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LETTERS

Illusions
I always enjoy Eddie Ford’s entertaining 
and insightful writings on the European 
Union, Brexit and the Conservative Party.

I would, however, want to pick up on 
comments in his article, ‘21st century 
global reality’ (February 8), that Britain 
leaving the European Union and putting 
the “‘Great’ back into Great Britain 
is just post imperial fantasy”; “that its 
position as a permanent member of the 
UN security council is owed purely to its 
imperial past”; and “as the Soviet Union 
is history, so is the British empire”.

I obviously agree that the British 
empire is no more (although the 
Commonwealth as its formal successor 
has more than symbolic relevance and 
importance than is often understood), 
and it may be correct to talk of “imperial 
past”. But this does risk falling into the 
classic failure of ‘official’ communism in 
Britain to recognise and understand the 
implications that capitalism in Britain is 
imperialism and that British imperialism 
is still one of the most powerful and 
active in the world.

The population of the United 
Kingdom is around 65 million - just 
0.9% of the world total of 7.6 billion - yet 
its economy is still probably the sixth 
largest in the world and its defence 
budget is the third largest. This relatively 
high wealth and military global power 
stems precisely from the fact that British 
imperialism is the oldest in the world 
and is a major global force in the here 
and now.

This links to Paul Demarty’s article 
in the same issue, where he comments 
that “failure to renew [Trident] is to 
decommission by default” (‘Earthquakes 
and H-bombs’). A better way of putting 
it might be to say that, given Trident 
renewal will come into operation in 
20 years’ time and is expected to be in 
service for a further 20 years, a vote to 
renew Trident was in fact a vote against 
any form of nuclear disarmament for at 
least the next 50 years.

Conservative and media advocates of 
Trident renewal are pretty open and clear 
that its purpose - alongside major capital 
purchases, such as the aircraft carrier, 
HMS Queen Elizabeth (hilariously 
described as a very big, slow moving, 
easy target by the Russian foreign 
ministry) - is to “project British power 
across and around the globe”.

Pacifists and liberals are fond of 
criticising Trident on the basis that ‘it 
can never be used’, whereas in reality 
advocates of its renewal are much 
more accurate in saying, ‘It is used 
every second, every minute and every 
day to keep us safe’ - in reality, to 
constantly underpin British global capital 
imperialism, to provide hard, destructive 
military power to back up its day-to-day, 
cut-throat competition with other major 
imperialisms and capitalisms.

Failing to recognise the nature of 
British imperialism has been a major 
blind spot for much of the left, including 
those who would otherwise be described 
as revolutionary and/or communist. 
This is a failure to recognise that the 
great majority of the wealth and power 
of the British capitalist class is based 
on imperialism, and financial tribute 
extracted every second of every day from 
working people from around the globe. 
Plus, a failure to recognise that social 
democracy, which is extraordinarily 
ideologically dominant in British politics, 
including (especially) in the Labour 
Party, is a direct product of imperialism 
in its heartlands and certainly not a 
vehicle for its supersession.

These failures have led to continued 
illusions, including and especially 
in the Labour Party, that capitalism 
can be reformed and made to work in 
the interests of the majority, that any 
transition from capitalism to socialism 

can be peaceful and gradual, and often 
a failure to give adequate solidarity with 
forces worldwide who are fighting and 
combating imperialism - including for 
aims and objectives and using methods 
which we patronisingly and naively 
think are ‘inappropriate’ or distasteful 
for ourselves.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Caricature
Moshé Machover’s latest letter (February 
8) is the epitome of anti-Marxist 
cynicism. He doesn’t even bother to 
hide it. He claims to have been making 
‘tongue-in-cheek’ statements about 
a basic question of Marxist analysis 
and programme. Apparently, when 
he wrote that “the capitalist class, 
irrespective of religion, is international”, 
he was engaging in satire. When he 
posited that if some fairly wealthy 
individual from the third world were to 
buy themselves Maltese or Bulgarian 
or Cypriot citizenship, they would be 
buying into the ‘EU ruling class’, he was 
indulging in some kind of alternative 
comedy, or something.

Nonsense. This was a political 
argument which is unsustainable and 
Moshé is now backing away from it in 
embarrassment and trying to obscure 
that as best he can. He talks about the 
basic understanding that bourgeois states 
are the instrument of - and thereby in a 
sense the property of - those bourgeois 
who are citizens of that state, as being 
“pseudo-Marxist”. But it’s a very basic 
concept; there are only two alternatives 
possible to this concept.

One is that the entire concept of the 
bourgeois state is incorrect - that states 
do not belong to a particular class, but 
serve the interest of all classes. To believe 
that is to openly reject Marxism. The 
other is what Moshé originally argued, 
and in effect is still arguing, with his 
half-arguments that capitalists can buy 
their way into any ruling class that 
takes their fancy just by parting with a 
whole load of cash. That is Kautskyism 
or worse; it does credit the bourgeoisie 
with being an international class. From 
the point of view of its objective interests, 
though obviously not its current political 
consciousness, the only international 
class is the proletariat.

The problem Moshé has is that the 
factual data available today - from a 
variety of sources, including Jewish 
ones - clearly show that, in material 
terms, there is an overlap between the 
Israeli ruling class and the ruling class of 
the main western imperialist countries, 
most notably the United States. Moshé 
has given up contesting the empirical 
facts: they are just too well known and 
widely available. So he is just engaged 
in sophistry.

The Jewish components of the ruling 
classes of the USA, and to a lesser 
degree western Europe, greatly exceed 
the representation of Jewish people in 
the populations of these countries at 
large. This layer therefore has a lot more 
social weight than Jews ‘in general’, 
from whom it is distinct by class. 
These bourgeois constitute a distinct 
caste within the bourgeoisies of those 
countries; without buying any citizenship 
of anywhere, by birth, thanks to the 
Israeli Law of Return, they are entitled 
to Israeli citizenship as well as that of 
their country of origin.

Exercising this right is, as Shlomo 
Sand noted and I quoted, a cinch. 
An aggressive, ethnocentric project 
- political Zionism - is the dominant 
ideological trend among Jews today, and 
particularly bourgeois Jews. The chain 
of evidence and reasoning is obvious 
and simple; it is true, as Moshé notes, 
that the Israeli Law of Return does give 
privileges to Jews of “poor and modest 
means” over Palestinians. But it gives a 
lot more power - over the state itself - to 
bourgeois who exercise their birthright, 
for no more than the price of an identity 
card, simply by virtue of the class nature 

of the state.
Moshé then asks why the large 

minority of Jewish-Zionists in the US 
ruling class is able to lead the non-Jewish 
majority to accept hard-line pro-Israel 
policies that they would not otherwise 
be inclined to. The answer is twofold 
and the two are closely related: greater 
cohesion or ‘punching above their 
weight’: political Zionism knows what 
it wants, as opposed to the varied other 
trends in the bourgeoisie who have 
no particular axe to grind on this, but 
would be inclined to see Israel as a more 
ordinary ally, even if this was not a factor.

The other is class authority: the 
Jewish bourgeoisie is now seen by the 
non-Jewish bourgeoisie as a particularly 
class-conscious layer of bourgeois with a 
very old culture rooted in the commodity 
form, and hence a valuable asset of 
the system itself. The role of Jewish 
bourgeois such as Friedman, Joseph, 
Kissinger and many more as exemplary 
class-conscious ideologues is very highly 
regarded, in contrast to the suspicion that 
the Jewish bourgeoisie generated in the 
pre-war period of anti-Semitism. This 
is a result of a major post-World War II 
shift in consciousness of the bourgeoisie.

This is not an extravagantly complex 
thesis. It accords with material reality 
today, and is fully in tune with the method 
of Marxism and historical materialism. 
But for Moshé it is anathema; it appears 
to provide substance to allegations that 
many Jewish bourgeois are not loyal to 
one, and only one, nation-state, which 
apparently matches an anti-Semitic 
trope. This may cause discomfort, but 
if material reality points to some variant 
of this, it is not helpful even to Jewish 
people to avoid it by falsifying social 
reality. Apart from anything else, this 
will not work, and will actually make any 
problems that result from this realisation, 
even worse.

Moshé recommends an essay by 
Susan Cain and Mark Mason, titled 
‘Demystifying US and Israeli power’ 
to provide an alternative explanation. I 
don’t have space here for an extensive 
examination of this item, but I have to say 
that, on reading it, this really is a strange 
conspiracy theory in its own right.

It basically seems to argue that the 
whole appearance of Israeli power in 
American and western society is a hoax 
organised by shadowy corporate and 
military-industrial forces, who have 
some kind of vested interest in giving 
the appearance of such Israeli power 
to hide their own interests, and that 
bourgeois politicians and what they say 
is of no relevance, as such politicians 
have no power anyway. They are simply 
a camouflage to hide the real interests of 
the puppet-masters behind the scenes. 
Apparently these people have fooled 
much of the left, including the boycott, 
divestment and sanctions movement, 
into believing that the Israel lobby has 
real power in the USA and elsewhere.

The text is close to unreadable 
because of the strange conspiracy-
mongering and repeated assertions that 
defy straightforward logic. It really is 
a caricature of Marxism - which, to 
be sure, notes that the state is a tool 
of class oppression, but which does 
regard bourgeois politics as having 
comprehensible logic in its development 
and contradictions, even if debased.

What is ironic is that Moshé can 
recommend such a text as an antidote 
to so called ‘conspiracy theories’ about 
matters that are pretty much open. Israeli 
political influence in western society is 
not hidden. Maybe he will claim that once 
again he is being “tongue-in-cheek”?
Ian Donovan
Socialist Fight

Glimmering
Donald Trump is a constant topic of 
conversation, in the pub or in the media - even 
in the Weekly Worker. Why? Because he is 
the president of the most powerful country 
that has ever existed on this planet. He 
has given his richest citizens even more 

money than they already had, he has 
made racism respectable (well, maybe 
not respectable, but nearly normal), he 
has banished fears of global warming 
and other natural disasters (from empty 
heads) and he has raised the prospect of 
nuclear war - his own most feverish dream!

But he is a buffoon. This helps to 
make him extremely dangerous but 
could also offer a glimmer of hope. He 
is perceived by most around the world, 
including in his own country, as an idiot 
and a laughing stock. For instance, by the 
tourist companies in “shithole” countries, 
who are advertising their wares by 
quoting him. World leaders like (OK, as 
well as) Theresa May kowtow, but they 
only add to the contempt they face from 
their own citizens.

He is also recognised by many as not 
so much an anomaly as a culmination. 
Obama bailed out the banks, but not 
the foreclosed, he kept the Bush tax 
cuts, he didn’t close Guantanamo, he 
upped the number of drone strikes and 
the persecution of whistleblowers. So 
Trump might be a buffoon, but he is not 
alone in his buffoonery: he just makes 
it blindingly obvious.

Trump, the narcissist, couldn’t care 
less what the rest of the world thinks 
about him, as long as they recognise 
his greatness, his hair, his long fingers 
... Some of his coterie of billionaires, 
bankers and failed generals do care (a 
bit), but they don’t know what to do 
about it and, given the apparent impunity 
with which they have cut their taxes and 
fiddled their elections, they don’t see that 
they really need to worry. Meanwhile, 
the rest of the world recognises unveiled 
contempt when they see it.

And he comes so very soon after 
another clown, George W Bush, and 
people are beginning to notice. Is this the 
‘beacon on the hill’? Is this the ‘leader 
of the free world’? The emperor still has 
a big gun but Trump is busy shredding 
his clothes. This could be a notable 
stage in a long-drawn-out process of the 
USA losing ‘soft power’. So, as I say, ‘a 
glimmer’.
Jim Cook
Reading

Distraction
Yassamine Mather argues no to 
neoliberal feminism, but yes to women’s 
rights, as if they are two different things! 
The woman’s movement works within 
the system, so supports capitalism, and 
therefore is reactionary and neoliberal.

As socialists, we should be interested 
in one thing and one thing only: the 
overthrow of capitalism - a system that 

works in the interests of the minority - 
and replacing that with socialism, which 
will work in the interests of the majority. 
That is the only system that can give 
men and women equality. Everything 
else is just a distraction from this and 
helps maintain the status quo. Surely all 
working class men and women should 
be fighting for this?

But if women disagree and want 
equality with men, then try to get equality 
with men like Peter Jones - and try to 
get me equality with Deborah Meaden! 
I’d love equality with her bank balance.
Steven Johnston
email

Bonce recovery
It seems pretty clear that your correspondent, 
Victor Jenkins, has something going on in 
his bonce related to spite, hatefulness and 
vitriol (Letters, February 8). Possibly about 
finding strength and reassurance from snide 
and sneering posturing. Certainly something 
about combining a coldly, unsympathetic 
relationship to other members of our 
communist family with empty abuse. 
What a handy exemplar of psychically 
inadequate schoolyard loudmouths, it 
could be said.

In any event, top marks to the Weekly 
Worker for providing a powerful antidote 
to the currently fashionable syndrome of 
‘no-platforming’. Your letters page must 
be an absolute horror story for anyone 
clustering within those ludicrously 
sanitised ‘safe spaces’ of theirs.

Just on the off-chance comrade 
Jenkins’ debilitating condition is 
contagious, next time I buy his Socialist 
Party paper in the street I’ll make 
certain to wear rubber gloves. For his 
information, I buy a copy whenever 
coming across a vendor, thereby keeping 
in touch with other flavours available on 
our Marxist left wing. Maybe the comrade 
too might like to give that different take 
on things some consideration? Even 
more urgently, he should bear in mind 
that our capitalist enemies positively 
lather at the gills in glee when witnessing 
any such demonstrations of disunity as 
he provides. It means they can continue 
with an almost free hand to subject both 
humanity and our planet Earth to their 
horrifically exploitative agendas.

Now I come to think of it, suchlike 
facts are the only condemnation required 
of diversionary self-indulgence from 
any comrade, including Victor Jenkins. 
Sincerely, I wish him well in his 
upcoming period of recovery - assuming 
that’s the pathway he chooses.
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

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

Welcome back
Right at the top of my list of 

acknowledgements this week is 
the one for comrade WH, who wrote 
us a brilliant cheque for £100. He 
writes: “I’ve been meaning to do this 
for some time, but the return to the 
Weekly Worker of Eddie Ford finally 
jolted me into action.” Well, at least 
someone missed you, Eddie!

WH writes of that “small band of 
regular writers”, including comrade 
Ford, who “produce something to 
look forward to every week”, and 
he is particularly pleased with our 
coverage of the Labour Party.

Apart from him, there were two 
other cheque donations this week, 
each for £20 - both RD and PS 
added that amount to the cost of their 
subscription. But it’s obviously that 
time of the month when it comes to 
standing orders. There were only 
four - from NH (£30), DV (£20), 
LM (£12) and RP (£5).

PayPal donations were a bit 
better than usual - four of them in 
one week! Thank you, KN (£25), 
RC (£20), ST (£10) and DB (£7).

Despite that, it was a bit of a 
disappointing week - especially 
when you consider this is the 
shortest month of the year. A below-
average £269 came our way, taking 
our fighting fund running total to 
£702. Which means that we are 
way behind where we need to be 
if we’re to reach our £1,750 target. 
Still over a grand to go and only two 
weeks to get it!

So now we need to move up a 
gear or two. Please do what you 
can to help l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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London Communist Forum
Sunday February 18, 5pm: ‘The global economic situation - what 
next?’ Speaker: Hillel Ticktin.
Sunday February 25, 5pm: ‘Isaac Deutscher’s Trotsky trilogy’. 
Speaker: Paul Flewers.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.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, Jack Conrad.
Organised by Platypus Goldsmiths:  
www.facebook.com/events/2004171789837809/.

Palestine solidarity
Saturday February 17, 5.30pm: Concert in support of young 
Palestinians, St Paul’s church, West Street, Brighton BN1.
Organised by Palmusic: www.palmusic.org.uk.

Stand Up To Racism
Rallies to mobilise support for March 17 UN anti-racism day protests:
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.

Defend education
Wednesday February 28, 12 noon: March for pensions and pay. 
Assemble ULU, Malet Street, London WC1.
Organised by UCU London region: www.facebook.com/UCULondon

Labour Against the Witchhunt
Saturday March 3, 1pm to 4pm: 
Saturday March 10, 1pm to 3:30pm:
 Organising meeting, Union Tavern, 52 Lloyd Baker Street, 
London WC1.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:  
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org.
Saudi prince not welcome
Wednesday March 7, 5pm: Protest, Downing Street, London SW1. No 
to the visit by Prince Mohammad bin Salman.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk/index.php/
events/national-events/2867-28-jan-02-feb-london-saudi-prince-not-
welcome-protest-mohammad-bin-salman-visit.

CND at 60
Thursday March 8, 6.30pm: Book Launch, Friends House, 173-177 
Euston Road, London NW1. 
Organised by Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament: www.facebook.com/
events/209068646333595/

Socialism and the USA
Saturday March 24, 1pm: Public meeting, Wakefield Labour Club 
(Red Shed), Vicarage Street, Wakefield WF1. Admission free, including 
light buffet.
Organised by Wakefield Socialist History Group:
www.theredshed.org.uk/SocialHist.html.
Marxism and capitalist economies
Tuesday March 27, 7pm: Political economy lectures, Marx Memorial 
Library, 37A Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. The first in a series of 
lectures from professor Simon Mohun.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: www.marx-memorial-library.org.

Marx 200
Saturday May 5, 9am to 5pm: International conference celebrating 
Marx’s work and exploring the significance of Marxism in the world 
today. SOAS, University of London, Thornhaugh Street, Russell Square, 
London WC1.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: https://marxlibrary.org.uk/marx-200.

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.

SOUTH AFRICA

Break with multimillionaires
Peter Manson reports on the resignation of Jacob Zuma

Jacob Zuma has finally resigned 
as president of South Africa 
after having been recalled by the 

African National Congress. Previously 
it had been widely reported that Zuma 
would refuse to comply - he had been 
elected head of state by parliament, 
not the ANC, and so in legal terms it 
would have been up to the MPs of all 
parties to remove him. But ever since 
the election of Cyril Ramaphosa as 
ANC leader it had been obvious that 
Zuma would go and go soon.

Zuma had been embroiled in 
numerous allegations of corruption 
(and ‘state capture’, where matters such 
as the appointment of ministers are 
heavily influenced by representatives 
of big business). But earlier this week 
director of public prosecutions Shaun 
Abrahams gave the prosecution team 
dealing with no less than 783 individual 
charges until February 23 to provide 
their recommendations. Things were 
not looking good for Zuma and he 
was said to be seeking a deal, whereby 
he would agree to step down if he 
could somehow escape prosecution. 
It is, of course, impossible to say 
what Ramaphosa promised him - and 
whether he would be able to carry 
through any such promise in any case.

Undoubtedly a key factor in Zuma’s 
decision to call it a day was the support 
that Ramaphosa was able to generate 
on the NEC. The December elective 
conference had been split between 
the two main ANC camps - basically 
pro- and anti-Zuma - and for the top 
job Ramaphosa narrowly defeated 
the candidate from the Zuma camp, 
Nkosazana Dlamini Zuma, who 
happens to be a former wife of the 
outgoing president. The ‘top six’ 
officers divided evenly between the 
two camps, with new secretary general 
Ace Magashule said to be a firm 
Zuma ally. Even the ANC Women’s 
League - previously solidly behind 
Zuma - was now talking instead about 
vague “unity”.

And now Magashule, like most 
other former Zuma allies on the NEC, 
was joining in the call for the president 
to go now. The NEC meeting was 
interrupted at around 11pm when 
Ramaphosa and Magashule left to 
speak to Zuma in person. They advised 
him of the executive’s decision and he 
reportedly offered to resign - but only 
after three more months. It is claimed 
that he still wanted to be head of state 
when the ‘Brics summit’ - the meeting 
of representatives of Brazil, Russia, 
India, China and South Africa itself - is 
held in Johannesburg later in the year. 
This would be followed by a meeting 
of the African Union and, on both 
occasions, he would be able to 
“introduce” Ramaphosa, who 
could then take over at the 
helm.

According to the ANC, 
following the personal 
meeting with Zuma, “The 
NEC received feedback 
from the delegation 
that the president of 
the republic did not 
accede to a shorter 
t i m e  f r a m e . ” 
T h e  A N C 
statement 
then 

went on to report that the NEC had 
decided: (1) To recall its “deployee, 
comrade Jacob Zuma”; (2) There 
should be “continuing interaction 
between the officials of the ANC and 
the president of the republic”; (3) “All 
necessary parliamentary processes 
that arise from this decision will now 
ensue”.1

Point three was referring to the 
motion of no confidence that the 
ANC was proposing to put before 
parliament on February 15 - that 
would have pre-empted the move by 
the left-populist opposition party, the 
Economic Freedom Fighters, whose 
own no-confidence motion was due 
to be debated on February 22.

By now there were urgent matters 
that needed attention. Last week’s 
‘state of the nation’ address, originally 
due to be delivered by Zuma, had been 
postponed because of the crisis and 
then on February 21 the budget was 
due to be announced.

However, on February 14, Zuma 
appeared live on television to announce 
his resignation as president. He claimed 
he had done nothing wrong and 
innocently asked “the party to articulate 
my transgressions”. Nevertheless, he 
would behave like a disciplined ANC 
member and go as instructed.

Despite the fact that the entire NEC 
had eventually fallen into line with the 
Ramaphosa leadership (and no doubt 
with the sentiments of a large majority 
of ANC members across the country 
too), incredibly a section of the South 
African Communist Party was still 
opposing the SACP’s own call for 
Zuma to resign.

Foremost among them was Dominic 
Tweedie, who runs several SACP-
influenced email lists. On February 
13 he circulated the ANC statement 
quoted above to WhatsApp and various 
discussion and information lists, but 
just below that he included a touching 
photograph of Jacob Zuma, under the 
words, “Thank you, Nxamalala” - the 
great man’s affectionate nickname, 
derived from his Zulu clan and home 
village.

Last week I reported how Tweedie’s 
son, who happens to be the Morning 
Star’s foreign editor, had been claiming 
it was all a matter of the hostile media. 
Since then James Tweedie has continued 
in that same inane manner. At the end 
of last week he was stating that: “South 
Africa’s government insisted it was 
business as usual yesterday, as president 
Jacob Zuma and his deputy held talks on 
a ‘transition’” (February 8). He added: 

“Furious media speculation over the 
past year of Mr Zuma’s impending 
exit reached fever pitch this week.” On 
February 9 he focused not on the ANC 
itself, but on the likes of the EFF: “South 
African opposition parties vowed to 
‘shut down’ the country if their demands 
for president Jacob Zuma to be replaced 
are not met.”

But all this was clearly becoming 
too much for former editor John Haylett 
(now political editor) and on February 8 
he wrote a feature headed: “With Zuma 
still holding on, the ANC is in trouble”. 
The online version of his article was 
even more explicit: “As long as Zuma 
remains, the only way for the ANC is 
down,” read its headline.

He fully reported on the president’s 
shenanigans, including his attempts at 
“ethnic mobilisation” of fellow Zulus 
“to ensure that Zuma stays in office”. 
And he not only directly contradicted 
the Tweedies, when he wrote of 
Ramaphosa: “The ANC president 
knows that an 18-month election 
campaign, with Zuma still in office, 
will be an albatross around his and 
the party’s neck.” He also attempted a 
much more honest assessment of South 
Africa’s current position, more than 
two decades after the fall of apartheid, 
than we have been accustomed to 
reading in the pages of the Star:

Capitalist interests, both domestic and 
overseas, took the political demise of 
their former apartheid regime allies 
in their stride, reaching out to the 
new rulers even before the transition 
to democracy. Citing the Soviet 
Union’s self-induced disappearance 
to pronounce that socialism was off 
the agenda and a market economy was 
the only game in town, ANC leaders’ 
new-found friends offered assistance of 
all kinds to woo them into compliance 
and against radical change.

And it worked! - “The policy of 
black economic empowerment (BEE) 
transformed comrades of modest means 
almost overnight into multimillionaires,” 
writes Haylett. “Comrades previously 
committed to serving the people now 
saw their priority, acknowledged or not, 
as serving themselves.” And he added 
pointedly: “Both Zuma and Ramaphosa 
are implicated in this.”

But what comrade Haylett stops 
short of admitting is that the SACP 
alliance with the pro-capitalist ANC is 
totally and utterly unprincipled. What 
is needed is the independence of the 
working class l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.anc.org.za/content/statement-african-
national-congress-following-special-meeting-
national-executive-committee.

Was always going to go, 
and go soon
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When chickens come home
Jeremy Newmark is in trouble, Ann Black has been dropped and AWL members have been declared 
‘unwelcome’, reports Carla Roberts of Labour Party Marxists

Imagine the following: a well-known 
Corbyn supporter is accused of 
“misusing” tens of thousands of 

pounds of a charity he is running in order 
to go on holiday with his family, leases 
a “£46,000 luxury car” and awards his 
wife contracts worth £36,000.1 General 
secretary Iain McNicol and his compli-
ance unit would have acted with speed 
... and with some not inconsiderable 
glee.

Of course, we are talking about 
Jeremy Newmark, until recently chair 
of the Jewish Labour Movement and, as 
we go to press, still a full Labour Party 
member and a Hertsmere councillor. 
Unlike many of the pro-Palestinian 
campaigners, of course, that he and 
the Jewish Labour Movement have 
successfully managed to get suspended 
from the party on the flimsiest of 
accusations of ‘anti-Semitism’.

The enthusiasm with which the pro-
Zionist Jewish Chronicle has attacked 
Newmark is quite breathtaking - after 
all, it has given him and the Jewish 
Labour Movement many a platform to 
attack pro-Palestinians and anti-Zionists. 
But clearly, a good story beats religion. 
JC alleges that Newmark’s financial 
dealings with the Jewish Leadership 
Council were - how shall we put it? - 
somewhat suspect. And, when awkward 
questions were asked, Newmark agreed 
to resign from his position as chief 
executive for “health reasons”. Not that 
his health stopped him from being leader 
of the JLM, a Labour councillor and 
running as the parliamentary candidate 
in Finchley and Golders Green (he just 
failed to become an MP).

We need not point out the hypocrisy 
in the different treatments that Newmark 
and Corbyn supporters have been 
receiving - not just from the compliance 
unit, but also the bourgeois media. Apart 
from a couple of articles in The Times, 
there is an eerie silence. But it is not the 
job of socialists to appeal to McNicol to 
discipline fellow Labour Party members 
(after all, we want McNicol sacked and 

many of the disciplinary offences he so 
freely wields abolished).

And, of course, we believe in the 
principle of ‘innocent until proven 
guilty’. But, firstly, that does not go 
for the dozens, if not hundreds, who 
remain suspended and expelled from 
the party for a wide range of ‘crimes’ - 
including being rude on the internet or 
being an alleged supporter of a Marxist 
group. And, secondly, from reading the 
allegations in JC there appears to be 
damning evidence against Newmark, 
which would at the very least warrant 
an investigation. McNicol’s claim that 
the issue is “private” is quite frankly 
breathtaking. Even the Jewish Labour 
Movement had the sense to agree with 
Newmark that he should resign.

There are lessons here. The 
Momentum leader, Jon Lansman, 
has previously boasted that “I work 
closely with Jeremy [Newmark]” and 
explained how he took the advice of 
the JLM before ‘demoting’ Jackie 
Walker from her position of vice-chair 
of Momentum.2 And, in the mistaken 
belief that he could shield himself 
from the accusations of being soft on 
anti-Semitism, Jeremy Corbyn has given 
the JLM in effect a free hand to wreak 
havoc with its ‘Anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’ campaign. Shamefully, 
Corbyn has silently stood by, allowing 
pretty much any criticism of the actions 
of the state of Israel to be branded as 
evidence of anti-Semitism. All in the 
empty hope that he will finally have 
given the right wing in the party enough 
scalps to shut up and let him lead.

NEC elections
Jon Lansman has given up all pretence 
of leftwing candidates for the national 
executive committee being chosen by 
some kind of semi-democratic decision-
making between various groups under 
the umbrella of the mysterious ‘Centre 
Left Grassroots Alliance’ (CLGA). Once 
upon a time, this might have been a real 
attempt to get together left Labour 

organisations in order to discuss joint 
candidates - but even then it was always 
done firmly behind closed doors.

Now Jon Lansman, who literally 
owns Momentum, seems to be in sole 
charge. Last year, the CLGA managed 
to agree on three NEC candidates within 
a matter of days, in a much-ridiculed 
process, where - surprise, surprise - 
Lansman was one of those chosen.3

For the 2018 elections, it looked as 
if a similar process would be employed. 
Nominations on the Momentum 
website opened on January 8, ended 
on January 14 and by January 18 the 
Momentum candidates were supposed 
be chosen by a panel from its national 
coordinating group to then go to the 
CLGA. Momentum’s website still states: 
“Please note that because Momentum is 
only one out of a number of organisations 
which has input into the CLGA, gaining 
the support of Momentum does not 
guarantee getting the final support of the 
CLGA for these elections.”4

But somewhere along the line 
Lansman thought, ‘Nah, why bother?’ 
On February 9, the final list of the nine 
candidates supported by Momentum 
only was leaked to the Huffington 
Post - before the rest of the CLGA could 
pretend to have a say on the matter.5 We 
understand that, at the heart of this, is 
the fact that Jon Lansman and his old 
comrade in the Campaign for Labour 
Party Democracy, Pete Willsman, have 
fallen out over the matter of Ann Black.

We could already gather from NEC 
veteran Willsman’s latest email report 
(sent out on January 31) that something 
fishy was going on. In a minor point he 
says that at the last Labour NEC meeting 
“Ann Black, in her usual reasoned way,” 
argued against a particular oversight 
and that, “as usual, Ann’s reasonable 
arguments carried the day”.

Yes, that is the same Ann Black who 
has played a despicable role in sidelining 
Corbyn supporters in the run-up to the 
leadership elections. The same Ann 
Black, who as long-serving chair of 

the disputes panel played a key role in 
keeping the witch-hunt against the left 
alive. Her replacement by Christine 
Shawcroft was long overdue.

But not for comrade Willsman, 
apparently. We understand that he has 
been arguing vehemently that she be 
included once again on the CLGA slate. 
But he was narrowly outvoted by the 
CLPD executive. However, comrade 
Willsman did not budge on the issue 
and kept on insisting she be nominated.

Anyway, Jon Lansman did what he 
does best: went nuclear. He announced 
nine candidates supported by Momentum 
- not including Ann Black. Nevertheless, 
“I shall be standing as a candidate for the 
NEC, on the centre-left platform that I 
have supported for the past 18 years,” she 
said. Doubtless, Black’s politics have not 
changed in 18 years, but it is a sign of the 
weakness of the Labour left that it ever 
supported her in the first place.

Current NEC members Claudia 
Webbe, Rachel Garnham, Yasmine 
Dar, Pete Willsman, Darren Williams 
and, of course, Jon Lansman himself, 
are featured on the new slate. The 
newcomers backed by Lansman are 
Huda Elmi (Momentum national 
coordinating group), Nav Mishra (a 
Momentum regional organiser) and 
Anne Henderson (assistant secretary of 
the Scottish Trades Union Congress). 
All nine are virtual shoo-ins for the 2018 
NEC elections, some major political 
earthquake notwithstanding.

One person missing from the 
Momentum slate, however, is Rhea 
Wolfson, an entirely forgettable member 
of the NEC, had it not been for her 
proud membership of the Jewish Labour 
Movement (she also sits on the editorial 
board of the AWL-sponsored magazine 
The Clarion6). Unfortunately, her 
departure is voluntary and not the result 
of a campaign of the pro-Palestinian 
left. She appears to harbour ambitions 
of becoming an MP - which is, we 
understand, the main reason for not 
throwing her hat in the ring again.

Jon Lansman went nuclear 
again and simply announced 
Momentum’s nine candidates 

for the NEC

Ann Black: I’m still standing 
on the same centre-left 

platform

4 weekly 

February 15 2018 1190 worker



Victims and 
perpetrators
AWL members were amongst the first 
victims of the anti-left witch-hunt in 
the Labour Party, when, just after the 
publication of Tom Watson’s ‘dodgy 
dossier’,7 a dozen or so members and 
supporters were expelled from Labour. 
And yet the group has itself been giving 
encouragement to the witch-hunt against 
leftwingers in its own way.

Its participation in the ‘Anti-Zionism 
equals anti-Semitism’ campaign is not 
of the same calibre as that waged by 
the JLM and the ‘Campaign Against 
Anti-Semitism’, which systematically, 
and with a lot of technical know-how 
and money, scroll through Facebook and 
Twitter accounts to catch out members 
for using particular words.

For one thing, the AWL lacks the 
numbers and finance for that type of 
campaign. It represents more the type 
of busybody who would report their 
neighbour to the East German Stasi 
for watching West German TV. In 
the worldview of AWL leader Sean 
Matgamna (who, like others in their 
leadership, open declares himself a 
Zionist), pretty much anybody on the 
“fake left” who has the audacity to 
criticise Israel is an anti-Semite.

AWL members on the (then) 
Momentum steering committee joined 
Jon Lansman in voting for the removal 
of Jackie Walker as national vice-
chair - in fact they enabled the man to 
go one further a few weeks later and 
abolish the steering committee and all 
democratic structures with it in the now 
infamous Lansman coup of January 
10 2017.8 The AWL continues to call 
for Ken Livingstone to be expelled 
from the Labour Party for making 
factually slightly wrong, but politically 

entirely correct, statements about the 
collaboration of Nazis and Zionist 
leaders in the 1930s.9

It joined with the JLM and the 
rightwing media hysteria in condemning 
Moshé Machover’s article, ‘Anti-
Zionism does not equal anti-Semitism’, 
in Labour Party Marxists, which 
led to his expulsion (after a massive 
campaign within the party he was 
subsequently reinstated three weeks 
later). “Overnight, Machover’s article 
became a cause célèbre for left anti-
Semites (and anti-Semites in general)”, 
states the AWL in its paper, Solidarity.10

Displaying its ignorance and lack of 
basic sense of solidarity with a victim 
of Iain McNicol’s compliance unit, the 
AWL claims in an official statement that 
the article was carried in a leaflet, which

was distributed at a fringe meeting of 
the rightwing Labour First faction, in 
a stunt obviously designed to catch the 
eye of the Labour right and provoke 
expulsions to generate publicity for 
themselves … We restate our opposition 
to the existence of this rulebook clause, 
and its usage to justify summary 
expulsions, including in this case. 
But we have no sympathy with the 
leaflet stunt, and no desire to defend it 
as an exercise of democratic rights.11

This deeply problematic statement 
also shows that the AWL must have 
been asleep throughout conference last 
year - otherwise they would have noticed 
that comrade Machover’s article was 
carried in our A3-size newspaper (not 
a leaflet) and it was widely distributed 
every day at various fringe events, as 
well as at conference itself. Jeremy 
Newmark - who was almost as outraged 
as the AWL about the article - picked it 
up on the first morning outside the main 

conference entrance - and then telephoned 
various journalists, who were keen to 
cover the story. But don’t let the facts 
get in the way of a good smear.

At the AGM of London Young 
Labour on February 3, the AWL 
once again played this bizarre double 
role. The meeting adopted a truly 
contemptuous motion submitted by the 
AWL-backed Labour Campaign for Free 
Movement - and then voted in favour of 
one that comes close to calling for the 
expulsion of AWL members from the 
youth wing.

The motion submitted by LCFM starts 
by stating, rather problematically, that 
“we have recently seen a rise in racist, 
xenophobic and anti-Semitic hate crime” 
and that “Muslim and Jewish women are 
disproportionately targeted in terms of 
Islamophobia and anti-Semitism”.

It does not quote the source of these 
claims, but chances are the AWL has 
joined a range of bourgeois journalists 
in adopting in an entirely uncritical way 
the claims made in the ‘Report on anti-
Semitic incidents’, which is published 
twice a year by the pro-Zionist charity, 
Community Security Trust (a charity 
“known to have links to Israel’s Mossad 
spy agency”, as the award-winning 
Electronic Intifada states12).

The motion goes on to make some 
utterly forgettable, non-controversial 
demands (“it is essential that we stand up 
for the rights of everyone in this country 
to practise their faith and be safe from 
hate”), which, incidentally, do not include 
the call for free movement beyond what 
exists across the EU today.

Bizarrely though, the LCFM motion 
commits London Young Labour to:

8. Work alongside the Jewish Labour 
Movement, Labour Muslims, Sikhs 
for Labour and other faith groups to 
address the systemic hate faced by those 
who identify into these groups, both 
within and outside of our movement.
9. Run training with Hope Not Hate on 
how to tackle bigotry and xenophobia 
in society.

Point 8 does not just support the clearly 
untrue claim of there being a huge ‘anti-
Semitism problem’ in the Labour Party. 
It commits the organisation to work with 
the disgraced JLM, which has played 
such a deplorable role in the witch-hunt 
of pro-Palestinian Corbyn supporters.

Hope Not Hate, while not playing 
an active part in the witch-hunt, is 
a rightwing version of the Socialist 
Workers Party’s ‘Stand Up To Racism’. 
For example, the anti-Corbyn MP, Ruth 
Smeeth, was a director of Hope not Hate 
for many years - she also worked for the 
Community Security Trust mentioned 
above.13 Nice bedfellows indeed.

The same Young Labour event then 
went on to adopt a motion in response 
to recent allegations made by a former 
(then 16-year-old) AWL member of 
sexual misconduct by another member. 
The motion claims that the event was 
then “covered up by the AWL student 
organiser”. The details are quite well 
known by now. They are unpleasant, 
but not of such a level of seriousness to 
warrant that

the presence of AWL members/supporters 
at London Young Labour organising 
and social spaces is unacceptable 
and unwelcome until they carry out a 
formal, open transparent investigation. 
The processes of this investigation 
must be ones in which the survivor 
has confidence, and the processes 
and outcomes of the investigation 
must centre the needs of survivors of 
sexual violence.14

A group of young pro-Lansmanites seems 
to behind this motion (who would have 
thought that such a tendency would ever 
exist?). AWL members are quite right to 
smell “a witch-hunt against Workers’ 
Liberty”:15

The cynical use of this important 
issue, by some, ultimately is a means 
of silencing political opponents. It is a 

danger to the entire left. It will not end 
with Workers’ Liberty. It can, and will, 
be used against anyone else seen not to 
have ‘the right line’ on any number of 
issues. It creates a movement within 
which reasoned discussion of political 
differences becomes impossible.

Like, say, the issue of opposing Zionism, 
perhaps? The words ‘kettle’, ‘black’ and 
‘pot’ spring to mind l

Notes
1. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/revealed-
how-jeremy-newmark-deceived-the-jewish-
leadership-council-out-of-thousands-of-pounds-
1.458214?highlight=Newmark.
2. www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/
momentum-labour-jon-lansman-jeremy-corbyn-
leadership-challenge-a7339916.html.
3. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/labour-nec-
stitch-up-are-you-called-jon.
4. www.peoplesmomentum.com/
nec_2018?utm_campaign=necnpf2018&utm_
medium=email&utm_source=momentum.

5. www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/
momentum-slate-for-labours-national-executive-
committee-nec-axes-veteran-ann-black-
christine-shawcroft-not-standing-jon-lansman_
uk_5a7d8a2ae4b0c6726e123624.
6. https://theclarionmag.org/2018/02/10/london-
young-labour-agm-everything-changes-everything-
remains-the-same.
7. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/trotspotting-a-
field-guide.
8. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/jon-lansmans-
coup-in-momentum.
9. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/anti-zionism-
does-not-equal-anti-semitism-2.
10. www.workersliberty.org/story/2017-11-08/
quoting-nazis-damn-zionists.
11. www.workersliberty.org/story/2017-10-17/
statement-expulsion-moshe-machover-labour.
12. https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/asa-
winstanley/uk-labour-mp-ruth-smeeth-was-
funded-israel-lobby.
13. https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/asa-
winstanley/uk-labour-mp-ruth-smeeth-was-
funded-israel-lobby.
14. https://campaigns.labour.org.uk/media/
email/45384/45372/O-Q2ztLJSga5X36R9vTgAg.
pdf. See box below.
15. www.workersliberty.org/story/2018-02-09/
london-young-labour-shows-dangers-left.

‘Sexual violence’ and the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty
London Young Labour notes:

1. The Alliance for Workers’ 
L i b e r t y  ( AW L )  i s  a 

‘revolutionary socialist’ Trotskyist 
political organisation operating within 
the Labour Party. The organisation’s 
members/supporters organise around 
the newspaper Solidarity.
2. In January 2018, it emerged the AWL 
had covered up the sexual abuse of a 
child, who had been offered drinks by 
AWL members despite being under 
18. The sexual assault was covered up 
by the AWL’s student organiser, and 
the AWL member in question faced 
no disciplinary action or expulsion 
from the AWL.
3. The victim was subjected to a 
campaign of smears and harassment, 
which included ablist remarks hurled 
at him on the street and slanderous 
complaints made to his employer.
4. A statement on the AWL website 
confirmed the allegations of the 
victim’s statement, but deflected 
blame to “online trolling”.

London Young Labour 
believes:

1. Sexual violence is not confined 
to one tendency or political leaning, 
but certain structures and organising 

tactics - such as the AWL’s secretive, 
top-down structures - are more likely 
to enable and mask abuse of all kinds.
2. Sexual violence pushes out women 
and other marginalised groups from 
our party.
3. As an organisation, LYL must also 
take into account that the survivor of 
this assault was underage. The AWL 
members had bought him drinks and 
got him drunk, which is an incredibly 
serious breach of safeguarding.
4. Sexual violence must not be tolerated 
within our organisation and neither 
must apologism for sexual abuse.

London Young Labour 
resolves:

1. To make clear that the presence of 
AWL members/supporters at London 
Young Labour organising and social 
spaces is unacceptable and unwelcome 
until they carry out a formal, open, 
transparent investigation. The processes 
of this investigation must be ones in 
which the survivor has confidence, 
and the processes and outcomes of 
the investigation must centre on the 
needs of survivors of sexual violence.
2. To carry out research into our own 
processes and policies and make sure 
they adequately support survivors of 
sexual violence l

Communist University 2018

It’s different from other 
‘educationals’ organised by left 
groups - most of which resemble 
student trade fairs rather than the 
forums for open, critical and robust 
debate that we encourage.
You won’t hear pre-prepared 
sycophantic interventions from 
the floor at CU. Instead there are 
often sharp clashes of opinion. 

At the same time, the collective 
aspect of CU is very important 
to us: everybody helps out with 
preparing food and organising 
the event. And in the evenings we 
chill out together, often carrying 
on discussing some of the things 
we debated during the day. It is, 
without a doubt, the highlight of 
our political year. Be part of it!

A week of provocative and stimulating debate, sponsored by  
Labour Party Marxists and CPGB

August 18-25  2018
Goldsmiths, University of London 

8 Lewisham Way, New Cross, 
 London SE14 6NW

Nearest stations: 
New Cross, New Cross Gate

Confirmed speakers:

Marcel Van der Linden, Moshé Machover, Jack Conrad, Hillel Ticktin, 
Mike Macnair, Chris Knight and Tony Greenstein.

Accommodation: Loring Hall, St James
Full week, including accommodation in en suite single rooms - £250 (£150 

unwaged). _ Solidarity price: £300. 
First/final weekend, including one night’s accommodation: £60 (£30).

Day: £10 (£5). Single session: £5 (£3). Reservation: £30.
Early bird bookings: 20% off if you book before June 30.

Cheques: Make payable to CPGB and send to:
BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX.

PayPal: Go to the CPGB website: www.cpgb.org.uk.
Bank transfer: 

email tina@cpgb.org.uk for details.

Dear me, underage drinking, what next?
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CLAUSE FOUR

Why revive a stinking corpse?
Jack Conrad questions the worth of the ‘Labour4Clause4’ campaign being promoted by Socialist 
Appeal. Instead of fostering illusions in Fabian socialism, surely the task of Marxists is to win the 
Labour Party to Marxist socialism

A hundred years ago this month, 
the Labour Party adopted its 
famous clause four - a declara-

tion of aims and principles, which Rob 
Sewell, editor of Socialist Appeal, tells 
us committed the party to “the socialist 
transformation of society”.1

Undoubtedly, clause four - rewritten 
under Tony Blair in 1995 - carries 
totemic status for partisans both of the 
right and left. But should the left seek 
to raise the 1918 corpse from its grave? 
Or should we audaciously reach out 
for another future? Socialist Appeal, 
the British section of the International 
Marxist Tendency, is fully committed 
to what is, in fact, an anti-working 
class tradition.2 It has thrown its weight 
behind the ‘Labour4Clause4’ campaign 
and has, so far, gained the backing of 
Ken Loach, the leftwing film director, 
MPs Dennis Skinner, Ian Mearns and 
Ronnie Campbell, and trade union 
leaders such as Ian Hodson and Ronnie 
Draper of the bakers’ union, and Steve 
Hedley of the RMT.

The February 1918 Labour Party 
conference agreed a new constitution. 
Clause four (of the party’s objects) 
committed Labour to these aims 
(subsequently amended in 1959):

1. To organise and maintain in 
parliament and in the country a 
political Labour Party.
2. To cooperate with the general 
council of the Trades Union Congress, 
or other kindred organisations, in 
joint political or other action in 
harmony with the party constitution 
and standing orders.
3. To give effect as far as possible 
to the principles from time to time 
approved by the party conference.
4. To secure for the workers by hand or 
by brain the full fruits of their industry 
and the most equitable distribution 
thereof that may be possible upon the 
basis of the common ownership of 
the means of production, distribution 

and exchange, and the best obtainable 
system of popular administration and 
control of each industry or service.
5. Generally to promote the political, 
social and economic emancipation 
of the people, and more particularly 
of those who depend directly upon 
their own exertions by hand or by 
brain for the means of life.
6. To cooperate with the labour 
and socialist organisations in the 
commonwealth overseas with a 
view to promoting the purposes 
of the party, and to take common 
action for the promotion of a higher 
standard of social and economic life 
for the working population of the 
respective countries.
7. To cooperate with the labour 
and socialist organisations in other 
countries and to support the United 
Nations and its various agencies and 
other international organisations for 
the promotion of peace, the adjustment 
and settlement of international disputes 
by conciliation or judicial arbitration, 
the establishment and defence of 
human rights, and the improvement 
of the social and economic standards 
and conditions of work of the people 
of the world.

As with comrade Sewell, this formulation 
- crucially its fourth subsection - is 
celebrated as being a defining socialist 
moment. Yet, when it was first mooted 
in November 1917 - amidst the slaughter 
of inter-imperialist war - Sidney Webb, 
its Fabian author, had no thought or 
intention of promoting genuine socialism.

Indeed the Fabian Society had 
long been known as the quintessential 
expression of opportunism in the British 
labour movement. Leaders such as 
Webb, George Bernard Shaw and 
William Harcourt, were pro-imperialist, 
eugenicist and thoroughly elitist. The 
Fabians wanted Britain to retain its 
global empire; defective men, women 
and children were to be dealt with 

by the means of a “lethal chamber”; 
and the working class educated in the 
sprit of their betters. Understandably, 
Fabian ‘socialism’ was gradualist, 
managerial and relied on an alliance with 
enlightened liberals: in other words, we 
have a variety of bourgeois socialism.

By cynical calculation Webb had 
three goals in mind.
l Firstly, clause four socialism could 
be used to divert the considerable 
rank-and-file sympathy that existed 
for the Russian Revolution into safe, 
peaceful and exclusively constitutional 
channels. That did not stop prime 
minister David Lloyd George from 
declaring, in his closing speech of the 
1918 general election campaign, that 
the “Labour Party is being run by the 
extreme pacifist Bolshevik group”.3

l Secondly, by adopting clause four 
socialism, the Labour Party could both 
distinguish itself from the exhausted, 
divided and rapidly declining Liberal Party 
and please the trade union bureaucracy. 
Since the 1890s the TUC had been drawing 
up various wish lists of what ought to be 
nationalised: eg, rails, mines, electricity, 
liquor and land. Clause four socialism 
also usefully went along with the grain 
of Britain’s wartime experience. There 
was steadily expanding state intervention 
in the economy. Nationalisation was, 
as a result, widely identified with 
efficiency, modernisation and beating 
foreign rivals. It therefore appealed 
to technocratically minded elements 
amongst the middle classes.
l Thirdly, clause four socialism must be 
implicitly anti-Marxist. Webb knew the 
history of the Social Democratic Party 
in Germany well. And, of course, Karl 
Marx had famously mocked various 
passages in its Gotha programme 
(1875), not least those which declared 
that every worker should receive a “fair 
distribution of their proceeds of labour” 
and that “the proceeds of labour belong 
undiminished with equal right to all 
members of society”.4 Contradictory 

and vacuous, concluded Marx. What is 
fair? What about replacement means of 
production? What about the expansion 
of production? What about those 
unable to work? More than that, Marx 
explained these and other such woolly 
formulations as unneeded concessions 
to the followers of Ferdinand Lassalle. 
His Workers’ programme (1862) called 
for “an equal right to the undiminished 
proceeds of labour”. Obviously Webb 
wanted to give clause four a distinct 
Lassallean coloration not out of admiration 
for Lassalle, but because he wanted to 
distance the Labour Party from Marxism.

Red ribbon
Almost needless to say, clause four was 
mainly for show. A red ribbon around what 
was Labourism’s standing programme of 
social liberalism. In parliament Labour 
supported Liberal governments and their 
palliative measures of social reform. 
Because of its alliance with the Liberal 
Party, the party even found itself divided 
over the abolition of the House of Lords 
and the fight for female suffrage. While a 
tiny minority - eg, George Lansbury and 
Keir Hardie - defended the suffragettes and 
their militant tactics, the majority craved 
respectability. As Ramsay MacDonald 
wrote, “The violent methods … are 
wrong, and in their nature reactionary 
and anti-social, quite irrespective of vote 
or no vote.”5

Even if it had been put into 
effect, clause four socialism remains 
antithetical to working class self-
liberation. Capitalism without capitalists 
does not count amongst our goals. 
Railways, mines, land, electricity, etc, 
would pass into the hands of the British 
empire state.6 Capitalist owners would 
be bought out - eased into a comfortable 
retirement. But, as they vacate the 
field of production, a new class of 
state-appointed managers enters the fray. 
In terms of the division of labour, they 
substitute for the capitalists. The mass 
of the population, meanwhile, remain 

exploited wage-slaves. They would 
be subject to same hierarchal chain of 
command, the same lack of control, the 
same mind-numbing routine.

Marxism, by contrast, is based on 
an altogether different perspective. If 
it is to win its freedom the working 
class must overthrow the existing 
state. But - and this is crucial - in so 
doing the proletariat “abolishes itself 
as a proletariat, abolishes all class 
distinctions and antagonisms, abolishes 
also the state as state”.7 Capitalist 
relations of production and the whole 
bureaucratic state apparatus are swept 
away. Every sphere of social life sees 
control exercised from below. All 
positions of command are elected or 
chosen by lot and are regularly rotated. 
Hierarchy is flattened. Alienation is 
overcome. What is produced and how 
it is produced radically alters too. Need, 
not exchange, is the ruling principle. 
And alone such an association of 
producers creates the benign conditions 
which allows for the full development 
of each and every individual.

Admittedly, the old clause four 
resulted from progressive political 
developments. The Russian Revolution 
has already been mentioned. But there 
is also the formation of the Socialist 
International, the world-wide celebration 
of May Day, the considerable influence 
of the socialist press, the increased 
size of trade union membership, the 
formation of the shop stewards network 
and the election of a growing body 
of Labour MPs. Then there were the 
horrors of World War I. Because of all 
this, and more, capitalism was widely 
considered abhorrent, outmoded and 
doomed. Socialism more and more 
became the common sense of the 
organised working class.8

By contrast, Fabian socialism 
meant arguing against unconstitutional 
methods, slowly expanding the provision 
of social welfare and persuading all 
classes of the benefits that would come 
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to the nation, if the commanding heights 
of the economy were put in state hands. 
In other words, the Fabians consciously 
sought to ameliorate the mounting 
contradictions between labour and 
capital … and thus put off socialism. 
Fredrick Engels branded the Fabians 
as a:

band of careerists who understand 
enough to realise the inevitability of 
the social revolution, but could not 
possibly entrust this gigantic task to 
the raw proletariat alone … Fear of 
revolution is their guiding principle.9

And, needless to say, the years 1918-20 
witnessed army mutinies, colonial 
uprisings, a massive strike wave and 
brutal Black and Tan oppression meted 
out in Ireland.

Interestingly, before 1918 attempts 
to commit the Labour Party to 
socialism met with mixed success. The 
1900 founding conference rejected 
the “class war” ultimatum tabled by 
the Social Democratic Federation.10 
Despite that conference voted to 
support the “socialisation of the 
means of production, distribution and 
exchange”. The next year a socialistic 
motion moved by Bruce Glasier was 
defeated. In 1903 another socialistic 
motion fell, this time without debate. 
Two years later conference passed a 
motion with the exact same wording. 
In 1907 the previous endorsement 
of socialism was overturned at the 
prompting of … Bruce Glasier. 
Despite that the same conference 
agreed to set the goal of “socialising 
the means of production, distribution 
and exchange”.11

The explanation for the seesawing 
doubtless lies with electoral expediency. 
While most in the party leadership 
considered themselves socialists of 
a kind, they were mortally afraid of 
losing out in the polls. What appeared 
acceptable to likely voters - in other 
words, the popular press - set their limits. 
So, instead of fearlessly presenting 
a bold socialist vision and building 
support on that basis, Sidney Webb, 
Arthur Henderson, Ramsay MacDonald 
and co chased the vagaries of popularity. 
With the growth of militancy and 
radicalism, socialist declarations were 
considered a sure way of adding to 
Labour’s ranks in parliament.12 Forming 
a government being both a means and 
an end.

Nevertheless, the Blairising of 
clause four in 1995 was hugely 
symbolic - the ground having been 
laid by the Eurocommunists and their 
Marxism Today journal. Socialism 
was declared dead and buried, the 
working class a shrinking minority. 
Only if Labour accepted capitalism and 
reached out to the middle classes would 
it have a future. Neil Kinnock, John 
Smith and finally Tony Blair dragged 
the party ever further to the right. Out 
went the commitment to unilateral 
disarmament, out went the commitment 
to comprehensive education, out went 
the commitment to full employment, 
out went the commitment to repeal 
the Tories’ anti-trade union laws, out 
went the commitment to “the common 
ownership of the means of production, 
distribution and exchange”.

By sacrificing the old clause four 
in the full glare of publicity, Blair 
and his New Labour clique sought to 
appease the establishment, the City, the 
Murdoch empire, the global plutocracy. 
Capitalism would be absolutely safe in 
their hands. A New Labour government 
could be relied upon to not even pay 
lip service to a British version of state 
capitalism. Leftwingers such as Tony 
Benn, Dennis Skinner, Diane Abbott 
and Ken Livingstone protested, trade 
union leaders grumbled, but the April 
1995 special conference voted by 65% 
in favour of Blair’s clause four.

Needless to say, his version is stuffed 
full of managerial guff and classless 
nonsense. Just what one would expect 
from the architect of New Labour. 
After all, one of Blair’s big ideas was 

to replace ‘socialism’ with ‘social-ism’. 
Another was communitarianism. But, 
of course, the media glowed with 
admiration. Crucially, Rupert Murdoch 
agreed to unleash his attack dogs. 
Within a few months John Major was 
almost universally derided as a total 
incompetent, heading a sleaze-mired 
government.

Riding high in the opinion polls 
Blair inaugurated a series of internal 
‘reforms’. Conference was gutted. No 
longer could it debate issues, vote on 
policy or embarrass the leadership in 
front of the media. Instead the whole 
thing became a rubber-stamping 
exercise. Then there were the tightly 
controlled policy forums, focus groups 
and the staffing of the party machine 
with eager young careerists (most on 
temporary contracts). Blair thereby 
asserted himself over the national 
executive committee … considerably 
reducing its effectiveness in the 
process.

Calls for a return of the old 
clause four are therefore perfectly 
understandable. But why go back to 
a Fabian past? Instead we surely need 
to persuade members and affiliates 
to take up the cause of “replacing 
the rule of capital with the rule of the 
working class”. Our socialism would 
(a) introduce a democratically planned 
economy, (b) end the ecologically 
ruinous cycle of production for the sake 
of production and (c) move towards a 
stateless, classless, moneyless society 
that embodies the principle, “From 
each according to their abilities, to each 
according to their needs” (see model 
motion below).

Towards that end our party must 
be reorganised from top to bottom. 
A special conference - say in the 
spring of 2019 - should be called 
by the NEC with a view to radically 
overhauling the constitution and rules 
and undertaking an across-the-board 
political reorientation.

As everyone knows, Labour 
members loathe the undemocratic 
rules and structures put in place by 
Blair. The joint policy committee, the 
national policy forums - the whole sorry 
rigmarole - should be junked. The NEC 
must be unambiguously responsible for 
drafting manifestos. And, of course, the 
NEC needs to be fully accountable to a 
sovereign conference.

Reclaiming
Real Marxists, not fake Marxists, have 
never talked of reclaiming Labour. It has 
never been ours in the sense of being 
a “political weapon for the workers’ 
movement”. No, despite the electoral base 
and trade union affiliations, the Labour 
Party has been dominated by career 
politicians and trade union bureaucrats: 
a distinct social stratum, which in the 
last analysis serves not the interests of 
the working class, but the continuation 
of capitalist exploitation.

Speaking in the context of the need 
for the newly formed Communist Party 
of Great Britain to affiliate to the Labour 
Party, Lenin said this:

... whether or not a party is really a 
political party of the workers does not 
depend solely upon a membership of 
workers, but also upon the men that 
lead it, and the content of its actions 
and its political tactics. Only this 
latter determines whether we really 
have before us a political party of 
the proletariat.

Regarded from this - the only correct 
- point of view, the Labour Party is a 
thoroughly bourgeois party, because, 
although made up of workers, it is led 
by reactionaries, and the worst kind 
of reactionaries at that, who act quite 
in the spirit of the bourgeoisie. It is 
an organisation of the bourgeoisie, 
which exists to systematically dupe 
the workers with the aid of the British 
Noskes and Scheidemanns [the German 
social chauvinist murderers of Rosa 
Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht - JC].13

Despite all the subsequent changes,

 this assessment retains its essential 
purchase. Labour is still a “bourgeois 
workers’ party”. Of course, once Corbyn 
was formally announced leader of the 
Labour Party, on September 12 2015, 
things became more complex. Labour 
became a chimera. Instead of a twofold 
contradiction, we have a threefold 
contradiction. The left dominates both 
the top and bottom of the party.

Corbyn is not the equivalent of 
George Lansbury or Michael Foot 
- an elementary mistake. They were 
promoted by the labour and trade union 
bureaucracy after a severe crisis: namely 
Ramsay MacDonald’s treachery and 
James Callaghan’s winter of discontent. 
Corbyn’s leadership is, in the first 
instance, the result of an historic accident. 
The ‘morons’ from the Parliamentary 
Labour Party lent him their nomination. 
After that, however, Corbyn owes 
everything to the mass membership. 
Those already in and those coming in.

That has given us the possibility of 
attacking the rightwing domination 
of the middle - the councillors, Iain 
McNicol and his national and regional 
apparatus, the Parliamentary Labour 
Party - from below and above. No 
wonder the more astute minds of the 
bourgeois commentariat can be found 
expressing profound worries over the 
prospects of Labour being dominated 
by leftwing socialists, militant trade 
unions and Marxists.

Of course, there is the danger that 
Corbyn will be drawn into yet further 
rotten compromises. We have already 
seen Trident renewal, a ‘jobs and the 
economy’ Brexit and the disgraceful 
silence over the ‘Anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’ witch-hunt. In other 
words, it would be fatal for the leftwing 
majority at a grassroots level to content 
itself with playing a support role for 
Corbyn. Nor should the role of the left 
be to provide a counterweight to the 
rightwing pressure on Jeremy Corbyn, 
John McDonnell and Diane Abbott.

No, the left needs to fight for its own 
aims and principles l
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Model motion

This branch/CLP notes that this 
year marks the centenary of 

the adoption of clause four by the 
Labour Party.

The old clause four was drafted 
by the Fabian leader, Sidney Webb, 
in order to divert the considerable 
rank-and-file sympathy that existed 
for the Russian Revolution into 
safe, peaceful and exclusively 
constitutional channels. Clause 
four was managerial, statist and 
predicated on the continuation of 
wage-slavery. It had nothing to do 
with putting an end to capitalism 
and bringing about the socialist 
transformation of society.

This branch/CLP notes that, by 
sacrificing the old clause four in the 
full glare of publicity, Tony Blair 
and his New Labour clique sought 
to appease the establishment, the 
City, the Murdoch empire, the global 
plutocracy. Capitalism would be 
absolutely safe in their hands. A New 
Labour government could be relied 
upon not even to pay lip service to a 
British version of state capitalism.

The Labour Party has been 
transformed by the influx of tens of 
thousands of new members and the 
election of Jeremy Corbyn as leader. 
This branch/CLP therefore believes 
that the time is ripe to commit the 
party to the following, genuinely 
socialist, version of clause four.

1. Labour is the federal party 
of the working class. We 
strive to bring all trade unions, 
cooperatives, socialist societies 
and leftwing groups and parties 
under our banner. We believe that 
unity brings strength.
2. Labour is committed to 

replacing the rule of capital 
with the rule of the working 
class. Socialism introduces a 
democratically planned economy, 
ends the ecologically ruinous 
cycle of production for the sake 
of production and moves towards 
a stateless, classless, moneyless 
society that embodies the 
principle, “From each according 
to their abilities, to each according 
to their needs”. Alone such benign 
conditions create the possibility 
of every individual fully realising 
their innate potentialities.
3. Towards that end Labour 
commits itself to achieving 
a democratic republic. The 
standing army, the monarchy, 
the House of Lords and the state 
sponsorship of the Church of 
England must go. We support 
a single-chamber parliament, 
proportional representation and 
annual elections.
4. Labour seeks to win the active 
backing of the majority of people and 
forming a government on this basis.
5. We shall work with others, in 
particular in the European Union, 
in pursuit of the aim of replacing 
capitalism with working class rule 
and socialism.

This branch/CLP calls for this version 
of clause four to be included as part 
of Labour’s constitution at the earliest 
opportunity.
[For trade unions: This branch/
conference calls upon the union 
to campaign within the Labour 
Party at all levels for this version of 
clause four to be included as part of 
Labour’s constitution at the earliest 
opportunity.] 
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JLM

Couldn’t have happened to a nicer man
Jeremy Newmark, the ‘ideal representative’ of the Jewish Labour Movement, stands accused of all 
manner of wrongdoing. Tony Greenstein calls on the Labour Party to act

It is the first time in my lifetime that 
such a thing has happened! For 
once the Jewish Chronicle, which 

is usually nothing more than a Zionist 
propaganda sheet, has come out with 
a genuine exclusive. On the basis of 
strong evidence, its story alleges that 
Jeremy Newmark, the former chair of 
the Jewish Labour Movement (JLM), 
is open to charges of “misusing 
expenses” and dishonesty. Not that 
that comes as news for me.

Back in March 2013 an employment 
tribunal - Fraser v University College 
Union - also called into question 
Jeremy Newmark’s honesty. The 
tribunal had faced a battery of 
claims to the effect that the UCU, in 
supporting the boycott, divestment 
and sanctions campaign against Israel, 
was anti-Semitic. The tribunal judge, 
Anthony Snelson, stated:

… we have rejected as untrue the 
evidence of Ms Ashworth and Mr 
Newmark concerning the incident 
at the 2008 congress ... Evidence 
given to us about booing, jeering 
and harassing of Jewish speakers at 
congress debates was also false, as 
truthful witnesses on the claimant’s 
side accepted. One painfully ill-judged 
example of playing to the gallery 
was Mr Newmark’s preposterous 
claim, in answer to the suggestion 
in cross-examination that he had 
attempted to push his way into the 
2008 meeting, that a ‘pushy Jew’ 
stereotype was being applied to him.1

We got an inkling of the latest scandal in 
May last year when the Jewish Chronicle 
ran a story - ‘Jeremy Newmark in row 
over £3,000 taxi fares’ - dating from 
2013-14.2 It claimed that Newmark ran 
up this enormous bill in Israel and then 
allegedly simply made off!

Notwithstanding this, for the past 
two years, the Labour Party treated 
Newmark as if he was god’s vicar on 
earth. Only two weeks ago - in reaction 
to the victory of the left in the national 
executive committee elections, and 
the replacement of Ann Black by 
Christine Shawcroft as chair of the 
disputes committee - Jeremy Corbyn’s 
office, and Seumas Milne in particular, 
happily arranged a cosy meeting 
with Newmark. The JLM leader 
reportedly laid down his ‘red lines’: 
Jackie Walker, Marc Wadsworth, Ken 
Livingstone and myself - have to be 
expelled.

It was a naked attempt to influence 
the outcome of pending disciplinary 
hearings. Yet, instead of sending this 
august representative of the Israeli 
Labor Party away with a flea in his 
ear, Jeremy Corbyn granted him an 
audience. This is despite the fact 
that Labour’s Zionist lobby has been 
unremittingly hostile to Corbyn - its 
candidates, such as chair Joan Ryan, 
openly attacking him in the general 
election campaign and voting in favour 
of Owen Smith in the 2016 leadership 
election.

The Jewish Chronicle scoop makes 
for grim reading. This man who 
booked himself into VIP lounges 
at airports, who drove a £46,000 
hired car and allegedly defrauded 
the Jewish Leadership Council (JLC) 
of thousands of pounds was treated 
deferentially by Corbyn’s office. The 
JLC at the time, with Newmark as its 
chief executive, was a body consisting 
of the wealthiest members of the 
Jewish community in Britain - people 
like Stanley Kalms, Micky Davies and 
Gerald Ronson.

Damning
Newmark is leader of the Labour group 
on Hertsmere Council. As Labour 

candidate in the general election he was 
only narrowly defeated in the Finchley 
and Golders Green constituency. But now 
he faces a string of allegations courtesy 
of the Jewish Chronicle. The paper says 
he defrauded the JLC of thousands of 
pounds. It claims that an internal audit 
reportedly showed that between 2006 
and 2013 Newmark
l  billed thousands of pounds of 
“inappropriate” personal expenses to 
the JLC - including holidays in Israel 
and VIP transport for himself, his wife 
and their children;
l withdrew thousands of pounds of 
unaccounted for cash on JLC credit 
and debit cards, while failing to provide 
receipts to justify this expenditure;
l leased a new BMW car worth £46,000, 
paid for by the JLC, to which he fixed 
his own personal number plate - and 
then attempted to have his wife insured 
on the vehicle;
l  employed his wife’s fundraising 
and events consultancy firm, Secure 
Prospects, to run a JLC-backed educational 
project, paying the company more than 
£36,000 - in spite of concern expressed 
by the governors of two leading Jewish 
schools that the project was not being 
properly managed;
l misled Jewish charities, including the 
London Jewish Forum and Chabad, over 
the true cost of projects in an attempt 
to secure larger donations;
l  attempted to cover up possible 
financial irregularities by blocking 
communication between the JLC and its 
auditors, after staff became suspicious 
about his conduct.

The audit report suggested that 
Newmark showed “no adherence to 
JLC expenses policy”. It also stated: 
“JN has commonly withdrawn cash 
while abroad, which has been difficult 
to monitor.”

We are told by JC that Newmark 
stayed for a week at the Tel Aviv Hilton 
in August 2012, which cost £3,628.52. 
He was allegedly joined by his wife and 
children for a mere £520.58 of personal 
expenses, which were also added to the 
bill. Newmark “could not provide any 
paperwork for the stay”, it is claimed, 
and was warned that putting personal 

expenses on the JLC credit card “would 
be seen as fraudulent”. However, it 
seems he disagreed.

What was worse though was that 
the trustees of the JLC - which was a 
bogus Zionist ‘charity’ of the type that 
the Charity Commission just loves to 
recognise - decided to cover up what 
Newmark was accused of because 
they judged it would cause too much 
reputational damage. It therefore 
chose not inform the police. The 
trustees - including former chairman 
Sir Mick Davis (boss of the mining 
company, Xstrata, who is now chief 
executive of the Conservative Party) 
and property tycoon Leo Noé - accepted 
Mr Newmark’s resignation on the 
grounds of ill health after seven years 
of running the JLC.3 The internal audit 
report concluded: “It appears to be 
standard practice in the JLC to falsify 
information relating to finances.”4

For once I find myself agreeing 
with the Jewish Chronicle’s diminutive 
political editor, Marcus Dysch (who 
once threatened to sue me for calling 
him a racist5), that “the repercussions 
for the JLM are likely to be serious 
.... the group will now be tainted by 
Mr Newmark’s involvement, perhaps 
irrevocably so.”6

The JLM, which more than any 
other organisation, sponsored the false 
‘anti-Semitism’ witch-hunt against 
black, Jewish and non-Jewish anti-
racist activists in the Labour Party, is 
now shown to have been led by a highly 
dubious character.

McNicol’
It is no surprise that, in response to a 
letter from over 200 members of the 
Labour Party demanding the suspension 
of Newmark, general secretary Iain 
McNicol has refused. In a letter dated 
February 12, sent to me and others, 
McNicol wrote: “… these historic 
allegations remain a private matter for 
him and do not immediately represent 
a breach of the party’s rules”. If a 
supporter of Jeremy Corbyn so much 
as breathes or tweets out of place they 
are suspended, but if you are accused 
of fiddling thousands of pounds and 

garner newspaper headlines, then it is 
a “private matter”.7 No bringing the 
party into disrepute here!

The clinching argument for McNicol 
was that Newmark “strongly denies” 
the allegations. No matter that an 
internal audit is said to have claimed 
they were accurate - or that McNicol 
admitted that the allegations did not 
paint a pretty picture or that Newmark 
left the JLC after the revelations. I now 
look forward to McNicol refusing to 
suspend someone accused of ‘anti-
Semitism’ because they strongly deny 
the charges!

The JLM, which is the British 
representative of the racist Israeli Labor 
Party, was where Newmark made his 
home after leaving the JLC. The JLM, 
it should be noted, has refused to speak 
out against the deportation of black 
African refugees from Israel for fear 
of offending the ILP.

According to Dysch, “After last 
year’s Al Jazeera secret filming, and 
the Priti Patel affair, British Jews 
could ill afford another political 
scandal.” However, he is wrong. It 
is not “British Jews”, but the Zionist 
movement, which should be ashamed. 
Dysch says: “How devastating that the 
behaviour of one man should bring such 
embarrassment and pain.” To those 
of us who came into contact with this 
deeply unpleasant man, the wonder is 
that it took so long to figure him out. 
Newmark’s discomfiture will at least 
bring some comfort to those who were 
the target of his attacks.

For what it is worth, Newmark’s 
answer to the report is that “It is easy 
to take things out of context and try 
to create a picture that is removed 
from reality.”8 Perhaps that should be 
applied to the efforts Newmark made to 
stigmatise and witch-hunt people in the 
Labour Party over the past few years. 
Newmark claimed that well after he left 
the JLC he was retained as a consultant. 
The JLC, however, flatly denies that.

According to Jewish Chronicle 
editor Stephen Pollard, at least 10 times 
a year he was asked when he was going 
to expose Newmark. But instead of 
reporting Newmark to the police for 

alleged corruption the JLC allowed 
him to resign on grounds of ill-health. 
For once I agree with Pollard:

Imagine, for example, if the board of 
the JC found out that I had leased a 
£46,000 BMW and put my personal 
number plate on it, had taken my 
family with me on work trips and 
had repeatedly, over many years, 
taken cash out from an ATM using 
a JC corporate bank account and not 
supplied receipts for the spending of 
that cash. As it happens, I have cancer. 
But so what? And what relevance 
would any upset be to my wife 
and family? The only appropriate 
response would be to sack me and 
call the police.

Instead, the trustees of the JLC 
took it upon themselves to bury 
all the evidence, going out of their 
way to keep it secret and ensure that 
the community was not allowed to 
know the truth about one of its most 
prominent figures.9

But it is not simply the story of one 
individual. The fact that the Jewish 
Labour Movement tolerated him for 
all that time speaks volumes about the 
decaying corpse of Labour Zionism. 
The fact that a man who led a jet-set 
lifestyle, replete with his own personal 
number plate, was considered fit to 
lead a Zionist ‘labour’ organisation 
also speaks volumes.

And it is not only the Labour Party 
leadership which has questions to 
answer. When Jackie Walker was the 
victim of a political sting at the 2016 
Labour conference - her remarks 
at a ‘training session’ of the Jewish 
Labour Movement were distorted and 
secretly recorded - Momentum leader 
Jon Lansman should have stood up for 
her and defended her. Instead Lansman 
was quoted as saying: “I spoke to 
Jeremy Newmark of the Jewish Labour 
Movement this morning. He’s very 
upset and I can understand that - I work 
closely with Jeremy ...”10 Of course, 
Newmark was anything but upset. He 
was delighted at the success of his 
entrapment. Lansman’s behaviour 
was shocking in the way he betrayed 
a comrade and he should never be 
forgiven for what he did.

It remains to be seen whether 
the JLC is now going to report 
Newmark to the police for a thorough 
investigation - it would only be right 
and proper for him to understand a 
little about what Ahed Tamimi and 
all the other Palestinian prisoners, 
children included, are going through. 
Either way, it has been a good week 
for those of us working to expose what 
lies behind the Labour witch-hunt l
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LRC

Reduced to a think tank?
An existential crisis continues to haunt the dwindling forces of the Labour Representation Committee, 
reports Stan Keable of Labour Party Marxists

Ar o u n d  1 2 0  L a b o u r 
Representation Committee 
members gathered in London’s 

Conway Hall on February 10 for yet 
another angst-ridden ‘special’ general 
meeting (SGM), in which a bewildered 
leadership shared with its rank and file 
its own failure - like most of the left 
- to draw into membership or engage 
with the ‘radicalised’ mass intake of 
Corbyn supporters into the Labour 
Party.

The exception to this failure is, 
of course, Momentum. The LRC 
executive’s statement jealously admits 
that Momentum “has successfully 
organised many of their number” 
into 150 local groups, which have 
“formidable electoral achievements 
under their belt” and are “feared by the 
Tory enemy”. By contrast, the statement 
repeats the LRC’s own longstanding 
wish to “rebuild” its “network of 
local groups”. Before this meeting it 
had called on “experts on particular 
subjects” to develop an imagined 
“comprehensive and impressive bank 
of educational material” on the “new 
LRC website” - the “formation of 
local LRCs may hopefully follow as 
a result”.

This pious wish, however, bears 
no relation to the reality. As political 
secretary Mick Brooks accurately 
declared, “The LRC has stagnated” 
in this “most favourable situation for 
socialists”: the Labour leadership is 
“probably the most leftwing ever”, 
the Tories are in disarray and the 
2008 economic crisis showed that 
“capitalism has failed”.

Founded in 2004 in the dark 
days of New Labour - when clause 
four ‘socialism’ had been destroyed 
and Blairism seemed permanently 
victorious - the LRC was based on the 
belief that Labour had to be rebuilt from 
scratch, just as the original LRC had 
created the party in 1900. Hence the 
organisation’s cumbersome, unwieldy 
structure, designed as a replica of the 
party: the rights of individual members 
were to be trumped by affiliated 
trade unions and socialist groups, 
and - ironically, keeping up with New 
Labour - bureaucratic ‘equality’ rules 
were to guarantee the election at all 
levels of women, LGBT, BAME and 
disability representatives, instead of 
assessing candidates on the basis of 
their politics. But news of the death of 
Labour was exaggerated, and as a result 
the LRC has always been plagued by 
uncertainty of purpose.

Now, with John and Jeremy heading 
the party - backed by Momentum’s 
mass membership and those 150 local 
groups - the project of refounding old 
Labour is superfluous. So what is the 
point of the LRC? Back in February 
2016, at a previous SGM in the early 
days of Momentum, the NEC statement 
opted for “maintaining the existence 
of our own organisation - for the time 
being”, but foresaw the possibility 
that it may soon have “outlived its 
usefulness”. And John McDonnell 
mused that “maybe in the future” there 
will be “just one organisation” (Weekly 
Worker February 25 2016).

Democracy
However, Jon Lansman’s January 10 
2017 bureaucratic coup put paid to 
that happy prospect, and at this SGM 
Momentum’s shortcomings became the 
raison d’être of the LRC. “We are not a 
fan club for the Corbynite movement,” 
claimed comrade Brooks. “Momentum 
does not have conferences, elections, 
policies. It has a democratic deficit.” 
And chairperson Matt Wrack, general 
secretary of the Fire Brigades Union, 

stated: “The key role of the LRC is to 
ensure discussion and debate takes 
place.” As the NEC statement declared,

The LRC is pluralist internally. We 
can develop independent-minded 
supporters of the Corbynist movement, 
which neither Momentum nor 
the [Campaign for Labour Party 
Democracy] are designed to do …. 
We regard democratic discussion 
and debate within our ranks as the 
essential oxygen of our organisation.

Then why, we must ask, does it convene 
‘special’ general meetings, in which 
amendments to the rambling NEC 
statement are not allowed? Take it or 
leave it. And why were Labour Party 
Marxists and a few other political groups 
quietly ‘disaffiliated’ by the leadership 
in 2016, if not to curtail discussion in 
order to avoid embarrassing criticisms 
of Corbyn and McDonnell? This is more 
or less confessed in the NEC statement, 
where it shamefacedly attempts to set 
out the limits of legitimate discussion: 
“Debate within the LRC is not concerned 
to score points or make sectarian 
contributions against others.” So no 
polemics. “As long as we see ourselves 
contributing in a positive light to a 
movement going forward rather than 
carping at its inadequacies we can’t 
go too far wrong.” So no real criticism.

Class politics was emphasised 
by NEC member Maria Exall of the 
Communication Workers Union:

Working class empowerment should 
not be simply put in a list alongside 
the empowerment of women, people 
of colour, LGBT people, etc - we 
prioritise working class women, 
working class coloureds, working 
class gays and lesbians. Working class 
representation is what we are about.

And she spoke about the problem of 
the trade union bureaucracies and the 
“ongoing project” of “how to democratise 
the trade union link”.

The LRC leadership seems, at last, 
to be overcoming its reluctance to take 
sides in political struggles within trade 

unions. The NEC statement asserts:

Unlike CLPD and Momentum, we 
actively support workers’ struggles 
and do not confine our attentions 
to the Labour Party. We are in the 
process of organising a Unite LRC 
caucus … the first of trade union 
caucuses for all major unions. … We 
need to organise within the unions 
… for trade union democracy and 
socialist policies.

All very positive - but why not adopt 
Labour Party Marxists’ aim to win all 
trade unions to affiliate to Labour?

LRC president John McDonnell 
turned up in the afternoon, fresh 
from Labour’s ‘alternative models 
of ownership’ conference, which, he 
said, was shaping policies “almost like 
those of the LRC 10 years ago”. Since 
the 2017 general election, the Labour 
leadership has been “consolidating”. 
Unintentionally exposing the LRC’s 
overblown claim that the election 
had been fought on a fully socialist 
manifesto, he stated that For the 
many, not the few was “just for 
that election”. So now “we need to 
radicalise those policies” and “develop 
an implementation manual”, together 
with “draft legislation ready for office”.

And, worryingly, he claimed: 
“The Parliamentary Labour Party are 
signed up to this exercise.” Wrong, 
wrong, wrong, John. The LRC NEC 
statement takes the opposite view - not 
that anyone bothered to tell him. 
Perhaps that would be seen as negative 
or “carping”. Or maybe the NEC 
statement itself is “carping”? Here is 
what it says:

The Parliamentary Labour Party and 
the party bureaucracy remain firmly 
in the hands of the right wing. They 
seemed determined to rule or ruin. 
Corbyn’s role as leader is untouchable 
for the time being on account of his 
2017 electoral success, [but] his 
position, and that of his supporters, 
remains precarious.

Spot on, NEC. But comrade McDonnell 

is already on a different page. “When 
the LRC was set up on Tony Benn’s 
advice, we were within a Labour Party 
we could not recognise. We are on the 
edge of government now.” So the LRC’s 
role now should be as a “think-tank, 
to develop ideas into policies” - and 
he saw Mike Phipps’s book For the 
many: preparing Labour for power as 
making a start.

‘Centre-left’ slate
A revealing episode at the SGM was 
an emergency motion moved by Marc 
Wadsworth of Grassroots Black Left. 
This criticised the way in which the 
“centre-left slate” had been selected for 
the forthcoming elections for Constituency 
Labour Party seats on Labour’s NEC:

This SGM notes with grave concern 
that the ‘centre-left’ slate for Labour’s 
next NEC elections appears to 
have been chosen unilaterally by 
Momentum without consulting its 
members and before the Centre-Left 
Grassroots Alliance had completed its 
discussions on the slate. We consider 
that this could split the left and divide 
supporters of Jeremy Corbyn’s 
progressive agenda for government. 
Irrespective of the outcome and 
content of the slate, we believe this 
is not a democratic and transparent 
process in line with Jeremy’s ‘new 
politics’. We call on the incoming 
LRC NEC to formulate a response 
to challenge the democratic deficit 
in deciding the slate.

In my years as an LRC member, I confess 
I have never discovered exactly how 
candidates for the slate were selected - it 
always seemed to be done behind closed 
doors, and I do not remember ever being 
asked to vote on the matter. The LRC 
leadership was supposedly consulted, 
though it had sometimes complained 
about not being invited or about their 
views being ignored, especially with 
respect to their longstanding wish to 
remove Ann Black. The CLPD, under 
Pete Willsman’s leadership, always 
defended Ann Black and always got 
its way.

But the left is evolving new forms, 
so the cosy, behind-the-scenes process 
has to be made transparent, and the 
members of the participating groups 
have to have their say. This time, not 
only was Momentum involved, but also 
Jewish Voice for Labour (and perhaps 
other groups). The newly formed 
Grassroots Black Left, however, was 
excluded.

What happened, we are told, was 
that all parties except the CLPD wanted 
a slate without Ann Black, because of 
her role in the anti-Corbyn shenanigans 
of general secretary Iain McNicol’s 
apparatchiks. They had excluded 
masses of new Labour members 
from voting in leadership elections, 
suspended left-led CLPs and waved 
through the automatic suspension and 
even expulsion of leftwing members 
on trumped-up charges.

However, the CLPD would only 
accept a slate which included Ann 
Black. But when the 80-strong CLPD 
executive (in reality, volunteers who 
are voted in as a block at the AGM) 
took the unheard of step of actually 
voting to resolve a disputed issue, 
CLPD secretary Pete Willsman and 
his co-thinkers lost the vote narrowly. 
Then, when Willsman and co refused to 
accept the vote, Jon Lansman jumped 
in to impose a Momentum slate - 
without consulting the Momentum 
membership, of course.

LRC secretary Michael Calderbank, 
in asking for Marc Wadsworth’s motion 
to be remitted, said:

The slate-making process is broken. 
It is opaque, carried on behind closed 
doors. Not only were Momentum 
members not adequately consulted: 
neither were LRC members, nor the 
LRC itself.

Graham Bash, supporting the motion - 
which, after all, only commits the LRC 
to fight for a democratic slate-making 
process, confirmed that the present 
system is broken, but insisted, quite 
rightly, that “fielding an alternative left 
slate would be a disaster”. The motion 
was carried overwhelmingly l
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OUR HISTORY

Misrepresenting the people
Paul Demarty wonders what is left out of the centenary celebrations for the Representation of the 
People Act

T he city and the city, China 
Miéville’s first great novel, takes 
place in a single geographical 

conurbation in a vaguely post-Soviet 
country, in which two completely 
different cities coexist. The means of 
their separation are psychological - 
citizens of the one place are trained to 
immediately “unsee” those of the other.

The centenary of the Representation 
of the People Act of 1918 reminds us that 
we sometimes fall, in our appreciation 
of history, into a similar predicament 
to that of Miéville’s characters. This 
is undeniably part of our history - the 
history of class struggle. Yet any brief, 
nauseating encounter with BBC factual 
programming these past few weeks, 
any attention paid to the ‘professional’ 
politicians of Westminster, will tell us 
that it is also a part of our enemies’ 
history. The two interpretations are 
shoved awkwardly into a territory - the 
rough terrain of truth - which can 
accommodate at most one of them. 
Either the awarding of the vote to 
middle class women over 30 was a fine 
part of England’s elegant, moderate 
unfolding as the home of liberty, or it 
was part of a package of concessions 
to a militant movement that had scant 
regard for property or propriety, in the 
context of global social upheaval.

What we learn, in the end, from 
the radically incomplete accounts 
promoted by the gatekeepers of 
popular memory is that there is a 
contradictory logic to social progress 
under capitalism, which prevents its 
being fully assimilated, even when we 
cannot imagine going back.

Pardon me?
We suppose a good place to start with 
all this would be the faintly ridiculous 
contretemps as to whether the suffragettes 
who suffered legal censure should be 
retrospectively - and overwhelmingly 
posthumously - pardoned. Ruth Davidson, 
Scottish Tory leader, says yes; Jeremy 
Corbyn says yes; Amber Rudd, home 
secretary, says she will “take a look at 
it”, although it’s “complicated”, and it 
is not a good idea to step all over the 
law merely “because we’ve changed 
our views on things”.

Squarely opposed to any such 
move is the feminist campaigner, 
Caroline Criado-Perez, who briefly 
rose to prominence by campaigning 
successfully to knock Charles Darwin 
off the £10 note in favour of Jane Austen. 
No doubt to the surprise of many of 
her Twitter followers, she takes the 
contrary view - “Pardoning them now 
whitewashes their radicalism - and that 
is wrong .… They were radical. They did 
break the law. They did so willingly.”

Criado-Perez’s take has the benefit 
of stating very clearly what, after a 
fashion, Amber Rudd is thinking, 
but is too much of a political coward 
to say openly. This is the first of our 
contradictions - between what is 
being celebrated and who is doing the 
celebration. Almost absent from the 
whole commemorative extravaganza, 
for a start, is the Suffragist movement, 
which was the ‘moderate’ part of the 
whole universe of people agitating 
for some extension of the franchise 
to women in that period - the talk is 
entirely of the Pankhursts, of chains 
on railings and kings’ horses. The 
history, it seems, was made by the badly 
behaved faction of the sisterhood.

And, as Criado-Perez notes, they 
really were very badly behaved. They 
smashed up the clubs of Pall Mall, 
harangued and intimidated politicians 
(with particular attention paid to 
the ‘great reformer’, David Lloyd-
George), set plenty of things on fire, 

inveigled themselves into the Houses 
of Parliament illegally, and even - 
on occasion - attempted bombings 
(not with any great success). They 
were, by the contemporary definition, 
terrorists - like the Russian Narodniks 
and certain anarchists, they believed in 
the propaganda of the deed (“deeds, not 
words” was their most famous slogan). 
Indeed, only very recently - when the 
word ‘terrorism’ became associated, on 
the one hand, with grotesque massacres 
and, on the other, almost exclusively 
with Islamists - have the definitions 
changed enough to exclude them.

Pardoning them is thus something 
of a poser. The obvious precedent is the 
process of pardoning people convicted 
of homosexual acts before the process 
of legalisation began 50 years ago; but 
the difference is strikingly obvious: viz 
that the crimes of which the suffragettes 
were guilty - the wrong word, since they 
were rightly proud of their actions - are 
still crimes; and nobody is proposing 
to legalise arson or sending bombs to 
the chancellor of the exchequer (more’s 
the pity … ). To pardon these women 
is, in the end, to stitch them into a 
comfort-blanket of Whiggery, to reduce 
them to the level of banal Hollywood 
cliché - “in a world of injustice”, we can 
imagine Don LaFontaine growling over 
the trailer, “They fought for what was 
right”. It is exactly to whitewash their 
radicalism, and thus conveniently to 
abjure radicalism in the present.

Here we meet Theresa May, the 
very good girl who once ran through 
a field of wheat without setting fire 
to any of it, using the memory of the 
suffragettes to propose new legislation 
against the ‘abuse’ of MPs - that is, to 
reinforce laws against exactly the thing 
the suffragettes did most of. As always, 
irony is not the Tories’ strong suit.

Disappearing 
class
The Hollywood-cliché model of history has 
room for only one kind of disagreement 
- whether to run or to stand and fight! 
For reasons of Aristotelian narrative 
logic, the latter course must always be 
taken, with those on the other side of 
the ‘fight or flight’ mechanism to be 
reconciled to their former disputants 
in the heat and camaraderie of battle.

In reality, of course, any serious 
political movement is riven with 

disagreements at every possible level 
of discussion. What organisational 
structure should we have? What should 
we do next week, next month, over 
the next five or 10 years? What is the 
fundamental nature of the world we 
are trying to change, of the world we 
would want it to be afterwards? People 
who come together on at all vague 
grounds will discover between them 
every last point of imprecision, and on 
each one fight it out. The suffragette 
organisations were themselves the 
product of a disagreement over the 
methods of struggle for women’s 
suffrage, and would themselves split 
repeatedly.

The central issue - again and again 
- was class. The Women’s Social and 
Political Union, the major militant 
organisation of the movement, initially 
cooperated with the Independent 
Labour Party and the wider labour 
movement in agitating for economic 
reforms, but dedicated itself exclusively 
to the suffrage question after several 
failures to get women’s votes discussed 
on the Commons floor. The WPSU 
refused to support the Labour Party 
when it formally adopted a plank of 
universal suffrage - whether out of 
opportunism or reaction, it supported 
existing property qualifications.

Sylvia Pankhurst, the most leftwing 
of the women to bear that surname, 
retained a much firmer commitment to 
socialist politics, and was expelled in 
1914 for her trouble. She founded the 
East London Federation of Suffragettes, 
based on her work with working class 
women in that area. This eventually 
became the Women’s Suffrage 
Federation, which then mutated, 
acronym intact, into the Workers’ 
Socialist Federation. Unlike her mother 
and sister - who turned the WPSU into 
a grotesque, chauvinist outfit after the 
outbreak of the Great War - and indeed 
much of the socialist movement, Sylvia 
took a firmly anti-war line, which 
ultimately brought her into the milieu 
that would become the Comintern, and 
on its ultra-left at that.

When we talk about organisations 
‘splitting on class lines’, we Marxists 
are (if we are honest) often talking 
rather impressionistically - we assert 
that splits are a class-line issue, and that 
we are the proletarians, and the other 
lot are the petty bourgeois, or whatever 
it happens to be. To say that the split 

between the WPSU and the ELFS-WSF 
was on class lines is to merely describe 
the obviously apparent course of events. 
One side based its appeal on middle class 
women - ever more prominent in civil 
society and public life, but excluded 
from political decision-making; the 
other wanted to organise working class 
women for universal suffrage; and they 
split over these issues.

The total absence of this controversy 
from the general trumpeting going on 
is part of a wider effort to exclude the 
labour and socialist movement entirely 
from the history of the 1918 act. Yet, 
wherever in history there are attempts to 
extend the franchise to anyone, women 
included, there we find the labour 
movement. The suffragettes’ earliest 
allies, again, were in the ILP; and when 
the split between them came, it was 
the ILP - which supported universal 
suffrage - that, surely, we would identify 
as having been on the right side.

Forgotten men
Another aspect of this comes with the 
shape of the 1918 act itself.

The intersectionalists used to have 
a meme they would deploy whenever 
somebody on the internet would 
splutter that having a Y chromosome 
was not all peaches and cream - an 
image would be found of a man crying 
hot, salty tears, adorned with the text, 
‘What about teh menz?’

What indeed? Anyone could be 
forgiven, given recent media coverage, 
for not realising at all that the 1918 
act also extended the franchise to all 
adult men, eradicating the last property 
qualifications for male suffrage. 
Some 5.6 million men gained the vote 
(compared to 8.4 million women). 
Why the difference? Why not throw 
universal womanhood suffrage into 
the bargain, while you’re in a generous 
mood?

Part of it, yes, will be ingrained 
sexual stereotyping. But part of it is 
pure game-theory calculation. It is 
1918; the most extraordinarily and 
needlessly destructive war in human 
history is limping to an undignified, 
albeit victorious, conclusion. One 
of the allies Britain joined in the 
war has just had a revolution, which 
placed communists in power. Millions 
of working class men will soon be 
returning home from the trenches; but, 
unlike when they left, they now know 

one end of a rifle from the other.
It is simply impossible to avoid 

giving men the vote in this situation. 
So the choice is this: give all men and 
no women the vote; give all men and 
all women the vote; or give all men and 
some women the vote. The first option 
is guaranteed to bring a thumping 
Labour majority to power the next time 
of asking. The second one will result in 
the same thing. The third, however, is 
survivable. With the limits drawn just 
so, the class balance of the electorate 
can be skewed enough to stave off 
what the Tory establishment viewed 
as disaster. The electorate after the 
act consisted of roughly four million 
more men than women; those missing 
millions of women (actually more than 
four, thanks to the devastating costs 
of the war) were almost exclusively 
working class women.

From the point of view of historical 
principle, the first of our options above 
is clearly the most reactionary. But 
the third was chosen in large part 
because it was likely to be the most 
reactionary outcome for the composition 
of parliament in the 1920s. Sadly, it 
proved to be a wise gamble; the massive 
expansion of the working class vote was 
enough to destroy the Liberal Party, but 
left the Labour Party still weak.

There are many episodes in history 
in which things get so far but no 
further, and not nearly far enough. 
It is extremely rare that the class 
question is incidental to matters. 
(Another example would be the freeing 
of slaves in the second American 
revolution, the subsequent rollback of 
reconstruction and Jim Crow regime, 
and the complicated relationship 
today’s official American ideology has 
to that bloody history.)

It is these historical moments that 
give rise to the effect I mentioned at 
the outset, of talking about the same 
event, but barely overlapping in interest 
at all; of two intellectual cities existing 
in the same physical space, unseeing 
each other all down the line.

What we have in common, of 
course, is the suffragettes. So we should 
end with their great lesson: in politics, 
intimidation works. Sometimes it is 
the only thing that works. And in such 
circumstances, it is worth doing even 
if some vicar’s daughter outlaws it l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk
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What we 
fight for

� Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
�  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.
� 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.
� 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.
� 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’.
�  The working class must be 
organised globally. Without a global 
Communist Party, a Communist 
International, the struggle against 
capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination.
� 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.
� 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.
� The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
� 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.
� Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed into 
schools for communism.
� 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.
� 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.
� 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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MARKETS

Zombies and the new volatility
The ‘Goldilocks’ days of cheap money are coming to an end, Eddie Ford looks at 
the consequences

Last week saw $4 trillion wiped off 
the value of markets around the 
world in a two-day orgy of panic 

selling. At one point, Wall Street was 
10% down in a record fall. Though it 
started to rally again by February 9, the 
Dow Jones Industrial Average, or index 
(which measures how 30 major US 
companies have traded) fell 5% over 
the week in one of the biggest drops 
since the 2007-08 financial crisis. The 
more broadly based S&P 500 and the 
tech-heavy Nasdaq also experienced a 
turbulent few days, dipping low and 
then recovering - only to fall again.

World stock markets have dropped 
sharply from recent record highs. 
However, somewhat perversely, but 
with its own logic, the markets plunged 
downwards for the same reason that 
they rose so steadily throughout 2017: 
ie, brighter economic news. The trigger 
for the sell-off was a US labour market 
report showing more jobs being created, 
wages going up and unemployment at 
4.1%.

But actually the statistics are not 
quite what they seem. Most of the 
beneficiaries of wage growth were 
those in senior positions, whilst annual 
earnings growth for those in “production 
non-supervisory” positions (the bottom 
83% of the jobs market) were only 
2.4%. As for the 4.1% jobless rate, this 
disguises the fact that labour market 
participation has yet to get back to where 
it was at the start of the great recession 
a decade ago. In reality, America’s 
employment rate is currently just over 
60% - that is, 3% lower than it was in 
2008.

However, regardless of detailed 
statistical interpretation, the markets 
knew that the jobs report would add 
further pressure on the Federal Reserve 
to take tougher action by raising interest 
rates in order to head off potential 
inflationary pressures. The era of cheap 
money is beginning to come to an 
end - something that really spooks the 
markets. Last year shares were bought 
by the gazillion because it was thought 
the US was in for a prolonged period of 
strong growth, weak inflation and low 
interest rates. But this year everything 
is starting to look different - stronger 
economic growth now seems to be 
regarded as an unwelcome development.

Reflecting this expectation, or fear, 
there was a jump in the yield on 10-year 
US treasury bonds - they were up to 
their highest level since 2014, rising 
from 2.61% to 2.9% by February 12.1 
Commenting on the wild ride of the past 
few weeks, Peter Cardillo, chief market 
economist at First Standard Financial 
in New York, said the volatility was 
likely to continue - this was “typical of a 
market that has not yet fully corrected”.

Adjustment
In other words, stock markets are now 10% 
down from the highs they reached in late 
January - what goes up must come down, 
or be ‘adjusted’. A ‘bull market’ cannot 
last forever. They would, however, have to 
fall another 10% for them to enter a ‘bear 
market’ - a condition in which securities 
prices fall and widespread pessimism causes 
the stock market’s downward spiral to be 
self-sustaining. Between 1900 and 2015 
there were 32 bear markets, averaging 

one every 3.5 years. The last coincided 
with the global financial crisis, occurring 
between October 2007 and March 2009 - the 
Dow declined a staggering 54% during 
that period. Various financial analysts 
have suggested that the ‘correction’ in 
equities could last until March - maybe 
even slightly longer.

Naturally, during this turbulent period, 
the volatility index (or Vix, also known 
as the ‘fear index’), which measures the 
stock market’s expectation of change, 
spiked sharply. In the words of Chris 
Weston, chief market strategist at the IG 
online trader in Melbourne, a spike in the 
fear index “means there is no confidence 
about going out and filling your boots 
with stocks”. That is because “you could 
wake up and the Dow is down another 
1,000 points, or it could be up”. Weston 
added: “Markets like certainty, but the 
only certainty at the minute is of a big 
move and that could be up or down.”

However, what is as near to certainty 
as you can get is that a hike in interest 
rates is coming soon. After all, there is 
only one way they can go, given that they 
have been at a historic low for an almost 
unnaturally long period of time. The US 
Federal Reserve is universally expected 
to begin raising interest rates in March, 
and similarly the Bank of England has 
strongly signalled that hikes are coming 
very soon: Threadneedle Street issued a 
statement saying it would need to raise 
rates to tackle stubbornly high inflation 
“somewhat earlier and by a somewhat 
greater extent” than it had anticipated 
towards the end of last year.

It goes without saying that most 
investors want the era of cheap borrowing 
to continue indefinitely, no matter how 
fantastical the notion. With low interest 
rates, they have been able to borrow and 
invest on the cheap, particularly in the 
assets that for the past decade have gone 
up every year by much more than their 
salary - property and shares. Countless 
businesses have also come to rely on 
low borrowing costs to keep going, and 
investors fear they might go bust, should 
their bank raise loan rates. Obviously, 
many investors will simply sell their 
shareholdings if it looks like there is no 
more magically cheap money to be had.

More generally, weaning companies 
and investors off their addiction to cheap 
money is going to be an uphill task - even 
10 years after central banks first put their 
stimulus packages in place to stop the 
global economy tanking and despite 
repeated warnings that these measures 
would have to come to an end. For some, 
the good times will soon be over.

Of course, for many the good times 
never really happened - and they are 
now set to get worse. Obviously, a 
sudden increase in interest rates will 
adversely hit millions of low-income 
families, who have only managed to 
survive financially for the last decade by 
utilising various forms of relatively cheap 
credit. According to a recent study by the 
Resolution Foundation, the proportion 
of households in some form of “debt 
distress” rose to 45% among the poorest 
fifth of working-age households - with 
more than a third experiencing difficulty 
in paying for accommodation and one in 
six in arrears on either their mortgage or 
consumer debts. Households headed by 
someone aged 25-34 spent nearly £1 in 
every £5 of their pre-tax income on debt 
repayment. Levels of consumer credit 
have soared in recent years to more than 
£200 billion, prompting debt charities 
to warn that lenders are repeating the 
mistakes made in the early part of the 
century, when households on low incomes 
were sold loans they could not repay.

Forecasts from the Bank of England 
last week showed that inflation and rising 
wages were likely to cancel each other out 
this year, leaving poor households trying 
to cope with higher interest bills.

Shakeout
At Davos three weeks ago, Christine 
Lagarde, director of the International 
Monetary Fund, said the global economy 
was doing better than expected pretty 
much everywhere. At the same time she 
warned that this recovery had left out large 
numbers of people and was not based on 
particularly solid foundations. “There is 
also significant uncertainty in the year 
ahead,” Lagarde said. “The long period 
of low interest rates has led to a build- up 
of potentially serious financial sector 
vulnerabilities.” Then, speaking in Dubai 
on February 11 in her first public comments 
since the market turmoil, Lagarde stated 
she remained “reasonably optimistic”, but 
cautioned that “we cannot sit back and 
wait for growth to continue as normal”.

Putting it slightly more forthrightly, 
Bob Prince, co-chief investment officer 
for Bridgewater, the world’s biggest 
hedge fund, remarked that there had been 
“a lot of complacency built up in markets 
over a long time”, and, as a result, he did 
not think “this shakeout will be over in 
a matter of days”.2 Indeed, he continued, 

“we’ll probably have a much bigger 
shakeout coming” - perhaps entering 
a bear market, or worse? Meanwhile, 
Bridgewater’s founder, Ray Dalio, 
struck an even gloomier tone at Davos 
- saying the markets were still in a 
“Goldilocks” period, but warned that 
the current cycle was in its “final stages” 
and would be acutely sensitive to shifts 
in expectations for interest rate increases. 
Prince reminded his audience that last 
year equity markets had a “free run”, 
but this year “we are going from central 
banks contemplating tightening policy 
to actually doing it” - thus there will be 
more volatility, as “we are entering a new 
macroeconomic environment”.

Echoing these sentiments, the 
Financial Times informs us that volatility 
is “here to stay” - the “illusions” of the 
past years have become “exposed” 
(February 12). Yes, the paper argues, the 
economic backdrop or “fundamentals” 
remain positive: growth is “solid and 
broad-based”, policy stimulus is “ample”, 
financial conditions are “still very easy” 
and the risk of hyper-inflation is “low, 
given muted wage gains and price 
expectations”. But, having said all 
that, the FT notes, the recent market 
ructions have revealed “the cracks in the 
foundation of the rally in riskier assets, 
such as stocks” - the outcome being that 
an “elevated concentration of risk” in low-
volatility strategies that are sensitive to the 
level of interest rates “has met its nemesis 
in the form of a vanishing backstop from 
central banks”. This signals “more pain 
for investors’ portfolios, as they adjust 
to a more normal rates and volatility 
environment”.

So volatility is expected to remain 
for the next period - lots of ups and 
downs, with individual firms or even 
whole sectors going bust. In fact, a 
large number of companies operating 
up and down the country are zombie 
capitalist firms - Carillion was a good 
example. The latter was essentially 
a giant Ponzi scheme, financing this 
project with the ‘advance’ from the 
next, and so on. That was made possible 
by the ability to borrow money very 
cheaply (plus state largesse). We 
should expect that various companies 
of this nature, which have just about 
managed to survive, will eventually go 
bankrupt - something we might have 
seen in 2007-08 if interest rates had not 
been cut to rock-bottom l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.cnbc.com/2018/02/12/us-treasury-yields-
rise-to-a-new-4-year-high-as-inflation-concerns-
drag-on.html.
2. www.ft.com/content/58ba6e12-0e74-11e8-
8cb6-b9ccc4c4dbbb.
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Armalite and 
the ballot ... 
now just the 

ballot

A man and his movement
Kevin Bean examines the role played by Gerry Adams in Sinn Féin
Gerry Adams’ departure as president of 
Sinn Féin at a special party ard fheis 
(conference) on Saturday February 10 
marks the end of an era in Irish politics. 
In stepping down after 35 years and 
making way for Mary Lou McDonald, 
Gerry Adams brought to an end one of 
the longest political careers in recent 
Irish history. Although his departure had 
been long anticipated, this ‘transition 
to a new generation’ nevertheless 
inevitably prompted a number of quite 
wildly differing assessments of Adams’ 
career. However, given the continued 
stalemate at Stormont and the possibility 
of an election south of the border in the 
near future, many commentators were 
just as exercised by Sinn Féin’s future 
as Gerry Adams’ past.

Much of the media commentary and 
political reaction to Adams’ departure 
was, of course, entirely predictable 
and focussed on the future prospects 
for Sinn Féin on both sides of the 
border. For unionists and establishment 
politicians in Dublin alike, Adams 
remains a hate figure, despite Sinn 
Féin’s participation in government 
at Stormont and its transition into 
the political mainstream in Leinster 
House.1 Like the obituaries in 2017 for 
Gerry Adams’ late comrade in arms, 
Martin McGuinness, these hostile 
reactions told us more about the danger 
that militant republicanism had posed 
in the past than the danger that the 
Provisionals represent for the status 
quo in the present.2

However, some responses were more 
accurate and thus at the same time more 
generous in their evaluations of Adams’ 
career by acknowledging his ‘many 
achievements’ in the transformation 
of the Provisionals from revolutionary 
movement to a party of government.3 
Drawing on themes familiar from 
the ‘peace process’, it was suggested 
that, by abandoning revolutionary 
struggle and embracing constitutional 
politics, Gerry Adams was simply 
following in the historical footsteps of 
Michael Collins and Eamon de Valera.4 
Thus the less begrudging members 
of Ireland’s bourgeois parties joined 
with revolutionary republican critics 
in agreeing that Adams has “done the 
state some service, and they know’t”.5

From the late 1970s, when he 
achieved initial public prominence as 
vice-president of Sinn Féin, Adams’ 
politics and activism have been 
subject to intense scrutiny. Numerous 
books and articles have told his story 
and outlined his political history.6 
In addition, his own writing, both 
autobiographical and fictional, has 
added to and yet obscured the picture 
even further.7 The result is that this 
focus has tended to reinforce a ‘great 
man’ school of history by suggesting 
that the Provisionals’ new departure 
from the 1980s was largely the product 
of a leadership conspiracy and secret 
manoeuvres by Gerry Adams.8 As 
someone who was near to the heart 
of the Provisional movement from its 
earliest days and who has remained at 
the top for so long, Adams is clearly a 
very important individual.9

However, a better way to understand 
him is to look at the complexities of 
his relationship with the Provisional 
movement. Like the late Martin 

McGuinness - a figure with whom 
he was closely identified from the 
1970s - Adams as a political activist 
both created and was in turn created 
by Provisionalism. Thus to understand 
Adams is to understand both the 
dynamics that shaped the republican 
struggle and the forces that would 
eventually produce defeat for that 
struggle during the ‘peace process’.

The Provisional  movement 
developed during the crisis and 
collapse of the Northern Irish state 
resulting from the challenge of the civil 
rights movement, the unionist backlash 
and the direct intervention of the 
British state in the late 1960s and early 
1970s.101 The mass insurrectionary 
movement - a community in revolt 
rather than a hermetically sealed group 
of terrorists - that emerged in these 
years drew large numbers of young 
nationalists from the urban working 
class and rural poor into a militant 
confrontation with the British state.11 
Adams was intimately involved in this 
movement and quickly emerged to play 
a leading role in the Irish Republican 
Army in Belfast. By 1972 he was 
sufficiently important to be part of 
an IRA delegation that was flown to 
London to take part in negotiations 
with the Tory government.12

However, Adams was not typical 
of the new generation of militants 
that had flooded into the Provisional 

1 

movement in the wake of August 1969, 
internment and Bloody Sunday. His 
republican family background gave 
him a pedigree in the movement and 
he had been involved in republican 
activism since the mid-1960s. By 
his own account his politics in this 
period were influenced by various left 
currents and the impact of international 
struggles for civil rights and national 
liberation.13 Consequently, when the 
republican movement formally split 
between the Provisionals and the 
Officials, many contemporaries were 
surprised that Adams, after a period 
of prevarication, finally went with the 
Provos.14 For many of his republican 
critics this hesitation and a taint of 
‘Stickyism’ were to remain hanging 
over him for the next 50 years.15

The decisive period in Adams’ 
political rise was the aftermath of the 
disastrous IRA ceasefire of 1975-76. 
Along with a group of young militants, 
centred in Belfast, he criticised from 
the left the politics and strategy of 
the old leadership as compromising 
and incapable of taking the struggle 
forward. His alternative to end the 
military and political containment 
that the British state had successfully 
imposed on the Provisionals by the 
mid-1970s was ‘the Long War’ and a 
revolutionary remobilisation of ‘the 
people’s struggle’ through “active 
abstentionism”.16 Adams’ election as 

Sinn Féin vice-president in 1978 was 
external evidence of a developing 
internal struggle for power, which 
culminated in the resignation of Ruairí 
O Brádaigh - a key figure in the old 
leadership - and his replacement 
as president of the party by Gerry 
Adams in 1983.17 Building on the 
mobilisation of popular support and 
the successful electoral interventions 
during the 1981 hunger strike, the 
Adams’ leadership consolidated both 
its organisational and ideological hold 
within the movement. The celebrated 
‘ballot paper and armalite strategy’ 
was firmly in place from 1981, and 
its initial electoral successes in the 
Six Counties seemed to justify the 
confident predictions made by Adams 
and his comrades that they would lead 
the people on to the high road to ‘the 
Republic’18 l

Notes
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was counterproductive’ Irish Times February 8 
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the democratic process, but it is not a democratic 
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2018.
2. K Bean, ‘From guns to government’ Weekly 
Worker March 23 2017.
3. V Browne, ‘The scale of hatred for Gerry 
Adams is unfair’ Irish Times February 3 2017.
4. H McGee, ‘Michael McDowell compares SF to 
De Valera and Collins’ Irish Times October 17 
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Saoirse November 2017.
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accounts that attempt to ‘expose the man behind 
the myths’.
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autobiography Dublin 1997. In an almost comical 
description the publisher’s outline omits any 
mention of republican militancy and talks instead 
about Adams’ ‘turbulent years of social activism’!
8. A very valuable account of the history of the 
Provisional movement which tends in this 
direction is E Moloney A secret history of the IRA  
London 2003.
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insurrection to parliament London 2013.
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Republican voices Monaghan 2001.
12. E Moloney op cit pp74-129.
13. G Adams op cit pp62-65.
14. E Moloney op cit pp68-73.
15. ‘The Stickies’ was the nickname given to the 
Official republicans who emphasised the civil 
rights campaign in the north and reformism, as 
opposed to the national liberation struggle 
advocated by the Provisionals. They were to 
become a by-word for constitutional politics 
amongst the Provisionals in the 1970s and 80s. 
For the Officials’ convoluted evolution through 
Stalinism to Eurocommunism and eventual 
collapse into the Irish Labour Party in the 1990s, 
see B Hanley and S Millar The lost revolution: the 
story of the Official IRA and the Workers’ Party 
London 2011.
16. For details of this left orientation and ‘new’ 
revolutionary strategy, see K Bean The new 
politics of Sinn Féin Liverpool 2007, pp59-62.
17. For one account of this internal struggle, see R 
White Ruairí O Brádaigh: the life and times of an 
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