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Bargaining chips

I am one of three million European
Union citizens whose future in the UK
is uncertain following the outcome of
the EU referendum on June 23 last year.
Many of my friends say: “Of
course you’ll be fine. Nobody is going
to deport you.” That may or may
not end up being true, but the fact
remains that for the last eight months
we have been left with uncertainty
and anxiety, as Theresa May and her
Tory government refuse to give us
any guarantees.
Embassies, unions, employers
and immigration lawyers are
recommending that we should
apply for a permanent residence
card (permanent residence is a
status granted under EU law after
living in a country, usually, for five
years and meeting certain other
treaty requirements). There are
two problems with that. Firstly,
about a third of applications are
refused because of technicalities
(which affects students, stay-at-home
parents, retired people and those
caring for sick relatives). Secondly,
PR is EU legislation, so it won’t offer
us any legal guarantees once the UK
has left the EU.
What we need is for Theresa May
to unilaterally guarantee that EU
immigrants who have made their
home and life in the UK can continue
to live here under the same rights. I
would argue that this should have
happened as soon as possible after
the referendum. It would have set
a confident and positive tone for
the coming negotiations, would
have made the UK look caring and
compassionate, and would have put
pressure on the other EU countries to
follow the example. Pressure groups
of Britons in other EU countries
share our demands of guaranteeing
our rights. In contrast, Theresa May
has taken the stance that she can only
guarantee the rights of EU citizens
if other EU countries guarantee the
same rights to Brits in their countries.
And the EU is adamant that those
negotiations can only begin once
article 50 has been activated.
British and EU citizens on both
sides of the Channel have become
the bargaining chips in the gamble
between two ever hardening players.
It was frustrating when MPs
recently rejected the amendment
to the Brexit bill to protect EU
citizens in the UK, and even more
disappointing to see Jeremy Corbyn
impose a three-line-whip to prevent
Labour MPs from voting against the
amendment.
Many EU citizens no longer feel at
home or welcome here in the way they
have done prior to the referendum.
Speaking for myself, a year ago I
saw myself as a Brit with a German
passport. Now, after months of being
labelled as an immigrant - who,
allegedly, is the cause of pressures
on health, housing and education - I
am beginning to think of myself
as an immigrant too. For the first
time in all my years in Britain my
(British) husband and I talk about the
possibility of moving to Germany.
Not my first choice, because I have
made Britain my home. Here is
where my work, my friends, my
social networks and my family
are - indeed my whole life! Here is
where I have put down my roots. I
love this country, the people with
their quirky sense of humour, the
English language and British culture.
Returning to Germany would really
be the very last resort.
The rise in general xenophobia
and racism since the referendum is

well documented. I’d argue that the
rhetoric and general attitude towards
immigrants of the present government
has played a role in emboldening
people to express xenophobic and
racist views.
When you listen to EU citizens
being interviewed, you often hear
statements like ‘I have lived here
for X amount of years and I have
always paid my taxes’. To me this
is indicative of people feeling the
need to justify their existence and
to ‘prove their worth’. Theresa
May states that “EU citizens make
valuable contributions to society”,
but I challenge the idea that only our
financial contributions are of value.
We all contribute to British society
in many ways. So, it shouldn’t matter
whether we have been here for
three years or 33, whether we are
cleaners or consultants, whether we
are married to Brits or not, whether
we hold some official public office
or are parents at the school gate.
Arguably, it also should not matter
whether we are from an EU country
or a non-EU country (I have learned
in the last eight months how much
more difficult the requirements for
non-EU citizens are).
I would like to see us fight for fair
and compassionate treatment for all
immigrants in the future, but I think of
our present fight for a different cause:
it is the fight to ensure that the rights
of those EU citizens who are already
settled in Britain are guaranteed. We
are adamant that we are human beings
and not bargaining chips and we will
continue to put pressure on MPs and
peers to push this issue. If you want
to find out more, check out www.
the3million.org.uk.
Anke Plummer
Milton Keynes

Bottom line

I thought the Weekly Worker took
a reasonable position in calling for
a boycott of the EU referendum,
as, given the circumstances and
arguments, neither ‘stay’ nor ‘leave’
were positions you could support.
Since the referendum, however,
I am fed up reading in the Weekly
Worker how disastrous the out vote
was and what a progressive idea the
EU state is, that regardless of the
single currency, single market and
autocratic dictatorship, we clearly
should have stayed in. I am also
getting fed up of being told what a
narrow vote the out vote was. In fact,
this was the biggest vote by far in the
history of the island, and the highest
turnout in any election ever.
If ‘stay’ and ‘out’ had been
political parties, ‘out’ would have
won two thirds of all constituencies
and parliament would have returned
a landslide ‘out’ government. It also
sticks in the craw to be told in a paper,
which on all other issues claims
democracy is the bottom line, that
MPs ought to ignore the vote of the
people who elected them and just do
their own thing.
We are offered the example of
hanging. If most of the population
voted in favour, would the individual
MPs who opposed such judicial
murder be bound to follow the
mandate or just vote with their
conscience? Well, I see this as no
different than being a workers’ elected
delegate, as I was for over 30 years.
Your job is to reflect the wishes
and sentiments of the workers you
represent. I can honestly say in
all my time as a delegate I always
received the mandate I agreed with
on all principled issues, even if that
meant arguing and thumping the
table and slagging it out in stormy
mass meetings. Had I, for example,
received a racist resolution and it
looked like being passed, I would
have made it clear that I would resign

rather than carry it out, and someone
else would have to take this forward,
making it a vote of confidence and
making workers aware that this
issue couldn’t be isolated from my
leadership and practice of everything
else, as well as including their day-today issues. In no case, would I ever
speak against the views of the branch
once it had decided, even when I lost
votes on strikes and shift schedules,
for example. My job was to reflect
their strengths and weaknesses. Not
to do so would mean the so-called
representatives represented no-one
but themselves.
Pro-‘remain’ MPs in ‘out’
constituencies make it clear what
their own opinions are, but vote
according to the constituency or
else resign and fight a by-election
as an independent around the issue.
Democracy is a bottom-line principle
and something I have fought for
under several National Union of
Mineworkers leaderships, who, once
they got behind the big desk, though
it was their job to tell us what to do.
David Douglass
South Shields

Charade

I feel I must take issue with some of
Tony Greenstein’s statements in his
article last week (‘Slow moving car
crash’, February 16).
Comrade Greenstein correctly
criticises Jeremy Corbyn for his
failure to take on the Labour right,
particularly over the fabricated ‘antiSemitism’ offensive. But parts of his
latest article can be characterised as
left social democratic, in that they
seem to advocate a better form of
capitalism rather than working class
rule. Take this section, for instance:
“There has also been a complete
policy muddle. Corbyn should
have made it clear that the railways
would be nationalised within the
first six months of a Labour victory
and that compensation would be
capped. Instead there is the absurdity
of waiting for 15-year contracts
to expire, by which time a Tory
government would have reversed his
partial nationalisation.”
So Tony is advocating not a rail
industry run by its workers and
users, but something like what it
used to be: ie, like Labour’s post-war
administration, a Corbyn government
would buy out the current rail
companies (although, of course,
“compensation would be capped”)
in order to allow the industry to be
run by the state. Tony rightly says
that after 15 years a future Tory
government could well have “reversed
[Corbyn’s] partial nationalisation”.
But surely the same could be
argued in relation to immediate,
full-scale nationalisation. Under
capitalism neither nationalisation
nor privatisation in themselves alter
the overall mode of production or
necessarily advance the programme
for working class rule. Both can be
reversed relatively quickly.
It is, of course, totally correct
to place a series of demands on
the bourgeoisie in line with what
workers need right now, including on
Conservative or even more rightwing
administrations. But this should not
be confused with the programme we
put forward for working class rule:
ie, the programme that a socialistled Labour Party should advocate.
In fact, there is a strong case for
arguing that Labour should reject
any governmental participation in
the absence of such a programme
and the likelihood of being able to
implement it.
Then there is the section of Tony’s
article dealing with Brexit.
He writes: “The result of pulling
out of the single market will be a
serious decline in working class living

standards .… Access to the single
market, both for manufacturing and
financial services, is crucial. London
faces the prospect of losing its role
as the world’s leading financial sector
to New York, Frankfurt and Paris.
Companies which are located in
Britain because of tariff-free access
to Europe will simply move.”
This is totally in line with
the arguments of the rightwing
‘remainers’. If ‘we’ abandon the
current arrangements, the outcome
will not be ‘good for Britain’. ‘We’
will lose ‘our’ role as “the world’s
leading financial sector”, while
businesses could relocate elsewhere if
their owners believe that Brexit would
mean lower profits for UK-based
companies. This is about as far from
a working class argument as it is
possible to advocate.
Comrade Greenstein continues:
“What should be the position of
Corbyn? He should be implacably
opposed to withdrawal from the
single market and the ending of free
movement of workers, as it will have
a devastating effect on the welfare
state, or what is left of it. Socialism is
not best served by advocating policies
that lead to a recession.”
Surely it could be argued that a
whole range of radical working class
demands - such as nationalisation
with minimal compensation - could
“lead to a recession” if implemented
in individual states within the current
capitalist order. After all, if the
working class makes real gains, that
will surely damage business interests
and capital will be withdrawn companies will “simply move”.
Think of all the lost jobs! But for
us what matters is posing a series
of immediate demands in order to
advance our overall programme.
Tony concludes by saying that
“socialists have a duty to oppose
withdrawal from Europe”. Like him
we are internationalists and we are
fully aware that the existence of the
EU has advanced the possibility of
working class unity across borders
within Europe. But that does not mean
we should have advocated a ‘remain’
vote in the referendum.
We are for a working class,
socialist Europe, but unfortunately
that was not on offer on June 23.
The choice was between the current
European Union of the bankers and
bosses, and a United Kingdom of the
bankers and bosses. The left should
have united in opposing the whole
referendum charade.
Peter Manson
South London

Doubts

Labour national executive committee
member Ann Black was at the
Eastleigh Constituency Labour Party
meeting on February 15. Ann had
the support of the left in the NEC
elections last year, but it then
transpired that she had supported
putting Brighton CLP into special
measures and using the £25 payment
for registered supporters and the
cut-off date for voting rights to
gerrymander the 2016 leadership
race.
She began by saying that she
was happy about Corbyn’s initial
nomination and that things under
his leadership had been going fairly
well until the EU referendum, with
by-election and London mayoralty
wins. She also said she believed that
Corbyn was not responsible for either
the outcome of the EU referendum or
the divisions within Labour on this
issue. Ann pointed to the fact that
under Blair, Brown and Miliband,
members had been told not to mention
Europe in campaigning.
Things then took an inevitable
turn for the worst. We were told
that there was no coup attempt.

After all, coups require a plan for a
new leadership, proper organisation
among the instigators and should lead
to a successful outcome, whereas
none of these had been present. This
was a frustrating line of argument,
to put it mildly. There are, of course,
unsuccessful coups, as imprisoned
Gülenists in Turkey will be able to
tell you. They had no vision or viable
leadership contender, but the goals of
the Parliamentary Labour Party right
were negative: they simply wanted
rid of Corbyn.
Ann went on to criticise the
manner in which suspensions had
been handed out during the last
leadership race. She pointed to the
absence of justice in the proceedings
and the fact that members weren’t
being told what they were accused
of. She argued the polarisation that
had taken place in the party was
dangerous and that the EU vote
had led to new rifts along different
lines to the pro-Corbyn/anti-Corbyn
divisions.
The first member’s contribution
related to the Chakrabarti report,
and Ann was asked what she thought
of the suggestions raised regarding
suspensions and expulsions.
She reiterated that she opposed
suspensions where members were
not told what they were accused of
and that suspensions should only be
used where absolutely necessary eg, if a member hit another member.
Ann also argued that members
should be given the evidence used in
any investigation when they received
the decision. As to the allegations
of anti-Semitism, she said the party
did have a problem. She said that
anti-Zionism was different from
anti-Semitism, but that members
should refrain from language that
other members find offensive.
The next contribution was about
the conduct of some MPs undermining
the work of ordinary members as well
as the leadership. Ann replied that the
behaviour of “serial disloyalists”,
such as Frank Field and John Mann,
was frustrating, but there was nothing
the NEC could do. I would suggest
that what she and the rest of the
NEC could do is support mandatory
reselection and democratisation
within the party generally.
I then asked Ann where she stood
on the question of lowering the
threshold for nominating the next
Labour leader. Surely it isn’t right
that MPs could vet the candidates and
deny the members the right to elect a
leader who represented their views?
Ann responded by reminding us
that in fact Corbyn did get nominated
under the current rules. Nothing to
worry about then! She also pointed
out that she voted against Corbyn
needing to seek nomination for a
second time in the last leadership
race. We were promised that “if three
quarters of her mail bag” was full of
requests to lower the threshold in the
event of a vote, she would oblige.
Others present pointed out the
obvious: Corbyn (or anyone on the
left) would struggle to meet the 15%
threshold for nomination if required
in the next contest. Rightwing MPs
who allowed him onto the ballot
realise their mistake and they would
not allow it to happen again. One
long-time member argued we needed
to radically transform the party and
subject MPs to party democracy in
the same way that the leadership is
subject to the members.
Ann then raised doubts about
whether Labour could mount a real
electoral challenge on a Corbynist
platform. The implication being
that the unchecked influence of the
members would be dangerous for our
electoral chances - an unconvincing
argument and thoroughly
undemocratic. Predictably, we were
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then told not to forget about the
Labour voters who disagree with
Corbyn.
I agreed with Ann that where
Corbyn is in terms of his ideas is not
where most people in the country are
(not that this is a reason to abandon
socialist principles). Regardless,
it ought to be the membership that
decides party policy and who leads.
If the right don’t like where the party
is going, then is it not incumbent on
them to win the argument and change
people’s minds, instead of relying on
undemocratic party structures to win
back control?
Ann responded to the question
she would have liked to have been
asked by saying the Labour Party
needed to produce better (presumably
rightwing) leaders (presumably to
change the minds of the membership).
We were told that we need to hear
more about the good work of MPs like
Yvette Copper and raise the profile of
our current MPs (who have proved to
be implacably opposed to socialism
and the will of the members).
On her way out, Ann assured us
that she would ask members for their
views should a vote take place in the
NEC over changing the nomination
threshold, and act according to
feedback. I, like other members, have
my doubts.
Callum Williamson
Eastleigh

No discussion

No discussion of the forthcoming
Grassroots Momentum networking
conference was allowed at Momentum’s
Teesside branch meeting on February 21.
As the branch secretary, I put it on
the agenda under general Momentum
issues, alongside the various other
topics that members had requested,
as has been our convention until
now. Except where it had already
been collectively agreed to dedicate
a meeting to a specific topic, we have
always managed to accommodate
motions and topics requested by
members without prejudging their
acceptability.
But, as soon as we’d got
introductions out of the way, a
member, in what had the appearance
of being a pre-arranged move,
objected to agenda item 7(c) - the

Grassroots Momentum conference
- being allowed at all.
The vice-chair, newly elected NCG
member John Taylor, and treasurer
Maureen Taylor agreed with the
objection, saying that the branch had
already accepted the new constitution,
so it would be divisive to allow
any discussion of this. The chair,
John Haw, said he’d been in touch
with Momentum HQ, who were “in
complete agreement” with him that
the people arranging the Grassroots
conference are “the enemy”. It was
an anti-constitution event and was
therefore unconstitutional - so it
shouldn’t be discussed at all! He ruled
it out of order.
I challenged this, as did the other
vice-chair, Barbara Campbell. The
chair said that was his ruling and he
wasn’t going to allow a discussion
of the matter. I, and other comrades,
challenged again and called for the
ruling to be voted on. Having already
allowed three people who agreed with
him to voice their objections without
permitting a counter-argument to
be heard, comrade Haw insisted on
a vote without any discussion and
made it clear that he would resign as
chair if he lost.
The chair won the vote by 10 to
seven to disallow the agenda item, so
it was not discussed.
It was an unnecessarily discordant
note to start the meeting with, given
the topic was simply listed as one
of five sub-items near the end of
the agenda anyway. In reality, we’d
almost certainly have merely noted
it when we got to that topic and
rapidly moved on, as it was clear there
wouldn’t have been support for the
branch electing delegates to attend
the conference. All this brought out
the political tensions in the group
early on, with several first-timers in
attendance.
Sadly, the Teesside branch appears
to have moved from being a group that
encouraged members to put forward
proposals and debate them, and
which showed an awareness of other
developments in the anti-austerity
movement, to one where topics can
only be allowed if a section of the
branch leadership and Momentum
HQ already agrees with them. Last
year the branch had lively debates on

Fighting fund
Worth chipping in for
A

s I predicted, the paucity of
standing orders received last
week - not to mention the lowest
fighting fund total for a single
week in living memory! - was
more than made up for in the
following seven days.
Standing orders alone accounted
for £515 this week - thanks in
particular go to SK, MM, PM, TB,
TR and KB for their substantial
monthly donations - while a further
£35 came in via PayPal (thank
you, ZA, WN and TR for your
contributions). Then there were
two cheques - £25 from GS, and
£15 from OG, who had very kind
words for myself.
She thanks me for my “weekly
good-humoured appeals”, as well
as editor Peter Manson for “sorting
out a muddle with the delivery of
my Weekly Worker” - her copy
was wrongly ‘returned to sender’
by Royal Mail a couple of weeks
ago. Well, sorting that out - not to
mention being “good-humoured”
- is certainly worth £15!
Unlike OG, the greatest number
of our readers catch up with my
latest witticisms online - this week
there were 2,604 of them. But it has
to be said that very few of them

show their appreciation in the same
way as she does - in their case by
clicking on our PayPal button. In
fact there were just three of them
who did that this week: ZA (£20),
WN (£10) and TR (£5).
But this coming week is when
we could really do with a few
more of them doing the necessary although we are well within striking
distance of our monthly target of
£1,750 (currently we have £1,612).
But that leaves out of the equation
the small matter of the £214 deficit
in January - surely we can raise the
£352 we still need to make up for
that by February 28?
Of course we can! Because
it’s not just my good humour our
readers appreciate. I suspect that the
main reason for our support lies in
our politics: centrally our insistence
on the need for a single, united
Marxist party to overcome the left’s
current sectarian divisions.
Now isn’t that worth chipping
in for? l
Robbie Rix
Fill in a standing order form
(back page), donate via our
website, or send cheques,
payable to Weekly Worker

issues such as freedom of movement
for labour, electoral reform, housing
policy, the Labour purge, mandatory
reselection for Labour candidates and
democracy within Momentum itself.
Now it seems that some of these
issues are off limits.
O n e d o e s n ’t e x p e c t t o w i n
every debate, but we’re unlikely
to be in a position to challenge
bureaucratic obstruction within CLPs
if we replicate the same behaviour
ourselves. Socialism without a
democratic culture isn’t socialism
at all.
Steve Cooke (personal
capacity)
Stockton-on-Tees

Stop STPs

The cuts to our national health service
have become clearer now that all local
plans have finally been published - or
have they?
The plan for Coventry and
Wa r w i c k s h i r e , r e l e a s e d a s a
‘sustainability and transformation
plan’ (STP), like all the proposed
changes nationally, states that the
local STP has “Benefits for our
communities” - this is actually a
section heading on page 8 of the
report. How can cuts of £267 million
in our area alone be a benefit to our
local community? The STP makes
it clear there will be fewer hospital
admissions, closure of maternity
and paediatric units (they call it
“consolidation into fewer sites”),
the probable closure of accident and
emergency departments - George
Elliot’s is rumoured to be most at
risk - and cuts to stroke care units.
The report also admits there will
be fewer nurses and doctors, as it
plans to cut agency staff without any
commitment to employ additional
permanent health workers.
These outrageous cuts are mirrored
nationally, as the government plans to
save up to £30 billion through cuts to
the NHS. We must oppose them at all
levels. The problem is that, despite the
Coventry and Warwickshire NHS Trust
consistently promising ‘engagement’
or consultation, as they have been
telling the Rugby Trade Unionist and
Socialist Coalition ever since we first
inquired about these cuts last August,
there has been no consultation at all.
Yet “Consultation” is one of the key
aspects of our STP, according to page
12 of the local report. This is simply
a lie - all local NHS chiefs have been
sworn to secrecy by the government,
which is deplorable.
The STP report is jargon-ridden
and almost impossible to understand,
no doubt deliberately. We all have a
duty to demand clarity, meaningful
consultation and the reversal of any
planned cuts to health services. Once
lost, they will never be restored by
any Tory or Labour government. We
can start by demanding local MPs
make the same demands - or face the
consequences.
Pete McLaren
Rugby Tusc

How?

Every BBC news presenter now asks,
how do we pay for the crisis in NHS,
how do we pay for care for the elderly
and how do we pay for homes for the
homeless?
I want to see BBC broadcasters ask,
how did you allow this crisis to happen,
why did you not build sufficient homes
and why are elderly people having to
stay in hospital beds?
We are paying for the crisis created
by bankers. We can find enough
money to build Trident, we don’t
chase multinational tax dodgers and
we can massively subsidise private
train operators. All of this was done
via taxpayer money, yet we cannot
find money for the sick, the elderly
and those on local authority housing
waiting lists.
Denis Doody
Wakefield

London Communist Forum

Sunday February 26, 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 10 (‘The sickness of Labourism’), section 2: ‘Paralysis as
ideology’.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk..

Radical Anthropology Group

Tuesday February 28, 6.45pm: ‘In praise of lying: self-deception can
be a matter of survival’. Speaker: Volker Sommer.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.

Noam Chomsky 50 years on

Saturday February 25, 1pm to 6.30pm: Discussion, Cruciform
Lecture Theatre, University College London, London WC1.
Debating The responsibility of intellectuals. Speakers include: Noam
Chomsky (live video link from Arizona, USA), Nicholas Allott and
Neil Smith (co-authors of Noam Chomsky, ideas and ideals), Chris
Knight (author of Decoding Chomsky), Milan Rai (author of Chomsky’s
politics), Jackie Walker (former vice-chair of Momentum).
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.

Alternatives to austerity

Saturday February 25, 2pm: Debate, room 3, Liverpool Central
Library, William Brown Street, Liverpool L3. David Lowes and Paul B
Smith on ‘Labour movement alternatives’.
Organised by North West Socialist Theory Study Group: 07952 944318.

Campaign for Labour Party Democracy

Saturday February 25, 11.15am to 5pm: AGM, Friends Meeting
House, 173-177 Euston Road, London NW1.
Organised by Campaign for Labour Party Democracy: www.clpd.org.uk.

Palestine and humanitarian law

Tuesday February 28, 7.30pm start: Public meeting, Vestry Hall, 21
Paradise Road, Richmond, London TW9. Talk with David McDowall.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign: www.palestinecampaign.org.

Labour and nuclear arms

Tuesday February 28, 6.30pm: Public meeting, Thatcher Room,
Portcullis House, Palace of Westminster, London SW1. ‘Labour Party
attitudes to nuclear disarmament past and present’.
Organised by London Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament:
www.londoncnd.org.uk.

It’s our NHS

Saturday March 4, 12 noon: National demonstration. Assemble
Tavistock Square, London WC1, for march to parliament.
Organised by It’s Our NHS: www.ournhs.info.

Close Guantanamo

Wednesday March 8, 1pm: Protest, Parliament Square, Westminster,
London SW1.
Organised by Guantanamo Justice Campaign:
http://londonguantanamocampaign.blogspot.co.uk.

Heroes of the Spanish Civil War

Saturday March 11, 1pm: Public meeting, Red Shed, Vicarage Street,
Wakefield WF1. Speaker: author and campaigner Granville Williams.
Admission free, including light buffet.
Organised by Wakefield Socialist History Group:
www.theredshed.org.uk/SocialHist.html.

We are many

Sunday March 12, 11am: Film screening, Bolivar Hall, 54 Grafton
Way, London W1. Remember the 2003 anti-war mobilisation.
Organised by London Socialist Film Co-op:
http://socialistfilm.blogspot.co.uk.

March against racism

Saturday March 18, details tbc: Protest, central London, supported
by Trades Union Congress, Muslim Engagement and Development, and
many others.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism: www.standuptoracism.org.uk.

By Marx’s graveside

Sunday March 19, 2pm: Annual oration at Karl Marx’s grave,
Highgate Cemetery, Swain’s Lane, London N6. Oration by Venezuelan
ambassador Rocío Maneiro.
Organised by Highgate Cemetery: http://highgatecemetery.org.

Remember JD Bernal

Friday March 24, 6pm: Public meeting, Marx Memorial Library,
37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. A celebration of John Bernal socialist, scientist and peace campaigner.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: www.marx-memorial-library.org.

Race to war?

Tuesday March 20, 6.30pm: Public meeting, Old Fire Station, 84
Mayton Street, London N7.
Organised by North London Stop the War:
www.facebook.com/nlondon.stwc.7.

No to war

Saturday April 22, 10am to 5pm: Stop the War Coalition annual conference,
Arlington Conference Centre, 220 Arlington Road, London NW1.
Organised by STWC: http://stopwar.org.uk.

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.
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‘Progressive alliance’ adds up to defeat
Bad opinion polls have encouraged retrogressive thinking, argues James Marshall of Labour Party Marxists

D

ismissing the Jeremy Corbyn
leadership as less important
than the latest ephemeral street
protest, or urging comrades to stay
aloof from the battle raging in the
Labour Party, is the worst kind of
sectarianism. Unfortunately, we have
seen that from too many on the left: eg,
Socialist Party in England and Wales,
Socialist Workers Party, the Morning
Star’s Communist Party of Britain and
Left Unity.
On the other hand, adopting an
uncritical approach to Corbyn, refusing
to condemn the ‘anti-Zionism equals
anti-Semitism’ smear campaign,
attempts to appease the Labour right,
abandonment of one principle after
another - that is the road to disaster; a
road foisted on Momentum with Jon
Lansman’s cynical, anti-democratic
coup (with the active connivance of
Jeremy Corbyn, Diane Abbott and
Clive Lewis).
Frankly, the Labourite left has no
viable strategy for socialism. Even the
thought of it has become vanishingly
small. Just like the Labourite right,
the Labourite left is committed to a
Labour government for the sake of a
Labour government. ‘The worst Labour
government is better than any Tory
government’ runs their mutual slogan.
In other words, managing capitalism,
though it may entail vicious attacks on the
working class, is preferable to resisting
capitalism and organising the working
class for the struggle for socialism.
On the contrary, as Kier Hardie
famously said in 1910, we need Labour
MPs, “not to keep governments in office
or to turn them out, but to organise the
working class into a great, independent
political power to fight for the coming of
socialism”.1 That should be our motto;
that should be our strategic objective.
Hardie, note, was clearly influenced
here by the likes of Karl Kautsky, August
Bebel, Vladimir Lenin and the Second
International majority. True, organising
the working class into a political party
committed to socialism, enlightening
millions with the theory of Marxism,
coordinating our actions internationally
- means that the immediate prospect of a
Labour government recedes. However,
that is the only sure way to achieve
working class rule and the global
transition to communism.
Labour’s (eminently predictable)
bad poll ratings under Corbyn’s
leadership have catapulted disorientated
leftwingers - eg, Paul Mason and Owen
Jones - far to the right. Any kind of
majority Labour government appears
impossibly remote - especially with
boundary changes, the continued UK
Independence Party threat in the north
of England, the near Scottish National
Party monopoly in Scotland and the
bulk of Labour MPs still in open conflict
with Corbyn.
Polls can be wrong: eg, David
Cameron’s May 2015 general election
victory, the Brexit vote and Donald
Trump. Nevertheless, the Tories are so
far ahead, the margin is so wide, that,
barring some unforeseen accident, we
are surely heading for a Labour defeat
of 1931 proportions. The most recent
ICM poll for The Guardian shows the
Tories extending their lead to 18 points
(the Tories being on 44% and Labour
on 26%)2.
Corbyn’s lame response was to
say that the Labour Party was “better”
at getting its message across online
and blaming the media for the poor
ratings. As if the Labour Party can rely
on the capitalist press, radio and TV.
Obviously, Labour cannot get anywhere
just through tweeting. It needs a fullspectrum alternative media.
Indeed Marxists - genuine Marxists,
that is - are committed to a root-andbranch transformation of the Labour

socialists only in terms of tactical
considerations.
Understandably then, Millerandism
continued to be a source of fierce
controversy. At the 1903 (Dresden)
Congress of the Social Democratic
Party of Germany, Kautsky supported
the resolution condemning revisionism
and, implicitly, Millerandism. So, while
in Paris Kautsky was “running with the
hares”, at Dresden he was “again to the
fore, now ‘barking with the hounds’”
(Daniel De Leon, 1904).
With a minor amendment, the SDP’s
Dresden resolution was agreed at the
Socialist International’s 1904 congress
in Amsterdam. It deserves the closest
attention:

Alexandre Millerand: ministerial socialist
Party. Instead of the ‘next Labour
government’, the priority must be a
sovereign conference, a meaningful
clause four, commitment to a programme
of international socialism, automatic
reselection of MPs, the subordination
of MPs to the national executive
committee, MPs on an average worker’s
wage, the closure of the compliance
unit, rooting CLPs in workplaces and
communities, new trade union affiliates,
ending the bans and transforming the
Labour Party into a united front open
to all socialist organisations.
It is not only the wretched Paul Mason
and Owen Jones who have undergone a
full-scale political collapse. Comrades
in Socialist Resistance and the Labour
Representation Committee are in effect
advocating the slogan, ‘Any government
is better than a Tory government’.
Naturally, this is done under the banner
of ending the ‘age of austerity’. Hence
the siren call for “forming a government
through a progressive alliance with other
parties”: ie, a Labour-Green-SNP-Plaid
Cymru alliance.3 Writing in the Labour
Representation Committee’s monthly
journal, John McDonnell, the shadow
chancellor, echoes this council of
despair. He says we must “start the
work” of building the “progressive
alliance”.4 Some even want to give
an invite to the Liberal Democrats.
The LRC’s Peter Bowing too calls for
a “progressive coalition” and in that
spirit urges Labour to “lead the Liberal
Democrats, Greens and SNP in opposing
Brexit”.5
A clear case of political regression.
A return to Millerandism, Menshevism
or the popular fronts of ‘official
communism’. And, be warned, in the
oft quoted words of George Santayana,
“Those who cannot remember the past
are condemned to repeat it”.

Millerandism

In 1899 the French socialist, Alexandre
Millerand, agreed to become a minister
in Pierre Waldeck-Rousseau’s coalition

government of ‘republican defence’ - this
was at the height of the Dreyfus affair.
Millerand took his cabinet seat alongside
general Alexandre de Gallifet, the butcher
of the 1871 Paris Commune. Inevitably,
this provoked widespread indignation,
both in France itself and internationally.
Yet the advance of the baying
Catholic, royalist and military right was
stopped and Millerand steered through
a wide range of reforms, including the
reduction in the maximum working day
from 11 to 10 hours, the introduction of
an eight-hour working day for postal
employees, the prescribing of maximum
hours and minimum wages for all work
undertaken by public authorities, the
establishment of arbitration tribunals
and inspectors of labour.
Millerandism became the subject
of heated debate at the congress of the
Socialist International held in Paris over
September 23-27 1900. Previously any
participation in a coalition government
with bourgeois parties had been regarded
as a gross violation of elementary
principle. Millerand was, of course, part
of a growing trend, which included Peter
Struve in Russia, Eduard Bernstein in
Germany and Sidney Webb in Britain.
This revisionist opportunism erupted
into outright social chauvinism in
August 1914.
In an attempt to smooth over
divisions, Kautsky tabled a rotten,
though successful, compromise motion.
Class collaboration was roundly
condemned … but there was a get-out
clause: “Whether in a particular case,
the political situation necessitates this
dangerous experiment [of joining a
coalition government with bourgeois
parties - JC] is a question of tactics and
not principle.”
Lenin sarcastically dismissed
the resolution as being made from
“caoutchouc” - that is to say, India
rubber: it could be stretched in any
direction. Hence, outrageously,
Millerand could claim to be a good
socialist, differing with other good

The congress repudiates to the fullest
extent possible the efforts of the
revisionists, which have for their
object the modification of our tried
and victorious policy based on the
class war, and the substitution, for
the conquest of political power by an
unceasing attack on the bourgeoisie,
of a policy of concession to the
established order of society.
The consequence of such revisionist
tactics would be to turn a party striving
for the most speedy transformation
possible of bourgeois society into
socialist society - a party therefore
revolutionary in the best sense of the
word - into a party satisfied with the
reform of bourgeois society.
For this reason the congress convinced, in opposition to revisionist
tendencies, that class antagonisms,
far from diminishing, continually
increase in bitterness - declares:
1. That the party rejects all responsibility
of any sort under the political and
economic conditions based on capitalist
production, and therefore can in no wise
countenance any measure tending to
maintain in power the dominant class.
2. The Social Democracy can accept
no participation in the government
under bourgeois society, this decision
being in accordance with the Kautsky
resolution passed at the International
Congress of Paris in 1900.
The congress further condemns
every attempt to mask the ever growing
class antagonisms, in order to bring
about an understanding with the
bourgeois parties.
The congress relies upon the
socialist parliamentary group to use
its power, increased by the number
of its members and by the great
accession of electors who support it,
to persevere in its propaganda towards
the final object of socialism, and, in
conformity with our programme, to
defend most resolutely the interests of
the working class, the extension and
consolidation of political liberties, in
order to obtain equal rights for all; to
carry on more vigorously than ever
the fight against militarism, against
the imperialist and colonial policy,
against injustice, domination and
exploitation of every kind, and finally
to exert itself to the utmost to perfect
social legislation and to enable the
working class to fulfil its political
and civilising mission.6
The positive reference to the 1900
resolution was an obvious attempt to
correct Kautsky without criticising
Kautsky. Not a good omen.

Popular fronts

The popular fronts of ‘official communism’
are in essence a continuation of
Millerandism. In the name of combating
fascism, fighting for peace, uniting
against Thatcherism, ending austerity,
etc, etc, the parties of the working class
are urged to seek a ‘broad democratic
alliance’ with the ‘progressive’ parties
of the bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie.

The result? The bourgeois and petty
bourgeois parties set the limits of the
political agenda and the parties of the
working class are driven to the right
… to the point of being prepared to
suppress the working class. Of course,
this leads, not to opening up the road
to socialism, but to demoralisation and
defeat. Why vote for those who refuse
to support you against employers?
Why vote for those who want to keep
the capitalist state intact? No wonder
Trotsky branded the popular fronts as
a “strike-breaking conspiracy”.
This is what we saw in practice with
popular front governments from Spain
and France in the 1930s to Chile in the
early 1970s. The socialist working class
was constantly held back by the need
to keep allies on board. Then it was
betrayed. Mass strikes were sabotaged,
manifestations of dual power wound
down, militias disarmed.
The most disappointing thing
about today’s calls for a “progressive
alliance” is the sheer philistinism
involved. In early 20th-century Russia,
the idea of stages made a certain kind of
sense. Eg, first an anti-tsarist revolution
that unites all democratic forces; then,
after a considerable historical delay,
when capitalist economic development
had finally created a working class
majority, socialism comes onto the
agenda. Such was the Menshevik
reasoning. Though their strategy
appeared to have a degree of logic, it
assumed a Russia in isolation from the
socialist revolution in Europe. Hence
in 1917 the Mensheviks wanted state
power not in the hands of the soviets,
but a bourgeois-dominated provisional
government, a “progressive alliance”,
which would, by its very nature,
continue Russia’s war against Germany.
In 2017 this caricature of Marxism
has degenerated into a caricature of
itself. Things are reduced to simple
arithmetic - that is, addition: Labour,
plus the SNP, plus Plaid, plus the
Greens add up to a voter base that
might beat the Tories in 2020. Such
is the sum of their wisdom. However,
arithmetic alone cannot suffice. At the
very least we need to apply mechanics.
Political parties move according to
different trajectories, rely on different
class forces and possess different social
weights. Eg, Labour needs to rewin
its traditional base in the central belt
of Scotland, meanwhile the SNP is
committed to a second referendum and
Scottish independence. Hence either
the Labour Party fights the SNP and its
nationalist programme or, in the name
of the ‘progressive alliance’, Labour
dilutes its criticisms and reconciles
itself to the loss of its MPs in Scotland
and the permanent disunity of the
British working class.
We do not oppose marching on
protest demonstrations alongside
members of the SNP, Plaid, the Greens,
etc. Nor do we oppose rebuilding trade
unions alongside members of the SNP,
Plaid, the Greens, etc. Cooperation
around single-issue campaigns and
workplace terms and conditions can
only be beneficial. But, obviously,
a ‘progressive alliance’ based on
the hope of forming a coalition
government that manages capitalism
stands in flat contradiction to the
strategy of organising the working
class into a “great, independent
political power to fight for the coming
of socialism” l

Notes
1. Independent Labour Party 1910 annual

conference report, p59.
2. The Guardian February 20 2017.
3. Socialist Resistance October 15 2016.
4. Labour Briefing November 2016.
5. Labour Briefing February 2017.
6. www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/socialiststandard/1900s/1904/no-1-september-1904/
international-socialist-congress-1904.
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BLAIR

Looking for redemption

Will Tony Blair be mainly remembered for his claims about Iraq and WMD? Not if he can help it, writes
Eddie Ford

G

etting his gloves off, Tony Blair
signalled last week that the
political establishment was not
going to take Brexit lying down - the
fightback begins for real. In a speech
hosted by the cross-party Open Britain
at Bloomberg’s London office, Blair on
February 17 urged the British people
to “rise up” against Brexit - you were
deceived on June 23 last year.1 But the
truth will out.
All those who backed ‘remain’,
argued Blair, need to “build support”
for a campaign or movement to prevent
the “rush over the cliff’s edge”. Indeed,
Blair added, even the term ‘hard Brexit’
requires changing: “The policy is now
Brexit at any cost”. But, alas, he told
his City audience, another challenge
is the absence of an opposition party
which looks capable of beating the
government - the “debilitation of the
Labour Party is the facilitator of Brexit”.
“Our challenge,” he declared, “is to
expose relentlessly the actual cost” and
to “show how this decision was based
on imperfect knowledge, which will
now become informed knowledge” proceeding with Brexit “will cause real
damage to the country and its citizens”.
Blair stated that the British people voted
without understanding the “true terms”
of Brexit - but, as the real terms become
clear, it is “their right to change their
mind” and “our mission” is to “persuade
them to do so”.

Messianic

Boris Johnson, one of the leading
Brexiters - but only because he thought
it would never happen - complained
about Blair “insulting the intelligence
of the electorate”. He wanted the British
people to “rise up and turn off the TV”
the next time Blair “comes on with his
condescending campaign”. As for Michael
Gove, a Brexit true believer, who brought
Johnson’s prime ministerial ambitions to
a swift and bloody end, he accused the
ex-Labour leader of “trying to undermine
British democracy” - the Brexit vote
is sacrosanct. Green Party leader and
Brighton MP Caroline Lucas was not
impressed either. Though anti-Brexit, she
called Blair’s intervention “staggeringly
unhelpful” and said it would be better if he
had “butted out” of the debate. Blunter in
its assessment, the Daily Mail described
Blair as “away with the fairies”, not to
mention “delusional and messianic”.2
However, as communists are the first
to point out, there is a kernel of truth to
what Blair says - just to denounce his
speech would be idiotic. It is surely a
statement of fact that the mass of the
British people, even some readers of
the Weekly Worker, were not familiar
with the details surrounding article 50,
the single market, customs union, World
Trade Organisation rules, etc. They did
not know what the end result of the
Brexit negotiations would be, nor do
we now. Were the over 17 million who
voted ‘leave’ going for a hard Brexit as
opposed to a soft Brexit? Whatever the
likes of Johnson or Gove might insist,
the answer is less than obvious. People
voted ‘leave’ for all sorts of different
reasons, some contradictory - the same
can be said, of course, for ‘remain’
voters.
As for Scotland, we were told that
the independence referendum would
settle the matter for a generation - an
obvious nonsense, as we are now
seeing and as the CPGB pointed out at
the time (unlike some of the left who
economistically thought that politics
would now return to ‘normal’). As
soon as the EU vote was announced
on June 23, both Nicola Sturgeon and
Alex Salmond began making noises

be plain sailing, but neither is departure
inevitable.

Anarchistic

Whose saviour?
about a second attempt at independence.
Under conditions of a bad Brexit deal,
you can imagine that swinging the vote
in their favour - William Hill currently
giving odds of 8/11 in favour of ‘yes’.3
Furthermore, there have been noisy
protests on the main road between
Northern Ireland and the Republic of
Ireland - with anti-Brexit campaigners
wearing World War II-era greatcoats
setting up fake customs checkpoints and
bringing traffic to a standstill.4
Naturally enough, Lord Peter
Mandelson lined up his anti-Brexit
guns behind Blair in a show of solidarity.
Appearing on the BBC’s Andrew Marr
show, he said the public could be turning
against Brexit when they eventually
realise they are being offered less trade
at a higher cost and with no real cut
in immigration. He claimed that the
“crucial issue” was the ability of MPs
and peers to look at the deal Theresa
May eventually strikes with Europe
and “send the government back to the
negotiating table” if necessary.
Then, writing next day in The
Independent, he denounced Theresa
May for lacking “political courage” and
going “full pelt” to “avoid any public
debate” about Britain’s options in Europe
- instead “rushing off to Washington to
show we are not friendless” (February
20). We must not lose sight of the fact,
implored Mandelson, that our prosperity
for “decades to come” is at stake and
the country is entitled to make up their
minds on the issue - “not just half of it”.
Brexit can be stopped.
Though not exactly a revelation,
Mandelson told an event for the Jewish
Chronicle that he was working “every
single day” to bring an end to the present
Labour leadership - Corbyn “literally
has no idea in the 21st century how to
conduct himself as a leader of a party
putting itself forward in a democratic
election to become the government
of our country”.5 Mandelson was not
prepared to “pass the title deeds of this
great party over to someone like Jeremy
Corbyn” - something that he could only
“resent”. Mandelson pledged to the
JC’s readers that he will do everything
possible to “save the Labour Party from
his leadership”.
Meanwhile, the government
generously set aside five days for
debating the Brexit bill. This is
guaranteed to go through the House
of Lords, with Labour once again
promising not to obstruct or block
it - even though the government, rather
oddly in some respects, does not have

anywhere near a majority in the second
chamber. Slightly pathetically, Labour
merely hopes to force concessions
on issues like giving parliament a
“meaningful” vote before the end of the
Brexit negotiations and guaranteeing
the rights of EU citizens already legally
settled in the UK.
If the bill is not amended, which
seems the most likely outcome, then it
could theoretically be approved by the
Lords at the third reading on March 7,
becoming law shortly afterwards. Once
article 50 is invoked, as our readers
know, there will be up to two years of
talks on the terms of the UK’s departure
and its future relationship with the EU
unless all member-states agree to extend
the deadline - which could happen.

Pandora’s box

Of course, if the referendum result had
gone the other way, with a narrow margin
for ‘remain’, then you can be sure that
Tony Blair would not be making these
kinds of arguments: ie, for continued
debate and discussion and some sort of
revote. The sensible will of the people
must be obeyed.
Blair, it needs to be said, is not
necessarily arguing for a second
referendum - that is a ‘tactical’ or
secondary question. What he really
wants is a broad-based, cross-party
political movement - like a mass version
of Open Britain - to reverse what he
considers to be the madness of Brexit.
From his point of view, and that of the
UK ruling class as a whole - together
with much of the western establishment
- Brexit is very bad news indeed: it
opens up a Pandora’s box with regards
to France, Holland, Italy, Hungary,
Poland, etc. With Donald Trump now
in the White House, who knows what
is going to happen to the EU project?
By all appearances, the establishment
is beginning to get its act together - but
were they wise to pick Tony Blair
as their mouthpiece? When Nicola
Sturgeon praised the “quality of analysis
and argument” in Blair’s speech, she
came under a hail of criticism. At the
very least, her words were considered
tactically inept, given that people
deserted Labour for the Scottish
National Party in their droves because
of Tony Blair and Iraq. Blair might well
go down in history as the man who lied
to parliament - surely he knew that
Saddam Hussein had no “weapons of
mass destruction” ready to hit targets in
Europe within 45 minutes? Politically,
Blair is highly toxic, but he did not

suddenly decide to make a speech
one day: he is fronting a campaign
which will be joined by others - Peter
Mandelson, John Major, Nick Clegg,
Kenneth Clarke …
Then again, maybe Blair’s own
self-conception - or delusion - is that he
will go down not as the man who lied
about Iraq, but as the man who saved
Britain from the disaster of Brexit.
You cannot entirely dismiss such a
possibility - Blair is not just a failed
politician. We can surely envisage a
situation where opinion polls can be
swung around, where the parliamentary
balance can be changed, or where the
cost to big business is so great that - one
way or another - Britain end ups staying
within the EU.
Look, for example, at Vauxhall,
which directly or indirectly employs
tens of thousands. PSA, which owns
Peugeot and Citroen, is talking about
taking over not just Vauxhall, but the
whole of General Motors’ loss-making
operations in Europe, including plants
at Luton and Ellesmere Port. But these
plants, obviously, are heavily dependent
on EU sales, as well as large numbers
of imported components from mainland
Europe. Apparently, PSA has been
offered the same ‘sweetheart’ deal by the
May government as Nissan - whatever
the hell that is. Presumably a guarantee
of subsidies if they find themselves
having to pay tariffs? According to
World Trade Organisation rules,
however, subsides that create an ‘unfair
advantage’ are illegal - and therefore
extra duties, charges and tariffs could
be imposed on Vauxhall, or PSA.
All this is happening in the context of
chronic overcapacity: crazily, they are
producing more cars than consumers can
possibly want or afford to buy. Therefore
it is only reasonable to assume that this
takeover, if it happens, will go hand in
hand with closures. Now, under Brexit
conditions, if you are PSA what do you
do - close down your Rennes or Luton
factory? Luton operating under WTO
rules, with tariffs on the parts you import
from Germany - then more tariffs again
on the cars and vans you export back
to Europe. The answer is obvious. All
things being equal, you would tend to
close down Luton or Ellesmere Port.
This is precisely the problem with
Brexit. In the words of the Financial
Times, there could be “an outbreak
of buyer’s remorse” - something that
“would be far more worrying for the
Brexiters than any speech from Tony
Blair” (February 17). Brexit will not

In a dismal survey of the Brexit situation,
Alex Callinicos of the Socialist Workers
Party bemusedly notes that “on the face
of it” the Tories “should be more divided
than Labour by the vote to leave the
European Union” -185 Tory MPs voted
‘remain’ last year, while only 135 were
for ‘leave’, and yet 58% of Tory voters
backed Brexit. On the other hand, only
10 Labour MPs and 37% of Labour
voters opted for ‘leave’ (Socialist Worker
February 14). Remember, the reason
given by the SWP for backing Brexit
(ditto Scotland independence) was that
apparently, it would damage the ruling
class and - you guessed it - “shatter”
the Tories. Unfortunately for comrade
Callinicos, reality has intervened - only
one Tory MP (Kenneth Clarke) voted
against the triggering of article 50, and
the Tory Party as a whole is solidly united
behind May’s premiership. The SWP’s
Brexit premise was radically false.
Wretchedly, Callinicos also writes that
it is “an illusion to imagine the referendum
result can be reversed” - the immediate
response being it is an illusion to think
that Brexit cannot be reversed; that it is
somehow immutable and eternal. Given
the right opportunity, the ruling class
could well still seize its moment to call a
halt to a process that is clearly not in its
interests - although, of course, the election
of a certain Donald Trump has made
that altogether uncertain. With tiresome
predictability, Callinicos concludes his
article with the asinine remark that Corbyn
can only save his leadership “if he breaks
out of Westminster to lead the emerging
mass movement against the racist future
offered by May and her new friend in the
White House”.
Yes, forget all this parliamentary
and electoral stuff - just get out on
the streets to protest against racism
alongside … most of the establishment,
who too are outraged by racism, some
getting enthusiastically involved with
the anti-Trump protests. John Bercow,
the speaker of the House of Commons,
wants to ban the US president from
addressing parliament - unlike the
Chinese president, Xi Jinping, whom
he praised in 2015 as “the leader of
a nation that is both very ancient and
truly modern”, which is “engaged
in an experience and an experiment
without equal in history”: ie, the “second
Chinese revolution”.6 But Xi Jinping
is not a racist, so it is a completely
different story.
But what exactly is the SWP’s
position on Europe? We could be
waiting a long time for an answer, as
the SWP takes an essentially anarchistic
position when it comes to high politics,
avoiding questions about the way we are
ruled and instead looking forward to the
next demonstration l
eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
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html.
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POLLUTION

Return of the killer air
Tinkering measures cannot halt pollution, writes Arnulf Solberg

The 1952 London smog: thousands died

W

e have all grown used to
relentless news stories about
the degradation of our environment by human activity, and the
last few weeks have been no different.
On Monday January 23 London
mayor Sadiq Khan issued an alert
warning Londoners of “very high”
levels of air pollution. Two days later
there were more particulates in the
air per cubic metre in London than in
Beijing (although the levels happened
to be unusually low in the latter city
on January 25, the day those readings
were taken). Cold weather, industrial
pollution from mainland Europe
and diesel emissions from vehicles
combined to create toxic conditions
in London. People were told to refrain
from exercise (not of much help if you
are in manual employment) and avoid
main roads if possible.
This had followed the revelation
on January 6 that parts of London
had breached annual limits on air
pollution within the first five days of
2017. Estimates as to the number of
people killed by air pollution in London
each year vary considerably, but Khan
puts the number dying prematurely at
9,500. The number of people affected
by cancers, respiratory problems, other
diseases (including Alzheimer’s) as a
result of the pollution will obviously
be much higher.
In the past, coal burning had been
the major culprit in London (as it is in
modern-day Beijing). This produced
the infamous ‘pea soupers’ - sulphur
dioxide released from burning low
quality coal combined with fog
bringing death. In December 1952
there was the Great Smog - four days
of a thick, toxic, yellow covering that is

now thought to have killed up to 12,000
people. Traditionally the working class
districts had been worst affected, but
the pollution disaster in 1952 extended
across the city.
The Great Smog is seen today as
a watershed, but action was not taken
by the Conservative administration for
over three years: it was pressure from
below that forced the government to
take action. The Clean Air Act of 1956
introduced controls on coal burning in
homes and factories and moved coal
power stations out of urban areas. There
was a major move towards the use of
gas and electricity to heat homes.
Today the mayor’s plan is to cut
the number of high polluting vehicles
in the city through charging drivers
of diesel and older petrol cars £10 per
trip into central London on top of the
congestion charge. A consultation of
residents in 2016 appeared to show
support for such measures, but whether
they would be effective remains to be
seen. We should ask why people on
lower incomes - those who cannot
afford to buy a replacement car - should
be made to pay disproportionately
for a problem they did not create.
Decent, affordable public transport
alongside urban planning that focuses
on the needs of the city’s inhabitants is
required. We should aim to reorganise
cities in a way that brings people closer
to where they work, while preserving
and expanding public spaces for leisure
and socialising.

Capitalism

Whilst the condition of the air in some of
the UK’s cities makes for a grim state of
affairs, the bigger picture of humanity’s
impact on the earth is surely graver, and

we have had recent reminders of this too.
The decline in Arctic ice has led to
record lows this winter. The potential
consequences of this include an
acceleration of global warming and
chaotic weather changes across the
globe. Robin McKie in The Observer
drew attention to a proposal to
introduce “10 million wind-powered
pumps over the Arctic ice cap. In
winter, these would be used to pump
water to the surface of the ice, where it
would freeze, thickening the cap.”1 This
would cost roughly $500 billion. Such
proposals reflect not just the concern
among scientists that time is running
out, but also reflect a deep pessimism
about the potential for a political
movement to bring about solutions to
the crisis. Technical innovation is seen
as our only hope - capitalism, and its
logic of never-ending accumulation, is
seen as here to stay.
A report in the Nature, Ecology
and Evolution journal attracted media
attention earlier this month. It revealed
that the dumping of eight million tons
of plastic into the oceans every year
has meant that pollutants have been
detected in the Mariana Trench, the
deepest point in the oceans. 2 This
is more than simply an ugly human
footprint. Aside from the impact on
sea life, constituting a loss in itself,
the pollution of the world’s seas will
obviously have consequences for
human beings eating and making a
living from marine fauna. Plastics
aside, radiation from the Fukushima
nuclear disaster is now finding its way
into fish and ultimately people. The
oceans have been and continue to be
treated as a bottomless pit for waste,
despite what is now known.

Humanity is destroying the
conditions of its own existence, but
humanity itself is not the problem.
The problem is the capitalist mode
of production. The production of
goods we do not need, and the lack
of consideration by the owners of
the means of production as to the
waste produced are obvious problems
flowing from capitalist production.
There is nothing inherent to capital
that makes it take heed of external
impacts of production either on
human populations or on nature. Quite
the contrary: competition between
capitalists has given incentive to
businesses to be reckless in this
regard. Only in a society that produces
exchange values can a travesty
such as designed obsolescence be
‘rational’. Likewise the promotion
of cars over public transport only
makes sense in a society in which
production is undertaken for its own
sake - ie, driven by the imperatives
of profit. It is not a lack of knowledge
or creativity that holds back the
development of green energy, but
the unwillingness of the capitalist
class to invest.
Leading sections of that class, and
their political representatives, are
waking up to the seriousness of the
situation, but the response has not
been anywhere near enough to avoid
catastrophe. The more backward
elements, eg, the billionaire Koch
brothers, and, of course, Donald
Trump, with their climate-change
denial and fanatical opposition to state
intervention to protect the environment,
are clearly intent on making what
is bad, worse. As Noam Chomsky
has noted, one of the most grievous

consequences of Trump’s victory will
be that action on climate change will
be delayed still further.3
Globally, resurgent nationalisms and
the ongoing territorialisation of politics
is occurring at precisely the time in
which unprecedented cooperation and
coordination have become an urgent
necessity. The capitalist class has, in
the face of overwhelming scientific
evidence, been able to put an end
to follies such as the use of DDT
pesticides or chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs) in aerosols and refrigerators,
when alternatives could be brought into
use relatively easily. What they cannot
do is address the tendency of capital to
degrade the conditions of life on Earth.
Humanity can meet the challenge
of climate change without descending
into a new barbarism, but this will
require a fundamental transformation
in social relations. Rational economic
planning is required to manage the
finite resources of the planet and
provide a decent standard of living
for its billions of human inhabitants.
Genuine - working class - democracy
is required to direct the development
of our wealth and technical abilities
towards the purpose of fulfilling
human needs. The capitalist mode of
production has to be done away with,
so that humanity itself can endure. Until
then society will continue to operate as
if the quality of the air we breathe is
of less importance than a capitalist’s
bottom line l

Notes
1. ‘Could a £400 billion plan to refreeze the Arctic
before the ice melts really work?’ The Observer
February 12 2017.
2. Deutsche Welle February 14 2017.
3. www.youtube.com/watch?v=08WNclaSI4o.
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Deep opposition
They are watching, they are listening

Who is out to get Donald Trump? Paul Demarty goes in search of the American deep state

“M

ay you live in interesting
times” - so goes the
apocryphal Chinese
curse,1 and so it appears on the lips of
all sensible bourgeois journalists and
functionaries in the present situation.
Donald Trump’s administration
has come to the end of its first month
in total chaos; this is undeniable. The
only question is how much he himself
is its author. He first of all suffered the
loss of his national security advisor,
cracked army general Michael Flynn,
after his communications with the
Russian embassy were leaked. The saga
stretched on and on, over the several
days which cliché has it is a long time
in politics, at the end of which Donald
Trump gave a press conference that
rapidly itself became a news item, such
was the extent of the venom he directed
at his interlocutors.
Flynn’s case is exemplary, in that
barely a day goes by without some
exceptionally public-spirited public
servant snitching on the commander
in chief. The frequency of the leaks is
striking. Still more striking, of course, is
the almost total absence of controversy
about them. No - these leakers are
motivated, so far as the world outside
the Trump administration and its hardcore support is concerned, only by the
loftiest of motives; compare Edward
Snowden, denied a pardon by that old
softie, Barack Obama, even as it became
clear that the latter’s successor would
hang him without blinking an eye, but
who exposed state overreach that a
naive sort of patriot could easily call
‘unAmerican’.
As for Flynn himself, while he is
superficially in a terrible position,
talking to America’s enemies like some
kind of traitor, we must introduce a note
of scepticism. Between election and
office, presidents are busy men, and
busy also are their nominees for various

cabinet positions. Are we to imagine
that no soon-to-be Obama underling
talked to the Russians, or Iranians, or
whoever else you like in the winter of
2008-09? However deep his affinity
for the Putinites - hard to divine, in
truth - it is vanishingly unlikely that his
conversations are terribly remarkable,
except in that they were unacceptably
cordial. The decision was made to do
Flynn, and do him on the Russia issue.
By whom, and why?
Well, on the first point, we know that
Flynn’s conversations were recorded
as part of the snooping on foreign
diplomats that is the meat and potatoes
of intelligence work in America and
everywhere else. The civic-minded
snitches, in this case, are all part of
the shadowy espionage and counterespionage apparatus of the US state core.
Revelation after revelation poured out
from these moral titans, until Flynn’s
position was found untenable, and thus
terminated.
This and related cases has led to
the entry into US domestic politics of
the term ‘deep state’, which is more
commonly used in reference to societies
with a long history of direct military
involvement in politics. Turkey is the
exemplary case, with the army, of
strong Kemalist coloration, intervening
sometimes bloodily in the national life
frequently. (Perhaps now, after Gülen
and then Erdoğan’s purges, those
days are done.) The deep state persists
between elections - it consists of those
who watch things very carefully, so
that events do not ‘get out of hand’.
Spooks, generals, top civil servants: the
coalition of the sensible, of the grownups. Hegel’s account of the modern
state - that it transcends the competing
interests of civil society to have a fuller,
more concrete interest in civil society as
such - is realised not in the state itself,
but in the self-image of the deep state.

Such an arrangement is hardly unique
to countries on the global periphery.
Michael Glennon remarks, in his
influential pamphlet National security
and double government, that
US national security policy is defined
by the network of executive officials
who manage the departments and
agencies responsible for protecting US
national security and who, responding
to structural incentives embedded
in the US political system, operate
largely removed from public view
and from constitutional constraints.2

Not clear cut

It would be easy to imagine liberals
in irreconcilable opposition to such
phenomena, which surely are incompatible
with general liberty. Yet things - to put it
mildly - are not so clear cut. One reads,
between the lines of many a liberal think
piece, either the hope that the deep state
will divest the American government of
its crackpot commander in chief, or the
fear that it will not.
A recent New York Times feature
comes to mind, calling America’s new
‘deep state’ politics “disturbing” without
actually siding with the administration
against its saboteurs, whose actions
are understandable: with the president
shooting from the hip with his executive
orders, “officials, deprived of the usual
levers for shaping policies that are
supposed to be their purview, are left
with little other than leaking”.3 Can we
imagine the New York Times paralysed
by similar equivocations if there had
been similar machinations against
Obama or George W Bush?
In truth, this should not surprise us.
Liberalism demands a state that can
‘defend liberty’ - which is to say, one
strong enough to defy tyrants and mass
movements alike (there is no difference

to the liberal). The ‘night-watchman
state’ is nothing without a night-stick.
This aspect of the question is posed
very sharply by some of the more
traditional ‘deep states’. The recent
history of Egypt is a clear example:
the elected Islamist government of
Mohammed Morsi was overthrown by a
counterrevolutionary coup in 2013, but
the coup was widely welcomed among
the secular, liberal population, who had
so enthusiastically pursued revolution
in the first place. They preferred, in the
end, a military strongman to religious
rule, even if the latter had some sort of
democratic mandate, and the former
came with the inevitable wave of
imprisonments and executions. A similar
phenomenon occurred in Algeria,
when the secular-nationalist military
pre-empted the electoral victory of
the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) in
1991, again with the grudging support
of liberals.
Can the deep-statists win? That
is a rather thornier question. The
Turkish deep state, though likely
not yet vanquished, is plainly too
weak to act against Erdoğan and his
cronies, whose position seems secure
in spite of escalating tensions. The
Algerian coup of 1991 sparked off an
exceptionally bloody and brutal civil
war, with the ‘moderate’ Islamists of the
FIS supplanted ultimately by gangs of
fanatics quite as shockingly murderous
as Islamic State, massacring entire
villages (likely with covert government
support; certainly it was the latter that
ultimately benefited from such outrages
and their effect on popular support). The
war only formally concluded in 2002,
and skirmishes continue today. The
Egyptian story is a little too recent for a
balance sheet to be drawn, but we cannot
imagine that the military’s enemies are
permanently subdued.
As for the American case, there are

additional complications. The Egyptian
military has its own political party, and
had governed the country continuously
for decades by the time Hosni Mubarak
was deposed. The same was true for the
Algerian National Liberation Front in
that case; and while Kemalist-military
rule in Turkey was not continuous, there
was a continuous political tradition to
the deep state that cohered it together. If
the deep state must do explicit politics,
a political tradition must inevitably be
the result.
What, on the other hand, is the
ideology of the American deep
state? Kissingerite realism or neoconservatism? Technocratic ‘good
governance’ or Randite hypercapitalism? The competition of all of
these has both allowed peaceful political
transitions and moderated their effect;
now, however, the hour is come for a
swift impeachment, and the question
is whether the chafing but overlapping
doctrines and interests of the US state
bureaucracy have the gumption to take
the nation’s destiny into their own hands.
None of this is to say that there is
not an American ‘deep state’ capable
of ‘sorting things out’; merely that we
cannot be certain, as in the case of other
countries named, that there is; whether
it possesses the will to truly shake down
the Oval Office or will settle for the
‘strategy of tension’ pursued hitherto is
another unresolved question.
Interesting times indeed l
paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes

1. Like so many other things in our day and age,
this attribution is almost certainly an ‘alternative
fact’, apparently stemming from the astute Tory
prime minister, Joseph Chamberlain, and his son,
Austen.
2. Available here: http://harvardnsj.org/wpcontent/uploads/2014/01/Glennon-Final.pdf.
3. New York Times February 16.
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Inequality reaches new high
Marx’s prediction 150 years ago that capitalism would lead to greater concentration of wealth has been
borne out, writes Michael Roberts

I

Immiseration

But, whatever the causes and processes
concerned with inequality of incomes and
wealth in the major economies, there is
no doubt that it has reached levels not
seen since Marx published Capital.
Indeed, alongside is an interesting chart
that tries to gauge the level of inequality
reached in the UK back in 1867. The Gini
coefficient is the most common measure
of inequality of income or wealth and
in this graph - provided by the global
inequality expert, Branco Milanovic9 - the
Gini ratio reached over 55 in 1867.
According to the graph, that was
the peak of inequality and it fell back
over the next 100 years, thus appearing
to refute Marx’s view that the working
class would suffer “immiseration”, as
capital took a growing share of value
produced by labour. Instead, it would
appear to confirm the mainstream view
of Simon Kuznets, written in the 1960s,
that, once capitalism got going and
started delivering economic growth, the
forces of the market, if not interfered
with, would steadily bring forth a more
equal society. The irony is that, just as

Eton boys: and the rich have got still richer
Kuznets reached this conclusion,10 most
major capitalist economies began to
generate an increase in inequality in both
income and wealth - as the graph shows.
But do not be fooled by the fact that
the graph seems to show a huge jump
in gross domestic product per capita
in dollars from 1867 to now. That is
misleading. It does not show whether the
jump is due to faster economic growth
or just slowing population growth in
the UK (actually it is the latter). And,
of course, it does not show the huge
downturns in GDP caused by recurring
and regular crises under capitalism in
Britain and elsewhere.
The graph does reveal, however,
that inequality has been worsening in
England, reaching levels not seen since
the 1920s. Indeed, in a new analysis of
the World Income Database11 Piketty
and colleagues from the Paris School of
Economics and UC Berkeley describe
a “collapse” of the share of US national
wealth claimed by the bottom 50% of
the country - down to 12% from 20%
in 1978 - along with an (unsurprising)

drop in income for the poorest half of
America. About 117 million American
adults are living on income that has
stagnated at about $16,200 per year
before taxes and transfer payments,
Piketty, Saez and Zucman found in
research published last year.
And that makes an important point.
The top 1% of earners in America now
take home about 20% of the country’s
pre-tax national income, compared
with less than 12% in 1978, according
to economists at the National Bureau
of Economic Research. Over the same
time in China, the top 1% doubled their
share of income, which rose from about
6% to 12%. America has experienced “a
complete collapse of the bottom 50%
income share in the US between 1978
to 2015”, the authors wrote. “In contrast,
and in spite of a similar qualitative trend,
the bottom 50% share remains higher
than the top 1% share in 2015 in China.”
Meanwhile, economic growth in
China has been so strong that - despite
widening inequality - the incomes of
the bottom 50% have also “grown

England/UK 1290-2013: Gini and GPD per capita
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have written many posts on the
level and changes in inequality of
wealth and incomes,1 both globally
and within countries. There has been a
‘wealth’ of empirical studies showing
rising inequality in incomes and wealth
in most capitalist economies in the last
century.2
There have also been various
theoretical explanations provided
for this change. The most famous is
by Thomas Piketty in his magisterial
book, Capital in the 21st century
(Harvard 2014). This book won the
award for the ‘most bought, least read’
book in 2014, surpassing A brief history
of time by scientist Stephen Hawking
(London 1989).
I and others have discussed the
merits and faults of Piketty’s work
extensively.3 Suffice it to say that,
although Piketty repeats the title of
Marx’s book, published exactly 150
years ago, he dismisses Marx’s analysis
of capitalism based on the law of value
and the tendency of the rate of profit to
fall, and adopts the mainstream theories
of marginal productivity and/or market
‘imperfections’ like ‘rent-seeking’.
This leads to the view that capitalism
could be ‘reformed’ and inequality
reduced by such measures as a global
financial tax or progressive inheritance
taxes - or more recently a universal
basic income (Piketty is now advising
French socialist presidential candidate
Benoît Hamon on this).
Inequality remains the buzz word of
liberal and leftist debate and analysis,4
not crisis and slump. Widening inequality has been called “one of the key
challenges of our time” by the World
Economic Forum, the think-tank of
the elite.5 The ratings agency, S&P
Global Ratings, has cited the income
gap as a long-term trend that threatens
America’s economic growth.6 Even
the major international agencies like
the International Monetary Fund7 and
the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development continually analyse movements in inequality
to investigate whether more equality
would be better for growth and a more
stable capitalism.
Post-Keynesian economists like
Engelbert Stockhammer and more
radical mainstreamers like Joseph
Stiglitz reckon rising inequality is
the main cause of crises, not falling
profitability or the inherent instability
of capital as a money-making machine.
Again I have discussed these arguments
in some depth.8
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markedly”, the economists wrote.
Their analysis found that the poorest
half of Chinese workers saw their
average income grow more than 400%
from 1978 to 2015. For their American
counterparts, income decreased 1%:
“This is likely to make rising inequality
much more acceptable” in China, they
noted. “In contrast, in the US there was
no growth left at all for the bottom 50%
(-1%).”
The IMF and other agencies, such
as the World Bank, like to argue that
economic growth has picked up so
much under capitalism that millions
have been taken out of poverty. But
economic experts in the field of poverty
and global inequality reveal from
their figures that official ‘poverty’ has
declined12 for just two reasons. The first
is that the definition of poverty of those
living on less than $1 a day is out of
date; and the second is that nearly all
the decline has been in China due to its
unprecedented economic growth under
a state-controlled and directed economy
- far from the market capitalism seen
in 19th and 20th century that Piketty
and others have analysed. In most
low-income countries inequality has
hardly changed from very high levels.
And the main reason is the control
of wealth. A very small elite owns the
means of production and finance and
that is how they usurp the lion’s share
- and more - of the wealth and income.
The US Economic Policy Institute
found that the top 1% of society derives
an increasing portion of income gains
from existing capital and wealth. It is
not because they are smarter or better
educated. It is because they are lucky
(like Donald Trump) and inherited their
wealth from parents or relatives.
A recent study by two economists at
the Bank of Italy found that the wealthiest families in Florence today are
descended from the wealthiest families
of Florence nearly 600 years ago!13
So the rise of merchant capitalism in

the city-states of Italy and then the
expansion of industrial capitalism and
now finance capital made little or no
difference to who owned the wealth. And
the work of Emmanuel Saez and Gabriel
Zucman has shown that in the US wealth
has become increasingly concentrated
in the hands of the super-rich.14
So Marx’s prediction 150 years ago
that capitalism would lead to greater
concentration and centralisation of
wealth, in particular in the means of
production and finance, has been borne
out. Contrary to the optimism and
apologia of the mainstream economists,
poverty for billions around the world
remains the norm, with little sign
of improvement, while inequality
within the major capitalist economies
increases, as capital is accumulated and
concentrated in ever smaller groups l
Michael Roberts blogs at
https://thenextrecession.
wordpress.com.

Notes
1. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.

com/2013/07/14/the-story-of-inequality.
2. See my book, Essay on inequality: on issues in
modern economies Vol 1, London 2014.
3. For example, https://thenextrecession.
wordpress.com/2014/04/28/reviewing-pikettyagain.
4. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2014/08/13/inequality-the-mainstream-worry.
5. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2015/02/01/growth-inequality-and-davos.
6. www.cbsnews.com/news/how-the-wealth-gapis-damaging-the-u-s-economy.
7. www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/sdn/2015/
sdn1513.pdf.
8. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2014/03/11/is-inequality-the-cause-ofcapitalist-crises.
9. http://glineq.blogspot.co.uk.
10. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2015/12/14/kuznets-piketty-marx-andhuman-development.
11. www.nber.org/papers/w23119.
12. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2015/10/13/weve-never-had-it-so-good.
13. http://voxeu.org/article/what-s-your-surnameintergenerational-mobility-over-six-centuries.
14. http://gabriel-zucman.eu/files/
SaezZucman2014.pdf.

worker 1143
weekly

9

February 23 2017

MOMENTUM

Putting the case for real socialism
American graffiti

The recent elections in Momentum allowed us to test our strength and present our arguments, writes
Stan Keable of Labour Party Marxists

A

t a stroke Jon Lansman’s
January 10 coup scuppered any
remaining hope in Momentum’s
fragile, emerging democracy. This
after an email vote by six members
of a defunct, out-of-time steering
committee, without discussion or
the opportunity of amendment. He
imposed instead a nightmare of a
constitution, which can only be rejected
by members, against the will of the
national coordinating group (NCG), if
30% of the entire membership vote to
reject it (rule 9.5(ii)). As for the NCG
itself, only 12 of its 28 seats are elected
by the membership.
The coup was ‘legitimised’ by the
results - announced the same day - of a
‘survey’ of members, in which 80.6%
expressed a preference for decisionmaking by ‘one member, one vote’.
Clicks were also 72.29% in favour of
the well-crafted proposition that “all
members should have a say in electing
their representatives”. With a 40.35%
turnout for the survey, that meant
32.5% and 29.2% respectively of the
membership answered the ‘right way’
for what were loaded, but seemingly
innocuous, questions. However, this was
treated by Lansman as a green light to
impose his hugely complex constitution
without further consultation. National
committee abolished, regional
committees abolished, conference
arrangement committee abolished, left
groups and individuals blocked - job
done.
What the coup has achieved is
not the end of ‘factionalism’, but the
entrenchment of Lansman’s dominant
faction. Democracy has been snuffed
out, the danger of the left exerting an
influence by winning delegates averted
and Momentum set on a path that will
probably end in extinction. In place
of what might have been a weapon in
the hands of the Labour left, what now
remains is little more than a Jeremy
Corbyn fan club.
And, of course, Momentum’s
database, money and the hiring and
firing of staff remain safely in private
hands. The main task of Momentum

and the left should be democratising
and transforming Labour into a party
of the working class for socialism - but
fear overcame hope. A democratic
Momentum was bound to be seen as a
threat by the Labour right. A bureaucratic
Momentum is a threat to no-one.
Nevertheless Momentum’s pinched
NCG elections enable us to measure
the strength of the various political
tendencies and organised factions.
Participating did not legitimise the
imposed constitution, as some ‘Don’t
stand, don’t vote’ oppositionists
claimed, any more than participating
in parliamentary elections legitimises
the United Kingdom’s constitutional
monarchy - with its queen, lords,
established church and standing army.
For Marxists, participation in elections
(with exceptions) is obligatory, for
propaganda purposes. We should not
miss the opportunity to present our
political programme for the liberation
of the working class from wage-slavery,
and for the ending of all oppressions,
through the achievement of world
socialism.

NCG

As I write, on February 22, Momentum’s
website, intriguingly, still displays the
following message: “The Momentum
national coordinating group elections
closed on Friday February 17 at 12 noon.
Results will be announced soon.”1 Why the
delay? Surely this cannot be an oversight
on the part of Team Momentum. What
spin, one wonders, is being cooked up
behind the scenes?
Perhaps there is embarrassment,
perhaps a difficulty in presenting
a partial victory (despite all the
advantages of controlling Momentum’s
money, database and paid staff) for
the ruling Jon Lansman faction,
in a mere 33.75% turnout, as an
overwhelming endorsement of his
January 10 coup, constitution and digital
pseudo-democracy.
The results were announced
privately, however, in a Momentum HQ
email to candidates on the evening the
ballot closed. “Temporary Momentum

organiser” Beth Foster-Ogg wrote to
me that “unfortunately you were not
successful in this election”. However, I
received a respectable 458 votes on an
explicitly Marxist platform.2 She gave
a link to the full results.3
Surely in need of a truth drug, Beth
added that “A huge 34% of Momentum
members voted in the election.” But 34%
is not “huge”, and one should refrain
from writing such guff, even if they
pay you. The word “huge” was deleted
from Beth’s next email, announcing
the results to all members, sent less
than an hour later. But also missing is
any apology for the dishonest spin, and
any acknowledgement or assessment of
the “huge” 66% who did not vote - who
were not inspired to get involved by
the much vaunted inclusivity of the
so-called “new politics” of online
voting. After all, in terms of Lansman’s
imposed Omov constitution, a 34%
turnout, and the result itself, are both
disappointing.
The rightwing (in Momentum terms)
Lansman faction was undoubtedly
better prepared and better organised
than the anti-coup, anti-constitution
left. On February 2, Lansman’s Left
Futures blog announced its four-person
slates for each of the three regional
divisions.4 The opposition candidates,
on the other hand, with varying degrees
of criticism of the imposed constitution
and the high-handed way it was
imposed, divided their votes amongst
30 competing candidates, reflecting the
political disunity of the left, as well as
its disorganisation.
Nevertheless, despite their
advantages, the Lansmanites were
unable to sweep the board, losing three
of the 12 seats to their critics. These
defeats were limited because of the
‘first past the post’ system prescribed
by the new, illegitimate constitution5
(illegitimate because it has never been
put to a vote). Labour Party democracy
is already in advance of Momentum’s in
this respect, requiring transferable votes
in its internal elections.
The ballot results circulated show that
Momentum membership (“total eligible

voters”) had reached 22,398 before the
ballot opened, of whom only 7,559 voted.
Unfortunately, the number of voters in
each region is not given - perhaps that
will appear on the website one day soon.
The votes for each candidate is stated and,
adding them up, we find the total votes
cast is 29,000, of which only 12,429 well under half - went to the Lansmanite
slates. A total of 16,571 votes were cast
for non-Lansmanite candidates, most of
whom were variously critical of the coup
and constitution. Under a transferable
vote system, the outcome would have
been much worse for Lansman. Truly,
as socialist candidate Andrew Thompson
rightly blogged, “the emperor has no
clothes”.6
In one of the three regions, the North
and Scotland, oppositionists failed to
present an identifiable slate. Out of 11
candidates, all four of the Lansmanites
were elected, with a total of 4,260 votes,
the other seven gaining 4,495. Two were
backed by the Alliance for Workers’
Liberty: Camila Bassi (834) and Alan
Runswick (705).
In the Midlands, Wales, East
and West region there was a fudged
oppositionist slate. Out of 18 candidates,
the four Lansmanites gained only 3,519
votes, against a total of 6,334 votes for
non-Lansmanite candidates. Three of
the oppositionists tried to form a bloc
with Andy Thompson (413 votes),
but Andy asked members to vote for
Rida Vaquas. Andy’s address had the
best politics - “working class socialist
principles”, “struggle for a socialist
transformation of society”, “delegate
democracy” and a sovereign national
conference.
Perhaps that peculiar combination
of factors partly explains why AWLbacked candidate Rida Vaquas topped
the poll with 973 votes, knocking out
Lansmanite candidate Sam Poulson
(765). Rida’s forthright election address
sharply criticised Lansman’s coup,
promising to “fight for Momentum to
be led by the grassroots membership
and not by a clique at the top with
no accountability whatsoever”.
Momentum’s structures, she said,

must be decided by members, “not by
six people in a room in an email vote in
less than an hour.”
No AWL candidate mentions that
toxic organisation by name, nor its proZionist, social-imperialist politics, nor
its feeding into the fake anti-Semitism
smear campaign in the Labour Party,
nor its betrayal of Jackie Walker when
she was under concerted Zionist attack.
No surprise. The Momentum left is
generally divided 50-50 on the issue of
Zionism and the anti-Semitism smear
campaign.
Four of the Lansman critics in
the South East region presented a
well organised slate (not including
me) campaigning under the title,
“Democracy and Socialism, for a
Grassroots Momentum”, and two of
them got elected: Yannis Gourtsoyannis
(1,350) came second only to Lansman’s
top candidate, Christine Shawcroft
(1,382), while AWL-backed Sahaya
James (1,018) knocked out Lansmanite
David Braniff-Herbert (1,031) despite
his slightly higher vote, because two
of the four regional seats must be held
by women. Christine Shawcroft’s
Lansmanite slate, with its fake “Building
the Grassroots” title, gained a total of
4,650 votes.
While the oppositionist slate gained
3,557, the total oppositionist vote
was 5,742, beating the Lansmanite
vote, as in all three regions. A more
democratic transferable vote system
would have produced an all-round
defeat for Lansman - but he would still
own Momentum, and would no doubt
have changed the rules yet again l

Notes

1. https://vote.peoplesmomentum.com.
2. See https://vote.peoplesmomentum.com/
candidates/se.
3. Available at https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.
cloudfront.net/momentum/pages/1/attachments/
original/1487349566/NCG2017.pdf?1487349566.
4. www.leftfutures.org/2017/02/left-futuresrecommends-the-following-candidates-inmomentums-elections.
5. www.peoplesmomentum.com/constitution.
6. https://andrewthompson4ncg.wordpress.
com/2017/02/04/lansman-the-emperor-has-noclothes.
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The fight for
democracy is not a split

Lansman’s coup should be resisted by founding a democratic Momentum, urges Tony Greenstein

T

he election of Jeremy Corbyn as
leader of the Labour Party took
virtually everyone by surprise.
The 200-1 outsider quickly became
the firm favourite in the summer of
2015. The election of a serial rebel as
leader of the Labour Party left both
socialists and the pundits searching
for explanations. In many cases they
still have not found them.
It did not, however, take long for
the bourgeois media to get its act
together. Besides being unpatriotic
and a threat to our security, Corbyn
was an associate of holocaust deniers,
terrorists and other unreliable elements.
Why, he even failed to sing the national
anthem! Large numbers of the existing
shadow cabinet resigned and those who
stayed, like Hilary Benn, were equally
treacherous.
It was in this context that Momentum
was set up at the instigation of John

McDonnell, with Jon Lansman being
the founder and national organiser.
Despite attacks by the Labour right
and people like Tom Watson on what
was termed a “Trotskyist rabble”,
Momentum began to cohere as an
organisation and rapidly gained 20,000
members, in addition to a much larger
database of hundreds of thousands.
Very soon the organisation began
to organise locally on an ad hoc
democratic basis, almost despite the
national office. Over 150 local groups
sprang up, some more active than
others. Regional structures took shape
and a national committee, which was
the sovereign body of the organisation
pending a founding conference, was
also established.
The NC met, I believe, in
February 2015 and elected a
steering committee consisting of
nine members plus an additional

Tony Greenstein: have
nothing to do with
Momentum election

two members for the two affiliated
trade unions, the TSSA and FBU. The
SC elected from amongst itself Jon
Lansman as chair, Jackie Walker as
vice-chair and other officers. From
the start Lansman was determined
that the national committee would not
meet again and the steering committee
would effectively displace the body
that elected it.

‘Anti-Semitism’

The formation of Momentum did not
take place in a vacuum. There was, as
might be expected, a determined fightback
by the Labour right - aided, as always,
by the mainstream media. Barely a
day went by without a rightwing MP
attacking Corbyn in the Tory press. Not
only the Tory gutter press - the Mail,
Sun and Express - but The Guardian
too led on the false anti-Semitism
allegations.1 No journalist was more

assiduous in perpetuating the lie that
Jeremy Corbyn was associated with
holocaust deniers or that anti-Semitism
had increased since Corbyn became
leader than the ‘subliminally nasty’
Jonathan Freedland. Scratch a ‘liberal’
and a reactionary pops out.2
Throughout 2016 there was
the continual drip-drip of the false
anti-Semitism campaign. Beginning
with the allegations against Oxford
University Labour Club - its chair,
Alex Chalmers, resigned when the
club voted to support Israel AntiApartheid Week, claiming this proved
anti-Semitism was rife within it. A
subsequent inquiry led by Jan Royall,
a Zionist sympathiser, found that there
was no “institutional anti-Semitism”
in the club. Corbyn appointed Shami
Chakrabarti to head a broader enquiry
as a means of kicking the issue into the
long grass. Asa Winstanley wrote an
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excellent article based on research into
the false allegations of anti-Semitism.3
Subsequently the active involvement in
destabilisation of the Labour Party by
the Israeli embassy and its operatives
was confirmed by the series of Al
Jazeera programmes.4
Throughout this period, which
culminated in May 2016 with the staged
confrontation with Ken Livingstone by
the boorish John Mann MP, Momentum
was silent. Mann, now the chair of the
Parliamentary Committee Against
Anti-Semitism (after its previous chair,
Dennis MacShane, had resigned after
being convicted and jailed for fiddling
his parliamentary expenses), went on
to accuse a Momentum supporter,
Graham Martin, of forging a letter
critical of him in the name of 90-yearold Jewish Labour Party member Dr
Sam Glatt. When I contacted Dr Glatt
to confirm that his letter was genuine
and obtained a handwritten letter from
him confirming this, Mann deleted his
Facebook post without issuing any
apology for his false allegations.5
In May Jackie Walker, the vice-chair
of Momentum, was suspended for
anti-Semitism. This was a hit job by the
Zionist lobby. She was quoted as saying
in a private Facebook conversation,
which was infiltrated by an Israeli
propaganda organisation, the Israel
Advocacy Movement:
My ancestors were involved in both - on
all sides … millions more Africans
were killed in the African holocaust
and their oppression continues to
this day on a global scale in a way
it doesn’t for Jews and many Jews,
my ancestors too, were among the
chief financiers of the sugar and slave
trade … so who are the victims and
what does it mean? We are victims
and perpetrators, to some extent by
choice. And having been a victim
does not give you a right to be a
perpetrator.
One word, which I have highlighted
above, was missing. Given this was an
informal conversation between friends,
this is entirely understandable. Yet
this was twisted and distorted by the
Zionist press, with the Jewish Chronicle
headlining that “Labour suspends
Momentum supporter who claimed
Jews caused ‘an African holocaust’”.6
At first, Momentum and Jon
Lansman supported Jackie and Labour’s
witch-hunters backed down quickly.
After a hurried investigation meeting,
Jackie was reinstated. However, the
Zionists did not accept this and after
a Jewish Labour Movement ‘training
session’ at Labour Party conference,
which was secretly recorded, Jackie
was suspended again, for a series of
remarks and questions. Nearly two
weeks before this I had written an
article predicting exactly this scenario.
The JLM wanted blood and Jackie
Walker - a black-Jewish anti-racist
- was the ideal quarry. 7 This time
Lansman was quite willing to oblige,
alongside the fools of the Alliance for
Workers’ Liberty.
Lansman and his supporters,
including the pro-imperialist Zionists
of the AWL, proposed the removal of
Jackie as vice-chair at a meeting of the
SC on October 2 2016 (The idiocy of
the AWL in supporting a witch-hunt
which would also devour its own
members beggars belief). Lansman,
however, made it clear that, given
the choice, he preferred to support
the Zionist witch-hunters rather than
Jackie Walker.
Lansman explained in The
Independent how “I spoke to Jeremy
Newmark of the Jewish Labour
Movement this morning. He’s very
upset and I can understand that - I
work closely with Jeremy ...” The
Independent went on to predict that
“It is now, however, widely expected
Momentum will remove Ms Walker
from her post on Monday following a
meeting of the steering committee.”8
It is a fair bet that Lansman briefed

the Indie and The Guardian that it was
proposed to appease the witch-hunters
by moving against Jackie Walker.
The idea that Jeremy Newmark - a
cynical, political Zionist operator, who
works, by his own admission, closely
with the Israeli embassy and who was
called a liar by the employment tribunal
in Fraser v University College Union
when he gave evidence asserting that
the boycott of Israeli universities by
the University and College Union was
anti-Semitic - was upset defies logic.9 If
Lansman seriously believed that, then
he is more stupid than I have given
him credit for. I imagine that Newmark
could barely contain his delight at
having engineered a situation whereby
the chair of Momentum was supporting
the suspension of his vice-chair.
When I spoke last year to Lansman,
he made it clear to me that he believed
that the anti-Semitism allegations had a
factual basis. He believed that he could
win the Jewish Labour Movement to
support for Corbyn’s Labour Party - a
completely surreal belief, given that in
the contest with Owen Smith the JLM
voted by 92%-4% to support Smith.
In the process he wrote an article on
his Left Futures website justifying the
naqba - the expulsion of Palestinian
refugees in 1948 - and the resulting
Jewish state,10 and another article calling
for the left not to use the term ‘Zionism’
for fear of upsetting Zionists.11 He
followed up this treachery by getting
the ex-socialist and Socialist Alliance
activist, Andy Newman, who runs the
Socialist Unity blog,12 to pen an article
on his Left Futures site.13

Only time

The only time that Momentum has
mobilised since its formation was
when the right attempted, and failed,
to bring off a parliamentary coup
against Corbyn. Firstly, last summer
at the height of the coup, Momentum
called a crucial demonstration outside
parliament, so that the right could see
and hear the support that Corbyn had,
and then in its mobilisation of phone
banks and canvassing. This was entirely
to Momentum’s credit, but it was and
is not enough.
Having successfully won a ‘no
confidence’ vote against Corbyn by
172-40 votes, the right had nowhere to
go when he refused to resign.14 After a
highly comical few weeks, as ‘chicken’
candidate Angela Eagle and Owen
Smith fought it out, it was the latter
who became the right’s standard-bearer.
It should be noted that the political
attack on Eagle was mounted by her
own Wallasey Labour Party, which
was then subjected to entirely bogus
charges of ‘homophobia’. This also
involved the case of the most famous
broken window in history. Reported
as belonging to the constituency office
of Eagle, it was actually situated in the
stairwell of a building containing a
number of organisations. However, the
allegation served its purpose.
Despite the fact that Labour’s
general secretary, Iain McNicol,
who had originally sought to keep
Corbyn off the ballot paper altogether,
attempted to fix the vote by removing
as many Corbyn supporters as possible,
the Labour leader won by an increased
majority - some 62%. Solicitors for Jim
Kennedy, a Unite member of Labour’s
national executive committee, accused
McNicol of bad faith and plotting
against Corbyn, to the extent of not
divulging legal advice or even the date
of the NEC meeting.15
This was the time when Corbyn
should have openly called for the
dismissal of McNicol for having tried
to change the result of the election.
It was then that Corbyn was at the
height of his powers. This was also
the time when he could have stated,
openly and clearly, his opposition to
Tom Watson’s proposals to alter the
balance on the NEC against Corbyn.
However Corbyn’s “straight-talking,
honest politics” meant that he once
again played the pacifist, turning the

other cheek when attacked by the
right. Comrades should remember
that even Jesus, when confronted by
the moneychangers, drove them with
whips from the temple.
Throughout all of this Momentum
remained silent. It has no alternative
strategy or advice to offer. Momentum
was a stage army, to be called into
action if Corbyn was under threat
from the right, but otherwise doing
nothing to combat Labour’s rightwing
Progress group and the likes of Luke
Akehurst. The result was that, despite
the overwhelming Corbyn majority
within the party, it was the right who
had the most conference delegates in
2016. Time and again the right has
out-organised the left in the party.
This is the context in which
Jon Lansman’s coup should be
seen. Lansman is determined that
Momentum will not take the fight to
the right. Momentum will not organise
deselection; it will not fight the witchhunt. On the contrary, Lansman has
pioneered the strategy of appeasement.
One of the memes of the coup-makers
is that Momentum should not resemble
the Labour Party structures. What this
means in practice is that Momentum
should not organise ward by ward,
constituency by constituency.
This is the gospel of surrender,
the manifesto of retreat. Effectively
it means either that Corbyn is the
prisoner of the right or, more likely, that
Lansman and company have given up
on Corbyn remaining leader till 2020
and accept that he will, at some point,
be forced to resign. The Labour right
will not easily challenge Corbyn head
on, as they did disastrously with the
hopelessly inadequate Owen Smith.
Instead they will seek to outmanoeuvre
and engage in a war of attrition.
This was the meaning of
Lansman’s determination that the
national committee should not meet
in November 2016 and - when it did
meet in December and he lost, despite
packing it - he first conducted a bogus
Christmas poll and then imposed a
constitution that had no democratic
legitimacy whatsoever. Indeed the
irony of making a stand on ‘one
member, one vote’ and then imposing
a constitution without any consultation
whatsoever was not lost on people.
This, however, was a sign of weakness,
not strength.
The reaction of Momentum
groups around the country was
overwhelmingly hostile to Lansman’s
coup. My own, Brighton and Hove,
which has won all the elected positions
in the Brighton constituencies, after the
party was suspended in the summer,
was indicative. By a vote of 33-4 a
meeting of Momentum, after a vigorous
debate, supported the unanimous
recommendation of the steering
committee.

Organise

The job of socialist and Marxist
organisations in situations such as these,
where there is a deep political division
between the new right, as represented by
Lansman, and an activist, socialist left, is
to organise the left. As Carla Roberts of
Labour Party Marxists has written, “the
sheer cynicism of Jon Lansman’s coup
is staggering” and she correctly deduced
that Momentum could be reduced to a
corpse.16
In this situation to say that we will not
“split” Momentum, when Jon Lansman
and his cohorts have already done that,
is an act of sheer political stupidity. How
else can you interpret the constitutional
provision that those who are expelled
from Labour will also be expelled
from Momentum? There is no chance
that Lansman’s new structures will be
susceptible to democratic control. The
elections to the new national coordinating
group have been won by the coup-makers
on a 34% turnout. It was wrong for
opponents of Lansman to have even
stood for the elections and thereby
given them legitimacy. It would be even
more stupid to now persist with a futile

game of challenging Lansman inside the
undemocratic structures he has set up.
The grassroots of Momentum, the
local groups, are not represented on the
NCG. There is no other representative
body. What Lansman has decided is
that the left will in future be incapable
of organising around a defence of the
Corbyn leadership. It is irrelevant
whether or not Corbyn, who is obsessed
with preserving his relationship with the
right, is aware of this, or supports it or
not. Lansman’s corpse of Momentum,
like all corpses, will have no life in it.
It will be a stage army at best, an extra
arm for Labour canvassing.
It is for the far left in the Labour Party
to organise the left and to give it direction.
That is, of course, a responsibility which
it would seem that the organised groups
are not up to. But to abdicate this task at
this, quite unique, time will be a political
mistake of immense proportions. It
reduces politics to nothing more than
political theatre. Lansman’s Momentum is
incapable of defending the left leadership
under Corbyn, because it refuses to take
the fight to the right. It also refuses to
challenge Corbyn’s political incoherence.
The position of accepting Lansman’s
coup - because that is the position of LPM
and the AWL at this point in time - is also
to accept Corbyn’s defeat.
There is no doubt that the actions
of both the AWL and Labour Party
Marxists to date have played into
the hands of and strengthened the
coup-makers politically. However,
the majority of active Momentum
supporters do not support the coup.
Lansman relies on the passivity of
those who read the emails sent out by
Team Momentum, not the activists. It is
essential that a Democratic Grassroots
Momentum results from the March 11
conference called by the NC majority.
That also means that LPM needs to
quickly rethink its position.
The left in Momentum is best
represented by independents such as
Jackie Walker and the black comrades
who do want to see an independent,
campaigning Momentum. Thanet
Momentum has decided that it wants
nothing to do with Lansman’s national
Momentum, which offers nothing to
local groups. It does not pass on any
of the finance it receives and does not
give them any help. It is crucial that the
left uses its strength in the local groups
to resist Lansman’s coup rather than
surrendering, having gone through the
motions of paying lip service to a fight.
I do not expect that the Zionists of
the AWL, who have managed to place
themselves on both sides of the witchhunt, will understand this. But I would
expect better of Labour Party Marxists l

Notes

1. See, for example, Jonathan Freedland’s ‘Labour
and the left have an anti-Semitism problem’:
www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/
mar/18/labour-antisemitism-jews-jeremy-corbyn.
2. www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/
jeremy-corbyn-documentary-why-wont-they-justlet-me-fail-on-my-own-a7060086.html.
3. https://electronicintifada.net/content/howisrael-lobby-manufactured-uk-labour-partys-antisemitism-crisis/16481.
4. The lobby: www.aljazeera.com/investigations/
thelobby.
5. http://azvsas.blogspot.co.uk/2016/10/adesperate-john-mann-mp-tries-to.html.
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9. www.judiciary.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/JCO/
Documents/Judgments/eemployment-trib-fraser-vuni-college-union-judgment.pdf.
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14. www.newstatesman.com/politics/
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January 12 2017.

What we
fight for
n Without organisation the
working class is nothing; with
the highest form of organisation
it is everything.
n  
There exists no real Communist
Party today. There are many
so-called ‘parties’ on the left. In
reality they are confessional sects.
Members who disagree with the
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to
gag themselves in public. Either
that or face expulsion.
n Communists operate according
to the principles of democratic
centralism. Through ongoing debate
we seek to achieve unity in action
and a common world outlook. As
long as they support agreed actions,
members should have the right to
speak openly and form temporary
or permanent factions.
n Communists oppose all imperialist wars and occupations but
constantly strive to bring to the fore
the fundamental question - ending war
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists.
Everywhere we strive for the closest
unity and agreement of working class
and progressive parties of all countries.
We oppose every manifestation
of national sectionalism. It is an
internationalist duty to uphold the
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be
organised globally. Without
a global Communist Party, a
Communist International, the
struggle against capital is weakened
and lacks coordination.
n Communists have no interest
apart from the working class
as a whole. They differ only in
recognising the importance of
Marxism as a guide to practice.
That theory is no dogma, but
must be constantly added to and
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless
search for profit puts the future
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is
synonymous with war, pollution,
exploitation and crisis. As a global
system capitalism can only be
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never
willingly allow their wealth and
power to be taken away by a
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant
methods objective circumstances
allow to achieve a federal republic
of England, Scotland and Wales,
a united, federal Ireland and a
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial
unions. Bureaucracy and class
compromise must be fought and
the trade unions transformed into
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of
the oppressed. Women’s oppression,
combating racism and chauvinism,
and the struggle for peace and
ecological sustainability are just
as much working class questions
as pay, trade union rights and
demands for high-quality health,
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory
in the battle for democracy. It is
the rule of the working class.
Socialism is either democratic or,
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage
of the worldwide transition to
communism - a system which
knows neither wars, exploitation,
money, classes, states nor nations.
Communism is general freedom
and the real beginning of human
history.
The Weekly Worker is licensed by
November Publications under a Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
4.0 International Licence: http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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Mass
expulsions
cannot be far
away

Burial of the two-state ‘solution’
Netanyahu has been dealt a Trump card, affirms Moshé Machover

O

n February 15 the desiccated
corpse of the two-state ‘solution’
(2SS) to the conflict between the
Israeli Zionist settler state and the colonised Palestinian Arab people was finally
laid to rest. One is tempted to say ‘RIP’,
but it is far more likely to rest in war
than peace. The interment took place at
a White House press conference, during
which the new leader of the ‘international community’ absolved his smiling
protégé, Binyamin (‘Bibi’) Netanyahu
from even pretending to pursue the
phantom of the 2SS.1 This ended a
long-standing official commitment of
the US, formalised by GW Bush in his
‘road map’ speech (June 24 2002),2 but
informally dates back to the Bill Clinton
presidency.
As I have explained in previous
articles,3 no major Zionist party is
genuinely prepared to accept a sovereign
Palestinian state ‘alongside Israel’ west
of the river Jordan. But, whereas Labour
Zionists (now part of the Zionist Camp
led by Yitzhak Herzog) were ready to play
along with the endless ‘peace process’,
Netanyahu and most of his Likud party,
egged on by their ultra-fanatic partners,
had lost patience with this pretence, and
were eager to edge towards annexing the
West Bank (the tiny, densely populated
Gaza Strip is not on the menu just yet). So
in April 2014 Barack Obama’s secretary
of state, John Kerry, concluded that due
to Israel’s obstructiveness the ‘peace
process’ had gone “poof”.4

Secret summit in
Aqaba

In order to understand the full significance
of Trump’s declaration, which effectively
allows Netanyahu a free hand in dealing
with the Palestinian issue, we must note
two previous landmark events. The first of
these was a summit meeting summoned
by the preternaturally persistent Kerry
as a last-ditch attempt to resuscitate the
2SS. It was held during the last week of
February 2016 in the Jordanian Red Sea
port of Aqaba and was kept secret for a
year, until the story was leaked to Ha’aretz
(probably by someone very close to
Kerry), which published it on February 19
2017.5 The participants, apart from Kerry,
were Netanyahu, Jordan’s king Abdullah
II and Egypt’s president Abdel Fattah
al-Sissi. The president of the Palestinian
(so-called) Authority, Mahmoud Abbas,
was not invited (in order not to embarrass
him with the concessions that would be
forced on him), but was kept informed.
Netanyahu was presented by his
three interlocutors with an offer he
could not openly refuse, as it addressed
all his previous pretexts for demurring.
According to Ha’aretz,
Kerry … crafted a document that
included principles for the renewal
of talks between the Israelis and the
Palestinians in the framework of a
regional peace initiative with the
participation of the Arab countries.
The plan he formulated in early 2016
was identical to the one he presented
at the end of that year - three weeks
before Donald Trump entered the
White House. The following are the
six principles:
 International secure and recognised
borders between Israel and a sustainable
and contiguous Palestinian state based

on the 1967 borders, with agreed-on
exchanges of territory.
 Implementation of the vision of UN
resolution 181 (the partition plan) for two
states for two peoples, one Jewish and
one Arab - which recognise each other
and give equal rights to their citizens.
 A just, agreed-on, fair and realistic
solution to the issue of Palestinian
refugees that conforms to a solution of
two states for two peoples and will not
influence the basic character of Israel.
An agreed-on solution for Jerusalem as
the capital of both countries, recognised
by the international community and
ensuring freedom of access to the holy
sites in keeping with the status quo.
 A response to Israel’s security needs,
ensuring Israel’s ability to protect itself
effectively and ensuring Palestine’s
ability to give security to its citizens in
a sovereign, demilitarised state.
The end of the conflict and of demands,
which will allow a normalisation of ties
and increased regional security for all,
in keeping with the vision of the Arab
Peace Initiative.
The reference to UN general assembly
resolution 181 is extremely significant,
as it includes recognition of Israel “as a
Jewish state”: a demand often raised by
Netanyahu in the hope that it would be
rejected by the Arab side.
Netanyahu did not, could not, reject
this plan outright, but - true to form procrastinated. Apparently he indicated
that in order for Israel to accept the plan he
would need to enlarge the ruling coalition
to include the Zionist Camp. Accordingly
he conducted talks with Herzog, telling
him about the Aqaba plan and inviting him
to join the government. But the latter got
a clear impression that Netanyahu was
was not serious, and had no real intention
to commit to the Aqaba plan. Nothing
came out of the talks, and Netanyahu
appointed the thuggish extremist, Avigdor
Lieberman, as defence minister. Once
again, Netanyahu managed to deflect a
2SS plan - this time in its final form, most
favourable to Zionist ambitions.
No wonder Kerry’s parting speech
on December 28 2016, in which he
recapitulated his Aqaba plan, was so angry
and frustrated.6

Prelude to
annexation

The second landmark event was the enactment
by the Knesset on February 6 2017, by
60 votes to 52, of the euphemistically
named Judea and Samaria Regulation
Law - better and more fittingly known
as the Expropriation Law.7 This would
empower the Israeli government to legalise
retroactively Jewish settlements in the West
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Bank located on land privately owned by
Palestinians.
What is most significant about this
legalised theft is that it implicitly changes
the legal status of the West Bank. Zionist
robbery of Palestinian land has been
going on in the West Bank since it was
occupied in 1967. But so far the ‘legal’
instrument for implementing it has come
in the form of edicts issued by Israeli
military commanders, quoting ‘security’
or ‘military’ needs for the stolen land. This
in effect treated the West Bank as occupied
territory rather than sovereign Israeli
territory. But - as pointed out by no other
than Israel’s president, Reuven Rivlin,
and former justice minister Dan Meridor,
both Likud members - the Knesset
has no power to legislate on property
rights of foreigners outside Israel’s
sovereign territory.8 Moreover, Israel’s
attorney general, Avihai Mandelblit, has
announced that he would be unable to
defend the new law in the Supreme Court,
as it is unconstitutional and is vulnerable
to international legal challenge. Indeed,
it is quite possible that the Supreme
Court will rule accordingly. But what this
legislation clearly shows is that the Israeli
leadership is moving towards formal or
semi-formal annexation of the West Bank.
Ominously, calls for annexation
have been increasing in number and
volume. At the more ‘liberal’ end of the
ruling Zionist circles is president Rivlin.
As noted above, he opposes the new
Expropriation Law because it applies to
areas outside Israel’s sovereign territory
and to property of persons who are not
Israeli citizens. His solution: annex
the whole of the West Bank and grant
its Palestinian Arab inhabitants Israeli
citizenship.9 In this he is a true follower
of Vladimir Jabotinsky, the founder of
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can rely on promising precedents: in
addition to the original 1947-49 nakba,
there is also the case of the Syrian Golan
Heights. Israel is not Putin’s Russia, and
the Golan is not Crimea: whereas the
Putin gang went through the motions of
conducting a referendum before annexing
the peninsula, Israel took the simpler route
of ethnically cleansing most of the Golan’s
inhabitants in 1967, before annexing it
officially in 1981. And were any sanctions
imposed on Israel? No, stupid, you have
just been told that Israel is not Russia. In
fact, although no country has formally
recognised the annexation and accepted
the ethnic cleansing, the world has got
used to regarding the Golan Heights as
part of Israel, and the line separating it
from the rest of Syria is usually referred to
in the media as Israel’s border with Syria.
The only hope of preventing a new
nakba is a massive mobilisation of
progressive world public opinion l
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rightwing (‘revisionist’) Zionism, who
called for Jewish colonisation of Palestine,
suppressing forcibly the anticipated
opposition of the indigenous Arabs, but
then granting them equal rights.10
However, Jabotinsky was writing in
the inter-war period, when there was a
large, oppressed Jewish population in
Poland and other countries of eastern
Europe, and he counted on massive
Jewish immigration to Palestine that
would rapidly reduce the indigenous
Palestinian Arabs to a minority. The
situation of the Jewish diaspora today is
very different indeed. East European Jews
were for the most part exterminated by
the Nazis; and the present major Jewish
communities in Europe and America
are not oppressed, but thriving. There
is little prospect of new massive Jewish
immigration to an expanded Israel,
sufficient to ensure a Jewish majority.
So Rivlin’s scheme is unrealistic from
a Zionist viewpoint, as Ha’aretz has
politely pointed out.11 The Zionist regime
will not allow it. The decidedly illiberal
religious fanatics and racist bigots who
are in Israel’s driving seat will do it their
own way, now that they feel they have
been dealt a Trump card - a carte blanche
from the White House. They will probably
proceed stepwise, beginning with areas that
are already compactly colonised by Israel
and have sparser Palestinian populations.
Palestinian population concentrations will
be isolated, squeezed and warehoused,
pending eventual ethnic cleansing,
when an opportunity - such as a regional
conflagration - presents itself. And with the
present occupant of the Oval Office this
may be sooner than we think. The outcome
will be one state, Zionist style.
Will the ‘international community’
allow it? Well, Zionist expansionism
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