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Letters

Back to front
I was very surprised to find myself the 
main subject (target?) of an article by Jack 
Conrad (‘Democracy, not referendums’, 
April 19). As Jack helpfully stated, I was 
writing as an individual and certainly not 
as the representative of any political party 
or group. I have no standing in the labour or 
wider movement - hence my bewilderment 
as to the sudden attention.

I have no wish to ‘take on’ Jack. I 
know I would be thoroughly trounced, 
and in any case I agree with the great 
majority of what he writes. He is extremely 
well-read, obviously highly intelligent, and 
writes eloquently and persuasively. I do 
appreciate him describing me as putting 
“honest” arguments. I hope so too. I 
would, however, be grateful to make some 
clarifying comments.

Jack feels the need to do a “necessary 
background check” on me. Why? How? He 
states I have moved from the “daydreams 
of the Socialist Party of Great Britain” to 
the “nightmares of ‘official communism’”. 
Although I did not feel I should describe 
my political party journey, I had provided 
the editor with a summary and find it odd 
Jack has got this back to front.

I joined the original (official) 
Communist Party of Great Britain in 
1985 aged 19. I did so because I felt I was 
a communist, and I believed at that time the 
British road to socialism represented the 
application of the Communist manifesto to 
the conditions and circumstances of Britain 
in the 1980s. I might have a more critical 
view now, but still regard that 1978 version 
with affection and it still reads very radical 
and genuinely revolutionary in sections.

I left the CPGB to join the Communist 
Party of Britain in July 1988: ie, a few 
months after re-establishment. I had held 
a number of centrist and left views in the 
CPGB, but did believe the strategy and 
formation of the Communist Campaign 
Group was wrong. However, once the CPB 
had been formed, we had two communist 
parties, but the CPB was expressing the 
policies, programme, strategy and tactics 
which most communists had supported 
up to that period.

It was also clear that the formation of 
the CPB, although supported by a minority 
of communists, resulted in a sort of internal 
organisational implosion in the CPGB. 
Having won the special congress in 1985, 
it seemed clear that the leading factions 
in control of the CPGB had no real idea 
or notion as to how to take their politics 
forward. So the CPGB was faced with 
decline, stagnation and inertia.

I did leave the CPB in 1995, citing 
two principal reasons. One, Tony Blair 
had been elected Labour leader and was 
carrying out a series of humiliating attacks 
and breaks with what appeared to have 
been everything Labour had stood for. 
I just couldn’t see how our Communist 
Party could regard a Labour Party led by 
Blair as in any way a first step on the road 
to socialism.

Two, I felt the CPB was insufficiently 
making the basic case for socialism. 
The almost complete emphasis was on 
reformist demands, which were just one 
step ahead of the masses and politicians. 
Raising the need for socialism and 
revolution to achieve it was slapped down 
as ‘left sectarian’.

Fortunately, changes in the CPB, from 
the bottom upwards during the 1990s - the 
early signs of which, to be fair, the Weekly 
Worker was very astute in identifying, in 
terms of a newer, younger membership - 
led to formal changes in leadership in 1998.

Since then, the CPB has become 
increasingly open and explicit about 
putting forward the ‘basic case’ against 
capitalism and for socialism, alongside 
support and enhancement of existing 
demands - and linking immediate demands 
to a worked up strategy of how these can 
be developed, linked and joined as part of 
a comprehensive strategy for democratic, 

socialist revolution: “The communists fight 
for the attainment of the immediate aims, 
for the enforcement of the momentary 
interests of the working class; but in 
the movement of the present, they also 
represent and take care of the future of 
that movement.”

I respect the SPGB for the fact they have 
consistently advocated socialism to replace 
capitalism, and have developed a lively, 
modern analysis of current capitalism and 
trends, and in turn articulated this into a 
practical, realistic vision for socialism. 
Yes, I wrote a pretty pedestrian article for 
them on wage labour and capital. So what?

For a short number of years in the 
noughties I was a member of the CPGB 
(ML). I rejoined the CPB in 2009. I believe 
the CPB is the true inheritor of the ‘official’ 
communist trend in Britain, and that is the 
place to work through in a democratic, 
disciplined and comradely manner the 
appropriate strategy for socialist revolution 
in Britain in the 21st century, based in 
the organised working class and labour 
movement, and developing alliances with 
wider progressive sections of society.

On Jack’s principal point - yes, I 
believe that direct democracy, including 
whole-population referendums, are a 
good thing, and we should have more of 
them. Omitted from my letter (April 12) 
was an argument that referendums should 
be used to endorse (or not) significant 
changes to the constitution. My personal 
view would be for a minimum turnout 
(over 50%?), a minimum margin of votes 
to support the change (55%, 60%?), and, 
in a multinational state like the UK, a 
majority or even all of the respective 
nations in favour.

The relationship of the UK to the 
European Union is precisely of such 
significance: it was right that the people as 
whole should be asked their view. I think 
it is entirely consistent and principled to 
have supported referenda to join the EU in 
1975, to decide on continued membership 
in 2016, and a vote on the final deal (if any) 
in 2019 or 2020.

I accept that my suggestion (nothing 
stronger) of additional and complementary 
ways to involve the populace in decision-
making - both big questions of direction 
and some of the options in between 
- was radical and challenging. It should 
have been fairly obvious that I do not 
expect such democratic sovereignty 
of the majority - and a multitude and 
plurality of different mechanisms for 
them to express and then exercise their 
will - to take place under capitalism. I was 
suggesting and provoking some thoughts 
as to how democracy in a more complex 
and pluralistic manner might operate in a 
socialist society. I am sorry I did not make 
that clearer.

When I said we should fight for greater 
democracy “in the here and now”, that did 
not mean to imply I thought capitalism and 
a class-divided society could or would ever 
deliver that. I feel I was actually close to 
the Weekly Worker group’s position of 
fighting for “extreme democracy” and 
specific democratic measures as part of 
the minimum programme.

On Jack’s logic, there is no real point 
in advocating (say) the abolition of the 
monarchy, annual parliaments, etc, as 
under capitalism that would make precious 
real difference. But that would not be the 
point. We are trying to prefigure the future 
society through our immediate struggles 
and demands.

Finally, I am not “much influenced 
by Alvin Toffler”. Jack notes that his 
1980 book includes predictions of “the 
erosion of the nation-state, the increasing 
importance of transnational institutions 
such as the EU, an end to the centrality 
of mass production, a nano, cloning and 
communications technological revolution 
on a par with the Neolithic, the decline 
of money power and the rise of direct 
democracy through the internet, etc.” So 
not completely off the wall!

My interest in Toffler’s ideas related 
to his analysis that if the age of majorities 
is over, as a consequence of populations 
having become highly complex and 

differentiated, we need to assemble 
minorities in new and creative ways. 
Clearly, as a communist, I believe there 
continues to be a basic divide between 
the capitalist class (circa 2%-5%) and 
the working class (70%-80+%). The 
latter, with its allies, must carry out the 
revolutionary overthrow of capitalism and 
establish socialism.

Although under capitalism we do 
have increasingly two fundamentally 
hostile classes, the working class - and 
the wider sector of working people - is 
extremely complex in structure and highly 
differentiated, the dialectical counterpart of 
the society overall settling into two overall 
hostile classes.

I think Toffler’s thoughts might have 
some relevance in governance, seeking out 
and constructing consensus and majority 
votes, recognising the complexity and 
diversity of the working class, which 
will come more to the fore following the 
overthrow of the capitalist class.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

World disorder
If you want to know the untold history 
of the USA, then a good place to start is 
with the history of US imperialism in Asia 
from the mid-19th century. Not only will 
that reveal the criminality of US foreign 
policy, but also the true nature of capitalism, 
imperialism and wars of aggression - past, 
present and future.

For centuries the US has preached 
that it believes in democracy, freedom 
and self-determination, but its actions 
towards other countries speak louder 
than words. Internationally the US is a 
predator and a bully. It subjugates small 
countries, corrupts them by backing 
rightwing dictators, and enables death 
squads to commit mass murder of all 
suspected dissidents. During the first cold 
war leftists, anti-colonialists, nationalists 
and intellectuals were called ‘communists’ 
and imprisoned, tortured and executed. 
Now they are called ‘terrorists’.

US foreign policy interests are to 
promote the neocolonial interests of US 
corporations, and to project its financial 
and military power internationally. If 
the US cannot bully a head of state into 
collaborating, then it backs a military 
coup, stirs up internal violence with 
divide-and-conquer strategies, and covertly 
uses mercenaries to start civil wars. If all 
else fails, it will find a pretext or a false 
flag to invade and overthrow an unfriendly 
government.

Because of past disasters in Korea, 
Vietnam and Iraq, the US is hesitant to 
commit large numbers of US boots on 
the ground. Instead it prefers the safety 
of ‘boots in the sky’, with its domination 
of air power, to bomb helpless countries 
into submission. If it cannot get a country 
to submit. then it destroys it mercilessly 
as an example of the price that other 
countries will pay if they do not go along 
with the USA.

Sometimes the elites of foreign policy 
let their masks slip to reveal their true 
nature. When Zbigniew Brzezinski said in 
2009 that “today it is infinitely easier to kill 
a million people than to control a million 
people”, he was not just intellectualising, 
as if teaching a Harvard course on political 
science. Brzezinski was admitting to his 
personal responsibility for policies that 
have killed millions of people.

It was Brzezinski who advised 
president Jimmy Carter to destabilise 
Afghanistan in the 1980s. At the time 
Afghanistan’s communist government 
was modernising the country, developing 
its economy, educating its people and 
improving the standard of living for 
millions of Afghans. It was also advancing 
the rights and opportunities for women, 
which the US is constantly touting as one of 
its cherished human rights concerns. It was 
Brzezinski’s destabilisation project that set 
women’s rights back hundreds of years in 
Afghanistan. When human rights get in the 
way of US foreign policy objectives, then 
human rights lose.

In 1979 Brzezinski advised Carter to 

secretly authorise the CIA to give financial 
and military aid to further inflame the 
Islamic fanatic mujahedeen that were 
violently opposed to modernisation. When 
the Soviet Union intervened militarily 
in support of the threatened Afghan 
government, it was not an invasion. It 
was the legal response of Russia to a 
neighbouring country that was asking 
for military aid against foreign-backed 
insurgents. Today we see a similar Russian 
military assistance programme in Syria 
for similar reasons against very similar 
villains.

For decades the US pretended that 
the false narrative of a Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan was reality. The US glorified 
the mujahedeen as freedom fighters, when 
actually they were Islamic fanatics and 
mercenary proxies used by the US and its 
co-conspirators. The US and the Saudis 
funded a heavily armed brand of Islamic 
terrorism that the US thought that it could 
control, ignore or kill off once it was no 
longer needed.

The natural political order for capitalism 
is rightwing dictatorship, martial law and 
fascism. Only by continuous expansion, 
imperialism and the exploitation of others 
can there be a compromise between 
capitalism and democracy domestically. 
When US presidents say that the 
“American way of life” is being threatened 
by enemies, what they mean is that small 
countries resist being subjugated and 
exploited by the US empire.

The US is still trying to control the 
world with cannon balls. The cannon balls 
keep getting bigger, more technologically 
complex and more genocidal. The US 
cannot accept the reality that it cannot 
control the world. The more it tries to, 
the more destruction, death and chaos it 
causes. Instead of creating world order, the 
US keeps creating world disorder. World 
disorder threatens domestic order as more 
and more of the US wealth is drained off 
by military expenditures and maintaining 
a foreign empire.

Vladimir Lenin explained how 
today’s US foreign policy works in 
his 1917 thesis on the causes of World 
War I, Imperialism, the highest stage of 
capitalism. Capitalism leads to monopoly, 
monopoly leads to imperialism and 
imperialism leads to war. Capitalism 
also leads to inequality, and inequality 
and democracy cannot coexist forever, 
because there are limits to expansion and 
growth. To preserve inequality requires 
fascism and a police state. Democracy 
can only thrive if there is more equality. 
Eventually, choices will be made between 
fascism and democracy - and between 
capitalism and something else.
David William Pear
Florida

repression
The Polish reactionary government is 
making fresh moves against free speech 
and democratic pluralism in Poland. After 
the persecution of the legally registered 
Communist Party of Poland, the repression 
has now been extended to the editors 
of the communist website Władza Rad 
(www.1917.net.pl).

On April 30, police entered the flat of 
one of the Władza Rad (‘Soviet Power’) 
editors and took away his notebook, two 
hard drives and a cellphone. This was 
done despite the fact that the promotion 
of communism is legal in Poland, and 
so the move against him was completely 
unlawful. It was another outrageous act of 
repression against the leftwing opposition 
- a political activist is being persecuted 
for a non-existent crime. The Polish 
penal code forbids only “totalitarian” 
and fascist propaganda. The fact that 
this does not include the promotion of 
communism was confirmed by a ruling 
of the constitutional court in 2011.

In January this year the internal affairs 
minister, Joachim Brudzinski, denied the 
existence of a neo-fascist threat in Poland 
and tried to use the red herring of an 
alleged “neo-communist” threat against 
democracy. Following this, the police 
and state prosecution office have carried 

out an aggressive campaign against both 
communists and any leftwing opposition.

The legally registered Komunistyczna 
Partia Polski (Communist Party of 
Poland) has faced harsh repression. 
Several KPP activists have been 
convicted of alleged offences, but they 
have appealed and their cases are still 
pending. Even the social democratic 
and aggressively anti-communist Razem 
(‘Together’ - which presents itself as the 
Polish version of the Spanish Podemos) 
has faced repression - some members 
of pro-government youth organisations 
have demanded its delegalisation for the 
“promotion of communism”.

While even centre-right European 
politicians like Jean-Claude Juncker 
acknowledge Marx’s place in history, 
Polish state television recently 
broadcasted a programme on the 
“murderous ideas of Karl Marx” (using 
fabricated quotes from the founder of 
scientific socialism), and the government 
punishes any leftwing opposition activity, 
while the demonstrations of the neo-
fascist ONR (‘National Radical Camp’ 
- a far-right organisation, which took its 
name from an anti-Semitic and fascist 
organisation of the 1930s) are protected 
by the police.

The  s t a t e ’s  d r i f t  t owards 
authoritarianism now involves even the 
violation of the autonomy of universities. 
On May 12, the police broke up a 
conference organised by scientists at the 
University of Szczecin in north-west 
Poland to celebrate the 200th anniversary 
of Marx’s birth, despite the law on 
university autonomy.

We, the editing staff of Władza Rad 
have always stood for the unconditional 
defence of freedom of speech and other 
human rights, as guaranteed by the 
United Nations charter. We are opposed 
to any violation. We call for international 
solidarity against the policy of the 
Polish government, which is violating 
the fundamental rules of democracy. 
The aim of this reactionary government 
is to destroy any leftwing opposition, 
ensure the stability of the rule of capital 
and maintain the system of exploitation 
of the working class. The defence of 
democratic rights for the working class 
and Marxist political organisations is now 
an absolute priority.

We call on all communists, socialists 
and others on the left to express their 
solidarity against acts of state repression 
directed against the communist 
movement in Poland. We appeal for 
demonstrations at Polish embassies and 
the delivering of petitions all around 
the globe.
Władza Rad
Warsaw

Outrageous
The court of appeal has decided that 
our comrade, Martin, should be given 
a six-month suspended sentence for 
alleged violence against the police 
during a youth demonstration in May 
2016. He was ordered to pay €800 to 
one police officer and €500 each to two 
others, along with a five-year entry on 
his criminal record (preventing him 
from working in the public sector 
during that time), although there was 
no actual fine ...

Martin had previously been given 
an eight-month suspended sentence 
for alleged violence against seven 
allegedly injured police officers - 
which means that the court of appeal 
has now dismissed the claims of 
four of them. With this verdict, the 
court acknowledges the blatant 
inconsistencies which the CGT union 
confederation has been exposing from 
the very start. From the very start it had 
been a political trial.

The CGT condemns this outrageous 
verdict and reasserts its support for 
Martin, and every activist facing 
repression in France due to their 
commitment to the struggle.
Jules Gaultier
Paris
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London Communist Forum
Sunday May 20: ‘The passionate love affair between US Jews and 
Israel. How it started and why it is coming to an end.’  
Speaker: Moshé Machover.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.

#Justice4Marc speaking tour
Labour Against the Witchhunt, Jewish Voice for Labour, the Labour 
Representation Committee and Grassroots Black Left are sponsoring a 
national speaking tour with Marc Wadsworth, who has been expelled 
from the Labour Party for criticising a rightwing Labour MP. 
Birmingham, Friday May 18, 7pm: Committee rooms 3 and 4, 
Council House, 1 Victoria Square, Birmingham B1.
Bristol, Monday May 21, 6:30pm: City Academy, Russell Town Ave, 
Bristol B55 9JH. 
Swansea, Tuesday May 22, 7pm: Volcano Theatre, 27-29 High Street, 
Swansea SA1 1LG. 
Sheffield, Wednesday May 23, 6.30pm: DINA, 34 Cambridge Street, 
Sheffield S1 (upstairs). With Martin Mayer (secretary Sheffield Trades 
Council and former member of Labour Party NEC), Lee Rock (Sheffield 
Left List) and others.
Please get in touch if you can help out organising these events or if you 
can arrange one in your locality:
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/justice4marc.

radical Anthropology Group
Tuesday May 22, 6.30pm: Series of talks on human origins, Daryll 
Forde seminar room, Anthropology Building, 14 Taviton Street, 
off Gordon Square, London WC1. This meeting: ‘Anthropology as 
necessary unlearning in refugee camps, courts and schools’.  
Speaker: Helena Tuzinska.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group: http://
radicalanthropologygroup.org.

No to Football Lads
Saturday May 19, 11am: Countermarch. Assemble Piccadilly Gardens, 
Manchester M1. Protest against the Football Lads Alliance.
Hosted by Stand Up To Racism Manchester:  
www.facebook.com/ManchesterStandUp.

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. 

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/.

remembering apartheid’s defeat
Thursday May 24, 7pm: Celebration and exhibition, Marx Memorial 
Library, 37A Clerkenwell Green, London EC1.
Hosted by Marx Memorial Library:
www.facebook.com/events/377450746110732/.

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.
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: Demonstration. 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.

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.

eCONOMy

When will the crunch come?
Capital is facing a global debt crisis, warns Michael Roberts

Argentina is seeking International 
Monetary Fund aid after a series 
of drastic interest rate rises failed 

to stop the slide in the peso, pushing 
the country towards a financial crisis. 
Mauricio Macri, Argentina’s right-
wing, pro-big business president, 
announced the approach to the IMF in 
a nationally televised address, saying 
international assistance would enable 
the government to “avoid a crisis like 
the ones we have faced before in our 
history”. Asking the IMF for funds 
will mean more fiscal austerity and hit 
living standards. One foreign investor 
said: “The most effective way would 
be to restrict wage hikes.”

In recent weeks, the rightwing 
government in Argentina has been 
forced to hike its policy interest rate 
(which sets the floor for all borrowing 
rates) dramatically from an already high 
27% in April up to 40% two weeks ago. 
In January, the Argentine central bank 
had been experimenting with reducing 
its interest rate, but that came to an end 
very quickly. Why? For three reasons.

First, foreign investors (who are 
key to the success of the austerity and 
pro-business policies being adopted by 
the Macri government) were concerned 
that inflation was not under control and 
began to withdraw their capital. Even 
the government admitted that inflation 
was heading towards 15% this year. The 
Argentine peso started to slip against 
the dollar.

Second, the dollar had started to 
jump recently because of fears of an 
international trade war, which always 
leads to investors rushing to the ‘safe 
haven’ of the dollar; and because the 
US Federal Reserve is pressing on 
with raising its policy rate, thus making 
investment in other countries’ currencies 
less attractive to speculators.

And, third, there has been a sharp rise 
in the crude oil price, driven by attempts 
to boost it from the Organisation of 
Petroleum-Exporting Countries cartel 
in the Middle East and growing political 
tensions between the US and Iran. That 
means extra costs of importing energy 
for many economies like Argentina, 
Turkey or South Africa.

Those economies with large trade 
deficits, high inflation and apparently 
little control over their government 
spending - and, above all, high levels of 
debt - are the most vulnerable to foreign 
investors taking their money away. And 
that means Argentina, Turkey, South 

Africa and others.
So the Argentine peso has now fallen 

to a record low (fuelling even more 
inflation) and its government bond 
prices have plummeted. Only last year 
the Macri government issued a 100-
year bond, confident that enthusiasm 
for the ending of the ‘left’ Kirchner 
administration after 12 years would 
lead to a flood of foreign demand. The 
value of the bond dropped earlier this 
month to 83 cents to the dollar. With 
the government now offering over 6% 
interest on that bond, compared to just 
under 3% for the ‘safe’ US government 
bond, the government is hoping to stem 
the outflow of capital. The central bank 
in Buenos Aires blew $5 billion of 
foreign exchange reserves in a week 
and enacted three shock rate rises in 
an attempt to halt the slide in the value 
of the peso.

But rising interest rates in the US 
threatens to throw many ‘emerging’ 
economies - both their corporate 
and government sectors - into new 
difficulties. Many have borrowed dollars 
to cover their deficits, to invest or to 
speculate, and now the cost of that debt 
is going to rise. Turkey is now seriously 
in trouble. The Turkish lira sank, in 
spite of the central bank intervention. 
Dollar-denominated government bond 
yields jumped to new post-crisis highs 
and the stock market extended its 
decline this year to 22% - the worst 
performance of any bourse in the world 
outside of Venezuela. If the central bank 
hikes rates, as Argentina has done, it 
risks inflicting severe damage on the 
local economy.

Previously1 I have raised the 
possibility that the hiking of interest 
rates by the Fed could provoke a debt 
crisis, particularly in the so-called 
emerging economies, because debt 
levels have reached record high levels 
in those economies.2 Also global debt is 
at a record high because governments 
and corporations have borrowed heavily 
at cheap rates in order to stabilise the 
banking system and boost stock markets 
and spending.

The Washington-based Institute 
for International Finance (IIF) argues 
that, in addition to Argentina and 
Turkey, Ukraine and South Africa are 
relatively vulnerable to a sharp shift in 
‘risk appetite’ by foreign investors. The 
IIF now reckons that global debt rose 
another $21 trillion in 2017 to take the 
total to $237 trillion. Sure, much of this 

extra debt has been incurred by China, 
whose economy is much more able to 
manage that debt. Most of it is in local 
currency, not dollars, and China has 
huge foreign currency reserves in dollars 
($3 trillion) that provides a buffer for 
any debt collapse.

But other emerging economies are 
not so well placed. Dollar and euro 
debt now tops $8 trillion in these 
countries - or 15% on average of all debt. 
Argentina’s debt is over 60% owned by 
foreigners, while Turkey has seen one 
of the biggest rises in foreign exchange 
debt since the end of the great recession 
in 2009.

As interest rates rise on this debt, 
servicing it has become more difficult. 
According to the IIF, ‘stressed’ firms 
now account for more than 20% of 
corporate assets in Brazil, India and 
Turkey, and those companies where 
profits are greater than interest costs are 
shrinking fast. “Even with low global 
rates, many non-financial corporates 
are running into trouble with debt 
service,” the IIF added.3 In Argentina, 
interest rates for smaller companies have 
moved above 15%. “Companies have 
burned through their working capital 
since then, as they can’t get rational 
financing,” said one analyst. “Big 
corporates with access to international 
financing are in a better position, but 
medium and small companies are in 
trouble.”4

The crunch will come when 
corporate profits in many economies 
begin to fall, as debt servicing costs rise. 
My latest estimate of global corporate 
profits (based on a weighted average 
of profits in the US, Germany, the UK, 
Japan and China) showed a fall in the 
last quarter of 2017 for the first  time 
since mid-2016. It remains to be seen 
how things went in the first quarter of 
2018 - watch this space l

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

Notes
1. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2016/10/09/the-global-debt-hangover.
2. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2017/10/20/the-global-debt-mountain-a-
minsky-moment-or-carchedi-crunch.
3. https://uk.reuters.com/article/us-global-
debt-iif/worldwide-debt-more-than-triple-
economic-output-as-central-bank-shift-looms-
idUKKBN1CU1V9.
4. www.bloomberg.com/news/
articles/2018-05-08/world-s-highest-rate-fuels-
argentine-corporate-debt-distress.
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Cold war nostalgia
Mike Macnair looks at the AWL’s version of ‘socialism’ and finds it wanting

A couple of weeks ago I wrote 
a critique of the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty’s April 11 

issue of Solidarity.1 The May 9 issue is 
not quite as uniformly bad: it carries a 
useful (if a bit naive) interview with a 
Brazilian revolutionary socialist about 
pitfalls of taking governmental office, 
demonstrated by the case of the Brazilian 
Workers Party, and Bruce Robinson’s 
translation of Joseph Dietzgen’s 1868 
review of Marx’s Capital volume 1.

On the other hand, three columns are 
given over to an incoherent ‘Response 
to critics’ by Ashok Kumar, and more 
than three pages to Sean Matgamna’s 
demagogic defence of the AWL in 
response to him. Kumar tweets as “@
broseph_stalin” - which I guess is an 
indication of his underlying politics - but 
is also on the editorial board of Historical 
Materialism. His piece is deeply unclear.

Matgamna’s long response is not 
really worth discussing: if anything, it 
merely displays at length the evidence 
for the point I made two weeks ago, that 
the only element of continuity in the 
AWL’s international policy over recent 
decades is rejection of any opposition to 
British foreign policy. I made the point 
that the AWL’s dependence on British 
establishment media ideas had now 
drifted well beyond its long-standing 
‘anti-anti-imperialism’, into tailing the 
liberals both on Brexit and on the rise of 
the far right in eastern Europe.

If there was any sort of a socialist 
argument for this sort of policy, it would 
be a variant on the Russian ‘economist’ 
line: to argue that dropping disagreement 
with the capitalist media over foreign 
policy issues would allow a focus on the 
‘real’ economic issues.

On this sort of argument, one would 
expect to find radicalism in the AWL’s 
economic proposals. And this is what 
we might think we are about to get with 
Solidarity’s front page, tailored to the 
May 12 TUC demonstration. The TUC’s 
slogan for the demo was “a new deal for 
working people” (a delusive attempt to 
appeal to US Democratic Party traditions) 
and the AWL’s headline responds: “The 
‘new deal’ we want: socialism.”

thin
The beef is no doubt supposed to appear in 
the ‘What we say’ leader column on page 
5. This is, however, pretty thin. About a 
quarter of the page is devoted to an advert 
for the AWL’s summer school, Ideas 
for freedom (this year titled ‘Socialism 
makes sense’).

Then there is a box titled ‘Fight for 
workers’ rights’. This tells us that (as 
pretty much everyone knows) the growth 
of inequality since the 1980s is linked 
to the decline of trade unions and their 
rights. It reiterates the point that Labour 
conference last year voted for the repeal 
of the anti-union laws introduced since 
the 1980s; but that the Labour leadership 
is publicly promising only the repeal of 
David Cameron’s 2015 act and a ‘right 
to join a trade union’ which technically 
already exists. The question why what 
is supposed to be a radically left Labour 
leadership will not go beyond calling 
for a return to the law as it stood in 2010 
is not really addressed. There is only a 
claim that “a conversation is urgently 
needed” about the issue, and a call for 
a support for an initiative taken by the 
AWL’s Labour-left broad-front project 
The Clarion - but which is not described.

That leaves a bit less than half a page 
for ‘The new deal we want: socialism!’ 
Of this, four and a half column inches is 
taken up with a photo, captioned: “The 
TUC should campaign on more radical 
economic policies, such as nationalising 
the big six energy companies”.

This pretty much gives us the flavour 

of the actual article. It is written as if 
addressed to the TUC. The core of the 
article tells us:

Britain’s trade union movement will 
be a powerful partner for Labour in 
government, backing and fighting for 
policies that will surely be under attack 
from the capitalists, and the media. That 
is why May 12 must be the starting 
point of our trade unions gearing up 
for that government organisationally 
and politically.

The TUC’s demands for the 
demonstration are Labour demands 
and are good, as far as they go: fund 
the NHS and public services, ban 
zero-hours contracts, up the minimum 
wage to £10 per hour, repeal the 
Trade Union Act and crack down on 
tax dodgers. But do these demands 
amount to a “new deal”?

If the TUC were even to amplify 
Labour’s existing policies, for a 
more redistributive tax system and 
to renationalise the railways and 
some utilities, it would have a more 
coherent message.

In fact, to be able to get a real 
grip on economic life currently 
mired in capitalist profiteering, the 
TUC and Labour need more radical 
economic measures, such as wholesale 
nationalisation of the big six energy 
companies, under workers’ control, 
and bringing high finance under public 
ownership and democratic control.

We need socialist policies, geared to 
replacing profit as the motor of economic 
life by working class democracy and 
principles of social solidarity.

At this point the article moves away from 
substantive policies, to the idea that trade 
unions need to turn outwards to organise 
the unorganised, and stating: “Despite all 
that is good about the TUC event, it lacks 
ambition. Fundamentally that is because 
union members have not nearly enough 
power over deciding the unions’ political 
priorities.”

Which leads in turn to issues of trade 
union democracy. Both the need to 
organise the unorganised and the need 
for trade union democracy are entirely 
valid points, but only in a remote sense 
can they be equated with “socialism”.

Finally, the article ends with a little 
dig, which would be entirely shared by 
the Labour right, against the Corbyn 
leadership’s refusal to come out with an 
openly anti-Brexit stance: “More than 
ever we need trade unions that want 
to organise across the entire working 
class ... Including, not ignoring, our 
fellow workers from the EU, who need 
us to carry on fighting for freedom of 
movement.”

The four paragraphs I have quoted 
earlier are, therefore, the sum total of 

what the AWL has to say in a leader 
column headed “The new deal we 
want: socialism!’, which was also the 
front-page banner of the paper. The 
leader says that the TUC’s event “lacks 
ambition”. True. But then the AWL’s 
version, coming from a group which 
(falsely) identifies itself as Trotskyist, 
stunningly “lacks ambition”.

The AWL endorses, as Labour 
policies, TUC demands to “fund the 
NHS and public services, ban zero-hours 
contracts, up the minimum wage to £10 
per hour, repeal the Trade Union Act and 
crack down on tax dodgers.” These are 
pretty minimalist and would mostly have 
been backed by Ed Miliband and some 
of them by Gordon Brown.

It adds that the TUC “would have 
a more coherent message” if it were to 
“amplify Labour’s existing policies, for 
a more redistributive tax system and 
to renationalise the railways and some 
utilities”. The points are again pretty 
minimalist. Brown as chancellor engaged 
in fairly extensive covert redistribution; 
conversely, Tory chancellors since 
2010 have also engaged in covert 
redistribution towards Tory voters - a 
recent example being the announcement 
of additional funding for grammar and 
church schools. The Blair government 
effectively renationalised Railtrack 
when it went bust in 2002, and the 
Con-Dem government finally admitted 
that Network Rail is a public-sector 
organisation in 2014.

As for the need for “more radical 
economic measures, such as wholesale 
nationalisation of the big six energy 
companies, under workers’ control, 
and bringing high finance under public 
ownership and democratic control”, what 
is supposed to be the difference between 
nationalising the energy companies under 
workers’ control, and nationalising “high 
finance” (whatever that means) under 
democratic control?

There is, no doubt, a theoretical 
difference: “workers’ control” of ‘high 
finance’ would be the control by the actual 
City bankers and brokers which already 
largely exists. But the supposition here is 
that the “big six energy companies” are 
actual producers, when the reality is that 
they are financial and billing operations 
trading on infrastructure provided by 
National Grid plc and its subsidiary in 
the gas business, Transco.

It would no doubt be a good idea to 
restore publicly owned infrastructure in 
the natural monopolies, but it is hardly 
radically anti-capitalist. In the early 19th 
century, an experiment with artificially 
created competition between London 
water companies had such destructive 
consequences that it was reversed by 
agreements between the companies, 
and these local monopolies were then 
nationalised by the Tory government 

in 1902.2
Further, the infrastructural character 

of these industries means that - unlike, 
for example, breweries - they impact 
on the whole economy. This means that 
they precisely require, for socialists, 
democratic control (by the whole society) 
rather than merely workers’ control (by 
workers in the firm alone).

Finance
At the point of “bringing high finance under 
public ownership and democratic control” 
in order “to get a real grip on economic 
life” we arrive at another very strange 
feature of the AWL’s ‘socialism’. That 
is, this (falsely) self-identified Trotskyist 
organisation, which also opposes Brexit, 
is effectively advocating a policy of 
socialism in one country.

And this issue of Solidarity, which 
a few pages later prints Dietzgen’s 
review of Marx’s Capital volume 1, here 
ignores the most fundamental lesson of 
that book: that the Proudhonist nostrum 
of tinkering with the financial system, 
without bringing production under 
social control, leads only to a variant on 
capitalism - so that Proudhon’s proposals 
for interest-free lending on the security 
of movables become used as a political 
cover for ... Louis Bonaparte’s Crédit 
Mobilier bank.3 

To see why, we have to begin with 
some recent history. Yanis Varoufakis 
imagined that Syriza and the left more 
generally could save capitalism from 
itself. It turned out, however, that the 
banks and their ordo-liberal (and so on) 
agents preferred power: that is, in the 
particular case, to crush Greek dissent, 
over actual profitability.4  There is an 
enormous mass of similar evidence. 
Public ownership and democratic control 
of “high finance” in Britain alone would 
certainly attract analogous measures of 
financial retaliation and/or ‘sanctions’ 
from the European Union, the United 
States, the International Monetary Fund 
and so on.

It would also be unambiguously 
illegal under EU ‘state aid’ law. We were 
recently reminded of this by the TSB 
online banking meltdown - derived from 
the EU’s requirement under these rules 
that Lloyds divest itself of TSB, the point 
being that the limited nationalisations to 
save the banks in the wake of 2007-08 
were in principle illegal.5  And on May 
7, too, EU officials told The Times that 
they were taking a hard line in Brexit 
negotiations because of fears that a 
Corbyn government would repudiate 
these ‘state aid’ rules.

Behind these points is the fact that the 
UK has a very large deficit in trade in 
goods, to a considerable extent accounted 
for by food imports. This is due to the fact 
that just under 50% of food consumed 
in the UK is produced here: ie, UK 
agriculture alone cannot feed the UK 
population.6 The overall deficit in the 
balance of trade is (largely) made up by a 
better trade balance in ‘services’. This, in 
turn, includes a large element of financial, 
legal and accountancy services.7  In very 
rough approximation, the UK population 
is able to pay for about half of what we 
eat because “high finance” and related 
legal and accountancy services skim 
large amounts of money from global 
transactions unrelated to UK-based 
productive activity.

The ability of the City to bring this 
money in is not a matter of the underlying 
productive weight of the UK economy. 
On the contrary, like the 18th century 
Netherlands or 16th-17th century Venice 
or Genoa, the role of production in the 
UK has declined in the 20th century 
(and more sharply from the 1980s), but 
the financial structures developed (in 
Britain’s case round the old shipping 

industry) persist, serving the world 
economy and simultaneously leaching 
off it.

The pound is money because it is 
world money, exchangeable against 
the euro and, in particular, the dollar. 
In the early 21st century, the effects of 
British-led financial sanctions against 
Zimbabwe, and of US-led financial 
sanctions against Iran, in triggering 
hyperinflation have made that principle 
utterly clear.

But then the consequence is that 
for Britain alone to nationalise “high 
finance” under democratic control would 
be merely to kill the goose that lays the 
golden eggs, inviting sanctions which 
would be likely to starve millions.

The AWL’s leader article formally 
proposes that “We need socialist policies, 
geared to replacing profit as the motor 
of economic life by working class 
democracy and principles of social 
solidarity.” But it fails to recognise that 
working out such policies requires the 
working class to lay collective hands on 
production, and to plan at least in part 
‘in natura’, on the basis of the physical 
things we want.

As long as the money system remains 
the basis of our plans - as it does both in 
“a more redistributive tax system” and 
in “bringing high finance under public 
ownership and democratic control”, the 
controllers of world money dominate 
every individual state.

But then the converse of this is that 
actually to implement socialist policies 
requires action on a European scale. 
Neither Greece nor Britain is capable of 
standing off economic attack through 
economic autarky. Europe as a whole 
has the productive capabilities to do what 
the very large, but backward, USSR and 
China could not do - that is, break up 
capitalism as a global system.

It is thus, as I said, paradoxical 
that the ‘remainer’ AWL proposes 
the ‘Lexiteer’ idea of nationalisation 
of “high finance”. The underlying 
problem is that the AWL’s ‘remainism’ 
is merely tailing the liberals and the 
Labour right: hence Martin Thomas’s 
article in this issue, ‘Rewind Labour’s 
policy on Europe’, downplays the 
internationalisation of production as 
a problem for socialism, in favour of 
a moral imperative of free movement 
of labour as a reason to back a Tory 
pro-single market amendment.

Hence, equally, the AWL does 
not argue for the overthrow of EU 
treaties which entrench commitments 
to privatisation, against ‘state aids’, for 
budget deficit limits, the Viking and Laval 
decisions and so on: clinging to the EU 
comes first.

And hence, in turn, an AWL version 
of ‘socialism’ which is little more than 
nostalgia for cold war social democracy, 
with a utopian proposal to nationalise 
“high finance” tacked on l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. ‘Across the board’ Weekly Worker April 26.
2. For the earlier history, see B Rudden The new 
river Oxford 1985; for the nationalisation, https://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/London_water_supply_
infrastructure.
3. K Marx, ‘The French Crédit Mobilier’ New 
York Tribune June 24 1856: http://marxengels.
public-archive.net/en/ME0978en.html.
4. ‘How I became an erratic Marxist’ The 
Guardian February 18 2015 (and various other 
places); and Adults in the room London 2017.
5. Googling “TSB meltdown state aid divest” 
produces masses of information on the issue.
6. www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/
balanceofpayments/bulletins/uktrade/march2018; 
www.gov.uk/government/publications/food-
statistics-pocketbook-2017/food-statistics-in-your-
pocket-2017-global-and-uk-supply.
7. www.researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/
documents/SN06193/SN06193.pdf is one among 
several possible sources.
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Seventy years of colonial terror
The state of Israel is based on war, colonial expansion and dispossession, writes Yassamine Mather 

Over the last few weeks a number 
of the more obnoxious Labour 
MPs have appeared on UK 

media telling us how the cynically 
manufactured ‘anti-Semitism’ storm 
in the Labour Party has caused them 
such distress. Some complain in front 
of the camera that they have received 
‘threatening’ texts, while others are 
upset because they have been ridiculed 
on social media.

While, of course, insults and 
threatening behaviour can help make 
these apologists for Zionist crimes 
appear ‘victims’, what is at stake 
here is their political support for 
an indefensible system, for a great 
historic injustice and for the continued 
crimes of the state of Israel against the 
Palestinian population.

This week on the 70th anniversary 
of the establishment of the state of 
Israel, we have witnessed once again 
the horrific massacre of peaceful 
demonstrators, as Donald Trump’s 
daughter and son-in-law blessed 
Trump’s move of the US embassy 
from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. According 
to Michelle Goldberg, writing in the 
New York Times, this event itself was 
“grotesque”:

It was a consummation of the cynical 
alliance between hawkish Jews and 
Zionist evangelicals, who believe that 
the return of Jews to Israel will usher 
in the apocalypse and the return of 
Christ, after which Jews who don’t 
convert will burn forever ... John Hagee, 
one of America’s most prominent 
end-times preachers, once said that 
Hitler was sent by God to drive the 
Jews to their ancestral homeland. 
He gave the closing benediction.1

If all this was not bad enough, less than 
40 miles away, 61 Palestinians were 
being slaughtered by the Israeli army, 
while no less than 2,700 protestors 
were injured. Imagine what would 
have happened if any country critical 
of the United Sates had behaved in 
this way. The demonstrations, which 
started on March 30, have been mostly 
peaceful - although occasionally mainly 
kids have thrown stones at the ‘wall’ 
built by the Zionist state to keep almost 
two million Gazans imprisoned in an 
area rather smaller than Washington DC.

A Ha’aretz article entitled ‘Stop the 
bloodbath’ summed it up:

The black smoke that rose above 
Gaza yesterday and the number of 
casualties that climbed by the hour 
did not interfere with the celebratory 
opening of the American embassy in 
Jerusalem, highlighting the wanton 
Israeli treatment of Palestinians in 
general and Gazans in particular.

Another piece in Ha’aretz was headlined: 
“Ashamed to be Jewish: as Trump base 
celebrates embassy move, horrified US 
Jews mourn Gaza deaths”.

Labour Zionists
Of course, all the fuss about Labour’s 
‘anti-Semitism’ is really about Israel - a 
country which Labour Friends of Israel 
is committed to promote. Labour Party 
members dare not criticise Israel too 
strongly out of fear. They might be 
accused of anti-Semitism. But history 
will judge all of us and I can assure you 
that Zionists and apologists for Zionism 
will not come out of it well.

Right now pragmatism and 
opportunism is driving the Labour 
leadership (people who should know 
better): Jeremy Corbyn and John 
McDonnell have effectively supported 
the witch-hunt against mainly illusory 
anti-Semites - there are very few 
examples of the genuine article within 

Labour, compared to the Conservative 
Party. However, those in the higher 
echelons of the Labour Party, from 
Corbyn and McDonnell to Shami 
Chakrabarti, have caught the bug. They 
are singing from the same hymn sheet - 
either pointing to alleged anti-Semites 
or burying their heads in the sand, and 
ignoring the political implications of 
going along with this nonsense.

So let me remind those pro-Zionist, 
Blairite MPs that they face criticism 
and anger not because of their religion, 
their race or their gender, but because 
they defend the indefensible, because 
they turn a blind eye to the terror that 
is unleashed against the Palestinian 
people - not just in May 2018, but time 
and again over the last 70 years. Those 
who complain on television because 
someone has sent them a nasty text are 
indifferent to events such as the nakba 
(‘catastrophe’) - they do not want to know 
about the 1948 massacre of civilians in 
Deir Yassin, in Ramallah, in Jaffa ...

These PLP members are not to the 
liking of the majority of new members 
- the hundreds of thousands who have 
joined because they thought Jeremy 
Corbyn was different to other Labour 
leaders, and that he would remain 
anti-war and pro-Palestinian. These 
new members, with their contempt 
for those Blairite MPs who support 
the bloody oppression of the occupier, 
are on the right side of history. After 
all, they are opposing those who have 
systematically driven Palestinians from 
their homes over the last 70 years. On 
May 13 2018 - seven decades after the 
horrible events of Deir Yassin - the state 
of Israel was asking the High Court 
of Justice to approve the demolition 
of two villages in the northern Jordan 
Valley. Nothing has changed and 
nothing will change unless all of us take 
responsibility for what is happening in 
the occupied territories.

So, next time pro-Israeli Labour 
MPs are upset by an email or a tweet on 
social media, I suggest they have a look 
at the film Creation and catastrophe, 
which reveals the shocking events of 
1948 and the establishment of the state 
of Israel, as seen through the eyes of 
the people who lived through it. Both 
Israelis and Palestinians give their 
accounts of the creation of a state and 
the expulsion of a people. One of the 

most striking scenes is when a former 
member of the Israeli Defence Forces, 
now in her 90s, recalls how, after 
forcing the inhabitants of a Palestinian 
village to leave their homes, she 
thought what the IDF had done was 
similar to acts of the Nazis.

If our pro-Zionist Blairites were to 
spend some time watching this film, 
they would see what it is like to be 
threatened and driven out of your home, 
while men in the village are executed 
and women and children have to take 
temporary refuge in neighbouring 
villages and then are forced from their 
land; what it is like to become refugees 
in Lebanon, Jordan or Syria - only to be 
bombed by Israeli planes or massacred 
by Israel’s allies, as in the case of the 
Sabra and Shatila refugee camps in 
Lebanon.

Better still, why don’t they organise 
a parliamentary trip to Beirut and visit 
such camps, talking to the old men and 
women who have spent the last seven 
decades as refugees. They may still 
have the deeds of their family home, 
their olive grove - now destroyed by the 
occupier and probably the site of yet 
another settlement. I can assure those 
MPs from first-hand experience that 
such a visit would change the way they 
look at the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

Of course, they could also visit Gaza, 
where two million Palestinians are held 
prisoner. It is true that incompetence 
and corruption abounds within Hamas 
and Fatah, both within the West Bank 
and in exile (in the case of Hamas in 
particular, they have committed crimes 
almost as bad as those of the occupier). 
However, it is Israel that bears prime 
responsibility for the whole situation. 
Many Israelis are truly ashamed of 
their government. While they cannot 
do much about it, at least they refuse 
to support the occupier - some have left 
Israel in disgust.

Our Labour MPs could do with 
reading the work of Israeli historians 
such as Avi Shlaim, who wrote about 
the nakba a decade ago:

I am an Iraqi Jew who grew up in 
Israel and lived most of his life in 
Britain. And I feel doubly guilty 
towards the Palestinians. As an 
Englishman, I am ashamed of my 
adopted country’s astonishing record 

of duplicity and betrayal, going 
all the way back to the Balfour 
declaration of November 2 1917. 
As an Israeli, I am burdened by a 
heavy sense of guilt for the injustice 
and suffering that my people have 
inflicted on the Palestinians over 
the last 60 years.

The traditional Zionist rendition 
of the events of 1948 is well known 
and widely accepted in the west. It 
lays all the blame for the war and its 
consequences on the Arab side. This 
is a nationalist version of history; as 
such, it is simplistic, selective and 
self-serving. It is, essentially, the 
propaganda of the victors. It presents 
the victors as victims, and it blames 
the real victims - the Palestinians - for 
their own misfortunes.2 

We have heard a similar misappropriation 
of blame over the last few days. According 
to Trump and Netanyahu, it was the 
fault of the unarmed protestors that 
Israeli troops shot them in cold blood!

israeli version
The official Israeli version of the creation 
of the state of Israel maintains that the 
Palestinians left their own country 
because they were told to do so by 
their leaders. Apparently they expected 
neighbouring Arab armies to launch 
a war against the newly established 
Zionist state, which would pave the 
way for a return to their homeland. In 
this version of history Israel bears no 
responsibility for the catastrophe, for 
forcing Palestinians out of their homes.

But reality is different as shown 
by historic documents and witness 
statements from both Israelis and 
Palestinians, including those recorded 
in Creation and catastrophe: the 
Palestinians did not leave of their 
own accord - they were forced out at 
gunpoint, expelled by the occupier.

Ilan Pappé, in his book Ethnic 
cleansing of Palestine, argues that 
between 1947 and 1949 over 400 
Palestinian villages were deliberately 
destroyed, some of the occupants 
being killed and around a million men, 
women and children were expelled at 
gunpoint. In some ways it does not 
really matter whether individual acts 
were deliberately planned or derived 
from a series of random policies - the 

end result is the same. And the United 
Kingdom’s historic role in all this is 
pretty damning. That is why members 
of the British parliament ought to have 
a responsibility regarding Palestine.

According to Shlaim, “It’s a sad 
story of double standards, broken 
promises and betrayals, from Balfour 
to May.”3  Shlaim describes how 
the Zionist movement was Britain’s 
“junior ally” in the dispossession 
of the Palestinian people from their 
homeland. “Zionism was a settler-
colonial movement ... and the state of 
Israel, its principal political progeny, 
is a colonial-settler state”.

Shlaim and Pappé are among 
those who have destroyed the myth 
about Arab culpability for the nakba. 
However, given the footage of the 
events of bloody Monday, May 14 
2018, we do not need historians to 
dismiss the claims of Donald Trump, 
Binyamin Netanyahu and Nikki Haley 
that Hamas and Iran were responsible! 
No sane person believes this kind 
of nonsense, so it is time for those 
Labour MPs who are so concerned 
about anti-Semitism to show some 
sympathy for those other Semites - the 
Palestinian Arabs.4

Will they condemn unreservedly 
the Israeli actions of May 14 2018? 
If they do not, they should be held 
in the same contempt as Trump and 
Netanyahu l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.nytimes.com/2018/05/14/opinion/
jerusalem-embassy-gaza-protests.html.
2. ‘Israel at 60: the “iron wall” revisited’, May 
2008 (www.opendemocracy.net/avi-shlaim/
israel%E2%80%99s-%E2%80%9Cnew-
history%E2%80%9D-and-palestinians).
3. www.alaraby.co.uk/english/
comment/2017/10/16/from-balfour-to-boris-
britains-broken-promises-in-palestine.
4. The term ‘Semite’ refers to Arabs of the 
Middle East as much as it refers to the Hebrew 
people of the region. According to Encyclopaedia 
Britannica, a Semite is a “person speaking one of 
a group of related languages, presumably derived 
from a common language, Semitic ... The term 
came to include Arabs, Akkadians, Canaanites, 
some Ethiopians, and Aramaean tribes including 
Hebrews. Mesopotamia, the western coast of the 
Mediterranean, the Arabian Peninsula, and the 
Horn of Africa have all been proposed as possible 
sites for the prehistoric origins of Semitic-
speaking peoples, but no location has been 
definitively established.”

yet another Palestinian victim of the israeli terror-state
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Our objections to the 
monarchy are not 
primarily financial 
- they are political. 
The institution is 
anti-democratic 
and potentially 
counterrevolutionary

The royal wedding and 
platonic republicanism
Eddie Ford thinks the left, and Jeremy Corbyn, should take the monarchy seriously

some of our more attentive readers 
might be aware that there is a 
wedding taking place on May 

19 in a Windsor church between a chap 
called Harry, who looks remarkably like 
his father, and a black American former 
actress named Meghan. No politicians 
have been invited - not even Donald 
Trump.

Anyway, enough of that. Time to 
move on and discuss far more important 
things like the latest demonstration 
against austerity or anti-war protest …

Actually, the left ought to say 
something about this - even if the latest 
issues of Socialist Worker and The 
Socialist say exactly nothing about the 
royal wedding, true to economistic form. 
Yes, there have been some grumblings 
here and there about the cost of Meghan 
Markle’s wedding dress amidst the 
tragedy of the Grenfell Tower’s disaster, 
and so on (£300,000-£400,000, if you 
are interested). The Morning Star, for 
example, has a history of treating royal 
occasions with lofty contempt - hence 
its ironic headline about the wedding 
of Di and Chaz: “Traffic disrupted in 
central London.” This journalist, for 
one, quite likes that tongue-in-cheek and 
irreverential approach to royalty.

Having said that, the left should 
treat the question seriously - after 
all, we are not just talking about two 
happy individuals deciding to tie the 
knot and produce an heir-and-spare 
(not that this is an issue regarding this 

wedding - there are heirs in abundance 
at the moment). The monarchy is a 
state institution and therefore should 
matter to the left - as should all questions 
concerning high politics and the state. 
The left should take a keen interest in the 
politics of the royal wedding due to the 
simple fact that an awful lot of people 
- whether you like it or not - are wound 
up with excitement about the event and 
everything connected to it. Communists 
would hardly be communists if they 
ignored what the masses of people think 
or feel, or treated it as an irrelevance. 
The mass hysteria over Diana Spencer’s 
death in 1997 certainly told us a lot about 
British society at that time.

Glamour
For instance, it will be interesting to see 
how many people watch the wedding, 
compared to the FA Cup final between 
Chelsea and Manchester United on the 
same day - though the latter, of course, 
will be later in the afternoon at Wembley 
(4/5 odds for United, according to William 
Hill). Unless you are marooned alone on 
a disabled space station, royal occasions 
- especially weddings - suck people in, 
whether they are looking at the wedding 
dress in awe or bedazzled by the guest 
list. For one reason or another, without 
necessarily making them stupid, people 
want to buy into part of the glamour of 
it all - don’t they look nice …?

Indeed, in May this year, Time 
magazine selected Markle as one of 
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Fill in a standing order form  
(back page), donate via our  
website, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker

elusive
the £124 raised for the Weekly 

Worker at the TUC demonstra-
tion last Saturday helped take our 
running total for May’s fighting 
fund over the one-thousand mark. 
Although sales of the paper were 
not huge, our comrades did receive 
quite a few compliments - “one of 
the highlights of my bleeding week” 
was how one passing subscriber 
described the moment when our 
paper lands on his doormat.

Also complimentary was 
comrade FC, who wrote in the note 
accompanying his £20 cheque that 
our paper is “the best on the left” 
- although we do sometimes make 
a mistake, such as when JM didn’t 
get his paper a couple of weeks ago. 
So he’s asked for a another copy 
and sent us a fiver - that should 
cover the postage, comrade!

As usual, standing orders 
accounted for a good portion of 

this week’s donations - thanks to 
SP, BK, DG, TR and KB for the 
£375 they added collectively to 
our total. And there was also a very 
handy £25 that came via PayPal 
from RN - the only comrade who 
clicked on the button over the last 
seven days.

So, in all, £539 came our way 
- more than doubling the balance 
in May’s fighting fund from £500 
to £1,039. Not bad at all. So once 
again I’m wondering whether we 
can not only break through our 
£1,750 monthly target, but also 
reach that elusive £2,000. Fancy 
helping us over the line?l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

London Communist Forum
Every Sunday, 5pm

Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1

May 20
The passionate love affair between US Jews and Israel

How it started and why it is coming to an end
Speaker: Moshé Machover

May 27
From May 1968 to colour revolutions

Speaker: Mike Macnair

Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk

the “100 most influential people in 
the world”, despite the fact that our 
comrades from the Socialist Workers 
Party and the Socialist Party in England 
and Wales do not seem to have heard of 
her.1 On the day, with a prompt midday 
kick-off - synchronise watches now - the 
couple will be wed by the archbishop of 
Canterbury, Justin Welby, at St George’s 
Chapel next to Windsor Castle, which 
holds about 800 people. This itself 
will be a slight break with precedent, 
as royal weddings have always been 
on a weekday. Afterwards the couple 
will travel through Windsor in an Ascot 
Landau carriage, as tradition demands, 
before proceeding up the Long Walk 
and then all the way back to St George’s 
Hall. Apparently, as if the deity himself 
was blessing the occasion, the wedding 
looks set to take place on the hottest day 
of the year, with temperatures in excess 
of 29˚C.

Markle’s father, Thomas, the semi-
reclusive and retired TV lighting director 
who lives in a Mexican resort, was 
originally due to walk his daughter down 
the aisle, but now might not be turning 
up - something that has “blindsided” 
Kensington Palace.2  It is currently 
unclear whether that is because of heart 
surgery planned for May 16 and/or his 
recent embarrassment about colluding 
with a Los Angeles-based photo agency 
over “staged” pictures of himself in 
a botched attempt to recast his public 
image. Markle texted her father when 
the news broke on May 14 that he was 
pulling out of the wedding, saying she 
harboured “no ill feelings toward him” 
for doing the deal with the paparazzi - in 
return, he admitted that his behaviour had 
been a bit “stupid”.

Anyhow, if anybody remembers 
them, the now rather older Spice Girls 
will be attending the wedding. Indeed, 
for a while there were rumours that they 
would actually perform at the ceremony 
- possibly along with Elton John or 
Coldplay’s Chris Martin. Alas, this does 
not appear to be the case and instead the 
music will be more traditional fare - like 
the choir of St George’s Chapel. Mind 
you, there will also be trumpeters from 
the Band of the Household Cavalry - with 
the ministry of defence requesting 20 
silver-plated fanfare trumpets stamped 
with the royal coat of arms, each costing 
between £3,000 and £6,000. Generously, 
the BBC has waived its normal fee, 
meaning that street parties up and down 
the land - well, here and there - and other 
special events can screen the wedding 
live without having to buy a special 
licence; in Windsor itself big screens 
showing live footage of the wedding 
will be shown on the Long Walk and in 
Alexandra Gardens.

Even more generously, 2,640 
“commoners” from “every corner of 
the United Kingdom” have been invited 
to the grounds of Windsor Castle “to feel 
part of the celebrations too”. But the 
generosity stops short of giving them 
a slice of very expensive wedding cake 
or glass of bubbly - bring a picnic. Of 
the invitees, 1,200 will be nominated by 
nine regional lord lieutenant offices (lord 
lieutenants being the monarch’s personal 
representatives in each county of the 
UK) and the rest will be people from 
a range of charities and organisations 
which the royal couple support; plus 
Windsor Castle community members; 
members of the royal households 

and crown estate, and pupils from 
two schools close to the castle - the 
Royal and St George’s. The Royal is 
a Church of England school for pupils 
from four to nine years old that was 
built to educate the children of staff 
employed by the royal family and St 
George’s is an ‘independent’ preparatory 
school originally founded to educate 
the choristers of St George’s chapel - it 
charges up to £16,000 a year in fees 
(apply now to avoid disappointment).

As for the overall cost of the 
wedding, that is expected to be upwards 
of £32 million. But before you angrily 
pick up a pen to write to your MP or 
local newspaper in protest, £30 million 
of that will be for the security measures. 
Note that the ‘wedding of the century’ 
of Di and Charlie reportedly cost £100 
million or more, and nobody seemed 
too bothered at the time. Of course, 
tradition states that the father of the 
bride pays for the wedding, but Thomas 
Markle must have breathed a huge 
sigh of relief when Kensington Palace 
confirmed the royal family would 
foot the bill (except for the security 
which, naturally, will be footed by the 
tax-payer).

Other costs include £50,000 on 
the lemon elderflower wedding cake; 
£110,000 on flowers; £300,000 to 
hire the glass marquee for the evening 
reception in the grounds of Frogmore 
House; £26,000 on sausage rolls and 
hot tea for the 2,640 commoners. 
Then there is the bride’s dress - but 
she will probably pay for that herself.3  
However, the details on this are a 
bit murky, as it seems that last year 
Prince Charles allotted $4.8 million 
of his $28 million ‘earnings’ towards 
the personal expenses of his family, 
and it looks like Markle will be able 
to use a portion of this budget as well, 
once she is officially a member of the 
Windsor clan.

Interestingly, Markle got divorced 
in 2013 and attended the Immaculate 
Heart High School - an all-girl Catholic 
private school in Los Angeles. Not all 
that long ago, as in the case of Wallis 
Simpson and the Nazi-sympathising 
Edward VIII, these two factors would 
have caused big political ructions - if 
not a full-scale political-constitutional 
crisis. But the Church of England no 
longer denies marriage to a divorced 
person with a living spouse and Markle 
has always claimed that she never 
“self-identified” as a Catholic - thank 
heavens for that. Hence on March 6 
she was baptised and confirmed into 
the established church by Welby at St 
James’s Palace, using holy water from 
the River Jordan.

Markle is now waiting to become 
a British citizen, while retaining her 
US citizenship during the process - the 
Palace has indicated that no decision 
has yet been made as to whether she 
will adopt dual nationality. One thing 
you can confidently predict is that she 
will not be deported back to her country 
of origin because she does not have 
the right paperwork. But, as pointed 
out by Zoe Williams in The Guardian, 
the red tops’ obsession with Markle’s 
father “is a warning of the abuse to 
come” (May 9). At the moment, she 
writes, Meghan might be “the princess 
of all hearts and can do no wrong”, but 
that could change down the line, when 
they “find out that you once shouted 

at a maid” or “went to a club without 
your husband and didn’t get home till 
five past 12” - you can almost see the 
headlines now. Nothing so fickle as the 
tabloid press.

republican?
Although politicians might not have 
been invited to the wedding, as I have 
pointed out, this is definitely a political 
event. Its purpose is to demonstrate once 
again the central ideological role of the 
monarchy - which, as we all know, stands 
‘above politics’, so that it can serve the 
common interests of the ‘entire nation’, 
whatever your class position, as opposed 
to outsiders. No doubt this is part of the 
reason why Markle must become British 
herself.

Communists insist that the republican 
question cannot be ducked or avoided - 
quite the opposite in fact. We know that 
the leader of the official opposition - one 
Jeremy Bernard Corbyn - is on record 
as criticising not just the cost of royal 
occasions, but the fact of them. In the 
past he has shown his disapproval of 
the whole monarchical system, not just 
the ‘excessive cost’ of this or that event.

Or at least that certainly used to be 
Corbyn’s position. Back in 1995 he 
seconded the Commonwealth of Britain 
Bill brought forward by Tony Benn, 
which called for the transformation of 
the UK into a “democratic, federal and 
secular Commonwealth of Britain”, 
with an elected president, devolution 
and abolition of the House of Lords.4  

Almost enough to provoke an army 
revolt. At other times, Corbyn has merely 
talked about abolishing (or weakening) 
the queen’s royal prerogative - which he 
rightly described at a leadership hustings 
as a “very convenient way of bypassing 
parliament”. For the Jeremy Corbyn of 
just a few years ago, the royal prerogative 
should be “subject to parliamentary vote 
and veto if necessary”.

Yet nowadays we never hear even the 
latter sentiments coming from the lips of 
the Labour leader: whatever happened 
to the real Jeremy Corbyn? But frankly 
it would be good and healthy if he made 
it clear he would not be joining in the 
celebrations and has no intention of 
giving his own stamp of legitimacy to a 
thoroughly reactionary institution. Rather 
than shilly-shallying around, Corbyn 
should use the occasion to put forward a 
series of democratic demands, including, 
of course, the abolition of the monarchy.

At the TUC ‘new deal for working 
people’ demonstration last weekend, 
Corbyn talked a lot about the Labour 
government doing all sorts of marvellous 
things. But in order to get into ‘power’ 
- using that term in the everyday sense - 
Corbyn has got to win a general election 
on one level or another: either by being 
able to command a majority in parliament 
or at least by heading the biggest party in 
terms of the number of MPs. However, 
according to constitutional convention, 
it is the monarch (acting on the advice 
of the privy council) who invites to 
Buckingham Palace a person likely to 
be able to form a government. But there 
is no constitutional requirement that it 
must be the leader of the largest party 
represented in parliament.

Though most of the left seems to think 
it is an amusing eccentricity on the part of 
the Weekly Worker, this publication has 
pointed out that the chances of Jeremy 
Corbyn being invited to the palace are 
rather less than certain in the middle 
of a hard Brexit not to the liking of the 
bankers, the City, state bureaucracy, 
civil service, Financial Times, etc (or 
no deal at all). After all, he is clearly less 
than enthusiastic about Nato and Trident 
and cannot be regarded as a trustworthy 
ally of the US, if and when it launches 
its next military adventure in, say, the 
Middle East.

Under these circumstances, it is 
more than possible that, far from Lizzie 
asking Jez over to the palace for Earl 
Grey tea and cucumber sandwiches, she 
will invite someone else instead - say, 
that nice, clean-cut Sir Keir Starmer 
(as it happens, a former Pabloite5). 
Remember, no fewer than 172 Labour 

MPs signed a no-confidence motion 
against the Labour leader less than two 
years ago - talk about the enemy within. 
Following the next general election, 
unless there is some near miraculous 
transformation of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party, it will be MPs of the same 
political complexion standing behind the 
seemingly triumphant Jeremy Corbyn. 
The queen, or her heir, could well give 
the Nato-hating, IRA-loving, pro-Russian 
Corbyn a wide miss and rather give 
her blessing to the likes of the now 
impeccably mainstream Starmer - he 
would never let a hard Brexit happen and 
could well command not just majority 
support from Labour MPs, but potentially 
more besides. Perhaps he might even 
form a national government to rescue 
Britain from the hard Brexiteers. Bye, 
bye Jeremy.

It is more than worthwhile pointing 
out that in the past monarchs have chosen 
someone who is precisely not the leader 
of the biggest party or majority party - that 
is perfectly legitimate under the British 
constitutional-monarchical system, even 
if it is rather unusual. Anyone who says 
this would provoke a revolution is living 
in a fantasy world. Sure, it might cause 
a few demonstrations organised by the 
usual suspects - but so what?

 In fact, the left urgently needs a 
lesson on what a revolutionary situation 
exactly is and what you need to make a 
revolution in the first place. Revolutions 
do not happen because a lot of people 
are unhappy or have gone on so many 
marches - there needs to be a split 
within the ruling class and, crucially, 
the army. Furthermore, logically, for 
there to be an actual revolution - rather 
than a counterrevolution or quick 
relapse to the status quo - there needs 
to be an independent working class 
party armed with an internationalist 
programme for revolution that has 
mass support amongst the population. 
If Keir Starmer, or whoever, was asked 
to form a government instead of Jeremy 
Corbyn, that would not act as a catalyst 
for revolution or insurrection. Indeed, 
given the situation and mood today, 
such a measure might well meet with 
wide approval. When asked by various 
polls, most people tend to agree with 
the sentiment that politicians should 
stop all this silly party-bickering and, 
instead, work together in the national 
interest.

There is also the historical example of 
Ramsay MacDonald, who could not get 
his Labour cabinet to back his austerity 
programme, but at the initiative of George 
V, formed a national government with 
the Tories and Liberals. He then called a 
general election which virtually wiped 
out the Labour Party in the House of 

Commons. Given that we are not living 
under normal circumstances, but the 
rather dysfunctional state of affairs 
provoked by the Brexit referendum, it 
would be foolish to rule out a comparable 
scenario. Today’s Corbyn-led Labour 
Party could be decimated by a cross-party 
coalition (even if its popular vote did 
not fall). Of course, for Labour MPs 
that went with a cross-party coalition 
political death would soon come. At the 
next general election it would be they, the 
Labour traitors who would be decimated. 
They would then have to trade in their 
dreams of glittering ministerial careers 
for a seat in the House of Lords. But in 
the meantime they would be praised for 
putting the nation above party.

We also have the valuable lesson of 
the 1975 Australian constitutional crisis 
(‘the Dismissal’), which saw the Labor 
prime minister of three years, Gough 
Whitlam, summarily sacked by governor-
general Sir John Kerr - who was, of 
course, acting on behalf of the queen.6  
On the very same day (November 11) 
Kerr installed the leader of the opposition, 
Malcolm Fraser of the Liberal Party, as 
caretaker prime minister and announced 
a double-dissolution election for the 
following month. Fraser and his coalition 
National Country Party partners won the 
largest majority government to date in 
Australian history, while Labor suffered 
a 30-seat swing and the indignity of 
having its House of Representatives 
numbers cut almost in half to 36 seats. 
Yes, there were a few protests, but they 
came to nothing - and, of course, the 
current governor-general (Sir Peter John 
Cosgrove, AK, MC7) still has the same 
powers of dismissal.

What is vital to understand - yet seems 
beyond the economistic left - is that 
royalty is not about bowing or swearing 
loyalty to some weird feudal relic: it is 
an integral part of today’s constitutional 
system. In other words, it is a vital prop 
of the British state. Extraordinary things 
could happen and do happen, and Jeremy 
Corbyn could end up a victim of such 
forcess if he does not change his game.

The Labour leader ought to drop his 
platonic republicanism and start treating 
the monarchy as a serious problem l

Notes
1. http://time.com/collection/most-influential-
people-2018/5217561/meghan-markle.
2. www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2018/may/15/
meghan-markle-half-sister-condemns-media-
attention-father.
3. www.thisisinsider.com/do-royals-pay-for-
meghan-markle-wedding-dress-2018-3.
4. www.parliament.uk/edm/1995-96/1075.
5. https://tendancecoatesy.wordpress.
com/2017/08/29/europe-internationalism-socialist-
alternatives-pabloism-and-keir-starmer.
6. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1975_Australian_
constitutional_crisis.
7. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_Cosgrove.

7weekly worker 1203 May 17 2018



LABOur

A toxic climate of fear
Shami Chakrabarti’s call for Ken Livingstone’s expulsion shows where appeasement leads, says Carla 
Roberts of Labour Party Marxists

you could almost hear the sigh of 
relief coming from the right wing 
in the Labour Party on April 27, 

when, after three days of torturous 
deliberations, Marc Wadsworth was 
finally expelled from the Labour Party 
on the catch-all charge of ‘bringing 
the party into disrepute’.1 Comrade 
Wadsworth’s case was perhaps the most 
difficult for the witch-hunters, with the 
‘evidence’ against him so thin that it 
would be laughed out of any serious 
court. Not, however, the kangaroo court 
of the Labour Party - officially called 
the national constitutional committee 
(NCC) - where proceedings are devoid 
of any form of natural justice or due 
process. It is clearly dominated by the 
right and misused for political purposes.

This was an important ‘victory’ in 
the witch-hunters’ campaign. It has 
cleared the way to go full steam after 
the other outstanding cases. It is no 
longer a question of if Ken Livingstone 
and Jackie Walker get expelled (both 
have been suspended for close to two 
years) - but when.

Rightwingers in and outside the 
Labour Party have been sharpening their 
knives for those two for some time, of 
course. In April 2017, for example, when 
Livingstone’s suspension was extended 
by another 12 months, almost half of 
Labour’s Parliamentary Party (plus 
40 peers) signed an open letter penned 
by the pro-Zionist Jewish Labour 
Movement, which called the decision 
not to expel him a “betrayal” of “the 
party’s values”.2 The JLM, of course, is 
not primarily loyal to the British Labour 
Party (and whatever ‘values’ it thinks 
the party espouses) - but to the state 
of Israel. This has been proven by Al 
Jazeera’s outstanding documentary The 
Lobby. Not that much proof was needed: 
the JLM’s politics make it pretty clear 
where its political loyalties lie.

This week then, the new leader 
of the business-friendly and Tory-
supporting Jewish Board of Deputies 
(BoD), Marie van der Zyl, used her first 
interview to demand the expulsion of 
both Livingstone and Walker and added: 
“We are not saying don’t vote Labour, 
but - as we’ll be seeing from the results, 
especially in Barnet - the voters have 
spoken.” She was a bit more frank about 
her political views before her election 
when she said that Jeremy Corbyn is 
“infested by his bigotry”.3

I f  she  needed any fur ther 
encouragement, she got it from Shami 
Chakrabarti, who joined the witch-hunt 
last weekend. Chakrabarti threatened 
on the BBC’s Sunday Politics that she 
would quit the Labour front bench if 
Livingstone did not get expelled:

I don’t believe that Ken Livingstone 
can any longer be in the Labour 
Party. We can’t run away from the 
fact that he has repeated really, really 
incendiary remarks. To compare 
somebody who was trying to escape 
Nazis with Nazis themselves, and to 
do so again and again and again and 
again, even when you know that this 
has caused the deepest hurt and upset 
and embarrassment to the party, is 
completely unacceptable in my view 
… He has brought the party repeatedly 
into disrepute. He has brought shame 
upon it and his own legacy.

Due process
Chakrabarti’s view is rather important, 
of course. Not only is she the shadow 
attorney general: she is a Corbyn ally 
and, crucially, it was her report that was 
supposed to put a lid on the fabricated 
‘anti-Semitism’ scandal two years ago. 

Instead, it was branded a “whitewash” by 
the BoD, with van der Zyl adding: “She 
has sold out the Jewish community.”

It is easy to see why the BoD 
objected: many of Chakrabarti’s 
recommendations, when it comes to 
disciplinary procedure, are entirely 
supportable from our point of view 
and, more than that, would - at least 
in theory - put a quick end to the more 
absurd aspects of the witch-hunt 
against socialists and anti-Zionists 
in the party. For example, members 
are still being suspended without any 
notification of what exactly they are 
supposed to have done wrong. In the 
case of Tony Greenstein, for instance, 
all the evidence eventually produced 
at his NCC expulsion hearing was 
based on comments he made after 
he was suspended.

However, these measures have still 
not been implemented - more than two 
years after they were produced. John 
McDonnell has claimed that this was 
the fault of former general secretary 
Iain McNicol.4 Well, John, the witch-
hunter general has been gone for a 
few months now. If anything, the 
campaign against leftwingers and 
anti-Zionists has intensified in that 
time; the atmosphere in the party 
is becoming ever more toxic and 
fearful. Many people are wary of 
writing or saying anything political, 
out of fear that it could be twisted, 
taken out of context and made to look 
like an anti-Semitic comment. It is 
very easy to do.

One of the latest victims of the 
smear campaign is Phyll Opoku-
Gyimah, who was frontrunner 
to become Labour’s prospective 
parliamentary candidate in the safe 
seat of Lewisham. Guido Fawkes 
sensationalised a Facebook post of 
hers on the occasion of Holocaust 
Memorial Day 2017, when she wrote: 
“Today is the day when we remember 
all those affected by holocaust, 
Nazi persecution and subsequent 
genocides in Cambodia, Bosnia, 
Rwanda and Darfur - I’m adding 
Palestine to the list.”5 What’s the 
problem? Clearly, Israel is pursuing 
a policy of ethnic cleansing of all 
Palestinians, a policy that could be 

described as a slow genocide.
But this post was enough to send 

the media pack and pro-Zionist hyenas 
screaming for her blood. We cannot 
blame Opoku-Gyimah for quickly 
withdrawing her candidacy, citing 
an “unexpected family situation”. It 
takes a very strong person to withstand 
the kind of onslaught she could have 
expected, had she stood firm.

Rather than standing up to this 
increasingly unhealthy culture, which 
starts to resemble more and more the 
practices of a police state, Jeremy 
Corbyn and his allies are still trying to 
appease those running the campaign. 
More than that, they have become 
implicit.

For example, it is certainly 
starting to look as if Corbyn and 
the NEC have made the conscious 
decision to delay the implementation 
of the recommendations made by 
Chakrabarti - at least until the difficult 
and prominent cases of Livingstone and 
Walker are out of the way.

Of course, for most of those 
suspended and expelled, Chakrabarti’s 
recommendations and suggested 
rule changes are - even if they are all 
implemented - not worth the paper 
they are written on. It all depends on 
who interprets these rules and to what 
purpose.

They are only of potential use for 
those members who can afford to go 
down the road of a legal challenge - 
financially and psychologically. Marc 
Wadsworth, Jackie Walker and Ken 
Livingstone are all in that camp.

Chakrabarti certainly proves with 
her intervention in the Livingstone case 
how ‘flexible’ her own sense of justice 
is. In her 2016 report, she made a strong 
case for “due process” and “natural 
justice” that should be followed in all 
disciplinary cases. In her interview, 
she blatantly ignores all that: not only 
has she already found Ken Livingstone 
guilty - and that in public: she also has 
handed the NCC the reason for which 
he should be expelled and has put 
enormous pressure on its members, 
should they not follow her advice, by 
threatening her own resignation.

Worst perhaps is the fact that she 
clearly has put words into Livingstone’s 

mouth. She claims that Livingstone 
“compared somebody who was 
trying to escape Nazis with the Nazis 
themselves”. Did he really?

What he said
It is worthwhile re-examining what Ken 
Livingstone actually said - and if what 
he said is wrong. In an interview with 
BBC radio he said: “Let’s remember, 
when Hitler won his election in 1932, 
his policy then was that Jews should 
be moved to Israel. He was supporting 
Zionism until he went mad and ended 
up killing six million Jews.”6

Yes, he got the date wrong: Hitler 
came to power in 1933. It was also 
wrong to claim that it was Hitler’s 
state of mind that was responsible for 
the (changing) attitude of the Nazis 
to Jews. But in essence his comments 
were historically accurate.

Moshé Machover has written a 
whole article on this question, in which 
he shows how the Nazi government 
and the Zionists did indeed adhere to 
a similar approach in the 1930s: both 
tried to encourage the emigration of 
all Jews from Europe to what was 
then Palestine. As comrade Machover 
writes,

Official Nazi policy was for the 
exclusion of the Jews from political 
and civic life, for separation and 
for emigration. Quite naturally the 
Zionist leadership thought this set 
of policies was similar to those of 
other anti-Semitic regimes - which 
it was - and the Zionist approach 
was not peculiar to the Nazi regime. 
The founder of political Zionism, 
Theodor Herzl, had pointed out 
that anti-Semitic regimes would be 
allies, because they wanted to get 
rid of the Jews, while the Zionists 
wanted to rid them of the Jews. That 
was the common interest.7

Of course, Nazi policy changed 
dramatically - but only after Germany’s 
Operation Barbarossa attack on the 
Soviet Union in 1941. At the Wannsee 
conference in January 1942, Reinhard 
Heydrich informed Nazi tops of how the 
Führer now intended to implement the 
Endlösung der Judenfrage (final solution): 

through the mass extermination of the 
European Jewry - a policy that was soon 
put into practice on an industrial scale.

In any case, Livingstone did not 
equate the Nazis with the Jews, as 
Chakrabarti (a lawyer!) claims. He 
said - correctly - that for a while the 
Nazi regime had the same goal as the 
Zionists.

Of course, neither Marie van der 
Zyl, nor the Board of Deputies, nor 
for that matter Chakrabarti actually 
care if what Ken Livingstone said 
was historically or factually wrong, 
right or just confused. For them, what 
he said was much worse than that: it 
was, they claim, morally wrong. It 
might be factually true, but the truth 
can no longer be told because it upsets 
some people.

For the same reason, Momentum’s 
owner, Jon Lansman, has argued for a 
ban on the word ‘Zionism’, because 
“to the Jew in the street it might only 
mean the Jewish state of Israel, safe 
and secure, nothing more than that, 
not a separate ideology.”8 Emily 
Thornberry supports Ken Livingstone’s 
expulsion, because his words are 
“a complete insult”.9 Not a lie. An 
insult - to Zionists.

People like Livingstone really mess 
up the party leadership’s ongoing 
attempts to appease the pro-Zionist 
right and those who (often cynically) 
support their witch-hunting campaign. 
Disgracefully, John McDonnell and 
Jeremy Corbyn have refused to defend 
Livingstone (or any other victims of the 
witch-hunt), instead calling on him to 
apologise. But, credit to him, he has 
refused to do so - he has got nothing 
to apologise for.

Clearly, this campaign will not 
end with Livingstone and Walker. 
It actually has very little to do with 
what they have or have not said. They 
are merely collateral damage in the 
campaign to take down and/or tame 
Jeremy Corby, and making sure that 
Britain remains a loyal ally of the US 
and Israel.

Britain, for example, is expected to 
take part in the 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.

Clearly we cannot rely on Corbyn and 
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. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/zionism-is-
the-real-problem.
2. www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/
labour-party-ken-livingstone-latest-jeremy-
corbyn-nazi-zionist-comments-jews-israel-
palestine-a7668326.html.
3. The Guardian May 14.
4. www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/mar/29/
labour-is-waiting-for-corbyn-to-sign-off-key-
antisemitism-measure.
5. https://order-order.com/2018/05/11/lewisham-
labour-frontrunner-compared-palestine-to-
holocaust.
6. www.theguardian.com/politics/video/2017/
apr/04/how-ken-livingstone-avoided-labour-party-
expulsion-video.
7. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/category/
democracy-and-the-labour-party.
8.  Today Radio 4, April 3: www.bbc.co.uk/
programmes/b09xcsdb.
9. www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/
labour-anti-semitism-ken-livingstone-john-
mcdonnell-emily-thornberry-a7674941.htm.
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DeMONstrAtiON

Where’s the politics?
The TUC’s call for a ‘new deal’ is tellingly vague and lacking in detail, writes Peter Manson

An estimated 20,000 trade 
unionists and supporters came 
together in London on May 12 

for the Trades Union Congress demon-
stration in favour of “a new deal for 
working people”.

According to the TUC website,

We’re marching for the alternative. 
For a growing economy with great 
jobs in every nation and region of the 
UK. For a £10ph minimum wage and 
the right to a voice at work. For public 
services that are brilliant, funded and 
free at the point of use. And for a 
society that roots out racism, sexism 
and discrimination.1

What stands out from this is the absence - 
apart from on the minimum wage - of any 
detail at all. A “growing economy”, the 
“right to a voice” and “a society that roots 
out racism, sexism and discrimination” 
are things that just about everyone will 
endorse nowadays. But what concrete 
measures should we be proposing?

And this absence of detail - not least 
in regard to political demands - was 
largely reflected from the platform in 
Hyde Park, where the march ended. 
And, to be fair, the apolitical nature 
of the occasion was not just confined 
to the organisers and the speakers - it 
was reflected in the attitude of the 
overwhelming majority of those on the 
demonstration. It was extremely difficult 
to sell copies of any left paper (as I am 
sure any honest member of other left 
groups will confirm). For example, I 
personally sold just a handful of copies 
of the Weekly Worker over several hours 
and the comrade from the Morning Star 
a couple of metres away was clearly 
doing little better - despite the fact that 

this issue of the Star was being issued 
free of charge, thanks to the sponsorship 
of three major unions.

So what was the purpose of the 
demonstration? Clearly the union 
movement is not exactly at its strongest 
right now, in terms of either membership 
numbers or, consequently, bargaining 
power. For instance back in 1979 there 
were 13 million union members, but by 
2012 that figure had dipped to below six 
million - the lowest since World War 
II. This despite the fact that in January 
2018 the number of employed workers 
had soared to 32.3 million - compared 
to a post-war low of 23.6 million in 
April 1983.

In other words, the proportion of 
union members to total workers has 
plummeted dramatically - and with it 
the ability of most unions to win much 
by way of improvements. For example, 
figures just released show that, for the 
first time in a year, wages rose (by 2.8%) 
faster than prices (2.7%), compared to 
12 months earlier. I suppose we should 
be grateful for small mercies.

So, in these circumstances it is hardly 
surprising that the TUC leadership 
is keen to show that ‘We’re doing 
something’. And, of course, it does 
improve morale for activists to march 
alongside thousands of others - a good 
proportion of whom were sporting 
union T-shirts or other regalia. Mind 
you, I found the headline of the 
subsequent Morning Star editorial 
a little exaggerated: “A magnificent 
deployment of collective strength.”2

From our point of view, though, 
while we appreciate that the core 
membership remains committed to the 
idea of workers fighting collectively, the 
key is politics. Yes, militant action can 

lead to gains, but those gains can only 
be permanently defended and enhanced 
under working class rule.

And that is what was most noticeably 
missing on Saturday. Sure, Jeremy 
Corbyn got huge applause when he 
spoke from the platform, while John 
McDonnell was warmly received by 
hundreds of marchers, as he wandered 
amongst the crowds, but what they are 
actually proposing is modest in the 
extreme. For instance, Corbyn pledged 
to repeal only the 2016 Trade Union 
Act - leaving in place the rest of the 
anti-union legislation that dates back 
to the 1980s. Apart from that, a Labour 
government would guarantee workers 
“a say in their future”.

Amongst the union leaders the 
same modesty prevails. While Mark 
Serwotka of the Public and Commercial 
Services union made his usual call 
for coordinated strike action, that did 
not find much of an echo from other 
platform speakers.

Dave Ward, general secretary of 
the Communication Workers Union, 
thinks the TUC demonstration could 
be “the catalyst for our movement to 
come together like never before to 
change the balance of forces in the 
world of work and reassert trade union 
values across society”. He hopes that 
this year’s TUC congress will end up 
agreeing “a day of action early in the 
new year and then working out what 
action is deliverable”. The CWU was 
one of the unions sponsoring the May 
12-13 issue of the Morning Star in the 
form of a wrap-around extra four pages, 
in which comrade Ward states:

In the past, mounting a radical 
challenge to the government has 

focused on calls for a general strike, 
but too often that becomes an excuse 
to do nothing. So we should focus 
on what’s deliverable ... to create a 
menu of options that workers can 
choose from on a given date.

He also wants the unions to formulate 
common demands, but, as the Socialist 
Workers Party’s internal bulletin 
points out,

Unfortunately there was very little 
sign of the demonstration being 
followed up by action, and several 
speakers suggested the main thing 
those who hate the Tories can do is 
to wait until the next election. But 
this could be four years away.3

However, Party Notes adds: “Not only 
do we need more demonstrations to pile 
the pressure on May, but more strikes 
too”! Very political, comrades.

The same sentiment is expressed 
in Socialist Worker, which quotes one 
demonstrator as saying: “I only get 
the minimum wage. We’ve got to get 
it up to £10 an hour. This is how we 
do that - by marching.” And Socialist 
Worker agrees, it seems, concluding:

March today, organise and campaign 
for bigger demonstrations and strikes 
tomorrow. And a central part of 
pushing for that is to take issues 
into the workplace like anti-racism 
and opposition to Donald Trump’s 
visit to Britain on July 13.4

Hmm.
As for The Socialist, it argued that 

the TUC should have decided at its 
2017 congress to “map out a strategy 

of using a mass demonstration in the 
autumn as a platform for coordinated 
strikes across the public sector”. But 
its political recommendations, like 
those of the TUC tops, are meagre 
indeed: “Jeremy Corbyn and John 
McDonnell and the trade union leaders 
must mobilise behind the banner of 
‘May out! Tories out! General election 
now!’”5

It is, of course, interesting that this 
Labourite statement comes from a 
group that still opposes the affiliation of 
the PCS, as well as the Rail, Maritime 
and Transport union, to the Labour 
Party. How about helping to defeat the 
Labour right, comrades?

Well, at least Unite general 
secretary Len McCluskey did refer 
to Labour’s internal battle in his 
platform speech, when he said it was 
“an absolute disgrace” that there are 
“people within our own ranks” who 
“aid and abet” the attacks on Corbyn. 
He added ironically: “I don’t really 
like attacking rightwing Labour 
MPs - well, not much anyway - but 
sometimes you just can’t help it.”

And his advice to those same 
rightwing Labour MPs was: “Start 
fighting for the working people that 
give you the privilege of representing 
them in parliament,” concluding: “If 
you can’t do that, then do a Tristram 
Hunt and go and find another cushy 
job to do.”

Another appalling example of 
‘abuse’! l

Notes
1. www.tuc.org.uk/why-are-we-marching.
2. Morning Star May 14.
3. Party Notes May 14.
4. Socialist Worker May 15.
5. The Socialist May 9.
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LAW

No criticism permitted
Tony Greenstein reports on the case of Stan Keable, whose employer is threatening to dismiss him for 
his opposition to Zionism

On March 27, the day after he 
attended the Jewish Voice for 
Labour counter-demonstra-

tion outside Parliament, Stan Keable, 
Secretary of Labour Against the 
Witchhunt, was suspended from his 
job because of comments he made 
in a conversation with a Zionist 
demonstrator.1

Last week I represented Stan at 
his disciplinary hearing, despite not 
being from his union branch, because 
Unison’s London regional organiser, 
Steve Terry, refused to give Stan 
any support. In a letter dated May 
8, Terry stated that because Stan 
would not accept his advice, Unison 
was withdrawing its support. He had 
recommended that Stan apologise for 
his comments and plead for mercy. 
In other words, he was advocating 
surrender.

Last week I posted an article 
on my own blog explaining both 
the background to the case and the 
role of Terry, who is a rightwing 
Labour councillor in Walthamstow 
and now I have received an email 
from Beth Bickerstaffe, Director of 
Unison’s executive office, saying that 
a complaint of serious misconduct has 
been made against me.2 I have been 
requested to take down my post and 
not to refer to Terry on social media 
or elsewhere!

The demonstration that Stan 
attended was organised by two 
Zionist groups, the Board of Deputies 
and Jewish Leadership Council. 
This was their first ever ‘anti-racist’ 
demonstration. When it came to 
confronting the British Union of 
Fascists at Cable Street in 1936, the 
Board of Deputies recommended 
that Jews stay indoors and keep 
their heads down. This was also its 
message when the National Front 

and British National Party began 
organising in the 1970s and 80s. 
The Board of Deputies in particular 
has but one concern: defending the 
Israeli state.

This must have been the first 
anti-racist demonstration that the 
Protestant supremacist Democratic 
Unionist Party has ever attended. 
We even had our old friend, Norman 
Tebbit, there. Tebbit, who was 
previously best known for having 
devised the ‘cricket test’3 to ascertain 
whether  Pakistani  and Indian 
immigrants should be regarded as 
British, is apparently also concerned 
with ‘anti-Semitism’.

As Stan went around handing out 
leaflets, he got into a conversation 
about the holocaust with a Zionist and 
explained that it was not only caused 
by anti-Semitism (it is obvious that 
this is correct - it began with the 
extermination of the disabled, for 
instance). Stan also explained that 
Zionism held the view that Jews did 
not belong in the countries of their 
birth and because of that the Zionist 
movement had collaborated with the 
Nazis, who also wanted them out of 
Germany.

BBC Newsnight editor David 
Grossman secretly recorded the 
conversation and the result of 
this quite innocuous conversation 
was headlines in papers like The 
Standard and Jewish Chronicle and 
that well-known anti-racist paper, 
the Daily Mail. The next day local 
Tory MP Greg Hands sent out a tweet 
demanding action against Stan and he 
followed this up with a letter to Steve 
Cowan, leader of Hammersmith and 
Fulham Council, Stan’s employer, 
demanding action.

Stan was suspended for making 
“offensive comments” likely to be 

in breach of the Equalities Act 2010. 
These comments apparently “have 
the potential to bring the council into 
disrepute”. The latter is a catch-all 
charge, plumbed from the depths of 
McCarthyism.

Freedom of speech
You don’t have to be a follower of 
Voltaire or to have read John Stuart 
Mill’s On liberty to understand that 
inherent in freedom of speech is the 
right to offend or shock. If one cannot 
discuss one’s opinions without a servile 
member of BBC Newsnight’s thought 
police recording you, then what is 
free speech worth?

It is no surprise that Stephen 
C o w a n ,  B l a i r i t e  l e a d e r  o f 
Hammersmith and Fulham council, 
should seek to effect Stan’s dismissal 
for daring to voice a dissenting 
opinion. After all, it is received 
wisdom amongst our rulers (but 
precious few others) that Zionism 
is a good thing, Israel is the only 
democracy in the Middle East and 
kosher pigs fly. To dare to voice 
a contrary opinion on Zionism 
- the movement responsible for 
slaughtering dozens of Palestinians 
this very week on the Gaza border 
with Israel - risks incurring the charge 
of ‘anti-Semitism’ and offending all 
manner of diversity and equality 
policies.

As Jodie Ginsberg wrote in the 
wake of the Charlie Hebdo shootings 
and the murder of a Danish filmmaker 
by jihadists, “the right to free speech 
means nothing without the right to 
offend. If all you have the right to do 
is to utter platitudes, then free speech 
is meaningless.”4

Of course, Ginsberg was referring 
to offending Muslims and that is 
acceptable, but when Livingstone 

s a i d  t h a t  H i t l e r  “ s u p p o r t e d 
Zionism”, he was merely speaking 
an uncomfortable truth. Zionism is 
the ideology of a state that has led to 
millions of refugees, thousands of 
deaths and a series of never-ending 
wars. It is a fact that during the 
holocaust the Zionists even opposed 
the rescue of Jews if their destination 
was not to be Palestine. As Ben 
Gurion famously said in a speech 
to Mapai’s central committee on 
December 9 1938,

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.5

On August 10 1933 the German 
Zionist Federation and the Palestinian 
Jewish Agency signed an economic 
trade agreement, Ha’avara, with the 
Nazi state, that helped destroy the 
Jewish-led international boycott of 
Nazi Germany.

As  Zionis t  h i s to r ian  Lucy 
Dawidowicz wrote, on January 28 
1935 Reinhardt Heydrich, deputy 
leader of the SS, issued a directive 
stating: “the activity of the Zionist-
oriented youth organisations that 
are engaged in the occupational 
restructur ing of  the Jews for 
agriculture and manual trades prior 
to their emigration to Palestine 
lies in the interest of the National 
Socialist state’s leadership.” These 
organisations were therefore “not to 
be treated with that strictness that it 
is necessary to apply to the members 
of the so-called German-Jewish 

organisations (assimilationists)”.6 
Even Zionist historian David Cesarani 
noted that “the efforts of the Gestapo 
are oriented to promoting Zionism as 
much as possible and lending support 
to its efforts to further emigration”.7

Stan was also accused of breaching 
the Equality Act because he said that, 
according to Zionism, “Jews are not 
acceptable here”.

Perhaps Lucien Wolf, a leading 
member of the Conjoint Foreign 
Committee of British Jews, was also 
an anti-Semite when he wrote a letter 
to James de Rothschild on August 31 
1916 expressing his fears that:

the Zionists do not merely propose 
to form and establish a Jewish 
nationality in Palestine, but that 
they claim all the Jews as forming at 
the present moment a separate and 
dispossessed nationality, for which 
it is necessary to find an organic 
political centre, because they are 
and must always be aliens in the 
lands in which they now dwell 
and, more especially, because it 
is ‘an absolute self delusion’ to 
believe that any Jew can be at 
once ‘English by nationality and 
Jewish by faith’. I have spent most 
of my life in combating these very 
doctrines, when presented to me in 
the form of anti-Semitism, and I 
can only regard them as the more 
dangerous when they come to me 
in the guise of Zionism.8

equality Act 2010
The allegation contained in Hammersmith 
and Fulham’s disciplinary investigation 
was that Stan had breached the 
Equality Act 2010. It is difficult to 
believe that trained ‘human resources’ 
professionals can come up with such 

yes - Jeremy Corbyn is the real target
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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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nonsense. One wonders whether the 
allegation ever passed the eye of a 
lawyer in the council.

The suggestion that debating an 
issue such as Zionism is a breach of 
the Equality Act is for the birds. The 
introduction to the act is quite clear. 
Its purpose is:

to reform and harmonise equality 
law ... to prohibit victimisation in 
certain circumstances; to require the 
exercise of certain functions to be 
with regard to the need to eliminate 
discrimination and other prohibited 
conduct ... to increase equality 
of opportunity; to amend the law 
relating to rights and responsibilities 
in family relationships; and for 
connected purposes.

There is nothing in the act about 
restricting freedom of speech or 
disciplining people who have views 
which are unpopular with Britain’s 
yellow press or its obsequious journalists. 
The key paragraph in the charges 
against Stan stated:

The question as to whether or not 
Stan Keable’s comments breach 
the Equalities Act may hinge on an 
interpretation of what constitutes 
‘belief’ under the terms of the 
act ... One of these [protected] 
characteristics is “religion and 
belief”. Zionism is not a religion, 
although it is closely related to 
Judaism, but it is a belief in the 
right of the Jewish people to have 
a nation-state in the ‘Holy Land’, 
their original homeland. Legal 
advice, obtained as part of this 
investigation, states that case law 
has established that the definition 
of belief can extend to political 
beliefs. If Zionism constitutes 
a ‘belief’ under the terms of the 
Equality Act then the statements 
by Stan Keable that the Zionist 
movement collaborated with the 
Nazis and that it accepted that 
“Jews are not acceptable here” 
might be deemed to have breached 
the Equality Act.

Leave aside the nonsense about 
Zionism being “closely related to 
Judaism” or that Israel/Palestine is the 
“original homeland” of the Jews (a 
popular anti-Semitic misconception of 
evangelical Christians, who wanted to 
expel the Jews) there is a fundamental 
flaw in the above passage, which any 
child of above-average intelligence 
should be able to spot.

Z i o n i s m  p r o b a b l y  i s  a 
philosophical belief under section 
10 of the Equality Act. But then so is 
anti-Zionism. However, it is not the 
protected characteristics of those Stan 
was arguing with which are relevant, 
but those of Stan! Stan is not their 
employer! Just because someone 
might be classified as having a 
protected characteristic in certain 
situations - mainly employment - 
does not mean that if you disagree 
with, for example, a gay person you 
are therefore guilty of discrimination!

‘Protected characteristics’ are 
not a free-floating cause of action: 
they are tied to specific acts, such as 
direct and indirect discrimination, 
harassment and victimisation. The 
definition of direct discrimination 
(section 13.1) says: “(i) A person (A) 
discriminates against another (B) if, 
because of a protected characteristic, 
A treats B less favourably than A 
treats or would treat others.”

It should be obvious to anyone - 
though clearly not to those leading 
Hammersmi th  and  F u lham’s 
investigation - that debating a 
topic in a public space does not 
infringe his adversaries’ protected 
characteristics. Put bluntly, debate 
is not discrimination. No-one is 
being discriminated against when it 
is stated that the Nazis and Zionists 
collaborated. Neither was Stan in 
any contractual or employment 

relationship with his adversaries.
However, in suspending and 

seeking to dismiss Stan, the council 
is almost certainly breaching the 
Equality Act, because it is Stan whom 
they are discriminating against on the 
grounds of his belief. The failure to 
understand this simple but obvious 
point is quite staggering.

There is no single definition 
of what constitutes a religious 
or philosophical belief, but the 
case of ‘Grainger plc and others v 
Nicholson’ set out some guidelines. 
The belief must be:
l genuinely held;
l not an opinion;
l in relation to a weight and substantial 
aspect of human life and behaviour;
l  of a certain level of cogency, 
seriousness, coherence and importance;
l worthy of respect in a democratic 
society, not incompatible with human 
dignity, and not conflicting with the 
fundamental rights of others.9

If Stan Keable were to be dismissed, 
then almost certainly he would have 
been directly discriminated against 
because of his philosophical belief: 
anti-Zionism. In addition to being 
unfairly dismissed, he would also 
have suffered a detriment.

No demonstrations!
The council’s investigation report 
(paragraph 5.6) stated:

in attending the counter-demonstration 
at Westminster on March 26 and 
in making the comments that 
subsequently appeared on social 
media, Mr Keable has failed to 
avoid any conduct outside of work 
which may discredit himself and 
the council.

In other words, Stan’s offence was, in 
part at least, attending a demonstration! 
Under ‘recommendations’ (paragraph 
7.1) we have this little gem - the 
product of the same bureaucratic 
mindset that diligently produced ID 
cards that were nigh impossible to 
forge in Nazi-occupied Netherlands 
(thus condemning thousands of Jews 
to death):

That, in attending a counter-
demonstration outside the Houses 

of Parliament on March 26 2018, 
Stan Keable knowingly increased 
the possibility of being challenged 
about his views and subsequently 
proceeded to express views that 
were in breach of the council’s 
equality, diversity and inclusion 
policy and the council’s code of 
conduct (‘Working with integrity’ 
and ‘Working with the media’).

Have you ever heard such a pathetic, 
cringing, fawning formulation? That 
in attending a demonstration Stan 
“knowingly increased the possibility of 
being challenged about his views ...”!

What kind of person is capable of 
formulating this nonsense? Whoever 
wrote this drivel should be sent on 
a prolonged course on basic civil 
liberties, the Human Rights Act, the 
Equality Act - and, for good measure, 
another course explaining why protest 
is legitimate in a democracy.

We should be under no illusion 
that the purpose of the false ‘anti-
Semitism’ campaign of groups like 
Labour Friends of Israel and the 
Jewish Labour Movement - where 
people are made to feel guilty about 
saying a word out of place, at the 
very time that unarmed Palestinians 
in Gaza are being gunned down in 
cold blood - is to make people afraid 
that they might say something ‘anti-
Semitic’. The McCarthyite campaign 
of Israel’s propagandist organisations 
- such as Luke Akehurst’s We Believe 
in Israel,10 is exerting a chilling effect 
on democratic debate.

If this report is accepted by 
Hammersmith and Fulham Council 
and Stan is dismissed, then mere 
attendance at a demonstration 
will be a potential breach of one’s 
employment contract. This is one 
of the reasons why I have openly 
criticised Unison’s appalling London 
regional organiser, Steve Terry. He 
has in effect accepted that attendance 
at a demonstration and expressing 
one’s views constitutes a disciplinary 
offence.

Clearly the fool who drew up 
the council’s report is unaware 
of schedule 1 of the 1998 Human 
Rights Act,11 which incorporates the 
European Convention on Human 
Rights into British law.

Article 10, ‘Freedom of 
expression’, states:

Everyone has the right to freedom of 
expression. This right shall include 
freedom to hold opinions and to 
receive and impart information 
and ideas without interference by 
public authority and regardless 
of frontiers.

Article 11, ‘Freedom of assembly 
and association’, begins: “Everyone 
has the right to freedom of peaceful 
assembly and to freedom of association 
with others, including the right to 
form and to join trade unions for the 
protection of his interests.” Closely 
allied to these is article 9 on ‘Freedom 
of thought, conscience and religion’.

If it is disappointing that a Labour 
council is prepared to trample over 
the most basic human rights in order 
to appease the Israel lobby, then the 
reaction of Unison in the form of 
its London organiser is no better. 
Steve Terry has been obstructive 
and incapable of acknowledging 
the issues at stake. He seriously 
suggested that unless Stan apologised 
he would only attend the disciplinary 
hearing as a “silent representative”. 
The poverty of intellect displayed by 
Terry is equal to that of his council 
counterparts. Clearly he does not 
understand that Unison officials are 
paid to represent and support their 
members.

There is little doubt that in the 
event of Stan being dismissed he will 
win any subsequent case, because not 
even the most conformist and timid 
tribunal will accept that attending 
a demonstration and airing one’s 
views in public constitute a breach 
of the Equality Act or one’s contract. 
What a sad state of affairs that Steve 
Cowan and a Labour council do not 
understand this and, even worse, that 
Unison has failed to support one of 
its members who is subject to such a 
disgraceful attack by his employer l
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Labour 
Against  

the  
Witch-hunt

spotted hyenas and 
the Labour right
William Sarsfield of Labour Party Marxists reports on the campaign against the witch-hunt

May 15 saw over 150 people 
pack into the Indian YMCA 
hall in London for the first 

meeting of Marc Wadsworth’s 
national speaking tour. This 
follows, of course, the disgraceful 
decision to expel him from the 
Labour Party. His ‘crime’? Daring 
to publicly criticise Ruth Smeeth, 
the rightwing Labour MP, prom-
inent member of Labour Friends 
of Israel and a former director of 
public affairs at the British Israel 
Communications and Research 
Centre.
The chair of the meeting, Deborah 
Hobson, began by calling for a 
minute’s silence in honour of 
the 58 Palestinians killed and 
the thousands injured in the 
latest Israeli atrocity. An atrocity 
defended and excused by Donald 
Trump, Binyamin Netanyahu ... 
and Labour Friends of Israel.
Mike Cushman (Jewish Voice 
for Labour) was not alone in 
pointing out that there can be 
fewer more eloquent testimonies 
to the nature of the Israeli state 
than the harrowing events in Gaza. 
Certainly, it exposes the foul 
apologetics of the Labour right and 
their Zionist allies, and destroys 
the notion that Israel attracts the 
huge amount of condemnation that 
it does because the left - its most 
trenchant critics - is ‘anti-Semitic’. 
Far from being a source of strength, 
the Labour right’s support for 
the Zionist state - and the United 
States’ reactionary strategic goals 
in the region - can be turned into a 

huge weakness for this scab faction 
in our ranks.
While the top table was perhaps 
a little heavy with speakers (of 
varying degrees of quality and 
political acumen, it should be 
noted) - there was a real energy and 
combative confidence. This was 
perhaps displayed best in Jackie 
Walker’s defiant anecdote about 
her rejoinder to a characteristically 
stupid tweet from the wretched 
Wes Streeting MP. Apparently, 
he challenged her to meet him in 
debate in any synagogue in north 
London. OK, she told him - where 
and when then, Wes? Predictably, 
however, the man has gone very 
quiet …
Moshé Machover reminded us of 
the almost comically irrational 
nature of the provocations coming 
from the Labour right, their 
allies in the mainstream media 
and various apparatchiks in the 
Israeli state. He posed a “trick 

question”: “Are there anti-Semites 
in the Labour Party?” Well, yes, 
given the current numbers in our 
organisation (570,000-plus) from 
all sorts of backgrounds, there 
must be. The comrade (a renowned 
mathematician, let us not forget), 
stated that it would be statistically 
“astounding” if there were not. The 
party will also have its statistically 
‘fair’ share of paedophiles. The 
point being that if the Labour right 
and its venal allies thought it could 
gain political traction by smearing 
the left as a herd of paedophiles, 
they would. The right gives “fuck 
all” for truth, principle or any 
other such annoying impediment, 
comrade Machover stated.
Moshé illustrated this same 
observation via a sideways 
detour. There is - apparently - a 
tiny number of spotted hyenas in 
Norway (in zoos). However, if you 
hear of a spotted hyena trackers’ 
expedition - organised with an 

extravagant disregard for the huge 
amount of time, energy and money 
expended - a rational conclusion 
to draw might be that these people 
have a thing about Norway, rather 
than the spotted hyenas.
It was a fun way to set the tone for 
the meeting. And the atmosphere of 
aggressive levity was added to by 
comedian Alexi Sayle’s amusing 
introductory spiel for Marc - he 
does seem to be getting some of 
his political mojo back via this 
battle; the unhinged accusations 
against the left must be providing 
the bloke with material for years 
to come. Many speakers also 
ridiculed the laughably flimsy 
charges against Marc Wadsworth 
and other comrades, such as Ken 
Livingstone, Jackie Walker and 
Tony Greenstein.
A recurrent theme during the 
regrettably short time allocated for 
questions and contributions from 
the floor was the need for Labour 

Against the Witchhunt to become 
a mass campaign that can rally 
not dozens, but thousands, outside 
Labour’s Victoria Street HQ. That 
means building local organisations.
There were some gently regretful 
criticisms of Corbyn and the core 
LP left leadership’s passivity 
towards - even accommodation 
with - this witch-hunt. This 
generosity was not all-
encompassing - on the strength 
of this meeting and others I have 
attended over the last year or more, 
there are now very few on the left 
with any compunction about laying 
into Momentum nationally. The 
local groups can be good, even very 
good, but the national organisation 
and its ‘CEO’, Jon Lansman, are 
deeply discredited l

labouragainstthewitchhunt.org

A podcast of the meeting will be 
available soon online.
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