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LETTERS

Kautsky’s turn
In his letter of March 29, Mike Macnair 
objects more strenuously to my introductory 
comments about Karl Kautsky than to my 
critical appraisal of Democratic Socialists 
of America and Jacobin magazine - the 
main subject of my article, ‘Walking the 
tightrope’ (March 22).

He says I err by following the historian, 
Karl Schorske - author of German social 
democracy, 1905-1917 - in suggesting that 
Kautsky’s 1914 renegacy was prefigured by 
his role in the Prussian suffrage campaign 
of 1910. For those less than thoroughly 
versed in the history of the German Social 
Democratic Party (SPD), a little background 
may come in handy.

The year of 1910 saw the greatest 
upsurge of German working class 
radicalism since 1905-06, when half a 
million workers went on strike for both 
economic and political reasons, emboldened 
by the Russian revolution of 1905. The 
events of five years later were largely 
triggered by the collapse of legislative 
efforts to reform the unequal and anti-
popular Prussian electoral system. The SPD 
championed equal, universal, direct suffrage 
for municipal councils - an elementary 
democratic demand - as opposed to the 
three-class voting system then in effect. 
The demonstration of more than 100,000 
workers in Berlin’s Tiergarten cited in 
my article was only the largest and most 
spectacular of the demonstrations and 
clashes with police that occurred not only 
in Prussia, but in most major German 
cities, as well as many provincial towns, 
in a spontaneous outpouring of proletarian 
anger.

Things were coming to a boil on 
the economic front as well, as workers 
pushed for wage increases. The army 
was dispatched to the Mansfeld coalfields 
to contain unrest surrounding a miners’ 
strike, and the national building owners’ 
association locked out about 175,000 
union workers. Against this background, 
the idea of a national political strike began 
to percolate through the Social Democratic 
ranks.

Comrade Macnair sets up and knocks 
down a straw man by suggesting that Rosa 
Luxemburg, who broached the possibility 
of a mass strike in these circumstances, was 
attempting to push workers into a hopeless 
contest for state power, on the order of 
the Spartacus rising of 1918-19 or the 
March Action of 1921. Anyone in the least 
acquainted with Luxemburg’s thought is 
aware that she saw revolution as impossible 
without the adhesion of an overwhelming 
working class majority. It was precisely the 
absence of majority support that led her to 
oppose the 1918-19 rising as premature 
(supporting it only once the die had been 
cast); she would a fortiori have been against 
the even more ill-conceived ‘March action’ 
of two years later.

What Luxemburg did, in fact, argue in 
1910 was that the spontaneous movement 
that had arisen around the suffrage question 
would either have to move forward or 
stagnate and die. She proposed that the 
SPD examine ways to take the lead in 
advancing the struggle to the next step, 
including time-limited ‘demonstration 
strikes’ designed to gauge the level of 
working class combativeness. A strong 
response could have sparked a mass strike, 
which may have led in turn to a contest 
for state power, but the outcome would 
have depended in part upon the will of the 
workers to fight until victory, which could 
not be conjured from on high, and could not 
be completely known in advance.

The cohesiveness of the ruling class 
could not be precisely calculated in advance 
either. Macnair argues that one of Lenin’s 
famous preconditions for revolution - that 
the ruling class cannot continue governing 
in the old way - was missing from the 
equation. But the suffrage crisis took place 
in the aftermath of the break-up of the 
conservative-liberal bloc that had ruled 

the country since the turn of the century. 
Sometimes, a determined working class 
offensive can aggravate divisions within 
the ruling class and precipitate a crisis of 
governance. The possibilities of the situation 
can only be tested in action. A proletarian 
offensive is never without risks, and the 
tactics Luxemburg proposed left room for 
retreat in any case. ‘Impatient’, ‘adventurist’ 
and ‘romantic’ are adjectives the SPD right 
and centre used to caricature Luxemburg’s 
position - a caricature that comrade Macnair 
seems to accept uncritically.

If this dispute involved nothing more 
than differing estimates of the balance 
of class forces, the matter could have 
been resolved by the vigorous inner-party 
discussion that Luxemburg also pushed 
for; similar questions were debated at length 
among the Bolsheviks between March and 
November of 1917. However, by refusing 
to publish Luxemburg’s article, ‘What 
next?’, in either the party’s newspaper, 
Vorwärts, or its theoretical journal, Die 
Neue Zeit, Kautsky and the SPD executive 
showed their determination to keep any 
such questions from even being raised, let 
alone democratically resolved. The SPD 
leadership, the Bernsteinian revisionists and 
the conservative trade union bureaucrats - 
now joined by Kautsky - showed no interest 
in adjusting the tactics of the mass movement 
to the possibilities of the situation. They 
wanted the movement to go away. They 
were determined to channel the energies it 
had unleashed into future elections to the 
Reichstag, in which they hoped for a socialist 
majority in the next several years. “Such a 
victory”, Kautsky wrote, “would signify 
nothing less than a catastrophe for the whole 
ruling system” (quoted in CE Schorske 
German Social Democracy 1905-1917 
London 1983, p184).

I submit that the suffrage controversy of 
1910 gave clear definition to two competing 
visions of the transition to socialism that 
had been implicit in party debates for a 
number of years. Kautsky conceived the 
transformation as a more or less linear 
parliamentary process, to which mass 
mobilisations were at best an auxiliary and 
at worst an obstacle. Luxemburg viewed the 
transition as the culmination of a succession 
of initiatives from below, whose value lay, 
in the words of Luxemburg’s ally, Clara 
Zetkin, “not in the positive result, but 
rather in the ever-greater unification of 
the labouring masses - a unification which 
prepares the ultimate victory” (ibid p185).

Comrade Macnair argues that Kautsky’s 
“original sin” was committed not in 1910, 
but a year later, during the Moroccan crisis of 
1911. Then, Kautsky abandoned his earlier 
view that growing military competition 
and war were endemic to imperialism, in 
favour of the reformist notion that it was 
in the interest of rival capitalist powers 
to resolve their differences peacefully. 
But every major scholar I am acquainted 
with - Luxemburg’s two biographers, JP 
Nettl and Paul Frölich, in addition to Carl 
Schorske, and including Day and Gaido, 
whom Macnair cites - regard Kautsky’s 
1911 shift as another step on a road already 
taken in 1910. It was then that the SPD left 
emerged as a distinct current, and when 
the centre, represented by Kautsky, began 
increasingly to align itself with the reformist 
right against the Luxemburgist left.

Comrade Macnair alludes to the fact 
that Lenin attached little importance to the 
1910 dispute, and that Trotsky explicitly 
supported Kautsky against Luxemburg. 
These are just two instances of the failure 
of Russian revolutionaries to grasp the 
significance of anti-reformist struggles in 
the German party, just as Luxemburg had 
misunderstood the Bolshevik-Menshevik 
split in the Russian party in 1903, and added 
her voice to the anti-Lenin Menshevik 
expatriate chorus. This history of mutual 
misunderstanding was to be largely 
overcome in 1914.

As for the relevance of all of the above 
to contemporary US left politics, I think 
few would dispute comrade Macnair’s 
assertions that the DSA, with its 30,000 
(mostly new) members, is no position to 
take on the American imperial state, or that 
time will be needed before anyone can hope 

to do so. The question is rather what kind 
of movement will be required - essentially 
the same question the German SPD faced 
at the crossroads of 1910. Should its locus 
be principally at the polls or in streets, 
neighbourhoods and workplaces?

I must say I find Macnair’s remark that 
gradualism was only an important issue 
when it was promoted by social democracy 
during the cold war a little on the bizarre 
side. Parliamentary gradualism has been 
deep in the DNA of bourgeois democracy 
since its birth; it pulled the masses in a 
direction opposite to revolution in the time 
of Kautsky/Luxemburg, and continues to 
do so. Today, most DSA leaders are telling 
their members - and many members also 
naively believe - that their grievances 
can be redressed by electing politicians 
who will restore the halcyon days of 
the 1950s-60s welfare state and enact 
‘progressive’ legislation. Marxists, in my 
view, must combat this illusion with a 
politics conceived in the revolutionary spirit 
of Rosa Luxemburg in relation to all issues 
and struggles, domestic as well as foreign.
Jim Creegan
New York

Demonisation
When Channel 4 News reported a statement 
made by Theresa May concerning the recent 
nerve-agent attack on Sergei Skripal in 
Salisbury, it concluded: “The Kremlin is 
the highly-likely culprit.” Where there is no 
clear evidence, it is often useful to invoke 
a principle from Roman law, namely, cui 
bono or cui prodest. Both of these terms 
mean ‘Who does it profit?’ ‘Who benefits?’

When Channel 4 News first reported the 
nerve-agent attack, earlier in March, some 
interesting information was provided. It 
suggested an alternative explanation to 
the definite accusation that has now been 
made by the British government. It seems 
that Skripal had most likely turned from 
being a double-agent, into a triple-agent. 
Apparently, he had met with a Russian 
secret service agent, on more than one 
occasion, in the period prior to having been 
attacked with the nerve agent, novichok.

A more likely culprit is the British secret 
service. The British state benefits most 
from the attack. If this is true, it is likely that 
Theresa May has been informed about it. If 
Jeremy Corbyn had been prime minister, it is  
far less likely that he would have been told.

There should be no sympathy for Putin’s 
active support of the Syrian government. 
However, the disturbing reports concerning 
Syrian government actions, conducted with 
Russian help, are no better, nor worse, than 
those carried out by the forces that invaded 
Iraq and Libya in recent years.

Channel 4 News has recently shown 
some harrowing footage taken in eastern 
Ghouta, Syria. A difference is, British 
TV did not present similar footage when 
reporting the 2003 Iraq war. US, UK, 
Australian and Polish forces invaded Iraq, 
and there was so-called collateral damage, 
which, of course, was deemed to have been 
unavoidable.

When a Nato-led coalition invaded 
Libya in 2011, there was also so-called 
collateral damage that wasn’t detailed on 
TV. Doubtless, the present-day Syrian 
government, backed by its Russian ally, 
argues that there is unavoidable collateral 
damage in Syria.

The wars in both Iraq and Libya were 
essentially wars between governments. 
However, there were forces, in Iraq and 
Libya, that were opposed to their own 
government. They worked according to the 
principle of dealing with the foreign invader 
first and then, subsequently, continue the 
struggle against one’s own government.

British TV shows much footage of 
recent Syrian-government atrocities, but it 
didn’t show similar footage at the time of 
the wars in Iraq and Libya. In other words, 
what is now taking place, is an orchestrated 
demonisation of Russia and its allies.
Callum Martin
email

Lumps in
I barely know where to begin with the incoherent 
rant of Andrew Northall (Letters, March 

29). It would be absurd to try and deal with 
all of his non-sequiturs, misunderstandings 
and factual errors. I will try to rebut some of 
the more glaring absurdities of this Stalinist 
apologist.
1. Yes it would indeed be anti-Semitic to assert 
that what Israel does to the Palestinians is on 
account of the ‘Jewishness’ of the perpetrators. 
I can only assume that Northall is confusing 
me with Gilad Atzmon, whom I have 
frequently criticised for just this nonsense. 
I say Israel does what it does because it is a 
settler-colonial state and behaves no differently 
to the indigenous population than did similar 
states: for example, South Africa.
2. Northall lumps me in with Ian Donovan 
and Gerry Downing, oblivious to the fact 
that I played a part in their exclusion from 
Labour Against the Witchhunt because 
their politics led in an anti-Semitic direction 
I’m sorry that the subtleties of our debate 
confused him.
3. The comparison between anti-Zionism 
and paedophilia is particularly disgusting 
and reprehensible.
4. The world and his wife (clearly Andrew 
belongs to the 19th century in terms of 
relations between men and women) may 
know that anti-Semitism is going through 
the roof, but I’m not aware of this ‘fact’. 
Nor are most Jews.
5. Yes, I advocate the overthrow or the 
destruction of the Israeli state. However only 
a fascist conflates a state with the people 
living within it. I certainly want an end to 
the apartheid state of Israel, but, of course, 
those Jews who are living there should be 
able to continue doing so.
6. Yes, Zionism collaborated with Nazism. 
It even shared certain goals: namely the 
emigration of Germany’s Jews. However, I 
do not say and never have said that Zionism 
willingly collaborated with the Nazis in the 
destruction of the Jews. Zionists clearly didn’t 
want to see the Jews of Europe murdered. The 
problem was, as they themselves admitted, 
that they gave priority to building the state of 
Israel over saving the Jews. If Northall had 
actually bothered to acquaint himself with 
some of the literature on the subject, then 
he would know all of these things. I suggest 
he read the last chapter, ‘Disaster means 
strength’, of the official biography of David 
Ben Gurion, Israel’s first prime minister.
7. Northall says he can no longer distinguish 
between anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism. 
That is precisely what the fascists do - say 
there is no difference.
Tony Greenstein
Brighton

Nazi-baiting
Andrew Northall’s psychotic, Nazi-baiting rant 
against Gerry Downing, Tony Greenstein and 
myself is a bizarre example of projection of 
his own sadistic, anti-Semitic and totalitarian 
proclivities onto others.

As Trotskyists, comrade Downing, 
myself and Socialist Fight (we cannot 
speak for Tony) uphold the historic position 
of the Fourth International, of defence of 
the USSR and other deformed workers’ 
states against imperialism and internal 
counterrevolution. But we have no truck 
with Stalinism and called for the working 
class to overthrow the Stalinist regimes, 
which murdered countless communists.

Northall was all in favour of this murder 
of communists. Looking back through his 
past contributions to the Weekly Worker, he 
regards the terror of Yezhov, whose atrocities 
were so brutal that Stalin eventually realised 
they were counterproductive and had him 
shot, as no big deal: “… the so-called 
Yezhovschina between 1937 and 38 
affected only a miniscule proportion of the 
population (1.5 million arrested; 700,000 
shot), was based on genuine concerns and 
evidence about Gestapo and other foreign 
intelligence activity on Soviet soil” (Letters, 
September 18 2008).

What is more, perusing his past 
contributions to the letters page, you get 
the following gem about the Nazi holocaust: 
“lf [an interlocutor] is implicitly arguing, 
through omission, that the Zionist claim that 
six million Jews died in the gas chambers is 
arithmetically incoherent and demonstrably 
false, then I would tend to agree with that” 
(Letters, October 16 2008 - actually, the 

person he was replying to said nothing of 
the sort).

But it is my understanding that neither 
Zionists, nor anyone else, claim that all the 
Jewish victims of the Nazi genocide died 
in gas chambers. A huge number, probably 
many more than were gassed, died on the 
eastern front at the hands of mobile SS death 
squads, being shot or hanged.

The Zionist narrative of the holocaust 
is not about exaggerating the numbers, as 
implied by this gem, but in systematically 
writing out of history the non-Jews who 
were also murdered: Poles, other Slavs, 
gypsies and communists - both Jewish 
and non-Jewish. Only gays get some 
acknowledgement and for cynical reasons 
connected with pink-washing. That is why 
Norman Finkelstein in his work Beyond 
chutzpah distinguishes sharply between the 
Nazi holocaust as a historical fact and ‘the 
Holocaust’ as a quasi-religious concept that 
is used above all to justify the dispossession 
of the Palestinians.

It is because of this abuse of the 
holocaust to justify crimes today that a 
number of strongly anti-racist Jews have 
come to doubt or deny the historical truth 
of the Nazi genocide itself. Paul Eisen is the 
classic case. They are driven by a mistaken 
expression of disgust at the racism that 
drives this misuse. But Northall is not. He 
is just soft on ultra-authoritarian politics in 
general, on Stalin and Yezhov, and it seems 
Nazism also.

Now, in continuing that awful method, 
he has decided that Zionism is okay. He 
writes: “I don’t think the progressive, 
decent, pro-human left can any longer try 
and distinguish between anti-Semitism 
and anti-Zionism.” In other words, he is a 
Zionist now and regards anti-Zionism as 
being the same as anti-Semitism. Much as 
he claims that anti-Stalinism is the same as 
anti-communism. Of course, he is not part 
of any “decent, pro-human left”.

Except maybe this is his application to 
join the pro-imperialist, pro-Zionist ‘decent 
left’ that another ultra-Stalinist freak, Simon 
Evans (aka ‘Harry Steele’), the founder of 
the racist, anti-Muslim, Zionist hate-blog 
Harry’s Place, made before him. He too 
was an ultra-Stalinist who grooved on 
Stalin’s crimes; he too came to groove on 
the crimes of Zionism and imperialism, 
including obscenities like Abu Ghraib, 
when he became a renegade from Stalinism.

But it is no big leap from being a Stalinist 
thug to being a Zionist thug, when you 
consider that it was Stalin, and his protégé 
Czech Stalinists, who armed the Haganah to 
expel more than two-thirds of the Palestinian 
Arabs in 1948-49 and thus who bears a 
considerable amount of responsibility, along 
with imperialism and its Balfour declaration, 
for the suffering of the Palestinians today.

Northall is a totalitarian oddball who 
approves of brutal, openly expressed 
nationalism. It should be embarrassing 
to those who accused Socialist Fight of 
‘anti-Semitism’ for criticising the openly 
expressed, ferocious Jewish communalism 
of the Zionists, that he is chiming in to 
support them (though also slandering 
Tony Greenstein). To him, to criticise and 
highlight the open use of Jewish symbols by 
the Israelis, and thus to attack flag-waving 
Jewish jingoism and the Jewish state is 
‘anti-Semitic’. Stalin fought World War 
II using Russian nationalist symbols, 
and during the Stalin-Hitler pact German 
nationalist symbols were approved by 
the Stalinists and some communists even 
handed over to the Nazis by Stalin. Now our 
ultra-Stalinist friend says he is a Zionist and 
condemns criticism of Jewish nationalist 
symbols and Jewish ethnic politics as 
‘anti-Semitic’.

Northall’s depraved letter has drawn 
a round of applause from the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty’s Jim Denham, who runs 
the Harry’s Place understudy blog Shiraz 
Socialist. Denham excoriates anyone who 
supports the right to return of Palestinian 
victims of the massive naqba pogrom as 
‘Jew-haters’. Logically, he cannot condemn 
the current massacre.

By your friends shall you be known.
Ian Donovan
Socialist Fight
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London Communist Forum
Sunday April 8, 5pm: No forum.
Sunday April 15, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB Provisional 
Central Committee, followed by open discussion and reading group: 
study of August Nimtz’s Lenin’s electoral strategy from Marx and 
Engels through the revolution of 1905. This meeting: chapter 4, ‘From 
revolution to “coup d’etat”: the second duma’.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.
Stop the Gaza killings
Saturday April 7, 1pm: Protest, Downing Street, London SW1.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:  
www.palestinecampaign.org.
Yorkshire and Brexit
Friday April 13, 9am to 5pm: TUC regional conference on EU 
withdrawal, Duke Studios, 3 Sheaf Street, Leeds LS10.
Organised by TUC: www.tuc.org.uk.
No to war
Wednesday April 18, 7pm: Public meeting, Central United Reformed 
Church, 80 Norfolk Street, Sheffield S1.
Organised by Sheffield Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/STWSheffield. 
What is anti-Semitism? 
Wednesday April 18, 7pm-9pm. Open meeting for ALL Labour Party 
members - bring your membership card. Friends Meeting House, Mount 
Street, Manchester M2 5NS. Speaker: Naomi Wimborne-Idrissi. Chair: 
Alison Harris. Organised by Jewish Voice for Labour, 
www.jewishvoiceforlabour.org.uk.
Tickets: https://www.eventbrite.com/e/
what-is-antisemitism-tickets-44751948282.
Israel and apartheid
Saturday April 21, 10am to 3.30pm: Day school, Rivercourt 
Methodist Church, King Street, Hammersmith, London W6.  
Entry: £5 (£1 unwaged).
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/israel-question-apartheid.
For an anti-war government
Tuesday April 24, 7pm: Public meeting, venue to be confirmed. 
Speakers include Chris Nineham, Stop the War vice-chair.
Organised by York Against the War: www.stopwar.org.uk/index.php/
events/local-stop-the-war-events/2919-24-april-york-why-we-need-an-
anti-war-government.
Marxism and the rate of profit
Tuesday April 24, 7pm: Lecture, Marx Memorial Library, 37A 
Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. Speaker: Simon Mohun.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.
End the witch-hunt
Wednesday April 25: Lobby of Marc Wadsworth’s NCC disciplinary 
hearing in London. Details to be confirmed.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org.
15 years of war
Thursday April 26, 7pm: Launch of Iraq Solidarity Month, Alumni 
lecture theatre, School of Oriental and African Studies, Paul Webley 
wing, 10 Thornhaugh Street, Russell Square, London WC1. 
Organised by Tadhamun Iraqi Women Solidarity:
https://solidarityiraq.blogspot.co.uk.
For a new foreign policy
Saturday April 28, 1pm: Public meeting, St Anne’s church hall, 
Aberystwyth SY23. 
Organised by Ceredigion Stop the War Coalition:  
www.facebook.com/AberStoptheWar.
Marx Memorial Library
Tuesday May 1, 10am to 3pm: Open day with special events, free 
tours, and stalls. Marx Memorial Museum, Marx Memorial Library, 37A 
Clerkenwell Green, London EC1.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:  
www.marx-memorial-library.org.
New deal for working people
Saturday May 12, 11am: National rally against austerity and for wage increases. 
Assemble Victoria Embankment, London WC 2N.
Organised by TUC: www.facebook.com/events/1534163209986439.
Ragged-trousered philanthropists
Saturday May 19, 1pm: Film screening, Red Shed, Vicarage Street, 
Wakefield WF1. Showing of Still ragged about Robert Tressell’s famous 
book, followed by discussion.
Organised by the Wakefield Socialist History Group:
'www.facebook.com/groups/542669395814652.'
Lobby Labour’s NEC 
Tuesday May 22, 11am: Lobby, Southside, 105 Victoria Street, London SW1.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/events.
People’s Assembly 
Saturday June 2, 10.30am to 4pm: Anti-austerity conference, St 
Pancras New Church, Euston Road, London NW1.
Organised by People’s Assembly: www.thepeoplesassembly.org.uk.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. If 
you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.

GAZA

Demonstrators mowed down
But if you protest too much you will be condemned as anti-
Semitic, warns Tony Greenstein

March 30 was Day of the 
Land in Palestine and in the 
build-up thousands of people 

had been demonstrating near Gaza’s 
border fence with Israel. They were 
demanding the right to return to the 
land of their parents or grandparents, 
who were driven out by Zionists in the 
1948-49 naqba.

But, on March 27, 16 people were 
murdered and over 750 injured by the 
Israel Defence Forces in a wanton 
massacre of unarmed protestors. This 
is what Labour’s false anti-Semitism 
campaign is really all about - defending 
Israel’s right to mow down Palestinians 
who demand justice. Israeli troops first 
used tear gas and rubber bullets before 
opening fire with live ammunition, 
even though it appears none of the 
demonstrators were carrying firearms. 
Since then at least one of the injured 
has died and the death toll could well 
rise higher.

Gaza has been under siege by 
Israel for more than a decade and it is 
becoming unliveable. Ninety percent 
of water is undrinkable, the devastation 
of Operation Protective Edge in the 
summer of 2014 has still not been 
repaired and electricity is available for 
no more than two-three hours per day. It 
is a siege by air, land and sea, yet Israel 
claims it is not an occupying power!

The Israeli state has what it calls an 
“existentialist” fear of the Palestinians 
crossing the fence that surrounds Gaza 
in order to enter Israel. To understand 
this, just look at the naqba itself. A 
Jewish state could only come into 
existence if the majority of its Arab 
inhabitants were expelled - over three 
quarters of a million of them were 
ethnically cleansed in this way. 

Israel was and is based on the 
‘principle’ of ethnicity - just like Nazi 
Germany and the fascist states of 
Europe in the 1930s. In Germany it was 
the Aryan race who were recognised 
as the only ones with the right to 
citizenship, while in Hungary the same 
applied to the Magyar. Similarly in 
Israel it is only Jewish ethnicity that 
guarantees citizenship and residence 
- Palestinians are outside the Jewish 
Volk and have no such rights. Some 
85%-90% of Palestinians were expelled 
from Palestine/Israel in the naqba 
- even Zionist historians like Benny 
Morris accept this.1 The remainder 
are today regarded as little more than 
tolerated guests.

So on March 27, when up to 30,000 
Palestinians gathered near the border, 
they were termed “infiltrators”, whose 
attempt to return, however tokenistic, 
could not be tolerated. That is why the 

IDF attacked them with lethal force. 
Nothing is more calculated to arouse 
Zionist anger than the idea of a return 
of the refugees and so around 100 IDF 
“snipers” were engaged to open fire 
on anyone who approached the fence.

But this is hardly an isolated 
incident in Israel’s history. Thousands 
are estimated to have been murdered 
in the 1950s, as they tried to return 
to the lands from where they had 
been expelled. And those who had 
remained inside Israel’s borders were 
often classified in Orwellian terms as 
“present absentees”. Even if they had 
gone to the next village for protection 
they were deemed to have left their 
lands, which were then confiscated 
under the Absentee Property Law of 
1950.2

Following the latest massacre, 
Israeli prime minister Binyamin 
Netanyahu praised the army, saying 
his troops had behaved entirely 
correctly in “guarding the country’s 
borders”, so that Israeli citizens 
could celebrate the Passover holiday 
“peacefully”. He brushed aside 
the need even for an inquiry. In 
response, Eric Goldstein, the deputy 
Middle East director at Human Rights 
Watch, said: “Praising the army’s 
handling of the March 30 events and 
saying there shall be no inquiry into 
how Israeli soldiers gunned down 17 
protestors across a fence says much 
about how cheaply Israeli authorities 
view the lives of Palestinians in 
Gaza.”

For his part, the newly elected 
president of the Muslim Association 
of Britain, Anas Altikriti, stated in an 
open letter:

No Israeli - soldier or civilian - was 
ever under threat, let alone harmed. 
Yet, as all the live TV coverage, 
pictures and clips clearly demonstrate, 
the Israeli forces and its snipers saw 
fit to take pot shots into the civilian 
crowd who were marching peacefully.

But such condemnation did not deter 
Israel’s fascistic minister of defence, 
Avigdor Lieberman, who blithely 
remarked that the IDF had “operated 
extremely well”. Lieberman, who in 
the past has confessed to the desire to 
drown thousands of Palestinian prisoners 
in the Dead Sea,3 stated:

We have set clear rules of the game 
and we do not intend to change 
them. Anyone who approaches 
the fence endangers his life, and 
I would recommend that Gaza 
residents put their efforts not into 

protesting against Israel, but into 
regime change within the strip.

The world will no doubt ritually 
condemn this massacre and then move 
on. In the meantime, campaigns like 
the smearing of opponents of Israel as 
‘anti-Semitic’ will no doubt continue. 
As for the Zionists themselves, they 
are attempting to justify the massacre. 
For example, the Board of Deputies of 
British Jews - which has been frothing 
at the mouth over fake ‘anti-Semitism’ 
and denouncing what it calls “conspiracy 
theories” about the Israeli embassy 
controlling its output - engaged in a 
few conspiracy theories of its own. 
It tweeted:

Hamas once again using its civilians 
- inc children - as pawns. We call 
for calm & a return to negotiating 
table resulting in a secure, Jewish & 
democratic Israel alongside a viable 
& vibrant Palestinian state.4

According to these racists, thousands of 
Palestinians were protesting not because 
they want to end the siege of Gaza, the 
theft of their land and Israel’s starvation 
tactics, but because they were put up 
to it by those wicked people in Hamas. 
Hamas seemingly has mystical powers 
of coercion, driving people to risk their 
lives by approaching the border. What 
else could Israeli troops do but mow 
them down? 

Of course, these lies lack all credibility 
and simply betray the racist mentality of 
those that Jeremy Corbyn has shamefully 
decided to appease. Palestinians are not 
clever enough to know they are being 
manipulated by their leaders - unlike 
the murderers in uniform that Israel 
employs. This is the typical response 
of the colonialists and their apologists. 

The rest of the Board of Deputies’ 
tweet is equally hypocritical. It talks 
about negotiating for a “viable and 
vibrant Palestinian state”, when the BoD 
knows very well that not one member 
of Israel’s cabinet supports a Palestinian 
state of any description. Neither does 
the Israeli Labor Party. The wonder is 
that Jeremy Corbyn plays along with 
this fiction, forgetting everything he 
ever did in 30-plus years of work in the 
Palestine solidarity movement. The 
Labour leader’s appeasement of these 
racists is utterly shameful l

Notes
1. See http://larryjhs.fastmail.fm.user.fm/
The%20Birth%20of%20the%20Palestinian%20
Refugee%20Problem%20Revisited.pdf.
2. www.adalah.org/en/law/view/538.
3. www.haaretz.com/1.5494052.
4. https://tinyurl.com/y8yohk6n.
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ANALYSIS

Smears roll on
What lies behind the ‘anti-Semitism’ lies? Mike Macnair investigates the strategic issues involved

The ‘anti-Semitism’ smear 
campaign run by the media and 
Labour right against the left - with 

the enthusiastic support of the Jewish 
Board of Deputies and related groups 
- rolls on. At the time of writing there 
are two new pieces of ‘scandal’. First 
are complaints from rightwing Labour 
MPs and the ‘Campaign Against 
Anti-Semitism’ about Jeremy Corbyn 
attending a passover seder organised by 
the left Jewish group, Jewdas.1

Second, Jon Lansman has persuaded 
Momentum’s usually invisible National 
Coordinating Group to issue a statement 
on Twitter which “acknowledges 
the anger, upset and despair within 
the British Jewish community at the 
numerous incidents of anti-Semitism 
in the Labour Party” and “believes that 
accusations of anti-Semitism cannot 
and should not be dismissed as simply 
rightwing smears” ... and so on.2

Like the initiatives of the Labour 
right and media, Lansman’s statement 
carefully fuzzes over the difference 
between, on the one hand, opposition 
to the state of Israel and, on the other, 
the genuinely anti-Semitic arguments 
which blame the state of Israel on the 
undue influence in the world of ‘Jews’ 
or of ‘finance capital’ imagined with 
‘Jew-capital’ tropes.

There is no doubt that there is such 
genuine anti-Semitism in circulation on 
the left. We broke with Ian Donovan and 
Gerry Downing over their deployment 
of such arguments and voted, along with 
the other participants, to exclude them 
from Labour Against the Witchhunt, in 
order to dissociate ourselves from these 
ideas. Nonetheless, the actual level of 
support for such anti-Semitic arguments 
on the left is very small.

This fuzzing-over is accompanied, 
from the right - from Lansman and 
the ‘Alliance for Western Liberty’ - 
by the claim that opposition to “the 
Jewish state of Israel, safe and secure” 
(Lansman) is itself anti-Semitism. 
Indeed, for the AWL, it is the core of 
“modern anti-Semitism”.3

It is probably for this reason that 
Jewish opponents of the state of Israel 
are especially targeted: hence the 
expulsion of Tony Greenstein for 
‘abusive behaviour’ (the original anti-
Semitism claims would not have stood 
up in court); hence the attempt to expel 
Moshé Machover (again, diverted from 
original indefensible anti-Semitism 
claims to almost equally problematic 
claims of guilt by association with the 
CPGB); and hence the latest noise about 
Jewdas’s seder.

‘Safe and secure’
It then becomes unavoidable to discuss the 
meaning of an open-ended commitment to 
“the Jewish state of Israel, safe and secure”. 
This has a mild and defensive sound to it. 
It assumes, of course, the legitimacy of 
the systemic legal discrimination against 
Israel’s own Arab citizens under Israel’s 
constitution and laws. But, beyond this, 
what would amount to ‘safe and secure’ 
for the state of Israel?

At the moment, it seems to involve at 
least the maintenance of the occupation 
of the West Bank (and continued Israeli 
settlement-building there) and the siege 
of Gaza.4 From the standpoint of the 
new US national security advisor, John 
Bolton, “the two-state solution is dead” 
and Israeli security requires short-term 
regime change in Iran.5 At various 
points in the past it has involved Israeli 
attempts to occupy southern Lebanon.

US Christianist extremists advocate 
a much larger Israel, running from the 

Nile in the west to the Euphrates in 
the east and as far north as the Turkish 
border - thus including the whole of 
Lebanon and Jordan, most of Syria and 
significant parts of Iraq and Egypt.6

The main problem is the idea of a 
Jewish state which claims the loyalty 
of all the Jews in the world and can 
offer them ‘safety and security’ from 
the supposedly endemic anti-Semitism 
elsewhere. This would require at least 
a very substantial expansion of Israeli 
territory, given that only around 43% 
of the world’s Jews live in Israel.7 
There is not enough space to double 
the Israeli population without territorial 
expansion, even if the Israeli Arabs 
and those of the West Bank and Gaza 
were ethnically cleansed. Israel has a 
population of eight and a half million, 
of whom around seven million are Jews.

The Israelis within living memory 
forcibly squatted a large quantity of 
land, and in the West Bank continue to 
do so on land previously owned mainly 
by local Arabic-speakers, who have an 
inherent call on the sympathies of the 
other 205 million Arabic-speakers in 
the Middle East. Hence, the ‘security’ 
of Israel unavoidably depends on the 
seven million holding the 205 million 
in subordination, and not just holding 
down the 1.8 million Israeli Arabs or the 
five million in the occupied territories.

Israel’s ability to do this is dependent 
on US support - in particular the 
willingness and ability of the US 
to ‘take down’ other regimes in the 
region; and on periodic displays of 
radical technical military superiority 
(particularly command of the air). 
Moreover, Israel’s ability to conduct 
military operations lasting more than 
a few days rests on the immediate 
resupply of munitions from the US - as 
became apparent both in the Yom 
Kippur war of 1973 and the 2006 
Lebanon war.

In short, the actual military-logistical 
situation of the state of Israel is the 
same as that of the medieval crusader 
states - dependent on continued outside 
military intervention for survival. At 70 
years old, it has so far lasted four-fifths 
as long as the crusader kingdom of 
Jerusalem in its original location, 
and around two-fifths as long as the 
principality of Antioch (in modern 
Syria) and county of Tripoli (modern 
Lebanon). The modern USA is no doubt 
a lot more powerful than the medieval 
Christian kingdoms of Europe, so we 
can probably expect Israel to last longer 
than the crusader states. But it is just as 
dependent on its backers.

The ‘defensible borders’ require 
periodic attacks on neighbouring 
countries. The USA attacked Iraq 
for its own geopolitical reasons, but 
the large majority of Israelis backed 
the invasion in the name of Israel’s 
security.8 The demand for the bombing 
of Iran in the US is, again, motivated 
by geopolitical interests, but one of the 
central ‘cover stories’ is the supposed 
Iranian ‘existential’ threat to Israel.

The point is not that socialists should 
desire that Israel meet the fate of the 
crusader states. CPGB comrades have 
argued that the workers’ movement 
needs to propose a strategic solution, 
which involves the recognition of 
the right of the Hebrew-speaking 
population in what is now Israel to 
self-determination, as well as the same 
right of the Arabic-speaking people 
of present-day Israel, the occupied 
territories, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan, 
including the right to unite. We take 
this view from the arguments originally 

developed by Matzpen and since then 
defended by comrade Machover.

The point is, rather, that, because 
the US is the essential guarantor of the 
state of Israel’s existence, unqualified 
commitment to the “safe and secure” 
survival of the present state of Israel 
requires support for US policy in the 
Middle East, up to and including the 
infliction of destruction and barbarism 
on nearby states. To imagine otherwise 
is self-deception - very common among 
liberals, but self-deception nonetheless.

Ongoing
The ‘anti-Semitism’ smear campaign 
on the Labour left has been ongoing 
since the unexpected election of Jeremy 
Corbyn as party leader. The leadership 
has made a series of concessions to it, but 
it is clear that none of these concessions 
have done anything other than whet the 
appetite for more of the same.

Moreover, from the point of view 
of the right recapturing Labour, the 
campaign seems not to be working. The 
Times on March 31 carried a report of 
a YouGov polling of party members, 
which showed that Corbyn’s support 
among them has strengthened over the 
past period, and that the smears are 
widely recognised as such. And yet the 
campaign continues. Why?

I have made the fundamental points 
before. The capitalist class rules from 
day to day, in spite of universal suffrage, 
through the duopoly of ‘professional 
politicians’, in combination with 
advertising-funded media, and with 
the sale of justice through the ‘free 
market in legal services’. A relatively 
immediate backstop to protect their 
interests is the threat of the flight 
of capital in case of policies they 
disapprove (recently employed in 
response to the very tepid reformism 
of François Hollande’s administration 
in France). The House of Lords and 
monarchy, and the monarchist political 
culture of the armed forces, are remote 
backstops in case of loss of control 
through these mechanisms.

The duopoly has the advantage for 
the capitalists that voters can seem to 
get rid of the current rulers:

The accursed Power which stands 
on Privilege,
And goes with Women, and Champagne, 
and Bridge,
Broke - and Democracy resumed 
her reign
Which goes with Bridge, and Women, 
and Champagne.9

To be able to work this system requires 
two parties, both of which are committed 
to the capitalist constitutional order. 
Ideally, Whig and Tory, or Liberal and 
Tory, as in 18th and 19th century England, 
or Democrat and Republican, as in the 
modern USA. In electoral regimes 
which are more representative than 
‘first past the post’ the duopoly has to 
be constituted in the form of coalitions 
rather than single parties.

In the later 19th century, the workers’ 
movement came up with the idea of 
workers’ independent political parties, 
composed of individual members 
democratically organised, and founded 
on a definite programme for the 
immediate replacement of capitalist 
class rule and the future development 
of socialism. The success of the German 
Social Democratic Party with this model 
(in spite of illegality between 1878 and 
1890) made it popular across Europe 
and to some extent more widely. Such 
parties were a serious problem for the 

system of political management in 
capitalist interests through the duopoly 
of corrupt professional politicians.

Labour Party
Labour was never quite the same 
thing. Rather, it is a party founded on a 
contradiction. On the one hand Labour 
claims, both by its name and by its affiliate 
structure, to be not a party founded on 
a specific political platform, but rather 
the united representative of the working 
class as a whole. In this character, it 
blocks the legitimacy of the existence 
of alternative parties within the workers’ 
movement. (I emphasise ‘legitimacy’ 
because it is ‘first past the post’ which 
is the primary obstacle to the electoral 
representation of alternative parties.)

On the other hand, in contradiction 
to this claim, Labour is characterised 
by loyalty to the British constitution 
and to the British national interest. 
Though these are not explicit political 
commitments in the party rules, they 
extend way beyond the right and can be 
found even among leftwing advocates 
of constitutional reform. None of this 
is any novelty in Labour. It was already 
present in the pre-1914 Parliamentary 
Labour Party’s tailing of the Liberals on 
international politics and in Labour’s 
involvement in support for World War I.

Its primary institutional expression 
is, precisely, the regime of bans and 
proscriptions. Labour claims by its 
name and its affiliate structure to 
represent the working class as a whole 
- but, by the bans and proscriptions, it 
claims to exclude the representation of 
the part of the working class which is 
not loyal to the constitution and British 
interests.

If Labour had open and transparent 
programmatic commitments to British 
nationalism and loyalism, it would be 
hard for it to claim that it represents 
the working class as a whole, and thus 
block the legitimacy of any alternative 
workers’ party and to hold on to the 
system of trade union affiliation, and so 
on. These commitments must thus take 
indirect forms: bans and proscriptions 
and witch-hunting, together with the 
protected privileges of the PLP.

In this aspect, the Labour Party 
serves as an indirect agency of the 
British state: as it propagates loyalty 
to the constitution and national interest 
among the working class, Labour MPs 
can in principle be trusted to carry out 
ministerial roles in the interests of the 
state (and thus, indirectly, of capitals 
operating on British territory).

Britain and US
Jeremy Corbyn’s victory in two leadership 
elections, and the Tories’ failure to 
inflict a crushing defeat on Labour in 
June 2017, pose a particular problem for 
this regime. Since 1940 the fundamental 
orientation of British state policy has been 
the acceptance of subordinate-ally status 
in relation to the USA in exchange for 
protection. It was not peculiar to Blair 
to go into the wars in Afghanistan and 
Iraq: the Wilson government conducted 
various counterinsurgency operations, 
in particular in Yemen and Oman, and 
backed the US war in Vietnam; the 
Attlee government took Britain into 
the Korean war.10

There is a particular need to hem in 
Corbyn, John McDonnell and Diane 
Abbott (and their supporters) on this 
issue because the Iraq war lacked united 
backing from the British state core, and 
consequently gave rise to an enormous 
mass anti-war movement, with which 
Corbyn in particular was closely 

associated. As an activist movement it 
ebbed away, but it left behind a legacy of 
scepticism on the left towards US policy 
in the Middle East and America’s Israeli 
side-kick. The Gaza war of 2008-09 
(‘Operation Cast Lead’) attracted much 
more open hostility than had been the 
case with previous Israeli operations.

The British state needs to restore 
the trustworthiness of a potential 
Labour government in the eyes of the 
USA. To that end Labour has to offer 
explicit support for US policy in the 
Middle East. This was the point of 
David Cameron’s demands for backing 
the bombing of the Syrian state and of 
the Syrian Islamist opposition, and the 
ridiculous momentary glorification of 
Hilary Benn in December 2015.

But this direct demand for support 
has not gone down to well - after all, 
US policy in the Middle East does not 
look terribly successful. Then there was 
Cameron’s ostensible leading role, with 
Labour backing, in the state failure and 
humanitarian disaster of Libya in the 
name of ‘humanitarian intervention’.

It is in this context that the big lie 
that anti-Zionism equals anti-Semitism 
has been promoted and continues 
to be promoted. It takes advantage 
of a vulnerability of the broad left 
- its intersectionality, its inability to 
confront identity-oppression claims - by 
weaponising anti-racism. 

The big lie about ‘Labour’s anti-
Semitism problem’ will thus persist 
until one of two things happens: either 
the Labour leadership gives Israel the 
blank cheque which will - when the 
time comes - ‘justify’ bombing Iran 
and/or again invading Lebanon and/
or further ethnic cleansing in the West 
Bank; or ‘moderate’ Labour MPs are 
prepared to sacrifice their careers by 
splitting the party in order to secure 
a Labour defeat. The Times and The 
Daily Telegraph over the last few 
weeks have offered a succession of 
journalistic blandishments in favour 
of this course of action, imagining it as 
also allowing the creation of a centrist 
anti-Brexit party.

No amount of soft talk to the Board 
of Deputies, no amount of violations of 
natural justice in Labour’s disciplinary 
procedures, no number of anti-war 
activists thrown to the wolves will 
prevent it rolling on. Only a fightback 
on the underlying issues can stop it l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk
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In enemy hands
The barrage of lies about Labour’s anti-Semitism ‘problem’ shows we badly need an alternative labour 
movement media, argues Paul Demarty

Two items on the current news 
agenda ought to raise questions 
- for the left and Labour Party - 

about whether our media strategies are 
working.

The first is the ongoing fallout from 
the Facebook/Cambridge Analytica 
scandal. I dealt with this story at length 
in the last Weekly Worker, and do not 
propose to repeat much of that analysis 
here1; suffice to say, the shiny new 
world of social media is not so shiny 
and new any more, and the behaviour 
of the major social media companies is 
now unavoidably a matter of contention 
in general politics. We shall see how, 
exactly, a little later on.

The second item, of course, is the 
increasingly bizarre and hysterical pitch 
of the allegations of anti-Semitism 
against Labour members - and against 
Jeremy Corbyn for failing to deal 
‘robustly enough’ with the supposed 
swarms of Jew-haters. At this paper, of 
course, we assert that these allegations 
are largely fabricated and that even the 
true ones are used dishonestly, merely 
by being packaged up with the fakes 
into a sort of ideological equivalent of 
the dodgy mortgage derivatives of the 
mid-2000s.

How lying works
Still, it is a good moment to take stock 
of just how spectacularly dishonest the 
smears have become. Case in point: The 
Sunday Times “bombshell” investigation 
into - ahem - “Jeremy Corbyn’s hate factory”. 
Whatever could they mean? Merely that 
“Twelve senior staff working for the Labour 
leader and the shadow chancellor, John 
McDonnell, are members of [Facebook] 
groups containing anti-Semitic and violent 
comments, including praise for Adolf 
Hitler and threats to kill Theresa May, 
the prime minister.” These groups, with 
over 400,000 total membership, produced 
over 2,000 such comments.2

Of course, the brave “whistleblowers” 
who alerted the paper (what an insult 
to Edward Snowden, Daniel Ellsberg 
and the like to refer to these saboteurs 
in that way!) were also members of all 
these groups, and therefore for however 
long complicit in anti-Semitism; and The 
Sunday Times has helpfully compiled 
a photo-montage of all the offensive 
comments, which presumably makes 
it guilty of anti-Semitism too. If some 
porn-spam bot had left a comment in 
one of these groups, no doubt John 
McDonnell would be complicit in 
running prostitution rings.

In truth, of course, what the intrepid 
investigative journalists of The Sunday 
Times have discovered is ... the internet, 
on which one can find all sorts of peculiar 
people. In the early 2000s, I was a regular 
poster on a web forum dedicated to the 
‘straight-edge’ subculture (we listened 
to hard-core punk, while not drinking, 
smoking or taking drugs, if you must 
know). At a certain point, as - alas - 
happens routinely, it was invaded by 10 
or 15 neo-Nazis, after which it became 
impossible to have a discussion about 
anything without the Protocols of the 
elders of Zion creeping in; eventually the 
owner of the board shut it down. Small, 
well-tended online communities might 
manage to avoid such invasions, but any 
large one will not, and will of necessity 
end up in an undignified game of whack-
a-mole with fascist trolls. I suggest, one 
day, that the staff writers who came up 
with this bilge walk upstairs in the News 
Building to talk to the people whose job it 
is to moderate the comments on The Sun 
website; from my memory of working 

there, those unlucky men and women 
see many things that cannot be unseen.

So we can well imagine how these 
postings came about. Some person - let 
us call him Dave - will approach a 
moderator of a pro-Corbyn group asking 
to join; he will be let in; he then posts 
some piece about Jewish involvement 
in sex slavery, and leaves five dubious 
comments around in various threads; 
he is kicked out, but not before the 
‘whistleblowers’ have beamed this 
material off to their paymasters in SE1.

Only game in town
On one level, it is almost appropriate 
to shrug one’s shoulders at all this. The 
Sunday Times (and all the other rightwing 
papers) can be expected to sling calumnies 
at their enemies, and are not notable for 
any noble history of scrupulous factual 
accuracy. ‘Haters gonna hate’, as the rap 
cliché goes. The fact that such behaviour 
is inevitable, however, does not make it 
harmless.

Such foghorn-blasts of slander do 
a certain amount of damage in and of 
themselves, by (presumably) convincing 
some number among the gullible of the 
falsehoods thereby promoted. There is a 
more insidious kind of damage, however, 
which actually requires the collusion of 
the victim to work.

Media power is fundamentally 
rivalrous - media organisations fight over 
the limited amount of attention available, 
there being only 24 hours in a day and 
so many people to scream at (robot 
armies of fraudulent Twitter accounts 
notwithstanding). Carried on under a 
capitalist basis, the arc of ‘progress’, as 
always with capitalism, bends towards 
concentration and monopoly.3 For 
politicians of all kinds, access to some 
of that attention is vital - whether your 
message is superficial or complex, 
conservative or revolutionary, it may 
as well not exist if nobody has access to 
it. There are then two kinds of strategy 
available: either displace the incumbent 
media organisations; or find ways to 
transmit your messages through them.

The second approach is the one 
typically taken by mainstream politicians. 
The constraints of the ‘Overton window’ 
impinge on all aspects of the imagination; 
and, even if the politician herself does not 
exactly believe everything she reads in 
the papers, she sees little alternative than 
to make nice with the papers and TV 
channels and hope to look nice to readers 
and viewers at large. It may be a crooked 
game, as legendary con-artist Canada Bill 
Jones is supposed to have said, but it’s 
the only game in town.

In the initial stages of Jeremy Corbyn’s 
leadership of the Labour Party, he toyed 

with taking the other approach. Having 
been declared overwhelmingly victorious 
in 2015, he eschewed the usual tour of 
post-match interviews to go directly to 
a protest demonstration in support of 
refugees - a very Corbynish afternoon 
activity, but also a calculated snub, that 
was received as such. After a series of 
set-piece scandals, however (Would he 
wear a poppy? Would he sing the national 
anthem? Would he bow before the queen? 
How dare he not do these things?), the 
true shape of the leadership’s media 
strategy would become clear. Ground 
could be given on almost everything; it 
was on the single issue of austerity that 
Labour could hope to win, and getting 
that message across was paramount. 
So, quietly, did the Labour leadership 
come to depend on the very media 
organisations undermining it at every 
turn. There is no creature on god’s earth 
less gracious than a media baron.

Thus, faced with the most scandalous 
barrage of outright lies and half-truths, 
Corbyn has chosen to retreat, and offer 
capitulation after capitulation. Still the 
lies come. For retreating only tells the 
liars that their lies are working, and they 
may proceed to tell more of them with 
impunity, and expect the same results. On 
the basis of the polling data, however, it 
does not really seem to be working - 80% 
or so of Labour members think Corbyn is 
doing a good job - but, the more he throws 
his supporters to the baying wolves, the 
greater the danger of demobilisation.

Bright tomorrows
Of course, we are in an interesting period 
of transition as regards the media, such that 
the ‘traditional’ outlets do find themselves 
jostling for attention with the social 
networks and the bewildering array of 
small media organisations that compete 
for clicks on Facebook, Twitter and co.

Certainly the Corbyn regime has 
made a great deal of use of social media: 
its most reliable friends, such as they 
are, are blogs-cum-websites like The 
Skwawkbox and The Canary. Given both 
the violent bias of the mainstream media 
in the 2017 general election and the fact 
that Labour radically outperformed 
expectations, we must assume that this 
has worked to a point; that social media 
platforms have provided some sort of 
alternative to the incumbent media for 
people outside the political mainstream 
(a matter of great assistance also to 
the radical right, most spectacularly in 
the form of Donald Trump’s electoral 
victory).

The difficulty in analysis here is 
the fact that we are still, precisely, in 
the period of transition; we do not 
know exactly what the capitalist media 

will look like economically when this 
technological revolution is complete. 
Nonetheless, we have often had cause 
to voice scepticism as to the supposedly 
socially transformative nature of social 
media - a scepticism which recent events 
have tended to confirm. The first matter 
is that the social networking companies 
themselves are by far the dominant 
force in new digital media, but are not 
producers of content themselves; rather 
they are distributors. (It is as if Rupert 
Murdoch was at the mercy of some 
incomprehensibly powerful printing 
consortium, without whose say-so 
nothing could get done.) The dominant 
producers of content, then, tend to carry 
the benefits of their incumbency onto 
these new platforms, rather than losing 
them.

Let us say that social media was 
full of people expressing outrage at 
the fakeness of the anti-Semitism 
scandal; nonetheless, that is what they 
are expressing outrage about - nothing 
else - and so social media is dragged 
onto the traditional media agenda. It is 
striking, really, how little this happens 
in the other direction: while the papers 
furnish us with no end of tediously lazy 
articles composed entirely of celebrity 
tweets about some issue, the latter are 
invariably selected according to the 
paper’s line; the line is not driven by the 
content of the tweets.

The Cambridge Analytica scandal, 
meanwhile, is relevant here for two 
reasons. Firstly, it shone an unflattering 
spotlight on the means by which 
Facebook and friends actually make 
money - with targeted adverts. This, 
as I argued last week, is exactly the 
same business model as the traditional 
media, albeit on a vastly increased 
scale. (The small web outlets which use 
social media as their principal means of 
distribution are also, overwhelmingly, 
advertising-funded.) Thus, ultimately, 
social-networking platforms are subject 
to the same economic constraints as 
the incumbents - the possibility of a 
generalised advertising boycott, acting as 
a form of collective discipline exercised 
by the capitalist class on its media.

Secondly, the scandal was genuinely 
damaging to Facebook, generating a 
significant short-term hit to the share 
price, a federal investigation into its 
data-sharing practices, and a serious 
hit to staff morale, as evidenced by the 
torrent of leaks of internal memos and 
so on. Who drove it? The traditional 
media, which are in no mood to be 
disintermediated quietly by these hoodie-
toting upstarts. In spite of the good 
Democrat (and Tory) connections of 
Facebook and other Silicon Valley 

giants, the greater share of establishment 
political influence remains with the 
traditional media barons. A change in that 
layout is probably dependent, in reality, 
on the bringing of things ‘under control’ 
on the social media platforms, so they are 
no longer such fertile hunting grounds for 
political mavericks of all stripes.

Real alternatives
So we have ruled out relying on the 
traditional media, then - but also the 
new digital media. The search for a real 
alternative must lead us elsewhere.

And it must necessarily lead us to 
a different political economy of media 
production and distribution. People 
genuinely pursuing socialism - frankly, 
even most weak-tea Keynesians 
nowadays - cannot expect to have more 
than incidental good fortune in the 
pages and on the television channels and 
websites of corporate advertising-funded 
media tout court.

Fortunately, history furnishes us with 
the example of substantial organisations 
of economic power not based on the 
capitalist principle of profit (or dependent 
on state largesse). The organisations of 
the workers’ movement, funded and 
staffed purely by the personal sacrifices 
of their members for the common good 
of all, are perfectly capable - in the right 
conditions - of creating permanent media 
organisations a class above the penny-
pinching operations of the capitalists. 
Admittedly, you would not know it, 
looking at the tedious advertising sheets 
put out by union head offices today, or 
most of the papers of the far left. (We are 
proud of our own efforts, but it would 
be a monstrous pretension to consider 
them adequate to the task of supplanting 
Murdoch, Zuckerberg et al.)

Yet a vital media and literary culture 
did attach itself to the great parties of 
the Second International, and from 
time to time to the Third as well. The 
Sun itself ultimately descends from 
a strike bulletin, of all things. The 
technological changes since that period 
have only made publication easier; it is 
the experience of severe defeats, and 
the political failure to confront them 
adequately, that has rendered a revival 
in workers’ media ‘unachievable’. 
One form of working class politics 
that so fails, alas, is Labourism, which 
is characterised by its constitutional 
loyalism, and thereby compromised 
in the face of the arrangements the 
constitution props up. Even Corbyn, 
whose unpatriotism is the subject of 
every other screaming Mail op-ed, has 
reduced his republican views to a rather 
Platonic affair that absolves him from 
having to do anything about the fact that 
we actually have a queen.

Achieving a workers’ media worthy of 
the name therefore falls to those for whom 
independent activity of the organised 
working class is axiomatic: these are the 
people we call communists. A genuine 
Communist Party, then, has never been 
more necessary - for this reason, among 
a great many others l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. ‘Facebook crisis in context’ Weekly Worker 
March 29.
2. The Sunday Times April 1 (when else?).
3. This picture is partially complicated by the 
existence of state media organisations like the 
BBC; but these tend to be concentrated on a civil 
service, departmental basis anyway. So you might 
say that the logical end-result is one state media 
and one private media corporation, with the option 
of effectively fusing the two, glimpsed in the 
inglorious career of Silvio Berlusconi.
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Wrong type of Jew
The right has succeeded in ridding ‘anti-Semitism’ of any coherent meaning, says Carla Roberts of 
Labour Party Marxists

“An anti-Semite used to be 
somebody who does not 
like Jews. Now it is some-

body who Jews do not like.” This 
little saying - slightly simplistic, like 
all catchy ones - has been doing the 
rounds recently on social media and 
it is easy to see why. Clearly, we are 
currently witnessing what must be 
one of the biggest and most successful 
smear campaigns against a leader of 
the Labour Party in the history of the 
British media.

Of course, anti-Semitism exists 
in society. It would be foolish to 
claim otherwise. And, of course, this 
will find reflection in the Labour 
Party - especially as we have seen 
more than 300,000 people join the 
organisation in the last two and a 
half years. Many of them are rather 
inexperienced politically and there 
will be some who do not necessarily 
recognise an anti-Semitic trope when 
they see one - or even write one.

But, rather than fostering open 
discussion and debate, which is surely 
the best way to educate people, the 
Labour Party is now engulfed in a 
culture of fear, persecution and self-
censorship. As should be clear to most 
commentators with a brain between 
their ears, the rightwingers inside 
and outside the Labour Party who are 
pushing this campaign have very little 
interest in fighting anti-Semitism or 
any other kind of oppression. Their 
campaign is aimed at a certain Jeremy 
Corbyn.

Owen Jones, however - on the wrong 
side politically, as has become his habit 
over the last two years - ticks off “those 
Labour elements - they know who they 
are - who believe anti-Semitism is a 
useful device to undermine the left: 
your net contribution is to undermine 
the struggle against anti-Semitism, 
nothing else.”1 Quite the opposite is 
true, Owen. The right has succeeded in 
ridding anti-Semitism of any coherent 
meaning.

Take comrades like Jackie Walker, 
Marc Wadsworth, Ken Livingstone 
and Tony Greenstein, who were 

suspended on charges of anti-Semitism 
(in comrade Greenstein’s case, he was 
eventually expelled), when clearly 
nothing they did or said expressed in 
any way “hostility or prejudice against 
Jews”. Glyn Secker, secretary of Jewish 
Voice for Labour, was temporarily 
suspended from the Labour Party for 
anti-Semitism for merely belonging to 
a group on Facebook where somebody 
said something that somebody else felt 
was anti-Semitic.

Now we have the latest ‘scandal’: 
Jeremy Corbyn shared a passover 
seder with a group of Jews … but 
unfortunately, he picked the wrong 
type of Jews. Jewdas is a semi-
anarchistic organisation based mainly 
in Corbyn’s constituency of Islington. 
It describes itself as “radical voices 
for the alternative diaspora” and likes 
to employ satire: in 2006, it organised 
a party entitled ‘The Protocols of the 
Elders of Hackney’ - obviously a pun on 
the fraudulent anti-Semitic document, 
‘The protocols of the elders of Zion’. 
The police did not quite get the joke: 
four people who distributed leaflets for 
the event were arrested and held under 
section 19 of the Public Order Act.

They are, if you will, modern 
orthodox Jews, who have no desire 
to live in Israel and therefore strongly 
criticise it (apparently it is a “steaming 
pile of sewage which needs to be 
properly disposed of”). Apparently, at 
the seder, somebody held up a beetroot 
and shouted, “Fuck capitalism”.2 
What’s not to like? Corbyn’s attendance 
at this event reminds us why so many 
people continue to like him.

Those outraged by Corbyn’s decision 
to pick the wrong Jews fail to mention 
that Corbyn cannot yet sit down for 
a nice cup of tea with the concerned 
citizens of the Board of Deputies 
and Jewish Leadership Council, who 
organised the cynical March 26 rally, 
‘Enough is enough’. The BoD has given 
him a long list of conditions he will 
have to meet first, including expelling 
Ken Livingstone and Jackie Walker 
from the Labour Party. Corbyn has 
just rejected any preconditions, many 

of which he actually cannot meet, in 
any case - expulsions, for example, 
are decided on by the party’s National 
Constitutional Committee.

Cynical
Unfortunately, however, Corbyn and his 
allies have clearly made the decision not 
to challenge the entirely cynical narrative, 
according to which the Labour Party is 
“engulfed by”, “overrun by” or “awash 
with” anti-Semites. The first mistake 
Corbyn made was to commission 
Shami Chakrabarti to produce a report 
on the issue in April 2016. He thought 
the allegations would go away. No 
such luck. The report was seen as an 
admission of guilt, despite the fact that 
its first sentence states: “The Labour 
Party is not overrun by anti-Semitism, 
Islamophobia or other forms of racism.”3 
Corbyn showed his adversaries that he 
is pliable on the issue and so they have 
kept piling on the pressure.

Of course, in the early stages of 
Labour’s civil war, we saw other types 
of attacks on Corbyn and his supporters 
on the left. Remember Tom Watson’s 
embarrassing ‘Reds under the bed’ 
dossier?4 Or the 11,000 complaints and 
allegations made in the first 12 months 
of Corbyn’s leadership, “as a result of 
complaints sent in to the party by other 
members with an axe to grind”, when 
“well-resourced rightwing hit squads 
scented a golden opportunity and began 
trawling through known Corbynistas’ 
Facebook and Twitter accounts”, as 
Christine Shawcroft reported.5

We are sorry to break this to 
Owen Jones, but at this initial stage 
of the anti-Corbyn campaign most 
of the allegations were not about 
anti-Semitism, but about using rude 
words (remember Catherine Starr, 
who was suspended for writing on 
Facebook: “I fucking love the Foo 
Fighters”?6) or for members having 
supported other organisations - for 
example, at election time: Corbyn’s 
senior policy advisor, Andrew Fisher, 
was temporarily suspended for having 
tweeted his support for a Class War 
member, who was standing against 

rightwinger Emily Benn in the 2015 
general election.7 Some 52% of those 
11,000 complaints resulted in no 
action being taken, which still leaves 
a staggering 5,280 cases where some 
action was taken. Of course, at that time 
witch-hunter general Iain McNicol was 
in charge of the compliance unit and the 
National Executive Committee had a 
clear rightwing majority.

Instead of standing up to this culture, 
Corbyn turned a blind eye. And so, the 
rightwing snitches kept on snooping. It 
soon turned out that allegations of anti-
Semitism were by far the best weapon 
in this struggle. Considering how 
important  it has been to contemporary

British culture to present World War 

II as a crusade against the Nazis (and not 
a fight over the spoils of imperialism), 
the charge of anti-Semitism is, of 
course, a highly emotive one.

It also fits in beautifully with the 
agenda of the pro-Israel lobby. The 
campaign against Corbyn has, most 
recently, pushed coverage of the murder 
of 17 unarmed Arab demonstrators in 
Gaza, who were taken out by Israeli 
snipers, to the back pages. Clearly, 
one aim of the campaign is to stop any 
criticism of the actions of the state of 
Israel. And, unless Corbyn signs up to 
this pledge like previous Labour leaders 
have done, he will be attacked, attacked 
and attacked again.

Anti-Semitism is also a charge that is 
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Quick results
We did it! The extra £60 that 

came our way over the last 
two days of the month took our 
fighting fund total for March 
beyond £2,000 - the first time 
that’s happened, as far as I can 
recall.

It was just two comrades who 
got us over the line - TB, who 
donated £10 via PayPal, and CT, 
whose £50 cheque arrived at the 
very last moment. Those two took 
us to £2,006, but thanks to everyone 
who helped ensure we broke the 
record!

And we start April with £342 
in the pot. Most of that, it goes 
without saying, is made up by all 
those start-of-the-month standing 
orders - there were 20 of them, 
amounting to £297. But, although 
the bulk of SOs come in during the 
first few days, the larger donations 
tend to arrive in the second half of 
the month. So those 20 ranged from 

£5 to £30 (thanks to BL, SW, AC 
and CG, who all chipped in with 
the higher amount).

Then there was the £20 from 
RC, who added that amount to 
his subscription cheque, and 
PayPal gifts from US comrade 
PM (£15) and NR (£10). NR 
wrote an accompanying message, 
which reads: “Brilliant coverage 
of Labour, especially the anti-
Semitism rubbish!” I’m glad you 
like it, comrade.

Anyway, that extra £256 we 
raised in March has just about 
covered the extra expense in 
producing the six-page supplement 
in this week’s paper. Talk about 
quick results! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

The attempt to ban the word ‛Zionism’ is an attempt to ban critical thinking
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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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clearly very flexible. Ken Livingstone 
has been suspended for over two 
years now for daring to state that the 
Zionist movement collaborated with 
the Nazi government. But the Ha’avara 
agreement of 1933 between the Zionist 
movement and the Nazis - which broke 
the non-Zionist, Jewish-led call for an 
economic boycott - is an historic fact. 
Credit to Livingstone, who has refused 
numerous demands to apologise for the 
comments (even though it might have 
got him back into the party).

Corbyn should have defended his 
fellow leftwinger. But, when he just 
stood by, the right wing saw this as an 
open door and proceeded to suspend 
Jackie Walker, Marc Wadsworth, Tony 
Greenstein and many more. The case 
against Greenstein shows though what 
most of these allegations are: nonsense. 
Despite an investigation lasting over 
18 months, the compliance unit could 
not prove that comrade Greenstein 
had actually said or written anything 
anti-Semitic. And so he was expelled 
for being “abusive” (ie, rude) to people 
on social media - those ‘offences’ 
happening after his actual suspension.

But, of course, the appetite of the 
witch-hunters grows with the eating. 
Corbyn will never be able to get rid of 
enough socialists or enough principles. 
We are not sure if he or his advisors 
really thought that his ‘letter of apology’ 
to the Tories running the British Board 
of Deputies and the Jewish Leadership 
Council would stop the smears against 
him. His second letter will certainly 
have helped make it worse. In it, he 
gives the witch-hunters more grounds 
to keep on fingering people: he 
describes as examples of “aspects of 
contemporary anti-Semitism” the use 
of the word ‘Zio’ and “comparing Israel 
or the actions of the state of Israel to 
the Nazis”.8 That could easily get a few 
more hundred people suspended.

Shawcroft
We also saw Corbyn collapsing over the 
‘scandal’ around Christine Shawcroft. She 
had sent an email to Sam Matthews of 
the compliance unit, in which she called 
for the suspension of one Alan Bull to 
be overturned. Bull, a council candidate 
in Peterborough, has the rather infantile 
habit of posting ‘shocking’ articles 
on Facebook without any comment. 
Two years ago, he thought it would 
be fun to see how his 5,000 Facebook 
friends would react to an article entitled 
‘International Red Cross report confirms 
that the Holocaust of 6m Jews is a hoax’.

The screenshot sent to the Labour 
Party compliance unit - which it 
helpfully forwarded to all national 
newspapers - had been doctored, says 
Bull: 

The more accurate and considerably 
less shocking subheading of this title 
was excluded by the screenshotter 
for maximum impact. As were all 
of the 46 comments, including a 
short exchange I had with a Jewish 
friend, who commented: “Can I ask 
the intent of this article? Are you 
denying the holocaust?” To which 
I replied, “Not at all - just posting 
for discussion and debate, as usual. 
Best wishes, Alan.”9

The man is clearly a bit childish and he 
seems to have reposted other problematic 
material. But is he an anti-Semite? That 
seems doubtful. But it almost does not 
matter. Thanks to the media jumping on 
the story with relish, he will from now 
on be known as ‘Alan, the anti-Semite’.

Christine Shawcroft stuck her neck 
out for Bull, but had to peddle back 
when the bourgeois media picked up 
on her email, which was probably 
leaked by Sam Matthews - ‘head of 
disputes’ and willing henchman of 
Iain McNicol. First, she resigned as 
chair of the disputes panel and then 
from the NEC itself, claiming officially 
that she had not seen that the article 
was accompanied by a picture of the 
Auschwitz concentration camp. Why 
on earth would that matter? It’s bullshit. 

Now we know it was Jeremy Corbyn 
himself who asked comrade Shawcroft 
to resign from both positions.

That was politically inept, to put it 
mildly. It means Eddie Izzard has taken 
her seat, which rather dramatically 
changes the balance of forces on the 
NEC. It is again almost evenly split 
between the pro- and anti-Corbyn 
forces. And, needless to say, sacrificing 
her will not stop the onslaught. We 
are told to prepare for a comment by 
the chief rabbi, Ephraim Mirvis who, 
according to The Daily Telegraph, 
has “grave concerns” about Jeremy 
Corbyn’s conduct.10 As do we, but we 
presume they differ somewhat from 
Mirvis’s.

Lansman
Momentum owner Jon Lansman has 
been on a rather embarrassing media 
offensive, presumably in order to 
support Corbyn. But he also ended up 
giving the right more ammunition. For 
example, he went one step further than 
Corbyn: not content with demanding 
that ‘Zio’ should be banned, he stated 
that people should also stop using the 
full word, ‘Zionism’, because “to the 
Jew in the street it might only mean 
the Jewish state of Israel, safe and 
secure, nothing more than that, not 
a separate ideology.” Instead, we 
should “attack Netanyahu, nothing 
wrong with that.”11

No, Jon. we should attack ‘Zionism’, 
in the same way as we should attack any 
chauvinist, reactionary ideology. From 
the start modern Zionism fought for the 
foundation of an exclusive colonial-
settler state, which had to be based on 
the violent displacement of the native 
Arab population, that or their savage 
oppression. It is not the word ‘Zionism’ 
that is the problem - it is the reality of 
an ongoing colonial-settler project. 
By attempting to remove the right to 
criticise Zionism by name, Lansman 
is actually attempting to undermine 
the fight against systematic national 
oppression.

Lansman stated: “… what Ken 
Livingstone said, whether it was anti-
Semitic or not, caused a great deal of 
offence to many Jewish people” and 
was therefore wrong. He also called 
for Labour Party members - including 
Corbyn - to undergo “training” to be 
able recognise such “unconscious bias 
against Jews”. It sounds to us like this 
kind of “training” could involve some 
serious rewriting of history: if there is 
a chance something might be perceived 
as offensive by some Jewish people, 
you are not allowed to say it. And let’s 
abolish all critical thought while we’re 
at it, shall we, Jon?

Some leftwingers claim that 
Lansman has been stabbing Corbyn in 
the back, perhaps out of revenge for not 
helping him become general secretary. 
Regular Weekly Worker author Tony 
Greenstein writes that Lansman should 
be removed as leader of Momentum, 
because, “if it accepts the false anti-
Semitism narrative, then it is accepting 
the legitimacy of a campaign whose 
only purpose is to get rid of Corbyn”.12

He is right, of course. But the fish 
rots from the head. Corbyn is singing 
from the same hymnsheet as Lansman 
on this one, unfortunately. Rather than 
fighting false accusations, he tries to 
sneak around them. It is not working. 
And, as if to prove the point, the vile 
Campaign Against Anti-Semitism has 
now rather ironically demanded Jon 
Lansman’s scalp, too: his comment of 
“unconscious bias” was belittling the 
problem!13 But the whole campaign 
has become absurd and almost entirely 
removed from any rational reason.

Still, this will not be the end of 
the witch-hunt against Corbyn or his 
allies. It has been way too successful. 
And, despite what the Daily Mail’s 
political commentator, Peter Oborne, 
claims, the ‘moderates’ will not do us 
the favour and split from the Labour 
Party.14 After Labour’s successful 
result in the 2017 snap election, they 
are painfully aware of the fact that 

joining with the Liberal Democrats 
to form a “centrist party” will not 
easily present them with hundreds of 
parliamentary seats.

No, for rightwing careerists the best 
bet is to stay in the Labour Party. They 
have already successfully convinced 
Corbyn and Lansman to give up the 
fight for mandatory reselection of 
parliamentary candidates, so there is 
no imminent danger of losing their 
seats. They will keep attacking him, 
they will keep demanding he drops this 
principle or expels that person - until 
either he calls it a day or is tamed 
enough to become a reliable manager 
of British capitalism. They have made 
good progress already. Wait until we see 
concerted demands on prime minister 
Corbyn to increase the defence budget, 
renew Trident (with actual nuclear 
warheads).

All the more important that the 
left stands up and criticises Corbyn’s 
suicidal attitude to the witch-hunt. We 
defend Corbyn when he is attacked by 
the right, of course. But our support for 
him has to become far more critical. 
Labour Against the Witchhunt, for 
example, has published an open letter 
to Corbyn “and the left on the NEC”.15 
As we go to press, it has been signed 
by almost 5,000 people, in less than 60 
hours. The letter makes some entirely 
supportable points, but is rather soft 
politically.

Nevertheless, even this gentle 
criticism was too much for some 
groups on the left - like, unfortunately, 

Jewish Voice for Labour. The comrades 
have done great work - for example, by 
demonstrating that there is no such thing 
as a politically homogenous ‘Jewish 
community’. But they seem to think that 
by criticising Corbyn in public, we give 
the right ammunition to further attack 
him. Quite the opposite, comrades. If 
we are serious about transforming the 
Labour Party, this cannot be done by 
staying silent about Corbyn’s dangerous 
current trajectory l
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Jon Lansman: owner

NCG elections: no vote

Momentum’s National 
Coordinating Group (NCG) 
has agreed a statement on 

anti-Semitism,1 which, while not 
available on its website, seems 
to be very much in keeping with 
Jon Lansman’s comments on the 
issue. This does not come as much 
of a surprise. He is, after all, the 
owner of Momentum. So we read 
in The Guardian that the statement 
condemns “anti-Jewish bias”, which 
is apparently “more widespread in 
the Labour Party than many of us 
had understood even a few months 
ago”. Obviously, this had nothing to 
do at all with the increased attacks by 
the right on the party on this issue.

We read that Lansman is 
working with “external groups” 
on developing anti-Semitism 
awareness training for Labour 
members. Judging by his uncritical 
description of the March 26 anti-
Corbyn rally, ‘Enough is Enough’, 
on Radio 4 as an “anti-racist 
rally” and a “demonstration on 
anti-Semitism”,2 we fear that he 
has not just the pro-Zionist Jewish 
Labour Movement in mind (which 
would be bad enough), but might 
well be in touch with some even 
more ‘mainstream’ forces like the 
Board of Deputies or the Jewish 
Leadership Council.

This sad story underlines why 
we will not be advocating a vote 
in the forthcoming NCG elections. 
Firstly, it is an entirely useless 
body, designed by Lansman and 
imposed on the organisation with 
the constitution he wrote in the 
wake of his coup of January 10, 
2017 in which he abolished all 
democratic national and regional 
structures in the organisation. It 
is there to rubber-stamp whatever 
Lansman wants it to do.

Secondly, most of the candidates 
are utterly useless. The Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty is putting 
forward some of their members 
and supporters, including three 
who have been on the NCC for 
the last 12 months. There is a 
chance that Sahaya James and 
Rida Vaquas actually support 
Lansman’s NCG statement - after 
all, they are supporters of the 
social-imperialist organisation that 
portrays pretty much the entire left 
as anti-Semitic, with AWL leaders 
actually describing themselves as 
“Zionists” l

Notes
1. www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/apr/02/
labour-antisemitism-more-widespread-than-
thought-momentum-says.
2. Today Radio 4, April 3 (www.bbc.co.uk/
programmes/b09xcsdb).
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US might 
succeed in 
forcing Iran 
to comply

Triple alliance piles on pressure
The threat of war could easily become the reality of war, warns Yassamine Mather

The first two weeks of the Iranian 
new year have been eventful 
times. Sections of the local media 

are full of warnings about imminent 
attacks by the US after Mike Pompeo 
and John Bolton take up their posts 
next week, while the royalists and the 
Mojahedin-e Khalq - a loony religious 
cult - are already celebrating their 
imminent triumphant return to Tehran. 
They are relying on Trump, Pompeo 
and Bolton to deliver ‘regime change 
from above’.

But Iranian opponents of war 
are using images of destruction and 
devastation in Baghdad, Tripoli, 
Damascus - in contrast to what these 
cities looked like before the various 
US interventions - to warn fellow 
countrymen of what can be expected,

However, for all the talk of the 
possibility of an attack - either from the 
US or Israel - most ordinary Iranians 
are grappling with more day-to-day 
problems. For example, the cost of 
basic food items has soared after the 
hike in the exchange rate with the 
dollar. In less than seven years the value 
of the dollar has increased from 1,000 
to 5,000 Iranian tomans.

It is not just the recent appointments 
in the White House, but the general 
uncertainty created by the Trump 
administration, that have changed 
things. One of the scenarios considered 
in Washington, Riyadh and Tel Aviv 
is that there will be an Israeli air 
attack, targeting Iran’s ballistic missile 
bases or nuclear plants. Iran will 
then retaliate, either directly or via 
such groups as Hezbollah, and that 
would legitimise a US and/or Saudi 
intervention.

And the war of  words has 
already started. According to prince 
Mohammad bin Salman al Saud,

I believe the Iranian supreme leader 
makes Hitler look good. Hitler didn’t 
do what the supreme leader is trying 
to do. Hitler tried to conquer Europe 
… The supreme leader is trying to 
conquer the world.1

As others have pointed out though, the 
Saudi crown prince, who is not a very 
bright spark, managed to contradict 
himself, since he is quoted in another 
interview as saying: “Iran’s army and 
economy is so weak that it cannot be 
a rival for Saudi Arabia”.2

Of course, we know that the 
‘common enemy’ - Iran - has created 
something of a rapprochement between 
Israel and Saudi Arabia. There is 
now open talk of the possibility of 
diplomatic relations being established 
between the two countries and, 
according to the Times of Israel,

The rumours of covert relations 
have been denied by Saudi officials. 
Still, a Saudi general visited 
Jerusalem in 2016 and met with 
Israeli lawmakers, and Saudi officials 
have met with Israeli officials on 
several occasions in public; Saudi 
Arabia also last month allowed Air 
India to fly to and from Tel Aviv via 
its air space.3

However, as always, Donald Trump, 
Binyamin Netanyahu and Mohammad 
bin Salman are underestimating the 

Islamic Republic of Iran. First of all, 
bin Salman’s recent statements have 
managed to unite pro-government 
and anti-government Iranians, who 
for various reasons - including Iranian 
nationalism and ‘anti-Semitism’ (in this 
case anti-Arab sentiments) - hate the al 
Saud family more than the clerics in 
power in Tehran. No amount of money 
spent on Farsi-language TV stations (now 
ranging from those offering popular 
trash to more ‘intellectual’ broadcasts) 
will change this.

According to the website, Al 
Monitor:

Former US president Barack Obama 
succeeded in instilling divisions 
among Iranians by increasing doubt 
about the prospect for serious political 
reform within Iran. Now, thanks to 
Trump and Mohammed, attention is 
on US and Saudi threats, with many 
among even the die-hard opponents 
of the Islamic Republic now in 
agreement on the need to deal with 
foreign adversaries.4

Iran’s rulers have also made a conscious 
decision not to get involved in eastern 
Ghouta in Syria. Faced with the threat 
of US-imposed regime change, Iran 
has shown remarkable restraint both 
politically (it has been unusually 
quiet about the murder of 17 civilian 
Palestinians by the Israeli Defence 
Forces last weekend) and militarily. 
Of course, Russian involvement in 
support of the Assad regime in Syria 

has made it easier for Iran not to get 
involved, but all this still points to a 
new awareness of the dangers that lie 
ahead. So in some ways the ‘tripartite 
alliance’ (US, Israel and Saudi Arabia) 
has already succeeded in creating a 
more docile Islamic Republic.

New alliances
However, the Iranian government is 
well aware that, even if it keeps its head 
down, the threat of war will not go away 
and that is why it is seeking to forge 
new security/military alliances with its 
neighbours. The conservative clerics are 
also calling for stronger ties with Russia 
and China. Both factions of the regime 
are preparing for the economic impact 
of new sanctions. It is clear that Iran’s 
trade route via Dubai will be hampered, 
but Qatar and maybe Oman are eager 
to take on that role. Such a move will 
be important for their own economic 
prosperity.

Since January Iranian president 
Hassan Rouhani has been bringing up 
the issue of ‘regional’ security alliances 
during his trips to India, Turkmenistan 
and Azerbaijan. Of course, faced 
with the threat of sanctions by the 
world hegemon power, none of these 
countries are in a position to provide 
the Islamic Republic with strategic 
defensive support, while the country 
Iran needs on board most of all, Russia, 
has so far avoided any such talk. 
According to The Diplomat:

… divergent objectives threaten to 

unravel Russia-Iran cooperation in 
Syria, as the conflict transitions from 
the military to diplomatic phase. Even 
though Russian military officials 
have praised the effectiveness of 
Hezbollah troops during pro-Assad 
military operations, Iran’s use of Syrian 
territory to create a permanent transit 
point for weaponry to Hezbollah has 
alarmed Russian policymakers, who 
seek to preserve strong relations 
with Israel.5

Some within the Tehran regime are hoping 
that the recent diplomatic spat between 
Russia, the UK, EU and United States, 
following allegations around the nerve 
gas attack in Salisbury, might improve 
Russian-Iranian relations. However, all 
the signs are that Trump, who at the 
end of the day has considerable power 
when it comes to foreign policy, has 
every intention of keeping intact his 
personal relationship with Vladimir 
Putin. Both the invitation to the Russian 
president to visit the White House and 
the congratulations sent to Putin after 
his ‘election’ are clear signs that, for 
all the rhetoric of cold war, Trump and 
Putin are still on good terms. Under such 
circumstances, Putin - beset as he is by 
a diplomatic spat with Europe and the 
US state department - is unlikely to seek 
any form of rapprochement with Iran.

In summary we do face a very 
dangerous situation in the Middle East. 
Netanyahu would certainly like to 
make use of a military conflict to divert 
attention from allegations of corruption 

levelled against him. Bolton is adamant 
that regime change from above is the 
only solution for the “Iran problem” 
and no-one amongst the senior ranks 
of the current US administration is now 
advocating the Iran nuclear deal. But 
the question for John Bolton remains: 
how to achieve his aim of ensuring 
Iran’s Islamic Republic does not last 
after 2018? Even the not so bright 
national security advisor in waiting 
must realise that the grouping he has 
been praising for the last decade, 
Mojahedin-e Khalq is incapable even 
of running a camp in Albania (where 
it is currently based), never mind a 
country.

The royalists used up all their cards 
during and immediately after the 
protests of December 2017-January 
2018, when the media they control 
played a significant role in creating 
nostalgia for the ‘good old days’. 
Many young Iranians were unaware 
of the corruption, inequality and 
repression under both the shah, 
Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, and his 
son, Reza Pahlavi. However, in the 
last few months the non-royalist 
opposition, inside and outside Iran, 
has done a good job of debunking such 
illusions. Reza Pahlavi’s misogynist 
views are shared extensively on social 
media and, with the exception of a 
few diehard royalists, no-one really 
believes that the Pahlavis could be 
returned to power.

It is true that the ‘reformist’ faction 
of the Islamic Republic has failed to 
deliver on promises made time and 
again, but, in the absence of a viable 
opposition, it is difficult to see how 
‘regime change from above’ can 
lead to anything but another Libya. 
Of course, it is possible that the 
destruction of another Middle Eastern 
state is precisely what the US has in 
mind, and most Iranians are wary of 
such a scenario. But, for all the fears of 
a new attack, it is more than possible 
that Trump’s main aim is to weaken 
Iran into further submission by the use 
of more long-term pressure l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.theatlantic.com/international/
archive/2018/04/mohammed-bin-salman-iran-
israel/557036.
2. www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/03/
iran-saudi-mbs-60-minutes-threats-unity-reaction-
iranians.html.
3. www.timesofisrael.com/saudi-crown-prince-
recognizes-israels-right-to-exist-talks-up-future-
ties.
4. www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/03/
iran-saudi-mbs-60-minutes-threats-unity-reaction-
iranians.html#ixzz5Bb1c6L7a.
5. https://thediplomat.com/2018/02/how-strong-is-
the-iran-russia-alliance.
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