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No role
Sean Thurlough says that my summary 
of Marx is what “might be wilfully 
misinterpreted by a bourgeois economist, 
so that it would support the idea that, 
although surplus value is extracted 
from workers under capitalism, this 
is all to the good, because economic 
growth through the accumulation of 
capital benefits everyone equally, 
workers and capitalists alike” (Letters, 
June 16). However, he says, it leaves 
out all of the rest of what Marx says 
in Capital about the need for capital 
to “accumulate (and at times not 
accumulate) stands in opposition 
to the interests of workers and 
leads to periodic economic crisis, 
unemployment, etc.”

Well, I too had to provide only “a 
possibly over-concise style”, and did 
not have space to provide an overall 
summary of the three volumes of 
Capital, and of Theories of surplus 
value. I am already providing that 
in book form! But let’s look at what 
Marx and Engels themselves have 
to say on the matter.

“And so, the bourgeoisie and its 
economists maintain that the interest 
of the capitalist and of the labourer 
is the same. And in fact, so they are! 
The worker perishes if capital does 
not keep him busy ... The fastest 
possible growth of productive cap-
ital is, therefore, the indispensable 
condition for a tolerable life to the 
labourer” (Wage labour and capital, 
chapter 6).

“On the other side, the production 
of relative surplus value … requires 
the production of new consumption; 
... the cultivation of all the qualities 
of the social human being, produc-
tion of the same in a form as rich as 
possible in needs … is likewise a 
condition of production founded on 
capital” (Marx, on the ‘Civilising 
mission of capital’ Grundrisse, 
chapter 8).

Sean says: “The rest of Bough’s 
letter seems to assume that I and 
Macnair are asserting that all gains 
within capitalism by the work-
ing class are solely the result of 
the existence of the USSR and its 
satellites (and similarly organised 
states) before, during and after their 
existence.”

No, I was just contesting that 
it played any role in that regard, 
let alone a major one. As I wrote, 
western capitalists from the 1940s, 
until the mid-1960s, were concerned 
about whether the USSR might grow 
faster than them, but they certainly 
were not worried that it offered the 
workers in those countries a better 
standard of living or anything else 
that might be attractive to western 
workers. The fact is that both he and 
Mike have attributed the standard 
of living of western workers to 
everything other than the real cause, 
outlined by Marx and Engels, which 
is the tremendous ability of capital 
to expand, to raise productivity, and 
thereby not just the ability, but the 
necessity, to raise workers’ living 
standards, including the provision 
of welfare states.

After 1956, significant num-
bers of Communist Party members 
abandoned Stalinism. Many became 
rightwingers. So what effect does he 
think it had on the millions of work-
ers that had never been brainwashed 
into the idea of a Stalinist nirvana 
to begin with? After all, between 
1951 and 1963, large numbers of 
those workers voted in Conservative 
governments. The biggest increase 
in their living standards during that 
period came not from the welfare 
state (in fact, Alan Freeman some 

time ago, in Quantitative Marxism, 
showed that in every year since 
World War II, workers paid more 
in taxes than they obtained back 
in welfare spending), but from 
higher real wages, the availability of 
mass-produced consumer durables, 
better diets, the availability of 
good-quality private residential 
housing and so on, which led to a 
sharp rise in home ownership.

And, in reality, Sean himself 
knows that British workers were 
not attracted to the “awful” Soviet 
Union, because he says: “To the 
workers [social democracy] is say-
ing, ‘If you don’t let us negotiate 
within capitalism for you, look at 
what the awful result will be if you 
try more extreme measures against 
capital.’”

Sean quotes as authority the view 
of a colleague who lived in eastern 
Europe that the existence of the 
USSR must have had an effect. The 
USSR and its satellites collapsed 
in 1990. Could Sean then ask his 
colleague, or perhaps give us an 
answer himself, why it was that more 
than 10 years later, when the ‘end of 
history’ had been proclaimed, that 
Tony Blair and Gordon Brown tre-
bled spending on the NHS, increased 
the budgets of local government and 
other government departments, and 
introduced the national minimum 
wage? Surely, on the basis of Sean’s 
and Mike’s argument, Blair, who was 
no raving leftwing militant, should 
have been doing the exact opposite, 
now freed from the tempting lure 
for British workers of the Soviet 
paradise.
Arthur Bough
email

Time’s up
In response to Tony Clark’s letter (June 
16), Marxism’s use of abstract labour 
time doesn’t mean that time itself is 
abstract. What is being abstracted in 
Marx is the concrete labour embodied 
within the commodity. When Marx 
abstracts the concrete labour, it is 
wrong to assume that what is left 
is purely abstract. What is left is 
time itself, devoid of the particular 
character of that labour.

So, for example, eight hours of 
tailoring becomes eight hours of 
labour. Those eight hours of labour 
are not abstract, in the sense that a 
worker really does work eight hours. 
When the worker starts work at 8am, 
this is not some abstraction - the 
worker really does wake up and 
make the journey in. If the worker 
were to work non-stop they would, 
regardless of the concreteness of 
the labour, eventually collapse from 
exhaustion.

Hence time is not some abstrac-
tion, but has very real effects. Any 
economic theory that disregards 
time as a critical dimension is not an 
economic theory of any kind.

I am not arguing whether Marx’s 
concepts can explain the current 
crisis or not. I am not even denying 
the price of energy triggers recession 
or crisis.
Maren Clarke
email

EU revolution
In my letter last week, I highlighted the 
differences between the reformist 
‘remain’, revolutionary abstention and 
an ultra-left exit. The revolutionary 
position can be located within the 
abstention-boycott camp. However, not 
everything in that camp is revolutionary, 
because the anarchist idea of a ‘plague 
on all houses’ is anti-politics, not 
class politics. Revolutionary working 
class democracy rejects and opposes 
anarchism.

The case for a European-wide 
people’s revolution is not based 
on utopian dreaming or fantasy 

reformism. It is an objective reality, 
based on the facts of European 
integration. The European Union 
has created and continues to create 
a (two-speed) European economy. 
This shake-up is being carried out by 
capital largely unseen, but appears 
in its concrete visible form of wage 
labour (‘Polish plumbers’) from EU 
citizens working in the UK.

Th i s  r evo lu t i on  needs  and 
requires ‘completion’ by a European 
democratic revolution, if it is not 
to wreak ever more havoc. Even 
if nobody recognises or wants a 
European democratic revolution, it 
is being forced or demanded by the 
conditions of capitalist development. 
The problem, as Trotsky might have 
said, is that subjective consciousness 
does not match up to objective facts. 
British Marxism has collapsed 
once again into reformism and 
ultra-leftism.

The counterrevolution gathers 
to its banner those capitalists and 
small businesses who hate the rev-
olution, and many dispossessed 
and downtrodden workers (whom 
the democratic revolution would 
empower). The counterrevolution 
sees and feels threatened by the 
European revolution and many 
working people ‘want their country 
back’. It was never theirs. They never 
owned nor controlled it and the old 
England of the 1950s and 60s is never 
coming back. The counterrevolution 
can only end in frustration, driven to 
madness and despair. It is more than 
dangerous.

Hence ‘remain’ has two posi-
tions. There is reformist ‘remain’, 
which says that we have to vote 
for Cameron’s dirty little deal in a 
popular front with the Tories. The 
ballot result is the only rope we 
can hang him by. But if ‘remain’ 
wins the Cameron deal will come 
back and bite this opportunism on 
the bum.

Revolutionary ‘remain’ refuses 
to back Cameron. At first  this 
seems counter intui t ive .  Since 
socialists have made a fetish of bour-
geois democracy, then voting for 
Cameron’s ‘reformed EU’ is surely 
the best or even the only thing we 
can do? Not at all. Class struggle is 
not confined to narrow parliamentary 
methods. If this biased referendum 
produces the wrong result, the City 
and big corporations will intervene 
using powerful, extra-parliamentary 
methods.

What is good for the goose can 
work for the gander. If the working 
class movement was seriously com-
mitted to remaining in the EU, they 
would not be putting all their eggs 
in a rigged referendum. The working 
class has its own powerful levers - 
political and trade-union. The trade 
union bureaucrats begging us to vote 
for Cameron’s dirty deal are doing 
nothing to mobilise members against 
the new round of austerity threatened 
if there is an exit vote.

Most of the outcomes of the ref-
erenda are more or less reactionary. 
This is why a low voter turnout is 
better than a high one. But there is 
one scenario which has revolutionary 
implications - Scotland and Northern 
Ireland votes to remain (and Wales 
too) and England votes to exit. Note, 
I am not calling for England to 
vote for exit, which would be sheer 
opportunism. It is reactionary and 
doesn’t become progressive because 
some socialists call for it.

I am calling for Scotland, Northern 
Ireland and Wales to vote ‘remain’. 
Especially the first two have been 
involved in mass democratic move-
ments and mobilisations and in 
Ireland a revolutionary struggle for 
constitutional change. The impact 
of this can be seen in the opin-
ion polls and in a more European 

consciousness.
A UK exit requires the repeal of 

legislation, such as the European 
Communities Act, which is “incor-
porated directly into the devolution 
statutes in Scotland, Wales and 
Northern Ireland” (Financial Times 
June 20). Constitutional experts say 
that if the UK government insists that 
“powers repatriated from Brussels 
go to Westminster this could set 
Westminster and Holyrood on a 
collision course”. By convention, 
Westminster must seek consent of 
the Scottish parliament on devolved 
issues.

In short, the vote on Thursday 
could produce a democratic fracture 
in UK politics. It is not the most 
likely scenario, but it is possible. The 
only thing we know for sure is that 
after Thursday the winner will have 
been a member the Bullingdon club.
Steve Freeman
Left Unity and Rise

For Jo’s sake
The two main Cliffite sects - Alex 
Callinicos’s Socialist Workers Party 
and John Rees’s Counterfire - have 
been working in the absurd Lexit 
campaign with open or barely con-
cealed Stalinists and nationalists in 
the Communist Party of Britain and 
trade unions.

Their insane self-delusion (or 
possibly conscious dishonesty) that 
an increasingly probable ‘leave’ vic-
tory will have nothing to do with the 
racism, xenophobia, anti-refugee and 
anti-migrant feelings being whipped 
up by Boris Johnson, John Mann, 
Nigel Farage, etc has in no way been 
punctured by the ruthless and clearly 
well-planned murder of Jo Cox by an 
open Nazi. This came after a growth 
over the preceding week or so in 
verbal and physical attacks against 
people from minority communities 
born in this country by vociferous, 
self-proclaimed supporters of ‘leave’ 
- violent incidents not adequately 
reported in the mainstream media.

Professor Callinicos issued an 
encyclical on Facebook on June 
17 attacking Billy Bragg, who in 
the immediate aftermath of the 
killing understandably linked the 
‘leave’ campaign with racism, but 
made absolutely no mention of the 
murder of Jo Cox - a woman singled 
out for targeted assassination as a 
Labour MP, supporter of ‘remain’ 
and long-standing supporter of 
pro-refugee campaigns.

At the moment of writing, the 
rival Cliffite guru, John Rees, seems 
to have maintained a deafening 
silence on the subject. Meanwhile, 
Counterfire’s rising young star, 
Reuben Bard-Rosenberg,  now 
playing a leading role as a speaker 
in public debates on the EU, is 
renowned over the last few months 
for xenophobic comments, which 
seem to go down very well with other 
young members of the increasingly 
nationalist cult. He has nothing 
better to do on Facebook than engage 
in prolix mockery of some ‘remain’ 
supporters who ordered French wine 
in a pub after one of his debates.

Given his refusal, despite my 
provocations, to address the serious 
subject of Jo Cox’s murder, it seems 
in order once again to denounce 
Counterfire as having adopted a 
Schlageter line in relation to what 
they see as a red plebiscite that will 
pave the way to their victory; or 
perhaps the election within a month 
or two of a Corbyn-led Labour 
government with a massive majority. 
These are two equally delusional 
versions of their ‘after Brexit, us’ 
line, reminiscent of the Communist 
Party of Germany in 1932.

Whilst neither of these Cliffite 
sects will have played a leading role 
in the referendum outcome, their 

objective blocking with the most 
rabid racist and xenophobic section 
of the British right will disarm us in 
the inevitable defensive struggle to 
come - not only against the rapidly 
rising racist tide, but also against the 
accelerated neoliberal attacks on the 
working class and the welfare state 
that will be the starkest consequence 
of a ‘leave’ victory.

Yes, voting ‘remain’ is ‘lesser 
evilism’. Yes, the EU is capitalist and 
neoliberal (although no more so than 
the British state). Yes, our chances of 
achieving a Socialist United States 
of Europe are not high in the short 
or medium term. But for the sake of 
Jo Cox and other victims of far-right 
violence, there was no choice but to 
vote ‘remain’.
Toby Abse
email

Muddled
There is no Morning Star ‘position’ 
on Syria (‘Blundering ineptitude’, 
June 16). The Morning Star is a 
newspaper - all it has done is report 
the news. You are attaching words like 
“stupid”, “weak” and “blundering” 
willy nilly, but this name-calling 
has got nothing to do with the facts.

Syria was invaded by terrorist 
gangs in 2011 after public disquiet 
was met with a firm hand. If such a 
situation broke out here, it would 
be met by a similar ferocious state 
response. Can you doubt that? 
Bahrain faced with a similar situ-
ation and crushed it, and this was 
applauded by the US, the UK and the 
EU. The difference is that Bahrain 
is a key western ally, whilst Syria is 
not; it is a neutral state.

For all its harsh countermeasures 
used against what was seen as, and 
probably was, a western-backed 
attempt to overthrow the govern-
ment, Syria was one of the better 
countries in the Middle East. It 
had a fairer social and distributive 
economic policy. This was anathema 
to America.

As to your comparing what you 
call the Morning Star’s backing of 
Russia’s air assault in Syria and 
Britain’s use of its airforce there, 
the two are clearly incomparable. 
The Russians sought to back up the 
legitimate government in Syria; 
Britain and America and the other 
axis powers sought to undermine and 
get rid of that government.

The person muddled is the editor 
of the Weekly Worker, Peter Manson, 
not the editor of the Morning Star, 
Ben Chacko.
Elijah Traven
Hull

Consequences
What happens - history - is about 
events and what generates them. 
Jairus Banaji, in Theory as history 
(2010) and elsewhere, has argued 
that analysis and our concepts should 
be derived, in iterative fashion, 
from an interpretation of history. 
Also, sometimes, not least because 
of dominant ideologies, we forget 
what’s happened, and when.

Seventy-five years ago the most 
momentous decision of World War 
II was put into effect: the invasion 
by the fascist German armed forces 
of the USSR-annexed territories that 
were Lithuania and the greater part 
of Poland. The invasion resulted in 
the destruction of a people and there-
fore their culture: Yiddish culture. 
And the fascist European Judaeocide 
also made it easier in 1947 to garner 
political support for a group, then 
owning 6% of a territory, to ‘deserve’ 
56% of it (UN subcommittee report, 
November 1947).

Humanity still lives with the 
consequences of Hitler’s decision.
Jara Handala
email
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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 June 26: No forum.
Sunday July 3, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB Provisional 
Central Committee, followed by open discussion and reading group. 
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1. Study of Ralph 
Miliband’s Parliamentary socialism. This meeting: chapter 6 (‘The 
price of respectability’), section 3: ‘The logic of endurance’.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.
Radical Anthropology Group
Tuesday June 28, 6.45pm: Introduction to social and biological 
anthropology, Daryll Forde seminar room, Anthropology Building, 14 
Taviton Street, off Gordon Square, London WC1. ‘Enlightenment at 
night: metaphor and knowledge after the scientific revolution.’ Speaker: 
Anthony Auerbach.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group: radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Stop the witch-hunt
Saturday June 25, 12 noon to 3pm: Meeting, Calthorpe Arms, 252 
Grays Inn Road, London WC1. For those currently suspended from the 
Labour Party and supporters.
Organised by Suspended from Labour: tonygreenstein111@gmail.com.
Socialist opposition to World War I
Saturday June 25 to Monday July 11: Exhibition, TUC Congress 
House, Great Russell Street, London WC1. Collection of photographs 
and art works.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library and Workers’ School:
http://marx-memorial-library.org.uk/ww1.
No to Immigration Act
Saturday June 25, 12 noon: Protest march. Assemble top of Stanhope 
Street, Newcastle upon Tyne NE4.  
March to Grey’s Monument, Newcastle NE1 for rally. 
Organised by Migration and Asylum Justice Forum:
www.facebook.com/migrationandjustice.
Yorkshire rebellion of 1820
Saturday June 25, 1pm: Discussion, the Red Shed, Wakefield Labour 
Club, Vicarage Street, Wakefield WF1. Admission free. Buffet and ale.
Organised by Wakefield Socialist History Group:
www.theredshed.org.uk/SocialHist.html.
Marxism, imperialism, profits
Monday June 27, 9.30am to 5.30pm: Day conference, room V111, 
School of Oriental and African Studies, Vernon Square campus, Penton 
Rise, London WC1. Discussing the theories of Marx and Lenin, the 
globalisation of production and the role of finance and profitability. £5. 
Speakers: Lucia Pradella, John Smith, Michael Roberts, Tony Norfield. 
Organised by International Initiative for Promoting Political Economy: 
http://iippe.org/wp.
Investment, not cuts
Thursday, June 30, 6.30pm: Economics seminar, Unite the Union, 128 
Theobalds Road, London WC1. Participants include: Victoria Chick, 
James Meadway, Mick Burke, Sian Errington. 
Organised by Labour Assembly Against Austerity:
http://labourassemblyagainstausterity.org.uk.
Born in Gaza
Friday July 1, 6pm: Film screening, Royal Society of Medicine, 1 
Wimpole Street, London W1. Documentary on the devastating effects of 
war on child and adolescent mental health. 
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign: www.palestinecampaign.org.
National Shop Stewards Network
Saturday July 2, 11am to 4.30pm: Annual conference, Conway Hall, 
25 Red Lion Square, London WC1.
Speakers include: Steve Gillan (POA), Matt Wrack (FBU), Ronnie 
Draper (BFAWU), Janice Godrich (PCS), Sean Hoyle (RMT), Yannis 
Gourtsoyannis (BMA junior doctors).
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network: http://shopstewards.net.
Time for truth and justice
Wednesday July 6, 10 am: Protest, Queen Elizabeth 2 Centre, Broad 
Sanctuary, Westminster, London SW1. No to the Chilcot cover-up.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk.
Beyond caring
Wednesday July 6 to Saturday July 9, various times: New play, 
Theatre Delicatessen, 17 The Moor, Sheffield S1.  
How the lives of people working on zero-hour contracts are affected. 
Book online: http://theatredelicatessen.co.uk/js_events/beyond-caring. £20.
No to Chilcot
Wednesday July 6, 5.30pm: Vigil to remember victims of war, Grey’s 
Monument, Blackett Street, Newcastle upon Tyne NE1.
Organised by Newcastle Stop the War Coalition:  
www.northeaststopwar.org.uk/index.html.
End the arms trade
Thursday July 7, 6.30pm: Public meeting, small meeting room, 
Friends House, 173-177 Euston Road, London NW1.
Organised by Campaign Against the Arms Trade: www.caat.org.uk 
Durham Miners Gala
Saturday July 9, 10am to 5pm: March: Assemble Market Place, 
Durham DH1.
Main event: The Racecourse, Green Lane, Durham DH1.
Organised by Durham NUM: www.durhamminers.org/gala.
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.

Politics of derangement
Obviously the killing of Jo Cox was an act of political 
terrorism? Eddie Ford looks at the politics

Following the appalling murder of 
Jo Cox, attention has focused 
naturally enough on her killer, the 

52-year-old Thomas Mair. Everyone 
now knows that he was supposed to 
have shouted “Britain first!” or “Put 
Britain first!” as he killed her, though 
this has been contested - one witness 
said he never heard these words.1 Then 
a few days later in court, when Mair 
was asked to confirm his name, he 
responded: “Death to traitors, freedom 
for Britain!”

Either way, it was quickly revealed 
that Mair did have longstanding links 
with far-right groups. They include 
Britain First - a fascist split from 
the British National Party, which 
still aspires to win the battle for the 
streets. It became notorious in 2014 
for conducting what it called “Christian 
patrols” in parts of Tower Hamlets 
with a high Muslim population. 
Pictures emerged of Mair at a BF 
stall holding a banner proclaiming, 
“Northern brigade”.2 Needless to say, 
BF immediately condemned the Cox 
killing, as “obviously” it would “never 
encourage behaviour of this sort”. 
Indeed, BF’s leader, Paul Golding, 
issued a video statement saying: “We 
hope that this person who carried it 
out is strung up by the neck on the 
nearest lamppost - that’s the way we 
view justice.”3

We also learnt that in the mid-
1980s Mair subscribed to SA Patriot, 
a pro-apartheid magazine in South 
Africa, which campaigned against 
“the fall of civilised rule”. The 
publication’s “editor in exile”, 
Alan Harvey, told the Financial 
Times last week that SA Patriot 
was “neo-imperialist” rather than 
“neo-Nazi” - it rejects “communism, 
fascism, liberal political correctness, 
multicultural societies, expansionist 
Islam, third-world tyrants”. But he 
insisted that SA Patriot is “not a 
political magazine” and Mair was 
“never an official supporter” - he only 
received eight or nine issues before 
letting his subscription lapse.4

If anything, by 1999 it seems 
Mair’s leanings had shifted even 
further to the right. That year his name 
appeared on invoices totalling $620 
from the US neo-Nazi group, National 
Alliance. Founded by William Luther 
Pierce in 1974, at its height, the 
NA had an income stream of more 
than $1 million a year, with more 
than 1,500 members and 17 paid 
full-time officials. The Southern 

Poverty Law Center claims that Mair 
was a “long-time and dedicated” NA 
supporter. According to a paid FBI 
informant, Mair attended a gathering 
of American white supremacists 
in London that was convened by 
the NA - discussing how to expand 
American white power music into 
Europe. The informant described 
Mair as having racist and anti-Semitic 
views, including holocaust denial, and 
an “admiration” for the neo-Nazi punk 
band, Skrewdriver.

Among the l i terature Mair 
purchased were works on how to make 
improvised weapons (such as a pipe 
pistol, using parts easily available in 
DIY stores) and a copy of Ich kämpfe 
(‘I struggle’), an illustrated handbook 
issued to members of the Nazi party 
in 1942, with sections written by Josef 
Goebbels and Alfred Rosenberg.

Widely described as a “loner” 
and “reserved”, Mair had a history 
of mental health problems. His step-
brother told reporters that Mair suffered 
from obsessive compulsive disorder. 
He lived for 40 years in a small, 
semi-detached house on a council 
estate in Birstall and by all accounts 
never had any full-time or permanent 
employment - neighbours could not 
recall him ever having a visitor or any 
friends. Everything indicates that he 
led an extremely isolated life from an 
early age.

Mair’s younger brother, Scott, was 
astonished to discover that he had 
political views, saying “we don’t even 
know who he votes for”. Neighbours 
said he was “very quiet” but “very 
helpful”, one saying that on the day of 
the murder he walked past her home 
and “said hello like he always does”.5 
She “never heard him express any 
views about Europe or anything like 
that”. For her and fellow neighbours 
“he was just Tommy”, a “local bloke 
we all knew” who went down to the 
job centre to “help people on the 
computer from time to time” - maybe 
“something he had to do to get his 
dole money”. He even told another 
neighbour that he was “doing English 
as a second language to the Asian 
community in Dewsbury”.6

In 2010 Mair attended a day 
centre for adults with mental health 
problems and then volunteered to 
work as a groundsman at a nearby 
country park. In an interview for a 
local paper, the Huddersfield Daily 
Examiner, he candidly pointed out 
the problems faced by people with 

mental health issues:

Many people who suffer from mental 
illness are socially isolated and 
disconnected from society. Feelings of 
worthlessness are also common, mainly 
caused by long-term unemployment 
… For people for whom full-time, 
paid employment is not possible 
for a variety of reasons, voluntary 
work offers a socially positive and 
therapeutic alternative.

In fact, he stated, voluntary labour “has done 
me more good than all the psychotherapy 
and medication in the world”.

On the evening before the killing, 
Mair had visited an alternative therapy 
centre in Birstall seeking treatment for 
depression - he was told to return the 
next day for an appointment.

Of course, it is right to call Mair 
a “political assassin” and describe 
the Cox killing as an act of political 
terrorism. Mair is clearly politically 
motivated - he surely picked out Cox 
precisely because she was a member 
of the ‘remain’ campaign, because she 
was a woman and because of her record 
on immigration.

Mair is part of the far-right milieu - 
unlike the Orlando killer, Omar Mateen, 
who obviously had no connection or 
ties with Islamist groupings (none of 
which prevented Donald Trump from 
immediately declaring the slaughter 
to be an act of Islamist terrorism). No 
person is an island, whatever their 
mental, psychological or emotional 
state. Just like everybody else, Mair 
was reading the newspapers, listening 
to the radio, following the referendum 
campaign news - taking ideas and 
inspiration from wherever he could: 
apartheid South Africa, BNP, BF, 
Hitler, Farage, the Daily Mail ….

However, whilst Mair is clearly 
politically driven, he was probably not 
acting under the direct instructions of a 
political group - it was an assassination 
carried out by a lone individual, who, 
like Andres Breivik, David Copeland, 
Peter Mangs and Maxime Brunerie, 
decided to put into practice what the 
likes of William Luther Pierce, the 
Stormfront, National Alliance and 
Britain First preach l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk
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incriminate-britain-first-in-shooting-of-labour-
mp-jo-cox-based-on-hearsay-and-unconfirmed-

sources.
4. www.mirror.co.uk/news/uk-news/jo-cox-
shooting-suspect-quiet-8212246.

5. www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2016/06/16/jo-
cox-mp-everything-we-know-so-far-about-
thomas-mair.
6. www.irishtimes.com/news/world/uk/jo-

cox-killing-who-is-suspect-tommy-
mair-1.2689420.
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JO COX

Abuse of a corpse
We should not be blind to the corruption at the heart of bourgeois politics, argues Paul Demarty

We  mus t  beg in  wi th  the 
obvious: the assassina-
tion of Jo Cox MP by the 

fascist lunatic, Thomas Mair, is to 
be roundly condemned.

Cox’s political record is sketchy, 
but, even if she had been a rightwing 
extremist, and even if the shooter had 
not been an individual of Mair’s type, 
but an adventurist leftist, this would 
not justify shooting her to death in the 
street. We are not pacifists - but we 
prefer peaceful means for a reason. 
They are more convincing, to more 
people. They allow us the high ground 
of common humanity. They allow 
more open and accountable modes of 
organisation (military struggle requires 
military secrecy and discipline). This 
preference is deep in the DNA of 
Marxism. All reasonable people 
would like to imagine themselves 
behaving like Bernard Carter-Kenny, 
the pensioner who attempted to stop 
the murder, rather than the man with 
the gun.

Hagiography
Yet, for the umpteenth time recently, the 
reaction to a high-profile death has left 
us a little bemused. It was a grisly death, 
for sure; but the picture painted of the 
deceased is bizarrely hagiographic, as 
if she were some kind of cross between 
Martin Luther King and Mother Teresa, 
a singular prophet of world peace and 
universal harmony, cruelly martyred 
to her mission.

The overall effect is something like 
the cult teen film Heathers, in which 
the mass-hysterical response to a series 
of faked youth suicides serves only 
to emphasise how alienated the adult 
world is from its adolescent children. 
Cox’s death somehow sanctifies 
her (and they call Islamic State a 
‘death cult’!), while at the same time 
obliterating anything about her that 
was particular at all to her. How many 
notables have told us, in the last week, 
in essence that we must pay tribute 
to poor Jo by fighting evil, and doing 
good? Let’s be honest: did Hillary 
Clinton (who told us to “honour Jo 
Cox - by rejecting bigotry in all its 
forms, and instead embracing, as she 
always did, everything that binds us 

together”) really know who she was 
before some aide looked her up on 
Wikipedia?

Well, for what it is worth, one 
person who did know who she was 
before last Thursday is your humble 
correspondent. For it fell to me to 
deal, in these pages, with the late 
Ms Cox’s decision not only to rebel 
against Labour’s conference-mandated 
opposition to bombing Syria, but 
further to co-write an op-ed with Tory 
Andrew Mitchell, urging military 
action. My opinion then was that this 
“treacherous decision ... should be 
remembered for some years hence” - 
and, frankly, that remains my opinion, 
however Mair-esque accusing Cox of 
treachery sounds today. In a more just 
world, Cox would be alive today, but 
outside the ranks of the Labour Party.

The picture emerges, really, of an 
honest Blairite - a do-gooder with a 
long history of do-goodery, in politics 
and in the charity sector. Despite 
her enthusiasm for military action in 
Syria, she was a member of Labour 
Friends of Palestine; she nominated 
Jeremy Corbyn for the leadership, 
but voted for the Blairite goblin, Liz 
Kendall. Her sympathy for the plight 
of Syrian and Libyan refugees was 
plainly genuine. Her last recorded 
interventions, according to the website 
They Work for You, see her heckling 
pro-Saudi Tories in a debate on arms 
sales to the theocracy. A contradictory 
figure, then: and - whether you are a 
Blairite or a communist - a flawed one, 
neither saintly nor Satanic.

Meaning of death
The advantage of emptying Cox of all 
personal specificity, of course, is that her 
death can mean pretty much whatever 
you want.

So what does it mean? For some, 
it is primarily a warning about the 
apparently ever-present danger of fascist 
violence - a line we find peddled, to no 
surprise whatsoever, by Sadie Robinson 
in Socialist Worker, for whom Jo Cox 
was merely somebody who was nice 
to refugees and opposed anti-migrant 
‘racism’. “We need to keep resisting 
this hatred and stand against attempts to 
divide us,” is the lesson.1 We suspect that 

similar sentiments presently reverberate 
in the minds of softer elements of 
the left as well. And in the end, this 
is the same line peddled by Hillary 
Clinton (compare comrade Sadie’s 
r-r-revolutionary conclusions to HRC’s 
aforementioned line about “rejecting 
bigotry” and “embracing ... everything 
that binds us together”).

A common response is less banal, 
and more telling: it is probably best 
exemplified in a piece by Jonathan 
Freedland, until recently The Guardian’s 
comment editor and still one of its 
more obnoxious columnists. “If you 
inject enough poison into the political 
bloodstream, somebody will get sick,” 
he soberly informs us, continuing:

MPs have been depicted as a form 
of pond life, routinely placed on the 
lowest rung of the ladder of esteem, 
trusted less than estate agents and 
journalists, the butt of every panel 
show gag, casually assumed to be 
venal, mendacious, vain, stupid or 
malevolent.

But then we are confronted 
with the fate, and the life, of Jo Cox. 
We learn that she was a devoted 
mother of two young children. We 
see the pictures of her putting shoes 
on her daughter’s tiny feet [this gloop 
continues at tedious length - PD] ... 
And none of that quite fits with what 
we thought ‘politician’ meant. Yet the 
funny thing is, this is what most of 
them are actually like. It’s the dirty 
little secret of political life: that, yes, 
there are some politicians who are all 
about ego and vanity and hogging 
the camera; but there are countless 
more who get and seek little public 
attention, who toil away, knocking 
on doors ... and who are rewarded by 
little thanks - and often a downpour 
of abuse.2

Freedland then proceeds to construct a 
monstrous amalgam worthy of a Hammer 
horror film, skipping dexterously from 
American conservative disdain for ‘big 
government’ to misogynistic internet 
trolls, to Timothy McVeigh, to English 
football casuals on the rampage in France, 
to ... the Brexiteers. It is altogether a 
master class in paranoid, non-sequitur 

pseudo-logic, from which the likes of 
Thomas Mair could learn a trick or two.

I t  is  a lso s traightforwardly 
inconsistent with reality. The hypothesis 
proposed by Freedland’s incoherent 
rant - such as it is - is that cynicism 
about politicians is somehow causative 
of Jo Cox’s murder. If this were the case, 
then we would expect the particular 
character of Thomas Mair to be an 
incidental detail. Mair, remember, is 
someone of shaky-at-best mental health, 
and possessed of a terroristic fascist 
political outlook. So we would expect 
a general uptick in violence against 
elected politicians, by people who were 
not both of those things. Otherwise, 
Occam’s razor intervenes: Jo Cox’s 
murder can be explained as an effect of 
Thomas Mair’s particular personality 
(with the caveat that no personality 
springs out of just nowhere).

Freedland’s hypothesis is rather 
counterintuitive in another respect. 
The sort of cynicism about politicians 
Freedland cites - “they’re all in it for 
themselves”, “they’re all the same” 
- most immediately begets not fascist 
violence, but nihilism and abstention 
from politics altogether. It is measurable, 
to be sure, in the long-term decline in 
membership of the two main parties in 
Britain (sharply reversed by the Corbyn 
phenomenon last year, but we shall see 
how long that lasts); and, indeed, in 
ever-dwindling electoral turnout figures.

Reinforcing 
cynicism
There is also the “dirty little secret” 
that Freedland acknowledges in 
passing but dismisses quickly, in 
order to make his point: people are 
right to be cynical about politicians. 
(It is unfortunate that this means also 
being cynical about politics, but that is 
where we are.) Parliament is riven with 
people whose dealings with corporate 
lobbyists are non-transparent at best, 
who say one thing and mean another, 
who routinely tell bare-faced lies. All 
told, believing politicians is not an 
evolutionary advantage. Those who 
still pay attention to Tony Blair must 
acknowledge his lucrative ‘consultancy 
fees’ from plutocrats and despots or 

otherwise be wilfully dense.
A serious understanding of politics 

must take account of the contest of 
real material interests at the level of 
the state, which, however, cannot be 
accomplished without attention to the 
real material interests of the politicians 
themselves. In this day and age, you 
would really have to be blind not to 
see at least that those interests exist.

Back to current, grubby politics. 
The Labour Party leadership has 
been quite assiduous throughout this 
referendum campaign: support the 
‘remain’ side they may, but Corbyn 
and his immediate allies, Tom Watson 
and other loyalist Labour centrists, 
have refused to share platforms with 
David Cameron and his coterie. 
Good: not just from the point of 
view of political principle, but also 
of elementary survival. Ed Miliband 
and Alastair Darling made their party 
into Tory handmaidens in the Scottish 
referendum, as a result of which the 
Labour Party has been obliterated in 
Scotland. Corbyn and his allies had at 
least the sense to shrink from all that.

Alas! What Cox stood for in life - 
finding common ground with Tories - 
she has, in death, imposed on her party. 
The last week of this very sensitive 
campaign turned out to be the week 
that Cameron and Corbyn could be 
in the same shot, laying flowers (as if 
Cox had not knifed Corbyn in the back 
less than a year ago). They were finally 
an odd couple, on the same side in an 
election. Let us honour her memory, 
by binding ourselves together!

Now let us say that you are 
somebody cynical about politics: you 
think that ‘they are all in it together’, 
‘they’re all the same’, and so on. 
Here is what you see: two politicians, 
notionally on different sides, mourning 
together a third member of their little 
club. Will that scene convince you of 
the error of your ways?

Not bloody likely l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. https://socialistworker.co.uk/art/42926/
Racist+hatred+behind+murder+of+Jo+Cox.
2. The Guardian June 18 2016.
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The politics of platitudes
Commissaress discusses the implications of the EU referendum campaign on political discourse

It almost seems too decisive to be true. 
By the time this issue of the Weekly 
Worker is published, allegedly one 

of the defining moments of British 
and European history, and of Britain’s 
place in the 21st century world, will 
have passed.

Various claims have been made 
about precisely how much influence 
this decision will have on the future of 
Britain and Europe, ranging from the 
sceptical to the wildly hyperbolic. The 
press, and most people with whom I 
have discussed the referendum, seem 
to agree that this influence will be rather 
large, and there is reason to believe so. 
For obvious reasons, British foreign 
relations and trade will be affected, 
and in terms of the bigger picture, the 
referendum could act as a gauge of the 
longevity of the European project and 
the extent to which British nationalism 
has resurged. It will also considerably 
affect how much ranting my friends 
will have to endure at school from 
June 24. But for all the claims that 
this is a ‘once-in-a-generation ballot’ 
determining Britain’s relationship 
with the European Union (which, 
some people seem to be forgetting, 
is a bourgeois politico-economic and 
judicial confederation) it is not actually 
going to directly impact on the working 
class that much.

This often goes unsaid, since people 
do not want to sound nihilistic or 
apathetic. But what would happen if 
Britain really were to leave? The laws 
governing immigration, trade, workers’ 
rights, diplomacy and so on would be 
set solely by rich, white, male ruling 
class members in Westminster, rather 
than an additional layer of, er, rich, 
white, male ruling class members in 
Brussels. These people in Westminster 
- shock, horror! - are no more likely 
to act in workers’ interests than those 
in Brussels. This should be quite 
obvious, especially to socialists, who 
acknowledge (theoretically, at least) 
that all bourgeois governments and 
organisations are the same in essence 
and in purpose. In practice, however, it 
does not seem to be so simple.

The Socia l is t  Workers Party 
has argued that we should leave the 
EU because of “its lack of democracy, 
its support for corporate and economic 
elites, and its failure to defend working 
people”1 - as if leaving an individual 
organisation is going to mitigate 
problems caused by capitalism! On 
the other side of the debate, it is easy to 

confuse the ideological internationalism 
represented by the EU with actual 
proletarian internationalism, but 
proclaiming a trade bloc like the EU 
to be the latter is obviously misplaced. 
Regardless of whether or not Britain has 
one more set of bureaucrats making laws 
for it, capitalism and oppression will live 
on, as ugly as they have always been. We 
should harbour no illusions about that.

The referendum and discussion 
surrounding it have been interesting 
for different reasons. Like any public 
discourse, it offers some insight into 
the state of class-consciousness and 
general popular opinion. The EU is 
as contradictory as the liberalism it 
represents, which is partially why 
the left is so divided about it: on the 
one hand, its rhetoric about workers’ 
protection and freedom of movement 
seems vaguely progressive, while, 
on the other, it is a single market 
which quite blatantly serves corporate 
interests and obstructs measures like 
nationalisation. Correspondingly, the 
response to it seems to have been quite 
contradictory too. Despite the relative 
practical irrelevance of its outcome 
for the working class, the referendum 
has elicited a considerable amount of 
engagement and passion: a last-minute 
rush to register to vote caused an 
extension of the deadline, the streets 
of London have been peppered with 
signs voicing support for either side of 
the debate (we have a ‘remain’ sign in 
our front window, after my 10-year-old 
brother insisted on it!) and for the first 
time ever, my brother’s primary school 
deigned to inform its students about 
why exactly the school was closing 
on polling day. This apparent surge in 
engagement is not unlike that which 
preceded the Scottish independence 
referendum, and is also a case of people 
getting excited about a decision of little 
practical importance, which amounts 
to a redrawing of arbitrary borders.

At the same time, though, this 
referendum seems to be seeing more 
apathy than the Scottish referendum, 
which had an impressively high 
turnout of 85% overall, and 
a turnout of 75% amongst 
16- to 17-year-olds.2 
Young people are far 
more apathetic this 
time round: under-25s 
are twice as likely as 
average not to vote3 - a 
figure which was not 
helped by the laughably 

patronising and off-putting adverts 
to encourage us to take part, which 
look like they were made by our 
grandparents (the cringe-inducing 
hash tag ‘#votin’ should tell you all 
you need to know).

Apathy?
But this does not seem to be because people 
think the outcome of the referendum does 
not have much practical significance. 
From my experience, people who were 
not planning to vote did not feel that 
they knew enough to make a decision, 
and the studies seem to back this up: The 
Independent found that 61% of people 
thought British laws had to be approved 
by the European parliament and 75% 
did not know how many countries were 
in the EU4, while, in the words of an 
Ipsos Mori report published earlier this 
month, “the public have a number of 
significant misperceptions about the EU 
and how it affects life in the UK … we 
get some things right, but we’re more 
often very wrong.”5 This is fair enough, 
although it does point to the failure of 
the government to adequately inform 
people in a way that we would trust.

Where this whole issue of apathy 
takes a disturbing turn is where it 
appears to be linked to the trend 
towards blind anti-establishment 
sentiment, which has been on the rise 
in Europe lately. It is no secret that 
politicians are regarded as the least 
trusted profession,6 and that support for 
mainstream political parties in Europe 
is rapidly waning.7 It does not seem like 
much of a stretch to view the apathetic 
attitudes towards the referendum as an 
extension of this trend, especially given 
the extent to which the Conservatives 
have dominated both sides of the debate 
- lending the whole thing a certain 
‘establishment’ feeling, which alienates 
those who oppose the Conservatives 
and the governing ‘elite’. In fact, I 
was discussing the referendum with a 
fellow second-generation immigrant, 
who did not intend to vote even though 

she was pro-EU, because she 
viewed it as legitimising 

the government, which 
she did not trust 

at all; but was 
n o t  r e a l l y 
sure why not 

or what an 

alternative would be. This is a 
perfect example of this sort of anti-
establishment sentiment: the sort driven 
by an antipathy towards ‘the elite’, 
rather than by any sort of progressive 
consciousness. It has observably 
been on the rise for a while now - 
indeed, I remember discussing the 
dangers of blind antipathy and support 
for so-called ‘anti-establishment’ 
politicians in my first full article for 
this paper last summer, at the height 
of ‘Corbynmania’.8 There is no change 
here.

There is a change, however, 
concerning how obviously damaging 
this sentiment is. Obviously, masses 
who are dissatisfied but passive and 
have no theoretical direction are always 
going to be a problem from a socialist 
perspective - particularly if they then 
channel their dissatisfaction into shilling 
for supposedly radical bourgeois 
politicians. But the EU debate, and 
all of the discussion surrounding it, 
has demonstrated another problem. 
Anti-establishmentarianism is not 
making people less likely to buy 
politicians’ bombast. It is making 
them more likely to do so - as long 
as this bombast is dressed up in 
anti-establishment rhetoric with a 
good dose of ‘elite’-bashing on the 
side. The ‘leave’ campaign took full 
advantage of this. Admittedly the 
‘remain’ side was generally lacklustre 
and failed to inspire, but at the very 
least, it made full use of facts and 

data, while the Brexiteers attacked it 
for ‘scaremongering’ and proceeded 
to offer up no concrete plans or 
evidence. They preferred to utter vague 
ideological platitudes about ‘restoring 
democracy’ and ‘taking back control’, 
falsely insinuate that incidents like the 
steel closures would not have happened 
if it were not for the EU and admonish 
‘elites’ despite being a campaign run 
by and using cherry-picked statistics 
from these very elites.

It is worrying that this was allowed 
to go on during Brexit debates with 
barely any criticism from the audience. 
The EU issue is by no means black and 
white - yes, it is a capitalist bloc, but 
the effects of leaving it on immigration 
and nationalism in the UK also need to 
be considered. Healthy discourse was 
necessary for any informed decision 
and one thing is certain: people have 
developed a tolerance of evasive 
comments and ideological bluster from 
politicians perceived to be ‘against the 
elite’.

There appears to be more scepticism 
towards the political establishment in this 
era of extremes. But this is not improving 
discourse - it is making it worse l

Notes
1. https://socialistworker.co.uk/art/42895/
Workers+are+right+to+reject+Camerons+EU.
2. www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-
information-by-subject/elections-and-
referendums/past-elections-and-referendums.
3. www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/jun/06/im-
selling-democracy-activists-rally-young-people-
to-vote-in-eu-poll.
4. www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/three-
quarters-of-british-people-don-t-know-how-many-

countries-are-in-the-eu-a7029546.html.
5. www.ipsos-mori.com/
researchpublications/researcharchive/3742/
The-Perils-of-Perception-and-the-EU.aspx.
6. www.ipsos-mori.com/
researchpublications/researcharchive/3685/
Politicians-are-still-trusted-less-than-
estate-agents-journalists-and-bankers.aspx.
7. www.theguardian.com/world/2016/
mar/29/support-europes-mainstream-
political-parties-parliaments.
8. ‘Literally an infantile disorder’, 

September 24 2015.

Watch this space
Thanks to two comrades in 

particular, our June fighting fund 
is now within striking distance of 
our £1,750 monthly target. The first 
is SK, who, with his usual modest 
generosity, donated no less than 
£230. The second is PM, who did 
not quite match that, but his £200 
bank transfer was just as welcome.

Not far behind them, among the 
standing order donors, were MM 
(£75) and TB (£50). Then there was 
a £30 cheque from BC, plus two 
PayPal contributions - thanks to FG 
(£10) and TR (£5). But unfortunately 
the last two were the only ones to 
click on that button, even though our 
stats monitor says there were 3,072 
visitors to our website last week. 
How come none of the other 3,070 
thought of using PayPal?!

Anyway, the excellent £630 we 

raised over the last seven days takes 
our June total to £1,466 - which 
means we need another £284 in 
exactly a week. And, as it happens, 
after next week I will be vacating this 
space in favour of Weekly Worker 
editor Peter Manson, who will be 
reporting on the CPGB’s annual 
two-month fundraising drive, the 
Summer Offensive, on behalf of the 
organisation’s Provisional Central 
Committee.

But before then - in fact this time 
next week - I hope to be reporting 
another success for our fighting fund. 
Watch this space! l

Robbie Rix

Fill in a standing order form  
(back page), donate via our  
website, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker

Fighting fund

Lord Ashdown, David Cameron and Lord Kinnock: elite united
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ITALY

M5S takes Rome and Turin
With the help of elements of the left, Beppe Grillo’s crew has gained ground in former working class 
strongholds. Toby Abse reports

June 19 signalled a major shift 
in Italian politics, with the clear 
emergence of Beppe Grillo’s 

Movimento Cinque Stelle (Five 
Star Movement - M5S) as the main 
electoral opposition to prime minister 
Matteo Renzi’s Partito Democratico 
(PD).

The results in the 143 municipalities 
in which voting took place this year 
tell a very clear story. On the one 
hand, in 19 of the 20 municipalities in 
which M5S got into the second-round 
run-off ballot, they took the mayoralty. 
Conversely the second round has 
marked a major defeat for the PD - of 
the 90 municipalities it held in the 
previous municipal elections, it now 
has only 45, exactly half of their old 
mayoral total. As Grillo declared on 
his blog in the immediate aftermath of 
the Roman victory, “Now it’s our turn. 
And it’s only the beginning.”

The decline of Forza Italia as a 
national force, despite its mayoral 
candidates’ relatively good showings in 
Milan and, to a lesser degree, in Naples, 
has, of course, been hastened by the 
increasing ill health of the 79-year-old 
Silvio Berlusconi, who is currently in 
hospital having undergone open-heart 
surgery. As for Berlusconi’s younger, 
more racist and extreme rightwing 
challengers - Giorgia Meloni of the 
neo-fascist Fratelli d’Italia (FdI) and 
Matteo Salvini of the right-populist Lega 
Nord - they have a problem in winning a 
genuinely national electoral following. 
Salvini’s base is largely confined to 
Lombardy and the Veneto, whilst Meloni 
is essentially the heir of the neo-fascist 
tradition associated with Rome and its 
surrounding region of Lazio. Whilst 
the recent alliance of the Lega and FdI 
within Italy and their common links 
at a European level with Marine Le 
Pen’s neo-fascist Front National to 
some extent mitigates their regional 
limitations, the rise of M5S prevents 
them from becoming an electoral force 
of equivalent strength to the FN.1

In passing, it should be pointed out 
that M5S is better organised as a national 
force than as a local one, contrary to its 
propaganda. Its authoritarian, top-down, 
centralised structure means it often 
lacks the vibrant local organisation 
that would be required to fight every 
council election - quite apart from the 

counterproductive bans on contesting 
council elections that Grillo and Davide 
Casaleggio (who has inherited his 
father’s iron grip on M5S’s internet 
apparatus) often use against mildly 
dissident local branches.

Virginia Raggi of M5S, as I predicted,2 
took the mayoralty of Rome. Her victory 
was an absolutely overwhelming one 
- beyond my expectations and those 
of most commentators; and, as she 
admitted, beyond the expectations of 
Raggi herself, given her very recent 
entry into the political scene. She scored 
67.2% against PD candidate Roberto 
Giacchetti’s 32.8%, almost doubling her 
35.2% result in the first round.

Moreover, M5S has also taken 
Turin - something which I regarded 
as a real possibility, but by no means 
a certainty, following the first round. 
Chiara Appendino’s 54.6% was a 
considerable increase on her 30.9% in 
the first round, whilst the PD’s outgoing 
mayor, Piero Fassino, only raised his 
percentage from 41.8% in the first round 
to 45.4% in the run-off.

However, whilst the Roman outcome 
was primarily the result of rightwing 
transfers from the neo-fascist FdI, who 
gained 20.6% in the first round, in the 
Torinese case it is hard to believe that 
the PD’s defeat in such a working class 
city was entirely the result of the de facto 
alliance between M5S and the right. The 
decision of Paolo Ferrero, the leader 
of Rifondazione Comunista, to give 
his backing to Appendino3 would have 
had some impact on voters critical of 
Fassino from a more radically leftwing 
position. It is no coincidence that the 
highest M5S votes in Turin came from 
the most working class quarters - the 
traditional strongholds of the old Partito 
Comunista Italiano, Borgo Vittoria and 
Barriera di Milano,4 where M5S got 
64.8% and 62.8% respectively. This was 
a reversal of the outcome of the 2011 
contest, since on that occasion Piero 
Fassino of the PD had scored 58% in 
Borgo Vittoria and 55.8% in Barriera 
di Milano in a run-off contest against a 
Popolo della Libertà candidate.5 There 
is a lot of working class discontent, 
particularly about housing issues, in 
these areas, and it is linked to a strong 
feeling that the PD has turned its back 
on the working class.

It is also worth pointing out that, 

whilst Rome appeared a chaotic and 
badly run city during the successive 
mayoralties of the neo-fascist Gianni 
Alemanno and the PD maverick, 
Ignazio Marino, Fassino’s municipal 
administration in Turin was - in 
bourgeois terms at least- an efficient 
one. Appendino emphasised in her 
victory speech the necessity of 
“rebuilding trust between citizens 
and their administration”. However, 
her statement that “Everyone from 
Turin must feel that city hall is like 
their home; the door will always 
be open” seems a little extravagant 
- particularly given M5S’s lack 
of any orientation towards the 
working class, the group most likely 
to feel marginalised by the PD’s 
turn to neoliberalism. Appendino, 
a multilingual businesswoman, has 
absolutely no roots in the labour 
movement. In any event, as I have 
emphasised, the M5S administrations 
in Livorno and Parma - the only really 
sizeable cities they had previously 
controlled - leave a lot to be desired.6

Hypocritical
Although in Naples, the largest southern 
Italian city, the PD was humiliatingly 
eliminated in the first round, it did 
manage to make the second round in 
the two other major cities, Milan and 
Bologna. Here it was up against the 
traditional centre-right, Forza Italia and 
the Lega Nord, and did rather better.

In the Bolognese run-off, despite 
Virginio Merola’s rather poor first-
round score of 39.5%, he beat the 
Lega Nord’s Lucia Borgonzini by a 
respectable 54.6% to 45.4%. In Milan 
- a much less solidly leftwing city that 
had generally been run by the right in 
the period between 1993 and 2011 - the 
PD’s Giuseppe Sala beat Forza Italia’s 
Stefano Parisi by 51.7% to 48.3%. In 
Naples the independent left candidate, 
Luigi De Magistris, who had knocked 
out the PD’s Valeria Valente in the 
first round, defeated his Forza Italia 
opponent, Gianni Lettieri, by 66.8% to 
33.2% - almost as impressive a result 
as Raggi’s in Rome.

Raggi greeted her victory by 
claiming: “A new era is beginning with 
us. We’ll work to bring back legality and 
transparency to the city’s institutions.” 
This is hypocritical, to say the least. 

Firstly, there were the gross omissions 
in her heavily doctored CV, blotting 
out her long-term connection with the 
legal practice of the notoriously corrupt 
convicted judge-briber and former 
defence minister in Berlusconi’s first 
government, Cesare Previti. Secondly, 
there is her role as a leading officer in a 
company directly linked to a hard-line 
neo-fascist associated with the Mafia 
Capitale scandal.7

However,  a  fur ther  lack of 
transparency - and, according to some 
people’s assessment, an instance of 
outright illegality - emerged in the last 
few days of her mayoral campaign. 
Despite her claim that since she was 
elected as a city councillor she has 
had no other source of income,8 it 
has become clear that she had a paid 
consultancy in both 2012 and 2014, 
cumulatively worth €13,000. This 
centred on debt-collecting for the 
health authority of Civitavecchia, a 
municipality controlled by M5S since 
June 2014 - something which she only 
belatedly declared (in what seems to be 
a panic about the consequences of being 
found out) to the relevant authorities 
in the immediate aftermath of Ignazio 
Marino’s resignation as Roman mayor 
over an expenses scandal in 2015.9

In view of her predictable attempt to 
suggest this was a smear by the PD,10 it 
is worth pointing out that it was brought 
to public attention by the journalist, 
Marco Lillo of Il Fatto Quotidiano. 
This anti-establishment daily is hostile 
to both the PD and Berlusconi, and is a 
newspaper that many consider broadly 
sympathetic to M5S. Given that the job 
she was supposed to carry out was to 
recover no less than €860,000 in debts 
to the health authority, it is very hard to 
believe the matter just slipped her mind.

T h e  a g e i n g  m i s o g y n i s t i c , 
homophobic and racist comedian, 
Beppe Grillo11 - along with Davide 
Casaleggio, the son of Grillo’s original 
internet guru, Gianroberto Casaleggio 
- had adopted a cunning ploy. They 
decided to pick two young women to be 
their glove puppets as mayors of major 
cities and this has paid off handsomely 
in terms of publicity in the more liberal 
sections of the international bourgeois 
press. Rosie Scammell’s major article 
in The Guardian12 is but one illustration 
- even the London Evening Standard, 

not a paper noted for its extensive or 
regular Italian coverage, published a 
similar article on June 20.

Of course, this duo do not remotely 
resemble the recently elected 
leftwing female mayors of Madrid 
and Barcelona, as some parts of the 
bourgeois media in Italy and abroad 
have misleadingly claimed. Their 
election does not serve the interests 
of the working class, female or 
male, any more than the election of 
Margaret Thatcher or Angela Merkel 
did. Whilst they have risen to office 
on the back of Torinese working class 
votes and Roman lumpenproletarian 
votes from poorer districts, which 
have in the past often turned to the 
neo-fascists, they will do nothing for 
workers or the poor.

It was bad enough to see the 
Livornese radical left cartel that 
included Rifondazione Comunista 
urging a second-round vote for M5S 
mayoral candidate Filippo Nogarin, 
allowing the city where the Partito 
Comunista Italiano was founded 
to fall under the control of M5S. 
But it is even more disgraceful that 
Rifondazione’s national leader has 
adapted to understandable working 
class discontent in Turin to hand the city 
where Gramsci and L’Ordine Nuovo led 
the factory occupations of 1920, and 
where even Enrico Berlinguer came 
to support the 35-day strike at Fiat in 
autumn 1980, to a representative of the 
upper bourgeoisie.

As I have repeatedly argued, M5S 
is not remotely leftwing. The new 
Turin mayor, Chiara Appendino, 
willingly accepted the endorsement of 
Lega leader Matteo Salvini and does 
not even find the violent racist Lega 
MEP, Mario Borghezio, offensive. 
Even Nigel Farage was embarrassed 
by him in the days when the Lega, 
not M5S, were Ukip’s partners in 
Strasbourg l

Notes
1. I discussed the crisis of the traditional centre-
right in ‘Divisions continue to multiply’ (Weekly 
Worker June 2 2016).
2. ‘M5S on course to take Rome’ Weekly Worker 
June 9 2016.
3. See ‘M5S is not a leftwing party’ Weekly 
Worker June 16 2016.
4. Working class radicalism, both socialist and 
anarchist, in these districts goes right back to the 
period immediately before World War I. Barriera 
di Milano was at the centre of the Torinese 
insurrection of August 1917 - the nearest 
continental western European parallel to the 
Easter Rising in Dublin the previous year. See 
Carl Levy’s Gramsci and the anarchists (Oxford 
1999), particularly pp89-94.
5. A change in ward boundaries makes a 
comparison with the 2011 result in Mirafiori Sud - 
the area near the biggest surviving Fiat car plant, 
where Fassino got an impressive 61.8% on the 
earlier occasion - impossible.
6. See ‘Scandal hits M5S’ Weekly Worker May 19 
2016.
7. These breaches of any code of transparency, 
and possibly of the law itself, are explained in 
more detail in ‘M5S is not a leftwing party’ 
Weekly Worker June 16 2016.
8. She went so far as to tick the ‘no’ box on a 
Roman council form that asked this specific 
question in both 2013 and 2014.
9. See my ‘Scandals in the capital’ (Weekly Worker 
November 5 2015) for more details.
10. In a dishonest and obfuscatory comment 
worthy of her fan and political ally, Nigel Farage, 
whose Ukip delegation is notorious for expense 
scams in the European parliament, she has said: 
“It’s just muck-raking. I have already clarified that 
I have declared everything and it’s all in line with 
the rules.”
11. I have repeatedly drawn attention to Grillo’s 
overt racism, particularly in my article, ‘M5S 
racism exposed’ Weekly Worker (October 24 
2013). Grillo has always opposed granting 
citizenship to children of immigrants brought up 
in Italy and once remarked: “How many illegals 
are we able to receive if one Italian in eight does 
not have money to eat?” It is no accident that he 
chose to ally M5S with Farage’s Ukip as soon as 
the Movimento gained seats in Strasbourg.
12. ‘Rome and Turin sweep women to power on a 
tide of discontent with mainstream’ The Guardian 
June 21.
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ECONOMY

Brexit, China and the Fed 
The prospect of a global recession is very real, writes Michael Roberts

Over the long term, whether the 
UK is in or out of the European 
Union would not have a decisive 

impact on the relative health or other-
wise of British capitalism. Much bigger 
damage could be expected from the next 
global recession, which is coming up like 
a storm on the horizon at increasing pace.

It had seemed that the growing 
possibility (not probability) that Brexit 
could be a reality was really exercising 
the decisions of international investors 
(banks, hedge funds, etc) in financial 
assets. World stock markets, after a 
significant rally towards previous highs 
in the last three months, started to turn 
down.

Three things drove this reversal. First, 
the fear of ‘Brexit’: that it would not only 
lead to a severe downturn in the UK 
economy, as the tortuous negotiations 
for withdrawal began (lasting up to 
2019, according to the ‘leave’ camp!), 
but also trigger a new recession in the 
rest of Europe.

Second, the renewed worry that 
China, the world’s second biggest 
economy, is showing further signs of 
economic slowdown, with the risk of a 
credit bust.

And, third, that the US economy, 
the relatively best performer among 
the major economies since the end of 
the great recession, is also showing 
weaker economic activity, just at a time 
when the US Federal Reserve reckons 
it needs to hike interest rates to ‘cap’ 
inflation (and wage rises). ‘Uncertainty’ 
is the word of the moment - and, as 
mainstream economists continually 
tell us, ‘confidence’ about the future is 
paramount for investment.

Indeed, only this week, economists at 
the US investment bank, Morgan Stanley, 
voiced their concerns:

We think that the current macroeconomic 
environment has a number of 
significant similarities with the 1930s, 
and the experiences then are particularly 
relevant for today. The critical similarity 
between the 1930s and the 2008 cycle 
is that the financial shock and the 
relatively high levels of indebtedness 
changed the risk attitudes of the private 
sector and triggered them to repair 
their balance sheets. In 1936-37, the 
premature and sharp pace of tightening 
of policies led to a double-dip in the 

US economy, resulting in a relapse 
into recession and deflation in 1938.1

What was worrying financial markets 
was that a vote for Brexit would have a 
damaging impact on the UK economy. 
And that is surely right - at least in the 
short term. There have been many esti-
mates of the gain or loss from withdrawal 
for the UK economy. But the latest from 
the UK treasury reckoned UK GDP 
would be 3.6% lower after two years than 
if the UK voted to stay, unemployment 
520,000 higher and the pound 12% 
lower. The Institute for Fiscal Studies has 
added that - instead of an improvement 
of £8 billion a year in the fiscal position 
if the net contribution to the EU fell - the 
budget deficit might be £20 billion-40 
billion higher in 2019-20 than otherwise.2 
These fears have already hit sterling, 
which has fallen 5%-6% against other 
major currencies since the referendum 
campaign got under way.

But the main reason why the UK 
economy would suffer is because it is 
weak anyway. British capitalism has 
increasingly turned itself into a ‘rentier’ 
economy,3 where it get its surplus value 
not mainly from the production of 
things and services to sell at home and 
abroad, but increasingly from acting as a 
banker, investor and business advisor for 
other capitals overseas, and raking off a 
percentage in interest, rents and fees. That 
means the British population must import 
more and more goods from elsewhere 
to be paid for by monies ‘earned’ from 
financial and business services; and, 
most important, from the willingness 
of foreign capitalists to put their money 
into banks and financial institutions in 
the City of London.

So the UK runs a massive current 
account deficit on goods and services 
with the rest of the world (currently 7% 
of GDP). And it finances this deficit 
through what Bank of England governor 
Mark Carney has called “the kindness of 
strangers”. By this he means the inflow of 
foreign direct investment: the purchase 
of UK government bonds and corporate 
stocks, and what has been called ‘hot 
money’ - the movement of short-term 
cash and deposits into British banks.

Now these ‘capital flows’ are begin-
ning to swing from the positive to 
the negative too. Direct investment in 
British companies, or the setting up of 

foreign companies on British soil, has 
been pretty steady - but who knows if it 
would continue after a Brexit. Portfolio 
investment shows that foreigners still 
want to buy and hold UK government 
bonds and stocks (as a ‘safe haven’), 
but the ‘hot money’ was flowing out big 
time up to 2015, and actually accelerated 
in 2016. If that outflow continues, then 
there will huge downward pressure on the 
pound, which may help exports down the 
road, but in the short term will drive up 
import prices and inflation, cutting into 
real incomes for the average household 
and raising costs for British industry.

China
Talking of capital outflows, that has been 
the issue in China as well. As economic 
growth has slowed from double digits to 
under 7% a year now (possibly lower), 
the Chinese currency has weakened and 
Chinese billionaires have been trying 
shift their money into dollars and out of 
the control of the Chinese authorities. 
Dollar reserves have plummeted.

I have previously argued that China’s 
slowdown will not bring the world 
down.4 But renewed worries about the 
failure of the Chinese government to 
turn things round and growing talk by 
the likes of the International Monetary 
Fund5 of the dangerous levels of debt 
(particularly corporate debt) owed to 
Chinese banks has recently revived 
concerns that China could implode.

The most significant sign that all is 
not well is the recent drop in investment 
growth in China. For the first five 
months of this year, investment rose 
‘only’ 7.5%. That may sound a lot, 
compared to the pathetic rate achieved 
by the top capitalist economies (where 
investment is even falling), but histori-
cally, the current Chinese rate is way too 
low to sustain economic growth at even 
current levels. Even more worrying is 
the fact that investment by private firms 
has slowed to a record low, with growth 
cooling to 3.9% from double-digits 
last year. Private investment accounts 
for about 60% of overall investment in 
China. And this investment and debt is 
having less and less effect on sustaining 
growth and productivity.

The government has tried to boost 
infrastructure spending to compensate, 
yet not allow credit growth to get 
out of hand, causing a financial bust. 

It is a dilemma that has provoked 
disagreement among the Chinese 
leadership, between the president 
and the prime minister, who is in 
charge of economic policy. The former 
wants ‘structural reform’ - ie, cuts in 
‘zombie’ state companies - while the 
latter wants to engage in more credit 
injections. And the battle between those 
who want to move further down the 
capitalist road towards privatisation and 
a market economy (backed by the World 
Bank and the IMF) and those who 
want to preserve ‘Chinese socialism’, 
with its state-owned, Communist 
Party-controlled planning mechanism, 
smoulders on.

But the third point in the current 
nexus of worry is the US economy. As 
Larry Summers, former US treasury 
secretary, promoter of the thesis of ‘sec-
ular stagnation’6 and regular Financial 
Times columnist, pointed out,

Any consideration of macro policy 
has to begin with the fact that the 
economy is now seven years into 
recovery and the next recession is 
at least on the far horizon. While 
recession certainly does not appear 
imminent,7 the annual probability of 
recession for an economy that is not 
in the early stage of recovery is at 
least 20%.8 The fact that underlying 
growth is now only 2%,9 that the rest 
of the world has serious problems, 
and that the US has an unusual 
degree of political uncertainty, all tilt 
toward greater pessimism. With at 
least some perceived possibility that a 
demagogue will be elected as president 
or that policy will lurch left, I would 
guess that from here the annual 
probability of recession is 25%-30%.10

Last month’s US jobs report was 
particularly weak and the US Federal 
Reserve’s own measure of employment 
conditions is falling at a rate that often 
presages an economic slump. The Fed 
is still dithering over whether to raise 
its policy interest rate or not this year. 
It is still desperately hoping that the 
US economy is going to pick up in the 
second half of the year. But, at best, 
real GDP growth will be no more than 
2%, as it has been more or less for the 
last five years. At worst, it could slow 
or even contract.

And do not forget the best indicator 
of the health of a capitalist economy: 
profitability and business investment. 
The latest data show falling corporate 
profits in the US, which usually presages 
a fall in business investment and from 
there a recession. So if the Fed does go 
through with a hike in rates,11 that could 
add another negative to the conjunction 
of events (Brexit, China) tipping the 
world into a new recession.

The world economy has been in the 
grip of a long depression of below-trend 
economic growth, near deflationary 
condit ions,  s tagnant  business 
investment and very weak productivity 
growth. Most significantly, world 
trade growth has slumped well below 
trend. And at the same time, the great 
‘globalisation’ of capital expansion 
around the world has reversed. Capital 
flows between the major economies 
had reached 45% of their GDP in 2007. 
Now that has fallen to just 5%. And the 
latest estimate by JP Morgan of global 
manufacturing output growth, the key 
sector of productive expansion, shows 
a level near zero.

All this helps explain why the EU 
referendum had assumed a global 
significance l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
https://thenextrecession.
wordpress.com, where this 
article first appeared.
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ZIONISM

Why Ken Livingstone was right
Who exactly is making ‘factual misrepresentations’? Tony Greenstein replies to Paul Bogdanor

Ken Livingstone set the cat among 
the Zionist pigeons when he 
remarked: “When Hitler won 

his election in 1932, his policy then 
was that Jews should be moved to 
Israel. He was supporting Zionism - 
this before he went mad and ended up 
killing six million Jews.”1 Minor errors 
apart (it was Palestine then, not Israel, 
and he did not get to power until 1933), 
his remarks were essentially correct. 
He used ‘Hitler’ when it would have 
been more correct to have referred to 
the Nazi Party, but there is no disputing 
that the German Zionists were the 
Nazis’ favourite Jews.

Fathom, the journal of the Britain-
Israel Communications and Research 
Centre, and an Israeli propaganda outfit, 
has attempted to rebut the historical 
and factual basis of the allegation of 
collaboration between the Zionist 
and Nazi movements. However, Paul 
Bogdanor, the author of ‘An anti-
Semitic hoax: Lenni Brenner on Zionist 
‘collaboration’ with the Nazis’, which 
appears on the Fathom website,2 is 
probably the least qualified person to 
rebut anything to do with the holocaust, 
since he knows next to nothing of 
the period. He is not a historian, but 
a self-publicist, and has no obvious 
qualifications, apart from being a 
rabid anti-communist. His speciality 
is as a rabidly libellous and dishonest 
commentator.

The fact that Fathom has been 
forced to rely on Bogdanor is in itself 
a demonstration that the factual basis 
of Nazi-Zionist collaboration - and 
the wider allegations that the Zionists 
consciously obstructed rescue to 
anywhere that did not involve Palestine 
- cannot be challenged. Bogdanor 
writes for the Islamophobic Frontpage.
com, which boasts columnists such as 
Melanie Phillips, Oliver Kamm and 
Nick Cohen.

Bogdanor has a fixation with his 
supposed enemies that belongs to the 
realm of psychology. In his ‘Tony 
Greenstein and the Nazi apologists’, he 
states, concerning myself: “He defends 
communist collaboration with the 
Nazis, but denounces Zionists as joint 
perpetrators of the holocaust.”3

This ignores the minor fact that 
I criticised the German Communist 
Party’s ‘third period’ policy of equat-
ing social democracy with fascism 
and its appeasement of the Nazis’ 
anti-Semitic policies. Nor have I written 
anything which would suggest that the 
Zionists were “joint perpetrators of the 
holocaust”.

Propaganda
Zionism never tires of using the holocaust 
as a propaganda weapon. Israeli prime 
minister Binyamin Netanyahu has 
compared the boycott of Israeli goods 
to the holocaust: “We have a historical 
recollection of what happens when Jewish 
products are marked.”4 The holocaust has 
been the alibi for every atrocity of a state 
based on ethno-religious supremacy. When 
Israel lay siege to Beirut and bombed it, 
the prime minister at the time, Menachem 
Begin, justified it by comparing Palestine 
Liberation Organisation leader Yasser 
Arafat to Hitler in his bunker.5 The 
Palestinians have been transformed into 
the new Nazis.

Zionism arose as a reaction to 
anti-Semitism which accepted the 
assumptions of the anti-Semites. Both 
agreed that Jews did not belong in 
‘other people’s countries’. Zionism 
understood anti-Semitism and saw 
it as an understandable reaction to 
the Jewish stranger. As the founder 
of political Zionism, Theodor Herzl 
noted: “In Paris ... I achieved a freer 
attitude towards anti-Semitism, which 
I now began to understand historically 

and to pardon. Above all, I recognise 
the emptiness and futility of trying to 
‘combat’ anti-Semitism.”6

The Zionists had no principled 
objection to the Nazis’ Nuremberg 
laws - “the most murderous legislative 
instrument known to European history”.7 
The Zionist movement was in agreement 
with the Nazis over the need for racial 
separation. As the introduction to the 
Nuremberg Laws stated,

If the Jews had a state of their own in 
which the bulk of their people were 
at home, the Jewish question could 
already be considered solved today, even 
for the Jews themselves. The ardent 
Zionists of all people have objected 
least of all to the basic ideas of the 
Nuremberg laws, because they know 
that these laws are the only correct 
solution for the Jewish people too.8

It was because of their ideological 
congruity that collaboration between 
the Zionists and the Nazis came easily. 
The Zionists were focussed on building 
their state, not saving Jews.

Although not mentioning her by 
name, Bogdanor suggested that Jackie 
Walker, the vice-chair of Momentum, 
was suspended for suggesting that “the 
Jews were behind the slave trade”. Not 
so - she talked of the involvement of 
some Jews in financing the slave trade. 
An entirely different matter. More to 
the point, it was a private conversation 
between friends, not a policy statement. 
Unsurprisingly Bogdanor failed to 
mention that Jackie is half-Jewish 
herself.

When referring to Ken Livingstone’s 
comments about Hitler ‘supporting’ 
Zionism, Bogdanor notes that this was 
based on Lenni Brenner’s book, Zionism 
in the age of the dictators. In his normal 
moderate style, Bogdanor suggests 
that the book is a favourite amongst 
those who believe that ‘Zionists’ are 
to blame for all evil in the world. 
It is such hyperbole which renders 
Bogdanor’s article more of a propaganda 
text than a serious academic article. 
Another example of the fantasy nature of 
Bogdanor’s criticisms is his suggestion 
that Brenner attributed the “collapse of 
the Weimar Republic” to the Zionists. 
No reference was given.

Bogdanor sees Brenner’s criticisms 
of Nazi-Zionist collaboration as 
originating in Soviet propaganda, 
which apparently held that the Zionists 
were jointly responsible with the Nazis 
for the extermination of the Jews in the 
holocaust. Even assuming that some 
Soviet propagandists said this, to suggest 
that “far-left falsifiers accuse a group of 
Jews of perpetrating the holocaust in 
collaboration with the Nazis” is simply 
a propagandistic lie. 

But that collaboration was real. Ben 
Hecht was a revisionist Zionist, not a 
Stalinist - one of a group of dissident 
Zionists in the United States who 
were so appalled by the hostility of the 
Zionist establishment to doing anything 
concrete to help rescue Jews from the 
holocaust that they organised their own 
lobby group and campaigns.

As a result of his activities and 
those of the Emergency Committee to 
Save the Jewish People of Europe, in 
January 1945, in the teeth of Zionist 
opposition the Roosevelt administration 
established the War Refugee Board, 
which is credited with saving 200,000 
Jewish lives. Wise and the other Zionist 
leaders believed that their diplomatic 
struggle to establish a Jewish state 
took priority over everything, including 
saving Jewish lives. For the Zionists 
saving Jews was conditional on those 
Jews going to Palestine.

Bogdanor cites 12 instances of 
Brenner’s “factual misrepresentations”. 

I will examine some of them below.

‘Over-concern’ 
Negotiations between the Zionists and 
the Nazis concluded in August 1933 with 
the Ha’avara (transfer) trade agreement. 
It involved the use of the frozen assets 
of Jews to purchase goods in Germany. 
When those goods were exported and 
sold in Palestine, the owners received 
a proportion of the purchase price. 
Ha’avara broke the Jewish boycott of 
Nazi Germany and Jews all over the 
world reacted furiously to this treachery.

Bogdanor says that “the moral 
dilemma facing the Labour Zionists 
was whether to help German Jews leave 
with a fraction of their funds or to join a 
futile boycott of Germany”. The boycott, 
which Bogdanor describes as “futile”, 
forced the Nazis to call off their siege 
of Jewish shops on April 1 1933 after 
one day.

The Labour Zionists had no “moral 
dilemma”. They were eager to conclude 
a trading agreement with Nazi Germany, 
even though it meant that pressure 
to stop the anti-Jewish atrocities was 
lifted. No less than 60% of investment 
capital in the Jewish Palestine economy 
between 1933 and 1939 came from 
Ha’avara.9 The Zionist movement was 
not so much interested in saving German 
Jewish lives as “saving the wealth” of 
the Jews and “rescuing the capital from 
Nazi Germany”.10 Because of Ha’avara 
whole industries, such as print and 
brewing, were established in Palestine.

For Nazi Germany Ha’avara helped 
undermine and destroy the boycott 
movement. Even though Germany 
gained no foreign currency (at first 
anyway) and suffered a loss of capital, 
what mattered, as the Jewish Chronicle 
noted, was not the loss of wealth to 
Germany, but the need to keep the 
economic wheels turning.11

Bogdanor quotes disparagingly 
Brenner’s comment regarding the 
Labour Zionists, that they were guilty 
of “boycott scabbing and outright 
collaboration”. In fact it was the labour 
movement and Jewish boycotters who 
called the Zionists scabs.

In a debate between Berl Locker 
of the Zionist Executive and Baruch 
Vladeck, chairman of the Jewish Labor 
Committee, Vladeck described how 
“The whole organized labor movement 
and the progressive world are waging a 
fight against Hitler through the boycott. 
The transfer agreement scabs on that 
fight.” Vladeck contended that “The 
main purpose of the transfer is not to 
rescue the Jews from Germany, but 
to strengthen various institutions in 
Palestine”. Vladeck termed Palestine 
“the official scab agent against the 
boycott in the Near East”, because 
“without the worldwide effort to 
topple the Third Reich, Hitler would 
have never agreed to the transfer 

agreement.”12

The boycott “forced the Third 
Reich to vigilantly restrain anti-Jewish 
violence in Germany, since each 
incident helped intensify the anti-Nazi 
movement”.13 The boycott had the 
potential to destabilise Hitler in the early 
period when he had not consolidated 
his strength. Ha’avara and the Zionist 
movement came to the rescue of the 
Hitler regime at its lowest point.

Zionist historian Edwin Black, who 
has written the most comprehensive 
book on the boycott, noted that Ha’avara 
was directly responsible for preventing 
the anti-Nazi crusade succeeding. It had 
allowed Hitler to drive a wedge into the 
world-wide boycott of German goods.

The 20,000 who were able to go 
to Palestine under Ha’avara were the 
richest German Jews. They were the 
ones who could have most easily gained 
refuge elsewhere. Zionism sacrificed the 
poorest Jews for the elite. Ha’avara led 
to the Zionists being the main export 
agents of Nazi Germany, selling goods 
throughout the Middle East.

Not only did the Zionist movement 
oppose “refugeeism” - saving Jews 
regardless of the destination - but it 
tried to persuade the Gestapo, the very 
agency charged with implementing 
the Nazis’ anti-Jewish policy, to allow 
Jewish refugees to go only to Palestine.

Zionists and Nazis
Bogdanor takes Brenner to task for his 
statement that “the German Zionists 
agreed with two fundamental elements 
in Nazi ideology”: namely that “the Jews 
would never be part of the German Volk 
and, therefore, they did not belong on 
German soil”. This being the case, “it 
was inevitable that some Zionists would 
believe an accommodation possible”.14

The assertion that Jews could never 
be part of the German Volk is basic to 
Zionism. Zionism holds that Jews in 
any country cannot be full citizens 
because they form a separate Jewish 
nation. As Francis Nicosia, a Zionist 
historian, observed, “Zionism [was] a 
volkisch Jewish nationalist ideology 
and movement that started from some 
of the same philosophical premises as 
German nationalism”.15

An example of how the Zionists 
adapted to the Nazis’ Weltanschauung 
was the behaviour of Kurt Blumenfeld, 
secretary of the Zionist Federation 
of Germany (ZVfD). In a letter to 
Walter Rathenau, a German foreign 
minister who was assassinated in 
1922, Blumenfeld stated: “Under no 
circumstance does a Jew have the 
right to represent the affairs of another 
people.”16

Bogdanor deliberately fails to 
mention the memo that the ZVfD 
sent to Hitler on June 21 1933, which 
clearly demonstrates the ideological 
agreement between the German 

Zionists and the Hitlerites:

On the foundation of the new state, 
which has established the principle of 
race, ... fruitful activity for the fatherland 
is possible. Our acknowledgement 
of Jewish nationality provides for a 
clear and sincere relationship to the 
German people and its national and 
racial realities. Precisely because we 
don’t wish to falsify these fundamentals, 
because we too are against mixed 
marriages and are for maintaining 
the purity of the Jewish group … The 
realisation of Zionism could only be 
hurt by resentment of Jews abroad 
against the German development. 
Boycott propaganda … is in essence 
fundamentally unZionist, because 
Zionism wants not to do battle, but 
to convince and to build.17

The Zionists are, of course, consistent. 
They opposed a boycott of Hitler and they 
oppose a boycott of Israel. However, they 
are not opposed to an enforced boycott 
of Gaza or Iran.

‘Favoured’
Bogdanor denies that the Zionists were 
the “favourite children of the Nazis”. 
The record is quite clear. In an article 
by rabbi Joachim Prinz, a prominent 
German Zionist and German Jewish 
leader and later deputy chairman of the 
World Jewish Congress, he wrote:

Everyone in Germany knew that only 
the Zionists could responsibly represent 
the Jews in dealing with the Nazi 
government. We all felt sure that one 
day the government would arrange a 
round-table conference with the Jews 
… there was no country in the world 
which tried to solve the Jewish problem 
as seriously as did Germany … It was 
our Zionist dream! … Dissimilation? 
It was our own appeal!18

Bogdanor quotes a further passage from 
the same article, in which Prinz said that 
nonetheless the Zionists were “miserably 
treated” in “not very polite terms”. That is 
often how the more powerful party treats 
collaborators, but these same officials did 
not experience the concentration camps 
like communists and socialists.

According to Zionist holocaust 
historian, Lucy Dawidowicz, Reinhardt 
Heydrich, the “engineer of the final 
solution” and deputy head of the RHSA, 
the combined police and SS, issued a 
directive that “the activity of the Zionist-
oriented youth organizations that are 
engaged in the occupational restructuring 
of the Jews for agriculture and manual 
trades prior to their emigration to 
Palestine lies in the interest of the 
National Socialist state’s leadership”. 
These organisations therefore “are not 
to be treated with that strictness that it is 
necessary to apply to the members of the 
so-called German-Jewish organizations 
(assimilationists).”19

In May 1935 Schwarze Korps, paper 
of the SS, similarly stated:

the Zionists adhere to a strict racial 
position and by emigrating to Palestine 
they are helping to build their own 
Jewish state ... The assimilation-minded 
Jews deny their race and insist on 
their loyalty to Germany or claim to 
be Christians because they have been 
baptised in order to subvert National 
Socialist principles.20

The evidence is so clear it is difficult to 
know why Bogdanor bothers.

Ben-Gurion
Bogdanor’s attempted defence of David 
Ben-Gurion, chairman of the Jewish Agency 
and first prime minister of Israel, is, to 
quote his own words, “a masterpiece of 

Kindertransport: opposed by Zionists
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deceptive phrasing”. Ben-Gurion was at 
the forefront of the refusal of the Zionist 
movement to engage in rescue work and 
its obstruction of rescue by anyone else 
where the destination was not Palestine.

The leader of Mapai, the Israeli 
Labor Party, Dov Hoz, in early August 
1940, reported on the “destruction of 
the people of Israel in many countries”. 
This was before the holocaust had yet 
begun, yet no Zionist body in Palestine 
saw fit to discuss these reports or the 
situation of Jewry in Europe. Dina Porat, 
a historian at Yad Vashem, the Zionist 
holocaust museum, admitted that “these 
questions are hard to answer” because 
“Ben-Gurion’s concentration on post-
war goals shifted attention away from 
the present plight of Europe’s Jews”.21

When news of the holocaust 
seeped out of Europe and the British 
government issued a statement on 
December 17 1942 acknowledging 
this, there was a surge of public support 
for rescuing those Jews who could be 
rescued. The Zionists were not happy 
about this. They were determined to 
fuse rescue of Jews with emigration to 
Palestine. Moshe Sharrett, a member 
of the Jewish Agency Executive said:

We were told that as long as we were 
asking for rescue we had everyone’s 
assent. But the moment we demand 
that the survivors go to Eretz-Israel 
we split the British public and hamper 
the government in wartime. We did 
not accept this argument, and neither 
did many of our British friends.22

The Zionist movement went on to 
deliberately sabotage the growing 
movement among British parliamentarians 
to find a place of refuge in the colonies 
for those who could escape the hell 
of Nazi-occupied Europe. Rabbi Dr 
Solomon Schonfeld, who was chairman 
of the Chief Rabbi’s Rescue Committee, 
wrote in a letter to The Times:

My experience in 1942-43 was wholly 
in favour of British readiness to help, 
openly, constructively and totally, and 
that this readiness met with opposition 
from Zionist leaders who insisted 
on rescue to Palestine as the only 
acceptable form of help …23

In Britain the Kindertransport was organised, 
enabling 10,000 Jewish children to be 
brought to England. The Zionists opposed 
this too. The children should be taken to 
Palestine, not Britain, even though they 
knew that this was impossible, as Jewish 
immigration was now severely curtailed. 
The Zionists wanted to use the plight of 
German Jewry in order to batter open the 
gates of Palestine to Jewish settlement. 
Ben-Gurion wrote:

If I knew that it would be possible to 
save all the children in Germany by 
bringing them over to England, and 
only half of them by transporting 
them to Eretz Yisrael, then I would 
opt for the second alternative. For we 
must weigh not only the life of these 
children, but also the history of the 
people of Israel.24

Shabtai Teveth, Ben-Gurion’s official 
biographer, was bitterly critical of his 
subject. He wrote:

For nearly two years… Ben-Gurion 
was more concerned for the fate of 
the Yishuv [Jewish population of 
Palestine] than for that of European 
Jewry. Ben-Gurion repeatedly stressed 
that the importance of the Yishuv went 
“far beyond the individual Jews of 
Palestine”. Why? Because the Yishuv 
was a “great and invaluable security, 
a security for the hope of the Jewish 
people.”25

Shabtei Beit-Zvi noted how, in almost all 
his speeches, Ben-Gurion “speaks about 
the prospects the holocaust may open up 
for Zionism”. Speaking in Rehovot in 
1941, Ben-Gurion pointed to the fact that 
“all the significant steps in the progress 
of Zionism were always related to the 

intensification of Jewish distress”.26

Gruenbaum
Yitzhak Gruenbaum was chairman of the 
Jewish Agency’s Rescue Committee in 
Palestine during the war. The committee 
had been established in January 1943 after 
the Jewish Agency stated on November 
23 1942 that the holocaust was being 
perpetrated. Bogdanor cites the speech 
of Gruenbaum to the Jewish Agency 
executive in early 1943:

We have to stand before this wave 
that is putting Zionist activity into 
the second row… we do not give 
priority to rescue actions… Zionism 
is above all - it is necessary to sound 
this whenever a holocaust diverts us 
from our war of liberation in Zionism.27

Bogdanor takes Brenner to task for the 
fact that he did not point out the “Zionist 
reaction to Gruenbaum’s remarks”. 
Bogdanor notes that only one member 
backed him and 11 members rejected 
his views.

This is true - Gruenbaum was heavily 
criticised by fellow Zionists for his 
statement. But his critics consoled their 
consciences, whilst knowing that the 
logic of Zionism would not allow for 
rescue to be prioritised.

In short Gruenbaum’s attitude - that 
rescue was not something with which the 
Zionist movement should concern itself 
(other than having a symbolic Rescue 
Committee that did nothing) - prevailed. 
Indeed Porat suggests that “A critical 
question is whether the chairman of the 
Rescue Committee believed that rescue 
was at all possible.”28

Bogdanor quotes from Shabtai 
Beit-Zvi’s two-volume Post Ugandan 
Zionism on trial. Beit-Zvi, although 
a Zionist, was bitterly critical of the 
Jewish Agency’s attitude to rescue 
during the holocaust. He documents 
at tedious length how the Zionist 
movement and its press obstructed 
rescue and played down the holocaust, 
in some cases pouring scorn and ridicule 
on those who challenged its lethargy. 
Bogdanor accuses Brenner of selective 
quoting, when he himself is shameless 
in this respect.

Plans
I agree with Bogdanor that the Europa 
plan of Rabbi Weissmandel and Gizi 
Fleischmann (a Zionist leader in Slovakia), 
which aimed to offer the Nazis huge sums 
in order to stop the holocaust, was, in the 
words of the Jewish holocaust escapee, 
Rudolf Vrba, “a hare-brained scheme”.

I reject, however, Bogdanor’s bile 
that Brenner “twisted the facts” - some 
historians do subscribe to the view that 
the bribe paid in Slovakia ($200,000) 
was responsible for the halting of the 
deportations from October 1942 till 
the summer of 1944. The other way 
that Brenner is alleged to have “twisted 
the facts” is in supporting the belief 
that Nathan Schwalb, the Hehalutz 
representative in Switzerland, sent a 
letter saying that “Only with [Jewish] 
blood shall we get the land [of Israel].”

Schwalb denies having sent the 
letter, but, given his suppression of the 
Auschwitz Protocols, which revealed 
the existence of Auschwitz as a death 
camp, on balance rabbi Weissmandel is 
the more believable. There is no reason 
why Weissmandel should have lied. The 
letter itself read:

We are writing to the group that they 
must constantly have before them 
that in the end the Allies will win. 
After their victory they will divide 
the world again between the nations, 
as they did at the end of the first 
world war ... and now, at the war’s 
end, we must do everything so that 
Eretz Yisrael will become the state of 
Israel … we should know that all the 
Allied nations are spilling much of 
their blood, and if we do not sacrifice 
any blood, by what right shall we 
merit coming before the bargaining 
table when they divide nations and 
lands at the war’s end? Therefore it 

is silly, even impudent, on our part 
to ask these nations who are spilling 
their blood to permit their money into 
enemy countries in order to protect 
our blood. For only with blood shall 
we get the land.

Kasztner trial
This was initially a libel action brought by 
Rudolf Kasztner, the Jewish Hungarian 
lawyer, against his detractor, Malchiel 
Greenwald, who alleged that Kasztner had 
betrayed the Hungarian Jewish masses 
with his agreement with top Nazi Adolf 
Eichmann. Bogdanor plays down the 
fact that the Zionists organised a train 
for 1,684 Jewish bourgeois and Zionists.

Although Bogdanor does not reveal 
this, one of the understandings between 
Eichmann and Kasztner was that the 
Auschwitz Protocols would be kept 
secret. Kasztner collected the Protocols, 
but instead of seeing that they were 
disseminated throughout Hungary and 
internationally, he suppressed them in 
order to abide by the agreement with 
Eichmann. Even professor Yisrael 
Gutman of Yad Vashem conceded that 
Kasztner had already made a decision, 
with other Jewish leaders, “not to 
disseminate the report in order not to 
harm the negotiations with the Nazis”.29

Details of the relationship between 
Kasztner and Eichmann were contained 
in two articles published in Life 
Magazine in 1960. But Bogdanor 
describes the Eichmann interviews as 
“a transparently worthless source”, 
because they were from a Nazi war 
criminal. However, what makes them 
credible is that the interviews were 
conducted freely in 1955 with Dutch 
Nazi journalist, William Sassen, when 
Eichmann was hiding in Argentina. 
They are an extremely valuable record 
of what happened from the Nazi vantage 
point - Eichmann freely admits to his 
part in the holocaust.

Eichmann also discussed Palestine. 
On the kibbutzim in 1937, he saw 
enough to be very impressed with 
the way the Jewish colonists were 
building up their land: “I admired their 
desperate will to live, the more so since 
I was myself an idealist.” He described 
Kasztner as a fanatical Zionist:

He agreed to help keep the Jews from 
resisting deportation - and even keep 
order in the collection camps - if I 
would close my eyes and let a few 
hundred or a few thousand young 
Jews emigrate illegally to Palestine. 
It was a good bargain ... And because 
Kasztner rendered us a great service 
by helping keep the deportation camps 
peaceful, I would let his groups escape.

It is understandable that Bogdanor tries to 
discredit all this. Certainly it is embarrassing 
to have one of the worst Nazi war criminals 
praise the Zionist movement and say 
how much he sympathised with it. But 
if Bogdanor is right about the interviews 
being “worthless”, we should eschew all 
Nazi sources - the memoirs of Rudolph 
Höss, commandant of Auschwitz, the 
diaries of Goebbels, etc. In fact plenty of 
historians of high repute cite Eichmann’s 
interviews in their own work.

Bogdanor objects to Brenner’s 
description of “the sanctification of the 
betrayal of the many, in the interest of 
a selected immigration to Palestine”. 
‘Selectivity’ was a cardinal feature of 
Zionist policy: selecting the few Jews 
out of the many. It was Kasztner’s 
legal representative, Chaim Cohen, the 
attorney general, who presented exactly 
this defence at the appeal to the supreme 
court. Cohen argued:

If in Kasztner’s opinion, rightly or 
wrongly, he believed that one million 
Jews were hopelessly doomed, he was 
allowed not to inform them of their 
fate; and to concentrate on the saving 
of the few. He was entitled to make 
a deal with the Nazis for the saving 
of a few hundred and entitled not to 
warn the millions ... It has always 
been our Zionist tradition to select 

the few out of many in arranging the 
immigration to Palestine ... Are we 
to be called traitors?30

 
Of course, none of those actually affected 
by the deportations was ever consulted 
about Kasztner’s failure to publicise the 
Auschwitz Protocols. For Kasztner to 
have taken it upon himself to suppress 
that information made him an accessory 
to the murder.

In the view of Eliyahu Dobkin, head 
of the Jewish Agency’s immigration 
department during the war, German 
Jews who were given immigration 
certificates “merely as refugees” 
were “undesirable human material”. 
Selectivity was a fundamental feature 
of Zionist immigration controls.

The Zionist movement itself set 
up rigid standards for prospective 
immigrants, which excluded anti-
Zionists as applicants for certificates. 
“Persons with capital” were the preferred 
candidates.31

Rudolf Vrba, the Auschwitz escapee, 
made his views about the Zionists well 
known:

I accuse certain Jewish leaders of 
one of the most ghastly deeds of the 
war. This small group of quislings 
knew what was happening to their 
brethren in Hitler’s gas chambers 
and bought their own lives with the 
price of silence. Among them was 
Dr Kasztner.

… I was able to give Hungarian 
Zionist leaders three weeks notice that 
Eichmann planned to send a million 
of their Jews to his gas chambers … 
Kasztner went to Eichmann and told 
him, ‘I know of your plans; spare 
some Jews of my choice and I shall 
keep quiet.’32

After the war, Kasztner went to Nuremberg 
to give testimony in favour of no less 
than seven major Nazi war criminals. 
He did this as a representative of the 
Jewish Agency and on behalf of the 
World Jewish Congress.

Paratroopers
Bogdanor claims that Brenner used 
misleading tactics to conceal the Zionist 
rescue efforts in Hungary. He referred 
to the three paratroopers from Palestine 
- Hannah Szenes, Joel Palgi and Peretz 
Goldstein - who arrived in Budapest 
during the Nazi occupation, hoping to 
organise Jewish resistance: “Through 
deceptive phrasing, Brenner implied 
that the paratroopers were sent by the 
British alone. In fact the British army 
sent them at the instigation of the Jewish 
Agency in Palestine.”

What does Brenner actually say?

Kasztner was also involved in the 
affair of Hannah Szenes which was 
described at the trial. Szenes was a 
brave young Zionist from Hungary, 
whom the British finally allowed, 
together with 31 others, to parachute 
into occupied Europe to organise 
Jewish rescue and resistance.33

The words in italics demonstrate that 
Bogdanor was lying. Clearly Brenner 
was not implying that the paratroopers 
were sent by the British alone.

The three parachutists who made it 
to Hungary were undoubtedly brave, but 
they were sent towards the end of the 
war, when most Jews had already been 
exterminated. Members of the resistance 
with whom they met were contemptuous 
of their ability to provide any help. What 
we do know is that they were betrayed 
by Kasztner, who tricked two of them 
into handing themselves over to the 
Gestapo. Only Palgi survived, by sawing 
through the bars of the train taking him 
to Auschwitz.

Bogdanor suggests that, although 
the paratroopers failed in their mission, 
“other Zionist rescue efforts in Hungary 
succeeded”. He refers to Moshe Krausz, 
who sent the Auschwitz Protocols to 
Switzerland. A number of people and 
groups circulated the Protocols. Only 
Kasztner’s Va’ada (Rescue Committee) 

suppressed them. Most likely it was 
Georges Mantello, first secretary of 
the El Salvador consulate in Geneva 
and a Hungarian Jew, who sent it to 
politicians, academics and journalists 
immediately, who ensured that the 
publicity surrounding the deportations 
was such that Horthy, the Prince Regent 
of Hungary, was persuaded to call the 
deportations off.34

However, it was not Moshe Krausz 
who was the main representative of the 
Jewish Agency, but Kasztner, whose 
Rescue Committee had been founded 
by and financed by the agency. Krausz 
was very much out on a limb.

‘Propaganda’
Having failed to mount any sort of 
critique of Brenner’s thesis, Bogdanor 
falls back on the laziest Zionist tropes: 
eg, Brenner’s work was welcomed by the 
holocaust-denying Institute for Historical 
Review. It is quite common for the far 
right to use the material of the left for 
their own nefarious purposes, but, since 
the IHR is dedicated to holocaust denial 
and Brenner’s book is written on the 
basis that the holocaust happened, one 
cannot take the IHR’s views seriously.

However, if Bogdanor wants to 
associate people with fascist and far-right 
organisations, then he should look closer 
to home. In Britain the English Defence 
League and the British National Party 
are both strong supporters of Zionism 
and Israel. In Europe it is the far-right 
and fascist parties - Austria’s Freedom 
Party, Vams Belang in Belgium, Le 
Pen’s Front National - who love Israel.

Bogdanor himself says that he was 
not responsible for David Horowitz’s 
Frontpage.com printing his articles. 
Using his logic, however, it is clear that 
rabid anti-Arab racists love Bogdanor. 
Does he draw any conclusions from that 
and if not why not?

His critique of Lenni Brenner and of 
Nazi-Zionist collaboration is shoddy and 
dishonest. One wonders why Fathom 
did not employ a historian, as opposed to 
a hasbarist, whose main gift is his resort 
to hyperbole. Bogdanor is the David 
Irving of Zionist propaganda - shrill, 
loud, but insubstantial l
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STRATEGY

The decolonisation of Palestine
Zionism constitutes a unique colonisation process, argues Moshé Machover - which means that the 
route to Palestinian freedom must be equally unique

This is the third and final article 
in a short series, leading up to a 
discussion of a socialist position 

on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and 
its eventual resolution.

The first article outlined some of the 
debates on colonialism and the national 
question in the Second International.1 
The second article sketched the position 
taken on these issues by the nascent 
international communist movement in 
the early 1920s (and, later on, following 
the split in the communist movement, 
by Trotskyism, which adhered to the 
Leninist tradition, and by Stalinised 
‘official’ communism, which claimed 
to adhere to that tradition).2

Those two articles were intended to 
provide a historical backdrop: a critical 
overview of the way the colonial and 
national questions were addressed by 
our movement, revolutionary Marxism, 
during the ‘long’ 20th century. 
Following that detour, the present 
article will discuss the thorny problem 
created by the Zionist colonisation 
of Palestine. For the sake of logical 
coherence, I will need to recapitulate 
points and arguments I have made 
elsewhere.

Exceptional 
territory
Every case of colonisation has some 
unique attributes, but the exceptional 
features of the Zionist colonisation of 
Palestine are fundamental and structural. 
They therefore preclude facile application 
of generic formulas in analysing the 
resulting conflict and in proposing its 
resolution.

An obvious exceptional feature 
of this colonisation project is its 
anachronism - its extreme lateness in 
colonial history. This is particularly 
striking if we compare it to other cases 
of the same general type: exclusionary 
colonisations (‘work colonies’, ‘settler 
colonialism’), in which the indigenous 
people were largely excluded from 

the settlers’ political economy, while 
direct production - actual labour - was 
performed by settlers.3 Thus for the 
present chronological comparison we 
may ignore as irrelevant the scramble 
for Africa - from the Berlin conference 
(1884-85) to the outbreak of World 
War I - which established exploitative 
colonies, based on indigenous labour-
power. Zionist colonisation was then 
in its very early stage, and got into 
gear only after the war, but other 
exclusionary colonisations were 
history, or well on their way to the 
history books.

Kautsky, the leading Marxist 
theoretician of the Second International, 
argued in 1907 that exclusionary 
colonisation (establishing ‘work 
colonies’) was possible for Europeans 
“only in temperate climates … in very 
thinly populated regions, in which a 
very primitive mode of production 
predominates - perhaps hunting, which 
requires immense territories to support 
a single individual”. This excludes 
“heavily populated territories with 
developed production”, where the 
settlers would “stumble upon private 
property in land, ground rent, state 
and military structures, which they had 
sought to escape”. But, he observed, all 
territories satisfying these conditions 
“are already occupied, and in fact have 
become independent states, formally in 
many cases”. From this he concluded 
that this type of colonisation was a thing 
of the past.4

What is remarkable about this 
piece of reasoning is not so much 
that it has been refuted by the case of 
Palestine - which, temperate climate 
apart, satisfied none of the conditions 
regarded by Kautsky as necessary 
for establishing a ‘work colony’. 
Rather, the really striking fact is that 
the colonisation of Palestine is the 
only exception to the rule. In fact, 
Kautsky’s reasoning was basically 
sound, and the Zionist project provides 
a unique counter-example to it because 

it chose, for mainly ideological reasons, 
a territory that was indeed atypical 
and not ideally suited to exclusionary 
colonisation.5

The mode of production in Palestine 
at the beginning of the 20th century 
was certainly far from “primitive”. 
It was a mainly agricultural country 
on the threshold of modernity, whose 
indigenous rural population consisted 
mostly of peasants, some of whom 
were independent owners and others 
tenants of big - in many cases absentee 
- landlords. Communal and private 
property in land were well established, 
the former by custom and the latter by 
the Ottoman Land Code of 1858 - one 
of the tanzimat (reforms) enacted by the 
Ottoman empire in the middle of the 
19th century.6 The country was fairly 
densely populated: in 1914 the density 
of the Arab population in what was to 
become British Mandate Palestine - 
excluding the Naqab (Negev) desert, 
inhabited by nomadic and semi-nomadic 
Bedouin, which was not regarded as 
suitable for colonisation, and indeed was 
not colonised until the middle of the 20th 
century - was approximately 48 persons 
per square kilometre.7 (For comparison, 
this is similar to the 2014 population 
density of Belarus and Iran.8) Moreover, 
urbanisation was fairly advanced: in 
1914 about 31.6% of the indigenous 
(Palestinian Arab) population was 
urban.9 All this was a very far cry from 
the economic, social and juridical 
conditions in territories where ‘classical’ 
exclusionary colonisation had taken 
place in earlier centuries, such as North 
America and Australia.

An arguably even more important 
exceptional feature of early 20th-century 
Palestine is that - uniquely among 
all lands subjected to exclusionary 
colonisation - its indigenous population 
was not only ethnically and linguistically 
pretty homogeneous, but was itself an 
integral part of a much larger, long 
established cultural-linguistic group: the 
Arabs of the Mashreq (Arab east) region, 

who were at that time forging a common 
national identity.10 Moreover, in a natural 
response to Zionist colonisation and to 
the creation by the imperialist powers 
of Palestine as a separate country,11 
a local-national Palestinian identity 
gained strength. This did not displace 
wider all-Arab national identity, but 
was superimposed upon it. Conversely, 
the colonisation of Palestine provided 
a focus for all-Arab national identity in 
the entire region.12

Finally, whereas in most ‘classical’ 
exclusionary colonies the indigenous 
population lacked immunity to ‘old 
world’ pathogens and was decimated 
by contagious diseases carried by the 
settlers, the Palestinian Arabs were 
spared this particular disaster.

All these circumstances made the 
indigenous Palestinian people much 
more resistant to pulverisation - which 
had been the general rule in ‘classical’ 
exclusionary colonisation.

Exceptional 
project
If material, demographic and social 
conditions in Palestine were exceptional, 
political circumstances as well as the 
immigration regime were no less so.

In the ‘classical’ pattern of 
exclusionary colonisation, a European 
power, having invaded and taken 
possession of a territory, would 
encourage its own nationals to settle 
there under its military and political 
protection. These first settlers would be 
joined by many others from the mother 
country as well as from other European 
countries, and within a relatively short 
time the indigenous people would not 
only be dispossessed, but the survivors 
(if any) numerically overwhelmed and 
reduced to small, fragmented minorities.

In Palestine things proceeded 
quite differently. The settlers were 
not nationals of a mother country in 
possession of the coveted land; so from 
the very start the Zionist movement 

was seeking a surrogate mother - an 
imperial power that would dominate the 
region and promote the Zionist project 
in exchange for services rendered: 
forming “part of the rampart of Europe 
against Asia, an outpost of civilisation 
against barbarism”, as the movement’s 
founder put it.13

Before World War I, Palestine was 
an integral part of the Ottoman province 
of Damascus (Greater Syria). It was 
administered by a bureaucracy under a 
central government that, following the 
Young Turk Revolution of 1908, was 
attempting, without much success, to 
modernise the decaying empire and 
turn it into a constitutional monarchy. 
The Ottoman authorities had no interest 
in promoting the incipient Zionist 
colonisation, but were too weak to 
prevent it.

Following the war, things looked 
up for the colonising project. Palestine 
was carved out of Greater Syria as a 
separate country, expressly for Zionist 
colonisation, with Britain as its foster-
mother country: the preamble to the 
League of Nations mandate, appointing 
Britain as the mandatory power, quoted 
the Balfour Declaration verbatim.14 
The British mandate authorities took 
seriously their promise to promote and 
protect Zionist colonisation, but they 
soon discovered that giving free rein 
to Jewish immigration and particularly 
to land acquisition - purchasing land 
from (mostly absentee) landowners 
and evicting their tenants - caused 
unrest among the Arab majority. They 
therefore found it necessary to impose 
some restrictions on these activities.

At first these were half-hearted 
and ineffectual.15 But, following the 
Palestinian Arab uprising of 1936-39,16 
the British government tried to impose 
more rigorous restrictions. These are 
outlined in the 1939 white paper, 
which also exposes a fundamental rift 
between the Zionist movement and 
its foster-mother country. While the 
former aimed at turning Palestine into 
a sovereign Jewish nation state, the 
latter’s government now disavowed any 
such intention:

His Majesty’s government believe 
that the framers of the mandate in 
which the Balfour Declaration was 
embodied could not have intended 
that Palestine should be converted 
into a Jewish state against the will of 
the Arab population of the country.17

This led to an armed conflict - interrupted 
at the outbreak of World War II, but 
renewed immediately after it ended - in 
which Zionist underground paramilitary 
organisations used terrorist tactics against 
the British authorities. By 1947, Britain, 
exhausted by the war and unable to 
impose the restrictions of the 1939 while 
paper, abandoned attempts to operate the 
Palestine mandate.

At that point the Zionist settlers 
were far from constituting a majority 
in Palestine, let alone numerically 
overwhelming its indigenous people: 
the former numbered no more than 
630,000 and the latter over 1,300,000. 
It took a major ethnic cleansing 
during the 1947-49 war and a wave 
of Jewish immigration to reduce the 
Arab population of the 78% of the 
area of Palestine that became Israel to 
a minority18: by 1949 the number of 
Jews in Israel was 1,173,000, while only 
159,100 Palestinian Arabs escaped the 
ethnic cleansing.19

But, now that the Zionist colonisation 
project succeeded in reducing the 
indigenous Palestinian people to a 
mere 12% of the population of the 
newly created state of Israel, and this 
state was free to legislate in matters 

General Moshe Dayan: eyeing all of Palestine
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of immigration and citizenship, the 
inherent self-limitation of Zionist policy 
gradually became apparent. Unlike 
the ‘classical’ exclusionary colonies, 
which made use of a huge reservoir of 
European immigrant settlers, Israel only 
welcomed immigration of Jews and their 
very close non-Jewish relatives (if any). 
Over the years it has transpired that 
there are simply not enough admissible 
immigrants to keep the indigenous 
population at a ‘comfortable’ low 
percentage. Despite a big wave of Jewish 
immigration (from Europe and the 
Muslim world) during 1948-51,20 and 
a second one (from the former Soviet 
Union and Ethiopia) in the early 1990s,21 
this immigration has not compensated 
for the natural increase of the Palestinian 
Arab community within Israel. The 
proportion of this community in Israel’s 
total population actually rose from 12% 
in 1949 to 21% in 2014.22

However, the territory of Israel 
within the 1949 armistice borders - 
known as the ‘Green Line’ - fell short 
of Zionist ambitions, which extended 
to the whole of Palestine. This had been 
stated categorically in 1937 by David 
Ben-Gurion, and quoted approvingly 36 
years later in a speech by his disciple, 
minister of defence Moshe Dayan:

Among ourselves [the Zionists] there 
can be no debate about the integrity 
of the land of Israel [ie, Palestine], 
and about our ties and right to the 
whole of the land ...

When a Zionist speaks about 
the integrity of the land, this can only 
mean colonisation [hityashvut] by the 
Jews of the land in its entirety.

That is to say, from the viewpoint 
of Zionism the real touchstone is not 
confined to [the question as to] whom 
this or that segment of the land belongs 
to politically, nor even to the abstract 
belief in the integrity of the land. 
Rather, the aim and touchstone of 
Zionism is the actual implementation 
of colonisation by the Jews of all areas 
of the land of Israel.23

Seizing the opportunity created by the 
1967 crisis and the apparent - though far 
from real - danger of being attacked by 
Egypt,24 Israel occupied the remaining 
parts of Palestine. Despite diplomatic 
prevarication, it soon became evident, 
as Dayan made clear in his 1973 speech, 
that Israel had no intention of letting go of 
the West Bank and Gaza Strip. It has not 
formally annexed these territories - except 
for east Jerusalem and a sizable area 
around it - so as not to extend right of 
residence, let alone citizenship, to ‘too 
many’ Arabs. (Israel did annex the Syrian 
Golan Heights, but only after ethnically 
cleansing some 100,000 Arabs, leaving 
behind only members of the Druze 
religion, whom Israel does not regard 
as Arabs.) By now Israeli colonisation 
has metastasised into the West Bank 
so as to forestall the establishment of a 
sovereign Palestinian state ‘alongside 
Israel’, as envisaged by the mirage of 
the ‘two-state solution’.

But the demographic problem posed 
for the Zionist project was greatly 
exacerbated by the outcome of the 1967 
June war. At the time of writing (June 
2016), there is a near parity between 
the two peoples under Israeli rule: the 
Hebrew settlers and the indigenous 
Palestinian Arabs. The figures given by 
Wikipedia, which are a few years out of 
date, are approximately 6.1 million for 
the former and 5.2 million for the latter.25 
Given the higher rate of natural increase 
of the Palestinian Arab population, it is 
likely to overtake the Hebrew population 
in the not too distant future.

No precedent
In view of its multiple anomalies, the 
conflict created by Zionist colonisation 
defies appeal to precedent: there is simply 
is none that can usefully be invoked as 
to its evolution and eventual resolution.

On the one hand, the processes that 
led to the great wave of decolonisation 
in the second half of the 20th century 
are inapplicable in the present case. All 

those countries that were decolonised 
had been exploitative colonies - the 
settlers were a small minority and their 
political economy depended decisively 
on the labour-power of the indigenous 
people, who therefore constituted an 
indispensible and potentially powerful 
internal force. Except in South Africa, 
the settlers relied on the direct military 
protection of their mother countries 
and, when these old imperialist powers 
were no longer able to provide this 
protection, the liberation struggle of the 
indigenous people became irresistible. 
South Africa’s decolonisation took 
longest because its settlers had their 
own independent state with a massive 
armed force. But even there, when 
the end of the cold war made it less 
important for global imperialism 
and following its military defeat in 
Angola, the settlers had to give up their 
exclusive hold on political power.

In none of these countries did 
the anti-colonial struggle lead to 
a socialist revolution placing the 
working class in political power; 
so the majority remained exploited 
following decolonisation. Nevertheless, 
the working class and other exploited 
strata made some political, social and 
economic gains. In other words, these 
social forces had an objective interest 
in decolonisation, although it achieved 
only so-called bourgeois democratic 
gains.

None of these objective and 
subjective conditions holds for Zionist 
colonisation and its Israeli state. Its 
political economy is fundamentally 
different from that of the exploitative 
colonies. And - as I have argued in 
detail in a previous article26 - a crucial 
consequence of this difference is that 
there does not exist a social force 
that could lead a so-called bourgeois 
democratic decolonisation of Palestine. 
That would require de-Zionisation, 
overthrow of the Zionist regime; 
and the only social force potentially 
able to achieve this are the Israeli 
masses, primarily the working class. 
But the Hebrew majority of this class 
has nothing to gain from a political 
revolution that would exchange its 
present position as an exploited class 
of a privileged nation for a position of 
a still exploited class without national 
privileges.

On the other hand, if we turn to 
the ‘classical’ exclusionary colonies, 
it would be rash to seek in them a 
precedent for the case of Israel - despite 
the basic similarity of their political 
economies. None of those colonies 
has been decolonised; in all of them 
the colonial conflict was resolved 
decisively in favour of the settlers. 
But, as I have argued above, the case 
of Zionist colonisation has many 
important exceptional features that 
may well prevent the general rule 
from applying in this special case. 
The eventual fate of the Palestinian 
Arabs need not be similar to that of the 
indigenous peoples of North America 
or Australia. In order to inflict such 
a fate on them, Israel would have to 
perpetrate renewed ethnic cleansing on 
a massive scale. While plans for such 
a major crime do exist, implementing 
it would require suitable regional and 
international conditions, which may 
not materialise; robust mobilisation of 
world public opinion may also help to 
frustrate these designs.27

A socialist route
Whereas ‘bourgeois democratic’ 
decolonisation of Palestine - overthrowing 
the Zionist regime, but retaining 
capitalism - is not on the cards, there is a 
possible socialist route to decolonisation/
de-Zionisation. I have argued for it in 
several articles,28 and it is essentially the 
one outlined long ago by Matzpen.29 The 
scenario it envisages is that of a socialist 
transformation, which cannot possibly 
be confined to the Palestine/Israel box, 
but must encompass the entire region, 
the Arab east (Mashreq), and form a 
socialist regional federation. The Israeli 
working class may be induced to join, 

and help in overthrowing the Zionist 
regime, if invited to act on a class basis 
and give up its national privileges in 
exchange for partnership in a regional 
ruling working class.

Obviously, this scenario is by no 
means certain, just possible - a project 
of long duration. And it will require 
several contributory processes.

The foremost major prerequisite is a 
resurgence of the Arab revolution. The 
Arab spring of 2011 ended in defeat, 
reaction and multiple disasters. But 
it was a preview of what is possible 
and an indication of what is needed. 
The problems and conflicts that had 
engendered it have not been resolved, 
and will no doubt reassert themselves. 
Significantly, the events of the Arab 
spring displayed the underlying unity 
of the region and the instinctive inter-
country solidarity of the popular masses 
and working classes.

Remarkably, in the social protests, 
unprecedented in scale, that erupted 
in Israel in the summer of 2011, 
there was a strong regional echo. 
While discussion of the occupation of 
Palestinian territories was ruled out of 
order as ‘too divisive’, there were warm 
popular expressions of solidarity with 
the mass movements in the surrounding 
Arab countries, primarily Egypt. 
Perhaps this is a sign for the future: the 
road of class solidarity from Tel-Aviv 
to Nablus may take a detour via Cairo.

A second process that is needed is 
the strengthening of the component 
of all-Arab identity among the 
Palestinians. All Arab peoples combine 
an all-Arab identity, being part of the 
Arab nation, with their local identities 
as Egyptians, Iraqis, Palestinians, 
etc. In the Palestinians’ case, the 
all-Arab component, which was once 
strong (especially on the left), has 
been eclipsed following the defeat 
of secular Arab nationalism. But the 
Palestinians cannot liberate themselves 
in isolation, by their own struggle 
alone. Decolonisation, which can only 
be achieved by a regional revolution, 
will require a reassertion of the all-Arab 
component in their identity - without, 
of course, giving up the specific 
Palestinian component.

On the Israel side, a major 
requirement is rejection of Zionist 
ideology. This ideology includes as 
a major component the claim that 
Israel is the national homeland of an 
alleged worldwide ‘Jewish nation’ 
and is used as justification for Zionist 
colonisation past, present and future. In 
rejecting Zionism and giving up their 
privileged position as colonisers, the 
Israeli masses must rediscover their 
true objective identity as a new, locally 
born Hebrew nation. This identity had 
developed and manifested itself until 
the early 1950s, but was deliberately 
suppressed by Zionist indoctrination.30

Finally, the realisation of this 
scenario requires the formation, well 
in advance, of an organisational 
framework, which brings together - on 
a non-sectarian, democratic basis - all 
revolutionary socialists of the region. 
The central task of this organisation 
must be to prepare the minds and 
hearts of working people and their 
allies for the formidable tasks ahead 
- including the decolonisation of 
Palestine, overthrow of the Zionist 
regime and the Arab regimes, and 
the formation of a regional socialist 
federation, with the working classes 
in the driving seat l
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The gunman 
was a 

homophobe, 
not an Islamist

Orlando, Brexit and the media
What happens when anti-foreigner rhetoric merges with Islamophobia? Yassamine Mather describes 
what it feels like to be on the receiving end

The last two months has not been 
a pleasant time for any foreigner 
living in the United Kingdom. 

It is not just the anti-immigration 
propaganda of the Brexit campaign 
that makes us feel unwelcome: 
it is all the talk of how immigrants, 
foreigners, refugees are responsible 
for poor education, shortages in NHS 
services, overcrowded trains, crime .... 
You name it - it is all our fault.

Yet most of us are not in the UK 
because we wanted to leave our 
homeland, many (if not most of us) 
had no other choice. I would not be 
here if Iran’s Islamic regime had not 
sentenced me to death for “waging 
war on god” - ie, being a member 
of a leftwing organisation. Tens of 
thousands of Iranians like me had to 
leave the country and have been unable 
to go back. So living in the UK was 
not a choice - we were forced into this 
situation.

And, of course, had it not been for 
the decades of western intervention, 
military and otherwise, in the Middle 
East and other parts of the ‘third world’, 
had it not been for the free movement 
of capital worldwide, accompanied by 
border controls for workers, Europe 
would not be facing the ‘problem’ of 
dealing with millions of refugees.

If all this was not enough to make us 
feel a nuisance - a burden for happening 
to be born in another land - over the 
last 15 years another problem has been 
added, haunting in particular all migrants 
from the Middle East and north Africa. 
Somehow we should share some of the 
blame for being on the wrong side of 
the ‘war on terror’. Since September 11 
2001, after every atrocity committed by 
Islamists of one kind or another we hear 
open expressions of Islamophobia - and 
never more so than in the last 10 days, 
since the Orlando massacre. On June 15, 
Donald Trump said in a CNN interview: 
“I think Islam hates us.” He went on to 
deplore the “tremendous hatred” that, 
according to the presumptive Republican 
nominee, “partly defined the religion”, 
adding that the war the US was engaged 
in was against radical Islam, but “It’s very 
hard to define. It’s very hard to separate. 
Because you don’t know who’s who.”

The implication is clear: anyone 
who is Muslim, or indeed anyone 
born to a Muslim family, is a suspect 
who is assumed guilty until proven 
otherwise. Most ordinary people in 
the UK might find Trump’s statement 
an exaggeration. However, you ask 
any migrant how they are treated daily 
in the street, on public transport, in 
queues, and you will realise how these 
sentiments - perhaps in a watered-down 
version - affect our daily lives.

A few years ago, on a plane in the US, 
the person sitting next to me declared he 
was from Texas and asked where I was 
from. When I replied Iran, he promptly 
asked the stewardess to move him to 
another seat. Over the last few years 
I have had so many uncomfortable 
experiences when reading Persian 
websites (which use Arabic fonts) on 
public transport that I have stopped 
using my phone or tablet for accessing 
them. The assumption is, if you are 
reading Arabic you could be a ‘terrorist’.

Who is to blame for this state of 

affairs? Well, not just Trump, but 
western governments and the media. 
No attempt is made at explaining 
what has created the rage that fuels 
the atrocities committed by Islamic 
terrorists. There are blatant double 
standards: a report of 50 or 100 civilians 
killed in Baghdad or Kabul might not 
make it to the daily news bulletin, 
while a terrorist act costing the lives of 
westerners will often be the main item 
on the news for at least a day or two 
afterwards. Even when a white person 
attacks and kills an MP, quite clearly for 
her support of refugees and immigrants, 
in what is a political assassination, the 
press tries to divert attention from his 
politics by concentrating on his mental 
state - he is definitely not a terrorist. 
No-one says that people from the region 
he originated from, or of the religious 
denomination he might adhere to, 
should be treated as suspects.

Arch-enemies
One of the worst examples of the 
demonisation of Muslims followed the 
horrific mass murder in Orlando on June 
12. The information dominating the 

immediate news coverage of the event 
proved to be misleading, yet corrections 
of the inaccuracies rarely made it to the 
bulletins. We were told Omar Mateen 
was a member of Islamic State, yet he 
had declared support for Hezbollah 
on a number of occasions. In case you 
are not aware, IS and Hezbollah are 
arch-enemies: they fight each other every 
day in the Middle East. Mateen could 
not even have been a casual visitor to 
an IS website, otherwise he would not 
have missed this basic fact, 

There are contradictory reports 
about what he said in calls he made to 
the police and in conversations before 
the siege ended. In one version he 
told the emergency 911 service that 
he supported the brothers Dzhokhar 
and Tamerlan Tsarnaev, who bombed 
the Boston marathon in 2013 and died 
as ‘martyrs’ on behalf of the al-Nusra 
Front - a group totally at odds with 
Islamic State! He was clearly unaware 
that the two groups and Hezbollah are 
mutual enemies - no-one in their right 
mind can support all three at the same 
time. According to the FBI, “Omar 
Mateen, the suspect, pledged loyalty 

to several rival groups.”
One police officer interviewed 

by NPR radio stated that Mateen 
“claimed family connections to al 
Qa’eda. He also said that he was a 
member of Hezbollah, which is a Shia 
terrorist organisation that is a bitter 
enemy of the so-called Islamic State.” 
To which the interviewer replied: 
“So it seems the shooter had trouble 
distinguishing between Sunni and 
Shia extremists, showing perhaps he 
was less a committed jihadist … and 
just unstable.1

So who was Omar Mateen, the 
perpetrator of the heinous crime 
at that Florida night club? What 
we can say with some clarity is he 
was associated with neither Islamic 
State nor Hezbollah, nor al-Nusrah. 
According to regulars at the Pulse 
club, this American of Afghan origin 
was frequently seen there. Sometimes 
he had been drinking so much that it 
affected his behaviour for the worse. 
This homophobic homosexual, who 
was also a wife-beater, was a regular 
user of a mobile app known as Gay 
Dating and, according to patrons of 

Pulse, as well as friends and locals, 
he was a “closet homosexual”.2 
According to one witness, “I was 
in drag. I said hello. He seemed 
comfortable … he was standing next 
to somebody, having a conversation 
… Later on that night he was out there 
dancing with another guy.”3 According 
to his father, a couple of months ago 
Omar got angry when he saw two men 
kissing - he thinks that may be related 
to the shooting.

The contenders for  the US 
presidential elections did not wait 
for the facts before making fools of 
themselves. Hillary Clinton, the US 
Democratic presidential hopeful, 
vowed to make stopping “lone wolf” 
attackers a top priority if elected. 
While the gunman may be dead, “the 
virus that poisoned his mind remains 
very much alive”. Trump, who is now 
certain to be the Republican nominee, 
blamed “radical Islam” for the attack 
in a speech in New Hampshire.

In the aftermath of the horrendous 
shooting, many people have rightly 
pointed out that the hyper-masculine 
homosexual homophobe, Omar 
Mateen, does not represent Muslims. 
Fearing increased violence against 
Musl ims and Middle  Eastern 
immigrants in the US, some have 
apologetically made statements 
about how Islam and Muslims do not 
condone violence, especially during 
the holy month of Ramadan. But why 
is this sense of responsibility imposed 
on Muslims and not other Americans? 
What is in a name? Why does a man’s 
name implicate 1.5 billion Muslims? 
What is this racist obsession with 
his religion and his family’s national 
origin?

So  I s l amic  S t a t e  c l a imed 
responsibility for the actions of an 
alcohol-drinking homosexual, who 
worked for one of the largest, most 
militarised security firms in the world, 
G4S. A man who wanted to be a 
policeman, but was rejected, a man who 
claimed allegiance not just to Islamic 
State, but to its arch enemies, Hezbollah 
and al Nusrah? No wonder most pro-IS 
websites quickly retracted the initial 
claims of responsibility l
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Notes
1. www.npr.org/2016/06/13/481914416/orlando-
gunman-omar-mateen-pledged-allegiance-to-isis.
2. www.towleroad.com/2016/06/report-orlando-
shooter-regular-gay-nightclub-pulse-ga.
3. http://americannewsx.com/hot-off-the-press/
orlando-terrorist-closeted-gay-man-loathed-secret-
life-not-religious-jihadist-martyr-video.
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