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LETTERS

No to witch-hunt
A week after our lobby of Labour’s 
first pro-Corbyn national executive 
committee meeting, an impressive 
gathering of over 70 Labour Party 
activists convened in London’s Conway 
Hall on January 29 at Labour Against 
the Witchhunt’s first public meeting. 
A total of £400 cash was collected, 
and another 33 comrades signed up to 
LAW, bringing membership to over a 
hundred. Just a beginning.

Speakers from the floor matched the 
impressive panel, with longstanding 
Labour members, veteran socialists, 
anti-fascist and anti-racist campaigners 
reporting how they have been 
suspended, or automatically expelled, 
by the petty Blairite bureaucrats still 
employed at Labour HQ.

Hundreds of leftwing and pro-
Palestinian members remain expelled 
or suspended, many on “bogus charges 
of anti-Semitism”, which, in the words 
of Ken Loach, are “absolute nonsense”. 
It has nothing to do with anti-Semitism, 
but, as Tony Greenstein explained, 
everything to do with destabilising 
Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership. The 
absurdity of Israel’s anti-Semitism 
smear campaign against its critics, now 
being utilised by Labour’s right wing, 
was highlighted when Israeli citizen 
Cyril Chilson, the son of holocaust 
survivors, who had spent 16 years in the 
Israeli Defence Force and was sickened 
by the abuse meted out by soldiers to 
Palestinians in the occupied territories, 
told that he too is now suspended for 
alleged anti-Semitism.

LAW chair Jackie Walker recalled 
that the anti-Semitism smears began 
suddenly, three years ago, as soon 
as Jeremy got onto the ballot for 
Labour Leader. “LAW demands that 
there should be no more disciplinary 
hearings in the Labour Party until the 
recommendations of the Chakrabarti 
report on natural justice and due 
process have been implemented,” she 
said. “The current disciplinary system 
is contrary to the ethics of our party, 
which are about protecting the weak 
against the strong and maintaining 
principles of justice for all.”

Marc Wadsworth complained: “It 
is deeply disturbing that life-long 
anti-racists campaigners like Jackie 
and Tony, who are Jewish, and myself, 
a black man, have been targeted. Yet 
anti-black racism and Islamophobia, 
which are more prevalent than anti-
Semitism, have been ignored by the 
Labour Party.” He added that LAW 
has to “work hard to give the new 
leftwing majority on the NEC the 
strength, the backbone, to stand up to 
the witch-hunt”.

LAW honorary president Moshé 
Machover reminded us that, after 
first being accused of anti-Semitism, 
he was expelled simply for allowing 
articles he had written to be published 
in the Weekly Worker and Labour Party 
Marxists. Rule 2.1.4.B is available 
for apparatchiks to automatically 
expel, with no right of appeal, a 
member or “supporter” of any political 
organisation which is not affiliated to 
Labour and which is not a Labour Party 
unit. “I asked them repeatedly what 
‘support’ is supposed to mean, but got 
no reply,” said Moshé. Nevertheless, 
he was reinstated after dozens of 
Labour Party branches and CLPs 
issued motions in his support, and an 
international protest campaign got 
under way: “The compliance unit 
suddenly decided that I did not support 
either organisation or newspaper. A few 
weeks earlier they had decided exactly 
the opposite, based on exactly the same 
information.”

Ken Loach laid into the treacherous 
majority in the Parliamentary Labour 

Party: “When Jeremy became leader, 
almost the entire PLP refused to serve. 
With a united party, we would have 
won the general election. Many local 
election pamphlets did not mention 
Jeremy and omitted manifesto policies. 
Keir Starmer, for example, might as 
well have been standing under Blair. 
We now need to defend and extend 
the manifesto. We need to get a new 
party in parliament. And being a 
Labour MP is not a job for life. It is the 
democratic right of members to select 
their candidates.”

The next gathering of witches will 
be the lobby of Tony Greenstein’s 
disciplinary hearing in Brighton, 
on Sunday February 18 (venue to 
be announced). To keep informed, 
go to the LAW website and sign 
up for our email newsletter (www.
labouragainstthewitchhunt.org).
Stan Keable
LAW secretary

Solidarity
Over 50 Labour members gathered in 
Birmingham on January 30 for the city’s 
launch of LAW. Jackie Walker spoke 
first and got straight to the point - the 
witch-hunt is about weakening Corbyn’s 
position as leader and forcing the next 
Labour government to the right by 
removing left activists. She reminded 
us that the ‘problem’ of anti-Semitism 
in the party arose from nowhere when 
Corbyn became leader. She explained 
that LAW isn’t just about defending 
the victims and providing solidarity: 
it also demands fundamental change 
in the party’s disciplinary processes.

Naomi Wimborne-Idrissi gave 
examples of left activists in her part of 
London who’ve been suspended for 
over a year on the basis of trumped-up 
charges. She urged LAW to quantify 
the scale of the problem by getting the 
NEC to reveal how many members are 
suspended pending a hearing, how long 
have they been waiting and how many 
automatic exclusions have occurred.

Marc Wadsworth called for the 
immediate implementation of the 
Chakrabarti report in respect of the 
party’s disciplinary procedures. That 
would introduce the concepts natural 
justice and due process, and enforce 
time limits for each stage. 

The discussion that followed 
revealed that unjust suspensions 
and expulsions are nothing new in 
Birmingham - they’ve been going on 
for decades. And those responsible in 
the party’s regional office are still in 
place today.

From the floor Stan Keable 
explained how clause 2.1.4.B of the 
party rules has been used to exclude 
him, and how any member can be 
deemed to be contravening it. He 
also questioned the emphasis other 
speakers placed on legal challenges, 
and relying on the courts to force the 
hand of the Labour bureaucracy. His 
suggestion that instead we should 
mobilise the membership to challenge 
unjust decisions was met with applause.

The meeting concluded with a 
commitment to organise further LAW 
activity in the city.
Rob Meyer
email

Facile
Moshé Machover really is tying himself 
in knots as a would-be Marxist in trying 
to bend modern-day social reality to 
assuage his own fear of appearing to 
echo some kind of anti-Semitic ‘trope’ 
(Letters, January 25).

He ascribes to me some kind of 
demonic desire to justify a thesis 
about “international Jewish power” in 
my letter of January 18. But he does 
protest too much, since my letter did 
not mention this concept and I do not 
subscribe to classless notions that a 
particular undifferentiated (by class) 
group wields ‘power’ in itself. The 
concept is his - or, more accurately, 

he fears that if he does not bend both 
Marxism and material reality in a 
particular way, he will fall into the trap 
of echoing this ‘trope’.

Moshé complains that I have 
exaggerated the extent of Israel’s Law 
of Return by not noting that a Jewish 
person born abroad has to migrate to 
Israel to exercise it. But my whole 
point is that this particularly gives 
Jewish bourgeois born abroad a virtual 
birthright to a share of the Israeli 
state. The migration requirement is an 
insignificant barrier, as Shlomo Sand 
noted in a book he wrote in 2014:

“It is enough to make a short visit 
to Israel, readily obtain an identity 
card, and acquire a second residence 
there before returning immediately to 
their national culture and their mother 
tongue, while remaining in perpetuity 
a co-proprietor of the Jewish state - and 
all this for simply having been lucky 
enough to be born of a Jewish mother” 
(How I stopped being a Jew London 
2014, pp84-85).

Obviously, it is particularly 
insignificant to the wealthy, who also 
by virtue of their bourgeois status, 
immediately become ‘co-proprietors’ 
of the Israeli bourgeois state. Moshé 
implicitly concedes this point; he 
does not contradict it in theoretical/
programmatic terms, but simply tries 
to dodge it by grossly exaggerating 
the difficulties in exercising this very 
bourgeois right.

The other side of Moshé’s facile 
argument leads him into Kautskyism. 
He seriously argues that the theoretical 
ability of some wealthy people to buy 
citizenship of marginal European states 
like Malta, Cyprus and Bulgaria, or of 
tax havens in the Caribbean, means 
that there are no national bourgeoisies 
any more and that “the capitalist 
class, irrespective of religion, is 
international”. He argues that buying 
a citizenship of one of these marginal 
European states amounts to buying into 
the “EU ruling class”.

An absurd argument that takes as its 
starting point the notion that there is an 
“EU ruling class” that encompasses the 
ruling classes of all of its component 
states, and that buying into the Maltese, 
Cypriot or Bulgarian bourgeoisies 
would mean buying into this “EU ruling 
class”. I guess the Greek ruling class, 
whose economy has been strangled 
by austerity dictated by the main EU 
imperialists, Germany and France, 
would demur from the absurd notion 
that they are part of a unified “EU 
ruling class”.

The EU is not a bourgeois state, 
but a bloc between several imperialist 
and some semi-colonial bourgeois 
states, in which the relations between 
the states are put into a rigid, but quite 
brittle framework. Its incapacity to 
unite and generate a single ruling 
class and a single state is a prime 
indicator of why the bourgeoisie is not a 
genuine international class. The Jewish-
Zionist bourgeois caste is a very partial 
exception, which itself proves the 
rule, for its apparent internationalism 
is driven by an anomalous form of 
particularism. This is driven by political 
Zionism as a form of pseudo- or semi-
nationalism that still does not transcend 
national chauvinism, but just expresses 
it in a different way.

Moshé’s assertion that the capitalist 
class is an international class is anti-
Marxist nonsense, basically identical to 
Kautsky’s theory of ultra-imperialism, 
which posited an increasingly peaceful 
world, as the various ‘ultra-imperialists’ 
grow into each other and national 
antagonisms dissolve. That is not the 
world we live in.
Ian Donovan
Socialist Fight

Their ‘equality’
The BBC’s equal pay agenda does 
rather emphasise just how unequal 
bourgeois ‘equality’ can be. By limiting 

news readers’ salaries to £33,300 it 
demonstrates not only that men are 
being paid more than women, but also 
that some women are being paid much 
more than most - apparently about 10 
times more. On top of that isn’t it more 
about reducing the pay of men rather 
than increasing the pay of women?

Interestingly it does not apply to 
sports reporters. Gary Lineker will 
continue to be paid much more than 
Claire Balding. The BBC is driven by 
the need to offer competitive pay rates 
to retain its ‘best’ talent (and news is 
of less commercial importance than 
sport these days). The battle for sexual 
equality between the rich and superrich 
has not been won. Unsurprisingly, it is 
being fought out almost exclusively in 
terms of money, as if that was the be-all 
of equality.

The BBC is not Hollywood, so 
there are no sexual shenanigans to 
concern us here. But, if there were, 
the Confederation of British Industry 
has a simple, foolproof answer: more 
women on the board of directors. For 
many, many years there were plenty of 
powerful women in Hollywood who 
never said a thing in public about sexual 
harassment. It’s the job, stupid, and its 
worth being harassed to get to the top (if 
you don’t get to the top it’s a different 
matter). So I’m glad to see solidarity 
being displayed now, however late in 
the day. But the message these scandals 
leave behind is that money trumps 
solidarity almost every time. The 
judicious use of sexual favours can be 
of immense benefit to the individual, 
but it is selfish.

In traditional hunter-gatherer society 
equality is the result of an overall 
social balance of power, based on 
female solidarity. While it starts with 
the enforcement of sexual equality, 
it extends to limit the power of all 
individuals and groups. It positively 
prevents the growth of inequality by 
providing sufficient psychological 
space for everyone within a collectivist 
ideology. But then hunter-gatherers 
were communists.

The present debate within identity 
politics is not leading to human 
solidarity, but to division - at times 
bordering on madness. I wonder which 
section of society will benefit most (or 
suffer least) from the divisions.
Phil Kent
London

Explosion
When it comes to the current public 
release of energy surrounding sexual 
harassment or, even more poignantly, 
around physical attacks by sexual 

‘predators’, it seems to me that many 
comrades are content to nestle within 
an ideological comfort zone, whilst 
simultaneously spouting platitudes. 
These are platitudes (or anyway easy-fit 
explanations) pushed forward via a 
‘one size fits all’ formula; by all too 
readily waving Marxist maxims, such 
as ‘power equals abuse’.

In parallel, of course, the hotchpotch 
of tribalism that’s running rampant 
on this topic right now creates an 
extremely risk-laden zone for any leftist 
to enter. Scattered amongst the entirely 
corrupt and deeply corrosive self-
interest of our mass/corporate media are 
many pertinent traps. Hovering within 
the short-sightedness of that both 
glitzy and narcissistic ‘Hollyweird’/
TV celebrity-base involved are many 
others. When viewed together, that 
nonsense of theirs leads nowhere except 
towards a cemetery for any healthy 
comprehension or advancement.

Having said all that, we overlook 
at our peril any of the less than 
glaringly obvious factors involved 
in scenarios of human sexual 
interaction - certainly where there’s 
either conflict or associated differing 
perceptions. Perhaps most notable is 
the consideration that either gender is 
perfectly capable of being irrational, 
confused and messy. Anyone can 
possess a shitty-plus-boorish side 
to their nature. Any woman can be 
contradictory or even undesirably 
‘dark’; they can be no less destructive 
than any male equivalent within our 
human species. In a nutshell, either 
gender has the potential to be dodgy, 
dubious or outright malevolent in their 
sexual practices, behaviour, inclinations 
and motivations - and, consequently, 
in their aberrational intentions, their 
‘unconscious’ objectives.

And somewhere within that twisting 
kaleidoscope of variables the sheer 
agony of wrongful arrest, followed by 
wrongful prosecution, lies hidden; the 
rubble and dust of ‘miscarriages of 
justice’ patiently lies in wait. In fact, 
there proactively is invited all the 
tragic, tawdry, dramatic and extremely 
horrible rest of it.

And if chemical substances such as 
alcohol or drugs are thrown into this 
already fiery-hot mash-up of eroticism, 
passion and psyche, then a whole new 
world of difficulty is ignited. In that 
manner, nothing short of a spinning 
galaxy of errors, foolishness, stupidity, 
misjudgements, miscalculations, 
accidents and all consequential damage 
lies super-primed to explode!
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

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

Get clicking
Disappointingly, we failed to reach 

our £1,750 target for January’s 
fighting fund after things had been 
looking so promising. Needing a 
further £376 to get there, we managed 
only £290 over the week, leaving us 
tantalisingly short at £1,664.

That was despite the efforts of, 
in particular, BC and BK, with their 
valiant last-minute contributions. 
BC sent in a brilliant £100 cheque, 
while BK made a £50 bank transfer. 
Other donations were standing 
orders totalling £105, plus PayPal 
gifts from JR (£25) and MN (£10).

Well, the £86 shortfall isn’t the 
end of the world, but we could 
really do with making up the 
difference in February. Please do 
your best to help us out.

By the way, we are pretty 
convinced that the online readership 

figures we’ve been reporting in this 
column are grossly understated 
for various technical reasons. 
So for the moment I won’t be 
telling you how many people have 
been reading the web edition, but 
hopefully things will be sorted out 
pretty quickly!

Anyway, thanks once again for 
everyone who contributed to the 
fund in January - we can easily 
make up that £86 in February, 
even though it’s three days shorter. 
But we could really do with just a 
few more of those online readers 
clicking on that PayPal button l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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London Communist Forum
Sunday February 4, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB 
Provisional Central Committee, followed by open discussion and 
reading group: study of August Nimtz’s Lenin’s electoral strategy from 
Marx and Engels through the revolution of 1905. This meeting: chapter 
3, ‘The “dress rehearsal” and the first duma’ (continued).
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.
NHS in crisis
Saturday February 3, 12 noon: Demonstration. Assemble Gower 
Street, London WC1.
Organised by People’s Assembly and Health Campaigns Together:
www.thepeoplesassembly.org.uk.
Grassroots Black Left 
Wednesday February 7, 6.30pm: Launch meeting, Portcullis House, 1 
Parliament Street, London SW1. 
Organised by Grassroots Black Left:  
www.facebook.com/GrassrootsBlackLeft.
For disabled rights 
Wednesday February 7, 5pm: Northern TUC disabilities forum, TUC 
Regional Office, John Dobson Street, Newcastle upon Tyne NE1.
Organised by TUC:
www.tuc.org.uk/events/northern/northern-tuc-disabilities-forum.
No to war
Wednesday February 7, 7pm: Public meeting, Malcolm X Centre, 141 
City Road, Bristol BS2.
Organised by Bristol Stop the War:  
www.facebook.com/BristolStopTheWar.
Starting a co-op
Thursday, February 8, 1pm to 5pm: Information and education event, 
Cooperatives UK, Holyoake House, Hanover Street, Manchester M1. 
Free entry.
Organised by Cooperatives UK: www.uk.coop/uniting-co-ops/
events-calendar/is-a-co-op-right-for-you-manchester-08-02-18.
Britain-Palestine friendship 
Saturday February 10, 9.15am to 5pm: Twinning and friendship 
conference, Quaker Meeting House, 22 School Lane, Liverpool L1.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/britain-palestine-friendship-
twinning-network-annual-conference.
Stand Up To Racism
Saturday February 10, 11am to 4.30pm: Trade union conference, 
Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London WC1. £10 (£5 unwaged).
Organised by Stand Up To Racism: www.standuptoracism.org.uk.
Britain’s housing crisis
Wednesday February 14, 7pm: Marx Memorial Library, 37A 
Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. First in a three-part course. Waged: 
£15; unwaged: £9.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: www.marx-memorial-library.org.
For an anti-war government
Thursday February 15, 7pm: Anti-war rally against Trump visit, 
Conway Hall, 25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk. 
Does socialism have a future?
Friday February 16, 7pm, Saturday February 17, 11am to 8pm: 
Conference, Goldsmiths College, Lewisham Way, London SE14. ‘The 
world and the left since 1968’. Speakers include Frank Furedi, Boris 
Kagarlitsky, Lindsey German, Hillel Ticktin.
Organised by Platypus Goldsmiths:  
www.facebook.com/events/2004171789837809/ .
Labour Against the Witchhunt
Saturday March 3, 1pm to 4pm: Organising meeting, Union Tavern, 
52 Lloyd Baker Street, London WC1.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:  
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org.
Stand Up To Racism
Rallies to mobilise support for March 17 UN anti-racism day protests:
Bristol: Tuesday February 13, 7pm, Hamilton House, 80 Stokes Croft, 
Bristol BS1.
Liverpool: Sunday February 18, 2pm, Jack Jones House, Unite the 
Union, 1 Islington, Liverpool L3.
West London: Wednesday February 21, 7pm, Maxilla Social Club, 2 
Maxilla Walk, London W10.
Nottingham: Wednesday February 28, 7pm, Nottingham Mechanics, 3 
North Sherwood Street, Nottingham NG1.
York: Wednesday February 28, 7.30pm, Friends Meeting House, Lower 
Friargate, York YO1.
Birmingham: Thursday March 1, 7pm, Priory Rooms, 40 Bull Street, 
Birmingham B4.
Oxford: Thursday March 1, 7pm, town hall, St Aldate’s, Oxford OX1.
Manchester: Thursday March 1, 7pm, Friends Meeting House, 6 Mount 
Street, Manchester M2.
Sheffield: Wednesday March 7, 7pm, Central United Reformed Church, 
60 Norfolk Street, Sheffield S1.
South London: Wednesday March 7, 7pm, Karibu Education Centre, 7 
Gresham Road, London SW9.
Newcastle: Saturday March 10, 1pm, Arts Centre, Black Swan Yard, 39 
Westgate Road, Newcastle NE1.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism: www.standuptoracism.org.uk.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. If 
you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.

NHS

Health service we need
James Linney looks at who benefits from privatisation

This year will see the 70th anni-
versary of the national health 
service, but anyone who values 

the principle of healthcare provision, 
free of the influences of profit, can 
surely feel little desire to throw a 
party. In fact its 70th year has possibly 
been the most difficult since its crea-
tion in 1948.

Yet, as the suffering of those people 
who use the NHS, or are employed by 
it, has multiplied during this winter, 
there are noticeably a few who will 
be celebrating; because for them the 
suffering is simply a by-product of a 
growing opportunity to open it up to 
greater privatisation. Over the past 
10 years, private healthcare providers 
have been allowed an ever greater 
piece of the NHS brand and, like a 
shark with a taste for the blood of its 
prey, they have a genius for exploiting 
weakness.

In this article I am going to look 
in more detail at one of the biggest 
‘sharks’ in the pond: Virgin Care. I 
will use this as a case study to help 
illuminate how private healthcare 
providers have been allowed more and 
more access to the NHS and how, if 
this is allowed to continue, we could 
see the fall of the NHS in the near 
future.

According to its own website, 
Virgin Care operates “more than 400 
health and care services throughout 
the country” and have “treated more 
than six million people”.1 Before 
examining its role in more detail, let 
us reminding ourselves briefly of how 
Virgin itself came to be. It was, of 
course, created by Richard Branson - 
British capitalism’s favourite pin-up 
boy. However, his fame, and indeed 
his fortune, owes more to his genius at 
self-promotion and PR than anything 
else.

Criminal
Branson learnt an important lesson 
early in his career, when in 1971, after 
being caught for tax evasion he spent 
a short time in prison: namely, that tax 
avoidance is best done legally and for 
that you first need money (and a big 
team of lawyers and accountants). So 
when, a few years later, by luck, he 
made the first part of his fortune by 
releasing Mike Oldfield’s Tubular 
bells, he was quick to establish his 
very own tax-avoiding paradise, when 
he bought Necker, part of the British 
Virgin Islands. Here he established 
his family trust fund and to this day it 
remains the registered headquarters of 
Virgin Group (the parent company to 
all the other Virgin offshoots).

Of course, living on a remote, 
uninhabited island and limiting his 
time in the UK to less than 90 days is 
not about denying the exchequer of 
taxes. As Branson himself stated, “I 
have not left Britain for tax reasons, 
but for my love of the beautiful British 
Virgin Islands … a place where my 
family and I are able to truly relax.” 
Fortunately for Branson, he has not 
been too focused on relaxing. He was 
still able to set up a complex web of 
innumerable subsidiaries, the status of 
whose parent company ensures they 
pay very little in tax.

Fast-forward to 2008 and Virgin’s 
first attempts to profit from the NHS, 
which got off to a bit of a false start. 
It planned to open 50 large-scale 
health centres around the country, the 
idea being that patients would attend 
their NHS general practitioner, who 
would then - for a fee - refer them for 
treatment directly to the onsite Virgin-
branded pharmacies, physiotherapists 
and gyms. The idea was abandoned, 
however, partly because the General 
Medical Council raised the point that 
paying GPs to refer patients to Virgin 

raised just a little bit of a “conflict of 
interest”.

At that time, as Virgin discovered, 
the NHS was not organised in a 
way that allowed large profits to be 
made out of GPs and community 
services. However, then came the 
most significant reorganisation in the 
NHS’s history, with the introduction 
of the Tories’ Health and Social Care 
Act in 2012. This introduced clinical 
commissioning groups - supposedly 
led by GPs, but in reality headed 
by bureaucrats and management 
firms who are now responsible for 
contracting services; no longer from 
other NHS providers, but from ‘any 
qualified providers’ (AQPs).

T h u s ,  t h e  To r i e s ,  a l w a y s 
ideologically opposed to the principle 
of free healthcare, had set up a pincer 
movement to trap the NHS. On one 
flank the NHS was devastated by cuts 
in funding, the results of which have 
been evident this winter: a demoralised 
and dangerously overstretched 
workforce, operation cancellations 
and corridors full of patients waiting 
for a bed in jammed-full wards. On 
the other flank was the acceleration 
of privatisation - something that 
has always been present in the 
NHS to some extent. But this was 
privatisation on steroids: the AQP 
process now allowed private health 
firms to cherry-pick the most lucrative 
services. Initially this meant winning 
contracts for radiology, physiotherapy, 
phlebotomy, elective operations and so 
on. But the ability to throw huge sums 
of money and teams of contractors 
into the tendering process meant 
these transnational firms could easily 
win the service contracts that were 
previously provided by NHS teams.

Virgin was determined not to miss 
out and in 2010 it bought out Assura 
Medical - Virgin Care was born. In 
2011-12 its first major contract went 
live: a Teesside sexual health clinic. On 
the outside was the familiar NHS logo; 
on the inside, slightly less visible, was 
the Virgin Care branding. This was 
just the start and since then Virgin has 
expanded its role in NHS provision 
faster than any other private firm. 2012 
saw it win a contract for providing 
community care in Surrey and children 
services in Devon - the first contacts 
of their kind for a private company. 
Soon to follow were others covering 
community services, including ones 
in West Lancashire, Essex, North 
Kent, Wiltshire and Luton. Last year 
Virgin was awarded a £700 million 
contract to run Bath and North East 
Somerset council’s community care 
and health services2 and another for 
£108 million to provide children’s 
health services in Lancashire. In 
2016-17 alone, Virgin won £1 billion 
worth of NHS contracts,3 out of the 
£3.1 billion (representing 43% of all 
NHS contracts) paid to all private 
health firms.

ACOs
The next step - or huge leap more 
accurately - in the privatisation of the 
NHS will be the creation of Accountable 
Care Organisations (ACOs) - health 
secretary Jeremy Hunt’s scheme to 
allow AQPs (ie, health, finance or 
insurance companies) to be responsible 
for all health and social care for a 
particular region. This idea has been 
transplanted directly from the US 
and is a stepping stone towards a 
fully insurance-based, private health 
service. A group of doctors and NHS 
activists (and Stephen Hawking) 
have just been granted a full judicial 
review to test the lawfulness of the 
proposals,4 which may delay the 
process temporarily, but, of course, 
the medium-term threat remains.

No doubt Virgin Care will be one 
of the major players in the setting 
up of ACOs, the consequences of 
which we have only seen hints of 
so far. For example, the company 
reportedly asked staff not to report 
safety concerns to the health watchdog 
in Bath,5 while in Teesside it missed 
targets for chlamydia screening and 
so sent a memo to get staff to carry 
out the screening on family members, 
and in Wiltshire it was reported to 
have cut care packages for seriously 
ill children.6 After failing to secure a 
contract to provide children’s health 
services across Surrey, worth £82 
million, Virgin also decided to sue 
the local clinical commissioning 
groups - the NHS settled out of court 
for an undisclosed amount said to be 
in the millions of pounds.

Suing an already crisis-ridden NHS 
is bad enough, but this is nothing 
compared to the potential harm that 
would result from a health company 
like Virgin pulling out of an ACO if 
it was deemed no longer profitable or 
if the company collapsed. Despite his 
talent for accumulating vast sums of 
money for himself, Richard Branson 
has left plenty of failed business 
ventures in his wake: Virgin Cola, 
Virgin Clothes, Virgin Vie at Home 
and Virgin Cars, to name a few.

The case of Virgin is just one 
amongst several transnational 
companies who have already been 
profiting at the expense of the NHS 
and who are queuing up to be part of 
the next phase of privatisation. The 
extent to which these companies are 
already embedded within the health 
service demonstrates how the NHS 
crisis is about more than just ‘lack 
of funding’. The many thousands 
marching on February 3 in opposition 
to all these attacks are demonstrating 
that the working class in particular 
is not prepared to let the NHS be 
demolished without a fight.

But a successful fight needs an 
effective strategy and this means an 
organisation able to express the will 
of the working class. In the short 
term Jeremy Corbyn’s Labour Party 
is promising a respite and in the next 
general election the NHS will be the 
major issue that could well see Corbyn 
become prime minister. But Labour’s 
pledge to modestly increase funding 
and promise to renationalise the NHS 
is grossly insufficient.

There is no better example of 
how illogical and damaging a system 
capitalism is than that provided by 
healthcare. Ultimately the issue is 
not really that people like Branson 
are greedy tax-avoiders (which they 
are), but the fact that capitalism has at 
its core the continuous accumulation 
of capital for the benefit of a tiny 
minority. Capitalism creates the 
miserable conditions that is the 
cause of a good many ailments and 
conditions - and then profits from the 
treatment these demand.

This cycle of misery will not end 
until capitalism itself is replaced by a 
system that has at its core democracy 
at all levels - a system that can only 
be attained through the will and 
organisation of the working class l

Notes
1. www.virgincare.co.uk/about-us.
2. www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/
virgin-care-contract-approved-social-care-nhs-
privatisation-a7411386.html.
3. www.theguardian.com/society/2017/dec/29/
richard-branson-virgin-scoops-1bn-pounds-of-
nhs-contracts.
4. www.independent.co.uk/news/health/jeremy-
hunt-judicial-review-stephen-hawking-
accountable-care-organisations-back-door-
privatisation-a8184161.html.
5. www.bathchronicle.co.uk/news/bath-news/
virgin-care-asks-bath-staff-581823.
6. www.nhsforsale.info/private-providers/virgin.
html.
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EQUALITY

All the president’s men
As the sexual harassment scandal continues to claim victims, Paul Demarty wonders how it will be 
brought back under control

As more and more people, insti-
tutions and inanimate objects 
are absorbed into the #MeToo 

affair, a couple of recent news items 
strike me as particularly illuminating.

The first comes from this side of 
the pond: the Financial Times took 
a novel decision, not within its usual 
ambit, to send journalists undercover as 
hostesses to the prestigious Presidents’ 
Club charity dinner. They discovered 
that the all-male clientele of this event 
was interested in more meat than was 
on their plates, and the evening brought 
an endless stream of lewd remarks, 
gropes and worse. Lead writer Madison 
Marriage chose not to make her excuses 
and leave, and caught the attention of 
wandering hands herself. When this 
was written up, there began an almighty 
shitstorm, which has ended a couple 
of political and business careers and 
bruised a few more. Truly, it was a night 
to remember.

Back in the United States, the New 
York Times gave us a most interesting 
morsel in the form of allegations 
against Burns Strider, a member of 
Hillary Clinton’s 2008 presidential 
primary team (official faith advisor and 
provider of scriptural snippets to the 
senator) and subsequently a presence 
of some sort in pro-Hillary political 
action committees. The improbably 
named Strider is alleged to have serially 
harassed a woman colleague during 
the 2008 campaign, for which he was 
not fired, but given therapy, with the 
woman being moved elsewhere in 
Team Clinton. He reverted to this habit 
with another colleague in 2016, after 
which he was allowed to resign quietly. 
This narrative is, of course, deeply 
embarrassing to Clinton, the supposed 
great white hope for womankind.

Third-degree Burns
I suppose we should start by looking 
a little deeper into the latter farrago, 
and note that the great paradox of the 
sexual harassment omni-scandal is how 
little has been made out of it politically 
in its country of birth. Oprah Winfrey 
was given the opportunity to set out 
her stall for future greatness, but that is 
about it - and it is purely speculative, a 
piece of wish fulfilment on the part of 
increasingly agitated identitarian liberals. 
Compare Britain - heads have rolled, 
factional wars have tilted this way and 
that in a flurry of score-settling.

The difficulty, of course, is that 

any attempt to make capital out of this 
in the American scene is laughable. 
The New York Times allegations 
about Burns Strider are a serious 
embarrassment to Hillary Clinton, but 
how much more serious is the fact that 
the man whose prolific campaign of 
harassment, sexual exploitation and 
rape triggered all this off - we speak of 
Harvey Weinstein - was also a man of 
impeccable Clintonite bona-fides. The 
whole affair got off to an impossible 
start for Hillary, as the candidate with 
the most star-studded, red-carpet-ready 
entourage of all time tried to splutter 
in denial that she had any idea that 
Weinstein had cajoled, harangued 
and forced his way into every bed 
in Hollywood. If this preposterous 
denial is sincere, it is evidence only 
of the bottomless human capacity for 
self-deception.

Hillary’s opponent in 2016 is 
hardly in a position to exploit these 
events either, however. Need we 
rehearse the details again - this man 
who openly brags about “grabbing 
’em by the pussy”, whose political 
appeal is unashamedly macho and 
masculinist? Attempts were, of course, 
made to exploit the discomfort around 
Weinstein, but only a man as shameless 
as Donald Trump could have considered 
trying that on.

As for the leaders, so for the 
followers. The obvious cultural-
conservative response to the Weinstein 
affair - this is what happens when 
you allow liberal values to run riot! 
- is precluded, since too many of 
the ‘conservatives’ are reconciled to 
the lecherous creature in the White 
House. When there was still the chance 
of swapping him out for someone 
‘sensible’, like (god help us) Ted Cruz, 
one would find pompous god-fearing 
politicians claiming to be irreconcilable 
to someone as ‘immoral’ as Trump. 
The subsequent embarrassed silence of 
such characters proves that they have 
no other god before money and power.

Liberals among the Democrats, 
meanwhile, have placed much heavy 
emphasis on the ‘feminist’ explanation 
for Clinton’s defeat - she was just too 
female, and American society too 
misogynistic; she was harassed by 
supporters of the soi-disant socialist, 
Bernie Sanders, the ‘Bernie bros’ 
(except for the female ones, who, 
according to Gloria Steinem, of all 
people, were just empty-headed idiots 

trying to get off with the bros); and then 
Trump himself, whose victory confirms 
that the most toxic, self-parodic image 
of maleness is still preferable to a 
woman in the Oval Office.

This explanation of the world comes 
under severe strain when it turns out that 
Weinstein was up to no good; indeed, 
it is no end of a boon to the rightwing 
populists who claim that liberals are a 
dishonest, backscratching clique, with 
Hillary as their Queen Bee. Weinstein 
certainly found it easy to hide among 
his fellow New York elites. As for 
Strider, his misdemeanours demonstrate 
that Hillary’s political operation itself 
employed the ‘cover it up and move 
people around’ approach to sexual 
malfeasance, made so famous by the 
Catholic church hierarchy. It is thus 
directly hypocritical, and Clinton’s 
congratulations of the women who 
bravely came forward bizarrely tone-
deaf. The gulf between her young staffers 
and her inner circle has never looked 
larger.

Change they can 
believe in
The Presidents’ Club affair is not 
proving so politically awkward for the 
ruling class, in spite of the prestigious 
names in attendance; and so the by now 
familiar pattern is in force, of vicious 
denunciations of all involved, and the 
wet, sticky sound of rolling heads. Not 
only are the perpetrators in the firing 
line, but also any who demur from the 
feeding frenzy - Tina Knight, a Tory 
councillor in Essex, has been forced 
to resign from a council committee for 
saying that the FT article was exaggerated 
on Radio 2.

We note here, inter alia, that among 
those frothing at the mouth about the 
Presidents’ Club are the journalists 
and editors on Socialist Worker: for 
their correspondent, Sadie Robinson, 
it exposes “the sexism of the rich”,1 
and a leader piece makes the obvious 
pun with that other President - Donald 
Trump, who is America’s “sexist-
in-chief”.2 It really does not seem to 
occur to the comrades that they are 
on very, very shaky ground here - a 
quick experiment typing the words 
“Socialist Workers Party” into Google’s 
search box gave me auto-complete 
suggestions like “rape crisis”, “sexism” 
and “comrade Delta”, and that is 
before we get to the 650-odd words 

on the subject of the SWP’s disastrous 
cover-up of rape allegations to be 
found on that little-known research 
tool, Wikipedia. Sack all members of 
the central committee who were in post 
in 2013, comrades - then we can talk 
about the “sexism of the rich”.

The thorny question emerges of 
what is to be done about all this. The 
FT presents the opinions of Carolyn 
Fairbairn, director-general of the 
Confederation of British Industry, and 
her thoughts are fairly typical: we need 
better ‘human resources’ reporting 
procedures; we need more women in 
the C-suite and the boardroom (only 
4% of FTSE 350 chief executives are 
female); companies should set diversity 
targets and be held accountable to them; 
and so on. “Let us use [the scandals]”, 
she concludes, “to make sure every 
young woman can feel confident, safe 
and respected, especially in business.”3

Wrong answer
Especially in business, indeed. Sadie 
Robinson in Socialist Worker declares that 
“the people at the top ... argue that men 
are somehow worth more than women, 
or that black people are naturally more 
likely to be lazy criminals”. Is Fairbairn 
not “at the top”, comrade?

The naked reality is that the 
hegemonic faction of the bourgeoisie in 
the imperialist metropoles is committed 
to exactly the opposite of this policy, 
instead supporting wherever possible 
within itself the artificial promotion of 
women, ethnic minorities and so on, in 
politics, culture, elite sport, and - ahem - 
especially in business. This phenomenon 
does not go unchallenged (the election 
of Trump is evidence enough of that, 
not to say the rise of religious and other 
social-reactionary movements to power 
in many parts of the world); yet to write 
as if it is somehow unreal is to radically 
misunderstand the culture at large.

The grain of truth, however, is that 
actually eradicating sexist buffoonery 
seems to be entirely beyond the power 
of the bourgeoisie. The very intensity of 
the discourse over sexual harassment at 
present testifies to the intractability of 
the problem. For if it were the case that 
diversity initiatives, combined with 
both-barrels-blasting of miscreants were 
adequate to circumvent male sexual 
malfeasance, how on earth is it the case 
that Hillary Clinton has come unstuck 
so repeatedly on this matter, from her 
serial-harasser husband to Weinstein, 

to Burns Strider?
The insurmountable obstacle is 

social hierarchy itself. The division of 
society into haves and have-nots and 
have-somes - classes, in other words 
- produces a limited but ‘spontaneous’ 
solidarity within those classes. Even 
in the case of the bourgeoisie, whose 
existence is marked at least in part 
by zero-sum competition between its 
members, exhibits - through bodies like 
Fairbairn’s CBI and (alas!) events like 
the Presidents’ Club charity grope-a-
thon - a firm sense of common purpose, 
expressed perhaps as political rightism 
or philanthropy or whatever else, but 
always in a form in which the story of 
life has the wealthy and the powerful 
as its heroes.

It is striking that Fairbairn’s proposals 
have almost nothing in them that would 
help out the people who ostensibly 
occasioned her broadside - to wit, 
the hostesses of the Presidents’ Club. 
Wealthy men of a less reconstructed 
sort will continue to people their private 
gatherings with nubile young women, 
who will put up with it because they 
need the money. No number of female 
‘role models’ in the senior layers of the 
machinery of British capitalism will 
change that; nor would a million Clinton 
presidencies make the difference for 
their American counterparts.

The real alternative is the class 
solidarity of the working class: the 
understanding that the attitude displayed 
to female flesh by the ‘Presidents’ (and, 
indeed, the president) is as much a matter 
of property as of gender - the enjoyment 
of a right conferred by wealth - and that 
there is more in common between the 
‘hostess’ and the man taking out the 
bins at the back of the Dorchester than 
there is between her and Hillary. The 
struggle then would not be for more 
women in the boardroom, but the end of 
the boardroom altogether. But it would 
leave open the possibility that no man 
would be powerful enough to command 
sexual favours, nor expect to get away 
with this kind of lechery l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. https://socialistworker.co.uk/art/46007/
Updated%3A+Inside+the+Presidents+Club+++ 
a+glimpse+at+a+world+of+ruling+class+sexism.
2. https://socialistworker.co.uk/art/46026/
Take+on+Donald+Trumps+presidents+club.
3. www.ft.com/content/d9b7eac6-02ad-11e8-
9e12-af73e8db3c71.

Financial Times footage of President’s Club charity event
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TORIES

Are you listening, Theresa?
Eddie Ford looks at the latest blue-on-blue manoeuvrings and jockeying for power

What was that about “strong 
and stable government”? 
The media is increasingly 

full of stories about leadership chal-
lenges and votes of no confidence 
against Theresa May, whose authority 
is clearly draining away with almost 
each day that passes. Leading Tories, 
whether Brexiteers or Remainers, 
seem unhappy with the beleaguered 
prime minister and are trying to posi-
tion themselves in the expectation that 
May will be forced out sooner or later 
- probably sooner.

Hence the near endless stream of 
acerbic Twitter comments, WhatsApp 
moanings, TV appearances, press 
interviews, briefings and counter-
briefings, leaks and counter-leaks - and 
on January 29 the leaking to BuzzFeed 
of a ‘secret’ government report about 
the possible economic impact of Brexit. 
Originally intended to be shared only 
with cabinet ministers, the document, 
entitled ‘EU exit analysis - cross-
Whitehall briefing’, was drawn up 
for the department for exiting the EU 
and suggests almost every part of the 
economy would suffer. Over a 15-year 
period national income would be 8% 
lower under a ‘no deal’ scenario, around 
5% lower with a free-trade agreement 
with the EU, and about 2% lower with 
a soft Brexit option of single-market 
membership. In other words, the least 
bad scenario appears to be the “Philip 
Hammond option” - using the words 
of the BBC’s assistant political editor, 
Norman Smith. Furthermore, all the 
possibilities outlined in the document 
assume a new trade deal with the 
United States - which is questionable 
at the very least.

Naturally,  this proved very 
embarrassing for the government. May 
declared in the Commons that it would 
be “wrong” to describe the leaked study 
as “the” Brexit impact assessment, as it 
was rather a “selective interpretation” 
of a “very preliminary analysis”, which 
government ministers have not signed 
off or approved. Later, Downing Street 
insisted that the BuzzFeed document 
did not cover May’s “preferred” 
outcome of a “bespoke” trade deal - 
even though European leaders have 
repeatedly said there is little scope for 
such an arrangement beyond a Canada-
style deal that, according to Michel 
Barnier, would take “several years” 
to negotiate and which the document 
predicts would still damage the British 
economy anyway.

More forthrightly, Steve Baker - a 
Brexit minister and a former executive 
member of the influential 1922 
Committee - stated that economic 
forecasts by government civil servants 
are “always wrong” due to “flaws in the 
epistemology of the social sciences”: 
indeed, he looked forward to proving 
the “horror story predictions” of 
economists wrong. Similarly, Brexit 
true believer Iain Duncan Smith told 
the BBC’s Today programme that 
the paper should be taken “with a 
pinch of salt”, as almost every single 
forecast on Brexit has been wrong: 
“It’s an incomplete report,” he said, 
“deliberately leaked because it gives 
a bad view.”

Feeling the pressure, May pledged 
on January 31 that MPs will see a 
full economic impact analysis before 
they vote on the final Brexit deal. As 
for the Labour Party, it will attempt 
to force the government to publish 
the full version of the study using the 
“humble address” - a fairly obscure 
procedure that forced David Davis to 
release information about the potential 
impact of Brexit on different sectors of 
the economy. Labour will win the vote 
and not only because 47 MPs (including 

Tories like Kenneth Clarke, Anna 
Soubry and Antoinette Sandbach) have 
signed a letter demanding the “secret 
study” be released. In fact, seeing the 
writing on the wall, the government 
decided not to contest the vote.

Not a quitter?
At the beginning of her three-day 

trade visit to China on January 31, 
Theresa May said to reporters that 
she was “not a quitter” and “the next 
general election isn’t until 2022” - even 
if she did partially admit that she 
needed to communicate better with 
MPs and the general public. Then 
again, David Cameron said something 
very similar and looked what happened 
to him.

But it is hard to come to any other 
conclusion than that she is living on 
borrowed time. She is being squeezed 
into political oblivion by the various 
factions vying for prominence within 
the party - the central fault line being 
Brexit, of course. Things took a 
serious turn for the worse for the prime 
minister nearly two weeks ago, when 
the Conservative MP for Grantham and 
Stamford, Nick Boles, told her to “raise 
her game” - apparently snapping over 
the decision by justice secretary David 
Gauke not to seek a judicial review 
into the parole board’s decision to free 
John Worboys after less than 10 years 
in prison. The 60-year-old taxi driver 
was jailed in 2009 for assaults on 12 
women in London and the government 
had looked into the possibility of a legal 
challenge, but decided against it after 
consulting lawyers.

Boles launched a furious Twitter 
attack on Theresa May, saying her 
government was guilty of “timidity 
and lack of ambition” - part of a 
wider criticism of government policy 
in recent months that has appeared in 
his new book, Square deal, about how 
to “revitalise” modern Conservatism. 
“We need ministers to have the 
courage of their convictions and not be 
bamboozled by the advice of officials 
trying to justify the system,” he 
told The Guardian. For 
Boles, the Worboys 
decision was the 
“ f ina l  s t r aw” 
b e c a u s e  a 
judicial review 
would have 
b e e n  a n 
opportunity 
for ministers 
t o  e x p r e s s 
their anger - 
even if there was 
only a 10% chance 
of victory. In Square 
deal, Boles calls for a 
‘bolder’ approach to 
economic, housing and 
health policy, arguing that 
the Tories must end the 
“age of austerity” and 
focus on investment 
and driving up 

productivity. Like many Tory MPs, he 
believes that the near obsessive focus 
on Brexit has been to the detriment of 
wider government policy - everything 
else getting sidelined to one degree 
or another.

Ever since Boles’s sharp comments, 
criticism has been raining down 
relentlessly on the prime minister’s 
head - more and more Tory MPs 
expressing doubts about her leadership, 
or lack of it. John Whittingdale, the 
former culture secretary, has said now 
would not be an “appropriate time” to 
have a leadership election, but thinks 
one could take place after March next 
year - which in theory is when the 
UK begins the ‘transition phase’ out 
of the European Union. Give her the 
“opportunity” to negotiate the best 
Brexit deal possible, he told LBC, 
“then address issues of leadership 
after that”. On the same show, Nicky 
Morgan, the former education secretary 
and persistent thorn in the side of the 
prime minister, said it was not the 
right time for a contest - absolutely 
not - but added that “we might revert 
to it in some months or years time”. 
Johnny Mercer, the Plymouth Moor 
View MP tipped as a rising star in 
the party, offered the opinion that 
“the window is closing” on the prime 
minister, because “politics can be quite 
a brutal game” - hardly an astounding 
revelation, but true nevertheless. He 
also took to the pages of The Times 
warning it is time to prepare for prime 
minister Corbyn unless “we get our shit 
together” (January 28).

Even Nicholas Soames, normally 
a loyal and placid backbencher, has 
described the government’s agenda 
as “dull, dull, dull” - Soames being 
no stranger to dullness himself. Heidi 
Allen, MP for South Cambridgeshire, 
joined the chorus by calling upon the 
prime minister to “get a grip” and 
Harrow MP Robert Halfon accused 
his leader - among other criticisms 
- of “policymaking by tortoise”. Or, 
as one particularly grumpy Tory 

MP put it, the government 
needs to start “fucking 

doing something”.1 
Instructively, the 

odds  o f  May 
leaving her post 

this year have 
considerably 
shortened 

a t  t h e 

bookmakers.
At the time of writing, up to 40 MPs 

are believed to have submitted letters 
of no confidence to Graham Brady, 
the chair of the 1922 Committee - with 
more ready to pick up their pens if the 
party performs badly in the May local 
elections, as most people expect (some 
are predicting that the Tories could be 
facing wipe-out in London). According 
to the rules, there must be 48 letters 
to trigger a vote of no confidence in 
the prime minister. Charles Walker, 
the vice-chair of the committee, has 
commented that anyone wanting to 
pressurise the prime minister into 
naming a date for her departure should 
“sit in a darkened room and put a cold 
towel over their heads”.

Brino?
But there does not appear to be 

enough cold towels to go round in 
today’s Conservative Party. Increasing 
numbers of Tories, and others, are 
fearing Brexit betrayal, or what Jacob 
Rees-Mogg calls ‘Brino’ (‘Brexit-
in-name-only’). The fact that the 
impossibly ludicrous Rees-Mogg, who 
in a saner world would be a brilliant 
comedic construct, is being talked of 
in various circles as a possible future 
leader tells you almost everything you 
need to know about the current state of 
the Tory Party. MP for East Somerset 
and chairman of the European Research 
Group of backbench Tory Brexiteers, 
he has taken to the airwaves like a 
prophet, warning about the dangers 
of Brino. He is especially upset that 
the prime minister keeps talking about 
a “transition period”, as opposed to 
an implementation period - transition 
implying, at least for Rees-Mogg, an 
indeterminate or open-ended process 
that sees the UK chained to the EU in 
“perpetual purgatory” - a “vassal state” 
still taking its order from Brussels.2

Even worse, thinks Rees-Mogg, 
“if everything is delayed for two years 
and then there’s high alignment you 
will find that by 2022 no-one will have 
noticed any difference from having left” 
- meaning that “the less of Brexit you 
get, the more likely you are to get Jeremy 
Corbyn”. But “if you get a good, clean 
Brexit” then “the chances of getting 
Jeremy Corbyn are much diminished”. 
Are you listening, Theresa?

Like many true Brexiteers, Rees-
Mogg is also angered by the recent 
comment from chancellor Philip 
Hammond that trade relations between 
the UK and EU would change only 
“very modestly” after Brexit. This 

was yet more proof, some say, 
that the perfidious chancellor is 
determined to obstruct Brexit - 
suspicions further stoked by the 
chancellor’s subsequent remark 
that that the UK should seek a 
“middle way” in negotiations in 
order to “maximise” access to 
EU markets. Fuelling paranoia 
even more, justifiably or not, 
Brexit secretary David Davis, 

business secretary Greg Clark 
and Hammond himself wrote 
an open letter to reassure 

business leaders that the 
UK would “maintain 

continuity” with EU 
rules during the 

transition. EU 
citizens 

would 
also 

be 

free to “live and work” in the UK 
during the transition period of “around 
two years” and have “no new barriers 
to taking up employment” - except 
having to register with the authorities, 
the letter said. Predictably, Rees-Mogg 
immediately objected on the basis 
that this amounted to a “status quo 
transition”, with the UK remaining 
subject to European Court of Justice 
rulings, having to accept new laws and 
paying into the EU budget - all this 
represented “a failure of negotiations” 
and a “sign of weakness”.

Echoing the stance of Rees-Mogg, 
several Tories - including Nadine Dorries 
and Marcus Fysh - have called for 
Hammond to be sacked, while Theresa 
Villiers, a former cabinet minister, has 
warned that the government was at risk 
of “not respecting” the result of the 
referendum: “Since the prime minister 
set out a bold vision in her Lancaster 
House speech,” she complained in The 
Sunday Telegraph, “the direction of 
travel seems to have gone in only one 
single direction: towards a dilution of 
Brexit”, where the UK would remain in 
the EU “in all but name” (January 20). 
Brino indeed.

In turn, Claire Perry, the energy 
minister, infuriated some pro-‘leave’ 
MPs after characterising critics of the 
Brexit divorce bill as “the swivel-eyed 
few” in a WhatsApp group - her account 
was seemingly hacked and leaked. In the 
same fashion, ex-minister Anna Soubry 
from the pro-EU end of the Tory party, 
hit back at the right wing of her party: 
“When is the government going to 
stand up to the hard Brexiteers? There’s 
only about 35 of them.” Meanwhile, 
trade secretary Liam Fox appeared on 
Bloomberg News to advise the anti-May 
plotters that it would be “foolish to do 
anything to destabilise the government 
and the prime minister”, as “nothing will 
change the parliamentary arithmetic” 
- so “prepare for disappointment”. He 
later explained on the BBC that his 
warning to the conspirators was that they 
will be “disappointed” in their efforts to 
topple Theresa May or secure cabinet 
positions for themselves, not that the 
prime minister was preparing to betray 
their Brexit hopes and dreams. Perish 
the thought.

Yet they continue to plot despite the 
fact that there is no obvious or agreed 
successor to Theresa May, no apparent 
alternative - the one factor that has kept 
her place and may continue to do so for 
some time to come. Boris Johnson? 
Jacob Rees-Mogg? Michael Gove? 
Gavin Williamson? David Davis? Philip 
Hammond? Hardly unity candidates. 
Meanwhile, Tory feuding over Brexit 
looks set to continue. As Polly Toynbee 
wrote in The Observer, “try this thought 
experiment: devise a deal that satisfies 
the ‘crash out now’ Brextremists, the 
Binos [sic] and the stay-ins” (January 
28). Mission impossible.

But at some stage in the relatively 
near future something must give, as 
the current situation is untenable. At 
the end of the day something must 
give - whether that means replacing May 
with a new leader or allowing an early 
general election. In which case, Johnny 
Mercer and Jacob Rees-Mogg might 
end up with their ultimate nightmare: 
a Labour government led by Jeremy 
Corbyn l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1 . www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/
jan/29/tories-abyss-theresa-may-leadership-
contest.
2 . www.express.co.uk/news/politics/910656/
Brexit-Jacob-Rees-Mogg-Jeremy-Corbyn-EU-
European-Union-Theresa-May-David-Davis-
latest.

Boles, the Worboys 
decision was the 
“ f ina l  s t r aw” 
b e c a u s e  a 
judicial review 
would have 
b e e n  a n 
opportunity 
for ministers 
t o  e x p r e s s 
their anger - 
even if there was 
only a 10% chance 
of victory. In Square 
deal, Boles calls for a 
‘bolder’ approach to 
economic, housing and 
health policy, arguing that 
the Tories must end the 
“age of austerity” and 
focus on investment 
and driving up 

doing something”.1

Instructively, the 
odds  o f  May 
leaving her post 

this year have 
considerably 
shortened 

a t  t h e 

get, the more likely you are to get Jeremy 
Corbyn”. But “if you get a good, clean 
Brexit” then “the chances of getting 
Jeremy Corbyn are much diminished”. 
Are you listening, Theresa?

Like many true Brexiteers, Rees-
Mogg is also angered by the recent 
comment from chancellor Philip 
Hammond that trade relations between 
the UK and EU would change only 
“very modestly” after Brexit. This 

was yet more proof, some say, 
that the perfidious chancellor is 
determined to obstruct Brexit - 
suspicions further stoked by the 
chancellor’s subsequent remark 
that that the UK should seek a 
“middle way” in negotiations in 
order to “maximise” access to 
EU markets. Fuelling paranoia 
even more, justifiably or not, 
Brexit secretary David Davis, 

business secretary Greg Clark 
and Hammond himself wrote 
an open letter to reassure 

business leaders that the 
UK would “maintain 

continuity” with EU 
rules during the 

transition. EU 
citizens 

would 

Jacob Rees-Mogg: ‘vassal state’

weeklyworker 1188 February 1 2018
5



ISRAEL

Being black is their only crime
Thousands of Israelis are attempting to stop the deportation of African refugees,  
reports Tony Greenstein

A lthough Israel was an early signatory 
to the 1951 Refugee Convention, 
it has never welcomed refugees 

who are not Jewish. It has admitted in 
total about 200 such refugees since its 
foundation,1 the most publicised incident 
being Menachem Begin’s acceptance of 
66 Vietnamese in 1977, who had been 
rescued by an Israeli ship.

In 2007, prime minister Ehud Olmert 
granted temporary residence permits 
to 498 Sudanese asylum-seekers.2 
However they were not given the right 
to reside and, as the number of African 
migrants increased to over 60,000 by 
2013, the refugees were confronted 
with an organised and systematic 
campaign to drive them out. The vast 
majority were fleeing authoritarian 
regimes in Eritrea and Sudan.

As Lia Tarachansky explained when 
the refugees first arrived, they were 
welcomed by the Israeli public: “But 
when the government of Netanyahu 
decided to take a 90-degree turn on 
the treatment of the African refugees, 
what resulted was a full-out war 
against them.”3 Many had chosen Israel 
because they believed its propaganda 
that it was a democracy and also 
because it was easier to reach than 
Europe.

Most refugees have been living in 
poor and overcrowded neighbourhoods 

in southern Tel Aviv. Dozens squatted 
in a park across the street from the 
city’s main bus station for weeks 
on end. A handful of high-profile 
incidents, including an alleged rape of 
an 83-year-old woman by an Eritrean 
asylum-seeker in 2012, were blown up 
by Israel’s media into an attack on all 
asylum-seekers.

Israel has one of the highest rates 
of rape and sexual assaults in the 
world. According to the Association 
of Rape Crisis Centres in Israel, one 
in seven Israeli women will suffer 
rape in her lifetime and one in three 
will experience a sexual assault.4 
This, however, did not stop allegations 
against the refugees that were similar 
to those levied in Nazi Germany. Just 
as individual crimes by German Jews 
were attributed to the whole Jewish 
community, so the same is true of 
asylum-seekers in Israel.

In November 2010, the Israeli 
government approved a plan to build 
a massive detention centre, Holot, in 
the Negev desert to hold thousands 
of asylum-seekers and their families 
before deportation. Holot is the 
biggest prison for refugees in the 
entire developed world. Israeli police 
then embarked on mass racial profiling 
and went down the streets of Tel Aviv 
asking for IDs from anyone who was 

brown or black - and packed them off 
to this prison.

Israeli prime minister Binyamin 
Netanyahu was quite clear as to the 
reasons for his hostility to the refugees 
- they were a threat to the Zionist 
‘dream’: “We must stop the mass entry 
of illegal migrant workers because of 
the very serious threat to the character 
and future of the state of Israel.”5 
The very existence of a ‘Jewish’ state 
was apparently threatened by the 
presence of 60,000 refugees. In the 
racial fantasies of Netanyahu: “If we 
don’t stop their entry, the problem 
that currently stands at 60,000 could 
grow to 600,000, and that threatens our 
existence as a Jewish and democratic 
state.”6

As Lia Tarachansky pointed out,

the refugees are less than .001% 
of the population, and yet they are 
constantly being talked about as 
though they are threatening Israel’s 
Jewish majority - a demographic 
threat which is something that the 
state of Israel uses frequently against 
the Palestinian minorities in Israel.7

When Palestinians were expelled in 
1948, this was said to be necessary 
to create a Jewish majority state. But, 
incredibly, those who tried to return were 

called ‘infiltrators’. Only the warped 
mentality of settler colonialism could 
label those who were indigenous to the 
land from which they had been forced 
out, and whose families had lived there 
for centuries, in such a way. But Israel is 
the most racist state in the world - a state 
where a plurality of Jews - 48% - want 
to see the deportation of Israeli Arabs. 
According to a poll published in 2007, 
75% do not wish to live with an Arab 
in their apartment block.8

Nor does Israel comply with the 
biblical injunction, “You too must 
befriend the stranger, for you were 
strangers in the land of Egypt” 
(Deuteronomy10:19). This most 
certainly does not form part of Zionist 
values. There are some 50 references 
in the Old Testament to befriending 
the stranger (or refugee), but Israel’s 
ultra-right rabbinical establishment 
is strangely oblivious to all of them.9 
Zionism prefers the book of Joshua, 
which instructed the Israelites to wipe 
out the non-Jewish inhabitants of 
Canaan - every man, woman and child. 

Israel is not a fulfilment of biblical 
prophecy about the return of the 
Jews to the Promised Land. It is a 
settler colonial state, the brainchild 
of evangelical Christians, for whom 
biblical and imperialist imperatives 
coincided. Yet Israel is only a Jewish 

state in that the settler population is 
racially defined as ethnically Jewish. 
Being Jewish means having as few 
non-Jews as possible. Israel’s Arabs 
are a barely tolerated fifth column, 
but black African refugees are neither 
Jewish nor white - hence they must go. 
This is the logic of Zionism.

The need for Jewish racial purity 
was what led to the ban on a book 
from the high school syllabus in Israel 
- Borderlife portrayed a relationship 
between an Arab and Jewish teenager. 
Another of Israel’s taboos is ‘mixed-
race’ - ie, Arab-Jewish - relationships. 
The fascist Lehava group, whose 
‘charity’, Hemla, is funded by the 
Israeli state, uses packs of its activists 
to hunt down and attack Arab males 
suspected of wanting to establish 
relationships with Jewish women.10

New moves
In 2013 Israel built a border fence with 
Egypt and Netanyahu’s government 
embarked on a series of measures 
whose purpose was to make life more 
difficult for asylum-seekers in Israel. It 
also began secretly pressuring Eritreans 
and Sudanese to leave for unnamed 
third countries.

The two countries chosen for 
deportation were Rwanda and Uganda. 
Netanyahu reached a corrupt and 
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criminal deal with the dictator of 
Rwanda, Paul Ngame - although they 
are denying it now. Once the asylum-
seekers reached these countries, they 
were abandoned and rendered stateless 
- and subject to deportation back to the 
country they had escaped from. Most 
of those who have already been forced 
out - up to 20,000 - live in a stateless 
limbo in Kampala or Kigale. Many 
have now been forced out of Uganda 
or Rwanda, making them vulnerable 
to blackmail and physical abuse at the 
hands of smugglers and security forces. 
Some have continued north to Sudan 
or Libya in an effort to reach Europe. 
A few have been captured and killed 
by Islamic State fighters or drowned 
in the Mediterranean.11

Many refugees have settled in the 
south of Tel Aviv, where they have 
been subject to pogroms and violent 
demonstrations by racist Israelis. They 
are accused of having illegally entered 
Israel, because most asylum claims in 
Israel are not recognised.

It is one of the achievements of 
the Israeli state to have turned Jewish 
people - the victims of past pogroms 
- into pogromists themselves, all with 
the encouragement and support of the 
Israeli government. Culture minister 
Miri Regev has called refugees a 
“cancer” in Israeli society. When 
criticised for this, she apologised to 
cancer patients, for having compared 
them to asylum-seekers.12

Among the measures used to 
‘encourage’ such asylum-seekers to 
leave is a 2014 law that allows Israel 
to confiscate - ie, steal - 20% of the 
income of refugees. These are part of 
the poorest section of Israeli society - 
people who have little or no access to 
medical or health facilities, who get 
no public housing or benefits.13 The 
confiscated money is deposited into a 
special bank account and theoretically 
the asylum-seekers will be able to 
access the money upon leaving the 
country. The Israeli bank, Mizrahi 
Tefahot, which won the tender to 
manage these accounts, informed its 
investors that the policy would improve 
its liquidity and reserve ratio, because 
the money will not be accessible to its 
owners, and the bank could use it to 
offset loans.14 In essence the African 
refugees, like Palestinian labourers, 
have paid taxes to the state of Israel, 
whilst receiving absolutely no services 
whatsoever.

T h e  n o r m a l  e x c u s e  f o r 
discrimination against the Palestinians 
is ‘security’, but even that excuse is 
missing here. People who are innocent 
of any of the things the Israeli state 
accuses its enemies of are still being 
treated as an enemy, simply because 
they are black and not Jewish.

When Israel’s supreme court ruled 
against detaining the refugees for 
longer than a year or forcing them out of 
the country, the government has simply 
ignored those rulings - and it has done 
this with the complicity of the Israeli 
Labor Party:

There’s a silent consensus about 
that on the entire spectrum of the 
Israeli Zionist political leadership. 
Even so-called centrist politicians 
like Tzipi Livni and Yair Lapid and 
Yitzhak Herzog are all respecting 
the status quo of essentially ignoring 
the ruling of the supreme court.15

However, large numbers of Israel’s 
holocaust survivors, in whose name the 
state has committed so many war crimes, 
have spoken out against all this. Many 
of them are also kept in abject poverty 
in Israel.16 If there is one lesson that 
everyone can draw from the holocaust, 
it is that, if the west had taken in the 
Jewish refugees from Hitler, then far 
fewer would have died. Today the same 
forces that opposed the immigration 
of Jewish refugees in the 1930s - the 
America Firsters, the Daily Mails and 
the far right - support Zionism and 
the Israeli state. But many holocaust 
survivors perceive the contradiction 

between Zionism and the lessons of the 
holocaust. Zionism’s desire to create a 
Jewish state that is as ethnically pure 
and Jewish as possible is no different 
from the desire of Hitler and the Nazis 
to create an ethnically pure German 
state. But some non-Jews are more 
unwanted than others. In Israel today 
there are thousands of non-Jewish 
Russians who are not being deported. 
The difference is that they are white.

Labor Party
What is most shameful is the role of the 
Israeli Labor Party, which abroad tries 
to present itself as progressive. Under 
its new, even more rightwing leader, Avi 
Gabbay, it is fully behind Netanyahu. 
The refugees from Eritrea are ‘bogus’, 
the party claims - no matter that every 
international body and human rights 
agency says that Eritrea is one of the 
worst police states in the world.

According to Jill Hoffman of the 
Jerusalem Post the Zionist Union 
parliamentary faction of the Labor Party 
voted 12-11 to back the government’s 
plan to deport refugees after Gabbay 
told the members of the Knesset: 
“This is not an issue of right or left. 
We would pay a price for arguing with 
the public.”17 This prompted Tamar 
Zandberg, a member of the Knesset 
for the left Zionist Meretz Party, to ask:

What has become of you? Are you 
the Zionist Union or the expelling 
union? Have you gone mad? In your 
tactics for wooing votes, you’ve 
abandoned your fundamental values 
and ability to tell right from wrong.18

Now, of course, Tamar is wrong. The 
ILP never had any anti-racist values. It 
was first and foremost a party of Zionist 
colonisation. It was therefore predictable 
that it would come out in support of 
Netanyahu’s proposed deportation of 
black African refugees.

We should be calling out those 
in Britain like the Jewish Labour 
Movement who are helping to drive 
the anti-Zionism equals anti-Semitism 
witch-hunt in the Labour Party, but 
who refuse to condemn the behaviour 
of what the JLM describes as its “sister 
party” in Israel. 19 I have sent messages 
to both Jeremy Newmark, chair of 
the Jewish Labour Movement, and 
Rhea Wolfson, who is a member of 
Labour’s national executive committee, 
as well as the JLM itself, asking 
them to condemn the ILP’s support 
for Netanyahu. But I have been met 
with silence. It is the JLM who has 
subjected Jackie Walker, a black Jewish 
anti-racist and former vice-chair of 
Momentum, to a scurrilous political 
lynching.

Rhea Wolfson is politically close 
to the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. 
She spoke at the Labour Party fringe 
meeting of the AWL front group, Stop 
the Purge, and she is on the editorial 
board of the AWL’s The Clarion 
magazine. Perhaps the AWL can 
persuade Wolfson to dissociate herself 
from the JLM’s support for the ILP and 
its stance on Israel’s refugees - and 
to do this in the most public way by 
resigning from the JLM. Wolfson 
should be congratulating those like 
the holocaust survivors who condemn 
the deportations, not keeping company 
with racists.

But holocaust survivors are not the 
only ones. On January 22, David Sheen, 
a Canadian-Israeli who has campaigned 
tirelessly in support of Israel’s refugees, 
wrote in Electronic Intifada that Israel 
was set to win its war on African 
refugees20 and Netanyahu would be 
able to deport them. Yet in the space of 
a week it was claimed that Netanyahu’s 
plans were now in ruins.21

There has been considerable 
embarrassment among Israel’s more 
liberal middle classes against what 
has become an international scandal. 
Even Israel’s ambassador to the United 
States, Ron Dermer, has warned 
that this affair is making Israel even 
more of an international pariah. “It is 

particularly welcome that hundreds of 
Israeli academics have spoken out,” 
wrote professor Rachel Giora of Tel 
Aviv University in a message to me:

It’s really rare that I can feel proud 
of Israelis. Indeed recently there 
are many demonstrations and lots 
of published petitions against 
governmental policies. But today 
language turned into acts. Today 
Israeli pilots and crews announced 
their refusal to cooperate with the 
government on the deportation of 
African asylum-seekers to Africa. 
They won’t fly the refugees to their 
death! And they call on other airlines 
to join in.

Israel’s refugees can breathe a little 
more easily due to this refusal. And the 
signatures of several hundred professors 
and intellectuals to a letter calling on 
the prime minister to put a halt to the 
expulsion of asylum-seekers from Eritrea 
and Sudan are also a breath of fresh air.

B Michael, a contributor to the 
Ha’aretz newspaper, has compared 
the policy of Adolf Eichmann towards 
the Jews of Vienna with Israel’s 
policy of forcing out black African 
asylum-seekers.22 Eichmann’s policy 
of impoverishing, terrorising and 
stripping Jews of their rights was 
considered a massive success at 
the time in forcing the Jews out of 
Austria. Israel is only just learning 
how to accomplish the same feat. 
Israel’s refugee population of 60,000 
has already been reduced by 10,000-
15,000 through a combination of 
tactics, such as imprisonment in 
Holot, depriving them of the right 
to work, pogroms and racist attacks. 
Israel has learnt well, as B Michael 
said, from the Jews’ traditional 
enemies.

Although only a few weeks ago 
activists such as David Sheen were 
conceding defeat on deportation, 
according to Anshel Pfeffer, the wheels 
had been coming off the hastily drawn 
expulsion plan for months.23 One of 
Netanyahu’s proudest achievements 
had been the border fence with Egypt. 
He described it in 2013 as “one of the 
greatest engineering feats ever achieved 
in Israel.”

Netanyahu and the far-right Zionists 
have used the poverty of south Tel 
Aviv’s existing Jewish working class 
residents as a rallying point for far-right 
activists - including members of the 
outlawed Kahanist groups. It was in 
May 2012, after ‘culture’ minister 
Miri Regev had made her “cancer” 
speech, that a mob of one thousand 
Israelis ran amok, attacking any refugee 
they could find. With record low 
unemployment rates and a growing 
demand for foreign workers, a plan 
to legalise the asylum-seekers and 
resettle them across Israel would have 
been sensible, but Netanyahu and the 
coalition government, with the support 
of the ILP, preferred incitement against 
the “infiltrators”.

A few thousand asylum-seekers 
were prevailed upon to leave 
“voluntarily”. Dozens of planes were 
to be chartered - the refugees given 
the stark choice of leaving voluntarily 
with $3,500 in cash or facing indefinite 
detention. But news of how they were 
mistreated upon arrival soon filtered 
back - and then no-one was prepared 
to volunteer any more.

But the high court refused to let the 
government incarcerate them for more 
than 60 days. However, it eventually 
backed down and approved deportation 
to “third countries” of any refugee 
whose asylum request was not pending. 
The interior ministry has made it almost 
impossible to request asylum - and 
of 12,000 requests just 10 have been 
approved.

Wheels coming off
Only a few weeks ago it seemed all was 
over. But, even as the first notices were 
being issued to the refugees, the wheels 
were coming off. The Israel Prison 

Service, already suffering from massive 
overcrowding with Palestinians, had 
no space for the thousands of expected 
detainees. The refugees made it clear 
they would not accept the financial 
inducements and when the government 
threatened to deport them by force they 
ran up against legal obstacles.

No less important, the small circle 
of activists supporting the refugees 
had begun to grow rapidly. A series 
of petitions circulated, with the 
signatories committing themselves 
to hiding refugees in their homes if 
necessary. Thousands have signed 
the petitions and hundreds of people 
turned out for meetings on a rain-
soaked Wednesday night in Jerusalem 
and Tel Aviv, which were organised 
by a group called Standing Together 
(Omdim Beyachad), to oppose the 
deportations. Thousands of Israelis 
are supporting the airline workers in 
their stand and Zazim, a new national 
organisation founded by university 
students, is holding protests and 
setting up information booths across 
the country.

The government’s backers in the 
media have derided these groups as 
anti-Israeli and far-leftists who did not 
care for the poor residents of south Tel 
Aviv. But still the protests grew,24 with 
petitions signed by over 1,000 doctors 
and medical staff; and, perhaps most 
damagingly, a personal letter was sent 
to Netanyahu, signed by 36 holocaust 
survivors.25

The publicity has already caused 
Rwanda to announce that it will not 
accept refugees deported against their 
will. How much one can trust this is 
another matter.

The timing could not have been 
better. The survivors’ letter was 
the main Holocaust-related news 
coming out of Israel just in time for 
International Holocaust Remembrance 
Day! For once the occasion is being put 
to good use instead of being employed 
to justify Israel’s racism.

Then there is the case of Celina 
Shapil, who spent the winter of 1943 
on the run from the Nazis - she crossed 
the borders of Poland, Slovakia and 
Hungary on foot through the snow at the 
age of 17.26 Now 92, she was outraged 
at the government’s deportation plans 
and decided it was time to speak out:

I too have lived through a situation 
where the whole world was apathetic. 
I know what it feels like to be 
alone and feel like no one cares. 
It’s shameful we are the ones now 
doing this. It should not have to 
come to this so there needs to be 
public pressure. The government 
must change its policy.

As for the 36 survivors, they wrote to 
Netanyahu:

We - who know what it means to 
be a refugee, to be without a home 
or a country that would protect 
and defend us from violence and 
suffering - cannot understand how a 
Jewish government can expel refugees 
and asylum-seekers to a journey of 
pain, suffering and death.27

This is why, far from being anti-Semitic, 
it is essential to compare Israel’s racist 
actions to those of the Nazis. It is only 
in this way that sections of Israel’s 
own Jewish citizens can be confronted 
with what Zionism means. What is 
sad is that it is left to those like the 
holocaust survivors, as young Israelis 
are overwhelmingly racist.28 However, 
there are exceptions. Ella Navot, a 
24-year-old sociology student at Tel 
Aviv University and one of the founders 
of Stop the Expulsion, said:

Deportation is like a red line for 
many people. Until now we could 
just sit at home and say, ‘Oh no, this 
is bad.’ And for the past few years 
people who care and follow the issue 
have been outraged, but this is the 
last straw.29

Navot explained:

There are so many aspects to what 
drew me to this. I could talk about 
the fact that my grandmother is 
a holocaust survivor or about my 
parents, who are leftwing and have 
always advocated for human rights, 
but really what brought me to it is 
when I met the people themselves 
and started to understand the issue. 
They became friends and when 
one hears their stories one cannot 
ignore them.

The campaign launched last week, which 
called on Israelis to hide asylum-seekers 
if it becomes necessary, was inspired, 
its organisers say, by the story of Anne 
Frank.30 The massive response to the 
campaign, now called Miklat Yisrael 
(Israel Refuge) took its organisers, 
including American-born rabbi Susan 
Silverman of Jerusalem, who came up 
with the idea, by surprise.

As for the 92-year-old Celina Shapil, 
who continues to mourn her parents 
and younger brother - all murdered in 
Auschwitz - she feels lucky to have 
been able to rebuild her life. But she 
hopes the African asylum-seekers will 
find refuge in Israel too. Otherwise, 
she warns, “We will go down terribly 
in history” l
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IRAN

Counting the costs
For all their anti-western slogans, there is nothing ‘radical’ in any of the Tehran regime factions,  
writes Yassamine Mather

Following the protests of late 
December and early January in 
Iran, the question of Tehran’s 

support for Bashar al-Assad and its 
military and civilian interventions in 
Syria and Iraq have become a major 
topic of discussion. In addition, some 
Iranian commentators, inside and 
outside Iran, have posed the question 
of whether Iran can become ‘another 
Syria’.

In some ways it is inevitable that the 
question would be posed, given some of 
the slogans seen on the protests. Military 
intervention in Syria while the Iranian 
government claims it cannot afford basic 
welfare services for its own citizens, is 
deeply unpopular. There is also the fear 
that US-style regime change, far from 
creating ‘democracy’, would lead to 
disintegration and chaos.

Over the last few years, the political 
argument put forward by all factions 
of the government in Tehran has been 
that if Iran does not fight Islamic State 
in Syria or Iraq, the Sunni jihadists 
will take their war to Iran. While this is 
obviously exaggerated, one cannot deny 
that those who have financed IS, as well 
as backing Al Nusra in Syria, consider 
Iran their main enemy. Sponsoring 
jihadists in Syria and Iraq remains part 
of a plan to reduce Tehran’s influence 
in the region. Having said that, there are 
no signs that IS is making headway in a 
mainly Shia country, where the 30-year 
rule of political Islam has ensured that 
the overwhelming majority of the 
opposition to the theocratic regime can 
now be found amongst secular youth.

Soon after the recent protests the BBC 
Persian’s Middle East correspondent, 
Mehrdad Farahmand, wrote a piece 
entitled ‘Can Iran become another 
Syria?’, in which he argued that such 
a scenario is indeed possible. I am 
not convinced by the arguments he 
puts forward - in fact I believe it is 
precisely the constant references to that 

possibility, and the subsequent disaster 
that would engulf Iran, that has kept the 
corrupt rulers of the Islamic Republic 
in power. However, the arguments are 
worthy of debate.

Farahmand dismisses the claim put 
forward by sections of the opposition 
that Iranians will reject violence. Instead 
he reminds us that under different 
circumstances both those who are in 
power - as well as those who have 
become superrich as a result of their 
association with the Islamic republic - 
have resorted to savage oppression. He 
also argues that the armed opposition 
to the Shia state does not need to 
take the form of IS - other national or 
religious groups could take its place. 
Again, although one cannot dismiss the 
argument out of hand, so far, despite the 
real anger and hatred displayed against 
the regime, there are no signs that we are 
witnessing the beginnings of a civil war.

The violent protests of December and 
January have actually been the exception 
to the rule, although that has a lot to 
do with the current balance of forces, 
where the regime’s supporters are armed 
and organised, while the opposition is 
not. Very few will volunteer to take 
part in such an unequal confrontation. 
However, the administration of president 
Donald Trump is constantly threatening 
to walk out of the 2015 nuclear deal 
and, if this happens and new sanctions 
are imposed on Iran, this might well 
encourage the more hard-line sections of 
the Shia government and Revolutionary 
Guards to do ‘something stupid’, such as 
attacking US navy vessels in the Persian 
Gulf. This would offer an excuse to both 
the United States and Israel to attack 
Iran’s ballistic missiles and nuclear sites.

While the regime’s military forces 
and associated civilian armed groups, 
such as the feared Bassij Revolutionary 
Guards, are forced to turn their 
attention to the foreign enemy, an 
embattled government, weakened by 

recent protests, would be less able 
to suppress the opposition and under 
such circumstances we could witness 
violence from both sides - a potential 
civil war.

I have to stress we are nowhere near 
such a scenario at the moment and it 
looks like a combination of two factors 
will delay such a situation:
1. US allies have so far held back Trump’s 
plans for starting a new confrontation 
with Iran in the Middle East. The US 
representative in the United Nations - the 
not so bright neo-Christian Zionist, Nikki 
Haley - has been humiliated more than 
once by the security council and general 
assembly over a vote denouncing the 
Iranian government’s oppression of 
protests. In the security council, in addition 
to traditional adversaries Russia and 
China, close allies of the US, including 
France and Sweden, warned against 
“instrumentalisation” of the protests 
“from the outside”.1
2. The various factions of the Islamic 
government in Tehran - including the 
more conservative elements, who are 
major beneficiaries from the unequal 
distribution of capital and wealth in 
Iran - are unlikely to unleash an attack 
on the US navy or allow their allies 
in Lebanon to undertake any military 
operation that will endanger the regime’s 
survival.

In this respect, for all their anti-
western slogans, there is nothing 
‘radical’ in any of the Tehran regime 
factions. Their common economic 
interests and fear of the masses will 
ensure that at the end of the day they will 
be political allies. The recent protests 
have united them more than ever before, 
as the level of hatred they face amongst 
the majority of ordinary Iranians finally 
begins to sink in.

‘Reconstruction’
There is another aspect to Iran’s 
involvement in Syria. In the last few 

months sections of the regime have 
promised their supporters that, after 
all the fighting, loss of life and military 
expense arising from the Syrian conflict, 
Iran’s economy will now begin to 
benefit from trade and reconstruction 
in ‘post-war Syria’. (Many would argue 
that, given the failure of yet another 
round of peace talks in late January, 
Turkey’s military intervention in Afrin 
and the prospect of Assad remaining in 
power, it is premature to talk of Syria 
in those terms.)

The capital-owning sections of 
the Revolutionary Guards, with their 
major ‘holdings’, have proclaimed 
that Iran will benefit from the 
lucrative economic deals that come 
with the ‘reconstruction’ of Syria. 
Lebanese sources have in the past 
quoted Assad saying he will not allow 
western firms to bid for any of the 
projects currently being considered 
(although no doubt most western 
companies will in any case have 
reservations about investing in a war-
torn country at a time of economic 
uncertainty).

Apparently there is even a section 
called ‘Headquarters for Syrian 
Development and Cooperation’ in Iran’s 
Chamber of Commerce - currently Iran 
is a major exporter to Syria of all types 
of goods, from flour to medicine, from 
dairy products to antibiotic serums. 
In 2017, Iranian private companies, 
together with semi-private firms linked 
to the Revolutionary Guards, signed a 
number of deals to rebuild telephone 
networks, mines and power stations 
in a number of Syrian cities, including 
Aleppo and Homs. According to 
various Iran-based websites, the export 
of cement to Syria is already booming, 
for instance.

However, when it comes to what 
is labelled the ‘Marshal Plan for the 
reconstruction of Syria’, the Russians 
have the upper hand. Two weeks ago the 

website Tabnak,2 which is associated with 
former Iranian presidential candidate 
Mohsen Rezaee (whose economic 
interests are linked to his involvement 
in the Revolutionary Guards), removed 
notices calling on Iranian firms to bid 
for reconstruction contracts in Syria. 
The move coincided with president 
Vladimir Putin’s meeting with Assad and 
led to rumours that Iranian companies 
will not after all get their share of those 
‘reconstruction’ contracts. Before this 
there were hopes that Iranian oil interests 
could benefit from the construction of a 
refinery in Syria.

According to the Foreign Policy 
journal, in November 2016, Damascus 
pledged to give Moscow priority in 
awarding contracts.3 A pair of Kremlin-
linked energy firms have already started 
doing business in oil, gas and mining 
in areas where IS has been ejected. The 
two countries are even considering 
creating a new joint bank to smooth 
such transactions.

The journal adds that the total 
cost of reconstruction in Syria will 
be between $200 billion and $350 
billion, depending on whose estimate 
you read - in addition to Russia, China, 
North Korea and even Brazil seem 
to be benefiting from contracts. In 
this scramble for lucrative deals, it 
is not clear how much Iran can play 
a part. Those sections of the regime 
which had justified the political and 
economic cost of intervention in 
Syria with the promise of long-term 
economic benefits will face many 
questions l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.nytimes.com/2018/01/05/world/
middleeast/un-iran-protests-debate.html.
2. www.tabnak.ir.
3. http://foreignpolicy.com/2017/10/20/syrian-
reconstruction-spells-juicy-contracts-for-russian-
iranian-firms-china-civil-war.
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GERMANY

Corbynmania and the SPD
Emma Rees and other Momentum employees have been sent to Berlin to help the German youth wing 
oppose the latest grand coalition, writes Susanne Holstein

The German political system is 
in crisis: more than four months 
after the elections of September 

24, chancellor Angela Merkel has still 
not succeeded in putting together a 
coalition. Never in German history has 
it taken that long to form a government. 
Merkel is currently leading a ‘caretaker 
government’.

It was not a good election for the big 
parties: both the conservative CDU/
CSU and the social democratic SPD 
suffered bad losses. With 32.9% of the 
vote, Angela Merkel’s CDU/CSU might 
be the biggest party in parliament, but 
this represents a loss of 8.6%, compared 
to the last general election of 2013. The 
SPD lost 5.2%: Its 20.5% share of the 
vote is, in fact, its worst ever result. 
The leftwing Die Linke and the Greens 
remained stable at 9.2% and 8.9% 
respectively.

Big winners were the liberal FDP 
with 10.7% (plus 5.9%) and, most 
worryingly, the rightwing Alternative 
für Deutschland (AfD), which increased 
its national share from 4.7% to 12.6%. 
In 2013, both parties narrowly missed 
the 5% hurdle, which is designed to 
stop smaller parties from entering 
parliament.

Initially, the SPD refused to continue 
in another grand coalition government. 
Since Merkel became chancellor in 
2005, she has been continuously backed 
by the SPD (only interrupted when 
the Liberal Democrats temporarily 
took their place from 2009-13). And 
the SPD has paid a bitter price for its 
participation in a government that has 
been characterised by increasingly 
precarious working conditions, a 
worsening of welfare provisions and 
widespread privatisations: electoral 
support for the SPD has been steadily 
decreasing and members have been 
leaving the party in droves. In 1977, 
there were over one million; in 2005 
590,000 - today, there are only around 
440,000 members.

Just after the elections, Merkel 
tried to form a so-called ‘Jamaica 
coalition’ with the liberal FDP and 
the Greens, but the negotiations were 
ended in November by the FDP, which 
demanded stricter controls on migration. 
Eventually, the SPD leadership, under 
pressure to avoid an unstable minority 
government, agreed to join another 
grand coalition - without Merkel having 
to make any major concessions.

Hot potato
On the most contentious issue, for example, 
Merkel got exactly what she wanted: a 
commitment to cap “new migration” at 
“between 180,000 and 220,000” per year. 
The word Zuwanderung (migration) is, 
of course, totally misleading. “Economic 
migrants” from the rest of Europe, the 
US, etc, are explicitly excluded from 
the figure. What is meant here is the 
number of refugees and asylum-seekers 
allowed to stay in the country - which 
includes, contentiously, family members 
of refugees already in the country, who 
currently still have the right to join them.1

Anybody who enters German 
territory may apply for asylum and 
until now the only basis used to decide 
if the application should be allowed was 
its ‘merit’ (although the right to stay has 
been massively eroded in recent years, 
including through the introduction of 
rules that saw refugees being sent back 
to Drittländer - ie, countries they passed 
through before they got to Germany). 
But there has never been a cap on their 
numbers.

This is the same Angela Merkel 
who welcomed one million refugees 
into Germany in 2015 - initially, to the 
entire establishment’s delight at the 

leader’s ‘morality’, not to mention her 
economic far-sightedness. After all, the 
birth rate in Germany is amongst the 
lowest in the European Union, and the 
president of the employers association, 
the BDA, argued that Germany was 
right to welcome refugees, because 
“in the next 20 years, we will need a 
lot more workers than this country can 
produce”. In his estimate, there are 
500,000 “unfilled positions” - most of 
them not the kind of jobs that Germans 
are too keen on taking up.2 Refugees 
tend to be young, male and eager to 
work. Perfect fodder for the always-
hungry capitalist machine.

But Merkel messed up big time. 
Very little effort was made and very 
little money spent on integrating the 
newcomers. It was down to local 
volunteers to organise language courses, 
for example. Famously, 1,000 refugees 
were housed in the tiny village of 
Sumte (population: 100). In many 
places, Syrian families were sent 
to live in school sports halls - and 
sports lessons for local children were 
cancelled indefinitely. In other cities, 
refugees were housed in empty barracks 
or deserted houses in troubled and 
neglected neighbourhoods. Add to 
that the effects of decades of failed 
integration of the millions of ‘guest 
workers’, especially from Turkey,3 and 
you have the perfect conditions for the 
shit to hit the fan.

And indeed, depravation, crime and 
trouble ensued, and we saw the rise of 
the ridiculously named organisation 
Pegida (‘Patriotic Europeans against the 
Islamisation of the Occident’) and the 
growth of its electoral equivalent, the 
AfD. At first, Merkel - no doubt keenly 
aware of the needs of German capital 
and clinging on to her cherished image 
as the caring Mutti der Nation - refused 
to change her so-called ‘open-door 
policy’ on migration. Which was always 
anything but, of course: refugees from, 
say, Somalia or those pesky ‘economic 
refugees’ always had as little chance 
of making it into Germany as Britain.

But the rise of the AfD has certainly 
scared the whole political establishment 
and the 2017 election was a brutal 
wake-up call for Merkel, who quickly 
changed her tune and called for the cap 
on refugee numbers. While the SPD 
leadership now agrees with her figure 
of around 200,000, many SPD members 
are unhappy about joining another grand 
coalition, at least on this particular 
political basis.

At a special SPD delegate summit 
on January 20, the proposal to join 
such a government won the day by 362 

to 279 votes. Speakers opposing the 
deal got standing ovations, especially 
Kevin Kühnert, leader of the SPD youth 
wing, Jusos. Dozens of delegates held 
up big signs, declaring “GroKo: Nein” 
(GroKo stands for Große Koalition = 
grand coalition). According to Kühnert,

The election result of September 24 has 
clearly shown that a continuation of 
GroKo is not desired by most people. 
There would be a continuation of bad 
compromises on various issues that 
don’t serve anybody. We will not 
support that. The SPD needs to renew 
itself and many people are joining to 
help us with that process.4

This narrower than expected vote and 
the vocal anger of many members has 
left the SPD leadership seriously rattled: 
after all, the final coalition agreement will 
have to be approved in an all-members 
ballot in February. In between agreeing 
to the basic deal on January 12 and the 
start of the more detailed negotiations 
on January 28, the SPD leadership 
suddenly remembered that in fact they 
want more than was actually agreed. For 
a start, there should be “more relaxed” 
rules for those migrants joining family 
members already in Germany. The SPD 
leadership also wants a legal restriction 
on the increasing use of short-term 
employment contracts and a “start of the 
end” of the two-tier health system - ie, 
the abolition of private health insurance. 
As we go to press, the negotiations have 
stalled over the hot potato of migration.

The negotiations are scheduled 
to last until around Easter - ie, SPD 
members will have to vote on the deal 
without seeing the ‘improvements’ 
the leadership is now claiming to be 
fighting for.

To the rescue?
It is nothing new for the Jusos to oppose 
a grand coalition. They also called on 
SPD members to oppose the deal of 
2013, which was eventually approved 
by 76% of SPD members. Things look 
rather different this time, however. Many 
members believe that another GroKo 
could kill the party off altogether. And, 
according to a recent poll, only 26% 
of the German population favours 
one.5 With this in mind, the Jusos have 
launched a campaign to get people to 
temporarily join the SPD - mainly in 
order to vote against the deal. They are 
using the slogan, ‘A tenner against the 
grand coalition’, €10 being the cost of 
two months’ membership. Apparently, 
within the first 24 hours more than 1,700 
new members joined.

And, according to The Times, “The 
Young Socialists are now modelling 
themselves on Momentum ... Activists 
were briefed by Emma Rees … 
during her two-day visit to Germany” 
last week.6 Rees, who resigned as 
Momentum’s national coordinator in 
October 2017, is now mysteriously back 
in the role, which was still being publicly 
advertised in November 2017.7 Funnily 
enough, her visit has not made it into 
the German press, so we must remain 
cautious about the accuracy of who 
actually invited Rees or who she met 
in Berlin (The Guardian for example 
describes Rees as “one of Momentum’s 
four founding members”… who are the 
other three supposed to be?).

Nevertheless, such international 
cooperation is interesting. Politically, 
of course, it is absolutely vital that the 
left across Europe (and beyond) works 
together and learns from each other. 
Despite - or maybe even because of - 
Brexit, capital across Europe is uniting 
on an ever closer basis. So must we. But 
there is pathetically little cooperation 

amongst the socialist left in Europe.
How much the Jusos can and should 

learn from Momentum and its owner, 
Jon Lansman, is, however, debatable. 
His undemocratic methods, his political 
collapse when it comes to the fight for 
issues like mandatory selection and 
his bending over backwards to the 
pro-Israeli lobby make him and his 
organisation a very bad role model 
indeed.

We should remember that it was not 
Momentum that got Jeremy Corbyn 
to where he is now. His election to 
party leader was made possible by a 
handful of ‘moderate’ knuckleheads in 
the Parliamentary Labour Party, who 
lent him their vote to get him onto the 
ballot paper. And in terms of the ongoing 
fight to democratise the Labour Party, 
Momentum has played a lamentable 
role. It has all but joined the witch-hunt 
against the left in the party. It treats 
its members with contempt, giving 
them no right to vote on anything. It 
does not organise the left in the party 
politically, but merely regards them as 
voting fodder, to be turned on and off 
according to need.

When there is a successful challenge 
to the right in the party, as we are 
currently witnessing in Haringey, this is 
entirely down to local party members. 
Many are inspired by what Jeremy 
Corbyn stands for (or what they think 
he stands for) - but they are not being 
organised by Momentum nationally.

Differences
But clearly something is moving in the 
German SPD and that is very much to 
be welcomed. Like any half-decent 
youth organisation, the Jusos are firmly 
on the left of the SPD leadership and 
their politics are indeed quite similar to 
those of Jeremy Corbyn and his allies 
who run Momentum. They are all soft 
social democrats.

But there are obvious and important 
differences between the situation of 
the SPD and the Labour Party, which 
explain why, unfortunately, the SPD is 
probably not going to experience the 
same kind of major shift that Labour 
is currently undergoing, no matter how 
necessary and overdue it is. There are 
three key differences.

Firstly, the socio-political basis of 
the Labour Party is very different to 
that of the SPD. In Germany, unions do 
not affiliate to political parties, mainly 
for historic reasons. In Germany the 
workers’ movement first formed the 
SPD (and its forerunners), which was 
then instrumental in founding several 
unions.

Of course, there is a massive 
crossover between German unions 
and the SPD, especially in their 
common bureaucracy, and both have 
been haemorrhaging members on a 
similar level. But German unions do 
not exercise the same kind of influence 
over the SPD as British unions have 
had over the Labour Party. The SPD, 
while far more leftwing than the Labour 
Party in its early life - Lenin thought it 
was the model for Social Democratic 
parties everywhere - has moved steadily 
and almost without internal opposition 
to the right.

Because of its lack of a formal 
relationship with the unions, it is not 
a ‘bourgeois workers’ party’ in the 
same sense that the Labour Party is. 
Here, affiliated unions can send voting 
delegates to Constituency Labour 
Parties and even help pick prospective 
parliamentary candidates. The political 
and organisational support of, for 
example, Unite leader Len McCluskey 
for Corbyn has also been crucial over 
the last two years, but there is no major 

union support for any leftwing SPD 
leader or potential leader.

Secondly, Martin Schulz is no 
Jeremy Corbyn. Yes, he is to the 
left of some of his predecessors and 
has criticised the ongoing draconian 
attacks on employment rights and the 
welfare system (‘Agenda 2010’), which 
were introduced by Gerhard Schröder 
in 2003. In sharp contrast to other 
mainstream politicians in Germany, 
Schulz is also an occasional critic 
of some of the actions of the Israeli 
government.8 Some 30,000 people 
joined the party following his election 
in March 2017.

But the euphoria did not last long. 
Schulz might have shone for a few 
short months, as he spoke passionately 
in favour of European integration - just 
after the Brexit vote, that resonated well 
in Germany. But he has since come out 
as just another tame, mainstream SPD 
leader who wants power at all costs. 
Including in a grand coalition.

As opposed to the Labour Party, 
which elects its leader in a ballot of 
all members and supporters only when 
there is a challenger to the post or “a 
vacancy”, German parties are required 
by law to elect their leader at least every 
two years. The SPD currently does 
so at its annual delegate conference. 
Theoretically, that should make it easier 
for a leftwinger to get in, but, quite 
frankly, there is no agency capable 
of organising such a move. Even if 
plans by Schulz for a Labour-style 
all-members ballot for the leader come 
to fruition,9 there is currently no real 
force pushing for a leftwing challenger. 
That can, of course, all change, and 
relatively quickly at that.

Thirdly - and perhaps most crucially 
- Germany already has a formally 
leftwing party, Die Linke, which 
won 9.2% of the national vote in 
September. There is, in truth, very little 
that distinguishes its programme from 
that of the soft left Jusos (and there is 
widespread cooperation between the 
two forces on the ground). Should the 
mainstream of the SPD move to the 
left even a little - for example, while 
refusing to join the grand coalition - it 
would easily encroach into Die Linke’s 
political territory.

Die Linke is far from a consistent 
socialist alternative. In the federal 
states where it is big enough to govern, 
it does so with relish, enforcing 
draconian cuts on the population like 
any bourgeois government would do. 
The only reason it still looms relatively 
large is because of its history as the 
former ruling ‘official’ communist 
party of East Germany. It still polls 
around 20% in regional elections there 
and it has replaced the SPD as the real 
Volkspartei. It will remain difficult 
for the SPD to win over Die Linke 
supporters in the east l 

Emma Rees: model

Notes
1 www.spd.de/fileadmin/Dokumente/Beschluesse/
Ergebnis_Sondierung_CDU_CSU_SPD_120118.
pdf. 2 www.sueddeutsche.de/wirtschaft/
arbeitgeber-praesident-kramer-ueber-fluechtlinge-
wir-muessen-deutschkurse-vom-ersten-tag-an-
anbieten-1.2634072.
3  www.sueddeutsche.de/wirtschaft/arbeitgeber-
praesident-kramer-ueber-fluechtlinge-wir-
muessen-deutschkurse-vom-ersten-tag-an-
anbieten-1.2634072. 4 www.spiegel.de/video/
kevin-kuehnert-erklaert-warum-er-gegen-grosse-
koalition-ist-video-99013138.html. 
5 www.welt.de/politik/deutschland/
article171975427/Umfrage-Nur-jeder-Vierte-
befuerwortet-neue-grosse-Koalition.html.
6 The Times January 25. 
7 https://labourlist.org/2017/10/exclusive-new-
shake-up-at-momentum-as-two-top-organisers-
resign. 
8www.haaretz.com/.premium-pm-eu-s-schulz-
has-selective-hearing-1.5321562. 
9 www.vorwaerts.de/artikel/urabstimmung-
parteivorsitz-spd-labour-lernen. 
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AGM

No easy road to popularity
Peter Manson reports on a wide-ranging debate amongst CPGB comrades

The annual general meeting of 
the CPGB, which took place 
in London on January 26, 

featured a vibrant discussion on 
the prospects for 2018. Attending 
also were comrades from Labour 
Party Marxists, whose thoughts on 
developments in the Labour Party 
were much appreciated.

The AGM began with Jack Conrad, 
chair of the CPGB Provisional Central 
Committee, looking back on 2017 and 

giving his assessment of the likely 
developments in the current year. 
We are still “living in the shadow” 
of the 2007-08 financial crisis, he 
stated, and, although there has been a 
recovery, wages are continuing to fall 
in real terms. This meant that the next 
recession will be bad for the working 
class - and we in the CPGB do not go 
along with the idea that what is bad 
for the ruling class must automatically 
be good for us, especially given the 

current weakness of working class 
organisations.

Turning to Donald Trump, comrade 
Conrad admitted that he had been as 
surprised as anyone that he had been 
elected president, when most of the 
Republican establishment had taken 
the view of ‘anyone but him’ as their 
candidate. Much of the mainstream 
commentary of Trump’s presidency, 
in the USA and elsewhere, has been 
mocking - it was only when he ordered 

a Cruise missile attack on Syria that 
the BBC reported that at last he was 
acting in a presidential manner.

But, of course, war has always been 
a useful weapon for unpopular leaders 
and in Trump’s case it seems that 
‘fighting terrorism’ is no longer the 
priority - big-power rivalry is officially 
back. Other states are allegedly guilty 
of ‘unfair trade practices’, which are 
putting the US at a disadvantage, while 
at the same time Trump has identified 

US military ‘weaknesses’ (in reality 
America is in a “separate league” in 
terms of military might, said comrade 
Conrad). This, together with increased 
arms spending, means that was a real 
danger of actual war.

Moving on to another surprising 
result, comrade Conrad reminded 
the meeting of the very poor general 
election showing for Theresa May, 
who had expected to oversee a 
“massacre” of the Labour Party, 

Different angles, same goal - Dora- Maurer-Seve 1979
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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 impe-
rialist 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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following the anti-Corbyn right’s acts 
of sabotage. This, she thought, would 
have helped her navigate the European 
Union referendum “disaster”. The 
Conservatives had stolen the ground 
occupied by the UK Independence 
Party, but, following the ‘leave’ vote, 
the establishment had hoped ‘president 
Hillary Clinton’ would instruct the UK 
prime minister to ‘sort the mess out’ 
and keep Britain in the EU. Things 
have turned out rather differently on 
both sides of the Atlantic, but the EU 
is hardly horrified by Brexit - instead 
there has been renewed talk of ‘ever 
closer union’.

Turning his attention to 2018, 
comrade Conrad repeated that the 
possibility of war was a real one. Just 
last week we had seen the Turkish 
incursion into Syria, while Israel 
is still looking for the opportunity 
provided by conflict in the region 
to drive out hundreds of thousands 
of Palestinians from the territory it 
occupies. In relation to another key 
state in the Middle East, the Hands Off 
the People of Iran campaign remained 
very pertinent, he said.

Returning to the question of the 
EU, he thought that, while a hard 
Brexit was a possibility (although he 
suspected it might result from some 
sort of “accident”), it was also entirely 
feasible that the UK would remain in 
the EU at the end of the day. Comrade 
Conrad wondered how on earth a 
“frictionless border” in Ireland could 
be delivered unless there was some 
kind of Swiss or Norwegian deal.

In this respect the Labour position 
- for a Brexit that delivered ‘jobs’ 
and was good for ‘the economy’ - 
was virtually identical to that of the 
Confederation of British Industry. 
By contrast the CPGB had been 
correct to campaign for a boycott 
of the EU referendum rather than 
choose between two pro-capitalist 
options. The fight for working class 
independence was crucial and in this 
respect we view Europe as a strategic 
question. Working class power in 
Europe would mean that the “flame 
of liberation” would rapidly spread 
elsewhere.

Focusing next specifically on 
Labour, comrade Conrad stated that 
the civil war was still very much alive. 
For the right it was not just a question 
of Corbyn, who eventually had to be 
forced out, but those mobilised behind 
him. We should also expect a degree 
of exacerbation between the soft and 
hard left, as the Momentum leadership 
attempted to contain criticism of the 
right within ‘reasonable’ limits.

Comrade Conrad praised the role 
of Labour Party Marxists, which 
had made a big impact at Labour’s 
conference in Brighton (LPM 
comrades present were confident that 
they would make a similar impact this 
year in Liverpool). This had exposed 
the bogus anti-Semitism allegations, to 
the approval of many delegates - any 
mention of Palestinian rights earned 
an ovation from the conference floor. 
All this showed the potential of Labour 
Against the Witchhunt, especially 
following the successful campaign 
to reverse the expulsion of comrade 
Moshé Machover.

Ending his review of our prospects 
with the CPGB itself, comrade 
Corbyn warned that Corbynmania 
had produced a “liquidationist view” 
among some on the left - what is the 
point of Marxist organisation, when 
we can campaign within Labour? And, 
of course, it was now more difficult to 
recruit people to left groups - there had 
been no growth in CPGB membership, 
with applicants generally of poor 
quality and not very serious.

However, we are firmly of the 
view that the fight within Labour 
is essential for the building of a 
Communist Party. The aim must be 
to transform Labour into a united 
front of all working class forces. Yet 
other left groups had failed to take this 
question seriously - both the Socialist 

Workers Party and Socialist Party in 
England and Wales had advised their 
milieus to stay away. Even the Labour 
Representation Committee had not 
campaigned in any effective manner 
against the witch-hunt - despite one of 
its leading comrades - Jackie Walker 
- herself  being targeted.

But comrade Conrad warned that 
it would be very easy to adopt a 
“Labour Party mentality”, where 
Marxist members felt they had to 
keep their heads down. But Labour 
needs a Marxist leadership - which 
was very different from saying that 
Labour could become a Communist 
Party, which was impossible.

Whi le  CPGB f inances  a re 
reasonably healthy, we need a 
successful  Summer Offensive 
fundraising drive (target - £30,000) 
in 2018, so that we can ensure active 
participation in essential campaigns 
and a vibrant Communist University 
summer school. In this regard, comrade 
Conrad mentioned the Weekly Worker, 
which he was pleased to report was 
now self-financing. The print version, 
he said, was our “peacock”, even 
though the vast majority of our readers 
are online. He thought that the paper 
had been excellent in 2017, hosting 
some vital debates - not least around 
Lars T Lih’s theory of continuity 
regarding Lenin’s April thesis.

I gave a little more detail regarding 
the Weekly Worker, explaining how, 
as comrade Conrad had reported, the 
financial situation was now a little 
easier. However, this was largely 
down to just two or three comrades 
making substantial regular donations 
to the paper. I too was pleased with the 
overall standard of the paper, although 
our pool of regular writers is far too 
small. I also urged those present to 
take advantage of the space for debate 
on our letters pages rather more 
frequently than most comrades do.

I reported that while the online 
readership long ago eclipsed the 
readership of the print version, by 
how has become difficult to ascertain. 
Because of ad-blockers Google 
analytics is considerably understating 
our readership - it was agreed that we 
should investigate this to see if we can 
establish reliable figures.

Debate
First in was comrade Mike Macnair, who 
pointed out that we were witnessing a 
period of both left and right populism - 
especially with Trump. On the question 
of big-power rivalry he said that the 
only possible way that there could be a 
successor to the US as global hegemon 
was through war - which at the moment 
would clearly be won by the US in any 
case. While there was more and more 
talk of a ‘Russian threat’, this actually 
served Trump very well. While it was 
true that both Russia and China had 
substantial military weaknesses, comrade 
Macnair thought that movement in the 
direction of a “great-power war” was 
“not impossible”.

He agreed with comrade Conrad 
about liquidationism, pointing out 
that instead of the party many of the 
left were campaigning for a “people’s 
front”, identity politics and activism 
for the sake of activism. They were 
rejecting not just Marxist organisation, 
but class organisation.

Comrade Macnair was followed by 
another PCC member, Paul Demarty, 
who pointed to the problems arising 
from the two different forms of the 
Weekly Worker - that is, the print 
and web versions. The paper is still 
being edited first and foremost with 
the print version in mind, but he 
was confident that the automatic 
transformation process he and others 
were working on would soon smooth 
out the glitches. He also reported that 
the redesign of the Weekly Worker 
website would be completed later in 
the year. As for the web readership, 
he was pretty confident that the 
figures we publish each week are 
considerably understated (just as with 

our previous server they had probably 
been overstated).

Carla Roberts of LPM agreed with 
those who warned of the danger of 
adapting to Labourism, while, at the 
same time, the party was regarded by 
many as a “bureaucratic hellhole”. 
She noted that some people had been 
expelled for distributing Labour 
Party Marxists - or simply for sharing 
something from LPM on social media. 
While comrades on the left were 
being targeted in this way, groups like 
the Jewish Labour Movement were 
threatening that, if such unjustifiably 
expelled comrades were allowed back 
in, the JLM would consider that a ‘red 
line’ had been crossed. Apparently 
Jeremy Corbyn is still taking heed 
of what such groups are saying - he 
is therefore acting like a prisoner 
of the right. On the Weekly Worker, 
she wondered why the editors were 
continuing to publish the readership 
figures if they were so obviously 
wrong.

Farzad Kamangar focused more 
on international politics in her 
contribution. She pointed out that there 
was a fear amongst the US bourgeoisie 
that Trump was “mortgaging our 
future”. They were concerned that 
recently there had been two issues 
where he had managed to isolate 
America in the United Nations - over 
recognising Jerusalem as the Israeli 
capital and ending the nuclear deal 
with Iran. On winning recruits to 
the CPGB, she agreed with comrade 
Conrad that applicants were of very 
poor quality - one comrade recently 
told her that Weekly Worker articles 
were “too long”, which did not augur 
well for his commitment to theoretical 
study.

Phi l  Kent  a lso  centred his 
contribution on international affairs, 
saying that the growth of nationalism 
could lead to the “disintegration of 
Europe”. As for the left, it had been 
in decline “for decades”, but it was 
essential to keep stating the truth, 
which would surely win out in the end.

Dave Price stated that, while 
we are making good propaganda 
for a “socialist Europe”, he saw no 
sign of progress when it came to 
our call for a “Communist Party 
of the European Union”. In fact 
links between left groups across the 
continent had declined considerably 
since the days of the European 
Social Forum. Turning to Labour 
Against the Witchhunt, he said he 
had been “disappointed” by the LAW 
campaign, which he thought ought 
to be focusing mainly on the use of 
clauses in the Labour rulebook being 
interpreted to allow the expulsion of 
anyone with Marxist sympathies. He 
wondered whether there was any basis 
for a “common approach” on this with 
groups such as Socialist Appeal and 
the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. On 
the Weekly Worker he was against any 
moves seeking to make the website 
“primary”, which he thought would 
lessen the impact of the paper.

For her part,  Sarah Stewart 
concentrated mainly on internal 
organisation and the production of 
the Weekly Worker. She thought that, 
while working on the print version 
provided the necessary routine and 
discipline, and was therefore essential, 
improvements to the web format ought 
to be a priority, not “an afterthought”. 
When it came to recruitment, she 
stressed the importance of individual 
contacts.

For William Sarsfield, however, the 
print edition was primary - the Weekly 
Worker contains an “arsenal of ideas”. 
On Labour, he said that, although there 
were many self-proclaimed Marxists 
in the party, in reality they were only 
Marxists “in the pub, not in meetings”. 
He agreed with others that there was 
not much evidence of study and it was 
no wonder that the actual left was in 
“steep decline” - the softer left drawn 
to Labour over Corbyn was difficult 
to engage with, having not yet learnt 

the “basic vocabulary of socialism”. 
Patience was needed, he concluded.

James Harvey was another who was 
for the print version of the paper first 
and foremost. It was something you 
could actually give to people rather 
than telling them to go and look on 
the website, he said. In relation to 
the Labour left, he believed that the 
emphasis amongst most of them was 
on “not rocking the boat” - if we don’t 
back Jeremy “the whole thing will 
collapse”. However, criticism of the 
bureaucratic running of Momentum 
was “not out of place” amongst such 
comrades.

Stan Keable of LPM urged people 
to be “patient” regarding the Labour 
Party. He reminded the meeting that 
the balance on the national executive 
committee was now with the pro-
Corbyn left following the recent NEC 
elections. And now three comrades 
who had been suspended for well 
over a year - Jackie Walker, Tony 
Greenstein and Marc Wadsworth 
- would shortly be attending their 
hearings at last. We must insist that 
all three are reinstated - but will 
the NEC newcomers adopt such a 
stance?

Leadership
Responding to this wide-ranging 
debate, comrade Conrad began with 
the danger of war during this period 
of US hegemony. For him the USA 
was “unchallengeable” at this moment 
in time. It might be in the interests of 
the Trump faction to encourage new 
wars, but in no way was America in 
danger of defeat.

Turning to Labour and the witch-
hunt, largely based on false allegations 
of anti-Semitism, he stressed that this 
was linked to the US-UK alliance. But, 
as the Machover case demonstrated, 
massive support was generated within 
local Labour organisations, which 
was why the rightwing-run party 
machine was forced to retreat. This 
clearly demonstrated that the argument 
against the bureaucracy’s oppressive 
behaviour can be won. That was why 
LAW was so important. But he was 
against any suggestion of cooperating 
with the likes of the AWL, which, 
although its own members had been 
victims, had itself laid the ground for 
the anti-Zionism equals anti-Semitism 
nonsense.

He was pleased that LPM was “not 
going out to be popular” in the way it 
was sticking to its principles within 
Labour. Yes, tens of thousands had 
joined in support of Corbyn and John 
McDonnell, but LPM, like the CPGB 
itself, must maintain its criticism of the 
two leaders’ headlong retreat. It is true 
that at the moment there is “no thirst 
for Marxism”, but it would be very 
wrong for Marxists within Labour to 
pretend they were Corbynites - just as 
it would be very wrong for the Weekly 
Worker to attempt to make its article 
“more accessible” (ie, shorter and 
more simplistic).

Comrade Conrad agreed that 
Marxist cooperation across Europe 
was as essential as ever and that we 
need to make a move in that direction. 
However, the problem was the absence 
of principled left groups throughout 
most of the continent - and, of course, 
the European Social Forum has long 
since died a death.

Concluding with the Weekly Worker 
itself, he stressed that the fact that it 
was a weekly printed paper was the 
key. That it receives so many donations 
speaks for itself. He also thought that, 
if we believe the readership figures we 
publish are wrong, then we should stop 
publishing them.

The  AGM ended  wi th  the 
election of the PCC. There were no 
nominations for the leadership apart 
from the current members and, as a 
result, comrades Conrad, Demarty, 
Kamangar, Macnair and Manson were 
all re-elected unanimously l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk
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As trade 
and finance 

stagnate, 
rivalry will 

grow

Davos and the Donald
Trump’s appearance saw him demand a change in the rules, says Michael Roberts

On January 26, US president 
Donald Trump delivered his 
keynote speech to the meeting of 

the global elite at the World Economic 
Forum at Davos, Switzerland. It was 
eagerly awaited by the corporate chiefs, 
finance and hi-tech social media moguls, 
as well as other government leaders.

Last year at Davos, the star of the show 
was Chinese president Xi Jinping, who 
told his glittering audience that China 
was ready to take over the leadership in 
the fight for ‘globalisation’ and free trade, 
as the US under Trump stepped back 
and went down the protectionist road. 
So Xi, autocratic leader of a one-party 
state-directed and -controlled economy, 
became the darling of Davos.

Would the Donald take the prize 
this year? After a tumultuous and often 
debasing year in office, Trump has 
managed to get through Congress his 
huge cuts in corporate and personal 
taxation that will benefit the profits of 
US multinationals and the incomes of top 
1%. But he failed to reverse Obamacare - 
that limited measure of subsidised private 
health insurance; he has yet to build 
‘the wall’ to keep out illegal Mexican 
immigrants; and he has done very little 
to stop Chinese manufacturing imports 
flooding into the US.

Sure, he took the US out of the Trans-
Pacific Partnership (TPP) trade deal 
- a deal that ironically was designed to 
isolate China from trade and investment 
in the region. And only last week he 
announced tariffs on imported solar 
energy equipment from China. But that 
is it. He wants to renegotiate the terms 
of the longstanding North American Free 
Trade Association (Nafta) with Canada 
and Mexico, but little has happened. In 
the meantime, TPP has been revived by 
the other participants, Canada signed a 
free trade deal with the EU and Japan is 
looking to do one with Europe too.

So it appears that globalisation (free 
trade and investment) is not being 
blocked much by Trump’s ‘America first’ 
policy so far. Nevertheless, globalisation 
and world trade has slowed sharply 
since the end of the great recession 
(2008-09). Global trade growth in the 
era of globalisation from the mid-1980s 
onwards grew faster than global gross 
domestic product by an average ratio of 
around two to one. But since the great 
recession, it has barely matched a low 
world GDP growth rate.

It is the same story with global capital 
flows, a major feature of the globalisation 
era. Overall flows (direct investment, 
portfolio investment and loans) have 
flattened as a share of global GDP since 
2007. The United Nations Investment 
Trends Monitor, released on January 22, 
showed a 16% decline in foreign direct 
investment worldwide between 2016 and 
2017.1 Foreign direct investment flows 
dropped by more than a quarter in what 
the UN terms “developed economies”, 
with the US and the UK responsible for 
a large portion of that decline.

Cross-border mergers and acquisitions 
(M&As) and ‘greenfield’ projects - 
businesses building factories and other 
facilities in foreign countries - both 
suffered in 2017. The value of cross-
border M&As declined by 23%, despite a 
44% increase in their value in developing 
economies. Greenfield-project value 

declined 32% to $573 billion - the lowest 
point since 2003.

The potential end of globalisation 
and the rise of populists and other 
nationalist leaders like Trump in many 
countries really worried the global 
elite meeting in Davos. Financial 
Times columnist Martin Wolf, who 
wrote a book called Why globalisation 
works back in 2004 before the global 
financial crash,2 reversed his view in 
2016. He now feared that globalisation 
would be reversed to the detriment of 
all.3 And just before Davos, he told 
his readers that ‘democracy’ itself 
was threatened by protectionism 
and autocratic nationalist rulers, 
while admitting that globalisation 
had failed to sustain prosperity and 
improve equality. On the contrary, the 
wild effusion of speculative capital 
eventually triggered the biggest 
financial crash since 1929, while 
inequality of income and wealth in the 
major economies had reached levels 
not seen in 150 years.

Just before Davos, Oxfam updated 
its estimate of global wealth inequality.4 
Last year saw the biggest increase in the 
number of billionaires in history, with one 
more billionaire created every two days. 
This huge increase could have ended 
global extreme poverty seven times over. 
There are now 2,043 dollar billionaires 
worldwide (nine out of 10 are men). 
Billionaires also saw a huge increase in 
their wealth. This increase was enough 
to end extreme poverty seven times 
over. 82% of all of the growth in global 
wealth in the last year went to the top 1%, 
whereas the bottom 50% saw no increase 
at all. New data from Credit Suisse means 
42 people now own the same wealth as 
the bottom 3.7 billion people. Talk about 
the uneven and combined development 

of global capitalism!

Synchronisation
There is currently huge optimism among 
the Davos elite that in 2018 world 
capitalism is finally recovering from 
the great recession and the ensuing long 
depression. For the first time since the 
early 2000s, all the major economies are 
growing simultaneously. Capitalism has 
never been more globally synchronised. 
But there is another side to that: capitalism 
has never more prone to international 
simultaneous crises.

The risk remains that if the US turns 
down then so will all the rest. And that 
could well be triggered over the next year 
or so by the rising cost of international 
debt, as the US Fed and other central 
banks carry out their planned interest 
rate hikes.

Davos is the debating hub of the 
leaders and supporters of global capital 
and globalisation (free movement of 
multinational capital and trade without 
national restrictions). Globalisation is 
part of the neoliberal project to maximise 
profits, although this aim is cloaked in 
the respectable mainstream-economics 
view that it will bring growth and 
incomes to all. The Davos elite see that 
this propaganda has been exposed by the 
evidence of global poverty and inequality. 
But, even worse, the leader of the largest 
capitalist power stands for protectionism 
and nationalism - at least in words.

Thus speaker after speaker, from 
Indian president Nerendra Modi to 
French president Emmanuel Macron, 
mouthed support for maintaining free 
trade, while ‘recognising’ the need to ‘do 
something’ about inequality (and climate 
change - another Trump bugbear). “If we 
commit ourselves to make our current 
globalisation more fair, we can converge 

and build a new globalisation,” said 
Macron. Thus the theme of Davos 2018 
was to stop ‘fragmentation’ and sustain 
‘fair’ globalisation.5

So what did ‘the Donald’ tell the 
assembled Davos elite? Well, he wants 
to “put America first, but not America 
alone”. In other words, he aims to 
put the US in ascendancy in trade, 
investment and military power and 
demands everybody else gets in line. 
That is the classic position of the leading 
imperialist power, so no change there.

But the Trump administration aims 
to get a ‘better deal’ on trade with Asia 
(China) and Europe. And also it aims to 
weaken the dollar, so that US exports are 
more competitive. US treasury secretary 
Steven Mnuchin was going round Davos 
saying that “a softer dollar will juice US 
economic growth” because “obviously a 
weaker dollar is good for us, as it relates 
to trade and opportunities”. That did not 
go down well with European Central 
Bank president Mario Draghi at his press 
conference. He pointed out that there 
was an international understanding that 
countries should “not target our exchange 
rates for competitive purposes”. He added:

We don’t even like to use the word 
‘protectionism’ ... We don’t use that 
word. This is not about protectionism. 
This is about free and fair reciprocal 
trade. Anybody who wants to do 
trade with us on reciprocal terms is 
welcome to do so.

Yet at the same time US trade secretary 
Wilbur Ross has been talking about closing 
down the World Trade Organisation and/
or kicking out China:

It’s an old system - decades old. The 
world has changed, the economies have 

changed. The pecking order of countries 
has changed [meaning the US does not 
get its way any more - MR]. Everything 
has changed. The WTO has not really 
modified its role. It needs to be updated, 
at best [ie, the US needs to be in charge].

Protectionist trade policies and competitive 
devaluation are nationalist medicines 
for economic weakness and domestic 
slump. But they only work (even then 
for just a limited time) as long as nobody 
reciprocates. In the Asian crisis of 1998, 
Malaysia did not obey the International 
Monetary Fund and opted for nationalist 
policies - it worked because all other 
Asian economies did what they were told. 
But in the 1930s, when the US imposed 
tariffs, other countries followed suit and 
so aggravated the slump.

The point is that it is not ‘unfair 
competition’ in world trade that 
has caused the decimation of US 
manufacturing jobs since the 1970s, but 
the decision of US capital to invest in 
technology to replace labour and to send 
their factories and units abroad to use 
cheaper labour.6 Globalisation was the 
reaction to the global crisis in profitability 
in the 1970s (just as the previous wave 
of globalisation in the late 19th century 
was). It was part of the neoliberal agenda 
to drive up the rate of exploitation and 
thus profitability. But it did not last.7

The global elite gathering in Davos 
were fretting that Trump and other 
nationalists would spoil the party 
and even end democracy. But the 
Donald emerged because of the failure of 
global capital, as represented by Davos. 
Trump’s appearance showed that, as 
trade and finance stagnate, imperialist 
rivalry will grow.8  And it will be labour 
that will pay for this once again l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
https://thenextrecession.
wordpress.com

Notes
1. http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/
diaeia2018d1_en.pdf.
2. M Wolf Why globalisation works London 2004.
3. www.ft.com/content/87bb0eda-7364-11e6-
bf48-b372cdb1043a.
4. https://policy-practice.oxfam.org.uk/
publications/reward-work-not-wealth-to-end-the-
inequality-crisis-we-must-build-an-economy-
fo-620396.
5. See www.weforum.org/agenda/2018/01/
leading-in-a-fractured-world-are-we-building-the-
future-or-consolidating-the-past.
6. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2016/12/10/trump-trade-and-technology.
7. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2017/02/14/the-global-paradox.
8. See https://rupturemagazine.org/2018/01/25/
imperialism-globalization-and-the-profitability-
of-capital.
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