
consist of no fewer than 70 members 
(including the individually elected 
national officers). Of course, this 
is hopelessly large for an efficient 
decision-making committee - added 
to which it meets just bimonthly - and 
in reality only about half that number 
turn up to NC meetings. However, it 
has never had its full complement. 
That is because a total of 40 of its 
places are reserved for “regional 
representatives”, but some regions are 
actually unrepresented. For example, 
in the North East, where there is 
virtually no LU organisation, the 
two NC seats remain vacant, as once 
more no-one was prepared to stand for 
election. Only 31 of the 40 regional 
seats are currently filled.

It goes without saying that the 
“regional representatives” do not 
genuinely ‘represent’ the members in 
their region. In no way can they be 
held to account by those who elect 
them. For that to happen, they would 
have to be elected by and recallable 
to regional membership meetings, 
but, of course, all these elections are 
conducted by email, where atomised 
individual members puzzle over the 
list of candidates before them for both 
the regional and national lists. They are 
expected to know which candidate will 

be the best treasurer or media officer. 
Of course, most of these members (I 
am informed that earlier this week 
there were 1,905 of them) have joined 
Left Unity via the internet and the 
likelihood is they will not have heard 
of many of the candidates, let alone 
seen or met them.

No wonder that there was such a 
dismal turnout. Just over 400 cast their 
votes, the highest poll being that for the 
directly elected NC candidates, where 
417 members took part - a turnout of 
21.9%. In addition to the North East, 
there are other regions where there is 
a much lower membership relative 
to the population than in the country 
as a whole and, for instance, in both 
Scotland and Wales only 17 members 
voted in the regional ballot.

Another aspect of the elections that 
highlights the failure of LU’s method 
of organisation is the fact that we now 
have just one member each on both 
the disputes and appeals committees. 
Once again, there is no surprise here. 
Comrades elected to these bodies, both 
of them dealing with problems between 
members, are restricted and hampered 
by the labyrinthine constitution with 
its ‘safe spaces’-type methodology l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.workersliberty.org/story/2007/07/19/
marxism-and-religion.
2. www.workerspower.co.uk/2013/10/denounce-
the-awls-racist-article.

Shifting alignments, shifting strengths
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youth and students get organised
Callum Williamson reports on the successful founding conference of the new caucus

The meeting to formally establish 
the Left Unity youth and students 
caucus on Sunday March 29 

was characterised by a comradely 
atmosphere and the determination of 
all to build the youth organisation of 
the party.

A decision was made by the meeting 
of 18 LU members to delay the 
motions on the political platform and 
constitution of the caucus, and begin 
with the motions submitted by Ed 
Bauer. The first of these called for the 
caucus to organise, fundraise for and 
fill a coach to the international climate 
demonstration at the Conference 
of Parties in Paris and stressed the 
importance of “working class political 
action on the environment”. A strength 
of the motion is its sober recognition of 
some of the limitations of the “summit-
hopping anti-globalisation movement” 
and its “media stunts”, in response to 
calls for a “climate Seattle”.

The next motion proposed that the 
caucus organise a summer school, 
that would include sessions on theory, 
organisation, direct action and other 
activities, and it was decided that the 
leadership would delegate this task to 
a working group.

Then came the motion calling for 
the LU youth and students caucus to 
affiliate to the National Campaign 
Against Fees and Cuts, which also 
partly addressed the manner in which 
the caucus should relate to the rest of 
the student movement more generally. 
Comrade Bauer argued that Left 
Unity’s students should operate as 
a Marxist faction within the student 
movement that should bring the 
party’s politics into NCAFC, whilst 
making “an active contribution to 
the campaign” - helping to organise 
demonstrations, occupations and its 
interventions in the National Union of 
Students. He pointed out the flawed, 
syndicalist approach NCAFC has 
taken in recent years, but stressed that 
it is “the only democratic campaigning 
body students have”.

Some comrades expressed concern 
that carrying a common line into the 
student movement could undermine 
the internal plurality of the LU 
caucus and there were negative 
references to ‘democratic centralism’, 
which seemed to be alluding to the 
organisational style of groups such 
as the Socialist Workers Party (best 
referred to as bureaucratic centralism). 
The Communist Platform’s Robert 
Eagleton argued that we ought not to be 
afraid of taking collective positions in 
our student work and that it would not 
mean forfeiting the right of minorities 
to publicly disagree with the majority. 
All of comrade Bauer’s motions were 
passed unanimously.

Tom Morley, also of the CP, moved 
a motion for the caucus to establish its 
own publication and website, subject to 
the editorial overview of the caucus’s 
executive committee, within which all 
members should have a chance to put 
across their views. This was the subject 
of a longer debate than expected, but 
one conducted in a friendly manner, 
typical of the day’s discussions. Firstly 
there were concerns that producing a 
physical publication might be beyond 
the capability of the caucus at the 
present time. Comrade Morley and 
others insisted that such a production, 
on at least a termly basis, was well 
within our capacity and was probably 
less ambitious than tasks we had 
already set ourselves in passing the 
previous motions.

Then Sam Doherty pointed to a 
clause in the proposed constitution 
that stated minorities would have the 
right to publish critical viewpoints in 
the caucus’s publications. Comrade 
Doherty was worried that this may 

be off-putting to newcomers and 
that publications for distribution 
on campuses are perhaps not the 
appropriate forum for carrying out 
internal debates. Comrade Morley 
responded that he had found the 
lack of debate in the publications of 
leftwing organisations off-putting 
when entering politics, and pointed 
to the example of the SWP and the 
farcical silence in its newspaper in 
relation to its internal crisis. This, 
whilst even mainstream bourgeois 
newspapers were covering its internal 
situation, made the organisation look 
not simply dishonest, but out of 
touch with reality. Left Unity and its 
Youth Caucus should avoid such an 
approach.

Chames Zaimeche and comrade 
Bauer made the point that the 
leadership could be trusted to 
sensibly edit the content of the caucus 
publication, including important and 
engaging debates in its pages, rather 
than allowing a platform for petty 
individual feuds. Mike Copestake 
(CP) added that featuring debates in 
the caucus’s publications would make 
it clear to new and potential comrades 
that the ideas of the organisation 
are constantly evolving and 
members are not expected 
to subscribe to political 
positions which are set in 
stone. The motion calling 
for a publication was then 
passed unanimously.

Comrade Eagleton 
moved a motion that 
looked to give the 
caucus a firm political 
basis and those pre-
sent were happy with 
it. Unfortunately Kady 
Tait, who had proposed 
a number of amend-
ments to this politi-
cal platform and to 
the proposed con-
stitution, was un-
able to attend the 
meeting on the day. 
However, there were 
comrades willing to 
move his amend-
ments. Comrade Tait 
had proposed a number 
of new demands and an 
additional paragraph that 
stated the caucus would 
fight for “a revolution-
ary transition to a 
new kind of soci-
ety - socialism”. 
Comrade Ian 
L l e w e l l y n 
p r o p o s e d 
a n 
amend-
m e n t 
f o r 
t h e 
re-

moval of the word “revolutionary”, 
since he saw one of the strengths of 
Left Unity as its ambiguity on this 
question and its ability to incorporate 
revolutionary and reformist trends. 
Comrade Copestake asked why, if we 
all subscribed to revolutionary politics, 
we would misrepresent ourselves by 
concealing this in our political plat-
form? There was also a general con-
sensus that, as a caucus, we should 
not be worried about putting forward 
politics that do not match those of the 
party leadership, as it is the point of 
the caucus to seek to influence the rest 
of the party with different ideas. This 
amendment to comrade Tait’s amend-
ment fell after receiving two votes in 
favour.

Additional demands that were 
passed by the meeting included a call 
for the abolition of prison sentences 
for under-18s convicted of non-violent 
offences; a demand for full childcare 
for young parents in work or study; 
compulsory education up to 16 and a 
minimum living wage of £10 for all 
workers. An amendment to replace the 
original clause calling for “No state 

funding, charitable status or 
tax breaks 

f o r 

religious and private schools and 
colleges” with “Abolish religious, 
private, free and academy schools - 
one comprehensive system for all” 
was moved with the support of one 
comrade who argued that inequalities 
in the quality of education received 
by children brought about by private 
schools must be immediately ended 
and that religious institutions could not 
be trusted to run schools.

James Turley of the CP argued that 
we should be for the creation of schools 
by workers’ organisations, such as 
trade unions, and that problems of 
education within class society cannot 
be solved through the state controlling 
all educational institutions. Comrades 
Turley and Eagleton stressed that we 
would not want a socialist state to 
be unnecessarily heavy-handed with 
civil society organisations, and that 
the overthrow of capitalism would 
prevent private schools performing 
their function of reproducing the 
capitalist ruling class anyway. The 
amendment on education was defeated 
and the updated political platform was 
passed with one abstention.

Next came the motion on the 
constitution, which I moved. I argued 
that its brevity and simplicity would 
make it all the more effective a tool 
in the hands of the membership for 
holding the leadership to account. I 
argued that the organisation ought to 
have a life of its own and not simply 
exist in the form of an executive 
committee between national meetings. 
Most of comrade Tait’s amendments 
were not moved, but the meeting 
agreed to add a sentence stating 
that members should work within 
normal party branches. Sam 
Doherty proposed that one of the 

two caucus representatives we wished 
to send to LU’s national council should 
not be a full-time student. This was to 
prevent the caucus (which may well 
be largely based on campuses initially) 
from being too student-focused. This 
amendment passed by nine votes to 
eight, and the amended constitution 
was passed unanimously.

Comrade Doherty’s amendment 
to the constitution meant that there 
were now two candidates - myself 
and Ian Llewellyn - standing for youth 
representative and three candidates 
for student representative: comrades 
Eagleton and Zaimeche, plus Rob 
Selby. Comrade Llewellyn won the 
election for the youth post by nine 
votes to six and comrade Zaimeche 
won the election for the student post, 
receiving nine votes, whilst comrade 
Eagleton received seven, after 
comrade Selby was eliminated in the 
first round of voting.

A motion was then passed that 
accepted all five comrades who stood 
for election to the caucus leadership, 
including comrade Eagleton and 
myself. This has left us with a leadership 
of seven, including the elected youth 
and student representatives to the NC, 
who it was decided would have an 
automatic place.

Other motions passed included a 
call to support a financial appeal on 
behalf of the Kurdish Democratic 
Union Party (PYD) and the campaign 
to decriminalise the Kurdistan Workers 
Party (PKK) in the UK. There was 
also an agreement that the caucus 
would offer to help Simon Hardy’s 
election campaign as a Left Unity 
parliamentary candidate in Vauxhall.

The Left Unity Youth and Students 
Caucus is now awaiting the approval 
of its constitution by the party’s 

national council, after a positive 
meeting that has created 

good foundations 
for building the 

youth and student 
section l

Fighting for a revolutionary transition
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After the death of Jesus
According to western Christian mythology, Jesus died on Good Friday and came back to life three days 
later on what we now call Easter Monday. But, argues Jack Conrad, Jesus and his first followers were 
not Christians, but Jewish revolutionaries. It was Paul who invented Christianity

The Romans’ execution of Jesus 
surely came as a stunning shock. 
His followers must have been 

mortified. Nevertheless, the Jesus party 
survives the death of its founder-leader. 
Indeed it grows rapidly. The ‘Acts of 
the apostles’ report a big increase from 
120 cadre to several thousand in the 
immediate aftermath of his crucifixion.

The recruits were, of course, 
fellow Jews - including perhaps a 
few essenes, baptists and guerrilla 
fighters. People undoubtedly inspired 
by Jesus’s attempted apocalyptic coup 
and the subsequent story that his body 
had disappeared and like Elijah had 
risen to heaven (the Romans blamed 
his disciples, saying they had secretly 
removed the corpse from its tomb 
- a slightly more likely scenario). 
All fervently expected imminent 
deliverance through the return of Jesus: 
“the time is fulfilled and the kingdom 
of god is at hand”.1 Obviously the 
social atmosphere was feverish. People 
must have been desperate - after all, 
they were investing their hopes in a 
dead leader and the imminent armed 
intervention of god’s legions of angels.

The party, commonly called the 
nazarenes or nazoreans, was now led 
by James - the brother of Jesus. This 
is hardly surprising. The followers 
of Jesus presented him as king of 
the Jews. He was, they claimed, 
genealogically of David’s line. The 
election of James, the brother of 
Jesus, by the nazoreans was therefore 
perfectly natural in terms of continuity 
and inheritance, the nazorean tradition 
being closely followed by the Sunni 
Muslims. Supposedly its leadership 
was till March 1924 - and the abolition 
of the caliphate by Kemal Atatürk - 
able to trace itself back to the prophet 
Mohammed himself.

Surely it is a sound argument that 
to know Jesus it is necessary to know 
his brother, James. Who would be 
more like Jesus in terms of beliefs, 
expectations and practices? His 
closest living relative, who is chosen 
by Jesus’s cadres as his successor; 
or Paul, who never saw Jesus alive, 
only in visions? Who defended and 
continued Jesus’s programme? Was it 
James and other intimates in Palestine? 
Or was it Paul, a Roman citizen, who, 
as Saul or Saulus, admits he was a 
persecutor of Jesus’s followers? All 
the Christian churches maintain that it 
is the latter. Paul with his convenient 
dreams and reliance on the doctrine 
of faith was apparently more in touch 
with the authentic Jesus, the so-called 
christ in heaven, than James and the 
family of Jesus.

To establish this reversal of common 
sense, and reality, the gospels go to 
great lengths to denigrate the family of 
Jesus, his brothers and disciples. They 
are constantly belittled, portrayed as 
stupid and lacking in faith. “I have no 
family,” says the Jesus of the gospels. 
The disciples are rebuked for failing to 
understand that Jesus and his kingdom 
are “not of this world”. Peter famously 
denies Jesus thrice before the cock 
crows due to lack of faith. Etc, etc.

Although James is elected head 
of the Jerusalem community and 
was also supposedly of the Davidic 
family line, he is almost entirely absent 
from the Christian tradition. He has 
been reduced or cut out altogether, so 
embarrassing is he. Nor does James 
appear in the Koran - though Muslim 
dietary laws are based on his directives 
set out for the overseas communities, 
as recorded in the acts.2 Arabs were 
being drawn to monotheism before 

Mohammed - and the ideological 
influence of the Jews (and perhaps the 
nazoreans) is unmistakable in Islam.

The gospels, as they come down to 
us, have obviously been overwritten to 
remove or downgrade Jesus’s family, 
not least his brother and successor. 
James peers out as a shadowy figure, 
as if through frosted glass. Sometimes 
he is disguised as James the Lesser, in 
other places as James, the brother of 
John, or James, the son of Zebedee. 
Such characters make a fleeting and 
insubstantial appearance in the gospels. 
However, James does suddenly pop 
up in the 12th book of the Acts as the 
main source of authority in Jerusalem. 
Evidently his other obscure titles 
are due to redaction. Paul’s letters 
also openly acknowledge the true 
relationship between James and Jesus. 
James is straightforwardly called “the 
brother of the lord”.

There is  further evidence 
about James in the polemics and 
commentaries of the early Christian 
church. James is discussed by Eusebius 
(c 260-340), Epiphanius (367-404) and 
Jerome (347-420). Much of what they 
have to say is based on earlier writers, 
whose work has been destroyed or lost. 
The first is Hegesippus (c 90-180) who 
was a church leader in Palestine; the 
second, Clement of Alexandria (c 150-
215). There is another Clement (circa 
30-97), this time of Rome, who gave 
his name to what we now know as 
the Pseudoclementine (‘pseudo’ as in 
‘falsely attributed’).

Works such as the Recognitions of 
Clement are, as Eisenman argues, “no 
more ‘pseudo’” than the gospels, acts 
and the other Christian literature we 
now possess from that period.3 Eg, none 
of the now standard four gospels were 
authored by a single individual - hence 
we certainly have a Pseudomatthew, 
a Pseudomark, a Pseudoluke and a 
Pseudojohn. Fascinatingly, though 
the account of the Pseudoclementine 
material is highly mythologised, it 
includes letters purportedly from 
Paul to James and from Clement to 
James. James is addressed as “bishop 
of bishops” or “archbishop”.

Eusebius in the second book of 
his Ecclesiastical history writes that: 
“James, who was also surnamed Just 
by the forefathers on account of his 
superlative virtue, was the first to 
have been elected to the office of 
bishop of the Jerusalem church.”4 
Elsewhere Eusebius cites Clement of 
Alexandria: “Peter, James and John 
after the ascension of the saviour did 
not contend for glory, even though 
they had previously been honoured 
by the saviour, but chose James the 
Just as bishop of Jerusalem.”5 Jerome 
provides an account of how James 
was either “ordained” or “elected” 
as bishop of Jerusalem. Epiphanius 
suggests that James was appointed 
directly from Jesus in heaven. James 
was the “first whom the lord entrusted 
his throne upon earth”.6

So there is not a shadow of doubt 
that James was elected leader of the 
Jesus party after the death of his brother 
and served in that capacity till his own 
execution in 62 (he was succeeded 
by Cephas, a first cousin). The Acts 
manifest a highly significant silence 
about his election which was surely 
a defining moment for the post-Jesus 
nazorean movement. The first chapter 
which deals with the replacement of 
Judas Iscariot after his treachery and 
suicide, is a crude mythical invention 
- Judas is in all probability Jude: 
ie, another of the brothers of Jesus. 

The story of the “eleven” getting 
together to elect another apostle is in 
all likelihood a cynical overwrite for 
the election of James. In the acts it is 
rather a non-event, with which to begin 
the official history of the early church. 
“Mattias” is chosen after the casting of 
“lots” over “Joseph called Barabas”.7 
The redactors were determined to 
blacken the name of Jesus’s closest 
associates or remove them where 
they could. There is a striking parallel 
here to the way Stalin’s propagandists 
demonised or airbrushed out Kamenev, 
Trotsky, Zinoviev and other members 
of Lenin’s inner circle after his death.

Whatever the exact truth, an 
obvious question presents itself. 
Why was the early church so eager 
to play down or obliterate the role of 
James? We have already discussed the 
embarrassment concerning the blood 
relationship between Jesus and James. 
But there was more to it than that.

Firstly, James, the successor of “the 
lord”, has to be counted amongst those 
who opposed the Roman oppressors. 
That in turn would put Jesus in the 
same camp as the Jewish revolution. 
The Jesus party, headed by James, took 
an active role - perhaps a leading one 
- in preparing the ground for the great 
anti-Roman uprising of 66.

Secondly, James exhibited neither 
in thought nor practice the slightest 
trace or hint of Christianity. He was 

single-mindedly, not to say intolerantly, 
Jewish. He observed the minutiae of 
Jewish religious law and demanded 
that other Jews did the same.

Thirdly, there is abundant evidence 
that there was a fundamental and 
acrimonious schism between Paul - 
the real founder of Christianity - and 
the community led by James. There 
is even the possibility that Paul was 
involved in an attempt on the life of 
James. None of this would have been to 
the liking of the early church. Indeed, 
so successful was it in forgetting 
(destroying) its own origins, that in the 
4th century Christianity could become 
the state religion of imperial Rome.

Nazorean name
The burning discontent  that 
characterised the period from the 
imposition of Roman direct rule in 6 
to the revolution of May 66 destroyed 
all the old methods of social control 
and yielded a crop of charismatic 
messiahs, who found themselves 
a substantial following. Josephus 
mentions a handful by name or title 
- Theudas, a “false” prophet from 
Egypt, etc - but all the indications are 
that as a type they were numerous. 
After the defeat of one, another 
arose. Some - for example, John the 
Baptist, who, though he never claimed 
to be the messiah, led a messianic 
movement - were relatively peaceful. 

Though such “religious frauds” did 
not “murder”, Josephus calls them 
“evil men”. They were “cheats and 
deceivers” and “schemed to bring 
about revolutionary changes”. The 
Romans typically responded by 
sending in infantry and cavalry. John 
was beheaded by Herod Antipas. 
Others fought fire with fire. These 
“wizards” gained “many adherents”, 
says Josephus. They agitated for the 
masses to “seize” their “liberty” and 
“threatened with death those that 
would henceforth continue to be 
subject and obedient to the Roman 
authority”. There was an unmistakable 
class content. The “well-to-do” were 
slayed and their houses “plundered”.8

From Josephus it is clear that 
the masses were not united behind 
a single party. Yet, inhabiting the 
rarefied atmosphere of the aristocracy, 
Josephus would have had only the 
vaguest knowledge of the politics of 
the extreme left of his day. One should 
take his description as a crude sketch, 
on a par with the bumbling mentions 
of the left coming from an intelligent 
writer on The Daily Telegraph or The 
Guardian. Logically everything tells 
us that mass politics in 1st century 
Palestine were far more variegated 
than described by Josephus. In the 
Talmud we meet the artistic claim 
that “Israel did not go into captivity 
until there had come into existence 24 
varieties of sectaries.”9

Where do James and the post-Jesus 
nazoreans fit in here? Obviously there 
are big differences between them, on 
the one hand, and the essenes and 
the zealots, on the other. They were 
not monastic like the essenes. Nor 
were they republicans and practical 
guerrilla fighters along zealot lines. 
Nonetheless, at least five of Jesus’s 
so-called 12 disciples were associated 
with, or came from, the ranks of the 
freedom fighters and retained guerrilla 
nicknames. More than that, their 
founder, Jesus, was crucified as a rebel 
by the Romans. Broadly speaking then, 
the nazoreans should be thought of as 
occupying the same political-religious 
space as the essenes and zealots, and 
certainly shared broadly similar aims.

The party name, ‘nazorean’, 
reinforces this thesis. There is 
a common misconception that 
‘nazorean’ derives from the town in 
Galilee where the youthful Jesus and 
his family are supposed to have lived: 
ie, Jesus of Nazareth. The origins of 
this are to be found in Mark and are 
repeated for the church by Epiphanius. 
Yet in Hebrew the term simply means 
‘keeper’, ‘consecrated’ or ‘separated’. 
It conjures up the idea of keeping 
the customs of the ancestors, and as 
such was an esoteric term, or party 
name, associated with zealotism or 
messiahism. So ‘nazorean’ “cannot 
mean ‘from Nazareth’ ... though all 
such plays on words were probably 
purposeful”.10 In all likelihood the 
town Nazareth, if it existed in ancient 
times, derives from ‘nazorean’, not the 
other way round.

Nazoreans were apocalyptic 
revolutionaries only different from the 
movement founded by John the Baptist 
in that they could confidently name 
the messiah. It was surely another 
advantage that their man had safely 
risen to heaven. He was still alive and 
could neither be captured nor killed. 
Jesus would come and deliver his 
people at the appointed hour (in this 
respect the nazorean story of king 
Jesus is akin to the British myth of the 
sleeping King Arthur). The potency of 

‘Descent from the cross’ (Rubins 1612-14)



7weekly worker 1052 April 2 2015

this Elijah-like combination is shown 
in the Acts. In spite of itself the acts 
also cast light on the true nature of the 
nazorean party.

Seven weeks after the crucifixion 
of Jesus the nazorean party was 
gaining many recruits and was widely 
acclaimed by a Jewish population that 
had, according to the gospels, just been 
clamouring for his death. “And all 
that believed were together, and had 
all things in common; and sold their 
possessions and goods, and distributed 
them to all, as any had need. And day 
by day, attending the temple together 
and breaking bread in their homes, they 
partook of food with glad and generous 
hearts, praising God and having favour 
with all the people. And the lord God 
added to their number day by day those 
who should be saved.”11

The Acts were composed in the 
2nd century and are overtly Pauline. 
Nevertheless, though an apologia for 
Paul and unmistakably Christian, the 
acts not only show the communistic 
nazoreans finding “favour with all the 
people”. As a community the party 
uses and worships in the Jerusalem 
temple. Evidently the nazoreans were 
neither Christian nor Jewish-Christian. 
They were Jews by birth and Jews 
by conviction. The nazoreans were 
a leftwing Jewish sect that primarily 
distinguished itself from other similar 
groups by proclaiming Jesus as the 
prophesied messiah, a descendant 
of the house of David, who is the 
legitimate king. Hence they diligently 
kept the laws of Moses and observed 
the Sabbath.

James - their prince regent - in 
particular was renowned for his saintly 
devotion. So often did he pray that his 
knees became “callused as a camel’s”. 
Like the most extreme Jews of his 
day he recoiled from any contact with 
foreigners, abstained from drinking 
wine and was a lifelong vegetarian. 
Furthermore he took a vow of celibacy 
in order to preserve his ‘righteousness’ 
(zaddik in Hebrew). It was James, not 
Mary, who was the perpetual virgin 
from the womb. We know about the 
dress, dietary rules and taboos observed 
by James from a wide range of sources. 
Take Eusebius: he quotes Hegesippus 
as saying that James “drank no wine or 
strong drink, nor did he eat meat”. We 
can also employ deduction and come 
to similar conclusions from the Acts 
and Paul’s letters to the Galacians and 
Corinthians. For example, unlike the 
“pillars” in Jerusalem, Paul tells his 
followers that they can eat “everything 
sold in the meat market”.12 He also 
instructs Jews to break the taboo 
outlawing table fellowship with 
gentiles. The biblical image of Jesus 
magically transforming water into 
wine, the man-god who like a heathen 
equates the bread and wine of the last 
supper with his body and blood and 
who freely consorts with prostitutes 
and Roman centurions, was almost 
designed to produce apoplexy amongst 
the nazoreans. It is an insulting reversal 
of nazorean moral standards and taboos.

The righteousness or ‘zaddikism’ of 
James is repeatedly referred to by the 
church fathers, Origen, Eusebius and 
Jerome. They claim to have seen a no 
longer extant version of Josephus - the 
implication in Eusebius is that it is his The 
Jewish war. It is quoted as follows: “And 
these things happened to the Jews [defeat 
and the sacking of Jerusalem] to avenge 
James the Just, who was the brother of 
Jesus, the so-called christ, for the Jews 
put him to death, notwithstanding his 
pre-eminent righteousness.”13 Obviously 
we must discount the idea that Josephus 
was the author of this nonsense about 
Jerusalem being destroyed because the 
Jews bear collective guilt for the death 
of James (as they are supposed to have 
done for the killing of Jesus). Origen, 
however, gives a similar account, though 
he claims his version of the tradition 
about the death of James originates in 
the Jewish antiquities of Josephus. In 
essence Jerome repeats what he has read 
in Origen and Eusebius. Interestingly he 

refers to another tradition about James 
(which also echoes the standard Jesus 
story). He says that James, “who was 
the first bishop of Jerusalem and known 
as Justus, was considered to be so holy 
by the people that they earnestly sought 
to touch the hem of his clothing”.14 
Jerome and Epiphanius are moreover 
insistent that James wore the mitre of 
the high priest and actually entered the 
inner sanctum, or holy of holies, in the 
Jerusalem temple (no-one apart from the 
high priest, who enacted the annual Yom 
Kippur ritual there, was allowed in).

So it appears that James functioned 
in the temple as an opposition (righteous 
or zaddokite) high priest. Whether he 
stood before the ark in the holy of holies 
just once or on a regular, annual, basis is 
a moot point. Either way, James could 
only have crossed the threshold of the 
inner sanctum, to pray for the people 
on Yom Kippur, if he had the active 
support of the masses (both the poor 
of Jerusalem and pilgrims). In other 
words, against the morality, ritual and 
the feeble statelet wielded by the high 
priesthood there was another power 
- the morality, ritual and mobilised 
masses of the fourth philosophy. Put yet 
another way, Jerusalem was gripped by 
dual power. Josephus candidly admits 
that there was “mutual enmity and class 
warfare” between the high priests, on 
the one hand, and the “priests and 
leaders of the masses in Jerusalem, on 
the other”.15

With all this in mind, it is hardly 
surprising that the nazoreans were 
overwhelmingly lower class. One of 
their party names was ‘the poor’. This 
sociological make-up continued after 
the first beginnings and is referred 
to by Paul in his first letter to the 
Corinthians:

… not many of you were wise 
according to worldly standards, 
not many were powerful, not many 
were noble of birth; but God chose 
what is foolish in the world to 
shame the strong, God chose what 
is low and despised in the world, 
even things that are not, to bring 
to nothing things that are, so that 
no human being might boast in the 
presence of God.16

The proletarian character of the 
nazoreans is one of the reasons why we 
possess so little hard evidence of exact 
organisation and ideology. The leaders 
were surely persuasive and eloquent 
men. But their party culture was oral, 
not written. Maybe the apostles could 
read and write. They were unlikely 
to have been humble fishermen 
- a reading which stems from a 
misunderstanding of fourth philosophy 
parables relating to preachers who cast 
their nets. That aside, the rank and file 
were overwhelmingly illiterate. The 
loric teachings and sayings of Jesus 
were therefore, to begin with, handed 
down by word of mouth. There was 
considerable scope for exaggeration 
and downright fabrication. But, of 
course, it should be stressed once 
more that the myth-making of the 
nazoreans about Jesus, his mission and 
his miracles were within the traditions 
of Jewish communistic sects.

Nazoreans exhibit a strong class 
antagonism against the rich. We find 
such firmly established ideas scattered 
throughout the New testament. Being 
seared onto the brains of even the most 
ignorant amongst the congregation, 
they could not easily be expunged 
by later redactors. The acts have a 
story about a well-off married couple, 
Ananias and Sapphira, who, having 
joined the nazoreans, “kept back some 
of the proceeds” from the sale of their 
property.17 They both fall down dead 
when rebuked by the apostles. In Luke 
we read that the rich man “who was 
clothed in purple and fine linen” goes 
to Hades, “torment” and the “flames” 
because he is rich. The poor man, 
Lazarus, in contrast finds comfort 
in “Abraham’s bosom”.18 The letter 
of James - written down in the first 

half of the second century is, as we 
have already seen, full of loathing of 
the rich, once more simply because 
they are rich. The poor have been 
“chosen by God” to be “heirs of the 
kingdom which he has promised”. 
The rich “oppress you”, “drag you 
to court” and “blaspheme”, thunders 
the top apostle.19 The poor are urged 
to patiently await the “coming of the 
lord” and class revenge.

Mass support
If we grasp the fact that the poor 
masses in Jerusalem of the 30s to 70 
were in sympathy with the nazoreans 
and their anti-rich messianic 
programme, then the events reported 
in the New testament and other 
sources about the strength of the 
community make sense. It is also 
because the nazoreans were lower 
class, revolutionary and popular that 
the Romans and sadducees considered 
them a threat and, when the situation 
allowed, persecuted them.

As we have said, almost immediately 
after the execution of Jesus his 
followers reorganise themselves and 
find a remarkable response in the 
poor quarters of Jerusalem. Their 
headquarters was in a district called the 
Ophel, situated in the cramped lower 
city. The atmosphere must have been 
close to collective madness. There is 
wild talk of miracles and cures; of the 
coming messiah and quickly ending 
Roman rule. In our terminology the 
masses were refusing to be ruled in 
the old way. Recruits came in their 
thousands and they brought all their 
possessions with them. The nazorean 
leaders address huge crowds from the 
steps of the temple. Only the temple 
area has enough space to accommodate 
those who want to hear them. Any 
fear that might have demoralised or 
cowed them when Jesus was executed 
vanishes. The masses breathe courage 
and power into the cadre. They are 
inspired and psychologically become 
the message in their own persons. The 
‘spirit’ is upon them.

The sadducees, the party of the 
high priests, responds by having 
the temple guard arrest those whom 
the Acts call Peter and John. Their 
reported excuse is that they were 
preaching resurrection - Jesus being 
proof. But the actual interrogation 
that followed the next day concerns 
the healing of a cripple. He is hauled 
in as a witness. The apostles refuse to 
be intimidated and boldly proclaim the 
name of their messiah. No religious 
or state crime has been committed. 
The high priest makes threats, but 
decides to release them “because of the 
people”.20 The nazoreans had scored 
an important tactical victory and were 
further emboldened. Some 5,000 more 
purportedly join their ranks.

Not long after, worried by the ever 
increasing numbers attracted to the 
nazorean meetings at the temple, the 
high priest and sadducees have all 
the “apostles” arrested and placed in 
a “common prison” - presumably a 
temple dungeon.21 When the temple 
police go to fetch them for interrogation 
they are horrified to discover that 
the cell is empty. Presumably 
sympathisers, not an angel, had sprung 
them. Far from fleeing, the apostles 
are once again found “standing in the 
temple and teaching the people”.22 
Without violence, “for they are afraid 
of being stoned by the people”, the 
guards bring them before the sanhedrin 
court. They are ordered to stop their 
agitation. On behalf of them all Peter 
refuses. A pharisee named Gamaliel 
eloquently urges caution. So after 
roughing them up and warning them 
not to “speak in the name of Jesus” 
they “let them go”.23 Again to no effect. 
Every day nazoreans continue their 
meetings at private homes and in the 
temple enclosure.

Nazorean doctrine found support 
not only among the Palestinian Jews, 
but numerous “Hellenists”: ie, Jews 
living in Jerusalem who spoke Greek. 

It is in this context that the acts 
introduce Stephen. The sadducees 
have him seized and falsely accused 
of blasphemy. Stephen defends 
himself bravely, but, deaf to his pleas, 
they stone him to death. There is an 
interregnum in terms of the Roman 
power structure in 36-37 with the 
departure of Pilate and the preparation 
of war against the Arabs. Under such 
conditions Jonathan, the high priest, 
exercises greater autonomy. The acts 
report that Saul (Paul) takes a lead, not 
only in the killing of Stephen, but the 
“great persecution” against the “church 
in Jerusalem” that followed, initiated 
by Jonathan.

Robert Eisenman disputes the veracity 
of the Stephen story. He argues at length, 
and persuasively, that the martyrdom of 
Stephen (a Greek name) is an overwrite 
for an attempt on the life of James. 
He reckons that James was attacked 
by Paul and his gang of hired thugs, 
who participated in Jonathan’s pogrom 
against the nazoreans and all other 
oppositionists. We find confirmation 
of this thesis in the Pseudoclementine 
material. The scenario it presents tells of 
a big debate at the temple between the 
sadducean hierarchy and the nazoreans 
headed by James. At a prearranged 
moment Saul (Paul) and his men stage 
a riot. Saul (Paul) lays hold of a brand 
from inside the temple and begins the 
action. The Recognitions contain the 
following passage:

Much blood is shed; there is a 
confused fight in which that enemy 
[Paul] attacked Jacob [the Hebrew 
name for James], and threw him 
headlong from the top of the steps; 
and, supposing him to be dead, he 
cared not to inflict further violence 
upon him. But our friends lifted 
him up, for they were both more 
numerous and more powerful than 
the others.24

Though both his legs are broken, 
James survives. He retreats to Jericho, 
along with 5,000 followers. The 
traditional narrative then proceeds 
with Saul (Paul) in chase - with the 
blessing of Jonathan, the high priest 
- and then having his vision of Jesus 
and losing his sight for three days. He 
then turns nazorean and later adopts 
the Latinised form of his name.

The nazoreans launch themselves as 
active proselytisers outside Palestine. 
They recruit Jews living throughout 
the Roman empire - in particular in 
Rome, Syria and Alexandria. Through 
their work amongst well established 
Jewish communities belief in Jesus 
as a resurrected messiah spreads. 
However, the key to why nazoreanism 
sired Christianity as a bastard child is 
found in its success in winning non-
Jews to convert to a sympathising level 
of Judaism. Full conversion involved 
circumcision and observance of all of 
the laws and taboos. ‘God-fearers’ or 
‘proselytes of the gate’ were a kind of 
partial or half-way conversion. They were 
not required to undergo circumcision nor 
change their nationality. God-fearers 
only had to accept the seven laws of the 
sons of Noah and revere the Jews as a 
‘nation of priests’.

Paul proves brilliant at winning 
people in the eastern part of the Roman 
empire to become god-fearers and 
winning god-fearers to recognise Jesus 
as the messiah. It is his converts who 
are first called Christians. Possibly 
James encouraged Paul to take up 
missionary work abroad when he 
presented himself to the Jerusalem 
council three years after his road-to-
Damascus ‘experience’. Paul says he 
tried to see the apostles, but only met 
“James, the brother of the lord”.25 He 
travelled widely and persuaded many 
of the uncircumcised to accept Jesus 
as redeemer. Yet so determined was 
Paul to maintain the growth of his 
overseas communities that he embarks 
on a process of whittling away the 
specifically Jewish elements of the 
faith. At first his programme would 

have been no more than implicit, a 
tendency. Laws and taboos should be 
moderated, not discarded. However, 
soon his teachings start to explicitly 
diverge from nazoreanism and Judaism 
itself. Paul’s mature views are to be 
found in his letters or epistles. Written 
some time between 50 and 55, they 
are in the most part considered “the 
genuine work of Paul”.26 This Pauline 
material forms the earliest texts 
contained in the New testament.

In them we find Paul expounding 
upon the divine nature of Jesus. The 
death of Jesus is recounted in terms 
of the self-sacrifice and rebirth of a 
man-god. Paul announces that Jewish 
laws are no more than outdated 
prejudice and that the distinction 
between Jew and gentile is forthwith 
abolished. He openly courts the 
Romans and the powers-that-be. 
What is to be Christian doctrine is 
still underdeveloped. There is no 
trinity nor virgin birth. But what we 
know as the gospels of today owe 
their mysticism and pro-Romanism 
to Paul. With his innovations acting 
as mediation, the whole Jesus story 
is gradually retold and turned into 
something entirely at odds with the 
nazorean tradition. The only nazorean 
document in the New testament that 
survives the Pauline revision more, 
rather than less, intact is the letter of 
James. Presumably due to its fame l
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IRAN

Ready to drink from the poisoned cup?
While Iran’s negotiators haggle, the supreme leader is using Shia advances in Iraq and the Houthi civil 
war in Yemen to divert attention from a possible beyond-the-wire nuclear deal in Lausanne. Yassamine 
Mather reports on latest developments

When the 5+1 powers and 
Iran announced the March 
31 deadline for nuclear 

negotiations, they did not expect these 
talks to go into April. However, after 
six exhausting days of bargaining this 
is precisely what has happened and, 
as I write, there is still doubt that the 
two sides can sign a political statement 
within the next day or so.

The deal that has been talked about 
would ensure Iran’s right to keep around 
a thousand centrifuges (the precise 
number being one of the sticking 
points of the current negotiations), 
while reducing development and 
research at all sites; also, sanctions 
would be removed at a pace agreed 
by both parties. All this would pave 
the way for the final agreement in June 
2015. The talks between Iran and the 
US, Russia, China, France and the 
UK (the permanent members of the 
United Nations security council), 
plus Germany, ie, the P5+1, were the 
last round in a marathon of bilateral 
and multilateral negotiations, yet the 
urgency of this final round and the 
long hours spent has reminded me of 
students cramming before university 
examinations. Others have compared 
the Iranian team’s negotiating 
techniques to market merchants who 
haggle over the price to the last cent.

Whichever way you look at it, the 

negotiating teams looked exhausted 
as discussions in Lausanne lasted late 
into the night. British foreign minister, 
Philip Hammond, was photographed 
holding his head in his hands, while his 
French counterpart, Laurent Fabius, 
seen leaving the talks at 1am on April 
1, was quoted as saying he would only 
return when “serious negotiations 
resume” - a reference to Iran’s alleged 
intransigence. All this in circumstances 
when the March 31 deadline had been 
agreed by both sides in November 
2014. But ministers and their teams 
still have to finalise a deal which is 
meant to take the form of a three-page 
document.

As the ministers of the six world 
powers gathered in Lausanne to meet 
their Iranian counterparts on Sunday 
March 29, reports emerged about a 
possible settlement. US diplomats 
briefed journalists to the effect that 
a “step by step” approach had been 
agreed. However, this was followed 
by denials from the Iranian negotiating 
team, whose members were said to 
be under pressure from the supreme 
leader, Ali Khamenei, to look for an 
all-in deal. Abbas Araghchi, a senior 
negotiator from Iran’s foreign ministry, 
denied that any tentative agreement 
had been struck. To say that there was 
agreement on the number of centrifuges 
and Iran’s nuclear stockpiles was 

just “journalistic speculation”.1 An 
unnamed US diplomat had told news 
agencies that Iran had “more or less” 
agreed to slash the number of its 
centrifuge machines by more than 
two-thirds and to ship abroad most of 
its stockpile of nuclear material.

Step by step
Confusion continued on April 1, when 
in the early hours both the Russian 
and Iranian foreign ministers briefed 
their respective country’s media that 
all important issues had been resolved 
- only to be contradicted by the US 
side with its more pessimistic view. 
Rightwing analyst Mehdi Khalaji, 
a fellow at the Washington Institute 
think tank, claimed Iran’s demand 
for the lifting of all sanctions was to 
blame for problems in this round of 
negotiations, as it “indicates that the 
regime is negotiating beyond just the 
nuclear programme”. He claimed 
that the “intertwining nature of the 
sanctions” meant that “lifting any of 
them, let alone all of them”, would 
be highly complicated. For example, 
some of the nuclear-related sanctions 
imposed by the 2010 Comprehensive 
Iran Sanctions, Accountability 
and Divestment Act also target 
“transactions related to Iran’s support 
for terrorism”. So how can the US 
agree to lift them without ensuring that 

the Iranians have “ceased their support 
for acts of international terrorism”? 
Then there are the sanctions imposed 
for “violating human rights”. Surely 
they should remain in place?2

However, it is obvious that a 
“step by step” approach to removing 
sanctions over a lengthy period would 
do nothing to extricate Iran from its 
current dire economic situation, There 
would be too many uncertainties: 

which sanctions will be lifted when? 
Manufacturing companies, banks and 
financial institutions would remain 
wary of entering into any deals with 
Tehran when the extent and duration 
of sanctions was still uncertain.

On March 30 oil prices dropped 
slightly - economists believe one 
of the reasons why prices have not 
risen over the last three weeks was 
the expectation that, following a final 
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agreement, sanctions on the insurance 
of oil tankers would be removed, thus 
making it easier to export Iranian oil 
and leading to a further fall in the 
price. However by April 1, the price 
of a barrel of oil increased by 4%. The 
Iranian currency had also improved 
slightly, as the banking and financial 
sector expects to be amongst the first 
beneficiaries of a deal. Iran’s banks 
and financial institutions continue to be 
scrutinised by the US, and many of their 
transactions are deemed to be illegal 
under sanctions legislation. However, 
many are personal transactions, as 
shown by the following extract from 
this newspaper commentary:

Recently, a friend of mine purchased 
a small quantity of Iranian saffron 
from a Birmingham merchant 
for £30 over the internet. This 
transaction was legal according to 
British and international law. It did 
not contravene any United Nations 
resolution. He transferred the 
funds via PayPal, the international 
payments firm. The money was paid 
in pounds sterling. What happened 
next was outrageous. PayPal sent 
him a menacing email informing 
him that he was in breach of US 
law, and asked him to sign a form 
admitting that he had behaved 
illegally.3

But undoubtedly it is the big financial 
institutions that are hit the most. 
PayPal, HSBC and the Royal Bank 
of Scotland are amongst dozens of 
international companies which have 
been heavily penalised by the US in 
accordance with its Civil Liability 
for Violations of Multiple Sanctions 
Programs legislation.

As for Iranians, they hope that 
the talks will end in a speedy deal, 
and that the lifting of sanctions will 
slow the rise in prices and allow a 
return to some kind of normality. 
But, of course, supporters of regime 
change from above, often financed 
by neoconservatives, Israel and Saudi 
Arabia, are openly campaigning 
against any deal - although some 
amongst the conservative factions 
of the Islamic regime, including 

supporters and officials of former 
president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, 
have benefited financially from the 
black market created by sanctions 
and will also not be too happy to see 
them go.

Iran and yemen
Ahead of the March 31 deadline, 
Israeli prime minister Binyamin 
Netanyahu, who had been briefed 
by US secretary of state John Kerry 
about the proposed agreement, went 
on the offensive, claiming that the 
expected deal was “even worse” 
than he had feared: “The dangerous 
accord which is being negotiated in 
Lausanne confirms our concerns.” 
Netanyahu went on to talk about 
a “Iran-Lausanne-Yemen axis”, 
which was “a serious threat to all 
humanity”. According to him, Iran 
could be in a position to “conquer” 
the Middle East - he repeated recent 
claims about the “axis” of control 
exercised by Tehran over the capitals 
of Iraq, Lebanon and Syria.

However, as the deadline for 
a political statement approached 
and it became clear that Iran would 
need to make further concessions, 
the rhetoric of the supporters of the 
supreme leader and his president 
became equally extreme. Last week I 
wrote about ayatollah Ali Younessi’s 
comments, which were seized on by 
Iran’s enemies in the Middle East as 
‘proof’ that Tehran regarded Iraq as 
an integral part of an Iranian empire.4 
But in the last few days supporters of 
the supreme leader have gone out of 
their way to make exaggerated claims 
about Iran’s role in events in Yemen.

There can be no doubt that the 
Islamic republic was involved in the 
initial stages of the Houthi rebellion. 
However, most people doubt that 
Iran’s current involvement matches 
up to the rhetoric of these supporters 
(who, for example, try to claim credit 
for Houthi advances), as well as that 
of Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Israel and 
neoconservatives in the US, who allege 
that the entire crisis results from an 
Iranian expansionist plot. The first 
point to remember is that Houthis are 
not Shias - they accept only five of 

the 12 Shia imams and, had they been 
living in Iran, they would have been 
persecuted as heretics. (Incidentally 
the same is true of Alawis, who 
face discrimination and persecution 
in Iran’s Shia Islamic republic.) So 
Iranian claims about defending fellow 
Shias, both in reference to Yemen and 
the Alawis in Syria, is, at the very least, 
an opportunistic one.

A second point is that the Houthi 
movement has managed to forge an 
alliance of all those opposed to Abd-
Rabbu Mansour Hadi, including 
Sunnis. The Yemeni president, 
forced into exile in January, was 
imposed on the Yemeni people with 
Saudi help following sustained mass 
demonstrations against the former 
ruler, in events related to the 2011 
‘Arab spring’. The then president, Ali 
Abdullah Saleh, who had ruled Yemen 
for 33 years, was deposed in November 
2011 and Hadi, his deputy, took over 
under a ‘unity deal’ brokered by Saudi 
Arabia. But Hadi was just as unable 
to solve the country’s many problems 
- not just wide-ranging poverty 
and malnutrition, an Al Qa’eda-led 
insurrection, not to mention the growth 
of a separatist movement in the south 
as well as the rebellion by Houthis in 
the north.

Yemen is a relatively small country, 
yet it is situated in an area of great 
geopolitical significance on a waterway 
that separates two continents. Ships , 
including oil tankers, pass through the 
Mandeb Strait separating Yemen from 
Djibouti on their journey to or from the 
Suez Canal - hence its significance for 
the regional and global economy.

The current conflict might have 
become a proxy war between Iran 
and Saudi Arabia, but it is more 
complicated than that. According to 
Darius Nazemroaya writing in Global 
Research,

The war and ousting of president 
Abd-Rabbu Mansour Hadi in 
Yemen are not the results of a 
‘Houthi coup’ in Yemen. It is the 
opposite. Hadi was ousted because 
with Saudi and US support he tried 
to backtrack on the power-sharing 
agreements he had made and return 
Yemen to authoritarian rule ... The 
strategic equation in the Middle 
East began to shift, as it became 
clear that Iran was becoming central 
to its security, architecture and 
stability. The House of Saud and 
Israeli prime minister Binyamin 
Netanyahu began to whimper and 
complain that Iran was in control 
of four regional capitals - Beirut, 
Damascus, Baghdad and Sana’a - 
and that something had to be done 
to stop Iranian expansion.

As a result of the new strategic 
equation, the Israelis and the 
House of Saud became perfectly 
strategically aligned with the 
objective of neutralising Iran and 
its regional allies. “When the 
Israelis and Arabs are on the same 
page, people should pay attention,” 
Israeli ambassador [to the US] 
Ron Dermer told Fox News about 
the alignment of Israel and Saudi 
Arabia on March 5.5

By late March the Yemen war had 
become an integral part of the Saudi/
Israeli campaign to stop a nuclear deal 
between Iran and P5+1. On March 27, 
it became clear that Israel was helping 
Saudi Arabia over Yemen. According 
to Hassan Zayd, the head of Yemen’s 
Al-Haq party, “This is the first time 
that the Zionists are conducting a 
joint operation in collaborations with 
Arabs.” Not quite true - in the Yemeni 
civil war of 1962 Saudi Arabia and 
Israel were also allies, supplying arms 
to the royalists against the republicans 
in the north.

Pan-Arab military operations 
against the Houthis were agreed in 
early March. By March 28, Egypt, 
Morocco and Saudi Arabia were 
joined by Turkey in the war. (It is 

interesting to note, however, that 
none of these countries have so far 
taken any serious steps to confront 
Islamic State.) By March 30 Saudi 
war planes were pounding Sana’a and 
other Yemeni cities, as civilians took 
cover from indiscriminate bombing 
- aircraft sold by British Aerospace 
to the Saudi kingdom were crucial 
in this unequal battle. Responding 
to criticism about civilian deaths, 
a Saudi military spokesman was 
unapologetic: Houthis had occupied 
areas “right in the middle of civilian 
populations”, forcing Saudi jets to 
inflict “collateral damage”.

At a summit of Arab leaders held 
Saturday on March 28, Hadi referred 
to the Houthis as “stooges of Iran” 
and thanked the “honourable men” 
who had enabled him to escape 
from the southern Yemeni city of 
Aden. The same day the Palestinian 
movement, Hamas, declared its 
support for Hadi: “Hamas stands with 
legitimacy in Yemen. We underline 
the importance of Yemen’s unity, 
security and stability.”6

As the civil war in Yemen became a 
reality, important figures in the Islamic 
republic were desperately hoping the 
supreme leader would be able to claim 
some kind of victory for Shia Islam 
to divert attention from the fact that 
Tehran was about to ‘drink the poison 
cup’ of western conditions in the 
nuclear negotiations. A senior figure 

in Iran’s foreign policy commission, 
Mohammad Hassan Askari, told Fars 
News Agency:

Saudi Arabia is well aware that 
the Yemeni people and armed 
forces are capable of targeting the 
military bases of Saudi Arabia at a 
distance of 500 kilometres inside 
that country ... Saudi Arabia would 
never dare take such grave action 
alone, and it has surely committed 
the crime after receiving a green 
light from the US.7

Meanwhile, a close ally of ayatollah 
Khamenei was quoted as saying 
that Iran, having conquered Yemen, 
would aim for Riyadh, the capital city 
of Saudi Arabia. One, well founded, 
explanation for this and other such 
statements is that the supreme leader 
is wanting to divert attention from a 
nuclear deal that will see him swallow 
western humiliation l

Notes
1. www.arabnews.com/news/725086.
2. www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/
view/irans-internal-messaging-on-the-nuclear-
talks#.VRxUg6wqMXU.twitter.
3. The Daily Telegraph February 20.
4. ‘The crown under the turban’ Weekly Worker 
March 26.
5. http://m.strategic-culture.org/news/2015/03/30/
the-geopolitics-behind-the-war-in-yemen-i.html.
6. www.middleeasteye.net/news/hamas-backs-
legitimacy-president-hadi-yemen-246464643.
7. http://english.farsnews.com/newstext.
aspx?nn=13940107000244.

STATEMENT

1. The steering committee of 
Communist Platform wishes to 
publicly make clear its position 
on recent problems occurring 
with internal elections in Left 
Unity. Specifically, one of our 
candidates, Tina Becker - placed 
third on our recommended list for 
the 15 directly elected national 
council seats, and therefore a 
comrade we hold in some high 
esteem - had her candidacy 
disallowed. This was announced 
by Chris Hurley, a member of the 
disputes committee, just before 
the two-week voting period 
finally closed.
2. The reason she gave might 
appear to be a minor technical 
infringement - comrade Becker 
included a nomination by 
Sheffield Left Unity in her 
election statement. But, after 
a letter of complaint had been 
received, she readily admitted 
that there had been no properly 
constituted meeting of the branch. 
What had actually happened 
was that a group of comrades - 
ie, those who normally attend 
branch meetings - got together, 
informally, and agreed to 
nominate her.
3. Given the irresponsible 
boycott by a rightwing minority 
of Sheffield Left Unity, 
this informality is perhaps 
understandable. But, of course, 
especially when it comes to 
elections, proper procedures 
should, wherever possible, be 
fully adhered to.
4. It should be further added that 
Communist Platform comrades in 
Sheffield Left Unity have pledged 
themselves to renew efforts to 
fully engage all members with the 

work of the branch.
5. Till late March the steering 
committee of the Communist 
Platform knew nothing about 
how our comrades in Sheffield 
went about nominating comrade 
Becker. If we had, there 
would have been the strongest 
objections. Comrade Becker was 
properly nominated by two fellow 
Left Unity members. However, 
she was not properly nominated 
by Sheffield Left Unity. We 
would, if we had known, advised 
her to remove any mention of a 
Sheffield branch nomination from 
her election statement.
6. We therefore fully accept 
comrade Hurley’s ruling - no 
matter how late in the day - to 
disqualify our candidate.
7. Though the result on the 
Yorkshire and Humberside list 
would almost certainly have seen 
comrade Becker elected, this 
would have been by default. She 
was one of two female candidates. 
We have no liking for quotas, 
tokenism or identity politics. 
The Communist Platform wants 
a radically different constitution 
for Left Unity. We put politics 
first. Nevertheless, there was the 
‘Reopen nominations’ option. In 
other words, the election result 
had a degree of uncertainty. But 
the point remains. Our candidate 
presented herself as being 
nominated by Sheffield Left Unity. 
A running ahead of the facts.
8. Comrade Becker was, 
unanimously, endorsed by 
the Sheffield branch AGM on 
March 11. Nevertheless, given 
our democratic principles, our 
commitment to telling the truth, 
we have to say that our comrades 
in Sheffield, albeit without 
any ill-intent, made a political 
mistake.
9. The Communist Platform 
pledges itself to ensure that 
nothing of the like ever happens 
again l
Communist Platform 
steering committee
Comrade Becker  has issued an  
apology:
http://communistplatform.org.uk/
sheffield-left-unity-an-apology/
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payable to Weekly Worker

Keeping pace
I have to report that once again we 

have failed to reach our monthly 
fighting fund target - although not 
by a disastrous margin. We were 
just under £100 short of the £1,750 
we need in March, as we ended the 
month on £1,651.

The problem is that the deficit 
is mounting up - although we are 
regularly raising a lot more than 
this time last year, it is not enough 
to match the increased printing 
costs and this is putting a strain on 
our finances. Just about everybody 
thinks that the introduction of 
full-colour front and back pages 
last autumn hugely improved the 
appearance of the Weekly Worker, 
but the trouble is, not enough 
readers are putting their money 
where their mouth is just yet.

Over the last week, three nicely 
sized cheques came in - thank you, 
JK (£50), GF (£25) and TR (£20). 
Then there were PayPal donations 
from FG (£25), LT and DS (£10 
each). But, as usual, the biggest 
part of last week’s donations came 
in the shape of standing orders - 
£155 in total from DS (£35), PM 
(£30), RL (£10), CC (£5) and, last 
but not least, JT (a magnificent 
£75). But, although our monthly 
standing orders have gone up 
by £110 since we launched our 

campaign to increase them, that is 
not enough to keep pace with the 
extra costs.

Don’t get me wrong. I’m not 
saying that we are in deep trouble 
- the Weekly Worker had built up 
a financial surplus before we 
decided to go colour, but now 
things are getting a little too tight 
for comfort. Yet, while many of 
readers talk about our paper’s 
“unique role” or “inspiring 
coverage” (to quote RL and JK 
respectively), not enough of them 
are following their lead.

If just a small number of our 
readers (there were 4,486 of them 
online last week) decided upon a 
new or increased standing order - 
enough to produce £140 a month 
more on top of the £110 extra we 
already have - that would leave us 
back in balance month by month.

We start April with £139 after 
just one day - yes, that all comes 
from the existing standing orders 
that come our way at the beginning 
of each month. Do you fancy 
adding to their number? l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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Keeping Cameron out
Sections of the establishment are worried by the prospect of a Labour-SNP lash-up, writes Eddie Ford

With the general election only 
weeks away, the outcome is 
almost impossible to predict. 

Yes, a YouGov opinion poll on March 
29 gave Labour a 4% lead over the 
Tories. But a few days later the same 
pollsters had them level-pegging 
on 35%, and another survey had the 
Conservatives one point ahead of 
Labour (with the UK Independence 
Party on 16% - its highest showing in 
a campaign poll so far).

Even if we assume for a moment 
that one of the two major parties 
manages to secure a 4%-5% lead over 
its rival, how this actually translates 
on the ground in terms of real seats 
is an entirely different matter, given 
the thoroughly dysfunctional first-
past-the-post electoral system - 
rather ironically intended to produce 
‘strong’, single-party governments 
with commanding (though artificial) 
majorities. The explanation is quite 
straightforward. Fragmentation is 
shrinking the mainstream. The Liberal 
Democrats face possible decimation 
and both Ukip and the Greens have the 
potential to eat into the centre-right and 
centre-left. Or, to put it very roughly, 
about one third of the electorate is 
supporting the Tories, another third 
is backing Labour and the remainder 
are going for the ‘others’. No wonder 
the civil service has ‘war-gamed’ 12 
possible post-election scenarios.

Labour’s biggest problem can be 
summed up in one word - Scotland. At 
the beginning of March we had Lord 
Ashcroft’s sensational poll showing an 
overwhelming victory for the Scottish 
National Party, with 56 of the 59 seats 
going its way, and leaving Labour and 
the Tories with 272 seats each. SNP 
success on such a scale obviously 
threatens to cancel out any Labour 
gains in other parts of the UK. Nothing 
indicates that this momentum is about 
to be reversed in any significant way. 
A ComRes poll published on March 
31 showed that Nicola Sturgeon’s 
party - currently having six seats - is 
on the verge of gaining a rather more 
modest, but still impressive, 28 seats 
or thereabouts, perhaps making it the 
third largest party at Westminster.1

Confronted by these statistics, it is 
hard to escape the conclusion that Ed 
Miliband will have to strike a deal with 
the SNP if he wants to be prime minister 
- presumably he does. Though the 
Labour leader has dismissed the idea 
of a formal coalition with the Scottish 
nationalists, saying there will be “no 
SNP ministers in any government 
I lead”, you can reasonably bet that 
some sort of looser or more informal 
arrangement will emerge after May 7 
- assuming that David Cameron does 
not get the first bite of the cherry.

It is pretty clear what the SNP wants. 
Angus Robertson, its Westminster 
leader and election campaign director, 
has stated that a SNP landslide would 
help build a larger “anti-Tory alliance” 
in the Commons that can “lock David 
Cameron out of Downing Street” 
- apparently putting an end to the 
“ideological commitment to austerity” 
which is “hurting communities” across 
Scotland and elsewhere in the UK.

Nightmare
This is a prospect that worries 
sections of the establishment. Last 
week the Financial Times published 
a survey based on the responses of 20 
chairmen/chief executives of FTSE 
100 companies when asked about their 
views on the UK’s political parties 
and their policies. One chairman 
described the idea of a Labour-SNP 
lash up as a “nightmare” and another 
executive said it would “drive fear and 

shockwaves” through the business 
community. The paper could not resist 
running the headline, “Business fears 
SNP-Labour ‘nightmare’” (March 27).

In some respects, this response 
is a bit surprising. After all, most 
big business is very hostile to the 
notion of Britain withdrawing from 
the European Union - and therefore 
takes a dim view of David Cameron’s 
pledge to hold a referendum in 2017, 
especially when the Tories are looking 
nervously over their shoulder at Ukip. 
Nigel Farage is a joke, as far as these 
people are concerned. Given that 
withdrawal would have a disastrous 
economic impact on UK plc, you 
might have thought that our business 
executives would find that at least as 
disconcerting as a Labour government 
dependent on SNP support.

But the FT survey tells a different 
story: big capital seems to prefer the 
Tories despite the referendum. Their 
fear of the SNP eclipses any anxiety 
about EU withdrawal. True, three 
respondents said they were “very 
concerned” about the uncertainty 
a referendum would bring and one 
said the risks that the general election 
could lead to Brexit was “the worst 
thing about a Tory majority”. Others, 
however, thought Labour’s pro-Europe 
position was not enough to outweigh 
the drawbacks of its other policies. The 
“honest answer”, said one executive, 
is that the top companies “would 
rather deal in a business-friendly 
environment” (albeit fighting for a pro-
European position) than be working in 
a “non-business-friendly environment 
where Europe is part of the picture”. 
Lesser of two evils.

Essentially, business leaders 
think the SNP is a throwback to 
“unreconstructed” 1970s-style 
socialism - as evinced by the fact 
that Sturgeon has dropped Alex 
Salmond’s longstanding policy to cut 
corporation tax by 3p below the UK 
rate. Obviously a sinister socialist 
agenda. Indeed, we read in the FT 
that the “language of intimidation” 
towards business coming from the 
SNP leadership during the referendum 
campaign was “loathsome”. Weekly 

Worker readers will doubtlessly 
feel nothing but sympathy for the 
suffering that they must have gone 
through. In general, increased SNP 
input could “destabilise” government 
and “create huge uncertainty” - if for 
no other reason than the sheer time 
needed to cut all manner of relatively 
complex deals with the SNP might 
“muddy economic thinking”, as well 
as necessitating increased funding for 
Scotland.

The business leaders were also 
worried, quite understandably from 
their point of view, that the SNP would 
use their position in Westminster to 
“pursue a nationalist and separatist 
agenda”: split the UK state apart 
with demands for another referendum 
or pursuing an ever more maximal 
version of devomax. A prelude to the 
break-up of Britain. Not to mention, we 
also read, the alarming prospect of the 
“non-Scot majority” rising up against 
perceived “democratic illegitimacy” - 
posing “difficult questions” about the 
“future governance” of the UK and its 
regions. Then again, if this journalist 
was a member of the establishment, I 
would still be cursing David Cameron’s 
astonishingly short-sighted and petty 
little speech given outside Downing 
Street the day after the referendum - 
turning what should have been a united 
victory in Scotland into a narrow Tory 
question about ‘English votes for 
English laws’ and thus playing straight 
into the hands of the SNP.

Anyhow, our FTSE bosses 
contrast the horrors of a Labour-
SNP government to how the current 
coalition was put together - it is 
“amazing” that they executed their 
100-day plan “almost flawlessly”. 
Boy, oh boy, as one of the surveyed 
executives put it, “did they come out 
of the traps running”. Nor has the will 
or discipline of the coalition faltered. 
Totally contrary to the widespread 
assumption held by much of the left, it 
should be noted, that the new coalition 
was chronically weak and would 
collapse, come the first big strike or 
demonstration. A fanciful notion that 
we in the CPGB criticised from day 
one, just as we did the equally ludicrous 

idea that the 1997 election of the Blair 
government would see a “fructification 
of hope” that in turn would quickly 
lead to a “crisis of expectations” - 
sweeping masses of people into the 
open arms of revolutionary socialists.

Further demonstrating their jitters, 
more than 100 of the country’s most 
senior business figures have published 
an open letter in The Daily Telegraph 
warning that a Labour-led government 
would “threaten jobs and deter 
investment” in the UK, putting the 
“recovery at risk”.2 They also praised 
the Tories’ decision to cut corporation 
tax to 20%, which came into force on 
April 1 - when the coalition took office 
it was 28%. Labour has promised, of 
course, to reverse the cut if it wins the 
general election. In what must be a 
blow to Miliband, the letter has been 
signed by at least five business leaders 
who previously backed Labour.

For company bosses convinced 
that Labour is anti-business, further 
proof came on April 1 when Miliband 
announced that he would ban zero-
hour contracts for staff after 12 weeks 
in work. This “epidemic”, he declared, 
lies at the heart of the insecurity in 
the British economy - the economic 
recovery may have “reached the City 
of London”, the fat cats and toffs, but 
not ‘ordinary’ working people. Labour 
is on your side.

Bloc
By all accounts, senior SNP figures 
are planning to approach leftish-
leaning Labour MPs about forming a 
‘progressive bloc’ with the Greens and 
Plaid Cymru after the general election. 
They have already begun talks with 
the think-tank, Compass, which 
supported Ed Miliband’s leadership 
bid, in an attempt (amongst other 
things) to block the renewal of Trident 
and obstruct deeper cuts in public 
spending. Trying to appropriate some 
of Labour’s core policy commitments, 
Sturgeon has pledged that the SNP at 
Westminster would do everything 
it could to halt NHS privatisation 
in England, increase the minimum 
wage by £2 an hour, ban zero-hours 
altogether, oppose fracking, etc. 

She has also called for the abolition 
of the House of Lords, definitely 
not something on Labour’s agenda, 
correctly saying that it has “no place 
in a democratic society” (although, 
for some reason, she seems to have 
overlooked the monarchy).

Whilst confirming that he had been 
discussing tactics with the SNP, Neil 
Lawson, the chairman of Compass, 
struck a note of caution - advising the 
party not to make “direct approaches” 
to Labour MPs until the full election 
results were known - as “everything 
depends on numbers”: ie, the exact 
balance of forces. Prominent figures 
in the Campaign Group, on the other 
hand, have rejected the idea of working 
with the SNP in a formal way. Jeremy 
Corbyn, for instance, has said that he 
would vote alongside the SNP, Greens 
and Plaid Cymru in the division lobby 
against Trident’s renewal next year or 
on anti-austerity issues - but there 
would be no “closer relationship”. 
After all, he added, one has to “question 
the assumptions” made that the SNP 
is “such a radical party”; in fact, “the 
idea they’re a socialist party is far off 
the mark, actually”. Echoing these 
sentiments, John McDonnell insisted 
that the Labour left will “pursue its 
own independent line” - given the 
SNP’s “track record” in backing 
cuts in public spending, the race to 
the bottom on tax and privatisation 
of rail and ferries, there is a “huge 
divide” between socialists inside the 
Labour Party and SNP nationalists. 
Communists could not agree more 
with comrades Corbyn and McDonnell 
on this question: the SNP’s claims to 
be progressive or radical are bogus.

Interestingly, the FT has disclosed 
that the SNP will demand an MP 
on every select committee in the 
Commons, including health and 
education, if it becomes the third-
biggest party after the election - at 
present it only has two MPs on these 
bodies. In other words, they want to 
inspect and supervise all legislation 
that passes through parliament - as well 
as holding joint meetings of whips. On 
top of this, the party wants to take over 
two rows of the opposition benches 
closest to the floor of the chamber. 
These new gains, needless to say, 
would come at the expense of the Lib 
Dems. The SNP can also anticipate 
a jump in ‘short money’, taxpayer 
funding for opposition parties, from 
£187,000 this year to about £830,000 if 
it gets 40 seats. Overall, this comes to 
more than £4 million over the course of 
the parliament - extra money that will 
be well appreciated, you can be sure. 
The SNP means business (in more 
ways than one), as its membership 
soars above 100,000.

Having said that, there is another 
scenario that needs to be contemplated 
- a “grand coalition” between Labour 
and the Tories to keep the SNP out, 
as suggested a month ago by Gisela 
Stuart, Labour MP for the marginal 
seat of Birmingham Edgbaston.3 In her 
opinion, such a set-up has benefited 
Germany, where Angela Merkel’s 
rightwing CDU is in government with 
the Social Democrats: “When you 
have to make very difficult decisions, 
the broader the baseline from which 
you work, the more you are able to do 
these things.” Whilst such an outcome 
might appear improbable, it should not 
be discounted l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1.The Guardian March 31.
2. The Daily Telegraph April 1.
3. Financial Times March 1.
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What we 
fight for

nWithout organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
n T h e r e  e x i s t s  n o  r e a l 
Communist Party today. There 
are many so-called ‘parties’ 
on the left. In reality they are 
confessional sects. Members 
who  d i sagree   w i th   the  
prescribed ‘line’ are expected 
to gag themselves in public. 
Either that or face expulsion.
n  C o m m u n i s t s  o p e r a t e 
according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through 
ongoing debate we seek to achieve 
unity in action and a common 
world outlook. As long as they 
support agreed actions, members 
should have the right to speak 
openly and form temporary or 
permanent factions.
n Communists oppose all 
imperialist wars   and occupations 
but constantly strive to bring 
to the fore the fundamental 
question - ending war is bound 
up with ending capitalism.
n C o m m u n i s t s  a r e 
internationalists. Everywhere 
we strive for the closest unity and 
agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. 
We oppose every manifestation 
of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The  working  class  must  be 
organised    globally.    Without 
a global Communist Party, 
a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is 
weakened and lacks coordination.
n Communists have no interest 
apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in 
recognising   the  importance of 
Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but 
must be constantly added to 
and enriched.
n Capitalism  in  its  ceaseless 
search for profit puts the future 
of humanity at risk. Capitalism 
is  synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. 
As a global system capitalism 
can only be superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant 
methods objective circumstances  
allow to  achieve a federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales, 
a united, federal Ireland and a 
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed 
into schools for communism.
n Communists   are   champions 
of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and 
chauvinism, and the struggle for 
peace and ecological sustainability 
are just as much working class 
questions as pay, trade union rights 
and demands for high-quality 
health, housing and education.
n Socialism  represents victory 
in the battle for democracy. It 
is the rule of the working class. 
Socialism is either democratic 
or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, 
it turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system 
which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, 
states nor nations. Communism 
is general freedom and the real 
beginning of human history.
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MINERS

Impervious to lessons
The meat of this John Miller 

article from March 1985 issue 
of The Leninist, forerunner of 

the Weekly Worker, is a report of the 
Mineworkers Defence Committee 
conference in February of that year. 
Of course, the comrade’s sign-off 

- that an alternative organisational/
political centre to both the official 
trade union movement and its 
leftwing shield-carriers was “a 
burning necessity”, a “matter of the 
most extreme urgency” - was given 
a sad irony because by the time 

the paper was in the hands of most 
comrades in that pre-internet age, the 
strike was over.

The comrade’s description of the 
bureaucratically stage-managed, 
intentionally chaotic nature of 
that MDC conference will be 

depressingly familiar to readers 
with some experience in today’s 
movement. It underlines again just 
how impervious the contemporary 
left appears to be to the bitter lessons 
of the past.

Mark Fischer

organising for action?
How many times have we heard 

militants say, ‘The miners are 
fighting for us all’? Yes, the 

miners certainly have been fighting: 
seven have been killed, thousands fined 
or imprisoned. And, yes, the struggle they 
have waged with such determination and 
courage has indeed been ‘for us all’ - a 
strategic struggle in the interests of the 
whole working class and others oppressed 
by capitalism, and not merely some 
sectional wages strike. But how have 
these others been fighting for the miners?

Undoubtedly the millions of pounds 
worth of food and money raised by the 
miners support movement and the trade 
unions nationally and interna tionally have 
helped sustain the strikers and their families. 
But the fight for finance, though essential, 
is only the most basic level of solidarity; it 
alone has not and will not help the miners 
break through to victory. Neither will merely 
staging mass pickets outside scabbing pits, 
as those abysmal downturn defeatists, the 
Socialist Workers Party, stupidly declare.

For never has it been so crystal-clear 
that, unless widespread industrial action 
of general strike proportions by other 
sections of the working class in defence of 
the miners, in defence of their unions against 
the anti-union laws, and for better benefits 
and wages starts very soon, not only the 
miners but the whole working class will go 
down to a bitter defeat. Increasingly, militant 
miners are coming to see that need. How 
then is such action to be won?

Although it was quite correct to 
campaign for the TUC to organise industrial 
action in support of the miners before its 
1984 congress, to have simply continued 
to appeal to those cosy fat-cat bureaucrats 
for real action after congress was more and 
more absurd. We remind those who now 
campaign for a recall of the TUC that it has 
not even enforced its own policy (and never 
intended to) on the blacking of all coal and 
oil, so what do they honestly expect from 
such misleaders as Willis, Duffy, Basnett 
(and Todd and Knapp)1 if their aim were 
to be achieved? More paper resolutions, 
promises and no action.

If the TUC refuses to act - and it should 
have been blindingly obvious to all militants 
(even the SWP) that they were not going to 
organise industrial action unless put under 
the most intense pressure from below - then 
they must be bypassed. From the very start 
of the strike the working class move ment 
cried out for an organisation of rank-and-file 
militants, cutting across sectionalism and 
including militant miners. If that perspective, 
which we put forward last May, had been 
firmly grasped and campaigned for by 
the left from the start of the strike, today 
we could be seeing a vigorous minority 
movement in action, a mass movement of 
the minority of workers prepared to take 
industrial action for the miners and for their 
own demands; an organisation composed 
of rank-and-file miners, railworkers, 
power workers, carworkers, public service 
workers, etc, building up a tremendous 
head of pressure on the official movement, 
and at the same time linking together and 
campaigning politically in the workplaces 
for the ‘total physical support’ necessary for 
victory. And it is such an organisation that is 
needed even more today.

Unfortunately, such action that has 
been organised by unofficial bodies that 
exist, like the Mineworkers Defence 
Committee, the Liaison Committee, Bloc2 
or the Workers Revolutionary Party’s All 
Trade Union Alliance (none of them bearing 
any resemblance whatsoever to a Minority 
Movement-type organ isation) has been 

utterly inadequate.
The Liaison Committee for the Defence 

of Trade Unions (LDCTU), initially formed 
in 1966 to rally opposition to incomes 
policy, became the leadership of the fight 
against the anti-union laws emanating from 
both Labour and Tory governments in the 
late 60s and early 70s.

In 1970, after the ‘consultative document’ 
on the proposed Industrial Relations Bill was 
published in October, the TUC predictably 
responded by merely calling a protest 
rally for January 12 1971. The Liaison 
Committee, itself, led by Communist Party 
industrial militants, almost immediately 
called for “mass industrial action” - a strike 
on December 8 1970. And, although, as the 
LCDTU themselves point out, “the call was 
made by an unofficial body and [with] the 
reservations, even hostility, of most union 
leaderships”, it became a massive display of 
industrial strength, with three quarters of a 
million workers striking and demonstrations 
everywhere, including 20,000 in Liverpool 
and 30,000 in London.

The Liaison Committee had also called 
for similar action to be taken on January 
12, and because of its militant campaign 
managed to push the TUC into supporting 
meetings in works “where necessary” - on 
the day, an estimated five million workers 
took part in such meetings. The workers 
often marched out of the factories and did 
not return. Following that, on February 
21 1971 the biggest demonstration of 
industrial workers seen this century 
marched through London.

Thus the struggle against the 
Industrial Relations Act was initiated 
by an unofficial movement of shop 
stewards which organised rank-and-file 
workers, putting pressure on the TUC and 
bypassing the labour bureaucrats when 
they were forced to.

The final demise of the act is a well-
known story. The LCDTU’s active 
record then, though certainly not flawless, 
contrasts completely with its role during 
the present miners’ strike, for it has been 
noticeable more by its absence. Apart from 
a tiny contingent lobbying the 1984 TUC 
congress, this pale shadow (or even ghost?) 
of an organisation has organised just one 
conference - on January 17, over nine 
months after the strike started.

The declaration of the 200-strong 
conference confined itself to a call for 
the implementation of TUC policy and 
support for pickets and demonstrations, 
plus some general criticisms of no-strike 
agreements: those unions preparing to 
accept cash for ballots.

And that was about it! The anaemic 

declaration, to which no amendments were 
allowed, contained only one proposal for 
action - a demonstration on a Sunday!

The sad truth is that the Liaison 
Committee has over the past 10 years 
degenerated, becoming increasingly 
bureaucratically run - allowing no 
democracy to develop. Though it retains 
some influence among the middle layers 
of the trade unions (branch secretaries, 
convenors, etc), its influence among the 
rank and file has declined dramatically to 
the point of non-existence.

But while the cat’s away (or perhaps 
asleep) the mice will play, and so they did.

The Mineworkers Defence Committee 
(MDC) was formed at the 1984 Labour 
Party conference by an amalgam of Labour 
Briefing/Bennite and other left factions of 
the Labour Party. After remaining more 
or less dormant (no doubt waiting for the 
TUC to deliver the goods) for a month or 
so, it gradually started to dawn on this self-
appointed committee that there was a need 
for the coordination of basic solidarity work.

After a month’s hurried preparation, the 
MDC held its ‘conference’ on December 2 
1984, which, largely due to the bureaucratic 
manoeuvrings of Socialist Action and the 
SWP (who had been coopted onto the MDC 
after its formation by the Briefing/Chartist 
group), became a glorified rally and talking 
shop. To all militants, miner and non-miner, 
concerned with transforming the MDC into 
an organisation capable of mobilising for 
action, the December 2 event proved to be 
a great disappointment.

For a further two months the factional 
manoeuvrings for the upper hand on the 
MDC between the right-moving SWP/
Socialist Action bloc and the left-posing 
Chartist/Socialist Organiser3 group 
continued within the labyrinthine corridors 
of County Hall.

Then in January emerged the weekly 
bulletin of the MDC, the Black Dragon 
(as every worker knows, the dragon is an 
ancient symbol of solidarity!). As simply 
an up-to-date source of information on 
picketing, benefits, etc, the beast was of 
some use. As an agitator and co-coordinator 
of the campaign for the general strike so 
clearly needed, it completely failed to give 
a consistent lead. In Nos 2 and 3 we read 
editorials expressing official NUM policy; 
in No 4 the editorial consisted of the 
Chartist’s position, calling for an indefinite 
general strike in defence of the NUM, and 
the Greater London Council commencing 
on March 6 and for the recall of the TUC; 
whilst Nos 5 and 6 contained not a mention 
of such demands!

Reading further in the bizarre saga of the 

Black Dragon, we meet the offspring of the 
‘Pit Dragon’, an ensemble of alternative, left 
or radical musicians, jugglers and fire-eaters 
(let the bourgeoisie tremble) for a miners’ 
victory, whose task is to entertain the picket 
lines. Saves them talking so much politics, 
we suppose.

The final chapter of this ungainly 
creature consists of the promised second 
‘conference’ of February 9. Whereas the 
December 2 rally did attract large numbers 
of miners and women from the pit areas, 
February drew much fewer, even though it 
was held in Sheffield rather than London. 
And again much time was spent listening 
to various big-name speakers, leaving no 
time for the delegates to discuss the strategy 
and the politics of the support movement or 
even the resolutions. Another opportunity 
to launch an effective campaign was thus 
tragically lost. But this half-rally, half-
conference contained not just elements of 
tragedy, but also of pure farce.

The organisers had bureaucratically 
and unilaterally decided, in their wish to 
ingratiate themselves with left union leaders 
and Labour names, to expand the MDC 
to include an array of representatives from 
each national union/broad left, regional 
Labour Parties and Labour council 
groups, an “unlimited” number of NUM 
reps and only one rep from each of 16 
regions, so that, for example the whole of 
north London or Scotland has only one 
member on the MDC! Thus thousands 
of those actively involved in support 
group work are represented by a handful 
of individuals. Instead of a nationally 
organised miners’ support movement based 
on elected, recallable delegates from area 
and particularly workplace organisations, 
the MDC has spawned a cumbersome, 
bureaucratic monster, quite unrepresentative 
of the movement it purports to lead.

The final touch of absurdity was 
provided by the method of election of the 
area reps. This took the form of the delegates 
being directed to an allotted segment of 
the Octagon Theatre’s seating blocks: 
“all those from the southern [!] region to 
go to the fourth section on the left”. In the 
ensuing confusion a number of unrecallable 
and uncontestable ‘representatives’ were 
‘elected’ with the barest minimum of 
discussion. Such a shambles would have 
been screaming ly funny if there were not 
such a serious issue at stake.

The MDC has thus become a bureaucratic 
appendix. Now, with the ascendancy of the 
rightist elements like the tailist Socialist 
Action Trotskyites and SWP defeatists, it is 
quite useless for organising action.

Given the paralysis of the official trade 
union leadership, which is likely to continue 
in the foreseeable future, a Minority 
Movement-type organisation is indeed a 
burning necessity both for a miners’ victory 
and beyond. It is now a matter of the most 
extreme urgency l

John Miller

Notes
1. Long-serving union bureaucrat Norman Willis 
was elected TUC general secretary in September 
1984; Terry Duffy was the leader of the engineers’ 
union, the AUEW, and was openly hostile to the 
strike; David Basnett was general secretary of 
the GMB union from 1973 to 1985; Ron Todd 
and Jimmy Knapp were leaders of, respectively, 
the Transport and General Workers Union and 
National Union of Railwaymen, who were 
responsible for squandering the opportunities of 
national dock strikes and rail stoppages alongside 
the miners.
2. The Broad Lefts Organising Committee, set 
up in 1981 by Militant, the forerunner of today’s 
Socialist Party in England and Wales.
3. The Socialist Organiser group is today’s 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, of course.

Last stand

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/legalcode
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/legalcode


weeklyworker

Name:______________________________

Address:____________________________

___________________________________

___________________________________

___________________________________

Tel:________________________________

Email:______________________________

Sub: £/€ ____________________________

Donation: £/€ ________________________

Standing order
To ______________________________________________________________________________ Bank plc _____________________________

Branch address ______________________________________________________________________________________________________  
Post code ________________________       Account name ____________________________________________________________

Sort code ______________________________________________ Account No ______________________________________________

Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds A/C No 00744310 sort code 30-99-64, the sum of 
___________ every month*/3 months* until further notice, commencing on _________________ This 
replaces any previous order from this account. (*delete)  Date _________________________  

Signed __________________________________________________ Name (PRINT) _______________________________________ 
Address _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Subscribe
 6m 1yr Inst.
UK £30/€35 £60/€70 £200/€220
Europe £43/€50 £86/€100 £240/€264
Rest of £65/€75 £130/€150 £480/€528
world

New UK subscribers offer: 
3 months for £10

UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and 
save £12 a year. Minimum £12 every 3 

months... but please  pay more if you can.
Send a cheque or postal order payable to 

‘Weekly Worker’ to:  
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, 

 London WC1N 3XX

No 1052 April 2 2015

Media 
promotes 

kitsch 
royalism

Second time as farce
The decline of Britain as an imperial power is symbolised by the funeral of Richard III, argues Mike 
Macnair

The last full week of March saw 
a bizarre spectacle in Leicester. 
Richard Plantagenet, king of 

England from 1483 to 1485, was given, 
as it were, almost a ‘state funeral’ with 
a procession on March 22, a lying in 
state in Leicester cathedral, and finally 
a reburial service on March 26. Around 
35,000 people are reported to have 
attended; and the orders of service 
from the reburial have now become a 
high-price item on eBay.1

‘Almost a state funeral’ because the 
money did not come from the central 
state, but from the local authority, the 
church and private contributors; and 
there was only token attendance from 
quite junior current royal relatives or 
connections (the Duke and Duchess 
of Gloucester and the Countess of 
Wessex). In other words, it was the 
media rather than the state which made 
this reburial into a big deal.

What on earth is the significance of 
this event? Grand funerals for recently 
deceased royalty are an understandable 
ideological flourish in a monarchy 
like the United Kingdom. But for a 
guy who died a bit less than 530 years 
ago? Moreover, one who was generally 
understood to have usurped the throne 
anyhow? And when the present 
monarchy in theory derives its title to 
the throne through Henry Tudor, who 
became king by the defeat and death 
of Richard at the battle of Bosworth 
(August 22 1485), and his wife, 
Elizabeth of York, sister of Edward V, 
whom Richard overthrew (and whom 
he allegedly had murdered)? What was 
Channel 4 playing at with its wall-to-
wall coverage?

Polly Toynbee offered a simple 
answer:

… the nation mourns its most 
reviled monster of a king. Never was 
adulation of monarchy taken to such 
transcendently absurd heights ...

It’s comical, but tragic too, as a 
reminder of the indignity the British 
accept in their accustomed role as 
subjects, not citizens. Here are 
church, royalty and army revering 
a child-killing, wife-slaughtering 
tyrant who would be on trial if he 
weren’t 500 years dead. This is 
the madness of monarchy, where 
these bones are honoured for their 
divine royalty, whether by accident 
of birth or by brutal seizure of the 
crown. Richard, whose death ended 
the tribal Wars of the Roses, is a 
good symbol of the “bloodline” 
fantasy. Our island story is one 
of royal usurpage and regicide, 
with imported French, Dutch and 
German monarchs who didn’t speak 
English. The puzzle is that this 
fantasy of anointed genes persists, 
even unto Kate’s unborn babe.2

Perhaps too simple. The difficulty 
can be illustrated by Toynbee’s 
reference to “wife-slaughtering”: 
even those modern historians (most) 
who are happy to believe that Richard 
did have his nephews killed do not 
generally accept the slur put about 
by his enemies after his wife’s 

early death that he had murdered 
her in order to marry his niece.3 
The problem is that Richard was 
portrayed by pro-Tudor writers ‘Saint’ 
Thomas More and Edward Hall, and 
finally (and most spectacularly) by 
William Shakespeare, as a cartoon or 
pantomime villain. Toynbee inherits 
this portrayal.

But the peculiar event in Leicester 
has happened because this view is 
contested. Since 1924 the Richard III 

Society has been active in researching 
Richard’s life and reign with a view 
to disproving the cartoon villain 
image.4 The driving force behind the 
explorations which led to Richard’s 
body being dug up from a Leicester car 
park was Philippa Langley, a member 
of the Richard III Society.5 The present 
Duke of Gloucester, who attended the 
reburial, is patron of the society (before 
he was king, Richard Plantagenet was 
Duke of Gloucester ...).

There  i s  perhaps  another 
submerged element to this story. 
This is that, while he was Duke of 
Gloucester under his brother, Edward 
IV, Richard was a great northern 
feudal magnate, who inherited, 
through his wife, the lands and 
patronage ‘connection’ of the Nevill 
family in the north-west and managed 
for his brother the similar affinity 
of the Duchy of York. Relatively 
recent biographers of Richard have 
analysed that he took power away 
from the Woodvilles, the family of 
Edward IV’s wife, in 1483 by virtue 
of his northern backing; that he 
was already unpopular in the south 
because of intruding ‘northerners’ 
(those from north of the Trent) into 
southern offices and county societies; 
and that the rebellion triggered by 
this led him to rely even more on 
a narrow circle of ‘northerners’.6 
Richard himself is said before 
Bosworth to have described Henry 
Tudor as “an unknown Welshman, 
whose father I never knew, nor him 
personally saw”; but there is a sense 
in which Henry’s victory could be 
seen not as the victory of the Welsh, 
but as the revenge of the south on 
the north.

‘Ricardianism’ - the revisionist 
pro-Richard view expressed by the 
Richard III Society - could be seen 
as having more base in the English 
north and representing a sort of low-
grade symbolic form of hostility to the 
London-centred UK regime (just as 
Jacobitism played on a more spectacular 
level a similar role for Scotland, and as 
Tom Nairn pointed out in his 1989 book 
on the monarchy and ‘Ukanianism’, 
The enchanted glass).

For this point of view, the fact 
that Richard’s body was awarded 
for reburial to Leicester rather than 
to York might be significant beyond 
the simple point that he was exhumed 
there: perhaps there was an element 
of ‘Let’s keep the body south of the 
Trent, not providing a northern focus 
for a potential Ricardian cult ...’

‘Ricardianism’ is to some extent 
revisionist in relation to the 16th and 
17th century ideological legitimations 
of the Tudor and Stuart (and hence 
Hanoverian) dynastic claims. In this 
context, what Channel 4 and other 
media have done with their excessive 
coverage of an OTT ceremony 
is to appropriate the products of 
‘Ricardianism’ and make them 
merely part of the general monarchist-

Ukanian politics of nostalgia for the 
feudal past.

If Toynbee is too simple, these 
speculations are almost certainly 
too complicated. There is, in reality, 
another simple point. Leicester is 
creating a tourist attraction; and 
the media is selling the UK as such 
as a tourist attraction, the site of 
a medieval history. That the UK 
economy is in process of becoming 
increasingly dependent on tourism is 
a banality. In doing so it is following 
a path previously taken by Venice: in 
the late middle ages dominant in the 
shipping industry and the holder of an 
overseas empire, by the 17th century 
Venice had become merely a centre of 
financial intermediation - and by the 
18th nothing but a tourist attraction.

We are not at that stage yet: 
London remains a global centre for 
financial intermediation. But tourism 
is increasingly important. And here, 
perhaps, the interests of Leicester in 
getting a visible royal tomb and of the 
Richard III Society converged with 
the publicity around the TV version, 
A game of thrones, of George RR 
Martin’s Song of ice and fire fantasy 
series. After all, A game of thrones has 
been publicly claimed to be based on 
the Wars of the Roses, which (more or 
less) ended at Bosworth,7 and has been 
said to boost sales of straight historical 
novels of the period.

Digging up and reburying Richard 
Plantagenet is perhaps a grisly way of 
cashing in; an appropriately medieval 
one though, since the medieval tourist 
industry was mainly based on the 
supposed relics of saints - exhumed, 
stolen, trafficked, and finally marketed 
as objects of pilgrimage ...

The result then: merely more 
‘heritage industry’. But it says 
something about the UK and its decline 
that relics of a defeated royal dynastic 
line should be made the object of such 
a piece of media razzmatazz l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. See The Guardian March 30.
2. The Guardian March 26.
3. Eg, C Ross Richard III Yale 1999, pp144-46.
4. www.richardiii.net.
5. www.richardiii.net/leicester_dig.php.
6. See C Ross op cit, chapters 3, 6 and 8; R 
Horrox Richard III: a study of service Cambridge 
1989; and cf HM Jewell The north-south divide: 
the origins of northern consciousness in England 
Manchester 1994, pp48-52.
7. A particularly systematic version for a tabloid 
can be seen in the Daily Mail May 10 2014.

Richard Plantagenet: buried with pomp


