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Finchley furore

The general management committee
meeting of Finchley and Golders Green
Constituency Labour Party (taking place
after its annual general meeting) on July
26 was a tumultuous and bad-tempered
affair. The right wing in our constituency is
strongly intent on using the manufactured
brouhaha over anti-Semitism to shore up its
position - with the help of the left-baiting
newspaper The Jewish Chronicle.
However, the AGM and the meeting
that followed clearly exposed the
appalling level of political debate among
all sections of the Labour Party, which
made me wince on at least 15 different
occasions.
The main set piece of the meeting
was a resolution not to accept the
membership of one Daniel Margrain
on the grounds of him using antiSemitic language in a blog post; and not
voting for the Labour candidate in the
recent general election. Unfortunately
our constituency got lumbered with
Jewish Labour Movement chair Jeremy
Newmark as a candidate in June, who
was actively engaged in a simultaneous
campaign to undermine Jeremy Corbyn
(on the grounds that he couldn’t win
an election and that the Labour leader
doesn’t properly understand the issue
of the Labour Party’s apparent antiSemitism). Actually, the meeting was
given fairly conclusive evidence and
testimony that Margrain had - correctly
- bitten the bullet and voted Labour, but
this was essentially a side issue.
Despite the fact that the anti-Semitism
issue was a clear bluff (the right wanted
to exclude a pro-Corbyn supporter who
was obviously going to be hostile to the
Jewish Labour Movement), Margrain
made himself largely unsupportable
by the assertion on his blog that: “It’s
the overrepresentation of Jews in the
capitalist ruling class that gives the
Israel-Zionist lobby its power.” This
use of an anti-Semitic stereotype around
‘Jewish capitalists’ severely undermined
his case and lent unfortunate credence
to the moves against him. The meeting
excluded Margrain on a 44-18 vote
(with the decision to be forwarded to
the dreaded Labour compliance unit),
although there was a big batch of
abstentions. My perception is that the
resolution to reject the membership of
Margrain would have fallen if he had not
used anti-Semitic tropes and the issue
had been more squarely focused on his
right to criticise Israel and the Jewish
Labour Movement.
It’s currently difficult to move
Labour Party centrists in the CLP on
the issue of ‘anti-Semitism’ and they
tend to vote with the right on such
matters. This was similarly shown by
a regrettable decision for the CLP to
affiliate to the Jewish Labour Movement
by a large majority (due to the appalling
chairing of the meeting and a subsequent
lack of information, I lack the exact
figures), where the centrists voted with
the right, leaving only the hard-core left
in opposition. When a ‘softer’ leftwing
resolution came into play, calling for
the Labour Party to actively campaign
against Trident, the centrists were happy
to go along with this, resulting in a
decent majority in favour (again, the
precise vote was unclear).
However, the left’s argumentation
on the Margrain issue was an appalling
defence (contrary to a report from
“sources” in The Jewish Chronicle by
Lee Harpin on July 28, there was only
one identifiable member of Momentum
at the meeting, not “a sizeable number”).
One comrade made an announcement
that he knew Margrain personally and
that they had written together in a book
(what precisely this had to do with the
matter at hand was anyone’s guess).
Another comrade, while trying to defend

a right of tolerance and free speech,
dug herself into semantic knots trying
to justify Margrain’s use of anti-Jewish
stereotypes before saying that she hadn’t
found MP Anne Marie Morris’s recent
use of the word ‘nigger’ offensive - not
the brightest example to use in the
circumstances. In short, the left argued
like an ill-disciplined, uncoordinated and
silly rabble - useless for the task at hand.
This wasn’t helped by the inability
of the chair - councillor Alon Or-bach,
also interim chair of the London Jewish
Labour Movement - to cope with a large,
vociferous meeting. First, Or-bach
had a clear conflict of interest on the
Margrain issue. As he admitted to the
meeting later, he could never deign to
meet up with Margrain to discuss his
case, so “personally upset” was he at
the remarks made on the blog post.
Which suggests that he shouldn’t have
been chairing this part of the meeting at
all, if he felt that emotional. However,
despite some leftwing members of the
meeting complaining about ‘biased’
chairing, I felt Or-bach simply didn’t
have the political chops to realise that he
needed to mix up the ‘for’ and ‘against’
speakers to get a flow of debate going.
The meeting degenerated into
complete farce at the end, when there
was a censure passed on another member
(who by then had left the meeting),
who had supposedly complained of
the “Jewish press” attacking Jeremy
Corbyn. Actually, what I think she
meant, if you listened to her remarks in
context, was that The Jewish Chronicle
was attacking Corbyn (ie, stating the
bleeding obvious).
The particular foam-flecked
rightwinger who quickly talked
councillor Or-bach (who didn’t need
much seducing, it must be said) into
putting this censure to the vote said,
wouldn’t it be terrible if the press got
hold of all these so-called anti-Semitic
statements being bandied around in the
CLP? And, lo and behold, two days
later we have a report in The Jewish
Chronicle where an unnamed source
says: “There were allegations it was
another example of how the ‘Jewish’
press had launched a smear campaign
against Jeremy Corbyn.” Most CLP
members will have a fairly shrewd idea
of where that came from.
Until the left starts properly
organising itself in Finchley and Golders
Green, we can expect more - much
more - of the same.
Darren Lord
Finchley

History man

Tony Clark closes his gallant defence of
peak oil theory by once again rubbishing
Karl Marx (Letters, July 27).
Having previously accused Marx
of being in thrall to the thoroughly
bourgeois notion that ‘money makes
the world go round’, he now dismisses
his “most famous” statement in the
Communist manifesto: “The history
of all hitherto existing society is the
history of class struggles”. A “notorious
falsehood,” comrade Clark says - as if
he has discovered some gigantic lie.
What about “primitive communists
societies”?! Nor, says comrade Clark,
has he “met many Marxists who know”
that this “is untrue”.
Obviously, Jack Conrad brought the
“class struggles” statement into play
against comrade Clark for the simple
purpose of showing that Marx did not
believe that ‘money makes the world go
round’. And, of course, Engels inserted
a well known ‘corrective’ footnote to the
1888 English edition of the Communist
manifesto. Presumably in his day Engels
encountered more than his fair share of
pedants.
Anyway here is Engels’s footnote:
“That is, all written history. In
1847, the prehistory of society, the
social organisation existing previous to
recorded history, was all but unknown.
Since then, August von Haxthausen

(1792-1866) discovered common
ownership of land in Russia, Georg
Ludwig von Maurer proved it to be
the social foundation from which all
Teutonic races started in history, and, by
and by, village communities were found
to be, or to have been, the primitive
form of society everywhere from India
to Ireland. The inner organisation of
this primitive, communistic society
was laid bare, in its typical form, by
Lewis Henry Morgan’s (1818-1861)
crowning discovery of the true nature
of the gens and its relation to the tribe.
With the dissolution of the primeval
communities, society begins to be
differentiated into separate and finally
antagonistic classes. I have attempted
to retrace this dissolution in The origin
of the family, private property, and the
state.”
If the Marxist comrades Clark
encounters are unaware of this
‘corrective’, all I can says is that he
ought to meet a few more Marxists.
After all, Engels’ ‘corrective’ - to the
truth about class struggles - now appears
in every edition. The truth, needless to
say, is rarely absolute, usually partial
and approximate.
With that in mind, it should be
pointed out that we now know that
primitive, or original, communism,
relies on a form of ‘class’ struggle. The
permanent, but always contested, culture
of militant counter-dominance ensures
that alpha males remain the servant of
the tribe, not become the master (see
the work of Christopher Boehm, Sarah
Hrdy, Chris Knight and Camilla Power).
I should add that in German
Geschichte, Historie and Prähistorie
are all distinguished. Geschichte denotes
the actual events of the past; Historie
is the work of historians about these
events; Prähistorie refers to the period
before written records. In the Communist
manifesto Marx and Engels use the
term Geschichte. In English, however,
history not only denotes the past, but
also the work of historians, analysis
of written records, etc. Prehistory, of
course, carries connotations of what is
completely outdated, but also, as with
German, before written records.
David Sherrief
Baker’s End, Hertfordshire

Charade

I read with interest the comments of Tony
Clark in the previous edition. I will leave
unremarked the main subjects of his
letter, but one point I must take up is his
criticism of Marx and his “most famous
statement” - that being, of course, “The
history of all hitherto existing society is
the history of class struggle”.
Tony decries this statement as being
“one of the most notorious falsehoods
ever pronounced by anyone”, because it
“ignores thousands of years of primitive
communist societies, when there was
no class struggle”. This is completely
incorrect.
Aside from the fact that Marx is
referring to written history, one can
only assume that Tony is ignorant of the
elaboration Marx gave to this famous
statement in the preface to a German
edition of the Communist manifesto,
which reads as follows:
“… ever since the dissolution of the
primeval communal ownership of land,
all history has been a history of class
struggles, of struggles between exploited
and exploiting, between dominated and
dominating classes at various stages of
social evolution …”
I’m afraid that attempting to refute
accusations of “profound ignorance of
Marx” by demonstrating what can only
be described as profound ignorance of
Marx will not convince many.
John Hutton
Leinster, Ireland

Venezuela

The situation in Venezuela looks very
harsh and bleak. Imperialism is sending
out a message to the downtrodden of the

world - if you try to stand up to us we
will make you go hungry. The socialist
movement needs to draw some lessons - we
need to build an international movement
that has a credible international plan of
how the working class can take power and
not be crushed by imperialist subversion
and blockade.
Taking power in only one country
without a good chance of other countries
following suit quickly is a recipe for
defeat and demoralisation. Of course,
the working class did not take power in
Venezuela. A military, anti-imperialist,
left-nationalist regime did. But even if
the working class had taken power - if
the socialist revolution did not spread
quickly - the result would have been
similar: hunger and social dislocation.
In any case it could be argued that
the working class will not take power
anywhere unless it can see that the
revolution has an international character
and can win in the imperialist centres.
Sandy McBurney
Glasgow

unprecedented - have influenced the
Polish president into using his veto
rights.
The law not vetoed by the president
is one which gives the government the
right to appoint judges in the common
law courts. But this is easily trumped
by not having the powers to appoint the
highest court judges.
In the same issue the John Bridge
letter is a classic of its kind. It’s
written in the style where a thousand
different variations could be written.
It’s essentially dishonest. A little quote
here, another quote there - you can
create history of any kind that way. But
you’re always reliant on the writer and
that shouldn’t be the case. We should
always start from a common concrete
perspective.
It’s the blatant playing around with
interpretations which sends us all round
the bend. There is truth to be got - but
not in those kinds of hands.
Elijah Traven
Hull

Just a note on the Polish situation. I have
been following this with my Polish friend
who was recently in Gdansk - where
Lech Walesa gave a speech denouncing
the planned changes to a well attended
open-air meeting. This has been covered
by our general media.
Your Polish letter-writer, Andzrej
Zorawski, says: “On July 20, the
conservative majority in the Polish
parliament voted to disband the
country’s supreme court. All judges will
now be appointed from governmental
candidates” (July 27). This is not my
understanding. The Polish president
used his veto powers to stop that from
happening.
There were three planned changes
to the courts and the president vetoed
two of them. He has sent them back
for consideration or amendment (the
signature of the president is required for
the passage of bills to be complete). The
president is from the same party as the
one in charge of government, the Law
and Justice Party. This would usually
mean the signature could be banked
upon. Large public demonstrations and
condemnation from European capitals
and a warning that Poland might be
stripped of its voting rights - something

The attitude of the left - even and sometimes
especially the far left - towards Brexit
demonstrates just how tied in they all are to
neoliberalism and capitalist globalisation,
the highest stage of imperialism, as a
progressive ideology and practice.
Freedom of movement and ‘no
borders’, they claim, is a right for
workers who are forced by it into
10-to-a-room slums on zero-hour
contracts at the mercy of gangmasters,
if they are lucky, or left behind to rot in
sink communities, estates and schools
unable to compete for the lowliest local
job if they are not.
Of course, capitalist Brexit is not
going to solve anything - how could it
when capitalism is dead? - but to hanker
for the grotesque excesses of capitalist
globalisation and the failed ideology
of neoliberalism demonstrates a rank
decomposition on the left to match
that of the capitalist system itself. The
left - the revolutionary left - will have
to be rebuilt from its very foundations if
the world proletarian revolution is ever
to transcend crumbling globalisation
and launch humankind on the next leg
of its historic journey.
David Ellis
Leeds

Poland

Crumbling

Summer Offensive
Getting to the truth

W

ith not much more than a
fortnight to go before the
end of our Summer Offensive
fundraising drive, another £1,248
was received this week, taking our
total to £12,544.
But, you may ask, aren’t you
worried? The target is £30,000
and you aren’t even halfway
there. Not at all. We know from
past experience that the final
week of the SO - which this year
ends on August 20 - is easily the
most productive. That is because
it coincides with the CPGB’s
annual summer school, Communist
University (see ad, p7), when
comrades contribute lots in more
ways than one. In fact, if we do
reach halfway by the start of CU on
August 12, we will be very much
on target. Mind you, that means we
now need to up the pace.
But the past week saw several
generous contributions, including
donations made to the Weekly
Worker. For example, comrade BK
gave £100 to our paper, while EW
came up with £50 and RD added
£20 to his subscription. Smaller
amounts came in via PayPal from
among our 2,173 online readers

last week. Then there were those
who donated to the CPGB itself,
including TB (£100) and SC (£70).
Speaking of Communist
University, why not join us at our
south London venue? Take a look
at the list of speakers and debates
we have planned and see what you
think (next week we will publish
the complete programme). What
is special about CU is that, unlike
certain other left groups, we in
the CPGB actually encourage the
expression of divergent views how else can we get to the truth?
Most sessions last two and a half
hours, with much of the time filled
by speakers from the floor, not just
the platform. We don’t believe in
two-minute time limits!
If you come along, not only will
you be stimulated by the debates:
you will have the opportunity to
relax and enjoy the food and drink
- and contribute to our Summer
Offensive in the process! l
Peter Manson
Fill in a standing order form
(back page), donate via our
website, or send cheques,
payable to Weekly Worker

BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX l 07704 903382 l www.weeklyworker.co.uk l editor@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Cruel and ignorant
Eddie Ford examines the despicable role of the media and
political right in the Charlie Gard case

W

e are all familiar with the sad
story of Charlie Gard, who
was born with a very rare
genetic disorder that causes progressive
brain damage and muscle failure - for
which there is no known treatment and
usually causes death in early infancy. In
October 2016 he was put on a mechanical ventilator in Great Ormond Street
Hospital (GOSH) and was eventually
transferred to a hospice on July 27 where he died the next day when life
support was withdrawn.
Obviously, to lose a child at any
age is devastating, let alone one so
young - Charlie was aged 11 months
and 24 days. But what should have been
a private tragedy got turned into a public
story - and spectacle - by a cynical media
and sections of the political right, both in
the UK and the United States. No doubt
the grief-struck parents, who deserve only
profound sympathy, have been part of
that unedifying process - but the media
were always the prime movers of the
story, despicably eager to promote their
own reactionary political agendas and
sell advertising. Even the BBC, which
is supposed to be driven by a different
agenda, joined the pack - making Charlie
Gard the top story day after day.
This resulted in a breakdown of what
should have been a trusting relationship
between the hospital doctors and the
parents, Chris Gard and Connie Yates.
After Charlie had seizures that caused
additional brain damage in January,
GOSH thought it was in his best
interests to withdraw life support - but,
understandably enough, Charlie’s parents
still wanted to keep him alive. Of course,
GOSH had no power to end Charlie’s
life support without the backing of his
parents and this meant it had to apply to
the courts for mechanical ventilation to
be withdrawn.
Not being automatically eligible for
legal aid, the parents were represented by
a pro bono legal team - whilst Charlie’s
interests were defended by an unnamed
court-appointed guardian, represented by
the barrister, Victoria Butler-Cole. Stirring
things up, The Daily Telegraph reported
that the parents “privately expressed
their concern” when they realised that
Butler-Cole is the chair of Compassion in
Dying, a sister organisation of Dignity in
Dying, formerly the Voluntary Euthanasia
Society. The paper went on to quote a
“source close to the parents” who said the
family found the appointment of ButlerCole “astonishing”, as it “looks like a
profound conflict of interest”.1 Naturally,
The Sun, Daily Mail and other rags all
ran similar stories about this supposedly
“astonishing” appointment - ascribing
sinister motivations to GOSH, and using
it as an opportunity to make ‘pro-life’
propaganda and champion dubious
interpretations of “parents’ rights”.
Like vultures, ‘pro-life’ campaigners
from the US flew into Britain to offer their
fake solidarity - including the particularly
odious pastor, Patrick Mahoney, a former
national spokesman for Operation Rescue
- an anti-abortion group responsible
for violent protests outside clinics and
abortion providers. Describing himself as
an “outspoken advocate for the struggling
and oppressed”, this peaceful man of god
acted like a self-appointed spokesman
for Charlie’s parents and even briefed
White House officials about the baby’s
plight after Donald Trump offered to help
the parents.
When Mahoney was initially barred
from praying at Charlie’s bedside,
he denounced the decision as an
“outrage”. But, when hospital officials
finally relented, Mahoney boasted
about “victory” and posted a picture
on Facebook of himself by Charlie’s
bed next to his parents. With supporters
like Mahoney and Trump, Charlie’s

Charlie’s Army: stooges
distraught parents were clearly being
manipulated.

False hope

Then there is Alasdair Seton-Marsden - a
close friend of Nigel Farage, who acted
as a spokesman for the parents until they
finally felt forced to distance themselves
from him. He told Fox News that Charlie
is “being held captive by effectively the
British state and the British national
health system” - later he told Sky News
that the infant had been “taken prisoner
by the NHS and by the state”.2 Farage
himself was “absolutely disgusted” by
the behaviour of GOSH and the courts,
when all the parents “want to do is give
their little boy one last chance at a medical
treatment that is available in America and
not available here”.3
Farage was referring to the false hope
offered by professor Michio Hirano, a
specialist in mitochondrial diseases at
Columbia University Medical Center
- and also an attending physician at
the New York Presbyterian Hospital.
As subsequently discovered, Charlie
Gard had mitochondrial DNA depletion
syndrome (MDDS), caused by gene
mutations. Only 15 other cases of MDDS
caused by such mutations have been
recorded and no treatment has ever
been tried on anyone with this variant
of the disease - treatment for those with
‘normal’ MDDS had only been used a
few times with little to no evidence of
any efficacy.
Professor Hirano, however, claimed
to have an ‘experimental’ nucleoside
bypass treatment (NBT) for MDDS
sufferers that could possibly work for
Charlie Gard - he argued there was “at
least a 10%” chance that Charlie’s muscle
strength could improve, perhaps leading
to a “small but significant” amelioration
in brain function. He even hinted that
the infant might not be permanently
brain-damaged - contrary to the opinion
of every doctor at GOSH and all those
who offered a second opinion. But Hirano
proffered this opinion without examining
Charlie in person. He had not seen the
infant’s contemporaneous medical
records or viewed his brain imaging - nor
read all of the second opinions about
Charlie’s condition (from experts who
had examined him and considered his
records). It turned out that the good
professor had a “financial interest”
in some of the NBT compounds he
proposed prescribing for Charlie - even
if he did later claim he had “relinquished”
that interest.
But the illusion of NBT was enough
for Charlie’s parents to appeal against
the high court decision to withdraw
life support and launch a crowdfunding
appeal seeking £1.3 million for treatment
in the US - the target was reached in
just over two months. In the meantime,
‘Charlie’s Army’ of 100,000 Facebook
followers started a sincere but misguided
campaign aimed at “fighting for justice”
- they organised a demonstration outside
Downing Street on July 6, demanding
Theresa May “step in” and “save” the
terminally ill youngster. But unless the

prime minister had miraculous powers
to cure the sick, ‘Charlie’s Army’ was
demanding the impossible.
Predictably, the court of appeal on
May 25 refused to overturn the decision
of court - a final appeal was made to
the European Court of Human Rights,
which was also rejected. But Hirano
eventually made it to London and on
July 19 met Connie Yates and four
consultants from GOSH, who were
utterly unconvinced that NBT offered
any sort of lifeline for Charlie - rather,
it would just prolong the misery. Then
an MRI scan of Charlie’s muscle tissue
“unfortunately” revealed, as Hirano put
it, that it was “very unlikely” he would
benefit from any treatment. What the
doctors at GOSH had been saying was
right all along: he should have been
allowed to die in the most painless way
possible.

Cruel

Sickly, ultra-conservative US commentators
and agitators - with contemptuous disregard
for the actual medical or humanitarian
issues involved - used the Charlie Gard
case to warn of the terrible dangers of
“socialised medicine” and governmental
“death panels”. “Socialism” had killed
Charlie, it seems.
Thus the website American Thinker
ran a series of demented pieces saying
Charlie Gard represented a “perfect
crystallisation” of a “tyrannically
impersonal” medical system, in which
“the individual human being is property
of the state”. Charlie “appears to be under
a death sentence”, because the UK is “a
totalitarian state”, which “can withhold
medical treatment as and when they
decide” - and so on and so on.4
As for JE Dyer, writing in Liberty
Unyielding, she decided that the
case reflected that “the authority of
government over human life is itself a first
principle, so inviolable that everything
else must yield to it”.5 Normally more
circumspect, the Wall Street Journal
attacked “a system that elevated a
judge’s opinion about what was best for
Charlie over loving parents”. According
to its editorial, “the brutal reality is that
when the state is responsible for nearly
all health spending it inevitably takes
responsibility for life and death decisions
too” (July 24).
Now, I never thought I would write
these words, but Melanie Phillips of
Daily Mail notoriety has penned a useful
article on her website, entitled ‘A cruel
and ignorant campaign’ (July 26).6 She
writes, quite correctly, that the stress
suffered by the parents “has been hugely
compounded by one of the most cruelly
ill-conceived campaigns of recent times”.
This whole dispiriting episode shows
that deeply irrational and reactionary
views are still widespread in society,
and can flare up at almost any time especially with a malignant press calling
the shots. Charlie Gard also shows the
vital importance of defending socialised
healthcare at the point of delivery, based
upon need and not private profit. Which
for Marxists means developing a positive
programme for the health service, not
just an uncritical defence of ‘our’ NHS l
eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2017/07/16/charlie-

gards-parents-angry-babys-lawyeris-head-charitybacks.
2. www.mirror.co.uk/news/uk-news/charlie-gardtaken-prisoner-state-10805602.
3. www.lbc.co.uk/radio/presenters/nigel-farage/
nigel-farage-is-furious-with-how-charlie-gards-par.
4. www.americanthinker.com/articles/2017/07/
charlie_gards_parents_give_up_and_youre_next.
html.
5. http://libertyunyielding.com/2017/07/25/britishethicist-charlie-gard-children-not-belong-parents.
6. www.melaniephillips.com/cruel-ignorantcampaign.

London Communist Forum

Sunday August 6, 5pm: ‘Before and after “liberation” - the horror of
Mosul’. Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1. Speaker:
Iraqi revolutionary Haifa Zangana.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.

Remembering Hiroshima

Sunday August 6, 4pm: Peace picnic, East Greenwich Pleasaunce,
Chevening Road, London SE10.
Organised by Lewisham and Greenwich CND:
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10155612926975362

Failing states, collapsing systems

Wednesday August 9, 7pm: Meeting, room 3A Camden Town Hall,
Judd Street, London WC1. Speaker: Dr Nafeez Ahmed.
Organised by Campaign Against Criminalising Communities:
www.campacc.org.uk.

Hiroshima and Nagasaki

Wednesday August 9, 6pm: Commemoration, Fort St George,
Midsummer Common, Cambridge CB4.
Organised by Cambridge Stop the War: www.facebook.com/
Cambridge-Stop-The-War-Coalition-301007410088989.

No to the arms fair

Saturday August 12, 10am to 4pm: Workshop, Friends Meeting
House, 188 Woodhouse Lane, Carlton Hill, Leeds LS2.
Organised by Stop the Arms Fair:
www.stopthearmsfair.org.uk/events/leeds-stop-arms-fair-workshop.

Stop the arms trade

Tuesday August 15, 7pm: film show, West Hill Community Hall,
Compton Avenue, Brighton BN1.
Organised by Campaign Against the Arms Trade:
www.facebook.com/campaignagainstarmstrade.

No more killing

Tuesday August 22, 7pm: Discussion of UK foreign policy, Green
House Hotel, 4 Grove Road, Bournemouth.
Organised by Bournemouth Stop the War:
www.facebook.com/events/1151073668326590.

Das Kapital and Marx’s economics

Thursday August 31, 7pm: Educational, Marx Memorial Library, 37A
Clerkenwell Green, London EC1.With professor Ben Fine.
Hosted by Marx Memorial Library: www.marx-memorial-library.org.

Stop arming Israel

Monday September 4, 9am till late: Protest, Western Terrace, Excel
Centre, Royal Victoria Dock, 1 Western Gateway, London E16.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/stop-arming-israel-arms-fair-protest.

Radical bargains

Saturday September 9, 11am to 3pm: Book sale of radial left and
Marxist literature, Marx Memorial Library, 37A Clerkenwell Green,
London EC1.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: www.marx-memorial-library.org.

No to the arms trade

Saturday September 9, 10am: Art exhibition, ExCeL Exhibition
Centre, London Docklands, Royal Victoria Dock, 1 Western Gateway,
London E16.
Organised by Art The Arms Fair: https://artthearmsfair.org.

Scrap the pay cap

Sunday September 10, 1pm: Rally at TUC Congress, Arundel Suite,
Holiday Inn, 137 King’s Road, Brighton BN1. Confirmed speakers:
Mark Serwotka (PCS), Steve Gillan (POA), Ronnie Draper (BFAWU),
Sean Hoyle (RMT), Amy Murphy (Usdaw).
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network: http://shopstewards.net.

No to war

Wednesday September 20, 6.30pm to 8.30pm: Rally, Marx Memorial
Library, 37A Clerkenwell Green, London EC1.
Organised by North London Stop the War:
www.facebook.com/nlondon.stwc.7.

Social histories of the Russian Revolution

Thursday September 28, 6.30pm: Discussion meeting, Birkbeck,
University of London, 26 Russell Square, London WC1. ‘Taking power:
remaking the family, levelling wages, planning the economy’. Speaker:
Wendy Goldman.
Organised by Social Histories of the Russian Revolution:
https://socialhistories1917.wordpress.com.

Making a world without war

Monday October 2, 7.30pm: Talk, Conway Hall, 25 Red Lion Square,
London WC1. Speaker: Dr Scilla Elworthy.
Organised by Conway Hall Ethical Society:
https://conwayhall.org.uk/ethical-society.

Make it right for Palestine

Saturday November 4, 12 noon to 4pm: National march and rally,
central London - details to be confirmed. Demanding justice and equal
rights for Palestinians.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/national-rally-central-london.

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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Genuine, consistent solidarity
Supporting the imam’s line

The clerical regime was reactionary from the start, writes Yassamine Mather - even though there were
those who claimed it was ‘moving towards the socialist camp’

L

ast week Iran’s Islamic Republic
tested a ballistic missile - at a time
when US military threats against
Iran have dominated Middle Eastern
news. The test was unsuccessful, but
its political repercussions were serious.
After months of restraint, maybe the
country’s rulers thought that president
Donald Trump - under attack for the
Russia dossier and beleaguered by
enemies inside and outside the White
House - might not retaliate. If that was
their thinking, they were mistaken.
On July 28 US state department
spokeswoman Heather Nauert called the
test a “provocative action” that violated
the “spirit” of the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action (JCPOA) deal struck
in 2015 between Iran and the world’s
5+1 powers to control Iran’s nuclear
programme. The US and its European
allies claim Iran’s ballistic programme
is designed to carry nuclear warheads.
An editorial in the Wall Street
Journal claimed Trump has ordered
his subordinates to prove that Iran is
not complying with the JCPOA, which
would presumably provide him with the
excuse to scrap the accord. Advocates
of the deal persist in arguing that Iran is
in compliance with its provisions, while
opponents make claims like: “It takes
considerable credulousness to believe
that over the course of this agreement the
Iranian military won’t adapt technical
knowledge gained about launch and
guidance from projects like its ‘satellite
missile’ programme. With or without
compliance, Iran is making progress as
a strategic threat.”1
On July 28, US treasury secretary
Steven Mnuchin imposed a whole set
of new sanctions against 18 individuals
and entities for supporting what he
said were “illicit Iranian actors or
transnational criminal activity”. And
there are continued rumours that the
Trump administration is considering
imposing sanctions against Iran’s
Revolutionary Guards - a move that
would have serious implications for the
country, given the Guards’ involvement
in every aspect of the economy. Trump

has also claimed that Iran is violating
the nuclear deal and there will be “an
American law aimed at ensuring Iranian
compliance”.
It should be pointed out that the
JCPOA deal does not cover Iran’s
ballistic missile programme. Foreign
minister Mohammad Javad Zarif told
news agencies last week that the US is
not complying with the “letter and spirit”
of the deal: “Rhetoric and actions from
the US show bad faith”. By August 1,
the speaker of Iran’s parliament, Ali
Larijani, was accusing the United States
of “breaching the 2015 agreement”.
Iran’s leaders are well aware of
Trump’s comments during the 2016
presidential election campaign, when
he repeatedly promised to “rip up” the
“worst deal ever made”. So whether
or not the Trump administration finds
evidence of a lack of compliance, the
Islamic Republic is trying to make sure
it is the US and Trump who are blamed
if the agreement fails this autumn. The
headline from Iranian daily, Hamshahri,
sums up the mood in Tehran: “Iran is
preparing for the day when US walks out
of the nuclear deal” (August 2).
The only voice expressing doubt in
Washington is that of secretary of state
Rex Tillerson, who, according to one
headline, “acknowledges ‘differences’
with Trump on Iran deal”.2 According
to Tillerson, because Iran had been
“rewarded upfront” for signing the deal,
the US had “limited levers available”
and so was working with its allies to put
“collective pressure” on Iran to “amend
its behaviour”.3
Of course, given the current civil
wars in Syria, Iraq and Libya - all
consequences of the US policy of
‘regime change from above’ - it is
unlikely that the Trump administration
will launch an all-out war against Iran.
However, with the growing conflict
between the factions of the Islamic
Republic, both the tactic and the strategy
are clear. Increasing pressure on Iran
will worsen the tensions within the
regime, and at some stage an element
in the Revolutionary Guards will be

provoked into, say, firing on a US
frigate in the Gulf, Israel will be given
the green light to bomb Iran’s nuclear
installations and the ensuing mini-war
would open the opportunity for regime
change from above. Less intelligent
sections of the Iranian opposition - both
on the right and increasingly many on
the ‘left’ - have been placing their hopes
on such a catastrophic eventuality.

Solidarity

As someone who has opposed Iran’s
Islamic Republic throughout its 37-year
rule, I remain - as the regime calls
us - sarnegouni talab: one who supports
its overthrow. However, I want that to
happen through a revolutionary movement
inside the country, not a crisis engineered
by a US president who cannot even see
the fundamental flaws in his proposed
‘regime change’ scenario, not least the
complete absence of a viable alternative
inside or outside the country. The disastrous
consequences are all predictable: the
creation of yet another failed state in
the region; endless civil wars between
Tehran and national minorities (Kurds,
Arabs, Balouchis, Turkmen …). The
result would make Syria and Iraq look
like safe havens.
Under these circumstances it is
important that a genuine solidarity
movement takes shape, both in the
UK and internationally, to oppose
any US aggression, while at the same
time standing against the repression
meted out by Iran’s Islamic Republic.
It is a regime that does not tolerate
opposition from within its own ranks.
Ex-premier Mir-Hossein Moussavi,
together with Mehdi Karroubi, former
speaker of majles (parliament), remain
under house arrest, eight years after the
demonstrations they organised in 2009.
They are loyal ‘reformists’, who have
never challenged the continued rule of
the clerical regime or its supreme leader,
ayatollah Ali Khamenei.
No need to guess the plight of those
who have dared to call for the overthrow
of clerical rule and its relentless drive
towards neoliberal capitalism under

successive governments. Through their
strikes, protests and demonstrations,
Iran’s workers remain the only hope
for progressive change in the region.
Yet, in the absence of any mass political
organisation and at a time when the
left is forced to remain underground,
their struggles are limited to defensive
actions: keeping their jobs, demanding
unpaid wages, retaining their pension
rights, etc.
It is in the light of such a situation
that I read Jane Green’s article in the
Morning Star on the Committee for
the Defence of the Iranian People’s
Rights (Codir).4 Of course, I agree with
some of the points made in the article
regarding Trump’s regime change
agenda, the hypocrisy of US and western
governments, with their claims of
defending ‘human rights’ in Iran, and
the need to build solidarity with the
Iranian people. However, as always
when it comes to Codir - and Tudeh,
the Iranian ‘official communist’ party
behind it - there is a level of amnesia
about previously held positions , with
no hint of a regret or apology.
Jane Green tells us: “Codir has
vehemently opposed the Iranian
theocratic regime for over 30 years.
We have consistently opposed the
imprisonment, torture and execution
of political activists, women and trade
unionists over that period.” Thirty
years takes us to 1987, but Iran’s’
Islamic Republic came to power in
1979, and some of the worst years of
repression, which left their physical and
psychological scars on the opposition
forces, were at the very start of its rule.
In fact it was only in the late 1980s that
Tudeh came over to the opposition. It is
not just that Tudeh - and by extension its
solidarity campaign, Codir - kept quiet
about the repression of the radical left
and Mojahedin in those early years: they
actually collaborated and cheered on the
‘anti-imperialist’ regime under ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini in its endeavours to
crush the left opposition.
While I was among those fighting
the Revolutionary Guards in Kurdistan,

Tudeh, which at the time was following
Moscow’s line of support for Khomeini’s
anti-US policy, was calling for the same
Revolutionary Guards to be armed with
heavy weaponry (the Iranian army was
attacking us with helicopter gunships ,
but in the early years of the regime the
Islamic Revolutionary Guards were the
junior partner in the new government’s
military aggression in Kurdistan.
It was their support for Khomeini’s
line that made Tudeh and its allies, the
Fedayeen Majority, partners in crime.
To Iran’s workers Tudeh’s message
was clear: ‘Produce more - this is an
anti-imperialist war and a war economy.
But Iran is moving towards the socialist
camp!’ By contrast, the radical left’s
message was that, while they fought
imperialism, they also had to fight the
Islamic government. They emphasised
the need for revolution, as opposed to
the transfer of power from one section of
the ruling class to another. Even at that
time it was clear that the regime had no
intention of dismantling the old state.
The Islamic Republic would also, of
course, protect private property.
The claim that Iran was moving
towards the ‘socialist camp’ was based
on Khomeini’s rhetoric, with its endless
repetition of meaningless anti-US
slogans. No-one within or outside the
ruling circles believed a word of it and
in fact by the early 80s it was clear that,
contrary to the slogans, while claiming
to be fighting an anti-imperialist
war against Iraq (which, by the way,
was armed by Nato, yet maintained
good relations with Moscow), senior
Iranian clerics were negotiating with
the United States for the delivery of
Israeli-produced arms - payment for
such weapons was made via dodgy
Swiss bank accounts to the rightwing
Nicaraguan Contras!
For all its faults the radical left
(Fedayeen Minority, Peykar, Komaleh,
Rahe Kargar …) had mass support
amongst rank-and-file workers especially in the oil industry, where
some major strikes took place against
the Islamic regime in the early 1980s.5
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There can be no doubt that Tudeh and
the Fedayeen Majority’s support for
Khomeini - what they called the ‘Imam’s
line’ - played a part in the crushing of the
leftwing opposition and the stabilisation
of the Islamic government. So omitting
the first seven years in the regime’s
history is not an oversight. Jane Green
has very good reasons to do so, even if
she hopes Morning Star readers will not
notice the gap between 1979 and the start
of Codir’s solidarity action.

Collaboration

Nor was it just a question of praise for
the Islamic Republic. Tudeh and the
majority Fedayeen (Aksariyat) actually
collaborated with the regime and supplied
it with the names of socialists and
communists. They considered this to be
their ‘anti-imperialist duty’ in support of
a regime that was heading for socialism.
The results are well known: after the
regime had dealt with the rest of the left
Tudeh itself was targeted.
I would like to ask Jane Green and
Codir the following questions:
 Who supported the trials of the left
organised by ayatollah Sadeq Khalkhali in
the early 1980s - trials where prisoners were
sent to execution merely for membership
of or support for the organisations of
the radical left? It was Tudeh and the
Fedayeen Majority. The online archives
of their own newspapers prove this.
 When student followers of the Imam’s
line (Khomeini supporters) took over the
US embassy in 1979 - another event that
helped stabilise the regime - who declared
it an anti-imperialist act and claimed that
opposition to it was “treason”? Tudeh
and the Fedayeen Majority.
 Who attacked relatives of Iranian
socialists and communists opposed to the
Islamic Regime, even outside Iran? The
supporters of Tudeh and the Fedayeen
Majority in Codir.
So please don’t expect us to accept
your amnesia about those years,
when your support for the Islamic
Republic cost the lives of a generation
of leftwingers. New Codir supporters
might have not be aware of this history,
but the Iranian people are only too
familiar with it.
Codir also takes pride in Tudeh’s
record prior to the shah’s downfall, but
there is little to be proud of in that era
either. I remember as a child hearing
the words hezb Tudeh khaen from the
left, the right and the nationalists. In fact
for many years before I knew anything
about the political significance of the
term khaen (which means ‘traitor’) I
thought it was part of the party’s name.
There are good reasons for this and I
have written extensively on the issue in
an article for Critique, but, to sum up a
long story, khaen refers mainly to events
that led to the 1953 coup against the
nationalist government of Mohammad
Mossadegh.6
Iranian Marxists have long blamed
Tudeh and its military organisation for
inaction during the 1953 coup. Many
believe that, even if - as party loyalists
argue - defeat was inevitable, it would
have been preferable for Tudeh officers
and the party to be defeated resisting
the coup.
Ervand Abrahamian notes that none
of the Tudeh officers were in the “crucial
tank divisions around Tehran” that could
have been used for a coup and that the
shah had screened them carefully:
Ironically, a Tudeh colonel had been in
charge of the shah’s personal security - as
well as that of vice-president Richard
Nixon when he visited Iran. The Tudeh
had the opportunity to assassinate
the shah and the US vice-president,
but not to launch a coup. The officer
corps’ other main task was to protect
the party. Its decimation in 1954
rendered it useless regarding this task.7
There can be no doubt that the Tudeh (and
by extension the Soviet Union) did not
come out of this period well. The Tudeh’s
labelling of Mossadegh as a CIA agent,
followed by periods when it was giving
unconditional support to Mossadegh, was

very similar to the attitude of pro-Soviet
communist parties throughout the Middle
East - parties which supported Ba’athist or
nationalist rulers one day, only to oppose
them the next, because Soviet relations
with the given country had soured. The
difference with the 1953 coup in Iran
was that it was a more dramatic event
and its consequences affected the region
for decades to come.

Mass party

From the onset the dismantling of what
was Iran’s Communist Party (originally
set up in 1920 in Gilan province in
northern Iran) in favour of a new ‘mass
party’ (Tudeh) was a controversial step,
with many Iranian communists blaming
Soviet interference for the change in
both the name and the character of
the party. Historian Cosroe Chaqueri
has summarised these debates in his
article, ‘Did the Soviets play a role in the
founding of Tudeh?’8 Chaqueri quotes a
report by Colonel Seliukov of the Red
Army intelligence division about his
meeting with Solyan Mirza Eskandari
on September 29 1941. They discussed
setting up a “national-democratic party”
to “obtain democratic liberties and an
easier life for the Iranian people”.
In 1945, when the Soviet Union
decided to remain in the northern
provinces of Iran, Azerbaijan and
Kurdistan, the Tudeh branches were
dissolved and party members were
instructed - presumably by the USSR - to
join either Firqua Democrat Azerbaijan
or Firqua Democrat Kurdistan (both
left-nationalist organisations). Although
the leader of the Azerbaijan Republic,
Sayyed Pishevari, had joined Tudeh in
the early 1940s, he had independent
links with Moscow and did not obey
party orders. Tudeh, for its part, having
portrayed itself as the champion of
patriotism and constitutional liberties
against foreign imperialism, was forced
to change tack and support the partition
of northern Iran with oil concessions to
the Soviet Union. Predictably, many
Tudeh members resigned in disgust.
In April 1946 the Iranian government
of Ahmad Ghavam signed an oil
agreement with the Soviet Union and
agreed to appoint Tudeh ministers
in exchange for a promise of Soviet
troop withdrawal from Iran’s northern
provinces (in a reversal of policy,
Moscow now favoured Tudeh once
again). Partly as a result of pressure
from the United States and Britain,
Soviet troops withdrew from Iranian
territory and Ghavam took three Tudeh
members into his cabinet. Later the same
year, however, he was able to reclaim his
concessions to the Soviet Union, using
the excuse of a tribal revolt in the south
to dismiss Tudeh cabinet members.
When Ghavam and the shah’s troops
arrived in Azerbaijan in December
1946, the Firqua Democrat government,
deprived of Soviet support, collapsed
and Pishevari fled to the Soviet
Union. Stalin’s letter of May 8 1946 to
Pishevari sheds light on aspects of their
disagreements:
It seems to me that you misjudge the
existing situation, inside Iran as well
as in the international dimension.
First, you wanted to meet all
revolutionary demands of Azerbaijan
right now. But the existing situation
precludes realisation of this programme.
Lenin used to put forth revolutionary
demands as practical demands, as
practical demands only when the country
experienced a grave revolutionary crisis
aggravated by the unsuccessful war
with an external enemy. Such was the
case in 1905 during the unsuccessful
war with Japan and in 1917 during
the unsuccessful war with Germany.
You here want to emulate Lenin. This
is very good and laudable.
However, the situation in Iran
today is totally different. There is
no profound revolutionary crisis
in Iran. There are few workers in
Iran and they are poorly organised.
The Iranian peasantry still does not
show any serious activism. Iran is

not waging a war with an external
enemy that could weaken Iran’s
reactionary circles through a military
failure. Consequently, there is no such
situation in Iran that could support the
tactics of Lenin in 1905 and 1917.
Second, certainly, you could have
counted on a success in the cause of the
struggle for the revolutionary demands
of the Azerbaijani people, had the
Soviet troops continued to remain in
Iran. But we could no longer keep them
in Iran, mainly because the presence
of Soviet troops in Iran undercut the
foundation of our liberationist policies
in Europe and Asia. The British and
Americans said to us that if Soviet
troops could stay in Iran, then why
could not British troops stay in Egypt,
Syria, Indonesia, Greece, and also the
American troops - in China, Iceland,
Denmark. Therefore we decided to
withdraw troops from Iran and China,
in order to seize this tool from the
hands of the British and Americans,
to unleash the liberation movement
in the colonies and thereby to render
our liberationist policy more justified
and efficient. You as a revolutionary
will certainly understand that we could
not have done otherwise.
Third, all this said, one can come
to the following conclusion with regard
to the situation in Iran.
There is no profound revolutionary
crisis in Iran. There is no state of war
in Iran with external enemies, and,
consequently, no military failures
which could weaken the reaction and
aggravate the crisis. So long as Soviet
troops stayed in Iran, you had a chance
to unfold the struggle in Azerbaijan and
organise a broad democratic movement
with far-reaching demands. But our
troops had to leave and left Iran. What
do we have now in Iran? We have a
conflict of the government of Qavam
with the Anglophile circles in Iran,
who represent the most reactionary
elements of Iran. As reactionary as
Qavam used to be in the past, now he
must, in the interests of self-defence
and the defence of his government,
carry out some democratic reforms
and seek support among democratic
elements in Iran.
What must be our tactics under
these conditions? I believe we should
use this conflict to wrench concession
from Qavam, to give him support,
to isolate the Anglophiles, thus, and
to create some basis for the further
democratisation of Iran. From this
assumption stems all our advice to
you. Of course, one could adopt a
different tactic: to spit on everything,
to break with Qavam and thereby
ensure there a victory of the Anglophile
reactionaries. Yet this would not have
been a tactic, but stupidity. This would
have been in effect a betrayal of the
cause of the Azerbaijani people and
Iranian democracy.
Fourth, you, as I found out,
say that we first raised you to the
skies and then let you down into the
precipice and disgraced you. If this is
true, it surprises us. What has really
happened? We used the technique
here that every revolutionary knows.
In the situation similar to the situation
of Iran today, if one wants to achieve a
certain minimum of demands pursued
by the movement, the movement has
to run ahead, to progress beyond the
minimal demands and to create a
threat for the government, to ensure a
possibility of concessions on the part
of the government. Had you not run
far ahead, you would not have had a
chance in the current situation in Iran
to achieve these ‘concessions’ that the
government of Qavam has to make
now. Such is the law of revolutionary
movement. There could not be even
mention of any disgrace for you.
It is very strange that you think
that we could have let you down in
disgrace. On the contrary, if you
behave reasonably and seek with
our moral support the demands that
would legalise essentially the existing
factual position of Azerbaijan, then

you would be blessed both by the
Azeris and by Iran as a pioneer of the
progressive democratic movement in
the Middle East.9
As this demonstrates, the dismantling of
the Communist Party in Iran in favour
of Tudeh, followed by the adventures
of the Stalinist regime in Azerbaijan
and Kurdistan and then the support
for nationalist separation, resulted in
confusion, anger and frustration amongst
the ranks of Tudeh, the two Firquas
and communists and socialists in Iran.
In Azerbaijan, Firqua Democrat made
some progress towards land reform
and fighting corruption amongst civil
servants, but its rule was short-lived
and the shah’s army ensured a speedy
reversal of these policies. There are
contradictory reports about the level
of local support for Pishevari and his
government; however, there can be no
doubt that military occupation encouraged
the growth of rightwing, royalist and later
fundamentalist tendencies in the region.
In 1948 the Tudeh Party faced a large split
under the leadership of Khalil Maleki,
who blamed the central committee for
the Azerbaijan crisis.
After 1953, Tudeh advocated a policy
of ‘survival’, refraining from taking
aggressive action in order to avoid arrest
and imprisonment. Codir’s post-1979
message of ‘peace and democracy’ often
reminds me of Tudeh and the Moscow
broadcasts of the 1970s and 80s.

Hopi

To summarise, given the current threat of
war, the struggles of the Iranian working
class, the continuation of repression by
Iran’s Islamic Republic, the need to
defend national and religious minorities
in Iran, the necessity to publicise and
defend the women’s movement in Iran,
we need to build a genuine solidarity
movement. However, such a genuine
movement cannot be tarnished by the
presence of those who have supported
the Islamic Republic or those who accept
funds from Saudi Arabia, the Emirates
of the Persian Gulf, Israel, the US or the
European Union. All these forces, whether
they are aware of it or not, are actually
part of Trump’s ‘regime change’ agenda
and are contributing to the threat of war.
They have certainly lost all credibility
inside Iran.
As for those who supported the
Islamic Republic in the early 1980s, I
have not seen a single speaker from the
Tudeh Party in an open political meeting
of the left. (I am sure Tudeh and Codir
hold many internal meetings, but by
‘open’ I mean a public meeting). Iranian
progressives in the audience would
simply not allow such a speaker even
to get to their feet, given the despicable
collaboration they were guilty of with
this reactionary regime.
The campaign we need is Hands
Off the People of Iran, not Codir. The
unprecedented support we have gained

amongst Iranians and non-Iranians is
proof of this. Our stance against the sham
trial of those accused of involvement in
the 1988 massacre of political prisoners
by the Islamic Republic (in what became
known as the Iran Tribunal, paid for by
Saudi funds and supported by the US
National Endowment for Democracy
and a plethora of dubious ‘regime
change’-funded organisations) gained us
new and welcome support worldwide,
particularly in the United States.
Hopi activists originating in Iran are
comrades who have a clear conscience most of us opposed the Islamic Republic
from the day it came to power. Amongst
us are also comrades who openly
admit their political mistakes and
have produced discussion documents
explaining their previous positions
and their current ones - as opposed to
those who seek to hide what they said
or did in the recent past. We address the
British and international working class
movement when we seek solidarity.
Unlike Codir, which claims it has
been “fighting a long battle to persuade
western leaders to condemn the human
rights record of the Islamic Republic
and to bring pressure to bear on the
regime to allow free and independent
trade union and political activity”,10
we have no illusions in western leaders
and governments, whose position on
‘human rights’ (itself a dubious term) in
Iran depends entirely on their immediate
political and economic interests in Iran
and the region.
By addressing trade union and
political organisations and activists of
the left in the UK and elsewhere, we
aim to build a principled opposition
movement against both the threat of war
and the anti-working class, repressive
measures of Iran’s Islamic Republic.
We will continue to address working
class organisations with the aim of
strengthening the campaign both in UK
but also in Europe and in North America.
Now is the time to strengthen
solidarity with the Iranian people - and
Hopi is the only organisation capable of
building a serious, principled campaign l
yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk
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London Communist Forum

‘Before and after “liberation” - the horror of Mosul’
Speaker: Iraqi revolutionary Haifa Zangana
Sunday August 6, 5pm
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1
Organised by CPGB and Labour Party Marxists
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On the streets, defending the constitution

Rhetoric
and political
realities
A ‘rule of law’ which protects property rights above all else
guarantees nothing but authoritarian demagogy, argues Mike
Macnair

O

n Saturday July 29 the European
Commission launched formal
legal enforcement proceedings
against Poland over that part of its
‘judiciary reform’ which has been
signed into law.1 On July 24 the Polish
president, Andrzej Duda, had vetoed
two of the bills, which were directed
at sacking the whole of the senior
judiciary (except such as the government decided to keep) and giving the

government majority control over the
judicial appointments body.2
The commission’s proceedings
concern the act affecting the lower
judiciary and its objections are twofold.
The first is that the legislation explicitly
discriminates between men and
women as to retiring ages: women
to retire at 60, men at 65. This is very
straightforwardly a violation of EU
anti-discrimination law.

The second is that the legislation
undermines the independence of the
judiciary. This, they say, is contrary to
article 19 (1) of the Treaty on European
Union (“Member-states shall provide
remedies sufficient to ensure effective
legal protection in the fields covered
by Union law”), and to article 47 of
the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights
(“Everyone is entitled to a fair and
public hearing within a reasonable

time by an independent and impartial
tribunal previously established by law.
Everyone shall have the possibility
of being advised, defended and
represented ...”).
It is so, the commission alleges,
because the minister is given the
power to keep judges in office after the
prescribed retirement dates, but subject
to very vague criteria and not for any
definite period. Then these judges will
hold office, to use the old English Latin
tag, durante bene placito regis: as long
as it pleases the king (here, the minister).
In addition, the act gives the minister
the power to appoint and dismiss the
presidents of local courts, who will have
management responsibilities in relation
to their more junior colleagues.
The European Commission’s press
release explains the process in these
terms:
The rule of law is one of the common
values upon which the European Union
is founded. It is enshrined in article
2 of the Treaty on European Union.
The European Commission, together
with the European parliament and
the council, is responsible under the
treaties for guaranteeing the respect
of the rule of law as a fundamental
value of our Union ...
Article 2 of the Treaty on European
Union provides that
The Union is founded on the values of
respect for human dignity, freedom,
democracy, equality, the rule of law

and respect for human rights, including
the rights of persons belonging to
minorities. These values are common
to the member-states in a society in
which pluralism, non-discrimination,
tolerance, justice, solidarity and
equality between women and men
prevail.
And motherhood and apple pie too ...

Tribunal fees

Coincidentally, the supreme court of
the United Kingdom on July 26 handed
down judgment in R (UNISON) v Lord
Chancellor.3 The court ruled that the
scheme for employment tribunal fees
introduced by the Employment Tribunal
and Employment Appeal Tribunal Fees
Order 20134 was unlawful on the ground
that it interfered unjustifiably with access
to justice; this was primarily, the court
said, a violation of a principle of English
common law, though it was also a violation
of EU law and discriminatory against
women and other protected groups.
Lord Reed, giving the lead
judgment, comments:
Before this court, it has been recognised
that the right of access to justice is
not an idea recently imported from
the continent of Europe, but has
long been deeply embedded in our
constitutional law. The case has
therefore been argued primarily on
the basis of the common law right of
access to justice, although arguments
have also been presented on the
basis of EU law and the European
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Convention on Human Rights ...
(para 64).
The constitutional right of access
to the courts is inherent in the rule
of law. The importance of the rule
of law is not always understood ...
(para 66).
At the heart of the concept of the
rule of law is the idea that society is
governed by law. Parliament exists
primarily in order to make laws for
society in this country. Democratic
procedures exist primarily in order
to ensure that the parliament which
makes those laws includes members
of parliament who are chosen by
the people of this country and are
accountable to them. Courts exist in
order to ensure that the laws made
by parliament, and the common law
created by the courts themselves,
are applied and enforced. That role
includes ensuring that the executive
branch of government carries out
its functions in accordance with
the law.
In order for the courts to perform
that role, people must in principle
have unimpeded access to them.
Without such access, laws are liable
to become a dead letter, the work
done by parliament may be rendered
nugatory, and the democratic election
of members of parliament may become
a meaningless charade. That is why
the courts do not merely provide a
public service like any other (para 68).
The new fees structure had cut employment
tribunal applications by 66%-70%, with
low-value claims particularly hard hit.
The discretionary power of the lord
chancellor to remit fees had been only
minimally used. There was thus a clear
denial of access to justice.
The new fees system was introduced,
it should be noted, by the Con-Dem
coalition, not Cameron’s 2015
Conservative majority government.
Anyone who has surviving illusions
in an ‘anti-Tory alliance’ including
the Liberal Democrats should keep in
mind this vicious and devious attack on
poorly paid people, whose employers
have violated their technical legal
rights. According to The Guardian,
Vince Cable “backed the fees when they
were introduced in 2013, saying they
would make Britain more ‘enterprisefriendly’, and said changes would ‘help
ensure that people who work hard and
do the right thing are rewarded’”.5

Rhetorical

Both these events are at the end of the
day political rhetoric. To take the UK
supreme court judgment first, the statement
from minister for justice Dominic Raab
in response to the judgment said:
In setting employment tribunal fees,
the government has to consider
access to justice, the costs of
litigation, and how we fund the
tribunals.
The supreme court recognised
the important role fees can play,
but ruled that we have not struck
the right balance in this case.
We will take immediate
steps to stop charging fees in
employment tribunals and put
in place arrangements to refund
those who have paid.
We will also further consider
the detail of the judgment.6
This is carefully ambiguous. The
government downplays the judicial
rhetoric. It accepts defeat on the
immediate issue, but will not
introduce immediate legislation
to reverse the decision - unlike
the NHS (Invalid Direction)
Act 1980.
Instead it will “further
consider the detail of the
judgment” in the effort to find
some alternative means to the
same end: that is, to get rid of
the pain in the
neck for small Polish judge:
employers of friends in EU

being sued to try to force them to
comply with legal liabilities about
paying employees, not making
unlawful deductions from pay, not
sacking people for pregnancy, and so
on, and on.
The Tories certainly could (if they
had a majority) achieve the result,
and Brexit will help on this front.
The point of the judgment is that they
cannot impose large fees which are
proportionately so high in relation to
potential awards as to deny access to
the tribunal system. But they could
perfectly well abolish the tribunal
system itself, forcing employees to go
to the small claims or county courts,
where fees are already routine. This
would not be a denial of access to
justice within the terms stated by the
judgment. Or, equally, they could get
rid of the legal rights in question.
Neither would violate the principles of
the UK superme court decision.
Either getting rid of the tribunal
system or getting rid of the legal rights
would require primary legislation - an
actual act of parliament passed by both
houses. Indeed, the government could
simply re-impose the fee structure by
primary legislation. The judgment
does not say at all that parliament
cannot deny access to justice. It says
only that if parliament wants to deny
access to justice it must do so by “clear
words” in an act of parliament - not by
ambiguous words or in a subordinate
ministerial order.
In the present political climate
such an act would be unlikely to pass.
Getting rid of some of the legal rights
would in addition require Brexit to be
completed, since some of these rights
are EU law. In fact, the judicial rhetoric
about the rule of law and access to
justice is bold in this case precisely
because of the political climate. If the
June general election had resulted in
an increased Tory majority, a judicial
decision like the present one would
have attracted violent press hostility,
like the decision on triggering article
50. And, like that decision and the
European Union (Notification
o f Wi t h d r a w a l ) A c t
2017, and like the
NHS (Invalid
Direction)
Act 1980, the
government
could have
overcome the
problem with a
very short bill run
quickly through
parliament.
The

changed political climate enables the
judicial intervention to have serious
effects.
The European Commission’s
proceedings against Poland are the
other side of the same coin. The
politics of the situation mean that
this legal intervention is unlikely
to be effective. The commission’s
press release includes a diagram of
the proceedings possible where there
is a “threat to the rule of law” in a
member-state, and in addition the text
of article 7 of the Treaty on European
Union which provides for sanctions.
The relevant points are:
2. The European Council, acting
by unanimity on a proposal by one
third of the member-states or by the
Commission and after obtaining the
consent of the European Parliament,
may determine the existence of a
serious and persistent breach by a
member-state of the values referred
to in article 2, after inviting the
member-state in question to submit
its observations.
3. Where a determination under
paragraph 2 has been made, the
Council, acting by a qualified majority,
may decide to suspend certain of the
rights deriving from the application
of the treaties to the member-state
in question, including the voting
rights of the representative of the
government of that member-state
in the Council.
The European Council can thus only act
to suspend voting rights by unanimity, as
well as with the consent of the European
Parliament and on a proposal by one
third of the member-states. Hungary
has, in fact, already announced that it
will veto any such proposal.
Hungary’s own attacks on judicial
independence and other power
centres rivalling the government of
the Fidesz party have gone through
over the past years with no more than
informal complaint.7 Agata GostyńskaJakubowska of the Centre for European
Reform suggested in February that
the harsher rhetoric of the
commission towards
Poland, as compared
to Hungary, is due to
the fact that Hungary’s
Fidesz has remained in the
centre-right European
People’s Party, and gives
this group its majority in
the European Parliament,
while Poland’s Law and
Justice Party joined
with the Tories
(under
David

Cameron) and others in a far-right
breakaway from the EPP, giving it less
leverage than Fidesz.8
Nonetheless, The Economist
comments that,
with Hungary committed to protecting
Poland in the European Council,
sanctions are unlikely. Germany
and other member-states hesitate to
press the case, for fear of triggering
a nationalist backlash. So it is up to
the Poles to defend the rule of law.9
In other words, though Law and Justice
may be violating the formal law of the
European Union, nothing can actually be
done about it apart from political rhetoric
from the commission - expressed in the
form of legal proceedings, but without any
real expectation of sanctions resulting;
and political opposition in Poland itself.

Poland

There have, indeed, been large and
angry demonstrations in Poland. But,
as Andrzej Zorawski wrote in his letter
in last week’s Weekly Worker, Poland’s
left is severely weak, and all the liberal
opposition can offer is to demonstrate,
and to demonstrate again ... President
Andrzej Duda has vetoed two of the bills,
but it seems his opposition was not so
much cast on principle as by the sheer
transparency of the judicial purge - and
of the new appointments scheme, as
giving the public prosecutor the right to
select judges. So he is likely to support
the next version.
The Economist article just quoted
tells us that, in spite of the protests, polls
are still showing Law and Justice well
ahead. Why?
Government supporters, and one
academic writing in England, suggest
that the scheme exploits real problems
with the Polish judiciary. Issues about
what ‘independence’ might mean are
expressed by the Law and Justiceappointed ambassador to Jordan, who
argues that the opposition merely
expresses the sectional interest of
the serving judiciary as a group, and
comments that “the national council
of the judiciary will become a truly
independent institution, free from
corporate interests of judiciary”.10
Anna Matczak writes: “Among the
most frequently indicated problems
in the Polish criminal justice system,
the respondents pointed to the
excessive time taken to complete court
proceedings (48%), the complexity
of court procedures (33%), judicial
corruption (30%), courts’ leniency
(23%) ...”11 She adds that, while “only
37% of respondents were against the

idea of judges being selected by the
parliament, 33% supported the change
and 30% did not have an opinion”.
On the website of Deutsche Welle
(Germany’s equivalent of the BBC
World Service) Astrid Prange argues
that the judiciary reform expresses the
political influence of a far-right version
of Catholicism which is influential in
Poland.12
The Economist has a larger point.
It says that the former Civic Platform
government, ousted in 2015 elections,
“governed for eight largely successful
years, but it underestimated a growing
divide between haves and have-nots, or
what locals term ‘Poland A’ and ‘Poland
B’. The latter is more nationalist, more
populist and less Europhile.” Liberals,
including for this purpose social
democrats and former Eurocommunists,
are extraordinarily unwilling to face up
to this elementary point.
The ‘rule of law’ depends on
mass political support. But, if it
radically prioritises the interests of
the possessing classes, the result
will be precisely the loss of the
political support on which it depends.
Communists hope that this support
can be redirected towards radical
and emancipatory democracy - but it
can equally go to Catholic, Islamist,
Hindutva, Brexiteer, Trumpian or
whatever other forms of authoritarian
demagogy. For the left to ally with a
liberalism that reads ‘the rule of law’
as protecting property rights above
all else is to guarantee the victory of
authoritarian demagogy l
mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Communist University 2017
100th anniversary of the Russian Revolution

A week of provocative and stimulating debate, sponsored by
Labour Party Marxists and CPGB
Saturday August 12 - Saturday August 19 (inclusive)
Goldsmiths, University of London
St James Garden Room
8 Lewisham Way, New Cross,
London SE14 6NW
Nearest stations:
New Cross, New Cross Gate
Confirmed speakers:
August Nimtz, Hillel Ticktin, Neil
Davidson, Moshé Machover, Marc
Mulholland, Michael Roberts,
Jack Conrad, Kevin Bean, Tony
Greenstein, Ian Birchall, Bob Arnott,
Mike Macnair, Yassamine Mather,
Paul Demarty, Anne McShane,
Lawrence Parker, Chris Knight.
Camilla Power

Accommodation: Loring Hall, St James

Full week, including accommodation
in en suite single rooms:
£250 (£150 unwaged)

Solidarity price: £300.

First/final weekend, including one night’s accommodation: £60 (£30).
Full week, no accommodation: £60 (£30).
Day: £10 (£5). Single session: £5 (£3). Reservation: £30.
Cheques: Make payable to CPGB and send to:
BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX.
PayPal: Go to the CPGB website: www.cpgb.org.uk.
Bank transfer: email tina@cpgb.org.uk for details.
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GENETICS

Heritability - biological and social
In the third article of a four-part series Mike Belbin discusses ‘inherent character’. Today this is no
longer ascribed as racial, but is put down to a person’s genes

I

n 1945, overt racialism in the form of
Nazism was defeated. Consequently
in the battle of ideas, western states
made concessions to humanist and
universalist understandings of the
human being, while racial/eugenic
views became taboo. However,
notions of the culturally advanced and
backward, created in the industrial era,
were used to back up the inequality of
nations and regions (Africa, the Middle
East). Then, in our new era - the 1980s
to 2000s - the obvious rise of the
super-wealthy few saw a comeback
for genetic ideology. In other words,
the self-serving notion that character is
rooted in biology: you are your body;
your social failure is imprinted.
A gene is a molecule of DNA that
determines an inherited trait in an
organism. The total genetic material of
an organism, or genome, includes both
the genes and non-coding sequences
and can be made up of one or more
chromosomes. A chromosome can
have up to 500 million base pairs with
thousands of genes.
It was Gregor Mendel (1822-84)
who began the serious investigation
of how different combinations give
each individual organism their
characteristics. Mendel realised that the
genes from each parent do not blend,
but pair. Each gene from each parent
has a couple of traits, called alleles, and
only one of these is passed on to the
offspring to combine with one allele
from the other parent. This pairing
is by chance, within the reproductive
soup. Mendel tested this with pea
plants - specifically with the colour
traits of ‘green’ and ‘yellow’.
In a gene where the two alleles are
different, one is ‘dominant’: that is, it
masks the effects of the ‘recessive’ one.
With this there remains the possibility
that, when someone’s offspring mates
with a partner, the recessive gene
may combine with a similar allele of
the partner and produce an organism
where the other trait emerges as a
characteristic. In his pea plant tests,
Mendel produced many yellow, and
yellowing, peas before the process, in
a second-generation cross-breeding,
came up with peas that were all green.
Traits in humans too are a matter of
chance, but it is up to us to deal with
the outcome. One way of not dealing
with it is to fatalistically assert that
everything is delivered by genes and
so is unalterable.
In his recent book Not in your
genes (2016) Oliver James, the child
psychologist, makes a case against this
particular trend in biology, which he
calls geneticism - the idea that genetic
inheritance is not merely physical, but
psychological. In fact, the tracing of
character back to genes acquired the
name psycho-genetics in 1951 - a term
used throughout the 50s and 60s until
it was renamed behavioural genetics.
Oliver James is not unscientific
enough to say that nothing physically
inherited has a bearing on psychological
development. Rather, he argues, what
is ‘passed down’ within the family
experience is not just traits of DNA, but
patterns of nurture, good or bad. What
James challenges is the supposition that
there are genetic codes, which transmit
a person’s psychological characteristics
from parent to child.
Why should researchers wish to
find such inbuilt codes? It is not
only the celebrated mapping of the
Human Genome Project 1 that has
made such quests fashionable: there is
a growing demand for a clear medical
label applicable to certain conditions.
Finding a definite bodily source - an
inborn disease, a particular genetic code

- does not, of course, imply that the
condition had to be lived with. In fact,
it may very well be used to indicate
that the condition could be treated by
chemical means - 40% of websites
that offer biological explanations of
mental illness are backed in some way
by pharmaceutical companies.
The psychiatric profession itself is
divided over genetic explanations for
behaviour. James, however, points
out that the mapping of gene structure
has so far failed to come up with any
collection of genes that predispose
us to such things as high intelligence
or the will to murder. For James,
human psychology is not a biological
programme, but an acquirement.
Despite some continuing mysteries
like the range of sexual preference,
what mostly matters in character is
the habits of the older generation,
the child’s position in the family and
social expectations as to factors like
gender. These count for more than
chromosomes or the size of the child’s
cranium or skin pigment.
James certainly does not dismiss
nature-nurture interaction entirely. One
product of such a mix he gives is skill
at soccer - his own and his offspring’s.
When James was a kid, he was good
at playing football. In fact he is sure
that his skill, particularly in dribbling
the ball, was down to an inherited
biological mechanism. There was a
pattern of chemicals inside him which,
when released, switched certain genes
on and off. His son inherited the very
same physical propensity, or skill, but
grew up better able psychologically to
cooperate. James junior was so good
he was talent-spotted and subsequently
trained with a professional club for two
years. James’s point is that physical
skill was not enough - training and
attitude were just as important.
Nowadays even the faculty of

intelligence itself (IQ) is recognised as
a quality that is not static - a given - but
something that changes. Early on at
school, migrant children often do badly,
but later catch up and even surpass
the locally born, as they become more
familiar with the language. There are
people writing articles for this very
paper who in previous days would have
been expected to only wield shovels or
type up other people’s work.
This is not a case of denying
predisposition - physical particularities
such as longer legs for runners, or a
brain for chess, but rather proposes that
these imprints are not the only or main
input in life. Not every long-limbed
person becomes a runner, not every
swot is interested in chess. Simplifying
the world is not necessarily scientific.
As Einstein said, “Everything should
be made as simple as possible, but no
simpler.”

Separated at birth

One of the most cited evidence for
genetic determinism is the study of
twins. Those who were ‘separated at
birth’ are said to have great similarities
of personality, despite different home
experiences. The most famous of these
studies was conducted at the University
of Minneapolis, Minnesota by professor
Thomas Bouchard in 1979. The media then
gave it a large amount of publicity - the
story being a particularly easy one, as it
says that X causes Y: the cells in your
body give you your character.
Oliver James refers to a critical
discussion of the ‘Minnesota twins’
study by journalist Lawrence Wright in
his Twins (London 1997). One problem
in Bouchard’s results that Wright
highlighted is that he refused to allow
the data to be examined by independent
assessors. His work became suspect
too when it was learnt that he received
funding to the tune of $1.3 million from
the Pioneer
Fund of New

York - a group that had also financed
projects advocating racial segregation.
The twins featured in the study were
not in fact ‘separated at birth’. Some
spent two years with each other, or at
least in contact, before the study began,
and when they were separated they
were placed in largely similar home
environments. The twins themselves,
even when not identical, were still
of comparable physical appearance,
which might have elicited similar
responses from parents and peers.
Later, when it came to interviewing the
twins, financial and other incentives
were introduced, which might have
encouraged the subjects and their carers
to exaggerate the required result. Some
of the twins also received money from
TV and cinema adaptations. One pair,
nicknamed the ‘Giggle twins’, told
a newspaper that both of them had
always wanted to be opera singers
though neither had mentioned this
ambition before.
Meanwhile the project’s interviewers
and researchers showed a strong bias
towards finding similarities. The main
focus of their testing was IQ rather than
characteristics such as a propensity for
violence or bias in choosing a sexual
partner. The project also sidestepped
the criticism that some of the
supposedly conclusive evidence could
be coincidental. Furthermore Oliver
James makes the point that such studies
are not reinforced by any corroborative
research on the human genome. He is still
waiting for the day when the gene for a
psychological condition is pinpointed,
not just wished for.
Twin studies continue to be a chief
pillar of psycho-genetics, along with
investigations of children generally such as the offspring of drug-addicted
parents. The Wikipedia page on
‘Behavioural genetics’ comments
that “the simple observation that the
children of parents that use drugs
are more likely to use drugs as adults
does not indicate why the children are
more likely to use drugs when they
grow up”.2
Some studies assert that children
born to addicts, even if placed in a
new ‘rearing environment’, could
have “inherited drug-use-predisposing
genes” from their parent, which put
them at increased risk as adults. What
is surprising and counterintuitive is
that these “adoption studies” only
“find a small to negligible effect of
the [second] family environment on
use of tobacco, alcohol and marijuana,
but a larger effect if the second
family themselves take ‘harder
drugs’”. 3 In both cases, genetic
predisposition only seem to work
for one environment.
Other tests may reveal the
unreliability of genetic determinism
as to gender. In Behave, Robert
Sapolsky’s recent book (London
2017), researchers who conducted
a global test in mathematics - that
was supposed to show a genetic
difference between the sexes - could
not explain why the gap between
girls and boys was greatest in Turkey,
insignificant in Norway and Sweden,
and was reversed in Iceland, where
the girls did better than the boys.

Manipulation

Twins:
studied

Siddhartha Mukherjee’s The gene:
an intimate history (New York 2016)
shows how large the ambitions of
genetic research have become:
“Soon,” he writes from his base
at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, “we will be ready to
write our own instructions. In other
words, we will be able to manipulate

our own genetic future, snipping genes
from embryos or adding new ones.”
There may still be problems in
manipulating physical particularities,
such as cancers and heart disease,
though this might turn out to be a
medical advance for us all. But in the
pursuit of this there is the danger of
the category-mistake that Oliver James
identifies. Heart disease, a major killer
in the western world, could indeed lead
back to a cell, as with cystic fibrosis.
On the other hand, can there be a gene
for overeating, which can lead to heart
failure? My late younger brother was
obese at 14. Did he have a deadly gene
or was it because he was compensating
for being the only one in our family to
attend a strict grammar school?
At one point Mukherjee attempts to
sketch out his view of a compromise
between the influence of genes and
environment - that mixture again. He
refers to Caliban - the slave of the
magician, Prospero, in Shakespeare’s
Tempest. Prospero states that Caliban
is “a devil, a born devil, on whose
nature nurture can never stick.” (Those
who remember the play will know that
Caliban is indeed able to learn things,
as he reminds his master that “You
taught me language; and my profit on’t
is, I know how to curse.”) However,
in referring to Prospero’s devil insult,
Mukherjee sympathises with Caliban
and states that the character’s unnurtured
nature is “vastly more tragic and more
pathetic than anything human”.
Having started to define the human,
Mukherjee concludes:
Genes must carry out programmed
responses to environment. Otherwise
there would be no conserved form. But
they must also leave exactly enough
room for the vagaries of chance to
stick. We call this interaction, fate.
We call our responses to it choice.
An upright organism with opposable
thumbs is thus built from a script,
but built to go off-script. We call
one such unique variant of one such
organism a self.4
OK, but what exactly are “vagaries
of chance”? They sound like certain
unique occurrences in an individual’s
life, like being hit by lightning or being
born in the house of a psychopath. This
seems to assume that every life-change
is accidental, even though one’s early
experiences may result in successful
‘social mobility’ or someone as tragic
and pathetic as Caliban - who can be
pitied, but will probably have to be
kept locked up.
But there is another kind of
interaction - not the product of
accidents peculiar to a family or
life experience, but the effects of a
particular social system: class position,
gender expectation, racial classification
and alternative ideas. Not biological
luck, but where you live. Genes are
not our commanders, giving us orders
for the rest of our life, but part of a
complex modular system - one small
part of a person interacting with the
other ingredients in their whole life
experience.
In the last part of this series I will
discuss a definition of the human
beyond the genetic model - one which,
while not ignoring biology, rejects
genetic determinism l

Notes
1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Human_Genome_

Project.
2. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Behavioural_
genetics.
3. Ibid.
4. S Mukherjee The gene: an intimate history New
York 2016.
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ART

Record of resistance
Soul of a nation - art in the age of black power Tate Modern, Bankside, London SE1. Ends October 22

A

s you enter the ‘Soul of a nation’
exhibition, you are greeted by
television screens showing
Martin Luther King speaking to the
1963 March on Washington for Jobs
and Freedom - the “I have a dream”
speech permeates the ambiance of
the first room of the show. The introduction to the exhibition asks, among
other questions, is there such a thing
as ‘black art’ or a ‘black aesthetic’?
Each of the 12 rooms is devoted to
different movements, cities, themes
and ideas. Throughout each, the answer
to the above questions seemed to be
‘yes’ - at least for the purposes of this
exhibition. As a collection of work, it
overwhelmingly has impact because of
the overt African-American aesthetic,
which is integral to the political content.
That is not to take the view that
all art must serve a social or political
function. There is a plethora of bad
art, music, poetry, etc, courtesy of
well-meaning lefties, as evidence to
the contrary. However, this show brings
together work created in America by
black artists in the 1960s and 70s,
responding to the political conditions
of the time. This takes a diversity of
forms - celebrating black culture and
black identity, as well as resistance
and fightback. The exhibition covers
around 20 years of African-American
art from 1963 onward. Most of the
artists do not usually grace the walls
of the Tate or are as well known as
their more whimsical contemporaries,
such as Jasper Johns, Claes Oldenburg
or Andy Warhol (the latter does have
a cameo appearance in the ‘Black
heroes’ room with his painting of
Mohammed Ali). This, in itself, is a
damning cultural indictment of the lack
of recognition of black artists during
this period.
To complement the exhibition,
the curators have put together a wellthought-through Spotify playlist, with
separate tracks for each room. This
can be accessed via your mobile and
listened to as you wander round - or
later at home. Artists include John
Coltrane, Gil Scott-Heron, Duke
Ellington, Aretha Franklin, Sly and the
Family Stone and Marvin Gaye. It is a
nice touch that adds to the experience.
Room one begins in early-1963
New York with the Spiral Group,
which formed as an artists collective in
response to the March on Washington.
The purpose of the group was to discuss
what black art could or should be at
this juncture in American politics.
The work is entirely black and white.
Reginald Gammon’s Freedom now
(1965) shows a coarsely blocked-in
painting of marchers - the composition
is cropped, showing a mix of heads,
feet and placards coming towards the
viewer, putting them in a situation of
potential conflict. Norman Lewis’s
Processional is an abstract black
canvas with a growing shaft of white
brushstrokes across the centre. The
expressive marks suggest figures
moving in growing numbers.
Room two, ‘Art on the streets’,
moves out of the gallery and into the
ghetto, to look at how black artists
mobilised in their communities. Obac
(Organization of Black American
Culture) was formed in Chicago’s
South Side in 67. It produced murals,
such as the Wall of respect, featuring
black writers, sports stars, political
leaders and musicians. The area became
a space where communities would
gather for musical performances and
readings, inspiring similar murals
across America.
In 1966 the Black Panther Party
formed. Emroy Douglas, a young artist,

Barkley Hendricks, ‘Icon for my superman’ (1969)
was appointed the party’s ‘minister of
culture’ and produced stunning frontand back-page artwork for the BPP
newspaper. There are many examples
of this work on show that exemplify
the revolutionary aesthetic of graphic
design, with bold use of line, shape and
colour - and they also have emotive
qualities in their depictions of struggles
and victories, that act as a call to arms.
Other artists looked at the impact
of the struggle on people’s lives.
Faith Ringgold, who was originally
denied membership of the Spiral
Group, developed her own style,
called ‘superrealism’. In her chaotic
painting, The American people series,
she depicts a riot. People are fighting
each other, though it is hard to interpret
who is attacking whom. The painting is
a response to the mainstream media’s
coverage of the rioting, which focussed
on the destruction of property, but not
on the lives of those caught up in it.
Boston-based Dana Chandler’s Fred

Hampton’s door shows the lime-green
entrance to the home of the young
Black Panther activist murdered by
police in his bed - they shot him
through his door. Prints of this piece
were reproduced and distributed by
the Black Panther Party as a reminder
to the black community of the extent
of police brutality.

Provocative

One of the most overtly provocative
artists in the exhibit is Beyte Saar,
whose work features in two rooms. Saar
created artwork by assembling racist
material and presenting it in a way that
exemplifies black defiance. Sambo’s
banjo portrays the case of a musical
instrument, featuring Sambo’s grinning
face on the outside. But on the inside is
a miniature double lynching. There is
also a miniature rifle for Sambo to use
to liberate himself, should he choose to.
Another piece of Saar’s on display,
which follows the same theme, is

I’ve got rhythm. This shows a figure
attached to the moving piece of a
metronome, and a newspaper featuring
the death by lynching of a black man,
who had refused to dance at a white’s
command. Another of the more striking
pieces (and there is a lot of competition)
is David Hammond’s Injustice case
(1970). This is a body print depicting
Black Panther co-founder Bobby Seale,
who was bound and gagged during his
trial. The print, made using the artist’s
body, grease and pigment, is framed in
a cut-up US flag. The act of damaging
the flag, of course, is a crime in the US.
The exhibition takes a more
up-beat turn in the AfroCobra (African
Commune of Bad Relevant Artists)
room. Some of the images are of
everyday people, and others of political
leaders, such as Malcolm X, whom
the artists admired. The work is full
of rhythm and colour, but with text
incorporated into the images to give
political grounding to the work. The

aesthetic is that of 60s psychedelic
pop posters, which I am not overly
drawn to, but the celebratory, uplifting
images help to punctuate the mood of
the exhibition.
The ‘East Coast abstracts’ room calls
into question the notion of the ‘black
aesthetic’. There is nothing especially
‘black’ about the images. They look,
at face value, indistinguishable from
‘white’ abstract painting. There are
strong influences evident from white
abstract expressionists, such as Pollock
and Rothko, in terms of processes
and technique. Only on reading the
titles of the work do we discover
a link to black culture. William T
Williams’ Trane makes reference
to jazz saxophonist John Coltrane
(aka ‘Trane’) and the hard-edged
composition evokes the jarring free
jazz rhythm. It also emphasises the
role that African-American music
has had on the visual arts, including
the work of white artists, such as Piet
Mondrian, whose compositions were
inspired by and reflected the New York
‘boogie-woogie’ scene in the 1940s.
Other works in the room pay
homage to assassinated political
leaders. Sam Gilliam’s April 4th is
an abstract piece commemorating
the death of Martin Luther King, in
the style of Marc Rothko (though
personally I find Rothko’s abstractions
more powerfully moving). The artist
knotted the canvas and stained it in
colour. The curators suggest the dots
of crimson may represent blood stains,
which seems perfectly feasible. There
was criticism from other black artists
at the time, that these artists’ work
did not connect to the lives of black
people in America - though the work is
aesthetically the same as white abstract
expressionism, it arguably engages
more with Afro-American culture, and
therefore African-American audiences.
through its subject matter.
The most engaging work in the
room, Black heroes, is by painter
Barkley Hendricks. The image Icon for
my superman (Superman never saved
any black people - Bobby Seale) is used
by the Tate in its promotional material.
This is a self-portrait of the artist in
a Superman T-shirt with no briefs.
There is a tongue-in-cheek aspect to
his work - when a critic referred to
Hendricks’ painting as “brilliantly
endowed”, he responded by painting
a full-figure nude of himself with the
same title. The images are quite suave.
Hendricks stated that he “wasn’t ever
interested in speaking for all black
folks ... my work was to be as good a
painter as I could be”. While the content
is arguably flippant, with such titles
as the aforementioned quote from the
BPP co-founder or referencing Marvin
Gaye’s What’s going on? (initially
a response from the musician to the
hatred, suffering and injustice seen
from the point of view of a Vietnam
vet), they are not devoid of social
commentary.
Holistically, the exhibition works. It
is well curated, with lots of information
that grounds the work socially and
politically, as well as artistically.
There is an abundance of imagery
that compels you to come back to look
and look again. There is also a lot of
additional information, video footage,
etc on the exhibition’s webpage that
adds richness to the curation, should
you wish to further research the artists
or movements.
Having seen quite a lot of
underwhelming exhibitions this year,
I think ‘Soul of a nation’ could be one
of the stand-out shows of 2017 l
Christina Black
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What Zionists want suppressed
Thomas Suarez State of terror - how terrorism created modern Israel Skyscraper Publications, 2016,
pp418, £20

T

he state of Israel prides itself on
being at the forefront of the ‘war
against terror’ and the war on
Islam and it is this which makes Israel
the darling of Europe’s far right. But
this book documents how the Israeli
state was born in a wave of terror that
makes Palestinian guerrilla groups
seem like children at play.
Terror was remorselessly directed
at the indigenous Palestinians by
the three main Zionist militias - the
Labour Zionist Haganah and its
Palmach shock-troops; the revisionist
Irgun, a split-off from Haganah in
1931 (Haganah Bet); and Lehi or
the Stern Gang, a breakaway from
Irgun in August 1940. The Irgun was
commanded by Menachem Begin, who
in 1977 was elected prime minister of
Israel. Lehi, which parted from Irgun
on the question of continuing the
war against the British, was initially
commanded by Avraham Stern and
later a triumvirate, which included
future Israeli prime minister Yitzhak
Shamir (1983-84, 1986-92). Lehi
distinguished itself by making two
proposals in 1940 for a military pact
with Nazi Germany against the British!
Suarez’s book is based on copious
research from the Public Record Office
at Kew. A clue to this book’s importance
is the fierce campaign waged by the
Zionist movement against it and its
author. In Cambridge the Zionists
managed to get a meeting relating to it
cancelled.1 In Portsmouth the Zionists
enlisted the aid of the Council’s Prevent
officer, Charlie Pericleous, in order
to put pressure on venues to cancel
such talks. Presumably opposing
Zionism makes you an ‘extremist’
and therefore a potential terrorist - a
good example of how anti-terror laws
are used to attack free speech. A talk
at the School of Oriental and African
Studies was disrupted by a group of
Zionists led by Jonathan Hoffman, a
well known activist, former Zionist
Federation official and someone who
has no problem with working with
fascist and anti-Semitic groups, such
as the English Defence League.
A talk held at the House of Lords on
December 15 2016, hosted by Baroness
Tonge, was subject to the same bogus
complaints of anti-Semitism (on
March 15 2017 an ethics committee
of the House of Lords dismissed the
allegations as baseless).
The Daily Mail, the paper which
waged a campaign against Jewish
immigration from Nazi Germany and
tsarist Russia, became worked up about
‘anti-Semitism’ in its perennial quest
to suppress free speech. It described
the Israeli embassy’s “fury after antiSemitic hate speaker gives talk at a
top London university”.2 What did
this “anti-Semitic hate” speech consist
of? Apparently Suarez described the
“creation of Israel as a ‘racist’, ‘fascist’
endeavour”, and linked the “‘cult’ of
Zionism to Nazis”. I have no idea
whether Suarez did in fact say this
(and I note that Wikipedia has banned
sourcing anything reported in the Mail
because it is so unreliable3). But if
Suarez did say that Israel was a racist
endeavour then, right or wrong, that is
not anti-Semitic. Likewise comparisons
of Zionism to Nazism. Clearly Zionism,
as an ideology of racial supremacy,
had a close relationship to Nazism,
especially but not exclusively before
1941. However, facts and the Daily
Mail make strange bedfellows.
But what of Suarez’s book itself?
The fact that the Zionist movement
campaigns against a particular book
does not necessarily mean we should be
uncritical. However, there is no doubt

Ben-Gurion declares the state of Israel - beneath a portrait of Zionist founder Theodor Herzel
that it is extremely well documented
and sourced. It covers a particular gap
in the historical record and it is because
the Zionists are unable to attack the
message that they are forced to attack
the messenger.
Suarez correctly defines Zionism as
a settler project, which couched its aims
in the language of messianism (p24).
This fusion by Ben Gurion, Israel’s
first prime minister, of the settler
project with the Old Testament gave a
powerful religious-nationalist rationale
to Zionist colonisation and expansion.
It is not accidental that Israel, uniquely,
does not define its borders. The biblical
‘Land of Israel’, which can extend
as far as the Euphrates and the Nile,
does not allow for a political decision
to confine Israel within the borders of
Britain’s Palestine mandate. There is,
theoretically, no limit to the Zionist
state’s expansionary aims. As we see
with Syria, Israel reserves the right to
intervene anywhere in the Middle East.
Zionist messianism began with
Christian Zionism, which saw a Zionist
settler state as the way to safeguard
British imperial interests. Not for
nothing were the first Zionists Christian
evangelical imperialists, such as Lords
Palmerstone and Shaftesbury and the
author, George Elliot. In 1841 Lord
Shaftesbury issued a “Memorandum
to Protestant monarchs of Europe for
the restoration of the Jews to Palestine”,
which was published in the Colonial
Times in 1841.4 Although an ardent
Zionist, Shaftesbury was opposed to
Jewish emancipation in Britain.

Ethnic cleansing

Suarez shows how the Zionist project was,
from the start, an apartheid endeavour.
He quotes from the Hope-Simpson report
of 1930, set up after the 1929 riots,
which described the Zionist practice of
purchasing land from absentee landlords
as “extra-territorialising”. The peasants
were expelled and no Arab was able to
set foot on that land again, once it was
purchased (p30). Contrary to the myths
of the ‘socialist’ Zionists, Asher Ginzburg
(Ahad Ha’am) described the reality
of Zionist colonisation in its earliest
phase after a visit to Palestine between
February and May 1891. He described
the settlers thus: they “behave towards
the Arabs with hostility and cruelty,
trespass unjustly upon their boundaries,

beat them shamefully without reason
and even brag about it”.5 The Zionist
settlers, despite their labourist piety
and their propaganda about making
the desert bloom, were quite explicit
in opposing any self-government for
Palestine, whilst the settlers were in a
minority. They operated quite consciously
as an arm of British imperialism. As
Chaim Weizmann, president of the
Zionist Organisation observed, “[The
democratic principle] does not take
into account the fact that there is a
fundamental, qualitative difference
between Jew and Arab” (p35).
Ernest Bevin, Labour’s rightwing
foreign minister, commented after
the war: “If [the Zionists] could be
brought to see that the principle of ‘one
man, one vote’ applied in Palestine
to Arabs and Jews alike as much as
anywhere else, our difficulties might
be solved” (p257). Bevin was called
an anti-Semite for suggesting that
American enthusiasm for sending
Jewish survivors to Palestine had
something to do with their opposition
to admitting them to the USA.
Suarez shows how, as early as 1919,
before the mandate had even taken
effect, the Zionists were discussing
how the ethnic cleansing of their
‘Jewish home’ might be effected.
The American King-Crane report
(1919), set up by president Woodrow
Wilson, recorded how “The fact came
out repeatedly in the Commission’s
conference with Jewish representatives
that the Zionists looked forward to a
practically complete dispossession
of the non-Jewish inhabitants of
Palestine” (p44).
We should bear this in mind in
the centenary year of the Balfour
declaration (November 2 1917), which
took the form of a letter from the
British foreign secretary, Arthur James
Balfour, to Lord Walter Rothschild.
The declaration stated that “... nothing
shall be done which may prejudice the
civil and religious rights of existing
non-Jewish communities in Palestine
or the rights and political status enjoyed
by Jews in any other country.”
The Balfour declaration promised
not a Jewish state, but a “national
home” for the Jews in Palestine. The
British vehemently denied that this
meant a Jewish state, as did the Zionists,
but this was yet another instance of

perfidious Albion. Only two years later,
Balfour wrote a memorandum to his
successor as foreign secretary, Lord
Curzon, in which he made clear the
depths of British treachery and deceit:
In Palestine we do not propose even
to go through the form of consulting
the wishes of the present inhabitants
of the country …. The four great
powers are committed to Zionism.
And Zionism, be it right or wrong,
good or bad, is rooted in age-long
traditions, in present needs, in future
hopes, of far profounder import
than the desires and prejudices of
the 700,000 Arabs who now inhabit
that ancient land …. In short, so
far as Palestine is concerned, the
powers have made no statement of
fact which is not admittedly wrong,
and no declaration of policy which,
at least in the letter, they have not
always intended to violate.6
On September 9 1941, the transcript of a
meeting of 20 people in London quoted
Weizmann and Ben Gurion to the effect
that Arabs would have equal rights, but
Jews would have special privileges.
Weizmann wanted the transfer of most
Arabs from Palestine, apart from “a
certain percentage of Arabs and other
elements” who were needed as a pool
of cheap labour (p72).
After the UN agreed to partition
Palestine in November 1947, the ethnic
cleansing began in earnest. Yerachmiel
Kahanovitch, a machine-gunner in
Palmach described how “We cleared
one village after another and expelled
them - they led to the Sea of Galilee
... Yes, you march up to a village, you
expel it, you gather round to have a bite
to eat and go on to the next village”
(p254).
Just like the Marranos, the Spanish
Jews who pretended to be Christians,
there were cases of Arabs posing as
Jews. When one non-Jewish doctor
was caught out, he was castrated and
then murdered. The Zionist ‘left’ called
this “purity of arms”.7 Rape too was
used as a systematic means of instilling
terror (p255).

Dissident Jews

The State of terror documents, sometimes
in tedious detail, the bloody terrorist
beginnings of the Israeli state. By

‘terrorist’ I do not mean the attacks
made by the Zionist groups against the
British army, but the attacks on Arab
civilians. The Irgun made the planting of
bombs in market places, the shooting of
Arab workers and other acts of terror a
routine occurrence from 1937 onwards.
Bombings of Palestinian cafes began
in April 1937 in Haifa and bombings
of Palestinian buses in September
1937 (p52).
From 1939 onwards Irgun and
Lehi waged a ceaseless war against
individual Arabs. Particular attention
was paid to “uncooperative Jews”,
such as four Jewish soldiers murdered
as “traitors to the Jewish cause”. One
of the first targets for assassination
by Haganah was the Dutch Jew, Dr
Israel de Hahn, who was responsible
for organising the ultra-orthodox
anti-Zionist group, Agudat Israel.
This was part of a pattern of targeting
anti-Zionist Jews.
Intolerance to anti-Zionist or indeed
non-Zionist Jews included those
who did not speak Yiddish. Orient,
a German-language weekly, was
suppressed by the Zionists and on
May 31 1942 a meeting of the German
Jewish Anti-Fascist League in Tel Aviv
was violently broken up by Zionist
thugs with the blessing of the Jewish
Agency. Their crime, amongst others,
was speaking the German language.
Tom Segev in The seventh million
describes in more depth the tribulations
of the German Jewish immigrants, or
Yekkes.
Suarez notes that the description of
the situation in Palestine as a “conflict”
between Israel and the Palestinians is
wrong. Talk of a conflict implies that
Israel’s actions in, for example, Gaza,
is part of a war of equals rather than the
application of overwhelming force by a
militarised state against a defenceless
civilian population. Zionism meant
the establishment of a Jewish settler
colonial state, under the protection
of British bayonets. Zionism aimed
either to subjugate or drive out the
Palestinians. The narrative that sees
the Zionist settlers as the victim of
Palestinian violence pertains to this
day. The actions of the settlers is always
defensive - a reaction to Palestinian
violence. Israeli violence is always
described as “retaliation” by the BBC,
whereas Palestinian violence is always
without cause or reason. It is violence
for its own sake.
Suarez observes (p8) that Israel is
unique, in that it is actually resealing
archives it has previously opened.
Under the pretext of digitalisation
Israel is reclassifying as secret
previously released documents in
order that its history accords with
Zionist mythology. 8 This is why
Suarez’s research in the British
archives, which are beyond the reach
of the Israeli censor, is so important
and why the Zionist lobby has
focussed on Suarez’s book. Following
the opening of the Haganah archives
in the early 1980s, Zionist historians
- in particular Benny Morris - began
documenting the actual history of
what happened in 1947-489, not in
order to rethink the Zionist project so
much as to justify what had happened.
As Morris explained,
A Jewish state would not have come
into being without the uprooting
of 700,000 Palestinians. Therefore
it was necessary to uproot them.
There was no choice but to expel
that population. It was necessary to
cleanse the hinterland and cleanse
the border areas and cleanse the main
roads. It was necessary to cleanse
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the villages from which our convoys
and our settlements were fired on.10

Forced to Israel

Suarez’s research is particularly interesting
in respect of the ‘displaced persons
camps’, which were set up in Europe
after the war. Tens of thousands of
Jewish refugees lived in these camps.
Although some displaced persons (DPs)
made their way back to their homes,
for most of them there were no homes
to go to. They had been confiscated
and reallocated to their non-Jewish
neighbours: reclaiming them would have
been physically and legally impossible.
Suarez documents the Zionist
campaign to force the Jewish survivors
of the holocaust to go to Palestine and
become cannon fodder in the expected
war of expansion. Ben Gurion spoke
of the “danger” that Jewish survivors
would not want to go to Palestine. In
Australia the Zionists campaigned
against an offer from the Australian
government to open its doors to Jewish
holocaust survivors (pp153-54). In
the United States a bill in April 1947
was introduced to allow 400,000 DPs
into America. It was championed by
the non-Zionist American Council for
Judaism. The Zionist organisations
were furious and opposed it (p192).
The Zionist movement embarked
on a three-pronged strategy to
‘capture’ Europe’s Jews: the forceful
isolation and coercion of the
survivors themselves, the sabotage
of international safe havens and the
kidnapping of Jewish orphans (pp12025). The New York Times described
how the Jewish survivors had been
made “helpless hostages, for whom
[Israeli] statehood has been made the
only ransom”.11
Jewish children who had throughout
Europe survived because they had
been taken in by non-Jewish families
and whose parents had died, were
kidnapped in a ruthless campaign led
by chief rabbi Yitzhak Herzog of Israel.
In Herzog’s and Zionism’s racist eyes,
being raised as a Christian was “much
worse than physical murder”. At the
same time they opposed in Britain the
opening of Jewish adoptive homes
because they were not in Palestine. A
scheme to admit 1,000 Jewish children
to Britain was agreed, but after 300 were
admitted the Zionist leaders stopped it,
forcing the children to remain in Europe
until they could be forcibly transferred
to Palestine. Throughout Europe the
Zionist leaders and Herzog attempted
to ‘rescue’ Jewish children, often from
Jewish communities. Everywhere, as
in the Netherlands, they met resistance
from the existing Jewish communities.
It was the desire of most Jews Suarez quotes 85% - to go to Britain
or America. This desire would be
repeated 30 years later, when the
Zionists did their best to close off
all avenues of escape, bar Israel, for
the Russian Jews. Menachem Begin
even went personally to the United
States to lobby president Ronald
Reagan about raising immigration
barriers. Foreign minister David Levy
did likewise when he lobbied the
German government. Indeed, when
the German government did introduce
restrictions on the immigration of
Soviet Jews, the Israeli authorities
rushed to welcome the proposals, with
Michael Jankelowitz of the Jewish
Agency for Israel describing them as
“positive”!12
The Zionist movement, which
had done nothing to save Jews from
the holocaust, left no stone unturned
in its determination to exploit the
survivors for their colonial project
in Palestine. For most of the war
the Jewish Agency (the Zionist
government-in-waiting in Palestine)
denied that there was a holocaust.
Davar, the paper of the Labour Zionist
Histadrut, stated in August 1942, when
the Zionist movement received definite
confirmation of the holocaust from its
agent, Gerhard Riegner, in Geneva, that

“it may be that the Nazi denial has a
leg to stand on”.13
Suarez describes how Ben Gurion
told the Jewish Agency leaders on
October 4 1942 that, although Hitler’s
persecution of the Jews had made
them suffer, at least he had revived
“in assimilated Jews the feeling
of Jewish nationalism ... [which]
we have exploited ... in favour of
Zionism” - whereas in the democratic
countries Jewish nationalism was
“slowly disappearing ... because the
democracies, in contrast to the dictator
states, recognise the Jews as people
having full rights of citizenship ...”
(p77). That was why, in contrast to all
other sections of the Jewish community,
the Zionist reaction in 1933 had been to
welcome the rise of the Nazis.
Up to November 1942 and the
Battle of El Alamein, despite the threat
to Jewish Palestine from the Nazis,
the Jewish Agency was opposed to
Jews joining the British army. As the
war ended, the British agreed, in July
1944, to the formation of a separate
Jewish Brigade. The New York Times
criticised its establishment as a ploy to
claim statehood. After the war, sections
of the brigade worked in conjunction
with Haganah in Europe to ensure that
opposition to going to Palestine in the
DP camps was repressed - they did
not hesitate to use terror against those
holocaust survivors who were opposed
to the Zionists.
At the same time the Zionist
movement in the United States - via
its political accomplices, such as
Congressman Sol Bloom (who had tried
to delay the setting up of Roosevelt’s
War Refugee Board in January 1944,
which is credited with saving 200,000
Jews) - fought bitterly against any
attempt to lower US immigration
barriers. In a 1943 New York Times ad,
the Irgun accepted that, although five
million Jews were condemned to die,
“America is not asked to open her doors
to the uprooted Jewish millions”. That
was the purpose of Palestine alone. The
US intelligence report, ‘Latest aspects
of the Palestine Zionist-Arab problem’,
concluded on June 4 1943 that more
Jews would have been rescued from
Nazi-occupied Europe, “had they not
complicated the question by always
dragging Palestine into the picture”
(p83). It also described “Zionism in
Palestine” as “a type of nationalism
which in any other country would be
stigmatised as retrograde Nazism”.
The Zionist definition of antiSemitism today includes “Drawing
comparisons of contemporary Israeli
policy to that of the Nazis”.14 Such a
comparison is deemed “offensive”.
However, this did not stop the Zionists
repeatedly comparing the British
occupation of Palestine to that of the
Nazis (p12).
One of the myths the book covers
is the belief that when Israel declared
its independence on May 15 1948,
six Arab armies attacked at once. As
Suarez shows, not only were these
attacks ill-coordinated, but they were
a direct response to the expulsion, by
that time, of nearly 400,000 Palestinian
refugees and the fact that the Zionists
had ignored the UN partition lines
and occupied much of the area of the
proposed Palestinian state. Another
Zionist myth that Suarez demolishes
is the belief that the Zionists accepted
partition, unlike the Arabs. Their
‘acceptance’ was but a tactic. As Ben
Gurion wrote to his son, the only
question was:
Does the establishment of a Jewish
state [in part of Palestine] advance
or retard the conversion of this
country into a Jewish country? My
assumption ... is that a Jewish state
on only part of the land is not the
end, but the beginning ...’ (p237).
And so it proved.
Perhaps more contentious is
Suarez’s statement that in Israel the
master race of settler colonials are

distinguished by “blood descent, ...
not religion, cultural background or
birthplace”. I would disagree in respect
of the first of these categories: Israel
does use religion to distinguish between
the oppressed and oppressor. However,
the definition of religion is itself based
on blood descent: ie, being born of a
Jewish mother. For the purposes of the
Law of Return, which was amended in
1970 to allow for the influx of Soviet
Jews, this definition has widened to
include a Jewish grandparent. Even
the spouse of a Jew is allowed to
immigrate as a Jew, although they
will not be recognised as Jewish by
the rabbinate that controls all personal
matters. In the event of divorce, both
spouse and children can and do lose
their protection.
Suarez cites Ben Gurion as saying
that a Jewish state would be based not
on the Jewish religion, but on being a
“Jew”: ie, a racial definition. In fact
race and religion have metamorphosed
into each other, as it is the religious
Zionists who form the bulk of the
most racist settlers and nationalists
(p73). The Jewish religious authorities
provide the legitimation for the Jewish
state in a way similar to how the Islamic
clerics in Saudi Arabia help legitimise
the rule of the House of Saud.

Anti-imperialist?

There are those - eg, the Alliance for
Workers’ Liberty - who see the Zionist terror
groups’ war against the British colonialists
as some form of anti-imperialism. This
is completely wrong. The war of the
Zionist militias was no different from
that of the Afrikaners against the British
in the Boer War. Their differences with
the British was that they wanted control
of the state in order to better wage their
war against the Palestinians. The British
had outlived their usefulness and were
now an obstacle to the Zionist plans for
the transfer of the Arabs. In what way is
that an anti-imperialist struggle?
The primary reason why the Zionist
militias were able to wage a successful
war against the British was because the
British had armed and trained them in
the first place. In order to destroy the
Arab rebellion and general strike of
1936-39, the British allowed the Zionists
to form the British Settlement Police.
They turned a blind eye to Zionist stocks
of weaponry and allowed committed
Zionists to join the British police. The
Zionist terror groups were Britain’s
Frankenstein monster. When the British
agreed to get out, the Zionists’ attention
was turned to the Palestinians. Suarez
suggests, citing Eisenhower, that the
commonly agreed number of Palestinian
refugees expelled - three quarters of a
million - is an underestimate and that the
figure is nearer 900,000 (p278).
Suarez describes what has been well
documented by many other historians:
namely how Israel was not content with
ethnically cleansing the Palestinians, but
also sought to do the same to the Jews of
the Arab countries. In Iraq Zionist agents
threw bombs into Jewish cafes and a
synagogue. Zionism was not and never
has been a movement of Jewish selfdetermination. In the case of the Arab
Jews, Israel formed an alliance with
the corrupt pro-British rulers of these
countries such as Nuri e Said of Iraq.
They reached an agreement that these
rulers could keep the wealth of the Jews
in exchange for the Jews themselves.
When the Arab Jews came to Israel,
they were humiliated and treated with
contempt. In Iraq the oldest Jewish
community in the world - a highly
educated and rich community - was
reduced to poverty and a bare existence
in tent camps. Arab Jews were treated as
little better than non-Jewish Arabs. They
had an orientalist outlook and the state
had to effectively reprogramme them.
As soon as they got off the planes, they
were sprayed with the pesticide DDT
(pp284-85). Their children and babies
were kidnapped for the benefit of white
western Ashkenazi Jews and they were
placed in development towns on the
borders.15

After becoming independent Israel
waged a ruthless campaign of ethnic
cleansing of Bedouin and Arab tribes
from the Negev. Ben Gurion referred
in 1950 to an Israel Defence Force
battalion that was prone to raping and
murdering Arab girls. Suarez mentions
one particular incident, where a young
Bedouin girl - estimated at between 10
and 15 - was captured. The man with
her was gunned down and for the next
three days she was systematically raped
by three different squadrons of Israeli
soldiers before a shallow grave was dug
and she was executed.16
In the 1950s Israel waged a war
against “infiltrators”: Palestinian
refugees who tried to return to their
lands. Suarez describes in depth what
can only be called death marches. One
such forced march was that of Wadi
Araba, when in June 1950 87 half-dead,
naked men and boys turned up on the
frontier of southern Jordan. They were
the survivors of about 120 Arabs who
had been pushed into the desert. They
were the lucky ones. What Israel had
done after its establishment under its
labour Zionist rulers was carry out a
systematic ethnic cleansing. Philip
Toynbee, a supporter of Israel, published
an article about this in The Observer at
the time.17
In May 1948 a concentration
camp was established in Katra, near
Rehovot, which was “run on Nazi
lines”, as Alexander Kirkbride, Britain’s
ambassador to Jordan, described it
(p292). A chance witness, a woman
from a kibbutz, remarked: “Does this
not remind us exactly of the Nazi acts
towards the Jews?” Death marches
and concentration camps. Zionism had
learnt well.
Zionism was always a ruthless
nationalist movement which sought
exactly the same as the anti-Semites - the
removal of Jews from the lands they
lived. In the wake of the murder of four
Jewish people in a kosher supermarket
in 2015 prime minister Binyamin
Netanyahu came to France in order
to advocate the very thing that French
anti-Semites dream about - the exodus
of France’s Jews to Israel.18
Suarez has documented, in extremely
copious detail, the war of terror that the
Zionists waged, both against the Arabs
and British from the late 1930s up to the
Suez War. How it used and exploited
Jews in the diaspora as so much human
material. It is not at all surprising that
the Zionists have gone to such efforts
to suppress this book l
Tony Greenstein
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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.
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Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
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‘Broad party’:
code for
keeping right
in control

Witch-hunt continues
As the Ken Livingstone case demonstrates, the right’s call for ‘party unity’ should not be taken at face
value, argues David Shearer of Labour Party Marxists

R

eports from around the country
confirm that, for the moment,
the Blairites and Labour right
are no longer directly attacking,
condemning and generally criticising
Jeremy Corbyn. How could they?
Two months ago, Labour bounced
back from the trouncing it seemed to
be heading for just a couple of weeks
earlier and won the highest proportion
of votes for Labour since Tony Blair’s
first campaign as leader in 1997.
And now, because of the fragile
nature of the Conservative alliance
with the Democratic Unionist Party, the
ability of the minority Tory government
to carry through the main strands of its
legislative programme is by no means a
certainty - as everyone knows, another
general election could be called at any
time. Quite clearly then, the right wing,
which dominates the Parliamentary
Labour Party, must do nothing to
undermine Labour’s chances, upon
which the survival of its MPs depends.
As I noted just before the election,
An increase in the popular vote for
Labour next week would put the
right on the back foot and hopefully
instil fresh confidence in the likes
of Corbyn, John McDonnell and
Diane Abbott, who have been busy
back-pedalling on previous long-held
progressive positions in a futile attempt
to appease the Parliamentary Labour
Party and the right in general. Such
an outcome would add momentum
to the necessary fight to rid Labour
of those saboteurs.1
It is true that Corbyn and co are
behaving slightly more confidently.
For example, at the July 18 meeting
of the national executive, they won a
narrow majority for a new system for
selecting parliamentary candidates in
a small number of target seats. The
power to do that will rest with locally
elected panels - as opposed to the current
centralised control of the party machine
under general secretary Iain McNicol.
However, in general there is
little sign from Corbyn of a forceful
demonstration of authority and the
reassertion of the kind of left positions
he used to uphold - let alone a campaign
to defeat the “saboteurs” of the right
once and for all. To appease them
Corbyn is, for example, continuing to
suppress his own deeply felt disgust at
nuclear weapons - after all, the party
has decided that Britain needs Trident
and the leader must not comment on
the obscenity of nuclear mass murder.
In fact the leadership is going along
with the right in its insistence that
Labour is a ‘broad party’ - with plenty
of room for the overt pro-capitalists, as
well as those who attempt to promote
(or pretend to promote) the interests
of the working class. For the present
that means the right is making no overt
move against Corbyn.
For example, reports are coming
in of Constituency Labour Parties
- even those dominated by the right
- voting for motions, originating
with Momentum, which “call on
all elements of the party ... to come

Ken Livingstone: still being hounded for telling the truth
together and support the leadership”.
Such motions “congratulate the party
leadership” on the “great result in
the June general election” and hail
“the socialist policies set out in the
manifesto”. In general the right is
prepared to go along with them.
For one thing, it is well aware that the
“policies set out in the manifesto” were
far from “socialist” - overwhelmingly
they were acceptable even to the
Blairites. And, as I have said, for the
moment the right is willing to make the
appropriate noises in favour of ‘unity’
and even pretend it favours “support”
for the current leadership.
For instance, a circular issued
by Luke Akehust on behalf of the
rightwing Labour First faction reads:
We will be working all out to ensure
the strongest possible moderate voice
at annual conference, to promote
party unity and to stop divisive and
partisan changes to Labour’s rules.
We want an annual conference that
focuses on showcasing what unites
Labour, on our team and policies
for government, and preparing us
in case there is another general
election. We will be working to stop
Momentum from turning it into a
1980s-style conference about what
divides Labour, about factionalism,
internal rule changes, and disruptive
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and boring procedural wrangling.2
As this makes clear, the right is hardly
reconciled to that leadership. That is
why it is targeting Momentum - set up
specifically to generate and consolidate
support for Jeremy Corbyn. It is true that
Corbyn has continued to compromise,
giving the right grounds for hope that
he could yet be ‘tamed’. But he is still
unacceptably leftwing for both the
Labour right and the whole political
establishment.
In reality the adoption by the
right of the ‘united party’ slogan is
a continuation of its civil war. So,
because Labour must be a ‘broad
church’, the right demands that there
should be no deselection of sitting
MPs - irrespective of their contempt
for party democracy. The new selection
panels may well be set up in those 75
target seats, but before they can operate
there must first be a vacancy: there is
no question of a general deselection of
current MPs.

‘Anti-Semitism’

The right also insists that Corbyn must not
‘interfere’ in disciplinary cases - which
over the past couple of years have been
used overwhelmingly to target the
left. In fact McNicol is now inviting
applications to join his witch-hunting
team investigating suspect (ie, leftwing)

individuals and groups operating in the
Labour Party, as the following advert
makes clear:
The Labour Party is looking to
recruit an Investigations Officer,
to work as a key member of the
disputes team. The post holder will
assist in the investigations relating
to individual Labour Party members
or groups of members, which may
lead to disciplinary proceedings or
other interventions by the national
or regional parties.3
The successful candidate, who will be
employed at the party HQ in London,
will need “experience of conducting
investigations or fact-finding” and of
“regulatory or governance issues” to
qualify for the £35,000 salary, plus
£1,000 annual allowance.
No doubt the new recruit will
continue the good work of disciplining,
suspending and eventually expelling
leftwing comrades - particularly those
accused of ‘anti-Semitism’ simply for
opposing Zionism and actions of the
Israeli state.
Last week the Jewish Chronicle
reported that the ‘investigation’ into
Ken Livingstone’s 2016 comments in
defence of Naz Shah MP - in which
he said that Hitler had “supported
Zionism” before “he went mad and

ended up killing six million Jews” - is
still ongoing.
Livingstone was suspended for two
years in June 2016: not, of course, for
actual anti-Semitism, which would
have been totally absurd, but for
“bringing the party into disrepute” (for
saying something that some people not least Zionists and supporters of the
Israeli state - claim was ‘anti-Semitic’).
Since then he has refused to apologise
for his comments and stated that they
were factually correct.
According to the Jewish Chronicle,
“Labour sources have confirmed
to the JC that another probe into
the former mayor of London ‘is
underway’”. Apparently he is accused
of “failure to show any remorse” for his
original comments, even though “those
bringing the new complaints against
Mr Livingstone are believed to have
been advised not to revisit the original
remarks on Hitler and Zionism”.4
Those “new complaints” are said
to centre on Livingstone’s subsequent
media interviews, when he correctly
insisted that his original comment was
(apart from some inaccuracies and
clumsy phrasing) simply a statement
of fact. It is indeed true that, as this
paper has frequently pointed out, the
Nazis did at first cooperate with the
Zionists in order to achieve a shared
aim - the emigration of German Jews,
so that they could settle in Palestine.
It is, of course, this cooperation which
today’s Zionists and Israeli apologists
wish to cover up.
But Corbyn went along with the
witch-hunt and went so far as to
condemn Livingstone for his “grossly
insensitive” comments, claiming that
his failure to apologise for telling the
truth had been “deeply disappointing”.
Surely now is the time to say,
‘Enough is enough’. Corbyn should
state the obvious - the ‘anti-Zionism
equals anti-Semitism’ campaign
was and is a witch-hunt and all
those who were falsely accused,
including Ken Livingstone, should
be reinstated. He should exercise his
authority as party leader to demand
that the compliance unit and the
right-controlled party machine calls
off that farcical campaign l

Notes

1. Weekly Worker June 1.
2. My emphasis - update, July 31.
3. www.labour.org.uk/pages/current-vacancies.
4. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/kenlivingstone-faces-new-investigation-after-hitlercomments-1.441974.

Standing order
To ______________________________________________________________________ Bank plc ___________________________
Address:________________________________________
Branch address _____________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________ Post code ______________________ Account name __________________________________________________________
________________________________________________ Sort code _____________________________________________ Account No ________________________________________
Name:______________________________________

________________________________________________

Tel:________________________________________

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

Date _________________________
Email:______________________________________ Signed _______________________________________________ Name (PRINT) ___________________________________
Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ at: Sub: £/€ ____________________________________ Address ____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928,
London WC1N 3XX

Donation: £/€ ________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

