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LETTERS

PCS conference
The largest civil service union, the PCS, 
holds its annual delegate conference 
from May 22-24 in Brighton. This will 
be the 20th anniversary of the creation 
of PCS in 1998.

We will have the results of the 
national executive committee elections 
by then, with, as for the last 18 years, 
the expected clear victory of the 
‘Democracy Alliance’ electoral pact 
between two factions - PCS Left Unity 
(dominated by the Socialist Party in 
England and Wales, with the Socialist 
Workers Party also involved); and the 
‘PCS Democrats’ - a tiny grouping 
that seems to be rightwing Labour, if 
at all political.

Originally this electoral pact was 
justified by the very real danger that the 
right could regain control, as they had 
totally controlled its forerunner, the 
Civil and Public Services Association. 
But today that danger no longer exists, 
so today the alliance operates to keep 
out the third faction, the Independent 
Left - dominated by Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty. In 2017 IL stood 16 
candidates for 30 NEC places (and won 
one seat), but only 12 in 2018. Last 
year they were only around 1,600 votes 
adrift of winning four vice-president 
seats and 3,000 behind defeating the 
long-running incumbent president, 
Janice Godrich.

IL’s main charge is that, although 
it is the government that is primarily 
responsible for job cuts, office 
closures, attacks on our pay, pensions 
and redundancy terms, the NEC 
could have provided much stronger 
leadership and strike action. IL will, of 
course, provide the ‘correct leadership’ 
to transform the situation, but, even 
were it to win all 12 NEC places it is 
contesting, that would be far short of 
a majority. Odd how such a critical 
faction did not stand against general 
secretary Mark Serwotka though - he 
has been re-elected unopposed.

I left PCS Left Unity when they 
adopted an electoral pact with such a 
vague name as ‘Democracy Alliance’, 
hiding their leftwing orientation, but 
I’m not supporting IL either. The main 
issue is not lack of leadership: it is 
wider membership apathy and low 
combativity across the movement. 
There has been no united action of 
the public-sector unions over the 1% 
pay cap that was actually agreed at 
the September TUC congress in 2017. 
PCS cannot win alone. Most offices 
have non-unionised agency staff and 
many members regard strike action 
as a day off - certainly not to be spent 
on a picket line or at a rally. Plus civil 
servants do not have the public support 
the teachers, nurses, firefighters get.

The first debate will be over what 
type of industrial action we should 
take over pay and not for the first time 
I am in opposition to Mark Serwotka. 
He will tour all the departmental 
conferences that meet immediately 
prior to the main delegate conference, 
arguing for his strategy. He will then 

use his 15-minute address to further 
back it up and then will get five 
minutes to move his motion (with a 
right of reply). I will get just three 
minutes to argue against his strategy 
and to mention my alternative motion!

The NEC motion is worded to mean 
anything to anybody, as in 2017. Mark 
is likely to argue that ‘nothing is ruled 
out’, giving the impression the NEC 
will consider targeted action of a few 
large and powerful workplaces with 
a levy of members to supplement 
strike pay, plus a rolling programme 
- department by department, a day 
here, a day there - building up to more 
sustained action. Last time we had 
such an open-ended policy, action 
was quietly dropped and no increase 
in pay was won.

While the IL may well criticise 
Mark and the NEC for not delivering 
last year, it will again support the 
open-ended strategy. But my motion 
calls for united action across the 
public sector over pay - as the TUC 
agreed in September 2017. I recall the 
enthusiasm of so many members of all 
the unions involved in the November 
2011 one-day strike against attacks on 
public-sector pensions - 2.4 million 
workers came out in the largest action 
since 1926. Non-members were almost 
queuing up to join PCS to be part of the 
multi-union strike (and I suspect it was 
the same for the other unions). We had 
the largest picket line I can recall and 
held a large march through Manchester 
city centre. But readers may recall that 
the largest, Labour-affiliated unions 
sold out within days, leaving PCS 
high and dry.

Readers will also know that 
industrial action ballots now have to 
have 50% of members voting, with 
at least 40% of the total membership 
voting for action, so PCS held a 
consultative ballot last November to 
test whether we could meet the new 
Tory-imposed thresholds. The NEC 
allowed members to vote by telephone, 
email or postal vote (a statutory ballot 
can only be by postal ballot) and 
got 48.8% turnout (79.2% were for 
industrial action). A narrow fail on 
both counts then.

My branch achieved a 52.22% 
turnout, but unlike the NEC I’d asked 
my members what their preferences 
were for industrial action - 95% were 
for united action across the public 
sector (surprisingly 60% would still 
support action if we end up on our 
own). My motion therefore is to 
only ballot over united strike action, 
ideally called for the same day - we 
want effective, united action. The 
opposition to this will be: ‘We cannot 
wait for other unions to decide to act 
together and do nothing if this is not 
delivered’. But it is clear PCS cannot 
win against this government on our 
own with the limited action members 
are prepared to take.

The NEC is also proposing a rule 
change, to include two reserved 
seats for members within the LGBT 
category and two more for those with 
a disability (undefined). It also seeks 
a reserved seat for one young member 
aged 30 or under. PCS rules already 
allow for two BME members to be 

elected to the NEC via reserved seats 
if no BME candidates poll enough 
in their own right. PCS (and even 
CPSA before it) never actually needed 
reserved seats and the NEC - under 
right or left control - has always had 
at least two BME members - there has 
never been a need for reserved seats.

Given the toxicity surrounding the 
transgender issue, it will be interesting 
to see if any lesbians or gays oppose 
being lumped in with transgenders if 
the whole artificially created category 
sees trans get both seats or if we see 
a trans woman argue they should 
be able to stand as a woman. This 
may be why the NEC is not going 
for reserved seats for women, who 
are an underrepresented majority in 
PCS, taking up only a third of the 
current NEC’s 30 places for ordinary 
members. However, the NEC is also 
seeking support for a consultation of 
branches on ensuring a future NEC 
must have 50% women candidates. 
Why does the NEC need to consult 
branches on increasing the number of 
women on the NEC, but not on having 
reserved seats solely on the basis of 
being LGBT, disabled or young?

The NEC already has BME, LGBT 
and disabled members. The reality is 
that you will not get on the NEC if you 
are not in a faction, so all this increased 
visible diversity only applies to faction 
members. The inner circle will choose 
which BME, young, disabled or LGBT 
loyalist can be a candidate. So all this 
is cynical window dressing.

As we have seen, there has been a 
closing down of disagreement through 
accusations of ‘hate speech’, including 
on the left, and a consequent redefining 
of racism to mean anyone opposed 
to open borders and Islamophobia 
to mean anyone opposed to Islamic 
extremism. Anti-Semitism is applied 
to anyone condemning the state of 
Israel and its actions. And we now have 
a new one - ‘transphobic’, applied to 
anyone who dares question whether a 
man with male genitalia can simply 
say they are, and be legally regarded 
as, a woman. I think most delegates 
will be too frightened to argue against 
the motion on this.

Talking about open borders, there is 
an NEC motion on workers’ rights if we 
leave the European Union. As with last 
year, it seeks, underhandedly, to have 
a policy of open borders by opposing 
the control of migrant numbers from 
Europe, calling for “the promotion 
of the benefits of migration” to be 
explained (no downsides at all then?) 
and for “freedom of movement”. As 
with last year, no delegate who is in 
SPEW will argue their actual policy of 
opposition to freedom of movement 
and to open borders. It will have to 
be me again.

And now a subject dear to many 
writers of the Weekly Worker - that 
of the relationship between PCS 
and the Labour Party. I note the 
continual calls by such writers that 
PCS should affiliate. Well, in 2016 
we agreed a membership consultation, 
which revealed that most branches 
do not want PCS to affiliate, so there 
were no motions in 2017 calling for 
this - though there was one allowing 
branches, with NEC permission, 
to campaign for particular Labour 
candidates that support PCS policies 
(about 90 were supported by individual 
branches - for any difference that 
made).

In 2018 there is a motion calling 
for another branch consultation, this 
time aimed at identifying/securing 
“the means by which we can increase 
our support for a campaign to get 
a Corbyn and McDonnell-led UK 
Labour government elected”. Quite a 
move for the SPEW-dominated NEC, 
but not actual affiliation!

My view on affiliation remains 
unchanged - I am still opposed. If all 
the super-unions with all their tens 

of millions of pounds in donations, 
plus the largest Labour membership 
in decades, have not pulled the 
party left, a union the size of PCS 
will make no extra impact. In fact 
PCS will be told to butt out and not 
risk costing Labour an election by 
demanding ‘unrealistic’ policies. 
The back-tracking by Corbyn, the 
anti-democratic coup in Momentum, 
the continual overwhelming hostility 
of the majority of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party and the leadership’s 
failure to support deselection of these 
traitors convinces me that PCS will 
make no difference.

In my area the local Labour Party 
is anti-Corbyn, so why waste my time 
being a lone voice subjected to outright 
hostility? Corbyn and McDonnell 
urged councillors to implement Tory 
budget cuts and Labour conference, 
under Corbyn, made it party policy that 
councillors who vote against austerity 
cuts will be expelled. I march against 
cuts - whoever makes them.

I will not therefore mislead my 
members into having illusions in 
Labour, nor support PCS affiliation. 
It is clear to me that PCS members of 
the Labour Party will put electoralism 
above industrial action if Labour forms 
the next government and betrays its 
pledges - as do practically all Labour-
affiliated unions currently.
Dave Vincent
Manchester

Deeply offensive
I have read and noted the responses 
from messrs Goldstein and Donovan 
(Letters, April 5) to my own letter 
(March 29).

It is funny, but in response to my 
(somewhat illiberal, I admit) call 
for the ending of the publication of 
anti-Semitic and neo-Nazi writings 
from the said messieurs in a communist 
paper, the response is simply to call me 
an anti-Semite, Nazi and, going one 
further, a holocaust-denier. It is clear 
there is no discussion to be had with 
these individuals. The editor and the 
readership will be pleased I am just 
requesting space for this one response.

I had been thinking of writing 
for some months, as I have been 
increasingly concerned over the 
deliberately borderline anti-Semitism 
contained in the various contributions 
of Greenstein, Donovan and Downing 
in the Weekly Worker. ‘Borderline’, in 
that the ‘clever’ trick of such writers 
is to hint, imply and occasionally 
deliberately stray over the line, when 
expressing their anti-human views, but 
to leave some ambiguity and wiggle 
room for a ‘retreat’, when openly 
challenged.

Greenstein and Donovan simply 
can’t help themselves. In the very 
same April 5 issue, Greenstein again 
equates Israel to Nazi Germany and 
the fascist states of the 1930s. Casting 
my eyes to the March 1 issue, we again 
find Donovan complaining the editor 
is “denying there is anything Jewish 
about Zionism”. I thought the left was 
critical of Zionism because it has led 
to the oppression of the Palestinians, 
not because it was Jewish?
1. Greenstein is affronted that I am 
unaware of his own factional tussle 
to get rid of Donovan and Downing 
from Labour Against the Witchhunt. 
Of course I was aware of it, but this is 
about shades of nuance. Donavan and 
Downing are often openly anti-Jewish. 
In some contrast, Greenstein likes to 
use the words Zionism, Jewish, racism, 
Nazism alongside each other and hopes 
people get the message.

I really couldn’t care less about 
shades of nuance between such 
individuals, complaining whose anti-
Semitism is worse than the other. 
Some would prefer them to fight and 
destroy each other; I am happier to call 
them all out.
2. I am accused of being a Zionist and 

(by definition?) a Nazi. (So, Zionism 
= Jewishness = Nazism!) What I 
suggested was I thought the term 
‘Zionism’ is now too intertwined with 
Jewishness as to provide a critique of 
the policies of the state of Israel and 
its governments. Zionism includes 
support for the establishment of the 
state of Israel and for the occupation 
of Palestine.

As Israel happens to be a Jewish 
state, we need to develop a critique 
of the policies of Israel whilst being 
very clear this is not an attack on its 
Jewishness or of its people. Anti-
Zionism is now too blunt an instrument. 
It is now generally accepted that 
attacking people as ‘Zios’ or Zionists is 
far too close to attacking them for basic 
Jewishness. It is clear Greenstein/
Donovan/Downing are unprepared to 
make that distinction, which I think 
proves my argument. It does not make 
me a pro-Zionist.
3. Greenstein, in perhaps only the 
second time I have seen this in the 
Weekly Worker, states openly he is for 
the destruction of the state of Israel. 
Now this is revealing and explicit. He 
‘wiggles’ by saying that, of course, 
the existing Jewish/Israeli population 
“should be able to remain” and be 
part of a new Arab state, but how do 
you deliver “destruction” of a state 
without causing the most massive 
trauma, dislocation and loss of life 
among the Israeli population? I asked 
him previously (March 29) how he 
envisages this “destruction” coming 
about. No response.

What is the role of Israeli working 
class in all of this? Greenstein in yet 
another appalling article states: “The 
desire for racial purity, and with 
it domination, is what ties Israel’s 
Jewish working class to its ruling 
class” (‘Racist by definition’, March 
15). So Greenstein takes a profoundly 
unMarxist position (which is fine, but 
again, why in the Weekly Worker?), 
writing off the Israeli working class 
(and reminding us, again, it is Jewish).

I have stated on the record (Morning 
Star Letters, January 18 2017), my 
view that: establishing the state of 
Israel was a mistake of enormous 
historic proportions; that no state 
has the ‘right’ to exist; but we must 
recognise the reality of the state of 
Israel, an established Israeli nation and 
an Israeli people divided, as elsewhere, 
by class - we can’t turn back time; that 
Lenin was generally not in favour of 
breaking up existing states and often 
made the point that capitalism and 
imperialism can create the basis for 
its own supersession.
4. Greenstein claims he attacks Israel 
on the basis of being a settler state and 
not its Jewishness. This is sly, as well as 
untrue. Given Israel is the only Jewish 
state in the world, and I am not aware of 
what other states Greenstein/Donovan/
Downing advocate for “destruction”, 
one has the right to suspect Jewishness is 
part of what G/D/D find so objectionable 
about Israel.

As I said in my March 29 letter, 
Greenstein’s articles and letters 
continuously refer to the Jewish 
nature of the Israeli state. If this is not 
a factor in its inherent awfulness, why 
keep referring to it? I have counted 
and he makes far more references to 
‘Jewishness’ than ‘settler state’.
5. Donovan finds one line in a letter I 
wrote 10 years ago (October 16 2008) 
and claims this is evidence of my 
denial of the holocaust (!) and yet in 
the immediately following paragraph 
admits all I was saying (and correctly) 
was that that six million did not die 
in the gas chambers. I am pleased 
and impressed Donovan provided a 
reference to that letter which enables 
any reader to read my letter and find 
that it was in fact the complete opposite 
of holocaust-denial, that I excoriated 
(as best I could) the Nazi regime as 
part of a debate and its industrialised 
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Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1
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The passionate love affair between US Jews and Israel
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The meaning of 1968
Speaker: Mike Macnair
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London Communist Forum
Sunday May 6, 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’ (continued).
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.

Radical Anthropology Group
Tuesday May 8, 6.30pm: Series of talks on human origins, Daryll Forde 
seminar room, Anthropology Building, 14 Taviton Street, off Gordon 
Square, London WC1. This meeting: ‘No more “full moon faces”: the 
anthropology of appearance and social change among young women in 
matrilineal Bhutan’. Speaker: Shivani Kaul.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.

70 years of nakba
Wednesday May 9, 7pm: Film screening, West Midlands Arts Centre, 
Cannon Hill Park, Birmingham B12. Short films from Palestine.
Organised by Cinema Palestino:
www.facebook.com/events/177900562993725.

New deal for working people
Saturday May 12, 11am: National rally against austerity and for wage increases 
and march to Hyde Park. 
Assemble Victoria Embankment, London WC2.
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.

Right of return
Sunday May 20, 9am to 4.30pm: Conference, RADA Studios, 16 
Chenies Street, London WC1. Solidarity with expelled Palestinians. 
Entry: £12. Concessions and PSC members: £8.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/psc-returnconf. 

Stop the witch-hunters
Tuesday May 22, 11am: Lobby and protest, Southside,105 Victoria 
Street, London SW1. Let the NEC know what we think of the smear 
campaign.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org

Cracks in the wall
Tuesday May 22, 7pm to 10pm: Book launch, Amnesty International 
UK, 25 New Inn Yard, London EC2. Pluto Live and Amnesty 
International host the official book launch for Ben White’s new book 
Cracks in the wall: beyond apartheid in Palestine/Israel. Tickets £3.
Event page: www.palestinecampaign.org/events/
cracks-wall-beyond-apartheid-palestine-israel-ben-white/.

Solidarity with the People of Turkey
Saturday May 26, 2pm: SPOT AGM, NEU/NUT headquarters, 
Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London WC1.
Organised by SPOT: http://spotturkey.co.uk.

People’s Assembly
Saturday June 2, 10.30am to 4pm: Anti-austerity conference. St 
Pancras New Church, Euston Road, London NW1.
Tickets £5 (waged) £3 (unwaged). Book online: www.eventbrite.
co.uk/e/change-is-coming-how-to-achieve-an-anti-austerity-
government-tickets-44554235919.
Organised by the People’s Assembly: www.thepeoplesassembly.org.uk/.

CND at 60
Monday June 4, 6.30pm: Public Lecture, Wolfson lecture theatre, New 
Academic Building, LSE, Houghton Street, London WC2.
More information: www.lse.ac.uk/library/events/general/
campaigning-in-the-age-of-trump-cnd-at-60.
Organised by Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament: 
www.cnduk.org/get-involved/events/
item/3753-campaigning-in-the-age-of-trump-cnd-at-60-public-lecture.

Our NHS is 70 
Saturday June 30, 12 noon: Parade. Assemble Portland Place, London 
W1 for march to Downing Street, London SW1. Celebrate the 70th 
anniversary of the NHS.
Organised by People’s Assembly: www.thepeoplesassembly.org.uk.

National Shop Stewards Network
Saturday July 7, 11am to 4.30pm: Annual conference, Conway Hall, 
25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. Entry: £6 - open to all trade union 
and anti-cuts campaigners.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network: http://shopstewards.net.

Against the witch-hunt
Tuesday July 17, 11am: Lobby and protest at Labour’s NEC, 
Southside,105 Victoria Street, London SW1.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:  
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org.

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.

mass murder of millions of opponents 
and undesirables.
6. Stalinism: I am pleased Donovan 
referred to another letter of mine 
(September 15 2008) - it was a pleasure 
rereading it. In it I take the history of 
the USSR as a whole - good, bad and 
indifferent. All top leaders (Stalin, 
Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Andropov, 
Chernenko and Gorbachev) - and, 
more importantly, their respective 
policies - had pluses and minuses, 
but overall the balance sheet is clearly 
positive: an extraordinary creation and 
development of a genuinely world-power 
socialist society.

By the 1970s, when I came into 
contact with it, the USSR was a stable, 
self-reliant, confident, multinational 
state with a highly educated and 
cultured population, and a society 
which put at the forefront the need 
to ensure everyone had access to 
decent, very low-cost housing and free, 
high-quality education and healthcare.

The majority of the people of the 
Russian Federation today were born, 
housed and educated in the socialist 
USSR and that shows and still comes 
through strongly. Big Russian cities, 
including and especially Moscow, 
continue to show enormous civic pride, 
there are deliberately huge open green 
spaces and parks throughout the urban 
areas (the ‘countryside into the cities’), 
with flowers, shrubs and gardens 
carefully tended by large workforces.

The collapse in 1991 was a 
complete tragedy, and the restoration 
and evolution of capitalism continues 
to erode the achievements of socialism. 
Describing the Soviet Union as an 
“abortion”, an “ectopic” social 
formation, a “freak society”, as Jack 
Conrad and Hillel Ticktin do, is 
deeply offensive, wrong and one 
wonders why the use of gynaecological 
metaphors? Yes, of course, the failure 
to implement deep structural reforms 
in the state, economy and society 
(set out in scientific detail in the 
1961 Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union programme), led to stagnation, 
conservatism, separation between the 
party and the people, and a gradual 
hollowing out of working people’s 
stake and commitment to that society, 
bureaucratisation and a slowing down 
in the economy.

When Gorbachev assumed the 
leadership in 1985, his ‘reform’ 
programme was underdeveloped, 
lacked clear strategic focus and 
direction, and was too little, too 
late. A stagnating economy was 
dismantled and broken down, but 
nothing established in its place.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Genuine fight
The right are forging ahead with their 
agenda: now it’s Marc Wadsworth, and 
on the horizon are Jackie Walker and 
Ken Livingstone. They have had a few 
mishaps - Moshé Machover and Glyn 
Secker, for instance - but they clearly 
feel that they have the bit between 
their teeth.

But a piece on the Jewish Voice 
for Labour website a while back 
caught my eye, with the claim that this 
campaign against Corbyn supporters is 
actually hampering any fight against 
anti-Semitism. We know that this fight 
is not what the rightwing campaign is 
about, but I was wondering whether 
one of your writers, or readers, might 
give us some history of the real fight, 
or rather fights - after all the battle 
of Cable Street was neither the first 
nor the last of a long and continuing 
struggle.

Clearly, if a Labour Party member 
came out with an anti-Semitic remark, 
or indeed a racist or misogynist one, 
you wouldn’t necessarily react with 
‘Expel her!’ or ‘Kill him!’ Along with 
a rebuttal, the first notion, I think, 
would be to explore further. Was this 
from family background - something 
their granny said once - or from school 
or some nonsense off the internet? Do 

they really believe it? Do they have any 
idea of what their comment means? 
Have they any notion of the history? 
A summary dismissal is redolent of 
Clinton’s strategic position regarding 
‘deplorables’ - agreement or civil war! 
People can be talked round, they can 
change their minds. Sometimes it can 
take a while, but you can usually tell 
if you’re wasting your time.

I’m reminded of an article in The 
Guardian weekend magazine many 
years ago. A young chap was a member 
of the National Front, British National 
Party or some such, but he worked with 
a black bloke. The latter was always 
friendly, always smiled at him, was 
always ready to talk. In the end the 
chap recognised his errors and went 
under cover for Searchlight.

The right’s fake attack on anti-
Semitism might be interpreted as a 
strategy to drive people to rightwing 
groups - if they are really politically 
interested. A strategy for a genuine and 
explicit fight against anti-Semitism 
might help open up a second front 
against the fakers and I’m sure that you 
have correspondents who can provide 
some content to this suggestion.
Jim Cook
Reading

Demoralisation
I realise the adoption of this symbolism 
is rather predictable, even to the point 
of stale, but, when it comes to ‘bringing 
the Labour Party into disrepute’, surely 
its own hierarchy are the Alice through 
the looking glass-inspired culprits, rather 
than any string of firmly leftwing as well 
as demonstrably anti-racist members.

I refer, of course, to those good folk 
suspended whilst being ‘investigated’ 
by internal mechanisms, their 
membership often revoked, some 
then to be reinstated in an all but 
random manner. When put together in 
a balanced mind, this entire scenario 
musters either the atmosphere of 
the Mad Hatter’s tea party, with the 
White Queen ranting ‘Off with their 
head!’, something straight out of a 
Franz Kafka novel or otherwise those 
demonic Moscow trials under Stalin.

As for Corbynist Labour’s stale 
and tired and faded, deeply misguided 
pursuit of a parliamentary, ‘gradualist’ 
attempt at creating socialism, a plague 
on them - that’s what I say. After all 
is said and done, the only possible 
outcome will be utter disgrace, 
in terms of the heinously wasted 
opportunity for drawing vibrant 
new layers of into the orbit of truly 
leftwing politics. No, demoralisation, 
disorientation and despair will prove 

to be Corbynist Labour’s legacy - all of 
that from a so-called social democratic 
heritage, which readily supported 
the imperialist atrociousness of two 
20th century world wars alongside 
an ongoing defence of ‘national 
interests’.

Although only doing so obliquely, 
and no doubt not representative of 
his own opinion in this matter, in his 
letter last week your correspondent, 
comrade Moshé Machover, conveyed 
these things to perfection. As tragic 
as it may be to realise, Corbyn’s 
socialism will promptly evaporate as 
and when facing the howling winds of 
capitalism. Indeed, given the call by 
Diane Abbott for Amber Rudd to “do 
the honourable thing” in the Windrush 
affair, as well as the party’s brand new 
expulsion of leftwing anti-racist Marc 
Wadsworth, some might point out 
how that river-like process already is 
beginning to gather significant - not 
to say downright impressive - speed!
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

Disappointment
Jeremy Corbyn has given us some cause 
for disappointment. He has appointed 
his enemies to front-bench and other 
positions. He permitted a free vote on 
Syria. He whipped an abstention on 
Trident. He has accepted some of the 
government’s claims about Salisbury 
and Douma. He has acted against the 
social and ethnic cleansing of Labour 
Haringey, but not to secure justice for 
the 472 teaching assistants in Labour 
Durham.

Corbyn has met the Board of 
Deputies of British Jews and the 
Jewish Leadership Council without 
having waited for the local election 
results to establish whether or not they 
spoke for anyone very much at all. 
He has failed to prevent the Labour 
Party from suspending or expelling 
distinguished Jewish activists for 
purported anti-Semitism. And now 
Labour has expelled Marc Wadsworth, 
the man who introduced Doreen and 
Neville Lawrence to Nelson Mandela. 
Some 50 white MPs marched through 
the streets to demand Wadsworth’s 
expulsion, in a scene reminiscent of a 
lynching. Yet they all remain members 
of the Labour Party, as does Tony Blair 
of Iraq infamy.

We yearn for Jeremy Corbyn as 
prime minister. But we reserve the 
right to pursue that electoral objective 
outside the Labour Party.
David Lindsay
Prospective parliamentary candidate, 
North West Durham

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

Success
Thanks to those comrades who 

came up with last-minute 
donations to ensure we made our 
April £1,750 fighting fund target.

In particular I’m thinking of 
two comrades who clicked on our 
PayPal button during the last couple 
of days of the month - namely DB 
and TB, who both came up with 
a more than generous £50. Then 
there was JK, with his cheque for 
£25, plus standing orders from JT 
(£50), JM, VP and RL (£10 each). 
They all did their bit and helped 
take our April total to £1,841. Well 
done, comrades!

I should also mention comrade 
BK, who informed us he had 
transferred a £50 “top-up” (in 
addition to his usual monthly 
tenner) into our bank account to 
“help towards bursting through 
the £1,750 mark of the April fund”. 
Excellent stuff, comrade, but I’m 
afraid May 1 doesn’t count as April! 

But never mind - it’s helped give 
our May fund the kind of start we 
were looking for!

Also on board in May were 10 
comrades whose standing orders 
arrive in the first two days of the 
month - thank you, SD (£30), DL 
(£20), TM (£12), MM (£11), AN, 
DI and YM (£10 each), MT (£7) 
and PBS (£5). Finally comrade 
DT handed over a useful £20 note 
to our editor with the advice: “Put 
it to good use!” We will, comrade, 
we will.

Anyway our May fighting fund 
stands at £192 after only two days. 
Let’s make sure we continue the 
success of the first four months 
of 2018 l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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LABOUR

Zionism is the real problem
Marc Wadsworth’s expulsion should be viewed in the context of the international situation, says Carla 
Roberts of Labour Party Marxists

Last week’s expulsion of Marc 
Wadsworth from the Labour 
Party is, as has been pointed 

out by motions and statements from 
numerous organisations, outrageous, 
contrary to natural justice, clearly 
politically motivated, counter to the 
recommendations of the Chakrabarti 
report and, as the freelance journalist 
Jonathan Cook puts it, a sign that “we 
are living through a truly shameful 
period in Labour’s history”.1

Clearly, it is not the veteran anti-
racist campaigner who has brought 
the party into disrepute, but rather the 
rightwing of the Parliamentary Labour 
Party. In cahoots with much of the 
bourgeois media and the Tories who 
dominate the top positions in the Jewish 
Leadership Council and the Board of 
Deputies, they have hit a new low with 
comrade Wadsworth’s expulsion.

They shed crocodile tears for the 
pro-Zionist Ruth Smeeth MP, who was 
so traumatised by Marc’s claim that she 
and other MPs were “working hand in 
hand” with newspapers like The Daily 
Telegraph that she just had to go to 
newspapers like The Daily Telegraph 
and accuse comrade Wadsworth of 
being an anti-Semite.

It is rather a perverse irony that 
Smeeth did her best to misuse some 
of the recommendations of the 
MacPherson report established after 
the murder of black teenager Stephen 
Lawrence. The fact that the report even 
exists was in no small measure down 
to the Anti-Racist Alliance led by Marc 
Wadsworth (a recent BBC documentary 
showed him introducing Stephen’s 
parents to Nelson Mandela).

MacPherson recommended that 
when a victim or someone else 
perceives an attack or hate incident 
as racially motivated, then the police 
must record it as such. Pro-Zionist 
organisations in and outside the Labour 
Party have been working hard to change 
this into something quite different. Last 
year, the Jewish Labour Movement, for 
example, tried to force through a rule 
change at Labour Party conference 
which wanted a “hate incident” to be 
“defined as something where the victim 
or anyone else think it was motivated 
by hostility or prejudice based on 
disability, race, religion, transgender 
identity or sexual orientation” (our 
emphasis).2

Fortunately, the compromise 
formulation eventually adopted by the 
NEC (and subsequently by conference) 
enshrines the need for some kind of - 
you know - evidence: “… any incident 
which in their view might reasonably 
be seen to demonstrate hostility or 
prejudice based on disability, race, 
religion, transgender identity or sexual 
orientation”. The JLM also failed in 
its attempt to explicitly enshrine the 
disciplining of members for comments 
or actions made in “private”.3

Comrade Wadsworth, incidentally, 
has been charged under the old rules, 
which did not deal specifically with 
racism or anti-Semitism and did not 
contain the above formulation. The 
rightwingers would perhaps have 
found it more difficult to expel him 
under the new rules, as anybody would 
be hard pressed to prove that Marc’s 
words “demonstrate[d] hostility or 
prejudice based on disability, race, 
religion, transgender identity or sexual 
orientation”. Grounds for an appeal 
here, it seems to us.

In any case, even before the April 26 
judgment, comrade Wadsworth had, of 
course, already been ‘found guilty’ as 
an anti-Semite in his drawn out trial-
by-media, which lasted a staggering 

22 months. It was no great surprise 
then when, finally, he was expelled 
under the wonderful catch-all phrase 
of “bringing the party into disrepute”. 
Tony Greenstein and Cyril Chilson (a 
former officer in the Israeli army) were 
expelled under the same rule 2.1.8 - 
which will probably also be applied 
to try and boot out Jackie Walker, Ken 
Livingstone and other ‘troublemakers’ 
over the next few weeks.

The comrades also had almost 
identical ‘judges’ in their kangaroo 
court before Labour’s national 
constitutional committee (NCC), 
which deals with any disciplinary cases 
that the national executive committee 
feels merit further investigation - and, 
in many cases, such a referral leads to 
expulsion.

We understand that the 11 members 
of the NCC are asked to volunteer for 
particular cases. As the NCC still has 
a rightwing majority (only two new 
members are elected per year), in effect 
the three-person panel at expulsion 
hearings is usually made up of two 
Blairites and one leftwinger. Maggie 
Cosin from the rightwing GMB has 
chaired all these recent hearings and 
is usually aided by Douglas Fairbairn 
from the equally rightwing Community 
union.

It is debatable how ‘leftwing’ NCC 
members like Momentum’s vice-
chair, Emina Ibrahim, are: she sat 
on the panels that expelled comrade 
Greenstein and comrade Chilson. If 
she had any objections, she certainly 
did not raise them. What about the 
Kate Osborne who sat on comrade 
Wadsworth’s panel? She had been 
proposed for the NCC by her union, 
Unite and comrade Wadsworth reports: 
“She asked tough questions of the 
accusers and helpful ones of me.”

But what is stopping her from telling 
us how she voted? Considering the 
timely intervention of Unite general 
secretary Len McCluskey last week 
about the anti-Semitism “smear” 
campaign in the New Statesman,4 
some kind of public statement from 
her would have been very useful in the 
left’s campaign to stop the witch-hunt 
in the party.

But there is only silence. The same 
goes for Jeremy Corbyn, unfortunately. 
Corbyn is not just silent - he really 
has become complicit. Why on earth 
he continues to try and appease his 
backbenchers, the pro-Zionist lobby 
and their friends in the bourgeois media 
is beyond us. It clearly is not working. 
He and his advisors must surely have 
realised by now that the witch-hunter’s 
appetite grows with the eating. They 
will continue with their campaign until 

he is gone - or has changed politically 
beyond all recognition.

Coming war
This whole campaign is, of course, 
only about Corbyn insofar as he cannot 
be trusted to run Britain in line with 
US foreign policy, not least in the 
Middle East. Despite his shameful 
complicity in the witch-hunting of his 
own supporters, for the establishment he 
remains a loose cannon. And, crucially, 
at least historically, he has been firmly 
on the side of the Palestinians. No 
amount of bending over backwards to 
the pro-Zionist lobby will make them 
forget that. Corbyn remains unreliable, 
despite everything.

It is no coincidence that the 
heightened campaign of the Zionist 
lobby occurs at a time when the war 
drums in the Middle East are beating 
ever louder. As Moshé Machover put it 
so eloquently in a letter in last week’s 
Weekly Worker, the

anti-Semitism hysteria … has much 
to do with the hyenas positioning 
themselves for the next major Middle 
East war … The likely pretext for 
western military action this time 
will not be simply ‘humanitarian 
intervention’, but coming to the aid 
of Israel in order to ‘prevent another 
holocaust’. Those who demur will 
be branded as ‘anti-Semites’.5

Since last week the campaign for 
another major war has been stepped 
up even more. First we saw Danny 
Danon, the Israeli ambassador to the 
United Nations, claiming that there are 
“80,000 extremists from all over the 
Middle East who are members of Shia 
militias in Syria under Iranian control”, 
hiding away in a base “just over five 
miles from Damascus”, where they 
are preparing to launch their “ground 
invasion” of the Zionist state, designed 
to “break up Israel”.6

The pictures that the Israeli 
government produced as ‘evidence’ 
are as ridiculous as the idea that - even 
if there were 80,000 ground troops 
waiting to pounce - the Iranians have 
any chance of simply walking into 
Israel. As opposed to Iran, Israel 
actually does possess nuclear weapons 
and, thanks to a hefty annual cheque 
from the US government, their armed 
forces are highly trained and equipped 
with the latest tech. Iranian soldiers, 
on the other hand, have access to 
1980s-style weaponry - if they are 
lucky.

A few days later, the world was 
treated to another one of Binyamin 
Netanyahu’s embarrassing low-tech 

slideshow presentations, in which 
he tried to prove “with half a ton 
of evidence” how the government 
of Iran lied in order to secure the 
2015 nuclear deal in return for the 
lifting of some sanctions. This little 
charade was mainly for the benefit of 
Donald Trump, of course, who is firmly 
opposed to the deal, which has to be 
renewed by May 12.

If it does not get renewed, we are 
indeed one step closer to a military 
confrontation in the Middle East. But, 
contrary to what Netanyahu is trying to 
tell us, it is not Iran that is threatening 
to unleash “World War III”. It is in fact 
the governments of Israel, the US and 
Turkey who are preparing the ground to 
go to war against Syria. The ‘civil war’ 
there is drawing to an end and the side 
of Assad/Iran/Russia/Hezbollah seems 
to be emerging as the ‘winner’ (if such 
a phrase can be used, when one looks at 
the carnage in that devastated country).

To stop such an outcome, a new 
war may well be ‘necessary’, from 
the point of view of the US, Israeli and 
Saudi governments. It is much more 
likely that Israeli troops are preparing 
for a significant incursion into Syria. 
The aim: to keep Syria permanently 
divided and, while they are at it, deal 
with Hezbollah in the Lebanon.

Another goal of the Israeli 
government is, of course, to continue 
to provoke the Palestinians in Gaza 
and on the West Bank. The March 31 
slaughter of 18 unarmed civilians by 
hidden Israeli snipers is just a taster 
of what is to come - no doubt there 
will be more such actions - the goal of 
the Israeli government is to ethnically 
cleanse the whole of the West Bank.

No wonder that Zionists are so keen 
to try and outlaw comparisons between 
Nazis and the Israeli government. They 
are too close to the truth.

The anti-Semitism campaign in the 
Labour Party only makes sense if seen 
in this international context. When it 
turned out that Jeremy Corbyn could 
not simply be humiliated into giving 
up his post as party leader, the next 
stage of the campaign was launched: 
Operation Tame Corbyn. And this is 
going rather better than the chicken 
coup, unfortunately.

Britain is expected to take part 
in this latest campaign for war in 
the Middle East. If not by dropping 
bombs, then at least by providing 
political cover for this necessary war to 
“prevent another holocaust”. A Labour 
leader and potential prime minister 
who has been an outspoken supporter 
of the Palestinians is, in this context, 
untenable. Labour cannot be allowed 
to become an anti-war party.

Al Jazeera’s powerful documentary 
The lobby has proved beyond doubt that 
the Jewish Labour Movement - which 
is, outrageously, still an affiliate to the 
Labour Party - is not just “working 
hand in hand” with the Israeli Labor 
Party (which is bad enough), but also 
with the Israeli embassy and therefore 
the government of Israel. The JLM 
clearly should not be allowed to remain 
an affiliate of the Labour Party, and 
the MPs who remain members of this 
despicable organisation should be 
immediately deselected by the local 
party membership.

The ‘anti-Zionism equals anti-
Semitism’ campaign has already 
succeeded in imposing the idea of what 
a proper Jew is - one who does not 
criticise Israel, but supports the pro-
Zionist, pro-Tory Jewish Leadership 
Council and the Board of Deputies. 
The proud tradition of socialist Jews 
opposing Zionism has been brushed 
aside and vilified. Jews are being 
presented as hegemonic supporters 
of Zionism. Momentum owner Jon 
Lansman has already stated that the 
word ‘Zionism’ should be abandoned, 
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”.11

How wrong can you be? From the 
start, modern Zionism as an ideology 
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.

Clearly we cannot rely on Jeremy 
Corbyn and Jon Lansman to stand 
up to the pro-Israeli lobby. Socialists 
and supporters of the cause of the 
Palestinians in the Labour Party 
must now step up their campaign and 
increase the pressure on the Labour 
leadership to turn the organisation into 
a democratic, anti-war party l

Notes
1. www.jonathan-cook.net/blog/2018-04-26/
labour-anti-semitism-mps-lynch-mob.
2. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/labour-
executive-gives-backing-to-new-measures-on-
antisemitism-1.44475.
3. See ‘Humpty Dumpty and anti-Semitism’ 
Weekly Worker September 21 2017.
4. www.newstatesman.com/politics/uk/2018/04/
corbyn-ultimatum.
5. Letters Weekly Worker April 26.
6. www.express.co.uk/news/world/952532/WW3-
warning-World-War-3-Israel-Iran-Syria-nuclear.
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Corbyn: grow a backbone
Sacrificing an outstanding anti-racist for having dared to criticise a pro-Israel MP will only increase the 
appetite of the right, warns Tony Greenstein

Watching the uncrit ical 
acceptance by Jeremy 
Corbyn’s office of the 

expulsion of Marc Wadsworth is like 
watching someone slowly committing 
suicide oblivious to all offers of help. 
The inability of Corbyn to confront 
the pro-Israel lobby, which is so 
desperate to find ‘anti-Semitism’ that 
it creates a wholly artificial furore 
over a six-year old mural, is as 
bewildering as it is depressing. It is as 
if Corbyn’s ‘director of strategy and 
communications’, Seamus Milne, has 
a death wish.

The decision by the National 
Kangaroo Committee to expel 
longstanding black anti-racist activist, 
Marc Wadsworth, is shameful. The 
role of Corbyn’s office, which tried 
to get Marc to call off Labour Against 
the Witchhunt’s lobby of the hearing, 
to which Smeeth was accompanied 
by a parliamentary lynch mob, was 
cowardly. It does not seem to occur to 
Corbyn that those supporting Smeeth 
- eg, Wes Streeting, John Mann, Jess 
Phillips, Joan Ryan, Luciana Berger 
- are the same creatures that have 
dedicated themselves to overthrowing 
him.

Marc has a long and proud record 
of fighting racism and fascism, from 
campaigning to secure the defeat of the 
British National Party’s first councillor 
in Britain, Derek Beacon, in the Isle 
of Dogs, to getting Nelson Mandela 
to sponsor the Stephen Lawrence 
campaign. This was at a time when the 
Labour Party under Blair completely 
ignored the Lawrence campaign.

What makes Marc’s expulsion even 
worse is that it was at the behest of 
the Zionist Board of Deputies under 
rightwing Tory Jonathan Arkush. 
The same Arkush had no hesitation 
in welcoming the ascent to power of 
Donald Trump and his anti-Semitic 
entourage. To use an expression 
used by the Washington Post, “Anti-
Semitism is no longer an undertone of 
Trump’s campaign. It’s the melody.”1 
Arkush has also spoken at a meeting 
that included the far-right US group, 
the Jewish Defense League.

Not once has Arkush criticised 
the Tories’ links with genuine anti-
Semitic parties, such as the Polish 
Law and Order Party and Latvia’s 
National Alliance, which are part of the 
European Conservative Reform group 
in the European parliament, along with 
the Conservative Party.

A longstanding black anti-racist 
has been sacrificed to appease 
Arkush, Smeeth and the rest of the 
crew who make up Israel’s apartheid 
lobby in Britain. What is equally 
appalling is that Momentum, under 
its property developer dictator, Jon 
Lansman, has not only said nothing 
about the expulsion or witch-hunt, 
but has aided the false anti-Semitism 
campaign by claiming there is 
widespread “unconscious” anti-
Semitism within the Labour Party. 
This at a time when the Windrush 
generation have been subject to 
deportation and denied benefits and 
medical treatment - genuine racism 
is not “unconscious”. It is because 
anti-Semitism in the Labour Party is 
virtually non-existent that Lansman 
and Momentum’s leadership have 
resorted to Freudian psycho-analysis. 
Let us be clear about one thing: 
Marc’s expulsion has nothing to do 
with anti-Semitism any more than 
my expulsion or the prospective 
expulsions of Ken Livingstone and 
Jackie Walker have anything to do 
with it. This campaign is about Israel, 
not anti-Semitism.

Of course, if you say that the ‘anti-
Semitism’ campaign is false, then that 
is proof of your own anti-Semitism! It 
is much like when someone is defined 
as insane. The more they protest they 
are normal, the more psychiatrists are 
convinced of their illness.

Arkush and Jonathan Goldstein 
of the Jewish Leadership Council 
complain, in all innocence, that they 
are wrongly accused of “smearing” 
Corbyn. Perish the thought. Using the 
language of the left, they protest: “We 
are not merely being denied the most 
basic principle of anti-racist behaviour 
- solidarity - but are viciously accused 
of smears, of dirty tricks, of lies.”2 
Who would guess that on March 30, 
after Israel began murdering unarmed 

protestors in Gaza, these poor victims 
of racism had blamed the killings on 
the Palestinians?

The proof that anti-Semitism is a 
marginal phenomenon in the Labour 
Party is the fact that those expelled 
for it have all been Jewish, black, 
anti-racist or a combination of these. It 
is a strange purge of the form of racism 
known as anti-Semitism when the 
real racists in the Labour Party - those 
councillors who have evicted Roma 
and gypsies or who have demonised 
Muslims - are left alone.

Collaboration
Zionism has never really objected to 
anti-Semitism. From the very start of 
the Zionist movement anti-Semites and 

Zionists have collaborated. Livingstone’s 
main offence was to point to a truth attested 
to by Zionist historians. The Nazis and 
the Zionists had a racial conception of 
humanity. They divided society according 
to race, not class. The collaboration of 
Zionism with the Nazis is a fact. Not 
only did the Zionists conclude a trade 
agreement - Ha’avara - with the Nazis 
at the very time that the international 
Jewish boycott of Nazi Germany was 
at its height, but they also campaigned 
against the lowering of immigration 
barriers in the USA, or opening any 
country to Jewish refugees bar Palestine 
itself. As Ben Gurion told Mapai’s central 
committee on December 9 1938, after 
Kristallnacht Britain had agreed to the 
immigration of 10,000 Kindertransport 
Jewish children:

If I knew that it would be possible 
to save all the children in Germany 
by bringing them over to England, 
and only half of them by transporting 
them to Eretz Yisrael, then I would 
opt for the second alternative. For 
we must weigh not only the life of 
these children, but also the history 
of the people of Israel.3

Sometimes it was difficult to tell who was 
a Zionist and who was an anti-Semite. 
Zionists held that anti-Semitism was 
partly the fault of the Jews in the diaspora 
for not having moved to Palestine. The 
Jews were strangers in someone else’s 
land and as such they had developed 
unhealthy asocial characteristics. By 
going to Palestine they would cleanse 
themselves.

Israel’s first justice minister, Pinhas 
Rosenbluth, described Palestine as “an 
institute for the fumigation of Jewish 
vermin”.4 The number of anti-Semites 
who queued up to pay the Zionists a 
compliment were legion - including 
Alfred Rosenberg, minister for Ostland 
and the Nazi Party’s main theoretician, 
who wrote in 1919 that “Zionism must 
be vigorously supported in order to 
encourage a significant number of 
German Jews to leave for Palestine or 
other destinations.”5

Corbyn needs to face up to a simple 
truth: apologists for Israel routinely 
resort to accusations of anti-Semitism 
to defend Israel’s murderous practices. 
It is perfectly understandable. How 
do you defend the beating and torture 
of children, the shooting of unarmed 
demonstrators, the demolition of 
schools and homes other than by 
impugning the motives of the accuser?

When Natalie Portman, the 
Hollywood star who is a liberal Zionist, 
recently boycotted the Genesis Prize 
- Israel’s equivalent of the Nobel - 
because she refused to be in the same 
room as Binyamin Netanyahu, Likud 
minister Yuval Steinitz accused her of 
anti-Semitism.6 There are numerous 
other examples.

Stephen Pollard, editor of the Jewish 
Chronicle, one of the main proponents 
of the false anti-Semitism allegations, 
has stated that Corbyn’s apology 
for alleged Labour anti-Semitism 
“contained the odd assertion that 
anti-Zionism is not anti-Semitic”.7 In 
other words, anything but the most 
anodyne criticism of Israeli apartheid 
is anti-Semitic.

This is not a trivial matter. The right 
in the Labour Party has abandoned a 
full-on confrontation with Corbyn. 
Instead they have resorted to a 
perverted version of identity politics, 
whereby the oppressor’s identity 
becomes equally valid as that of the 
oppressed. They are using the language 
of the left to attack the left. Corbyn and 
his office seem incapable of grasping 

this simple truth.

Sabotage
One thing is for sure. The false ‘Enough 
is Enough’ anti-Semitism campaign was 
launched in order to sabotage Labour’s 
local election campaign. It is sapping the 
strength of the Labour Party and diverting 
attention from the Tories’ problems 
over Windrush. Every time there is an 
expulsion there is a demand for another 
one. As the Tories’ appeasement of Hitler 
in the 1930s demonstrated, the more you 
appease an aggressor, the hungrier they 
become. Nothing Corbyn can or will do 
will satisfy Labour’s imperialist right and 
its Zionist allies.

But it is worse than this. If, by 
chance, Corbyn were ever to get into 
power, then he would be confronted 
with opposition by the bankers and 
major industrialists that would be 10 
times what the likes of Arkush and 
Goldstein can offer. Then he would be 
up against the civil service and the rest 
of the British establishment. If he cannot 
put down loudmouths like John Mann 
and Wes Streeting, there is no way he is 
going to stand up to the transnationals 
and investment banks.

Corbyn needs to grow a backbone 
fast and remove the whip from Streeting, 
Mann, Ryan, Smeeth, etc. And that 
should be for starters. He needs to 
confront Labour’s right by encouraging 
deselections. That is the only way he 
will see in a radical Labour government. 
He has to go on the offensive instead of 
cringing and making useless apologies 
for a non-existent anti-Semitism. Instead 
we are now hearing calls from the 
Zionists for the removal of the whip 
from Chris Williamson MP for sharing 
a platform with Jackie Walker.

The reality is that, having foresworn 
a campaign of reselecting the rightwing 
MPs, his enemies on the back benches - 
over half the PLP - are simply waiting for 
their chance to stab him in the back. The 
only real question is whether they will 
move before or after a general election. It 
is almost certain that a group of maybe 50 
or more Labour MPs will simply refuse 
to support Corbyn as prime minister. By 
failing to take out these MPs now, Corbyn 
has all but ensured that he will never ever 
be in a position to form a government.

That is what the expulsion of Marc 
Wadsworth really means. Corbyn’s 
cowardice today guarantees he will 
ultimately be seen, despite his undoubted 
talents, as a weak-minded leader who 
was incapable of standing up to his own 
backbenchers.

The role of Jon Lansman and 
Momentum is even more despicable. 
Having created a 40,000-strong 
organisation, he has ensured that 
politically it is completely useless. 
In these debates Momentum carries 
absolutely no weight - a product of its 
own lack of democracy l

Notes
1. www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/
anti-semitism-is-no-longer-an-undertone-of-
trumps-campaign-its-the-melody/2016/11/07/
b1ad6e22-a50a-11e6-8042-f4d111c862d1_story.
html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.392e104af436.
2. www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/
apr/15/corbyn-needs-to-defend-labour-mps-
fighting-antisemitism.
3. G Piterberg The returns of Zionism London 
2008, p99.
4. J Doron, ‘Classic Zionism and modern anti-
Semitism: parallels and influences’ Studies in 
Zionism autumn 1983, p169.
5. F Nicosia The Third Reich and the Palestine 
question Piscataway 1985, p25.
6. www.timesofisrael.com/natalie-portmans-snub-
borders-on-anti-semitism-says-minister.
7. www.thejc.com/comment/comment/corbyn-jlc-
meeting-what-really-happened-1.463018?utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=Editors%20
Email%2026032018&utm_content=Editors%20
Email%2026032018+CID_
ee66ee970b4aa54693e0c7df4397eff7&utm_
source=Email%20marketing%20softw.
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RMT

Join us in battle
The RMT is debating whether or not to affiliate. Jim Grant of Labour Party Marxists says get back in

“You can take your distance 
from America,” Tony Blair 
told the Chilcot inquiry 

years ago, “but you might find it is a 
long way back.”

So, also, it seems, is the case with 
taking of distance from the Labour 
Party. Close to 15 years after being 
expelled from Labour, thanks in large 
part to Blair’s many crimes, the Rail, 
Maritime and Transport union is to 
decide whether or not to apply for 
re-affiliation. The crunch moment 
comes on May 30, at a special general 
meeting.

“For many years I myself wouldn’t 
have dreamed that I would ever be 
campaigning to rejoin Labour,” Steve 
Hedley tells us. “So what has changed? 
Well, in a word, Corbyn.”1 Hedley 
is not a nobody in the RMT - he is 
assistant general secretary, and a 
long-standing militant and official in 
the union. He has spent most of that 
time on the fringes of the far left, briefly 
joining the Socialist Party in England 
and Wales (and the article quoted above 
was published on the Socialist Appeal 
website). If he has changed his mind 
on the matter, no doubt many others 
have too.

In the beginning
The story of the RMT’s relationship 
with the Labour Party is a long one - 
indeed, it is about as long as any such 
story could possibly be. For it was a 
motion originating in a branch of the 
Amalgamated Union of Railway Servants, 
one of the RMT’s ancestors, that led the 
Trades Union Congress to kick-start the 
Labour Representation Committee in 
1899. Within a couple of years, there 
were MPs in parliament answerable, 
in theory, to the labour movement; 
and, though independence from the 
Liberal whip was largely a theoretical 
matter for Labour’s first MPs, the break 
was nonetheless decisively important 
in the history of the British workers’ 
movement - and for that matter in the 
history of ‘bourgeois’ politics in this 
country as a whole.

For the next century, the AURS 
and its successor, the National Union 
of Railwaymen, were core affiliates to 
the Labour Party; no less loyal was the 
National Union of Seamen, the other 
component part of today’s union. Even 
20 years ago, with Jimmy Knapp still in 
the general secretary’s seat of what was 
by then the RMT, a break with Labour 
would have been quite unimaginable.

Knapp presided over some 
significant industrial battles, but aided 
and abetted Neil Kinnock and John 
Smith, as they paved the way for Tony 
Blair. In 2001, in a move reflecting 
deep disappointment with the first 
Blair government in the RMT ranks, 
the top job was taken by Bob Crow, 
an avowed communist and militant 
organiser. Under his leadership, RMT 
members in Scotland used the union 
political fund to sponsor candidates of 
the Scottish Socialist Party, which was 
riding high at the time; this can only 
have been a calculated provocation, 
and the inevitable result - expulsion 
from the ranks of Labour’s affiliates 
- followed in 2004.

Since then, the RMT’s political 
fund has been put to highly eclectic 
uses. The SSP, of course, collapsed 
into irrelevance within three years, 
when it split over Tommy Sheridan’s 
attempts to sue the Murdoch empire 
over allegations about his sex life. It 
continues to exist, just about, today; it 
is merely a tail of the nationalists, and 
a well-docked tail at that. The RMT 
sponsors a smattering of MPs on an 

individual basis - mostly Labour, but 
also including leftish nationalists and 
Greens. It has also been a primary 
sponsor first of the now disbanded ‘No 
to the EU’ ‘Lexiteer’ slate in the 2009 
and 2014 European elections, and the 
Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition 
on an ongoing basis. Electoral returns 
for both have been generally awful - 
which is to say, below the pretty poor 
historic standard of far-left candidates 
in Britain’s hostile electoral system.

Though many on the far left greeted 
the RMT’s break with Labour - in the 
context of the invasion of Iraq, top-up 
fees and the rest - as a great step 
forward, it is clear, on the evidence 
of the last 15 years, that it was in fact 
a step back politically for the RMT 
and the labour movement as a whole. 
The most successful use of the RMT 
political fund in these years, apart 
from supporting some Labour MPs, 
has been boosting petty bourgeois 
candidates (a matter on which those 
who urged disaffiliation, like SPEW, 
are tellingly silent).

Transformed 
Labour?
On the RMT’s side, then, the opportunity 
is there to step back into the central 
terrain of British labour movement 
politics. But not only that. As Hedley 
tells us, there is a serious class struggle 
going on for the very future of the 
movement itself, and the place where 
the battle rages is the Labour Party. 
Merely by making that move, Britain’s 
most militant union would send a very 
clear message. The impact of the return 
could - almost - be worth the wasted 
years in the political desert.

We are told by another advocate 
of reaffiliation, however, that “RMT 
branches are divided, and the vote 
at the SGM is likely to be close.”2 
Indeed, all the signs are of a close 
contest. Hedley begins his article 
with a disclaimer - “I refuse to fall 
out with anyone over the debate in the 
RMT about reaffiliation to the Labour 
Party” - that suggests in itself that fur 
is likely to fly.

A document outlining the 
terms offered by the Labour 
Party has been circulated 
among RMT branches 
with a covering letter 
from general secretary 
Mick Cash3; drawn 
from the response of 
the Labour Party to 
the RMT’s advances, it 
reads - admittedly to an 
outsider - like a document 
written by an advocate of 
reaffiliation who 
takes great 

pains to reassure opponents that their 
fears are unfounded.

So who are these opponents? We 
find many grumbles in the comments 
beneath comrade Hedley’s forthright 
Facebook posts, but a more systematic 
argument comes - where else? - from 
our comrades in SPEW. An article in 
their RMT members’ bulletin puts their 
case.4 “Socialist Party members of the 
RMT welcome the fact that a dialogue 
with the Labour Party has begun,” the 
comrades tell us:

A transformed Labour Party, with full 
democratic rights and due weight in 
its structures for trade unions - the 
collective voices of workers - would 
take forward the objectives of the 
RMT, as defined in our rule book: to 
“improve the conditions and protect 
the interests of its members” and 
“to work for the supersession of 
the capitalist system by a socialistic 
order of society”.

So far, so good. However, “are the 
terms of affiliation currently on offer 
- losing our political independence and 
handing £240,000 a year to a largely 
unreconstructed party machine (if we 
affiliate our full membership) - really 
the best way to pursue the RMT’s 
objectives at this moment?” Phrasing 
the question in that way, naturally, 
presumes an answer in the negative. 
The article continues:

There is nothing on what the party 
will do to stop Labour-controlled 
authorities implementing driver-only 
operation (DOO) and sacking guards 
on Merseyrail and Rail North, 
massive funding cuts in Transport 
for London, or privatisation plans 
for the Welsh railways. The RMT 
has AGM policy supporting local 
councils setting no-cuts budgets by 
using their reserves and borrowing 
powers. Yet rightwing Labour-led 
councils continue to slash jobs and 
local services and nothing is said 
about it.

There follows a fairly accurate 
description of the bureaucratic 

obstacles to Labour Party 
democracy, and so on, 

and the conclusions 
write themselves: 
“once the cheque is 
handed over, it’s no 
longer our money”; 
worries about the 
“(extremely limited) 

opportunities 
and (still 

considerable) overheads that affiliation 
would bring”.

We should start by pointing out 
that what the SPEW comrades are 
engaged in here is the spread of what 
public relations professionals call 
“fear, uncertainty and doubt”, or FUD. 
Note that the RMT would “lose its 
political independence”, apparently: 
the confidential document, to which 
the SPEW article refers, explicitly 
repudiates this, except in the case of 
standing candidates against Labour. 
And indeed there is nothing in the 
Labour Party rules that excludes 
(say) campaigning for immediate 
rail renationalisation simply because 
Jeremy Corbyn and John McDonnell 
are too timid to call for it themselves.

If we are to identify standing 
candidates against Labour as the blocker 
issue, however, then the high-minded 
openness to reaffiliation affected by 
the SPEW article is revealed as a sham, 
for there is exactly zero point in even a 
politically healthy federal party of the 
labour movement accepting affiliates 
who stand against it in elections. It 
seems that we founder on the great 
socialist principle of SPEW being 
permitted to do whatever the hell it likes.

There is something more troubling 
yet, however, about the SPEW 
approach to this question, which is its 
petty bourgeois character. We mean this 
in the narrowest possible sense - SPEW 
behaves exactly like a provincial estate 
agent, obsessed with getting the better 
of some petty transaction. £240,000 
doesn’t buy enough influence in the 
Labour Party.

Sectionalism
In a more expansive sense, the petty 
bourgeois attitude expresses itself, in the 
trade union movement, as sectionalism - the 
pursuit of the narrow aims of the union 
over and above those of the movement 
as a whole. It is thus highly regrettable 
that SPEW constantly encourages such 
sectionalism - what does the RMT get for 
its money? - above the general interest, 
which is hardly ideal from the point of 
view of an organisation that considers 
itself Trotskyist.

The best exemplar of this is the 
apparent expectation that an acceptable 
set of terms for affiliation should 
contain policy on driver-only operation. 
The proper way to settle such questions 
is not in market-stall haggling between 
the Labour Party bureaucracy and its 
RMT counterparts, but at conference. 
(Things are more commonly settled in 
the now smoke-free rooms of backstage 
stitch-ups, of course.) Say that there 
was Labour Party policy to nationalise 
the insurance industry and, as part of 
negotiations to get an insurance clerks’ 

union on board, that policy was 
struck off. I, and hopefully 
SPEW, would be less than 
pleased. Yet it seems to think 

that the RMT should expect 
just that sort of behaviour.

Can it really be the case that 
purported Trotskyists - who aspire to 
be the most conscious vanguard of the 
labour movement - should promote 
sectionalism as a matter of principle? 
Probably not. The truth is that these 
sad little contortions are designed for 
internal consumption; the lukewarm 
participation of the RMT in Tusc is all 
that keeps it afloat and, once it is gone, 
the last 25 years of SPEW strategy are 
basically buried.

But for the moment SPEW is 
committed to Tusc. The April 25 
edition of The Socialist urged readers 
to “Vote Trade Unionist and Socialist 
Coalition” in the May 3 local elections 
in England - without exception, it 
seems: the front-page article makes 
no mention of voting for any Labour 
candidates in the vast majority of seats, 
where Tusc is not contesting. After 
all, “Today Blairite councils around 
the country are implementing huge 
cuts to public services. That is why 
the Socialist Party is standing, as part 
of the Trade Unionist and Socialist 
Coalition, against some of the worst 
Blairite cutters at local level.”

Yet, in the same article, we read this:

As we have repeatedly warned, making 
concessions to the pro-capitalist 
wing of the Labour Party, and 
attempting to conciliate with them, 
will only give them more power 
to try and defeat Corbyn. Not one 
inch should be conceded to them. 
Instead urgent measures are needed 
to completely transform the Labour 
Party into a mass socialist, working 
class party, with a revitalised trade 
union movement involved at its core 
through democratic, representative 
structures.

So how are those “urgent measures” to 
be won? How about winning the unions 
to fight for them within Labour itself? 
Oh no - that would be a waste of money.

Yet, as SPEW’s perspective of 
creating a Labour Party mark two is 
progressively invalidated by events, 
so SPEW comrades are voting with 
their feet and condemning themselves 
to a life of ‘poor value for money’ in 
the Labour Party - those left behind 
are more and more the irreconcilable 
and the delusional. The silver lining 
is that - in precisely the far-sighted 
spirit of the Communist manifesto - 
SPEW tends to find it amenable to 
take its political lead from the RMT, 
so perhaps a well-advised decision 
on May 30 will bring Peter Taaffe’s 
merry men and women finally to the 
same conclusion.

As already noted, however, a good 
outcome is far from guaranteed. If it is 
a close vote against reaffiliation, that 
will hardly cover SPEW in glory - and 
we shall say no more than that. To 
RMT members, we commend the 
larger view of politics, and hope that 
those of us wanting to truly transform 
Labour, rather than wait passively for 
it to be transformed for us, are soon to 
be joined by the battered British labour 
movement’s most militant contingent l

Notes
1. www.socialist.net/rmt-re-affiliation-we-cannot-
sit-on-the-sidelines.htm.
2. Jeff Slee in Labour Briefing - http://
labourbriefing.squarespace.com/home/2018/4/23/
nfzadnb3y0d9l8pyr8nix2ajuizzwd.
3. Cash’s letter is available here: www.rmt.org.uk/
about/policies/political-circulars-and-submissions/
rmt-affiliation-to-the-labour-party-branch-and-
regional-council. The document itself is marked 
“private and confidential”, but seems to have been 
inadvertently published on the RMT website for 
a brief period and, at time of writing, was still in 
Google’s cache.
4. Reproduced in The Socialist April 25.
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WALES

Blairite right clings on
William Phillips of Labour Party Marxists looks at the forthcoming leadership election in Welsh Labour

Jeremy Corbyn was the first Labour 
Party leader to be elected under the 
‘one member, one vote’ system. 

Welsh Labour might well follow 
this lead. Its April 20-22 Llandudno 
conference agreed to review how it 
elects the Labour leader in Wales - 
something which became particularly 
urgent after Carwyn Jones dramatically 
announced his resignation in his final 
speech to conference. Elections are due 
in the autumn.

Under existing rules the leader is 
chosen through an electoral college 
system that gives equals votes to (1) 
members, (2) the unions and other 
affiliated organisations, and (3) MPs, 
MEPs and AMs. While Unison and 
the GMB are keen on retaining their 
union block votes, they have talked 
about reducing the vote wielded by 
the politicians or eliminating it in its 
entirety. Others, however, including 
Mark Drakeford - finance secretary in 
the Welsh government and a candidate 
to succeed Carwyn Jones - are 
campaigning for Omov.

Who emerges as the new leader 
will obviously depend on the election 
system. But some idea of the balance of 
forces can be gleaned from Llandudno.

It is unlikely any trend or group would 
have left conference fully satisfied. “A 
score draw,” some comrades I spoke 
to reckoned; “2-1 to the right, but with 
the second half still to come”, was the 
verdict of another leftwing delegate. A 
deep fault line runs between the rank 
and file, which is left-leaning, and 
most union bureaucrats, councillors, 
assembly members, etc, who are still 
dominated by the right. Whereas the 
rank and file identify with Corbyn, the 
officialdom is determined to distance 
itself from the UK leadership.

Superficially, the bare facts of the 
conference appear to support a sober 
assessment for the left. Its candidate 
for the new post of deputy leader in 
Wales was defeated. Two motions 
addressing the electoral college system 
that delivered this victory for the right 
were rejected by the standing orders 

committee (SOC) in the run-up to 
Llandudno, and energetic lobbying at 
the event itself by comrades from the 
Constituency Labour Parties and Welsh 
Labour Grassroots/Momentum could 
not reverse the SOC’s ruling.

In November of last year, the Welsh 
executive committee (WEC) adopted 
the electoral college for leader and 
deputy leader elections. The WEC’s 
contempt for the membership it purports 
to serve was illustrated by the high-
handed way it ignored the pro-Omov 
submissions from 19 of the 27 CLPs 
which responded to the membership 
consultation that it actually initiated.

The anger this sparked on the left 
is all the more understandable when 
you look at the victory margin for the 
right’s candidate for deputy leader, 
Swansea East MP Carolyn Harris. The 
result was 51.5% for Harris and 48.5% 
for the left’s candidate, Julie Morgan. 
(Their current locations on the political 
spectrum are relative and highly mobile, 
it must be said.)

However, burrow deeper into the 
detail and the real story of the deputy 
leadership election emerges. In terms of 
the combined 16,819 votes cast, Morgan 
had beaten Harris by 9,110 votes to 
7,709. Particularly significant was that 
in the members’ section Morgan won by 
6,244 votes to 3,336 - a ratio of almost 
2:1 (although on a disappointing turnout 
of 38.2%).

It was the weighted electoral college 
system that had swung it for Harris, to 
the anger and frustration of many. The 
sections for elected representatives and 
unions, etc have been so far the least 
affected by the changes that have come 
with Corbyn. 

Leftwingers are naturally annoyed 
that their votes were swamped. One 
particular statistic that is being bitterly 
repeated by comrades is that the vote of 
one elected AM or MP is worth the vote 
of 400 ranks-and-file members 

Omov
There is no question that the campaign 
for Omov - pushed energetically by many 

CLPs and members in the branches - will 
have received a boost from this widely 
discredited election. The notion that our 
elected representatives should command 
such a disproportionately huge influence 
is clearly absurd. By definition, our MPs, 
MEPs and AMs are the most susceptible 
to the seductions of power. They are 
the people who we really need to keep 
an eye on.

Tactically, it may be correct to 
support Omov at this stage in the fight in 
Welsh Labour. It would certainly make 
short work of the current leadership of 
Welsh Labour and install a pro-Corbyn 
team. However, as a general principle 
we should be against plebiscites in 
the party - for electoral contests or 
otherwise. Comrades should remember 
that the move to Omov for the election 
of the party leader began with the likes 
of Neil Kinnock and John Smith, and 
culminated in Ed Miliband’s Collins 
review - it was a rightwing ploy to dilute 
the working class nature of our party.1

Comrades should bear in mind 
the farce that was John Lansman’s 
Momentum coup, cynically wrapped 
as it was in a veneer of ‘democracy 
from below’. In fact, this pseudo-
inclusive manoeuvre crushed the 
embryonic democratic structures of 
the organisation and substituted online 
voting of the entire, atomised and 
easily steered membership.2 Omov in 
Lansman’s hands was the vehicle for a 
profoundly undemocratic plot against 
the interests of the membership - one 
that stymied Momentum’s potential 
to be an effective, dynamic left trend 
in the party.

Moreover - despite our recent 
negative experience in Wales - it is in 
general an enormous strength of the 
Labour Party that it has the affiliation 
of important unions. It is pleasing that 
no comrades here seem to have had 
a ‘Christine Shawcroft moment’ - 
questioning Labour’s historic links with 
these vital working class institutions.3 In 
fact, as part of the democracy review that 
was won at the Llandudno conference 
(see below), we should include a 

commitment to a vigorous national 
campaign to affiliate all unions to 
Labour - a development that would go a 
huge way to making the party a genuine 
united front of the working class.

That would require rank-and-
file initiative in the unions; hard 
campaigning work and persuasive 
arguments; and - crucially - a thorough-
going democratisation of the unions 
from top to bottom.

Positive
Despite the results of this year’s conference, 
there were positive developments that 
could open up real opportunities for 
the left.

Firstly there is Mark Drakeford. 
He is, of this moment, the bookies’ 
favourite. Drakeford has a long history 
on the left in Wales and has been a 
consistent supporter of Corbyn.

Certainly, he could hardly be more 
inconsistent than the outgoing Blairite 
incumbent and supporter of Syrian 
air strikes, Carwyn Jones. The Jones 
‘brand’ was undoubtedly tainted by his 
and his team’s handling of charges of 
inappropriate sexual conduct against 
Carl Sargeant, a Welsh government 
minister - resulting in the man’s suicide 
in November last year. But politically, 
Jones had already lost a great deal of 
authority, given the nature of the general 
election campaign that official Welsh 
Labour had foisted on the membership 
in June 2017.

This was clearly devised to 
dramatically distance the party in 
Wales from the leadership in London 
- Corbyn and McDonnell in particular. 
The Cardiff HQ drew up a different 
election platform, and pictures of 
Corbyn on official material were rarer 
than dragon’s eggs. Many rank-and-file 
members were angry at this sidelining of 
the leader and made their views known 
with some energy.

Other encouraging developments 
for the left came out of this year’s 
conference:
l CLPs organised a useful fringe meeting 
on Omov, convened by the umbrella 

organisation, Cyfle (‘Opportunity’ in 
Welsh). By all accounts it was a lively 
meeting, with a combative resolution on 
display that the fight for the democratisation 
of our party would go on and intensify.
l There was also some success for 
WLG/Momentum in elections to the 
SOC and even those lefts who were 
unsuccessful replicated the general 
pattern of support that was displayed in 
the deputy leadership contest. That is, the 
left won amongst the branch members; 
they lost out to the voting weight of the 
affiliate organisations.
l WLG/Momentum-backed candidates 
won eight out of the 10 available CLP 
seats on the leadership.

I have already referenced the 
democracy review. The motion for this 
was moved by delegate Sue Hagerty 
and her call for the initial phase of the 
process to be completed this summer, 
ending with a special conference on 
the leadership election method in 
advance of the election itself, needs 
to be vigorously supported by the 
membership (especially because - 
while this proposal was very popular 
with delegates - worryingly, the final 
decision rests with the incoming Welsh 
executive).

The motion passed with very few 
dissenters and so comrades in Wales 
now have an opportunity to discuss 
this pivotal issue. Although the remit 
of the democracy review in Wales only 
covers issues specifically devolved 
to the WEC (which, happily, include 
the election format for leadership and 
deputy leadership elections), the logic 
of the discussion must take us far 
beyond these parameters and towards 
a permanent, democratic and militant 
organisation of the rank and file in Wales 
and beyond l

Notes
1. See ‘Unions vote to be distanced’ Weekly 
Worker March 6 2014.
2. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/jon-lansmans-
coup-in-momentum.
3. Specifically, her outburst on Facebook: “It is 
time to support disaffiliation of the unions from 
the Labour Party” See Weekly Worker March 15.
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POLEMIC

The alternative to patriarchy
The ‘sex wars’ discussed by Amia Srinivasan are a symptom of a deeper crisis, argues Rex Dunn

Brexit, Trump, a burgeoning debt 
crisis; neoliberalism challenged 
by economic nationalism; the 

endless war in Syria; Russian spies; 
fake news versus real news; tech 
companies able to harvest voters’ 
personal data in order to influence 
elections - what next?

Meanwhile the campaign against 
sexual misconduct has been put on 
the back burner, but sexual relations 
continue to disintegrate. The way Amia 
Srinivasan sees it, we are in the middle 
of a ‘sex war’ (or two!). Yet, writing in 
the London Review of Books (March 
18), she chooses in her article, ‘Does 
anyone have the right to sex?’, to tackle 
the problem in a vacuum, despite her 
multiple degrees. Come down from 
your academic tower!

Moreover, she could not be more 
negative: for her, not all human beings 
have a right to sex and she elevates this 
to a principle. Of course, such a right 
is not without limits (for example, an 
adult is not entitled to have sex with a 
child). But why not be positive? That 
is, start by arguing for a new kind of 
society, wherein no-one would want 
to have sex with a child anyway and 
where patriarchy has been swept away. 
Then sex becomes a universal right, in 
practice, because sexual desire is an 
essential human trait.

But, the longer capitalism continues, 
the more alienation there is from 
such traits, which leads to erroneous 
ideologies and demands; because 
the root cause of all alienation is the 
capitalist mode of production, which 
bases itself on alienated labour. By 
contrast, as early as 1844, Marx puts 
forward the idea of socialism as a “new 
mode of production”, which leads to 
“the confirmation of human powers and 
a fresh enrichment of human nature”.1 
But in the absence of such a “new mode 
of production”, there is no guarantee that 
we will become more human. Perhaps, 
along with the disintegration of the 
system as a whole, the relationship of 
man to woman has begun to follow suit? 
Hence, according to Srinivasan, we have 
become embroiled in a “sex war” (in fact 
we should use that phrase in the plural, 
because the antagonism between men 
and women has now spread into the 
women’s movement as well).

As a result, we are confronted with 
a growing mass of confusion and even 
hatred, which leads to conflicting 
demands for exclusion and inclusion. 
Unfortunately Srinivasan is unable to 
offer a way out of the mire.

Rise of the ‘incels’
She opens her account with a patriarchal 
horror story. In 2014 Elliot Rodger, a 
22-year-old college drop-out (of mixed 
white and Asian parentage), murdered 
several young men, starting with his 
two Asian housemates; then he went 
on to shoot two women on a California 
university campus, along with another 
male student, before finally shooting 
himself. Rodger was an ‘incel’ (involuntary 
celibate). During his killing spree, as 
Srinivasan puts it, he

went to Starbucks, ordered coffee, and 
uploaded a video, ‘Elliot Rodger’s 
retribution’, to his YouTube channel. 
He also emailed a 107,000-word 
memoir-manifesto, ‘My twisted 
world’ [part of which says]: “All 
I wanted was to fit in and live a 
happy life ... but I was cast out and 
rejected, forced to endure an existence 
of loneliness and insignificance, 
all because females of the human 
species were incapable of seeing 
the value in me.”

It so happened that he lusted after “hot 

sorority white girls [who] don’t as a 
rule date men like Rodger”. Srinivasan 
says that this “has something to do with 
gender norms enforced by patriarchy: 
alpha females want alpha males.” And 
“The necessary result of all this, Rodger 
said, was his ‘War on Women’, in the 
course of which he would ‘punish all 
females’ for the crime of depriving 
him of sex.” In fact he killed more men 
than women!

Srinivasan then turns to an online 
discussion forum called Reddit. It 
started out as “a support group for the 
lonely and sexually isolated, [but soon] 
became a forum whose users raged 
against women and the ‘noncels’ and 
‘normies’ who get to sleep with them; 
they also frequently advocated rape.” 
Consequently Reddit introduced “a 
new policy of prohibiting content 
that ‘encourages, glorifies, incites or 
calls for violence’”. This was the only 
response possible after

incels [had taken] to the manosphere [!] 
to explain that women (and feminism) 
were in the end responsible for what 
happened. Had one of those ‘wicked 
bitches’ just fucked Elliot Rodger, 
he wouldn’t have had to kill anyone. 
(Nikolas Cruz, who gunned down 
17 students and staff members at [a 
high school in] Florida on Valentines 
Day, 2018, vowed in a comment on 
a YouTube video that “Elliot Rodger 
will not be forgotten”.)

Of course, Srinivasan is right to point 
out that “no woman was obligated to 
have sex with Rodger; that his sense of 
entitlement was a case-study in patriarchal 
ideology”. It was “the very system that 
made him feel … inadequate”. He was 
bullied by other boys, who “made fun 
of his virginity. But it was the girls who 
deprived him of sex.” Therefore it was 
girls “who had to be destroyed”.

T h e n  s h e  a s k s ,  w a s  h i s 
undesirableness “a symptom of the 
internalisation of patriarchal norms of 
men’s sexual attractiveness on the part 
of women”? If so, a feminism which 
opposes these sexual stereotypes is 
not his enemy. She is also right to add:

Feminist commentary on … Rodger 
and the incel phenomenon … has said 
much about male sexual entitlement, 
objectification and violence. But 

so far it has said little about desire: 
men’s desire, women’s desire, and 
the ideological shaping of both.

Excellent point; but, as we shall see, in 
her attempt to find an answer, although 
she critiques the debate within radical 
feminism, she ends up by taking a 
contradictory position: ie, one which 
includes both exclusion and inclusion, 
as opposed to a united fight against 
patriarchy and a system that encourages 
sexual stereotypes - which also leads to 
disputes among women too.

Srinivasan reminds us that some 
women are willing to see themselves 
as sexual objects; as “a paradigm of 
female beauty”, whereby they are 
happy to attract the male gaze. Is this 
a form of false consciousness? On 
the other hand, Marx has a theory of 
beauty, which is based on classical 
aesthetics. Obviously this must include 
ideas not just about the beauty of 
the female form, but also the male 
(albeit idealised from nature). Is this 
an example of false consciousness 
as well?

‘Paradigm of 
beauty’
Whether we like it or not, in western 
society the idea of the beautiful female 
form (etc) is derived from the Athens 
golden age over 2,000 years ago: ie, it 
belongs to a body of aesthetics, based 
on the objectivity of concepts, which 
Hegel, Schiller and Marx were able to 
tap into millennia later.

Among the many examples of the 
idealised human form, one of my 
favourites is the relief of Athena Nike. 
Wearing transparent drapery, she is 
caught in the act of removing a sandal. 
Then there is Praxiteles, who sculpted 
a statue of a naked Hermes, leaning to 
his left, because he is cradling the infant 
Dionysus with one arm. And we have 
Greek vases, many of which depict red 
or black images of men and women 
who are engaged in diverse erotic acts.

But today, the idealised female 
form could not be more different. It is 
a reflection of ‘society’s real unreality’: 
ie, the commodified female body under 
the influence of the culture industry 
(fashion, cosmetics, advertising and 
entertainment). As a result, many 
women strive to look like Barbie 

dolls. For them, this is the epitome of 
attractiveness. Not only is this a real 
example of false consciousness: it 
also shows how the beauty myth has 
withered!

Catch 22: If only we could abolish 
the bourgeois division of labour now - ie, 
between ‘head’ and ‘hand’ labour - then 
more people would be able to distinguish 
between beauty and ugliness, instead of 
inverting the two, because they would 
have access to classical theory of the 
aesthetic. More importantly, they would 
be more willing to read and understand 
Marx!2

On the other hand, according to 
Srinivasan, the “politics of desire” has 
come to be generally accepted within the 
women’s movement; which then leads to 
attempts to police sexual desire. But you 
cannot politicise desire! Everyone has 
the right to her/his own idea of beauty 
and sexual attraction. Not only is this 
biologically driven: it is also cultivated 
by ideas about the beautiful; because 
sexual desire for human beings should 
engage “the five senses”, which are “the 
work of all previous history”.3 It is not 
just about the need to procreate.

In this regard, the relationship 
between beauty and desire is influenced 
by the following:
(i) aesthetic considerations, associated 
with male or female desire for the ‘object’ 
of their gaze;
(ii) for males, this is linked to patriarchy - ie, 
an ideology based on male power, which 
has a long history. But male desire for a 
woman does not equate with patriarchy 
necessarily.
(iii) The same dynamics also apply to 
homosexual, lesbian love, etc.
(iv) But now we have feminists, who want 
to proscribe sexual desire, based on the 
“paradigm of female beauty” (or not). 
As a result, sexual preference is turned 
into a political question. Rather than 
oppose this tyranny, Srinivasan appears 
to be confused about her own position.

The feminist “political critique of 
desire” dates back to the 1970s:

Catherine MacKinnon began to 
argue that “we [must] abandon the 
Freudian view of sexual desire as ‘an 
innate, primary, natural, pre-political, 
unconditioned drive divided along 
the biological gender line’”. Whilst 
acknowledging “that sex under 
patriarchy is inherently violent”, 
[the fact that] there were women 
who seemed capable of achieving 
pleasure under these conditions was a 
sign of how bad things were. [So for 
MacKinnon] the solution lay in the 
self-disciplining of desire demanded 
by political lesbianism … sex under 
male supremacy might well be “so 
gender-marked that it carries dominance 
and submission with it, no matter the 
gender of its participants”.

But patriarchy is not “inherently violent” 
- ie, innate to the male gender - because 
it is an ideology, which emerged from a 
historical division of labour before being 
incorporated into class society. Later 
MacKinnon’s position was attacked 
by Ellen Willis - not because she saw 
patriarchy in this way, but because she 
was in favour of “sex-positive feminism”. 
She criticised MacKinnon, because the 
latter “not only denied women the right 
to sexual pleasure, but also reinforced 
the ‘neo-Victorian’ idea that men desire 
sex, while women merely put up with 
it”. Paradoxically, says Srinivasan , this 
position undermines woman’s autonomy, 
both in the bedroom and outside of it, 
because women are being asked “to 
accept a spurious moral superiority as a 
substitute for sexual pleasure, and curbs 
on men’s sexual freedom as a substitute 
for real power”. It is hard to keep track 

with this argument!

Intersectionality
Srinivasan goes on to argue that Willis’s 
position also led to the rise of multifarious 
feminist groups based on identity and the 
exclusion of others, because they seek to 
confirm the ‘white’ paradigm: ie, they 
are anti-black, anti-disabled, anti-trans 
women, etc; or because they seek to 
confirm the latter - viz the politics of 
intersectionality. But this takes us further 
away from the idea of the universality 
of sexual desire:

Thinking about how patriarchal 
oppression is inflected by race and 
class - patriarchy…can’t be understood 
independently of other systems of 
oppression - has made feminists 
reluctant to prescribe universal policies, 
including universal sexual policies. 
[Yet] sexual self-objectification may 
mean one thing for a woman who, by 
virtue of her whiteness, is already 
taken to be a paradigm of female 
beauty, but quite another for a black 
or brown woman, or a trans woman.

At this point, she introduces bourgeois 
concepts of female empowerment and 
consensual sex: “If a woman says she 
enjoys working in porn, or being paid to 
have sex with men, or engaging in rape 
fantasies … even if she doesn’t just enjoy 
these things but finds them emancipatory, 
as part of her feminist praxis - then we are 
required, as feminists, to trust her”! (But 
Srinivasan fails to mention that there is 
a huge difference between desperately 
poor women in Haiti who are forced into 
the game in order to feed themselves 
and their families, and female escorts in 
London, whose clients are rich Russian 
oligarchs, etc.)

Here she errs on the side of liberal 
feminism, which accepts that desire is 
by no means uniform (thank goodness), 
and therefore insists that “acting on 
that desire is morally constrained only 
by boundaries of consent”. But she 
is right to point out that “the norms 
of sex are like the norms of capitalist 
free exchange”. On the other hand, she 
acknowledges that some feminists have 
not given way without a fight to being 
coopted by neoliberalism:

Generations of feminists and gay 
and lesbian activists have fought 
hard to free sex from shame, stigma, 
coercion, abuse and unwanted pain. 
[Yet it] has been essential to this 
project to stress that there are limits 
to what can be understood about sex 
from the outside, that sexual acts can 
have private meanings that cannot be 
grasped from a public perspective, that 
there are times when we must take it 
on trust that a particular instance of 
sex is OK, even if we can’t imagine 
how it should be.

Whereas, if there is evidence of abuse, 
then consent is not OK. Social intervention 
is required.

Ambivalent
Firstly, Srinivasan is critical of MacKinnon’s 
position because it gives rise to the 
“political critique of desire”. Secondly, 
she is critical of Willis’s “sex-positive 
feminism”, because it is unable to deal 
with “false consciousness” (she gives the 
example of rape fantasy.) Thirdly, she is 
critical of the supporters of intersectionality, 
because this is based on reactionary 
ideas within feminism (eg, the ‘white’ 
paradigm which is anti-black, etc). That 
said, she is correct to point out that rape 
fantasy is not “primordial”. Instead, it 
is a “political fact” (whereas I would 
say it is a product of self-alienation - as 
opposed to ideology which is a set of 
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ideas: eg, patriarchy or radical feminism). 
She writes:

Consider the supreme fuckability 
of ‘hot blonde sluts’ and east Asian 
women, the comparative unfuckability 
of black women, the fetishisation 
and fear of black male sexuality, the 
sexual disgust expressed towards 
disabled, trans and fat bodies. These 
too are political facts, which a truly 
intersectional feminism should 
demand that we take seriously. But 
the sex-positive gaze, unmoored from 
Willis’s call to ambivalence, threatens 
to neutralise these facts, treating 
them as pre-political givens. [It] risks 
covering not only for misogyny, but 
[also] racism, ableism, transphobia 
and every other oppressive system …

This makes me cringe. I would argue that 
the ideology of intersectionality should 
be opposed, because it is not only based 
on self-alienation: it is also reactionary 
and divisive.

Srinivasan agrees that there are risks 
associated with subjecting prejudices 
to political scrutiny: “Openness to 
desire critique” leads to “authoritarian 
moralism”. On the other hand, the liberal 
response, which is motivated by a “fear 
of authoritarianism”, could “encourage 
a discourse of sexual entitlement” again. 
This brings us back to the demands of 
incels, if not the mass murderer, Elliot 
Rodger, which clearly is out of the 
question.

At this point, Srinivasan returns 
to the question of exclusion, which 
she opposes, because it infringes the 
rights of trans women. But this raises 
a new problem: some of the latter are 
excluded by lesbian feminists, because 
of their ultra-feminine desires: ie, they 
“equate and conflate womanhood 
with traditional femininity”, which 
“strengthens the hand of patriarchy”. 
So “no-one is required to have sex with 
you”. For Srinivasan, the only solution 
is to “fully exorcise the radical-feminist 
ambition to develop a political critique 
of sex”. Then there would be no need to 
exclude and marginalise trans women”. 
On the other hand, she says, “a feminism 
that totally abjures the political critique 
of desire is a feminism with little to say 
about the injustices of exclusion and 
misrecognition suffered by the women 
who arguably need feminism the most”. 
Thus we have to have a limited political 
critique - ie, against feminists who want 
to exclude trans women, because of their 
“ultra-feminine desires”. Except that this 
is how many men view women - not just 
patriarchal men, but incels too.

Srinivasan’s 
conclusion
“[W]ho is desired and who isn’t is a 
political question, [which is] usually 
answered by more general patterns of 
domination and exclusion” - not just 
amongst men, she says, but also amongst 
women, regardless of sexual preference:

[W]hile men respond to sexual 
marginalisation with a sense of 
entitlement to women’s bodies, women 
who experience [this] typically respond 
with talk not of marginalisation, but 
empowerment … in so far as they do 
speak of entitlement, it is entitlement 
to respect. That said, the radical 
self-love movements among black, 
fat and disabled women do ask us to 
treat our sexual preferences as less 
than perfectly fixed.

So Srinivasan falls back on the fluidity of 
sexual desire - the only way she can square 
the circle! But it is based on subjective 
idealism - in the end, she can only rely 
on hope: “the very idea of fixed sexual 
preference is political, not metaphysical”. 
What she calls “good politics” means 
that “we treat the preferences of others as 
sacred”. No-one should seek to impose 
their own “idealised version” of what 
people should want on others. Right!

Sexual preferences can and do alter, 

sometimes under the operation of our 
wills … Desire can take us by surprise, 
leading us somewhere we haven’t 
imagined we would ever go … In the 
very best cases - the cases that perhaps 
ground our best hope - desire can cut 
against what politics has chosen for 
us, and choose for itself.

But what about the worst cases? In the 
real world we are still left in the mire 
of gross prejudice, marginalisation 
and exclusion, a fragmented mass of 
sexual desires which are in perpetual 
conflict with each other: ie, the “logics 
of disintegration” in practice! 

In her online profile Srinivasan says 
that she is interested in an “alternative 
to liberalism and capitalism”. But 
there is no evidence of this here. I 
suggest that she starts by abandoning 
poststructuralism, because it leaves her 
stuck in the morass of today’s sexual 
politics. The latter, of course, is a mirror 
of the anarchy of commodity capitalism 
itself. The only alternative to this is 
Marxism, based on the methodology 
of dialectical materialism: either it will 
lead to socialism and communism or 
extermination. (In this regard, Marx is 
the originator of the idea of socialism 
or barbarism, later revived by Engels 
and Luxemburg.)

But, as Francis Wheen reminds us, 
Marxism does not merely interpret 
the world: it requires us to change it, 
because,

However inglorious its apparent 
economic [and technological] triumphs, 
capitalism remains a disaster, since 
it turns people into commodities, 
exchangeable for other commodities. 
Until humans can assert themselves 
as the subjects of history rather than 
its objects, there is no escape from 
this tyranny.4

If only Srinivasan could take this on board!

Marxism and 
patriarchy
I think we need to discuss both Marx and 
Engels on this and related questions: the 
one being the source of basic theory, whilst 
the other explains the origins of patriarchy. 
But, due the constraints of space, I shall 
leave aside the latter’s Origin of the family, 
private property and the state.

As for Marx, I can only offer a 
‘taster’ here. (This is despite the fact 
that he himself is not the best role model 
of a socialist man! On the one hand, 
he started writing before the idea of 
woman’s liberation had been properly 
thought about. On the other, given his 
rational optimism, he anticipated that 
the bourgeoisie itself would destroy 
all “patriarchal, idyllic relations”: ie, 
under the impact of the “nihilism of the 
bourgeois mode of production ... [all] 
that is holy is profaned, and man is at last 
compelled to face with sober senses his 
real conditions of life and his relations 
with his kind”.5

In the third of his Economic and 
philosophical manuscripts (1844), Marx 
makes the distinction between primitive 
communism, which arose thousands of 
years ago and the communism of the 
future. Whereas the former was based 
on a shortage of the necessities of life, 
and was doomed to fail, even descend 
into barbarism, true communism is 
only possible as a result of the rise of 
a mode of production which has the 
potential to produce an abundance for 
all: ie, once capitalism has fulfilled its 
own revolutionary potential: “In the 
relationship with woman, as the prey and 
handmaid of communal lust, is expressed 
the infinite degradation in which man 
exists for himself.” But equally, the

secret of this relationship … of man 
to woman … reveals in a sensuous 
form … the extent to which the human 
essence has become nature for man 
or nature has become the human 
essence for man. It is possible to judge 
from this relationship the entire level 
of development of mankind ... the 

relation of man to woman [should 
be] the most natural relation of human 
being to human being. It therefore 
demonstrates the extent to which man’s 
natural behaviour has become human 
or … the extent to which his human 
nature has become nature for him. 
This relationship also demonstrates 
the extent to which man’s needs have 
become human needs.6

At the subjective level, men and women 
are capable of a relationship, based on 
real love and equality. Such relationships 
are the harbingers of a communist future, 
wherein they become objective, as well as 
subjective. But without a social revolution 
the productive forces become more and 
more destructive, vis-à-vis the relationship 
between “man and man” (not to mention 
man and woman!), as well as the rest of 
nature. Therefore the only way forward is 
the struggle for a communist organisation 
of society. Anticipating his ideas in Capital 
III (published after his death), as early as 
1844, Marx describes this as:

the positive supersession of private 
property as human self-estrangement, 
and hence the true appropriation 
of the human essence by and for 
man; it is the complete restoration 
of man to himself as a social - ie, 
human - being, a restoration which 
has become conscious and which 
takes place within the entire wealth 
of previous periods of development. 
This communism, as fully developed 
naturalism, equals humanism … it is 
the genuine resolution of the conflict 
between man and nature, and between 
man and man, the true resolution of 
the conflict between existence and 
being, between objectification [of 
the human] and self-affirmation, 
between freedom and necessity, 
between the individual and [the 
potential] of the species.7

I would like to make three main points 
about patriarchy today:
1. A Marxist theory of patriarchy - as 
opposed to subjective idealism - may be 
summarised as follows:
(i) Sexual desire is a biological need. 
but sexual attraction is also cultivated 
by aesthetic ideas about beauty, (which 
are both objective/subjective), as well as 
ideology. This includes patriarchy.
(ii) Despite the famous statement in The 
communist manifesto above, patriarchal 
relations have not disappeared. As a 
traditional ideology based on the power 
which men are able to exert over women, 
it has become more entrenched for 
multifarious reasons.
(iii) Even in secular democracies, women 
do not enjoy economic equality with 
men. But at least they have more sexual 
independence, thanks to the contraceptive 
pill, which freed them from marriage 
slavery, wherein they had to fulfil a 
dual role, both as mother and domestic 
servant. As a result more women are able 
to become wage slaves, but only a few 
are able to fill the top jobs in business and 
politics. On the other hand, if they are no 
longer able to act as breadwinners, many 
men feel emasculated by female sexual 
independence.
(iv) Post-1968 and the defeat of the left, 
socialist feminism fell into decline. The 
vacuum was filled by the rise of radical 
feminism, because women were still 
subjected to patriarchal abuse, especially 
sexually. Therefore more and more women 
chose to become lesbians as a life-style 
choice (which, of course, is their right).
(v) The situation is made worse by sexual 
stereotyping via the “society of the 
spectacle” (news/propaganda, advertising 
and the entertainment industry). As a 
result, non-alpha males believe that 
they are entitled to have sex with alpha 
women. But, when they are rebuffed, 
their patriarchy becomes aggressive. So 
they lash out at heterosexual women, as 
well as lesbians, etc.
(vi) Latterly, the radical feminist movement 
has opened itself up to further confusion 
and criticism, because it has disintegrated 
into intersectionality groups, many of 
which, as Srinivasan points out, advocate 

reactionary ideas.
(vi) The ideology of patriarchy can only 
be overthrown via a united struggle of 
men and women for socialism, whilst 
at the same time recognising the rights 
of minorities.
2. There is no solution to the ‘sex wars’ 
within neoliberalism; rather it is an incubator 
for them. Arguably, the antecedents 
of neoliberalism are to be found in 
Stalinism (the antithesis of socialism and 
communism), which opened the door wide 
to the post-war settlement. The latter is 
the current form of mediation between 
the contradictory poles of capitalism, 
which threaten to undermine it, albeit 
not a viable or stable form of mediation.

Neoliberalism refers to developments 
within the economic base over the 
past 50 years. But it also developed its 
own ideology (even if this consists of 
interchangeable ‘memes’; therefore it is 
less than satisfactory from the standpoint 
of the bourgeoisie). However, the end 
result is the same: more atomisation and 
alienation of the masses.
(i) In economic terms, neoliberalism relies 
on the free market and global capital. 
On the one hand, this leads to growing 
inequality worldwide (rise of the working 
poor, etc); on the other, the individual is 
reduced to “mere exchange value”, albeit 
with less and less redress.
(ii) In social terms, neoliberalism is in 
a process of unravelling: it exacerbates 
economic/social atomisation and 
fragmentation, at the expense of a 
working class which is both ‘in itself’ 
and ‘for itself’.

As a result, we have the rise of 
identity politics - ie, the politics of 
recognition - as a basis for group rights; 
as opposed to the politics of class interest, 
which enables diverse groups to unite 
around the question of oppression in 
all its forms, via political demands, 
such as for racial equality, equal rights 
for women, gay and lesbian rights, etc. 
Unlike socialist feminism (long since 
marginalised), which is derived from 
Marxist theory, radical feminist groups 
are derived from poststructuralism, 
the “logics of disintegration” in both 
theory and practice. Not only are these 
groups in conflict with each other, but, 
as Srinivasan points out, the feminist 
movement has also moved to the right: 
eg, the “political critique of desire”, 
intersectionality groups which identify 
as white - therefore they are anti-black, 
anti-trans, etc, which leads to more and 
more exclusion, rather than inclusion.
3. (i) The rise of the ‘sex wars’ is also 
fuelled by the bourgeois media (in both 
its traditional and new digital forms) - in 
part because this offers a lurid/lucrative 
diversion from the real problem: ie, 
capitalism itself.
(ii) But, following the demise of the left, 
we are now seeing a backlash among 
workers and the lower middle class in 
the rebirth of traditional reactionary 
ideologies as well: ie, sexism, racism, 
xenophobia and economic nationalism. 
(NB: Both the election of Trump and 
Brexit are fuelled by these ideas, which 
are class-collaborationist in character.)
(iii) Thus the resurgence in patriarchal 
behaviour today has to be seen in the 
context of all of the above. It is not just 
a response to radical feminism and its 
exclusionist tendencies.

Eleanor Marx
If Srinivasan is serious about finding “an 
alternative to capitalism”, she could also 
read Eleanor Marx (again, if she has not 
already done so); then turn to Karl Marx 
as well as Engels, etc. Eleanor’s essay, on 
The woman question (1886), co-written 
with her partner, Edward Aveling, was 
inspired by Engels’ Origin of the family, as 
well as the work of the German socialist, 
August Bebel. This essay should also 
be read, because it not only provides a 
vision of human relations between men 
and women: it is also a sober reminder 
that this is in danger of disappearing. 
Capitalism continues, mainly because 
the communist movement was betrayed 
by Stalinism. Now it is being propped up 
by social democracy. But it is capitalism 
which should be in the dock.

Here is a synopsis of Eleanor Marx’s 
essay. Its overarching theme is the idea 
of “a man and a woman thinking and 
working together”. Eleanor covers both 
“the present relations between woman 
and men” (in the late 19th-century), as 
well as some historical background. 
She compares those who attack the 
present position of women without 
understanding the context - ie capitalist 
society - to a doctor “who tries to treat 
a local infection without inquiring 
into the patient’s general health”. This 
ignorance is characteristic of many 
bourgeois feminists: ie, those who have 
a vested interest in private property. 
Therefore they ignore what is happening 
to ordinary women - and men - in society 
as a whole. By contrast, socialist women 
are aware of the role that women play in 
the production of surplus value, directly, 
as factory workers and servants, or 
indirectly, as housewives and mothers: 
“Without the larger social change, 
women will never be free.”

As for marriage, this is a far cry 
from Kant’s idea of relations between 
a man and a woman, wherein “the one 
sex completes the other”. In reality 
marriages (then and, to a lesser extent, 
now) are based on “commercialism” and 
“serfdom”, within which men exercise 
their own patriarchal power over the 
household, whilst their spouses do all 
the domestic chores and bring up the 
children. Some men even behave like 
brutes and beat up their wives, if they 
are not satisfied with the ‘duties’ they 
are expected to perform.

Undeterred, Eleanor goes on to write 
about what socialism can achieve both 
for women and men: it will be “a society 
in which all the means of production 
belong to the community, which 
recognises the full equality of all without 
distinction of sex”. Thus, it “raises the 
mental and physical condition of all its 
members to the highest attainable pitch”. 
Then all women can be truly equal; each 
is independent and free, able to fulfil her 
own potential. And under socialism, the 
relationship between women and men 
will be based on mutual “love, respect, 
intellectual likeness, [with each] in 
command of the necessities of life”, 
wherein monogamy is negotiable. (With 
hindsight, this last point has to be seen 
as a tragic irony.)8

To return to my introduction, if 
capitalism today were an airbus, then 
one of the engines is out; there are cracks 
in the airframe. We are flying through 
extreme turbulence and the aircraft is 
in danger of disintegrating - the pilots 
have lost control and behind them the 
cabin crew are unable to restore order. 
Some passengers are embroiled in a 
fight over who sits with whom, while 
the rest are trying to stay calm, hoping 
that they will survive.

If only the latter were to realise that 
they can change things themselves: 
from neoliberalism to Karl and Eleanor 
Marx. This includes Srinivasan, who is 
too distracted by the unruly minority l
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Notes
1. K Marx Economic and philosophical 
manuscripts London 1975, p358.
2. This is an important “impediment” to 
revolutionary consciousness, which Marx alludes 
to many times in his EPM, beginning with the 
first manuscript . But he never provides an answer 
as to how this can be overcome. Obviously a 
strategy to deal with this should be part of our 
revolutionary programme. Having an independent 
revolutionary press is good, but not enough.
3. K Marx Economic and philosophical 
manuscripts London 1975, p353.
4. F Wheen Marx’s ‘Das Kapital’: a biography 
London 2007, p13.
5. K Marx and F Engels The communist 
manifesto: www.marxists.org/archive/marx/
works/1848/communist-manifesto/ch01.htm.
6. 18. K Marx Economic and philosophical 
manuscripts London 1975, p347.
7. Ibid p348.
8. www.marxists.org/archive/eleanor-marx/works/
womanq.htm. When Eleanor discovered that her 
lover, Edward Aveling, had secretly married a 
22-year-old actress, he suggested a suicide pact. 
She swallowed the Prussic acid and died in agony 
at the age of 43. But Aveling never intended to 
keep his side of the bargain. As Francis Wheen 
says, “Though not charged with her murder, he 
undoubtedly killed her” (F Wheen Karl Marx 
London 1999, p386).
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GERMANY

The rise of a Mini-Me Hitler
Thomas Klikauer looks at the fruitcakes, loonies and out-and-out racists who inhabit the völkische 
wing of the AfD

In 2017, the far-right Alternative 
for Germany (AfD) - often mocked 
as “Alternative for the Dumb” or 

“A Fucking Disgrace” - entered the 
parliament with 92 MPs, having won 
12.6% of the vote. The AfD’s carefully 
crafted public image is defined by a 
tweed-wearing old-timer and an 
attractive former Goldman Sachs 
manager. But behind the show lurks 
something much more sinister: the rise 
of Germany’s new Hitler.

Björn Höcke, the AfD’s leader in 
the state of Thuringia, represents the 
extremist völkische wing in the party. 
It was none other than the former 
president of the Federation of German 
Industries (BDI), Hans-Olaf Henkel, 
who noted early on in Höcke’s career: 
“This guy talks like Goebbels”. Henkel 
was a founding member of the AfD, on 
its neoliberal wing.

Early in his political career, Höcke 
had very close affiliations to Germany’s 
real Nazis. And today, inside the 
AfD, there are at least one to two 
thousand members who identify with 
his rightwing extremism. Germany’s 
‘new Führer’ has learned from the old 
Nazis. Today’s post-modern Nazis 
do not go around shouting Sieg Heil. 
They appear as petty bourgeois wearing 
well-tailored suits and nicely polished 
shoes. While they are not the violent 
and vile thugs beating up anyone not 
too Aryan-looking, they still hate 
modernity, multiculturalism, feminism, 
modern democratic institutions, trade 
unions, the left, etc.

Björn Höcke’s politics consist of 
a skilful mix of conservatism and 
Nazism. Today’s Nazis are well aware 
that open Nazism would expose the 
AfD to the danger of being placed 
under close observation by Germany’s 
powerful Verfassungschutz - its secret 
police - and pose a serious threat to the 
existence of the party. And, of course, 
Höcke is aware that open Nazism 
would deter some people from voting 
AfD - over many years, he has mastered 
the craft of alluding to Nazism, while at 
the same time never openly appearing 
to be a Nazi himself. But all this 
demanded years of training.

A few years before the founding of 
the AfD in 2013, one of Germany’s 
leading Social Democrats, Thilo 
Sarrazin, published a book entitled 
Germany will abolish itself (2010), 
stimulating racist fears. Being 
originally a neoliberal anti-EU party, 
the AfD quickly took on Sarrazin’s fear-
mongering. This played out well when 
thousands of refugees started arriving in 
2015. The same year marked a turning 
point for the AfD: the neoliberals lost 
ground to the party’s xenophobic 
wing, which soon mutated into a 
völkische wing, favouring a racially 
cleansed Volksgemeinschaft, based on 
Germanic Aryanism and the so-called 
‘Erfurter Proclamation’ (2015). While 
multiculturalism is denounced as a 
form of “totalitarianism”, there is also 
scornful contempt for humanism and  
the enlightenment. This is spiced up 
with Nazi glorifications and the quest 
for a mythical cultural hegemony. It is a 
thoroughly anti-democratic programme 
founded on the legend of a Germanic 
rebirth to overcome modern decadence.

B jö rn  Höcke ’s  vö lk i s cher 
nationalism claims that it has to win 
back free speech - meaning freed from 
‘political correctness’, which the AfD 
regards as a cancerous tumour. So 
free speech is not to be understood 
as a democratic civil right. Instead, 
it means the right to abuse and insult 
those political opponents whom Höcke 
calls “vicious do-gooders”. Höcke 
fights against them. The removal of 

political correctness is also designed 
to move political debate away from the 
exchange of ideas, from the possibility 
of reaching consensus and agreement.

Criminals
Höcke sees what he calls “old parties” or 
“system parties” as representatives of the 
establishment: “They have robbed us of 
our state.” For him, Angela Merkel - “that 
malicious women” - represents the old 
parties to perfection. As such “she has 
lost the right to führen [lead] our Volk”. 
While thinking in terms of a Führer, 
Höcke also insinuates that Germany’s 
main parties are run by criminals. The 
AfD claims they rob and steal from 
society. Similar to what occurred in 
1933, the AfD wants to remove these 
parties from the political scene. If need 
be, “Merkel has to be carried out of the 
chancellery in a straight-jacket”, says 
Höcke, implying that she is mentally 
deranged. “I no longer recognise those 
parties seeking to destroy Germany.”

According to Höcke, the bombing 
of Coventry during World War II 
was legitimate, while the following 
destruction of Dresden was a “bombing 
holocaust”. Not surprisingly, Höcke’s 
wing wants to revise history. It 
would also cut funding for holocaust 
memorials and school education on 
anti-Semitism and racism.

Höcke used to be in very close 
contact with Germany’s openly Neo-
Nazi party, the NPD. Under the faked 
(but very Germanic) name of ‘Landolf 
Ladig’, he used to write in an NPD 
paper, where he explained his völkische 
ideology in great detail. He also was 
in close contact with a known criminal 
and Neo-Nazi, Thorsten Heisse, who 
was frequently referred to in court 
cases involving the ‘National Socialist 
Underground’ - a trio that murdered 10 
people between 2000 and 2007.

He uses highly unusual words when 
explaining his ideology. For example, 

Höcke wrote something on what he 
called an “organic market economy” - a 
term derived from a Nazi text written 
in 1936 that is not used today. This 
“organic market economy” is opposed 
by “international financial capitalism” 
and as such it is part of Höcke’s beloved 
Volksgemeinschaft based on blood 
and race - to the exclusion of Jews 
and virtually anyone not deemed to 
be Aryan. This he calls “a third way” 
between capitalism and communism. 
Björn Höcke truly believes that the 
Nazis were the first ‘anti-globalisation’ 
movement.

He also talks of “the völkische will”, 
whereby the Volk is seen as a racially 
homogeneous mass. It is not understood 
to be a group of people with a plurality 
of opinions and ideas. The racially 
homogeneous Volksgemeinschaft is not 
a society, but a mythical community 
that needs to be protected from racial 
impurity. Höcke feels that he is called 
upon to defend Germany from the 
“African expansionists” - by this he 
means that African people outbreed 
Germans and so the German nation 
will eventually die a death, as floods 
of Africans enter Höcke’s homeland. 
The ‘flood’ in Höcke’s home state of 
Thuringia amounted to 3.8% of the total 
population in 2015, but it doesn’t need 
a Jew next door to make you a racist. 
Somewhat contradictorily, Höcke also 
claims that “very soon half of Germany 
will be inhabited by Muslims”.

Another threat to Björn Höcke’s 
Volksgemeinschaft comes from what he 
calls “Jewish-Christian antagonism”. 
This fits into the ‘them vs us’ 
ideology - Jews can never be part of 
the Volksgemeinschaft, as they are not 
of Aryan stock and Höcke uses the 
crypto-Nazi word, fremdstämming - of 
foreign stock - to describe them.

T o  d e f e n d  G e r m a n y ’ s 
Volksgemeinschaft from foreign 
races, Höcke’s ‘Erfurter Proclamation’ 

is firmly established on his inner-
party website Der Flügel - the wing. 
Höcke’s wing believes there has 
been a multicultural “re-education”, 
corrupting the German mind by 
infiltrating it with horrific ideas, 
such as individualism, modernity, 
democracy, equality, emancipation, 
etc. This has to end. Much of this 
is done to Germans by the “lying 
press” - a phrase reminiscent of Nazi 
propaganda minister Joseph Goebbels’ 
Lügenpresse. If Germany does not 
make a stand against foreign races, the 
“lying press”, modernity, etc, Höcke 
predicts there will be “civil war”. 
Currently, he claims, Germany is at the 
stage of pre-civil war (Vorbürgerkrieg). 
To avoid a full civil war, Germany 
needs to win the Vorbürgerkrieg. 
And to that end external and internal 
enemies must be invented. This is not 
new. Just as Goering once said,

The people can always be brought 
to the bidding of the leaders. That 
is easy. All you have to do is tell 
them they are being attacked and 
denounce the pacifists for lack of 
patriotism and exposing the country 
to danger. It works the same way in 
any country.

Höcke’s wing of the AfD met on June 6 
2015 at the Kyffhäuser memorial - a symbol 
of Germany’s nationalist imperialism 
- to celebrate the re-awakening of the 
German Reich. A direct outcome of this 
first meeting was the AfD’s so-called 
‘Autumn Offensive’, culminating in 400 
rallies. During many of these rallies, 
AfD supporters screamed “Höcke, 
Höcke, Höcke!” in support of their 
hero. No other senior figure in the AfD 
receives such a level of admiration, but 
for the fanatics of the völkische wing 
Bjorn Höcke is the new Führer. And 
he never fails to address them using 
suitable crypto-Nazi phrases - after all, 

there are plenty of neo-Nazis among 
the people he addresses.

At such rallies, Höcke talks of 
“globalisation totalitarianism” and 
“ethno-pluralism”, which needs to be 
combated via the exclusion of other 
races. On racial purity, Höcke talks of 
“3,000 years of Germany history”. Of 
course, German unification occurred 
only in 1871 (and again in 1989), but 
for Höcke such facts are irrelevant. 
What is relevant is that Germany and 
Prussia are überzeitlich - beyond time. 
This is the hallucination that Prussia/
Germany has always existed and will 
always exist. Just as Adolf Hitler said 
in 1934: “In front of us lies Germany; 
behind us is Germany; and inside us 
marches Germany.” Nationalistic 
virtues like order, duty, militarism, 
authoritarianism, chauvinism, anti-
trade unionism, and anti-democracy 
will come to the fore when this German 
identity gains ascendancy once again.

Contamination
Höcke’s imagined racial purity (das 
wesenhafte Deutsche) is to be defended 
against the contamination from foreign 
diseases that refugees and other outsiders 
bring to Germany. Höcke names 
tuberculosis, typhus and HIV among the 
threats to his Volksgemeinschaft. Once 
other races have taken over, “We have 
lost our homeland. And once we have 
lost our homeland everything is lost,” 
he bellows to the cheering crowds of 
faithful believers.

The threat is even more hyped up 
when Björn Höcke tells his listeners 
that there are “950 million migrants 
from Africa” waiting to overrun 
Germany. This is often mixed with 
the image of the black rapist: “More 
and more German women tell me 
that they are afraid to walk German 
streets. Especially blond women tell 
of such nightmares.” He adds: “It is 
five to midnight. After that only god 
can help us.” Such fear-mongering is 
also conjured up when Höcke talks of 
an impending “state emergency”. This 
recalls the 1930s, when the real Nazis 
dissolved democracy on the basis of 
an invented emergency.

But Björn Höcke does not really 
want the help of god to establish 
the Volksgemeinschaft in which the 
left has no place. In his “organic 
market economy”, trade unions are not 
needed either. Capitalism does not need 
democracy. Authoritarianism is a far 
better system for capitalism. But it is 
not just the left: all Germany’s parties 
are “no more than petty administrators 
favouring only themselves”, says 
Höcke. They subvert the will of the 
people. But this is not Rousseau’s 
volonté générale. Instead, it is the 
völkische will to power based on the 
racially inbred righteousness of the 
Volksgemeinschaft. Much of this, as 
Höcke endlessly claims, is based on 
“common sense”.

In a recent speech he also raved 
against “the elimination of the natural 
order of gender”. If Germany defeats 
political correctness, “it will be 
possible to talk about the third way 
again” - the way between communism 
and capitalism: ie, Nazism. We will 
escape the “opinion ghetto”, in which 
the political system has entrapped 
us. To end that speech, Björn Höcke 
screamed: “Germany needs to 
reawaken. I will give you a thousand 
years of Germany” - a clear reference 
to Adolf Hitler’s thousand years of the 
Third Reich.

Germany’s new Führer has spoken. 
Björn Höcke’s rants should sound the 
alarm for Germany’s workers and 
democrats l

Björn Höcke: not someone big business will opt for under present circumstances
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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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Push them to the left
According to a new book, today it is the managers, not the capitalists, who rule. 
Michael Roberts begs to differ

The capitalist mode of production is 
coming to an end. But it is not being 
replaced by socialism. Instead, 

there is a new mode of production, 
based on a managerial class that has 
been forming in the last hundred years.

This managerial class does not exploit 
the working class for surplus value and 
its accumulation as capital. Instead 
it uses power and control, which is 
exercised through the management of 
transnationals and finance. The working 
class will not be the “gravediggers” 
of capitalism, as Marx expected. The 
‘popular classes’ instead must press the 
managerial class to be progressive and 
modern; and eliminate the vestiges of 
the capitalist class in order to develop a 
new meritocratic society.

Well, that is the thesis of a new 
book - Managerial capitalism,1 by 
Gérard Duménil and Dominique Lévy, 
two longstanding and eminent French 
Marxist economists.

I participated in the launch of the 
book in London last week. At the launch, 
Duménil argued that the capitalist class (ie, 
those who own the means of production) 
has been replaced by managers who 
control the big companies and take all 
the decisions that matter. The capitalist 
class now is like the fading old feudal 
class in the early 19th century when Marx 
came onto the scene - the capitalist class 
took over and the feudal lords eventually 
converted themselves into capitalists 
as well. Similarly, argues Duménil, the 
managerial class has taken over and the 
traditional capitalists are increasingly 
converting themselves into that class.

Marx was well aware of the separation 
of functions in capitalism between the 
owner of capital and the managers of 
corporate capital. As he put it in Capital 
volume 3,

Joint-stock companies in general 
(developed with the credit system) 
have the tendency to separate this 
function of managerial work more and 
more from the possession of capital, 
whether it is owned or borrowed 
... But, since, on the one hand, the 
functioning capitalist confronts the 
mere owner of capital, the money 
capitalist, and with the development 
of credit this money capital itself 
assumes a social character, being 
concentrated in banks and loaned 
out by these, no longer by its direct 
proprietors; and, since, on the other 
hand, the mere manager, who does 
not possess capital under any title, 
neither by loan nor in any other way, 
takes care of all real functions that fall 
to the functioning capitalist as such, 
there remains only the functionary, 
and the capitalist vanishes from 
the production process as someone 
superfluous.2

The authors spend some time in their 
book reminding us that Marx was aware 
of this division. But Marx did not see this 
as leading to a new managerial class. The 
division was merely of appearance. The 
system had not altered:

producing surplus value - ie, unpaid 
labour - and in the most economical 
conditions at that, is completely 
forgotten in the face of the antithesis 
that interest accrues to the capitalist 
even if he does not perform any 
function as capitalist, but is simply 
the owner of capital; while profit of 
enterprise, on the other hand, accrues 
to the functioning capitalist even if 
he is not the owner of the capital with 
which he functions. In the face of the 
antithetical form of the two parts into 
which profit and thus surplus value 

divides, it is forgotten that both are 
simply parts of surplus value and 
that such a division can in no way 
change its nature, its origin and its 
conditions of existence.3

Out of date
Duménil and Lévy reckon that this view 
of the relation between outright capitalist 
families and their managers is out of 
date. Managers, not capitalist families, 
now rule. In the book, they back up 
their thesis with empirical evidence on 
rising income inequality in the US and 
other major economies. The top 1% of 
income earners in the US, who would 
usually be regarded as part of the capitalist 
class, now get 80% of their income as 
salaries from working as managers and 
top executives, not from capital income 
(dividends, interest and profit). So these 
top people are managers, not capitalists. 
This is why, they argue, we must revise 
the traditional Marxist view that top 
managers are merely functionaries of 
the capitalist class.

But the data could be interpreted in 
another way. Simon Mohun has done 
similar empirical work on where the 
income of the top layers comes from.4 He 
found that the working class - those who 
depend on wages alone for their living 
- still constitute 84% of the working 
population. Managers constitute the 
rest, but only 2% can actually live off 
rent, interest, capital gains and dividends 
alone - they are the real capitalist class. 
And that ratio has changed little in 100 
years, even if their direct source of 
income has.

Moreover, this is the group that 
has gained most during the last 30 
years of rising inequality. The income 
of this capitalist class has risen from 
about nine times the average income 
of the working class to 22 times, while 
managers’ incomes have risen from 2.5 
times to 3.5 times workers’ income. So 
rising inequality is primarily the result 
of increased exploitation (a rising rate of 
surplus value) in Marxist terms.

Yes, for the top 1%, since 1980, their 
‘labour’ source of income has fluctuated 
around 60% of total average income 
(around double what it was in the 1920s). 
But this top 1% of managers includes 
investment bankers, corporate lawyers, 
hedge fund and private equity managers 
and corporate executives. Moreover, 
two-thirds of the top 1% are managers 
only in name, as an increasing proportion 
of these executive occupations are in 
so-called ‘closely held businesses’. That 
means they own their own businesses, 
but pay wages to themselves as the 
main source of income. This blurs 
the distinction between ‘labour’ and 
non-‘labour’ income. So the top 1%-3%, 
according to Mohun, are still capitalists, 
as Marx understood it, even if they pay 
themselves huge salaries and bonuses.

Moreover, as one study shows,

The incomes of executives, managers, 
financial professionals and technology 

professionals who are in the top 0.1% 
of the income distribution are found 
to be very sensitive to stock market 
fluctuations. Most of our evidence 
points towards a particularly important 
role for financial market asset prices, 
shifting of income between the 
corporate and personal tax bases, and 
possibly corporate governance and 
entrepreneurship, in explaining the 
dramatic rise in top income shares.5

So their labour income depends on capitalist 
stock markets and financial assets.

As for managers in general, by most 
definitions, they constitute about 17%-
20% of the workforce, but it seems a 
jump to suggest that these constitute a 
new managerial class, when they can 
vary from Jeff Bezos at Amazon to a 
supervisor in Walmarts:

While managers supervise, most of 
them are also supervised, and splitting 
the distribution into working class and 
non-working class does not address 
the question of who has to sell their 
labour-power and who does not. That is, 
in no way can managers be considered 
a homogeneous group, because they 
are fundamentally divided into those 
who might sell their labour-power but 
do not have to do so, and those who do 
sell their labour-power because they 
have to do so.6

Marxist sociologist Erik Olin Wright 
looked at the class structure of six 
advanced capitalist economies and 
showed that ‘managers’ are a curate’s 
egg of a group in modern capitalism. 
By breaking down the skill factors of 
managers, he reckoned that most are 
really workers with skills. The working 
class proper was still over 70% of the 
labour force. Mohun’s tax calculation 
method finds that the working class is 
more like 80%-85%.

In whose interest?
Surely, the real question is: in whose 
class interest do managers carry out their 
managerial labour? The very nature of the 
capitalist economy obliges the managers 
to manage in the interest of the 1%. Their 
jobs depend on the decisions of the 
shareholders, the company share price 
and its earnings performance, however 
highly paid they are.

Moreover, as Marx predicted, the 
main feature of modern capitalism 
is a growing concentration and 
centralisation of wealth (not income). 
And that means wealth held in the means 
of production and not just household 
wealth. In 2016, the top 1% of the US 
population held 40% of total net wealth, 
while the bottom 80% held just 10%. 
On the basis of Wright’s class structure 
analysis, this suggests that the top 1% is 
a combination of capitalists and expert 
managers.7 The next 20% by wealth 
consists of the remaining capitalists and 
the top two-thirds of the managers. The 
bottom 80% by wealth consists of the 
bottom third of the managers and the 

entire working class (wage workers and 
supervisors).

Modern capitalism has developed 
into a huge network of interlocking 
companies with cross-shareholdings. 
Three systems theorists at the Swiss 
Federal Institute of Technology in Zurich 
developed a database listing 37 million 
companies and investors worldwide 
and analysed all 43,060 transnational 
corporations and share ownerships 
linking them. They discovered that a 
dominant core of 147 firms through 
interlocking stakes in others together 
control 40% of the wealth in the network. 
A total of 737 companies control 80% 
of it all. This is the concentrated power 
of capital.8

At the book launch, Gérard Duménil 
argued that this concentration of ownership 
among a small number of global 
companies, particularly banks, actually 
proved his thesis. It was managers and 
finance directors who ran these companies 
and made decisions on mergers, etc, while 
the shareholders followed like sheep. This 
was proof of ‘managerial capitalism’. 
Instead, I would argue that it was proof 
that, since Marx wrote about joint stock 
companies 150 years ago, the capitalist 
mode of production has dominated even 
more over investment, employment and 
production globally.

One of the inherent features of the 
capitalist mode of production is that it 
generates crises of production, investment 
and employment at regular and recurring 
intervals. This is the consequence of 
production for profit by individual 
private owners on a market which runs 
in contradiction to the needs of society. 
This is a unique feature of capitalism. Has 
this disappeared? Was Marx not proved 
right in expecting crises to become more 
global and damaging?

Duménil seemed to be suggesting that 
Marx was wrong about growing crises. At 
the launch he claimed that the recent great 
recession had avoided a major depression 
because of ‘managerialism’. The crisis 
had been managed. Well, the evidence is 
surely to the contrary - as I have argued at 
length on this blog and in my book, The 
long depression.

Duménil, however, was insistent 
that those of us who stick to Marx’s 
old analysis and predictions needed to 
break with dogma and recognise the 
new mode of production that was upon 
us. The political strategy that flowed 
from this was for the ‘popular classes’ 
(working classes) to reinvigorate the class 
struggle - but not for the replacement of 
capitalism with socialism. That was not 
going to happen. Instead the aim must 
be to push the ruling (progressive?) 
managerial class to the left to introduce 
pro-labour reforms and isolate the small 
and fading capitalist class.

Well, if the working class is still 
80% of the adult population in most 
advanced economies (let alone 
elsewhere) and capital is even more 
concentrated and centralised than ever 
before, why not overthrow ‘managerial 
capitalism’ too? l

https://thenextrecession.wordpress.com/

Notes
1.www.plutobooks.com/9780745337531/
managerial-capitalism.
2. K Marx Capital Vol 3, Moscow 1967, p512.
3. Ibid p504.
4. See https://thenextrecession.files.wordpress.
com/2018/04/classstructure1918to2011wmf.pdf.
5. https://web.williams.edu/Economics/wp/
BakijaColeHeimJobsIncomeGrowthTopEarners.
pdf.
6. Mohun - https://thenextrecession.
files.wordpress.com/2018/04/
classstructure1918to2011wmf.pdf.
7. See http://isj.org.uk/gravedigger-thesis.
8. https://thenextrecession.files.wordpress.
com/2013/07/147-control.pdf.
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Trump and 
Nobel Peace 

Prize - stranger 
things have 
happened

Trump, the peacemaker?
Eddie Ford is sceptical about the recent love-fest between the Korean leaders

Donald Trump surprised almost 
everyone back in March 
by announcing that he was 

prepared to meet in person the “little 
rocket man”, Kim Jong-un, the 
supreme leader of North Korea.

Previously the world had been 
holding its breath, scared stiff that 
a conflagration could break out, 
involving nuclear-armed powers such 
as China and the United States - hardly 
surprising, given that at one point 
Trump was warning that North Korea 
“will be met with fire and fury like 
the world has never seen”. But, with 
armageddon seemingly averted, on 
April 30 the US president suggested 
that his planned meeting with Kim - due 
some time this month - could take place 
at the Peace House in Panmunjom, 
situated right on the border between 
North and South Korea.1

Of course, last week this was the site 
for the historic love-fest between Kim 
and the South Korean president, Moon 
Jae-in - the latter described by one 
newspaper as a “left-leaning liberal”.2 
On a bright spring morning the two 
leaders held hands and virtually danced 
backwards and forwards across the 
border, whilst a military band played 
Korean folk songs familiar to people 
on both sides of the border - before 
posing for photos with schoolchildren, 
who presented Kim with a bouquet of 
flowers. At the closed morning session 
between the leaders, Kim apparently 
joked to Moon that he “won’t interrupt 
your early morning sleep any more” 
with ballistic missile tests. Who says 
that Stalinist dictators do not have a 
sense of humour?

At the end of the day, Kim and 
Moon issued a joint statement (the 
Panmunjom declaration) promising to 
bring “lasting peace” to the peninsula 
through a commitment to “complete 
denuclearisation” - a not insignificant 
formulation - and the formal cessation 
of hostilities between the two countries, 
which are still technically at war. This 
could take the form of a peace treaty 
possibly brokered by China. The 
statement went on to say that both 
South and North Korea “shared the 
view that the measures being initiated 
by North Korea are very meaningful 
and crucial for the denuclearisation 
of the Korean peninsula and agreed 
to carry out their respective roles and 
responsibilities in this regard”.

The statement did not specify what 
Pyongyang expected in return for 
abandoning its nuclear weapons, which 
the regime - not without reason - has 
always regarded, at least up until now, 
as its best deterrent against suffering 
the fate of a Saddam Hussein or 
Muammar Gaddafi. Indeed, you can 
quite justifiably argue that the recent 
turn of events has vindicated North 
Korea’s nuclear strategy - without its 
own weapons of mass destruction, 
it seems unlikely that the US would 
have made its recent overtures to the 
Kim regime.

The Korean leaders agreed to talk 
regularly by phone and meet more 
often, starting with an autumn summit 
in Pyongyang - it’s good to talk. They 
vowed to work “more closely” on 
a host of bilateral issues, including 

reuniting families divided by the Korean 
war and “improving” cross-border 
transport links. The “goodwill” measures 
would begin with a halt to “all forms of 
hostility” on land, at sea and in the air, 
at least according to the Panmunjom 
declaration. Sweetly, the demilitarised 
zone separating the two countries and the 
western maritime border will be turned 
into “peace zones”. Both countries will 
suspend all loudspeaker propaganda 
broadcasts, dismantling broadcasting 
equipment, and will also stop sending 
propaganda leaflets over the border.

Pressure
After the summit, Moon said that Donald 
Trump should get the Nobel Peace 
Prize for his role in the recent talks and 
negotiations. At first this sounds crazy 
- a bit like making Jacob Rees-Mogg 
Europhile of the year or giving Theresa 
May an award for humanitarianism. 
But then you remember that the list of 
past recipients of the prize reads more 
like a rogue’s gallery, with individuals 
like Henry Kissinger, FW De Klerk, 
Menachem Begin, Anwar Sadat and 
Mikhail Gorbachev - Trump would be 
in perfectly good company.

Naturally, as always, the US 
president issued a series of tweets, 
saying “good things are happening, 
but only time will tell!” and “Korean 
war to end!” - though speaking later 
at the White House in a joint press 
conference with Angela Merkel, Trump 
remarked that the US was “not going 
to be played” by North Korea and 

“maximum pressure will continue until 
denuclearisation occurs”. Of course, he 
looked forward to meeting his North 
Korean counterpart, “which will be 
quite something” - doubtlessly Kim 
feels the same eagerness.

International reaction to the summit 
was largely positive. China - the North’s 
main ally and by far its biggest trading 
partner - described the leaders’ handshake 
as a “historic moment” and applauded 
the Korean leaders’ “political decisions 
and courage”. A foreign ministry 
spokeswoman told reporters that Beijing 
looked forward to them “taking this 
opportunity to further open a new journey 
of long-term stability on the peninsula”. 
More guardedly, Japan’s defence minister, 
Itsunori Onodera, stated that Tokyo hoped 
the summit would lead to “demonstrable 
progress” on North Korea’s missile and 
nuclear programmes, and a “resolution” 
of the regime’s cold war abductions 
of Japanese nationals - “Japan will be 
watching closely for signs that North 
Korea is taking action on these issues,” 
he said.

Striking a more sombre note, the new 
US secretary of state and ultra-hawk, John 
Bolton, warned that no progress would be 
made without “verifiable evidence” of 
Pyongyang’s commitment to “complete” 
and “irreversible” denuclearisation - the 
Trump administration wants evidence 
“that it’s real and not just rhetoric”. 
Previously, in typically Boltonesque 
style, he had joked on Fox News - “How 
do you know the North Korean regime 
is lying - answer, their lips are moving”. 

He emphasised that the US had made 
no commitment to remove its military 
presence from the Korean peninsula and 
nobody was “starry-eyed about what’s 
happening here”. But he did go on to 
remark that if North Korea were willing 
to allow full and complete disclosure of 
its nuclear weapons programme, coupled 
with international verification, then 
“things could move quickly”.

Post-summit, details have emerged 
from the office of the South Korean 
president which indicate that Kim has 
offered to allow foreign inspectors 
and journalists to witness nuclear 
decommissioning ahead of the Trump 
summit. Kim is reported to have 
said that “if we maintain frequent 
meetings” and from the US “receive 
promises for an end to the war and a 
non-aggression treaty”, then “why 
would [we] need to live in difficulty 
by keeping our nuclear weapons?” 
Kim was also quoted as saying that, 
“once we start talking”, the US “will 
know that I am not a person to launch 
nuclear weapons at South Korea, the 
Pacific or the United States”. But, as 
this paper has pointed out on a number 
of occasions, the idea that Kim had any 
real intention of bombing Guam - the 
US naval base in the western Pacific 
Ocean - was always nonsense on 
stilts. Kim is no madman, whatever 
the mythology pumped out by the 
western press.

Despite the reticence on the part of 
top figures within the US administration 
to go into details about the precise US 

game plan over Korea, one thing 
they are all adamant about is that 
credit for the current situation should 
go to Donald Trump - a viewpoint 
assiduously promoted by none other 
than the US president himself, needless 
to say. At a rally in Michigan last 
week he told the crowd: “I had one 
of the fake news groups this morning 
saying: ‘What do you think president 
Trump had to do with it?’ I’ll tell you 
what. Like, how about everything?” In 
response, there were chants of “Nobel! 
Nobel! Nobel!”

Popular
What needs to be said is that in Korea 
itself there is a genuine desire for 
reunification both sides of the border. 
The country had been a unified state for 
many centuries - go back to medieval 
or even earlier times and you will find a 
Korean kingdom with a Korean language.

Whatever the genuine enthusiasm 
among the masses north and south 
for some kind of a rapprochement, 
we have to be sceptical about the big 
promises being made about a peace 
treaty, full denuclearisation of the 
peninsular, safety guarantee for North 
Korea, and so on. The fact of the matter 
is that Korea is not an independent 
actor in its own right - the north 
relies almost entirely China, whilst 
the south relies on Japan and the US. 
No surprise then that both China and 
the US will be intimately involved 
in these future talks, for good or for 
bad. Trump might be claiming now to 
be a peacemaker extraordinaire, but 
he is equally capable of delivering a 
devastating war to the peninsular if 
he decides that this would be in the 
interests of US imperialism - or perhaps 
those of Donald Trump himself. It is 
also worthwhile remembering that we 
have been here before - with the 2007 
inter-Korean summit between Kim 
Jong-il and Roh Moo-hyun, where we 
heard many fine words about peace, 
denuclearisation, etc.

Hence, it is far too early to celebrate 
the outbreak of peace - what we 
want, of course, but whether we get 
it is a different matter. Clearly, at this 
moment in time, the mass of ordinary 
people are not the crucial actors in this 
process: everything so far is coming 
from above l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inter-Korean_
Peace_House_and_Unification_pavilion.
2. The Guardian April 27.
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