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LETTERS

Fight within
The decision of Anne Kennedy to resign 
from Labour Party membership, and 
from her seat on Dunstable council, 
is understandable, but regrettable. 
This followed malicious and false 
allegations of anti-Semitism because 
of her forthright opposition to the 
persecution of Palestinians and trenchant 
criticism of Israeli apartheid and 
Zionist racism.

But, of course, it removes her from 
the crucial fight within the Labour 
Party to transform it into a socialist, 
anti-war, anti-imperialist party. I 
hope others in her situation - and 
there will certainly be others - do not 
follow suit. Like Ken Livingstone’s 
resignation from the party, it will not 
help Jeremy Corbyn, or the mass of 
Corbynite members, to defeat the right 
wing in the party. Resignations will 
not satisfy the right. They will ignore 
Ken’s declaration of innocence. Every 
time he speaks up for Jeremy, they 
will say, ‘Look: the anti-Semite is 
supporting the anti-Semite’.

Anne Kennedy’s suspension from 
Labour confirmed that the anti-
Corbyn witch-hunters are alive and 
well in Labour’s HQ. Those notorious 
twitter champions of Israeli ethnic 
cleansing and settler-colonialism 
- @GnasherJew and Euan Philips 
of the misnamed Labour Against 
Antisemitism - dredged up Facebook 
comments over the past eight years 
and labelled them anti-Semitic.

Only Zionist zealots still embedded 
in Labour’s bureaucracy, despite the 
replacement of witch-finder general 
Iain McNicol, could accept at face 
value allegations which so obviously 
conflate criticism of Israel or Zionism 
with anti-Semitism. That is what the 
‘new anti-Semitism’, invented by the 
Israeli state, does - in its desperate 
attempt to damn critics of Israel as 
Jew-haters. That is what the examples 
associated with the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Association 
definition of ant-Semitism do. Which 
is why the Labour Party, when it 
adopted the IHRA definition, did not 
adopt the examples. So how come 
the apparatchiks, the practitioners of 
automatic suspensions and expulsions, 
ignore Labour policy and treat such 
allegations as legitimate?

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  w h y  s h o u l d 
membership rights be instantly 
removed before any investigation into 
mere allegations of anti-Semitism, 
especially when they are so obviously 
malicious? Kennedy’s suspension not 
only removes her membership rights, 
but also overrides the democracy of 
the local Constituency Labour Party 
and the rights of local party members, 
who went through a rule-governed 
selection process to choose her as 
their candidate for Northfields ward.

Buzzfeed News, which broke the 
story of her alleged anti-Semitism, 
rubbished its own pretended status as 
an alternative to mainstream media. 
True, it prefaced “anti-Semitism” 
with the word “allegedly”, but 
then it treated very respectfully the 
bullshit of a “spokesperson for the 
@GnasherJew twitter account” and 
“Euan Philipps of Labour Against 
Antisemitism”, faithfully reproducing 
all of the allegations with not a hint 
of a challenge to these charlatans. No 
sign of investigative journalism there, 
then. No doubt Buzzfeed itself is afraid 
of falling foul of this McCarthyite 
witch-hunt, which is so effectively 
frightening people into silence and 
stifling much-needed open discussion 
- the only real way of separating fact 
from fiction.

But what can we expect when a 
“Labour Party spokesperson” offers 

Buzzfeed  the following mealy-
mouthed comment? “Anti-Semitism 
has absolutely no place in the party 
and we are committed to challenging 
and campaigning against it in all its 
forms. Labour takes all complaints of 
anti-Semitism extremely seriously, 
which are fully investigated and 
appropriate disciplinary action taken 
in line with our rules and procedures.”

I much prefer Anne Kennedy’s 
fighting rebuttal (quoted in Dunstable 
Today online, June 8):

“I believe the accusations to be 
part of a wider smear campaign 
against pro-Palestinian supporters 
in the Labour Party ... If the posts in 
question were indeed anti-Semitic, it 
would have been clear enough for the 
‘journalist’ to post them in context and 
without desperately and ludicrously 
trying to link me and my husband to 
Hamas.

“I have never mocked Jews, posted 
comments blaming Jews for Israel’s 
war crimes or made any reference to a 
‘New World Order’ conspiracy theory. 
In fact I have called people out on their 
conflation of Judaism with Zionism 
and stereotypical characterisations 
of Jews. I am also calling out the 
IHRA definition of anti-Semitism 
that conflates criticism of Israel with 
criticism of Jews as a group.

“I am criticising the illegal 
expansion policies of a state that 
claims the right to defend its borders, 
yet won’t define those borders. I am 
not criticising Israel because it is a 
Jewish state. I am criticising Israel for 
its illegal siege of two million people. 
I am criticising Israel for its war 
crimes (eg, use of white phosphorous 
on a civilian population), for shooting 
journalists and medics, for blowing 
up children playing on a beach, for 
demolishing Palestinian homes, 
for collective, cruel and unusual 
punishment and for its perpetual 
occupation of Palestinian land. I will 
not pretend I ‘didn’t know’.”

Well said. 
Stan Keable
Hammersmith

Nitpicking
Another week, another victim in the 
crusade against supposedly rampant 
anti-Semitism in Labour. 

Without going into the particulars 
of the Anne Kennedy case, I would 
like to make some general remarks. 
Palestine solidarity attracts a lot 
of cranks and odd bods who aren’t 
necessarily consistently leftwing. 
Some might be religiously motivated; 
others are outraged liberals with a 
moralistic ‘good vs evil’ world view. 
They’re rightly appalled by Israeli 
crimes, which in their minds are all 
the more scandalous, since ‘the Jews’ 
were victims of genocide ‘themselves’ 
- hence frequent Nazi comparisons. 
They understand that the Zionists 
are the baddies and the Palestinians 
the good guys, but they haven’t spent 
much time thinking about nationalism 
in the abstract. Consequently, some 
of their outbursts border on the 
chauvinistic or anti-Semitic, or they 
may even cross that line. What do you 
expect in a world where most people 
think in terms of nations rather than 
classes?

While we should defend those in 
need of education against expulsions, 
I think it is OK to admit that many 
things said or posted by ‘anti-Zionists’ 
are gibberish, instead of nitpicking 
through their nonsense to defend it. 
However, if certain people act in an 
alarmist way about anti-Semitism 
‘on the left’ and the likes of Jeremy 
and Momentum make concessions to 
that, then it is also OK to ask: what 
threat do isolated outbursts, however 
backward or unpleasant, pose to 
British Jews?

What are the material effects of 
anti-Semitism today beyond causing 

offence? Who do they actually hurt 
in a tangible sense? In my view, they 
mainly hurt the left and the Palestinian 
cause. To change that, I suspect 
communists will need to equip the left 
and working class movement with a 
coherent, scientific world view again 
- which is a long and difficult process. 
Until then, we are dealing with an 
array of single issues, campaigns and 
causes, most of which breed their own 
resident idiocies.
Maciej Zurowski
London

Robust
I must disagree with Andrew Northall 
when he states that Livingstone said 
“Hitler was a Zionist” (Letters, June 7). 
From what I’ve seen - and I didn’t hear 
the programme - he actually said: “… 
his policy then was that Jews should 
be moved to Israel. He was supporting 
Zionism …”; which is a bit different.

Any decent socialist who disagreed 
with what Livingstone said would 
have engaged in a discussion: after 
all, there was nothing anti-Semitic 
in it, and I imagine that he might 
have agreed some clarification. After 
all, this was a radio interview - over 
the phone, I believe - and he was 
responding to an early move by the 
right to attack Labour members with 
false charges of anti-Semitism.

In his resignation statement 
Livingstone said: “These accusations 
are utterly false. Had I said Hitler was 
a Zionist I would have apologised, 
as it is an evidently ridiculous idea.” 
Any of us may have our political 
differences with Livingstone, but 
I’m not aware of any reason at all for 
accusing him of anti-Semitism or any 
other kind of racism.

The real people who should be 
out of the Labour Party are those 
who have allied themselves with 
the rightwing scum press and the 
Conservative Party to claim that they 
are fighting some sort of anti-Semitic 
cesspool in Labour. Stupid comments 
(as, for instance, regarding Northall’s 
MP) or on-the-hoof history can be 
dealt with in a civilised manner 
within the Labour Party - an all-out 
attack on its leader and the bulk of the 
membership requires a more robust 
response.
Jim Cook
Reading

Dogmatic
Ian Donovan claims that the decision of 
Grassroots Black Left to abandon Labour 
Against the Witchhunt is connected to 
LAW’s decision to exclude Socialist 
Fight, which was agreed at its January 
6 meeting (Letters, June 7).

There is one slight problem with 
this, however: I believe that GBL 
comrades present at that meeting 
voted in favour of SF’s exclusion. 
Certainly Marc Wadsworth made a 
point of congratulating me afterwards 
for my speech in support of the 
successful motion. But not to worry 
- don’t let little matters like that get in 
the way of your pathetic arguments, 
Ian.

Like the implied claim that the 
passing of the motion resulted from 
an alliance of convenience between 
the CPGB and some “semi-Bundist 
types” (!). In fact the motion was 
carried by a large majority from a 
variety of political currents, and 
supported by highly respected 
comrades, such as Chris Knight of 
the Radical Anthropology Group 
and Moshé Machover - himself 
suspended from Labour and quickly 
reinstated following false charges of 
anti-Semitism directed against him. 
But I suppose a Jew like comrade 
Machover must be a “semi-Bundist” 
if he voted for the motion - another 
instance of Donovan’s contention 
that Jews in general tend to uphold 
reactionary politics of one kind or 

another.
The most notable example of this 

is, of course, his continually repeated 
allegation that a central reason behind 
imperialist support for Israel is the 
“overrepresentation” of Jews amongst 
the bourgeoisie in states like the USA 
and Britain. Donovan does not see 
any problem with such statements 
and contends that pointing out its 
obvious anti-Semitism “boils down to 
the view that Marxists are not allowed 
to analyse the Jewish question”.

Not at all, Ian. It is very useful to 
discuss, for example, to what extent 
Jews in countries like the US are 
supportive of Zionism, as comrade 
Machover himself has done recently 
(see ‘End of a love affair?’ Weekly 
Worker May 24). But to state that 
there are just too many Jews at the top 
and that’s the cause of imperialism’s 
support for Israel is so patently 
anti-Semitic that it’s surprising even 
Ian Donovan can’t understand why. 
He seriously seems to believe that 
the tail wags the dog ... but how 
that explains US foreign policy in 
the Middle East pre-1967 therefore 
becomes a mystery. Did the number 
of Jews at the top pass a tipping point 
in 1967? Or was the US-Israel alliance 
born of Israel’s victory in the Six-Day 
War and the US strategic need for an 
unsinkable aircraft carrier?

Equally dismal is his insistence that 
the ruling class in Britain still adheres 
to the biological racism used to justify 
the colonial empire - and presumably 
is continually attempting to rely on 
racism - despite all the evidence to 
the contrary. It is pretty obvious that 
today’s official ideology is anti-racist, 
in that it constantly advances the 
notion that ‘we British’ - worker and 
capitalist, black and white - have 
a common, united interest, which 
is sometimes opposed to that of 
other nations. To underline this, the 
establishment actively encourages the 
promotion of non-whites to prominent 
positions - whether that is presenting 
the news on TV or taking leading roles 
in mainstream political parties. And 
now there is Meghan Markle (aka the 
duchess of Sussex) 

The Sunday Telegraph has just 
carried a story whose headline reads: 
“Sajid Javid seems to be the ‘anointed 
one’ if judgment day finally arrives 
for Theresa May” (June 10). Surely 
the rightwing racists at the Telegraph 
should at the very least be arguing 
against the likes of Javid getting the 
premiership, if not actively promoting 
the notion that only whites should 
occupy the top job? But the article 
contains no hint of such thinking. In 
reality instances of actual racism are 
frowned upon to such an extent that 
they are likely to be met by immediate 
disciplinary action even by the likes 
of Ukip.

Of course, in the hands of the 
ruling class anti-racism is used as 
part of a reactionary ideology, aimed 
at denying the common class interests 
of the proletariat in the name of queen 
and country. While previously the 
promotion of racism was seen as a 
useful way of achieving the same end, 
today official anti-racism is regarded 
as a much more pertinent and practical 
means.

I t  i s  t r ue  t ha t  b l acks  a r e 
disproportionally the victims of death 
in police custody, stop and search, 
etc. But trying to find evidence for 
the official encouragement by senior 
police officers of discriminatory 
behaviour - let alone the specific 
targeting of blacks - would be a 
pretty fruitless task, I suspect. On 
the contrary, (usually insufficient) 
attempts to combat surviving racist 
attitudes would be a more likely 
outcome of such research.

But so much of the left is still living 
in the past. We learnt long ago that 
the ruling class always uses racism 

to divide us, so why should we now 
bother to look at the possibility of 
other bourgeois strategies? At least 
the Socialist Workers Party has 
reluctantly recognised some kind 
of change - it has been forced to 
redefine racism, so that it now means 
opposition to immigration.

So people like Dave Vincent, whose 
interesting thoughts occasionally 
appear on the letters pages of this 
paper, are racist, according to the new 
definition, because they want to keep 
out workers from eastern Europe who 
may be prepared to undercut current 
wages and working conditions. In 
reality, such ideas betray a different 
kind of reactionary sentiment - that of 
national sectionalism as an illusory 
means of defending and advancing 
the interests of workers in Britain 
alone.

But for some people it’s a case 
of ‘I’ve always believed this and I 
always will’. That’s the sort of attitude 
that gives dogmatism a bad name.
Peter Manson
London

Code word
When Hillary Clinton posed as the 
race-gender-class candidate, many 
Democrat voters, especially black 
ones, declined to vote for her, as she 
was seen as ‘too establishment’. Those 
leaked emails reveal how comfortable 
she is with tax-averse bankers and 
anti-labour free traders. That’s why 
she lost states to Trump.

The working class are indeed 
divided by ideologies, such as 
localism, regionalism and nationalism, 
amongst others, but they are united in 
being anti-status quo - the elite code 
word for which is ‘populism’. The 
question is, can we connect with the 
latter, while opposing the former?
Mike Belbin
London

Cashless
With over 25% of the public now 
avoiding shops and businesses which 
do not accept debit cards, it is a good 
idea for Weekly Worker sellers to 
invest £30 in purchasing a card-reader. 
The increase in sales via debit card 
payments would more than cover the 
costs of a card-reader.

On a similar note, Sweden is the 
first country in the world to become 
a cashless society. This has been the 
direct result of a campaign by the 
Swedish banking trade unions, which 
followed a spate of assaults on bank 
staff during bank robberies, and the 
cashless society in Sweden has gone 
a long way towards eliminating the 
black economy in that country.

In Britain, the black economy 
is  dominated by tax evasion, 
prostitution, brothels, illegal drug 
dealing and dodgy landlords. A big 
step forward towards eliminating 
it would be the withdrawal from 
circulation of all £10, £20 and £50 
notes - such notes being the favoured 
means of exchange of organised 
crime. Currently organised crime uses 
businesses such as burger vans, beauty 
salons and tanning studios to launder 
their ill-gotten gains. However, 
newly introduced money-laundering 
regulations mean that all accountants, 
bank staff and solicitors must report 
any suspicions of money-laundering 
to the police.

In the long term, mobile phone 
apps will eventually replace debit 
cards, but, in the short term debit 
cards and bank transfers will be 
replacing cash and cheques, the latter 
mainly being used by pensioners. The 
development of a cashless society 
is the embryo within the capitalist 
economy of a communist society 
without money. Marxists should 
therefore support all moves towards it.
John Smithee
Cambridgeshire
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London Communist Forum
Sunday June 17: Weekly political report from CPGB Provisional 
Central Committee, followed by open discussion and reading group: 
study of August Nimtz’s Lenin’s electoral strategy from Marx and 
Engels through the revolution of 1905. This meeting: chapter 4, ‘From 
revolution to “coup d’etat”: the second duma’ (continued).
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.
Radical Anthropology Group
Tuesday June 19, 6.30pm: Series of talks on human origins, Daryll 
Forde seminar room, Anthropology Building, 14 Taviton Street, off 
Gordon Square, London WC1. This meeting: ‘On Earth as it is in 
Heaven: an introduction to archaeoastronomy’. Speaker: Fabio Silva.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:  
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Labour Against the Witchhunt
Friday June 15, 7.30pm: Launch of local LAW group, Whitstable 
Labour Club, 12 Belmont Road, Whitstable CT5. With Jackie Walker 
Saturday June 16, 1pm: National membership meeting, Union Tavern, 
52 Lloyd Baker Street, Clerkenwell, London WC1. 
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/events.
Labour Live
Saturday June 16, all day: Cultural and political festival hosted by the 
Labour Party. Recreation Ground, 59 White Hart Lane, Wood Green, 
London N22. Tickets, available from website: £10-£35; kids under 14 free.
Organised by Labour Live: www.labour.live.
No more academies
Saturday June 16, 1pm to 5pm: Campaign meeting, Wesley Hotel, 
81-103 Euston Street, London NW1.
Organised by Anti-Academies Alliance: http://antiacademies.org.uk.
The politics of new Sinn Féin
Tuesday June 19, 7pm: Meeting, the Wellington, 37 Bennetts Hill, 
Birmingham B2. Speaker: Kevin Bean.
Organised by Birmingham Socialist Discussion Group:  
SER14@btinternet.com
Apartheid then and now
Thursday June 21, 7pm: Public meeting, Friends Meeting House, 6 
Mount Street, Manchester M2. Comparing apartheid in South Africa to 
that in Israel and supporting the ongoing struggle.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/apartheid-struggle-for-freedom.
Windrush 70
Saturday June 23, 2.30pm: Public meeting, Mander Hall, Hamilton 
House, Mabledon Place, London WC1. Resisting the hostile environment.
Organised by National Education Union: https://neu.org.uk.
Democracy in the Labour Party
Wednesday June 27, 7pm: Public meeting and discussion, Marx 
Memorial Library, 37A Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. At the time of 
the centenary of the 1918 constitution, what does Labour democracy look 
like? Speaker: Claudia Webbe, Islington councillor and member of NEC. 
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: www.marx-memorial-library.org.
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.
National Shop Stewards Network
Saturday July 7, 11am to 4.30pm: Annual conference, Conway Hall, 
25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. Entry: £6 - open to all trade union 
and anti-cuts campaigners.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network: http://shopstewards.net.
People, Pits and Politics
Thursday July 12, 12 noon to Friday July 13, 10pm: Festival, Town 
Hall, Market Place, Durham DH1. Film, comedy and music, plus 
training sessions and workshops. Speakers include: John McDonnell, 
Paul Mason, Billy Bragg, Mark Steel, Ken Loach.
Organised by People, Pits and Politics: https://pppfestival.com.
Together Against Trump 
Friday July 13, 2pm: National demonstration. Assemble BBC, 
Portland Place, London W1 for march to Westminster.
Organised by Together Against Trump: www.facebook.com/
events/176581893155207.
The Big Meeting
Saturday July 14, 8.30am to evening: Durham Miners Gala, various 
venues, Durham.
Organised by Durham Miners Gala: www.durhamminers.org/gala.
Momentum Big Summer Gathering
Sunday July 15, 10am to 4pm: National membership conference, 
Town Hall, Market Place, Durham DH1.
Tickets from www.tickettailor.com/events/pppfestival/168995. 
Organised by Momentum: https://peoplesmomentum.com.
Against the witch-hunt
Tuesday July 17, 11am: Lobby and protest at Labour’s NEC, 
Southside, 105 Victoria Street, London SW1.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:  
www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. If 
you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.

MOMENTUM

No politics, please
The July 15 ‘Momentum national conference’ will be a very 
special one, reports Carla Roberts of Labour Party Marxists: 
no motions, elections or decision-making of any kind

Labour Party Marxists is very 
much looking forward to the 
“Momentum national conference” 

on July 15 in Durham. We have prepared 
motions on how to transform the Labour 
Party, will be fielding a couple of candi-
dates in the elections to the national 
coordinating group and are making 
preparations to intervene in the open 
and frank policy discussions that will 
determine Momentum’s campaigning 
priorities in the next 12 months.

Sorry, I’m only pulling your leg. 
Momentum conferences are rather more 
special than the tedious events of the past, 
where delegates sat around all day, talked, 
argued and - you know - made decisions. 
Bo-ring. We can leave all of those things 
safely in the hands of Jon Lansman, the 
founder, owner and self-crowned king 
of Momentum.

There will be no motions, no position 
papers, no elections and certainly no 
decisions taken in Durham. The Momentum 
website also describes the event (rather more 
honestly) as a “summer gathering” and that 
about sums it up. It has three aims: to help 
participants “get skilled up” by attending 
“training sessions”; “get to know other 
Momentum supporters”; and “celebrate 
everything we’ve achieved”. And that is 
all in terms of public information on the 
event. There is not even a timetable or a 
speakers list available. As if to underline 
how unimportant this ‘conference’ really 
is, just look at the date: it actually takes 
place on the same day as the football 
World Cup final (kick-off 4pm).

No doubt, there will be dozens of 
young and keen Momentum interns 
handing out leaflets about the event to 
the 200,000 or so people participating 
in the annual Durham Miners Gala on 
the day before. And you might even get 
a couple of hundred people coming to 
next day’s event.

But it is, of course, not a conference. After 
all, just a few weeks before Momentum was 
to have its first, real conference in 2017 
(with motions, elections and everything), 
Jon Lansman simply abolished it all at a 
stroke. During the now infamous Lansman 
coup of January 10 2017, he got rid of all 
national and regional decision-making 
structures in the organisation, cancelled 
the conference, imposed an undemocratic 
constitution and organisational structures, 
and installed himself as the unchallengeable 
leader of his little realm.

Many Momentum branches collapsed 
as a result of the coup or in the months 
following it. In other areas, rightwingers 
and councillors have begun to join and 
are now often dominating Momentum to 
make sure their career in the party is safe. 
The organisation’s database of well over 
100,000 Corbyn supporters means that 
in some areas it can help swing election 
results by mobilising supporters to come 
out and campaign (or not). It also played 
a useful role at last year’s Labour Party 
conference when it got leftwing delegates 
to vote along broadly pro-Corbyn lines, 
by sending them text messages before 
important votes. But Jon Lansman 
will not allow Momentum to do more 
than that: members are simply seen as 
voting fodder, used to push through the 
decisions and policies that Jon Lansman 
wants to see implemented (which most 
of the time coincide with what Jeremy 
Corbyn wants).

For example, there is no doubt that 
the overwhelming majority of Corbyn 
supporters and Momentum members support 
the demand for mandatory reselection of 
parliamentary candidates. It is an eminently 
democratic, long-standing demand of the 
Labour left. A real, democratic conference 
of Momentum members (or delegates) 
would in all likelihood vote in favour of 
such a basic democratic measure - but it 

would put the organisation very quickly 
in direct confrontation with Jeremy 
Corbyn, who is stubbornly persisting in 
his misguided attempts to try and appease 
the Labour right.

Such a real democratic gathering of the 
Labour left might even make criticisms 
of Corbyn’s complicit silence, when 
it comes to the witch-hunt against his 
supporters in the party. In other words, 
a genuinely democratic organisation of 
Labour left members would actually put 
pressure on Corbyn to start behaving like 
the socialist they were hoping he was.

That is why Momentum will not go 
down that road. Instead, Jon Lansman 
decides its policies and shamelessly 
manipulates its “digital democracy 
platform” to get exactly the results he 
wants (as was the case when Labour 
Against the Witchhunt almost succeeded 
in submitting a ‘winning’ proposal to 
Momentum’s input to the Corbyn review).

Political debate and discussion in 
Momentum are far from being an integral, 
organic part of the organisation - they 
are merely tacked on as a way to recruit 
people. Which is probably also why, 
somewhat interestingly, Lansman feels 
the need to describe this July 15 event as 
a “conference”. There clearly is a huge 
democratic deficit - not just in society, 
but also in the Labour Party. People who 
have been inspired by what they believe 
Jeremy Corbyn stands for actually want 
to talk about politics and how to change 
society. So Jon Lansman throws them 
some rather pathetic scraps.

For now, he has succeed in outsourcing 
political discussion to training sessions 
and events like ‘The World Transformed’, 
where people can talk about anything 
and everything, without ever coming 
to any decisions that could threaten the 
position of Jon Lansman, or publicly 
criticise Jeremy Corbyn.

People, Pits  
and Politics
The People, Pits and Politics event is very 
much part of that apolitical culture. This 
two-day event takes place just before the 
Miners’ Gala. In general, it is a pretty 
nifty initiative to set up an educational 
political event prior to one of Europe’s 
biggest political gatherings (even if the 
vast majority of the visitors at the Durham 
Miners Gala are not necessarily Corbyn 
supporters or even interested in politics - it 
is very much a family day out with a huge 
fair and lots and lots of booze).

We read with great concern, however, 
the following paragraph in the long list 
of ‘terms and conditions’ for participants 
at People, Pits and Politics:

“No literature or other products 
may be sold or distributed, no flyers 
handed out or placed on seats, no papers 
sold, in any festival venues without 
prior written permission of the festival 
organisers. Breaking this rule will 
invalidate your ticket, and you will be 
asked to surrender your wristband and 
leave.”

This deeply sectarian move is clearly 
aimed at the organised left - sellers of 
Socialist Worker, The Socialist, etc, and 
those pesky Labour Party Marxists who 
ruin everybody’s fun by handing out their 
paper that talks about transforming the 
Labour Party. Yawn!

A political festival without political 
discussion, in other words. Well, that 
sounds very much like our Jon. And, 
while the event is kept quite separate 
from Momentum’s ‘conference’ 
(presumably in order to reach further in 
terms of its potential audience), it is very 
obvious that the speakers, organisers and 
political/organisational methods of both 
events will be pretty similar.

The main organiser of the PPP event 
is Jamie Driscoll. He is also the sole 
director of the limited company set 
up in January for the sole purpose 
of organising the event (another hint 
that Jon Lansman is involved - he just 
loves setting up, renaming and closing 
down companies, as a quick glance at 
Company House’s database shows).

Driscoll is author of a book called 
The way of the activist and founder 
of ‘Talk Socialism’, which organises 
training workshops and reading 
groups, particularly around Newcastle. 
He is also chair of Newcastle 
Momentum and in December 2016 
organised “Momentum’s first regional 
conference” in the city. We believe  
it was Momentum’s only regional 
conference to date, maybe because its 
main claim to fame was the fact that 
it was addressed by socialist stalwarts 
such as Nick Brown, Chi Onwurah, 
Emma Lewell-Buck and Ian Mearns. 
They are all local MPs, in case some 
of their names did not ring a bell.

At Momentum’s “inaugural 
conference” on March 25 2017 in 
Birmingham, Driscoll was one of 
those called upon by Lansman to run 
the various workshops. I am sure he 
and his comrades at Talk Socialism 
have the best intentions at heart and 
are seriously committed to changing 
society. But a problem arises when 
those types of ‘workshops’ of that 
type are used to substitute for proper 
political debate and decision-making. 
Here is what we wrote about that 
particular ‘conference’, which will no 
doubt have been very similar to what 
comrades can expect in Durham:

Labour Party Marxists supporters 
attended workshops that were run 
by The World Transformed, Talk 
Socialism and even Hope Not Hate. 
They were clearly based on ‘training 
sessions’ that these organisations run 
on a relatively frequent basis - utterly 
devoid of any real politics, focusing 
only on ‘method’ and run by young, 
overly eager people who reminded 
me of Duracell bunnies.

They included icebreakers like 
telling the person sitting next to you 
what you had for breakfast, shouting 
“one-word answers” about what you 
liked or disliked about the European 
Union ‘leave’ or ‘remain’ campaigns 
and writing “objectives” on paper 
plates, then sticking post-it notes 
onto a flipchart grid. You get the drift. 
It was really, really grim. Worst of 
all - any of these workshops could 
just as easily have been presented to 
Progress or Labour First.

Having said all of that, Driscoll does 
not seem to be a mere Lansman stooge. 
He signed an open letter against the 
expulsion from the Labour Party of Ella 
Thorp, a supporter of the Alliance of 
Workers’ Liberty. According to Lansman’s 
Momentum constitution, that also bars 
her from Momentum membership.

That is another decision that would 
probably be quickly overturned at 
any real, democratic conference of 
Momentum members l

Notes
1. www.tickettailor.com/events/pppfestival/168995.
2. https://peoplesmomentum.com/2018/05/25/
momentum-summer-gathering.
3. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/momentum-
reduced-to-a-corpse.
4. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/lansman-
and-witch-hunting.
5. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/wasted-op-
portunities-galore.
6. https://stopthelabourpurge.wordpress.
com/2018/01/16/north-east-activists-demand-re-
instate-ella-thorp.
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IRAN 

Bad allies, bad timing
Sometimes countries are just plain unlucky. Yassamine Mather looks at Iran and its fraught 
international relations

In the June 9 statement issued by the 
G7 leaders, the following related to 
the Iran nuclear deal:

We are committed to permanently 
ensuring that Iran’s nuclear programme 
remains peaceful, in line with 
its international obligations and 
commitments to never seek, develop or 
acquire a nuclear weapon. We condemn 
all financial support of terrorism, 
including terrorist groups sponsored 
by Iran. We also call upon Iran to play 
a constructive role by contributing to 
efforts to counter terrorism and achieve 
political solutions, reconciliation and 
peace in the region.

The second part was a concession to US 
negotiators, who after president Donald 
Trump’s early departure from the summit 
were keen to include some condemnation 
of Iran’s Islamic Republic. Of course, 
only a few hours later, Trump dismissed 
the entire statement via a tweet and the 
‘cold’ trade war gained momentum with 
accusations and counter-accusations 
being flung around.

But no-one could be happier than 
Iran’s leaders. In many ways most of 
the statement - and in particular the 
section on Iran - was an attempt at 
papering over obvious cracks, yet the 
unprecedented fallout and continued 
verbal confrontation between Trump 
and the other G7 leaders gave Tehran 
hope that the European Union in 
particular will be more determined to 
stick to the Joint Comprehensive Plan 
of Action (the Iran nuclear deal signed 
in 2015).

In the meantime, on the other side 
of the world, the Chinese president was 
hosting another mini-summit with the 

presidents of Iran and Russia. China 
is clearly benefiting from America’s 
Iran policy - according to Iranian 
officials, it is likely to take over the 
$5 billion contract for the South Pars 
gas fields if the French transnational, 
Total, fails to get US exemptions for 
dealing with Iran and pulls out of the 
contract in order to avoid US fines. This 
is one example of how EU states see 
themselves as victims of US policies 
that will strengthen one of their main 
rivals, China.

So far as the EU is concerned, the 
main issue is that of security. In the 
words of EU foreign affairs and security 
representative Frederica Mogherini: 
“Because in the absence of the deal 
with Iran, we believe the security of 
the region and the EU will be at stake.”

By June 11, as Trump was preparing 
for talks with North Korea’s Kim Jong 
Un, Iranian leaders were warning 
North Korea not to trust the Americans 
in any future nuclear discussions and 
subsequent deals. As the Iranian foreign 
ministry spokesman put it:

The US has a long history of broken 
promises of international treaties. 
We believe that the North Korean 
government should be cautious of US 
repetitive failures to fulfil its obligations 
and pledges … an optimistic look at 
the nature of US policy is beyond the 
bounds of possibility, and the recent 
violations also confirm this.

Following Trump’s summit with the North 
Korean leader, the Israeli newspaper 
Ha’aretz is correct when it says:

the Iranian supreme leader, Ali 
Khamenei, can only regret he did not 

anticipate that a leader like Trump 
would rise to power in the United 
States - and that he didn’t wait until 
Trump came into office to sign the 
nuclear agreement with him instead 
of president Barack Obama.

The US-North Korea declaration stipulates 
that North Korea will aim for “complete 
denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula”. 
However, there is no timetable and no 
pledge that the proposed denuclearisation 
will be irreversible. This contrasts to the 
agreement signed by Iran in 2015, which 
can only be described as a tightly worded 
and detailed document outlining the 
dismantling of many aspects of its nuclear 
programme and allowing intrusive, rigid 
monitoring by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. A detailed timetable was 
drawn up for the removal of the country’s 
20%-enriched uranium, and the shutting 
down of centrifuges.

In contrast to the single-page general 
statement between the US and North 
Korea, which followed one day of 
preparation, the Iran nuclear deal is 
160 pages long, and its details took 
two years to finalise. No wonder EU 
leaders are frustrated by Trump’s action 
in tearing it up.

Of course, as Iran’s leaders celebrate 
the rift between the G6 world economic 
powers and the United States, Iranian 
supporters of ‘regime change from 
above’ are getting worried. They had 
hoped for a compromise statement, 
paving the way for more comprehensive 
international sanctions being reimposed 
on Iran. They had hoped that such 
a move would pave the way for the 
kind of chaos that would allow them 
to come to power - or at least allow 
them to share power with fellow Trump 

supporters.

Golden era
In addition to the loony cult, Mojahedin 
e-Khalq, which is gung-ho in favour of 
Trump’s policy, supporters of the former 
shah, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, are also 
welcoming US attempts to impose new 
sanctions as part of a cold war against 
Iran that will lead to ‘regime change 
from above’.

As the political and economic 
situation deteriorates, some young 
Iranians, encouraged by relentless TV 
broadcasts from outside the country, 
are seeing the Pahlavi era as a golden 
age. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. As Ardeshir Zahedi, the 
shah’s son-in-law, foreign minister and 
ambassador to the US, keeps saying: 
“There wouldn’t have been a revolution 
of the scale Iran witnessed in 1979 if 
the situation was as rosy as royalists 
claim.” Those TV broadcasts make out 
there was substantial progress in terms 
of modernisation, class and gender 
equality, and democracy under the shah.

According to Al Jazeera,

Just as the Iranian government 
selectively chooses footage to create 
a very negative image of that time, 
Manoto [the TV station which broadcasts 
from London] cherry-picks glorious 
and beautiful archives that do not 
provide a true picture of historical 
reality to viewers.

Of course, the Qatar-funded Al Jazeera 
has its own agenda in opposition to Saudi-
funded Iranian TV stations. However, its 
documentaries such as I knew the shah 
are closer to the truth. And the fact of the 
matter is that the lies of Iran’s Islamic 
broadcasting authorities are echoed by 
satellite TV stations broadcasting from 
London, Los Angeles, Tel Aviv and 
elsewhere.

Contemporary history is rewritten 
by trashy Saudi and Israeli TV channels 
to present the shah’s era as one of 
burgeoning equality and prosperity. 
A much talked about documentary 
produced by TV channel Manoto - Reza 
Shah - is sycophantic nonsense. It 
distorts his coming to power after 
a military coup, at a time when the 
corrupt Qajar dynasty was incapable of 
continuing to rule. In the documentary 
Reza Khan, who seized power in 1925 
and became known as Reza Shah 
Pahlavi, is portrayed as a brave, strong 
moderniser. The international context, 
including the rise of Bolshevism, is 
ignored and, of course, there is no 
mention of his Nazi sympathies, which 
was the real reason behind his forced 
exile in 1941.

Ervand Abrahamian, who has written 
a history of modern Iran, sums up Reza 
Khan’s ascendancy to power correctly:

By 1920 Iran was a classical ‘failed 
state’ … the ministries had little presence 
outside the capital. The government 
was immobilised not only by rivalries 
between the traditional magnates and 
between the new political parties, but 
also by the Anglo-Persian agreement. 
Some provinces were in the hands 
of ‘warlords’; others in the hands 
of armed rebels. The Red Army had 
taken over Gilan, and was threatening 
to move on to Tehran.

The Pahlavis’ short-lived rule was not just 
authoritarian, but weak and uninspiring. 
Many of the actions of the two shahs (Reza 
Shah and his son, Mohammad Reza) 
were attempts at gaining ‘legitimacy’ 
as royals - attempts that often backfired.

Reza Khan chose the name ‘Pahlavi’ 

for his dynasty in an attempt to associate 
himself with the Middle Persian 
language of that name used at the end 
of the Achaemenian dynasty (559-330 
BCE). After his coronation in April 
1926, Reza Khan undertook a political 
course aimed at consolidating his power 
and by the early 1930s his close ties with 
Nazi Germany caused alarm bells to ring 
in London and Paris.

In 1935 he changed the country’s 
name from Persia to Iran - which in 
Persian means ‘Land of the Aryans’. 
This was part of an attempt to ensure 
Iranians were considered to be of Aryan 
descent and therefore safe from the 
Nazis’ Nuremberg laws. By 1939, the 
alliance with Nazism was so strong that 
Germany provided Iran with what they 
called a Germany Scientific Library, 
which contained over 7,500 books, 
selected to “convince Iranian readers 
... of the kinship between the National 
Socialist Reich and the Aryan culture 
of Iran”.

According to the Independent 
Sentinel website, “In various pro-Nazi 
publications, lectures, speeches and 
ceremonies, parallels were drawn 
between the shah of Iran and Hitler, and 
praised the charisma and virtue of the 
Führerprinzip.”

In 1941, the combined forces of 
Britain and the Soviet Union invaded 
and forced Reza Shah to abdicate and 
hand the throne to his son, Mohammad 
Reza Pahlavi. Reza Shah was sent 
into exile in South Africa. His fellow 
pro-Nazi allies, such as Fazlollah Zahedi 
and Mohammad Hosein Airom, were 
kicked out of government. 

Minority
Apart from Reza Shah, there are a number 
of other TV ‘documentaries’ about the 
ex-shah and his wife, Farah Diba. In 
these too, unsavoury subjects such as the 
CIA coup in 1953, Reza Shah’s secret 
service and the horrific prisons are not 
mentioned.

On the touchy subject of the shah’s 
well known affairs during his marriage 
to Diba (his third wife), she states 
dishonestly that he “always made sure 
I didn’t feel disrespect”. Personally, I 
do not think that bringing mistresses to 
official dinners where his wife is present 
is showing much respect! Those present 
at such events recall her humiliation in 
the 1970s, when successive younger 
mistresses were invited. The Islamic 
Republic has dug out clips showing 
the shah publicly humiliating his wife 
in front of ministers by dismissing her 
comments as irrelevant and “nonsense”.

A l t h o u g h  w e  s h o u l d  n o t 
underestimate the effect of the 
falsifications deliberately undertaken 
by these media outlets, you can only 
fool some of the people some of the 
time. Despite all the efforts of Saudi, 
Israeli and Iranian supporters of 
Trump’s regime change policy, they 
have only succeeded in creating a sense 
of nostalgia amongst a small minority 
of young Iranians l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
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Across the sectarian divide
There is more to the border question than meets the eye, says James Harvey

Amidst all the sound and fury 
surrounding the House of 
Commons votes on the European 

Union Withdrawal Bill, it was easy to 
overlook amendment 25. This stipu-
lated that there could be no change to 
Irish border arrangements without the 
agreement of both the Irish and British 
governments.

With the minimum of fuss the 
amendment was accepted by the 
government and nodded through, 
although only after the Independent 
Unionist MP for North Down, Lady 
Sylvia Hermon, had complained 
that such a serious issue should 
receive more than the 15 minutes 
allotted to it by government business 
managers. The status of the border was 
important, she claimed, because it was 
specifically defined in an international 
agreement between the Irish and British 
governments, and she wanted to “discuss 
whether the government had unilaterally 
amended the Belfast Agreement”. So 
was it back to the “dreary steeples” 
yet again?

Not quite. It is true that Lady 
Hermon’s concerns about the 
international status of the Irish border 
do echo familiar fears about the impact 
of Brexit on the ‘peace process’. Lord 
Patten, the leading Tory peer who 
originally moved the amendment in the 
Lords that was so briefly ‘discussed’, has 
spoken of Brexit as an incendiary move 
that threatens the return of violence 
to Northern Ireland. Labour’s Keir 
Starmer, the shadow secretary of state 
for exiting the European Union, has 
sounded similar alarms, using the 
threat of renewed violence to support 
his position on remaining within the 
customs union. Similarly, on both 
sides of the Irish border the politics 
of Brexit and the ‘peace process’ have 
become ever more intertwined, as 
the clock winds down on the United 
Kingdom’s EU membership. Thus 
warnings of the dire consequences a 
‘hard border’ will have on the everyday 
life of border communities are conflated 

with, and weighed against, the interests 
of international treaties and trade.

In Britain the Irish border dilemma 
confronting Theresa May’s government 
is quite clear. She is trying to face three 
ways at the same time by promising 
quite contradictory Brexit outcomes to 
her various Irish, British and European 
interlocutors. So in Britain we were 
told that ‘Brexit means Brexit’: the 
United Kingdom (including Northern 
Ireland) will be leaving the customs 
union and single market. But to reassure 
the negotiators representing the EU 27 
- including for this purpose the Dublin 
government - the British government 
has proposed an “Irish backstop” 
which will both avoid a ‘hard border’ 
between Northern Ireland and the Irish 
Republic, and maintain the perceived 
achievements of the Good Friday 
agreement. It is suggested that this will 
be done by partially keeping the whole 
United Kingdom within the customs 
union and the single market in respect to 
the movement of goods and regulatory 
alignment. What’s not to like? Surely 
this resolves all the difficulties and keeps 
everyone happy?

Apparently not. The EU’s chief 
negotiator, Michel Barnier, quickly 
rubbished the plan as “presumptuous 
nonsense” and, in the words of one 
commentator, “demolished it brick by 
brick”. In both off-the-record briefings 
and an official European Commission 
statement it was clear that the EU 27 
were prepared to make an exceptional 
case of Northern Ireland, “for the first 
and last time, to preserve the frictionless 
border and the Belfast Agreement”, but 
this “unprecedented offer” could not be 
granted to the whole United Kingdom. 
Theresa May had already had difficulties 
in getting her divided cabinet to accept 
the proposals, primarily because this Irish 
“backstop” entailed Britain effectively 
remaining part of the EU beyond March 
2019. To the more committed Brexiteers 
- such as David Davis, who apparently 
threatened to resign over the issue - the 
rather open-ended time scale of this 

arrangement was rather more ‘Hotel 
California’ (“You can check out any time 
you like, but you can never leave”) than 
‘Hit the road, Jack’ (“And don’t you come 
back no more, no more”). The temporary 
suddenly seemed to be becoming rather 
more permanent - and with no incentive 
for the British government to make it 
any less so.

Divisions
These British “backstop” proposals 
and the EU’s response ‘offering’ an 
exceptional status for Northern Ireland 
expose both the contradictions at the 
heart of the May government’s Brexit 
project and the fundamental divisions that 
produce permanent crisis in the devolved 
‘government’ of Northern Ireland. In the 
Six Counties the divisions over Brexit and 
the hard border are intensified because they 
overlap with the political battle between 
unionism and nationalism - and more 
especially because of the Democratic 
Unionist Party’s parliamentary support 
for Theresa May’s minority government.

The DUP campaigned for Brexit and 
has maintained a long-term opposition 
to ‘Europe’ and the Treaty of Rome: 
its unionist defence of the sovereignty 
and integrity of the United Kingdom 
chimes well with the Tory Brexiteers 
and gives these provincial unionists 
a gratifying sense that they are at last 
playing a real part in the public life 
of ‘their’ British state. The veto their 
parliamentary position gives them over 
these aspects of the May government’s 
Brexit policy only adds to this sense of 
self-importance. The border with the 
26-County state is their border, whose 
meandering contours are the hard 
reality and the symbol of their place 
in the United Kingdom. Any proposals 
that diminish that border, whether 
symbolically or in reality, cannot be 
tolerated.

The EU’s ‘exceptional’ proposal for 
a special status for Northern Ireland 
does exactly that, because it not only 
treats the region differently from the 
rest of the United Kingdom, but brings 

it into alignment with the rest of the 
island. In this unionist reading, Northern 
Ireland’s ‘new’ border runs through the 
Irish Sea separating ‘the province’ from 
‘the mainland’. Given the continued 
suspension of the executive and the 
assembly, and the pressures on the 
DUP arising from the enquiry into the 
Renewable Heat Incentive scandal, 
banging the Brexit drum seems to be 
a winning strategy. What better way to 
mobilise their communal electorate than 
play the old familiar tunes, but with new 
words: now historical enemies in Dublin 
are once again exploiting the border 
issue to undermine ‘Ulster’s’ place in 
the United Kingdom?

Given this history, the tight 
parliamentary arithmetic and how close 
the narratives of the Tory Brexiteers are 
to the hearts of Ulster unionism, the 
DUP’s alignment should really come 
as no surprise. However, the situation 
on the other side of the communal 
politics of the Six Counties might at 
first seem a little more surprising. 
The dominant party amongst northern 
nationalists, Sinn Féin, has planted its 
banner firmly in the ‘remain’ camp 
and swung behind the policy of Leo 
Varadkar and the southern political class. 
This makes electoral sense for these 
erstwhile revolutionary republicans on 
both sides of the border. At its crudest 
level in the increasingly heightened 
sectarian politics of the Six Counties, 
if the unionists are for it, nationalist 
parties must be against it. As if in 
response to the traditional tribal tunes 
of the DUP, during the EU referendum 
campaign Sinn Féin played its own 
old-time favourite about reunification 
of the nation.

Just as Sinn Féin once sold the Good 
Friday agreement as a “transitional 
process towards a new Ireland”, it now 
suggests that continuing membership 
of the European Union, ‘special status’ 
for Northern Ireland and border polls 
can act as a similar high road to the 
republic. To supplement this appeal, 
the Provisionals have also played on the 

very real economic fears of the impact 
of Brexit - especially on border and rural 
communities dependent on agriculture 
and related industries.

Away from these border regions, in 
the 26 Counties Sinn Féin has its eyes 
firmly fixed on electoral respectability 
and the prize of a place at the cabinet 
table. Its support for the Dublin 
government’s position on Brexit is an 
important way to prove that New Sinn 
Féin can be responsible and play its 
part in defending the national interest 
of the 26-County state. In playing their 
part in this Brexit carnival of reaction 
alongside the Dublin government 
and the rest of the southern ruling 
class, Mary Lou McDonald and her 
party have abandoned any pretence of 
republicanism and shown their eminent 
suitability as a partner in maintaining 
whatever status quo emerges on either 
side of the Irish (hard or soft) border in 
the future l

Notes
1. BBC Northern Ireland News June 12: www.bbc.
co.uk/news/uk-northern-ireland-44445740. The of-
ficial title of what is more commonly known inter-
nationally as the Good Friday agreement is the 
Belfast Agreement.
2. ‘Beyond the border quandary’ Weekly Worker 
May 31.
3. The Independent May 2.
4. BBC Northern Ireland News January 29: www.
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5. The Irish Times June 9.
6. Sky News June 11: https://news.sky.com/story/
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7. Sky News June 7: https://news.sky.com/story/
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8. For one pro-Brexit view of these contradictions 
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ZIONISM

No such thing as socialist Zionism
The historic contradictions of the Zionist left are being played out in the death throes of Meretz, writes 
Tony Greenstein

Gideon Levy is one of the few, 
lonely voices of sanity in an 
Israel that has veered towards 

the lunatic far right. In a recent article 
Levy describes the terminal decline 
of the Zionist left, as represented 
by Meretz, the Civil Rights Party. 
Also worth reading is Ron Cahlili’s 
article, ‘Meretz, Israel’s ‘Zionist left’ 
party, is finished’.

In a 2012 interview with Arutz 
Sheva, the settlers’ radio station, the 
leader of the Israeli Labor Party (ILP) 
at the time, Shelly Yachimovich, 
complained that calling the ILP a 
leftwing party was “a historical 
injustice”. On the contrary, “Labor 
has always drawn its power from 
being a centrist party.”

I agree. It would indeed be an 
injustice to pretend that the ILP has 
ever been leftwing. Indeed it is a 
wicked calumny. Only fools or liars, 
such as Emily Thornberry, would ever 
subscribe to such nonsense (I cannot 
decide which she is, though I tend to 
the latter).

As holocaust survivor and Hebrew 
University professor Zeev Sternhell 
showed in his book The founding 
myths of Israel, the ILP was never 
a socialist party. In 1930 the two 
existing labour Zionist parties, Ahdut 
Ha’avodah and Hapoel Hatzair, 
united to form Mapai, the Israeli 
Labor Party. Ahdut was the direct 
descendant of the right wing of 
the ‘Marxist’ Poale Zion, while 

Hapoel Hatzair was an avowedly 
non-socialist  party of Zionist 
labour, preaching ‘constructivism’. 
Hapoel Hatzair only agreed to the 
merger when it was satisfied that 
the ‘socialism’ of Ahdut was purely 
verbal and secondary to its Zionism. 
The class unity of Jewish workers 
with the Jewish bourgeoisie was a 
sine qua non of Zionism - and far 
more important than ideas of class 
struggle and common action with 
Arab workers.

Poale Zion and Ahdut were 
bitterly opposed to any idea 
of class unity with the Arab 
working class. This came 
up repeatedly because there 
were some Jewish workers 
who genuinely believed in 
the ‘socialism’ of Zionism. 
This issue of class solidarity with 
Arab workers had split Poale Zion 
before World War I - indeed at its 
first Palestinian conference in 1906.

It was a certain Vyacheslav von 
Plehve - minister of interior in the 
tsarist government and organiser 
of the pogrom against Russia’s 
Jews in 1903 - who in a visit to 
London described Zionism, which 
he supported, as an “antidote to 
socialist doctrines”.

Even the very term, 
‘socialist Zionist’, is an 
o x y m o r o n .  A s o c i a l i s t 
believes in the class struggle, 
opposing racism, colonialism and 

oppression. Socialism is about a 
society where the ownership and 
control of wealth is in the hands of 
those who produce it, not the few who 
own it. Socialism is about unity of 
the working class and the oppressed, 
regardless of religion, ethnicity, 
colour or national origin. Zionism 
is about the unity of Jewish people, 
regardless of class.

These are simple things really. 
Socialism is about universal values 

and the common struggles of 
humanity. Zionism is about 
particularism and Jewish 
chauvinism. In Palestine 
David Ben Gurion, the 
leader of labour Zionism and 
chair of the Jewish Agency in 
the 1930s, who was to become 
Israel’s first prime minister, 

coined the slogan ‘From class 
to nation’. In other words the class 

struggle of the Jewish workers was 
transformed into the national struggle 

against Arab workers. 
‘Socialist’ or labour Zionism 

is predicated on colonisation and 
nationalism. The first question it 
asks is not whether something is 

good for the workers or humanity, 
but whether it is good for the 

Jews. ‘Socialist Zionism’ is 
bourgeois Zionism dressed 
up in social democratic and 

collectivist language. But today even 
this is not true. The Israeli Labor Party 
has abandoned any pretence of being 

on the left, even verbally.

Arabs excluded
Labour Zionism built the Israeli state. 
Labour Zionism pioneered the settlement 
of the land via its collective agricultural 
settlements, the kibbutzim, which were 
stockade and watchtower collectives that 
excluded all non-Jews. The kibbutzim 
were established at first on land bought 
from absentee Arab landlords. The 
indigenous peasants were then evicted 
and because of the policies of Jewish 
labour they were not re-employed on 
the land, as was traditional in most 
colonial societies. Thus the Palestinian 
refugee situation began from the start of 
the second Aliyah in 1904. Until 1948, 
there was an internal refugee problem 
in Palestine. It was only in 1947-48, 
with the onset of ethnic cleansing and 
the nakba, that the refugee situation was 
externalised and the Palestinians were 
expelled not only from the economy, 
but from the land altogether.

This is not a matter of speculation 
or partisan propaganda. In response 
to the Arab riots of 1929 the British 
government sent out to Palestine first 
the Shaw Commission, which in turn 
recommended a further inquiry into 
the causes of the riots. Thus in 1930 
the Hope Simpson Commission under 
Sir John Hope Simpson went out. 
Its Report was titled ‘Immigration, 
land settlement and development’ 
and was issued in October 1930, 
along with the Passfield White Paper 

Ben-Gurion: mocked left 
Zionists for their hypocrisy

Israel is a settler-colonial 
state with the reactionary 

politics to match

6 weekly 

June 14 2018 1207 worker



implementing its recommendations 
(which Ramsay MacDonald promptly 
nullified in an infamous letter to the 
Zionist Organisation).

Its conclusions were devastating. 
It found that, despite the warm words 
of the Zionists about how much they 
valued the Arabs, their policies were 
designed to exclude them from all 
employment and labour. Indeed the 
labour Zionists were going out of their 
way to force the existing colonies of the 
Palestine Jewish Colonisation Agency 
(PICA), which had been founded in 
1891 by Baron Maurice de Hirsch, to 
dismiss their Arab workers and replace 
them by Jewish workers.

Apartheid and the colour bar 
were at the heart of labour Zionism. 
Whereas the revisionist Zionists were 
happy to employ Arabs as cheap 
labour, the labour Zionists fought to 
exclude Arabs, regardless of cost. Of 
course, the socialist answer would 
have been for Jewish-Arab workers 
to combine to fight for high wages, 
but such unity was anathema to the 
labour Zionists. This is important 
to understand. Historically Labour 
Zionism was more racist than its 
‘rightwing’ Zionist opponents.

Ben Gurion, who was the chairman 
of the Histadrut trade union centre, 
railed against Moshe Smilansky of 
the Farmers Federation, who, for the 
sake of narrow calculations of “petty 
profit”, preferred to hire Arab labour: 
“It is for this petty profit, not a 20th of 
net income, that he would foist on the 
colonies the evil of mixed labour, which 
can only provoke trouble on national 
and social fronts alike.”

To the labour Zionists ‘mixed 
labour’ was an evil. But that had not 
always been publicly stated. In its 
1929 submission to the Hope Simpson 
inquiry, Histadrut (which excluded 
Arabs from membership) stated:

The Jewish Labour Movement 
considers the Arab population as an 
integral element in this country. It is 
not to be thought of that Jewish settlers 
should displace this population, nor 
establish themselves at its expense. 
This would not only be impossible 
both from the political and economic 
standpoint, but it would run counter 
to the moral conception lying at the 
root of the Zionist movement. Jewish 
immigrants who come to this country 
to live by their own labour regard the 
Arab working man as their compatriot 
and fellow worker, whose needs 
are their needs and whose future is 
their future.

Here you see an early example of Zionist 
‘hasbara’ at its finest. Zionist leaders 
would proclaim for all to hear the exact 
opposite of what they were doing. These 
‘socialist’ Zionists would quite happily 
say that “It is not to be thought of that 
Jewish settlers should displace this 
population, nor establish themselves at 
its expense” - even though they were 
pursuing exactly this policy. To understand 
Zionism you need to understand that 
historically it has always proclaimed 
its adherence to peace, whilst waging 
war. Indeed to understand Zionism it 
is best to assume the exact opposite of 
what it says.

It is worth quoting more from 
the 1930 Hope Simpson report - the 
most important description of Zionist 
colonisation in Palestine that the British 
ever produced. It explains succinctly 
how the policy of labour Zionism 
immiserated the Arab workers and 
thus was responsible for the Arab riots 
of 1929:

Actually the result of the purchase 
of land in Palestine by the Jewish 
National Fund has been that land has 
been extra-territorialised. It ceases 
to be land from which the Arab can 
gain any advantage either now or at 
any time in the future. Not only can 
he never hope to lease or to cultivate 
it, but, by the stringent provisions 
of the lease of the Jewish National 

Fund, he is deprived for ever from 
employment on that land. Nor can 
anyone help him by purchasing the 
land and restoring it to common 
use. The land is in mortmain and 
inalienable. It is for this reason that 
Arabs discount the professions of 
friendship and good will on the part 
of the Zionists in view of the policy 
which the Zionist Organisation 
deliberately adopted (my emphasis).

The report also stated:

The principle of the persistent and 
deliberate boycott of Arab labour 
in the Zionist colonies is not only 
contrary to the provisions of that 
article of the Mandate, but it is in 
addition a constant and increasing 
source of danger to the country. At 
the moment this policy is confined to 
the Zionist colonies, but the General 
Federation of Jewish Labour is using 
every effort to ensure that it shall be 
extended to the colonies of the PICA, 
and this with some considerable 
success ...

Anyone who seriously wants to understand 
why there was such bitterness and 
antagonism between the Zionist settlers 
and the Palestinian Arabs can do no 
worse than read the Hope Simpson 
report, which is widely available online.

The early mode of  Zionist 
colonisation necessitated that it be 
carried out collectively as the most 
efficient mode. This was incidentally 
true in the American and South African 
settler colonies. Settlements could 
only be defended on a collective basis. 
Private enterprise was incapable of 
building up the institutions necessary 
to create the Zionist framework of 
the future Israeli state. It was because 
collectivism was the most efficient and 
effective method of colonisation that it 
was the bourgeois Zionists who helped 
fund the labour Zionist settlements. As 
Ben-Gurion remarked:

Private investment, making so many 
openings for Jews, has done great 
things and the Jewish worker must not 
decry its importance and advantage 
for the Yishuv. But, however private 
his capital, a settler can only possess 
his land by grace of Zionism and its 
work. Take away the resources of 
Jewry, its help and protection which 
buttress the Yishuv and no Jew here 
can enjoy peace or property.

Conflict
In the diaspora things were different. 
The fight against capitalism, poverty 
and anti-Semitism was at its sharpest 
in Poland and Russia. Zionism, with its 
dreams of colonisation, was irrelevant. 
In the words of Zionist historian Dr 
Noah Lucas, “Zionism came into direct 
conflict with the Jewish proletariats’ 
perceived interest. It was in this context 
that the ideas of socialist Zionism were 
formulated.”

This was the context in which Poale 
Zion groups formed in Europe at the 
beginning of the 20th century, primarily 
in competition with the much larger 
and more influential Bund, a Jewish 
anti-Zionist party.

In Russia Poale Zion ended up 
joining the Bolshevik revolution and 
fought as the Borochov Brigade. It 
effectively abandoned Zionism, whose 
essence is about postponing the class 
struggle until the achievement of a 
Jewish state in Palestine. Zionism no 
longer had any relevance, because 
Zionism believed that the struggle in 
the diaspora was futile, as Jews did not 
belong there in the first place.

The World Union of Poale Zion split 
into two at its fifth world congress in 
Vienna in 1920. The disagreement was 
on the priority accorded to socialism. 
Left Poale Zion refused to join the 
World Zionist Organisation, seeing it 
as a bourgeois movement. Right Poale 
Zion moved away from socialism 
altogether. Palestinian Poale Zion, 

because it was involved in colonisation, 
moved swiftly to the right. Ze’ev 
Sternhell describes the battles in the 
1920s between the left kibbutzim of 
the work brigades, Gdud Ha’avodah, 
and the rightwing kibbutzim, which 
centred on Ein Harod. The former 
were starved out by Histadrut and the 
Labour Zionists.

In Palestine Poale Zion split into 
two in 1919 and members of Left Poale 
Zion ended up forming the Jewish 
Communist Party. Right Poale Zion 
became the main engine of Zionist 
colonisation and Ahdut Ha’avodah.

In Poland, where the struggle 
against fascism and anti-Semitism 
was at its sharpest, Poale Zion split 
into two, with Left Poale Zion drifting 
away from Zionism. Right Poale Zion, 
which was smaller, became more and 
more irrelevant. Left Poale Zion’s 
most famous member was Emanuel 
Ringelblum, the chronicler of the 
Warsaw ghetto.

Today in Britain the only function 
of labour Zionism is as an agent of the 
Israeli government inside the Labour 
Party. The Jewish Labour Movement 
and Labour Friends of Israel are 
essentially Trojan horses for the right. 
They have no class politics. They are 
thoroughly Blairite organisations. 
The JLM and LFI have been the main 
engines of the false ‘anti-Semitism’ 
smears against the left.

When the JLM balloted its members 
prior to the 2016 leadership election, 
they voted 92%-4% for Owen Smith. 
The wonder is that even 4% voted for 
Jeremy Corbyn!

It is clear today that labour Zionism 
does not have even  a trace of radicalism 
left. Although the support of the 
Tribune left of the 1950s for Israel was 
part and parcel of its overall support for 
colonialism (something that the Labour 
Party as a whole had been guilty of), 
at least at that time this labour Zionist 
component was part of the left in the 
party. Figures like Ian Mikado, Tom 
Driberg, Jo Richardson and even 
Michael Foot combined support for 
Israel and a version of socialism.

The alliance with the left in the 
Labour Party (and indeed outside it) 
died with the Lebanon war in 1982. It 
was now clear that Israel was the major 
watchdog of imperialism in the Middle 
East. Both Tony Benn and Eric Heffer 
resigned from Labour Friends of Israel 
shortly afterwards.

Historically it had been Labour’s 
right that had been sympathetic with 
the Arabs and the Palestinians. Labour 
pro-Arabists such as Christopher 
Mayhew, Andrew Faulds and David 
Watkins were all on the right. But Tony 
Blair changed that. With New Labour, 
support for Israel as the imperialist war 
horse was almost an article of faith.

And now the contradiction between 
socialism and Zionism has been 
resolved wholly in favour of the latter. 
The only function of labour Zionism 
in Britain and other countries is as 
apologists for the Israeli state. Formally 
affiliated to the Israeli Labor Party, 
which they describe as their “sister 
party”, the JLM and LFI effectively act 
as the mouthpieces of the government of 
Binyamin Netanyahu. It is notable that, 
when Netanyahu positioned snipers in 
Gaza to murder 120 Palestinians and 
injure 14,000 others, Labour Friends 
of Israel (LFI) immediately tweeted 
its support blaming the Palestinians 
for their own deaths.

Not one word of criticism was made 
by either organisation of the mass 
murder of unarmed Palestinians by 
the Israeli army. If one had not known 
better, one would have assumed that 
the killings must have been carried 
out by Hamas. Their racist statements 
depicted Palestinians as its pawns, pure 
and simple. It was a classic example of 
the conspiracy theory.

It was only after a massive backlash 
that LFI’s tweets were withdrawn and a 
cleverer statement, which still blamed 
Hamas (as a code for ‘Palestinians’) 
was issued. The idea of condemning 

unreservedly the actions of the Israeli 
troops was and is anathema to these 
people.

The reasons for LFI’s predicament 
are simple. Politically there is no 
difference between the ILP and 
Netanyahu, when it comes to the 
Palestinians. The ILP supported the 
massacre of Palestinians in Gaza 
just as it has supported every war or 
armed attack by Likud, from Lebanon 
to Gaza. Recently the ILP backed 
Netanyahu’s attempt to deport black 
African refugees from Israel on the 
grounds that they were not genuine 
refugees - and because they were both 
black and non-Jewish.

What then of what is left of the 
Zionist left: that is, Meretz? Meretz 
was formed in 1992 by a merger of 
three parties - Ratz, the civil rights 
party; Shinui, a centre party of Amnon 
Rubinstein, and Mapam, the United 
Workers Party. Today it has five seats in 
the knesset. In 2015 Meretz was unsure 
whether it would gain representation, 
because of a change in the law that had 
been designed to eliminate the Arab 
parties (the threshold for representation 
in the knesset having been raised from 
2% to 3.5%). In the end it managed 
to slip in.

The history of the Zionist left is 
reflected in the number of seats gained 
in the knesset over the past 70 years. In 
the first elections in 1949, Mapam stood 
with Ahdut Ha’avodah and gained the 
second highest number of seats - 19. In 
1951 Mapam won 15 seats, but during 
the 1955 elections Mapam and Ahdut 
Ha’avoda split - Mapam gained nine 
seats and Ahdut 10, making a total of 
19. In 1959 and 1961 Mapam retained 
its nine seats, but Ahdut dropped to 
seven and eight respectively. From 
then on Ahdut disappeared - or rather 
united with Mapai. It became the 
most militaristic and racist element of 
Mapai and it is no accident that two of 
its senior figures, Yisrael Galili and 
Yitzhak Tabenkin, became founder 
members of Gush Emunim, the Greater 
Israel Movement, after 1967.

In 1965 Mapam gained eight seats. 
From 1969 to 1984 it was part of the 
labour Alignment coalition, but in 1988 
it stood separately again and picked 
up just three seats. In 1992, as part of 
Meretz it gained 12 seats: a historic 
high. From then on it was all downhill 
- in 2009 it was down to a mere three.

Between 1973 and 1988, Ratz 
stood as a separate party and won 
between one and five seats. Shinui 
stood between 1981 and 1988 and 
gained either two or three seats each 
time, so that in 1988 the combined 
total of the three separate parties 
was 10 seats. In the past 30 years 
the strength of the Zionist left has 
halved and in the 70 years since the 
formation of the Israeli state it has 
decreased by a factor of four. This is 
the context for Gideon Levy’s article, 
mentioned at the start.

However, the seeds of the political 
degeneration of the Zionist left, as 
represented by Mapam, began far 
earlier. Until 1948 it had - on paper 
at least - supported a binational, not 
a Jewish state, but in practice it had 
been wholly in support of the racist 
policies of Histadrut and the ILP. Its 
members formed the backbone of the 
shock troops of the Palmach brigades 
in 1947-48. It was Mapam members 
- Yigal Allon, Yitzhak Sadeh, Moshe 
Carmel and others - who led Palmach’s 
ethnic cleansing in the nakba.

Early policy
Mapam entered the 1948 coalition 
government with a radically different 
policy towards Arab civilians from that 
being pursued by David Ben-Gurion. 
Mapam’s executive committee advocated 
Jewish-Arab coexistence, opposed 
the expulsion of civilians and was in 
favour of the right of refugees to return 
to their homes after the war. In July 
1948, Ben-Gurion accused Mapam of 
hypocrisy, citing events at Mishmar 
HaEmek: “They faced a cruel reality 

... [and] saw that there was [only] one 
way and that was to expel the Arab 
villagers and burn the villages. And 
they did this, And they were the first 
to do this.”

Mapam was also opposed to the 
establishment of settlements on Arab 
land. But this created a dilemma, as the 
kibbutz movement ideologically closest 
to Mapam, Kibbutz Artzi, was in the 
vanguard of the settlement movement. 
Of 12 new settlements created during 
May and June 1948, six were the 
work of Mapam-related groups. In 
the following months Mapam further 
diluted its position on the right of 
refugees to return by adding that there 
should be no return while a state of war 
existed and then it should only apply 
to the “peace-minded”.

In November 1948, Eliezer Peri, 
the editor of Mapam’s newspaper 
Al HaMishmar, received a letter 
describing a massacre at al-Dawayima, 
when hundreds were said to have 
died. Agriculture minister Aharon 
Cisling referred to a letter he had 
received about the atrocities, which 
declared: “I couldn’t sleep all night ... 
This is something that determines the 
character of the nation ... Jews too have 
committed Nazi acts.”

Mapam’s political committee 
was briefed on November 11 1948 
about the killing of civilians. But the 
problem was that the commanders of 
these operations were senior Mapam 
members, Yitzhak Sadeh and Moshe 
Carmel. Ben-Gurion, however, was 
opposed to any investigations of 
atrocities committed by Israel’s 
military.

The history of the Zionist left 
has been a history of retreat from 
socialist principles in favour of Zionist 
chauvinism and exclusivism. It has 
been a history of hypocrisy - saying 
one thing and doing another. But in 
Israel today left Zionism appeals only 
to those intellectuals and academics - a 
tiny section of the Jewish intellectual 
elite - who still fondly imagine that the 
Zionist dream can be reconciled with 
universalist principles.

Today what is left of the Zionist 
left is a phantom because it has 
no objective reason for existing 
any more. Zionism and Israel have 
moved on. Zionism no longer has 
any ideological need to maintain one 
face for socialist and labour parties 
abroad and another for the home 
audience. Israel today is the most 
rightwing and racist society on the 
planet. A mere 8% of Israelis identify 
as leftwing - indeed ‘leftist’ is a term 
of abuse in Israel.

Hopefully all this will help to 
explain why it is an utter disgrace 
that apologists for apartheid are still 
affiliated to the British Labour Party l
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POLEMIC

Trotskyism and May 1968
It was the role of Stalinism that prevented revolution, insists Rex Dunn

In his article, ‘May 68 to colour revo-
lutions’ (Weekly Worker May 31), 
Mike Macnair relies too much on 

sweeping generalisations. You cannot 
criticise Trotskyism without first 
considering its nemesis: ie, Stalinism. 
This becomes abundantly clear when 
you examine the Trotskyist archives 
of the post-war period. Despite 
everything, they bring us closer to the 
truth, whereas Mike’s abstract argu-
ments take us further away.

Let us begin with the Fourth 
International. Founded by Trotsky in 
1938, it was a descendant of the Left 
Opposition within the Bolsheviks. 
Factions and splits appeared even 
before Trotsky’s death and more were 
to follow. In 1953 the FI split into the 
International Secretariat, on the one 
side, led by Ernest Mandel in Europe, 
along with JP Cannon, Joseph Hansen 
and George Novak in the United States; 
and the International Committee, led 
by Gerry Healy. There was a partial 
reunification in 1963, based on an 
agreement between the International 
Secretariat and the American Socialist 
Workers Party over the nature of the 
Cuban Revolution, and they formed 
the United Secretariat of the Fourth 
International (USFI). They were joined 
by the Moreno group in Argentina, who 
were supporters of guerrilla struggle. 
But Healy rejected the reunification on 
the grounds that the FI was “revisionist” 
and heading towards “liquidationism”.

Like the FI, the IC developed other 
sections in other countries, as well. 
They were the dominant groups in the 
post-war period (of which more later).

As the bearer of “the mantle of 
October”, why did Trotskyism not 
flourish? To quote Marx, “The weapon 
of criticism cannot, of course, replace 
criticism by weapons; material force 
must be overthrown by material force, 
but theory also becomes a material 
force as soon as it has gripped the 
masses.”1 Unfortunately, as history 
shows, more often than not, this can 
take a reactionary turn. Concretely, 
between 1928 and 1938, Stalinism 
completed the counterrevolution from 
within, which had been started by 
imperialism without (ie, it fomented 
the civil war in 1918).

In order to defend its own interests, 
the bureaucracy, now headed by 
Stalin, adopted a utopian ideology, or 
‘socialism in one country’, linked to 
‘peaceful coexistence’ with imperialism. 
Nationalism and autarky was to be 
the way forward. But the imposition 
of the five-year plans required a 
‘terror state’, whilst the international 
revolution was abandoned, in the name 
of ‘communism’. At the same time, 
Stalinism became a material force within 
the international working class - in a 
negative sense. Thus imperialism was 
given a free hand to determine the course 
of world history - including another 
world war and its aftermath. By allowing 
this to happen, Stalinism denied the 
Trotskyist movement the opportunity of 
becoming a material force in the sense 
that Marx intended.

Crux of the matter
According to Marx, Engels, Lenin and 
Trotsky, if the socialist revolution is to 
be successful, the bourgeois state must 
be overthrown by the revolutionary 
class. Only then does it have a chance to 
bring about the socialist transformation 
of society.

But, according to Mike, after 1968 the 
far left did not “think about revolution 
and revolutionary strategy” in that way. 
The Fourth International was “shaped 
by the character of the cold war regime 
and ideology”: ie, “the decision of the 
United States not to go for World War 

III”. The Marshall aid programme was 
designed to shore up western Europe 
economically, as “a preliminary to the 
overthrow of the Soviet Union”. But, 
following the Chinese revolution of 
1949 and the development of nuclear 
weapons by the Soviets, “the United 
States adopted a policy of containment, 
as opposed to rollback”.

Apropos May 1968 itself, Mike 
argues that it “had the symptoms of 
a revolutionary crisis”, but it was not 
really like that at all. Therefore it is 
wrong to describe it as such. (In fact 
this is a reflection of the degeneration 
of Trotskyism.) Yet Mike is right to 
criticise the Mandelites’ characterisation 
of Hungary 1956, Czechoslovakia 
1968 and later Poland 1980-81 as 
a manifestation of the “political 
revolution”. (Cf Trotsky’s theory of 
the Soviet Union as a degenerated 
workers’ state - therefore the overthrow 
of the Stalinist bureaucracy was all 
that was needed to put the socialist 
revolution back on track.) In reality, 
of course, these events marked the 
resurrection of nationalism, combined 
with the reactionary role of the Catholic 
church, in response to years of Stalinist 
repression.

At this point Mike introduces 
Richard Vinen’s book, The long 
1968; radical protest and its enemies. 
Even though the Trotskyists (both 
the Mandelites and the increasingly 
reformist American SWP) were critical 
of Students for a Democratic Society, 
following Vinen, Mike cites the SDS as 
an example of how sections of the far 
left anticipated “Bill Clinton’s Assertive 
Multilateralism and humanitarian 
intervention”. Later “68er Jack Straw 
adopted his contemporary Robin Cook’s 
tag of an ‘ethical foreign policy’ to 
justify Blairite interventionism.” Cue 
the rightward trajectory of the remnants 
of the International Marxist Group and 
especially the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty: the IMG has merged with 
reformism, whilst the AWL ended up 
supporting imperialism in Ireland and 
the Middle East.

On this basis, Mike proceeds to 
develop a link between US containment 
and his own theory of bureaucratic 
collectivism, which, he claims, was 
adopted by the British, French and 
German establishment:

the theory of convergence between 
east and west, driven by the common 
needs of modern industrial society - 
bureaucratic, technocratic regimes, 
utilitarianism. Social democratic 
governments were widely accepted, 
but equally nationalists like de Gaulle.

(Compare the rise of finance capital and 
neoliberalism over the past 50 years, which 

is based on privatisation, welfare cuts, 
globalisation as opposed to economic 
nationalism or the free movement of 
capital and labour, the atomisation of 
the workforce, in order to extract more 
profit, which gives rise to the working 
poor, etc. Although neoliberalism is now 
being challenged by a move towards 
economic nationalism, on both the right 
and the left - with Trump on the one side 
and a pro-Brexit Corbyn on the other.)

Objections
1. Much of the above is abstract, which 
under closer inspection does not bear 
relation to the facts. Rather, in the real 
world, things develop in a much more 
contradictory way, wherein mediating 
factors play an important role. Vis-à-vis 
a tiny organisation like the Fourth 
International, it was unable to test its 
theory of revolution in practice, which 
led to bitter factional fights over strategy 
and tactics, ending in splits and the 
tradition of left sectarianism.
2. Mike’s understanding of the post-war 
dispute within the FI is also wrong. 
Bureaucratic collectivism was the basis 
of the first big dispute among Trotskyists 
before the war (ie, between Burnham/
Shachtman and Trotsky), which centred 
on the nature of the Soviet Union, not 
convergence between east and west.

(At this point, I should mention 
that other split between the FI and the 
International Socialists/SWP in Britain, 
led by Tony Cliff. The latter went on to 
develop his theory that the Soviet Union 
was ‘state capitalist’, based on the ideas 
of Burnham and Shachtman. Then 
there is the question of its activism. 
Here Mike is right to criticise the SWP, 
because it privileges strike action above 
revolutionary politics. Of course, this is 
an opportunistic way of party-building, 
which is self-defeating. In this regard, 
the SWP can never make up its mind 
whether it is a Trotskyist or syndicalist 
movement!)
3. These disputes were a reflection of 
the enormous pressure exerted on the 
Trotskyist movement by Stalinism, 
which had reduced it to an impotent 
movement on the fringes of the class 
struggle, unable to move to centre stage 
and influence events.
4. May 1968 was a revolutionary crisis, 
even if the “old state order” was not 
challenged. This was not the fault of 
the far left at the time, which was under 
the influence of the Trotskyists, circa 
1948-49. Rather the working class and 
the students, who started the uprising - let 
alone the Trotskyists themselves - were 
never in a position to challenge the 
bourgeois state, let alone overthrow it, 
because of the counterrevolutionary role 
of Stalinism; in particular the French 
Communist Party, which preferred 
peaceful coexistence to revolution.

In The prophet outcast, Deutscher 
tells us that in 1939, Burnham 
and Shachtman “attacked national 
ownership of industry and national 
planning, saying that these served 
as the foundations of bureaucratic 
collectivism and totalitarian slavery”, 
whereas Trotsky continued to defend 
the Soviet Union, even after the Red 
Army invaded Finland. Deutscher 
writes:

When they spoke about the Soviet 
Union’s “new class” and bureaucratic 
collectivism, he reproached them 
with abandoning Marxism and that 
it was preposterous to speak of a new 
mode of exploitation in a country 
where the means of production were 
nationalised. Yet had he himself 
not declared, if within a few years 
socialism were to fail in the west, 
bureaucratic collectivism would 
supersede capitalism as the new, 
universal system of exploitation? 
[Eventually] The American Trotskyists 
split into a “majority” which, led by 
James P Cannon, accepted Trotsky’s 
view, and a “minority” which followed 
Burnham and Shachtman. Trotsky 
trusted that, after the exit of the “petty 
bourgeois and careerist elements”, 
the SWP would strike deeper roots 
in the American working class. This 
did not happen: the SWP remained a 
tiny chapel … Trotskyist groups in 
other countries were also affected, 
for everywhere, especially in France, 
quite a few members accepted 
Burnham’s or Shachtman’s views.2

The Trotskyist archive needs to be 
examined, because it reveals the true 
nature of the problem - not just for the 
Trotskyists, but for all revolutionary 
Marxists: ie, how to re-establish the 
revolutionary political continuity, 
based on the ideas of Marx, Engels, 
Lenin and Trotsky, which had been 
broken by the victory of the Stalinist 
counterrevolution? I can only scratch 
the surface here.

Note: (i) Trotskyists (like myself) 
must refrain from knee-jerk responses 
to old foes, because, as history shows, 
no Trotskyist group was immune to 
the pressure of political degeneration. 
(ii) For the sake of clarity, I have 
confined my study to the bitter factional 
struggle between the Mandelites and 
the Healyites, which erupted at the end 
of the 1940s and continued thereafter.

1947
This year is important, because the 
FI was grappling with the post-war 
situation - in particular, the state of the 
Soviet Union, the situation in Europe, 
and the threat of another war.

In this context it is worthwhile 

summarising the draft theses of Mandel 
(aka Ernest Germain) on the post-war 
Soviet Union. These constituted the 
position of the International Secretariat 
of the FI.

Note that Germain expresses the 
same rational optimism in the capacity 
of the masses to achieve “adequate” 
consciousness, which we also see in 
the works of Marx, Engels, Lenin and 
Trotsky. His main points are as follows:
(i) “The Soviet Union … and the Red 
Army dominates the European continent”. 
But it was not the dominant power in the 
world. Internally it pursued a policy of 
“bureaucratic expansionism” - Stalinism’s 
answer to “encirclement of Russia” by 
the “imperialist bloc”.
(ii) Given the devastation of the Soviet 
Union, the need for reconstruction was 
the “dominant factor”.
(iii) The Soviet Union’s “deep-going 
internal crisis” prior to 1941 was averted 
by Hitler’s invasion. But this only 
provided a temporary respite, because 
the regime was unable to resolve “a 
single one of its contradictions”.

Therefore, argues Germain, the 
“fundamental alternative for the USSR, 
a degenerated workers’ state”, remains: 
“forward to socialism or backward to 
capitalism”.
(iv) Stalinism is still capable of “left 
turns” by “bureaucratic methods” as 
before (eg, the turn to the five-year 
plans and collectivisation to resolve 
the 1927-28 crisis).
(v) But in 1945 it began with a campaign 
against “pro-capitalist tendencies” 
(eg, the Red Army was “infected” 
by fraternisation with allied soldiers 
in Europe). It also introduced a new 
five-year plan, whose aim was to restore 
the status quo prior to 1941.
(vi) Eastern Europe was treated as a 
“buffer zone”. Initially it would be used 
to exploit the resources of the occupied 
countries for reconstruction of the 
Soviet Union. This was accompanied 
by the redistribution of land to middle 
and poor peasants.
(vii) Nationalisation of industry and 
agriculture was not a top priority, so 
the social nature of the buffer countries 
would remain the same.
(viii) Germain doubts whether the Soviet 
Union will “objectively carry through 
socialist revolution” in eastern Europe.
(ix) The policy of plunder is a “catastrophe” 
for the people of the occupied countries. 
For the time being, Stalinism’s strategy 
is not to establish organs of dual power.
(x) The Nazi occupation did not overturn 
socialised property relations in the 
USSR. Therefore it continues to have a 
“different social character” to the capitalist 
countries, despite the oppressive role of 
the bureaucracy. Compared to private 
property relations, it is still a “superior 
social system”. The characterisation 
of the Soviet Union as a form of ‘state 
capitalism’ is “playing with words”.
(xi) If imperialism is to be defeated, there 
must be a true proletarian revolution 
which “pass[es] over the corpse of 
Stalinism”.
(xii) Meanwhile, we defend the USSR, 
but this does not mean remaining “silent” 
about the nature and crimes of Stalinism 
or “abandoning the principle of class 
struggle”.
(xiii) Whither the Soviet Union itself? 
The fourth five-year plan will provide 
momentary respite, although it is 
insufficient to prevent the return of an 
economic and political crisis. The latter 
will enable the proletariat to “recover 
again its energy and revolutionary will to 
struggle” towards the necessary political 
revolution to overthrow the bureaucracy, 
and restore the workers’ state.

At the same time, the document 
shows that the FI was gripped with a 
strong fear of a new imperialist war: The 

France’s ‘official communists’ behaved as ‘official communists’
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capitalist order is impelled towards war, 
because it needs to find an outlet for the 
productive forces, which are threatened 
with “asphyxiation”; “normal growth 
of production is insufficient” because 
there is insufficient demand, given the 
immiseration of the European masses. 
Hence war and armaments production 
can offer a way out.

(In reality, the Marshall Plan based 
itself on economic investment to aid 
recovery in western Europe, especially 
west Germany, in order to allow 
American imperialism to maintain 
its hold over the west, and control 
the working class. In response, the 
Kremlin tightened its control over its 
“buffer zone”.)

Apropos Germany, Germain states: 
“In reality, only the revolutionary 
action of the German masses is 
capable of foiling both the plans of 
the occupying powers as well as those 
of the German bourgeoisie and thereby 
deprive imperialism of its main base 
in continental Europe.” Similarly, “a 
revolutionary tendency must arise 
in the British labour movement” - 
and in America, where the masses 
are solidly behind Truman. As for 
the world situation, “Above all the 
colonial sphere continues to experience 
the most profound turmoil and to 
revolutionise the dynamics of the entire 
world situation.” (NB: We have not 
yet reached the position, whereby 
the colonial sphere has become the 
“epicentre” of world revolution.)

On the basis of all the above, the FI 
adopted the following tasks:
(i) It demands an end to the “killing 
weight” of Stalinism in the buffer zone: 
we must “fight the Stalinist terror against 
the workers’ movement”. We also 
demand “the immediate withdrawal of 
occupation troops”. The reactionary role 
of the latter will only throw the middle 
classes, along with many workers, into 
the arms of imperialism.
(ii) It must instil in the masses the need 
to struggle against war. The reformists 
- ie, the centrist and social democratic 
parties - have chosen the camp of the 
bourgeoisie and imperialism against 
the USSR. This leads them to extol 
the virtues of bourgeois ‘democracy’ at 
home, whilst “their imperialist robber 
operations” continue against the colonial 
people now in revolt. This “ties the 
masses to Stalinism and wipe[s] out 
in their eyes the Stalinist treacheries”.
(ii) The FI needs to wage an ideological 
offensive against centrists and reformists. 
This includes a struggle against the 
division of Germany, which plays into 
the hands of both the Stalinists and the 
imperialists …
(iii) It must seek to organise a powerful 
revolutionary movement against reformism 
and Stalinism in western Europe and in 
the USA. Central to this is the demand 
for the “United Socialist States of 
Europe” …
(iv) Support and build the independent 
struggle of the proletarian and colonial 
masses. (N.B. I have left out Yugoslavia.)3

Considering the context, I do not 
think that there is much to disagree 
with here.

1955
In Pabloism reviewed,4 written by 
comrade Peng Shuzi for the FI, the 
main themes of Pabloite revisionism 
are examined:
(i) The prognosis of “centuries of 
deformed workers’ states”.
(ii) The “new reality” consists of a new 
epicentre for the world revolution: ie, the 
new revolutionary upsurge is limited to 
colonial/semi-colonial countries. (“From 
the traditional Trotskyist viewpoint, only 
a revolutionary upsurge and victory 
in the advanced capitalist countries 
constitutes the ‘fundamental condition’ 
of the disintegration of Stalinism.”)
(iii) The self-reform of the bureaucracy is 
possible. Therefore Stalinism can move 
from betrayal of the world revolution 
to becoming its ally.
(iv) Communist parties are capable 
of being reformed, under pressure: ie, 
being transformed, so that they can lead 

the revolution to victory.
(v) “This concept not only leads to a 
fundamental revision of the positions of 
Trotskyism in regard to Stalinism, but 
also denies the Trotskyist movement all 
justification for its continued independent 
existence.”
(vi) It also entails the public disavowal 
of the transitional programme.

Peng’s conclusion was that our 
“historic mission” is to struggle 
against Pabloism, to raise individual 
consciousness, consolidate and 
reinforce the whole movement, to 
“reaffirm the fundamental principles 
contained in the Transitional Program 
and all the fundamental conceptions of 
Trotskyism, especially in relation to the 
nature and role of Stalinism”.

In order to do this, “a democratic 
procedure completely in the Bolshevik 
manner must be adopted”.

The next section raises difficult 
questions, which are a challenge for 
all Marxists. For one thing, the colonial 
revolution in the post-war period had 
become an objective factor in the 
international class struggle; whilst the 
long post-war boom in the west had 
given social democracy and reformism 
a new lease of life; therefore the class 
struggle was at a low ebb.

The far left also had to take into 
account the fact that these were 
national liberation movements led 
by Stalinists and nationalists (eg, 
China on the one side, the Viet Minh 
in Indo-China, etc). Although they 
were nationalist in character, given 
the weight of imperialism, national 
independence could only be achieved 
by means of the expropriation of 
capitalist ownership (nationalisation 
from above), accompanied by the move 
to a one-party state, the repression of all 
opposition, etc. Thus in the long term, 
these revolutions could only succeed as 
part of a worldwide socialist revolution, 
led by the proletariat of the advanced 
countries.

WRP
What follows is based, firstly, on 
criticisms of the FI by the International 
Committee: ie, Healy’s Socialist Labour 
League/Workers Revolutionary Party 
in Britain (Cliff Slaughter was one of 
its main theoreticians). I shall include 
Joseph Hansen’s reply on behalf of the 
United Secretariat of the FI.

Volume 1 of  Trotskyism vs 
revisionism, edited by Cliff Slaughter, 
covers the period, 1953-63.5 In his 
foreword, Slaughter attacks James 
Cannon, leader of the US SWP, because 
he had an “idealist and subjective brand 
of politics”. Hence the SWP was 

unable to fight Pablo politically, 
because they shared the same positive 
method, which, though they differed 
in tactical questions, such as the 
attitude to Stalinism, nevertheless 
constrained Cannon to accept … 
the entire perspective of Pablo on 
the inevitability of a third world 
war (pxvi).

Hence this had implications vis-à-vis 
any alignment with Stalinism against 
imperialism, which is rightly seen as 
the perpetrator of the cold war.

Volume 4 focuses on the IC’s charge 
that the FI is guilty of adaptation to 
the colonial revolution, which now 
becomes the epicentre of the world 
revolution. Slaughter points out what 
happened a decade down the road - the 
‘reunification’ of the SWP with the 
Pabloites, based on agreement about 
the nature of the Cuban Revolution and 
its leadership:

Cuba, according to [the reunified FI], 
was a workers’ state led by a political 
movement (July 26 movement of 
Castro), which was forced by pressure 
of events to successfully undertake 
the tasks of Marxist leadership. Castro 
was hailed as a ‘natural Marxist’. 
Ben Bella of Algeria … would in all 
likelihood follow his path. [Thus] 
The IC, and particularly the SLL, 

were vilified as sectarian opponents 
of the real revolution.6

In Cuba - the acid test: a reply to the 
ultra-left sectarians (1962) Joseph 
Hansen attacks the SLL for its refusal 
to accept that Cuba is a workers’ state, 
however deformed! Therefore, despite 
nationalisation of the land, etc, Cuba 
represented a “new type of capitalism”. 
Hence, when the Cuban missile crisis 
erupted in October 1962, the SLL could 
only take a pacifist line against American 
imperialism: ie, Kennedy’s brinkmanship 
vis-à-vis his threat to start World War 
III and unleash nuclear armageddon if 
Khrushchev did not back down.

On the other hand, the charge that 
the FI had adopted Pablo’s position - ie, 
that the colonial world is now the 
epicentre of the world revolution - is 
correct. Henceforth the FI is in danger 
of succumbing to Pabloite revisionism 
and liquidationism itself!7

1968
 In the draft resolution for the Ninth 
World Congress of the reunified Fourth 
International (October 1968) the drift 
towards the ‘periphery’ of the class 
struggle received a massive jolt! 8

Whilst the draft begins by referring 
to the setbacks for US imperialism in 
Vietnam, the preoccupation with the 
colonial revolution is disturbed and the 
FI is forced to react to the May events 
in France. Hence we see a return to an 
overestimation of the possibilities of a 
revolutionary upsurge in the imperialist 
sector (cf Germain’s prognosis, way 
back in 1947).

T h e  d r a f t  r e i t e r a t e s  t h e 
leadership’s existing position: the 
world revolution continues to be 
based on three sectors: firstly, “the 
colonial revolution”, secondly, “the 
revolution in the bureaucratically 
degenerated countries” and, lastly, 
“the proletarian revolution in the 
imperialist countries”. But following 
the May events, “the dynamic of this 
interrelation has changed” - because 
now the revolutionary struggles in the 
latter sector “occupy a more important 
place in this worldwide process … than 
in the past 25 years”. Yet even at the 
very heart of imperialism, the United 
States, the struggle at the “periphery” 
still occupies an important place - viz, 
that of the black masses (p5). On 
the other hand, there is “a profound 
crisis [within French] society, and 
parliamentary democracy in Britain”, 
as well as a “pre-revolutionary situation 
in Spain”, plus “a stirring of the West 
German workers after their long 
passivity”, not to mention “the rise of a 
youth vanguard in Italy”. All are “signs 
that this is no passing phenomenon”.

Apropos the May events, the 
document adopts the same position as 
Jack Conrad 50 years later:

For a few days (May 24-30), the May 
1968 mobilisation put the overthrow of 
the bourgeois order and the conquest 
of power objectively on the order of 
the day. The absence of alternative 
leadership, or the components of 
such a leadership, with sufficient 
authority among the workers enabled 
the traditional leaderships, most 
importantly the [Confederation 
Générale du Travail] and the [Parti 
Communiste Français], which had 
the greater majority of the workers 
behind them, to betray this movement 
and divert it to big economic strikes.

Compare this to comrade Conrad:

Without a revolutionary party, with 
the working class still dominated 
organisationally and ideologically 
by the PCF, there was never going 
to be a socialist revolution ….

a real Communist Party would 
have ensured that the working class 
identified with, defended and moved 
to lead the students. As the workers 
swung into battle, the party would 
advance the minimum demand for 
a Sixth Republic ever more boldly, 

ever more concretely ….
If only … the general strike 

had been allowed to continue. If 
only … the workers’ occupations 
had been encouraged to welcome 
in the student revolutionaries. If 
only … workers had gone beyond 
the economic limits of wages and 
conditions. If only … the action 
committees had been coordinated 
and given unified national expression. 
If only … workers had established 
defence guards. If only … they had 
raised their sights to include the 
demand for a Sixth Republic and a 
workers’ government supported by 
the middle classes ….9

We are all 
Pabloites now!
On the one hand, 1968 had the effect of 
slowing down the turn to the periphery. 
On the other, the betrayal of this 
movement meant that, over the next 
decade the turn to the periphery was 
resumed, albeit even more so. This was 
partly because the worldwide youth 
radicalisation continued throughout the 
1970s, which was political, as well as 
counter-cultural.

Before long it would be extended 
further to include new movements; 
not just feminism, but also gay and 
lesbian rights, black liberation. At the 
same time, the FI leadership and its 
descendants conveniently downplayed 
the fact that they were in no position 
to lead the proletariat in a struggle to 
defeat their old nemesis: ie, Stalinism, 
(assisted by social democracy). In 
the objective sense, at least, this was 
through no fault of their own. But the 
FI’s response was reprehensible.

The fate of the International Marxist 
Group (British section of the FI) is 
a case in point: it was dominated by 
students and teachers. In 1968 Mandel 
famously urged the students to go the 
workers. Ditto, in the 1970s the IMG 
tried to build a revolutionary party by 
linking the anti-colonial struggle with 
the working class struggle in Britain. 
But, once again, it was powerless in 
the face of the Stalinist and Labour 
bureaucracy. It was the latter, of course, 
which betrayed the workers during the 
‘winter of discontent’ (1978-79). A few 
months later Thatcher won the election 
and set about dismantling the post-war 
consensus by means of privatisation, 
deregulation of the market, attacking 
trade union rights, etc.

What was the IMG’s response? It 
made a turn towards the Labour Party! 
Within a few years it was supporting 
the Labour bureaucracy, along with 
what Mike calls ‘human rights’ issues, 
such as oppressed minority groups. 
(Cf the situation today, whereby the 
far left remains caught up in this new 
periphery. But these oppressed minority 
groups have a habit of multiplying: 
gay and lesbian rights have become 
LGBT, whilst socialist feminism has 
been abandoned. What next? Moreover, 
these human rights issues, in the guise 
of identity politics, is compatible with 
the ideology of neoliberalism: ie, its 
social agenda, which masks its vicious, 
anti-working class economic agenda.)

But other Trotskyists were not 
immune either. In 1995, for example, 
the post-Healy ‘reconstructed’ WRP, 
led by Cliff Slaughter, liquidated itself 
into the spontaneous struggles that had 
briefly erupted: ie, the so-called ‘street 
people’ (only myself and one other 
comrade opposed the decision!). Thus 
both the Mandelites and the Healyites 
had become Pabloite revisionists - 
given the insurmountable obstacle of 
Stalinism and social democracy, they 
decided to abandon the centrality of 
the proletarian revolution, in favour 
of the periphery, despite a ‘temporary 
adjustment’ in the aftermath of 1968.

Stalinism
The rest of Mike’s article focuses on 
things such as the mass strike (which 
can become a tool of the right as well 

as the left) and the “human rights 
offensive”, which took off in particular 
after the American defeat in Vietnam. 
This is extended right up to the level 
of the state: by the late 70s, partly as a 
result of the Jimmy Carter presidency, 
“The US stopped backing military 
nationalist regimes” and saw

democratic transition, in the first 
place in Latin America. This involved 
the creation of parliamentary forms 
… and, of course, those who ran 
the new ‘democratic forms’ were 
completely bought by the US. 
They went along with large-scale 
privatisation.

As for the “colour revolutions” over 
the next 20-30 years, such as in Kosovo 
and later in Tunisia, Egypt and the 
Ukraine, etc, once again Mike lays the 
blame at the door of the May events in 
France, because it was “too short, too 
concentrated, too shallow to actually 
amount to a serious revolutionary 
crisis” ! He notes that “the Socialist 
Workers Party and others on the left 
also believe that if people come out 
on the streets the mass movement will 
materialise out of nothing”.

When imperialism decided that 
regime change in Libya was a good 
idea, and that bombing the hell out 
of the place was the right way to do 
it, this led to a failed state and the 
rise of Islamic extremism. Yet “the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty still 
thinks that this was a worthwhile 
humanitarian intervention”. And so 
on. Today, “the SWP members who 
could be politicising the hundreds of 
thousands who have been drawn into 
politics thanks to Jeremy Corbyn are 
not interested.” Remember the fate 
of the IMG!

The primary reason for the rapid 
degeneration of the remnants of the 
Trotskyist movement rests with the 
counterrevolutionary role of Stalinism 
and its poisonous legacy. As a result of 
historical isolation and marginalisation 
- ie, its impotence and inability to 
influence the class struggle, wherein the 
working class is the main component - 
Trotskyism as a whole began to move 
towards the “periphery”, abandoning 
Marxism in the process. Yet it was 
Stalinism which opened the door for 
the rise of “post-war modern society”, 
as Mike puts it - or what I prefer to call 
the “society of the spectacle”, whereby 
“news/propaganda, advertising and 
[entertainment] … serves as a total 
justification for the conditions and aims 
of the existing system” (Guy Debord).

But, as Mike himself reminds us, 
the central task remains, which is to 
organise the struggle of the working 
class “under its own independent 
international policy”. In this regard, 
the fundamental problem for the left 
as a whole is that rational optimism 
- characterised by the writings of 
Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky - is 
rarely matched by reality. But once in 
a while, it does!

The thing is we should be working 
out how we can best be prepared for 
the next time this happens. Meanwhile 
we must make sure that we do not 
let Stalinism off the hook, when it 
comes to explaining the events that 
surrounded May 1968 l

rexgdunn@gmail.com
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Paul Dacre: will the paper now change its Brexit line?

MEDIA

The rag without qualities
Paul Demarty bids farewell to the most hated man on Fleet Street

So, perhaps for the last time, 
Paul Dacre makes the front 
pages himself. A long and - by 

the usual metrics of professional 
life - successful career as a news-
paper bigwig will, for all intents and 
purposes, end in November.

Sure, the Rothermere family have 
given him another job title to take up, 
as the reins of the Daily Mail are taken 
over by Geordie Grieg, the editor of its 
Sunday sister paper; and no doubt the 
most spiteful man on Fleet Street will 
find ways to get a few pieces of cheap 
revenge on Greig, whom he despises. 
Yet he must know, as we all do, that 
this is basically a sinecure. Dacre’s 
career in the Fleet Street firmament is 
over. The question is merely what else 
dies with it.

Downfall
Why now? The better question might be: 
why did it take so long? Roy Greenslade’s 
condemnation of Rothermere’s reluctance 
to offload Dacre - “an extraordinary 
example of procrastination”1 - has at least 
the ring of plausibility to it. Dacre is, for 
a start, not so virile as he would like us 
all to believe - he has had major heart 
surgery. He is not, to be blunt, getting 
any younger. There have been a few 
signs that the tyrannical authority he is 
permitted to impose on the newsroom 
is starting to go to his head - we think 
of the bizarre stunt of dedicating the 
paper’s entire front page to a revenge 
diatribe against The Guardian, after the 
latter published a cartoon implying the 
Mail had something on its conscience 
after the Finsbury Park mosque attack. 
It seems also that Greig is better at 
Rothermere family politics, and is a 
favourite of Claudia Harmsworth, the 
wife of the current viscount.

The main matter in the press 
coverage of the affair has to do with 
politics in the wider sense. Dacre 
not only backed Brexit, but did more 
perhaps than any other individual 
to force it onto the agenda. He was 
already demanding a referendum 
over Maastricht, while still at the 
Evening Standard. The Rothermeres, 
however, are Europhiles - they are 
even domiciled in France. The feverish 
EU hatred of the paper they own was 
tolerable so long as there was no chance 
that Dacre might be successful in his 
crusade against straight bananas; now 
that Britain is actually shambling 
towards the cliff edge, the joke just 
is not funny any more, and - worse 
still - is apparently costing our plucky 
aristocrats their invitations to the right 
society dinners.

Greig surprised many by supporting 
a ‘remain’ vote in the Mail on Sunday, a 
decision that finishes off a picture of a 
man in the right place at the right time. 
Which brings us back to the question of 
what changes to expect. Reading some 
of the more exultant coverage in the 
liberal press - understandably cheered 
that Dacre is gone - you might almost 
have thought that the political line of 
the paper is about to be outsourced to 
Hackney council. Nothing so dramatic 
is likely, of course. But if Greig managed 
to walk the MoS back from the Brexit 
precipice, he can do the same at the daily. 
There will be no shortage of calamities 
that can serve as the ‘enough is enough’ 
excuse for a switcheroo.

There is another aspect of Dacre’s 
paper that even the most liberal hacks 
will mourn, which is that it is almost 
the last well-resourced daily in Britain. 
The Mail has a very generous budget. 
It can be very long, sometimes as 
long as The Sun and the Daily Mirror 
combined; it has a bottomless fund 
for book serialisations and the like. 
Mail staff must put up with Dacre’s 

relentless bullying - the so-called 
‘vagina monologues’ where journalists 
consider themselves lucky to escape 
one of the editor’s notorious ‘double-
cuntings’. Apart from that, they are 
fully able to do a good job. If ever 
there was a moment for the proprietors 
to do a bit of belt-tightening, this is it; 
and if you want to know what a blood-
drained, parsimonious Mail looks like, 
pick up a copy of the Express one of 
these days.

Beyond good 
and evil
To talk of ‘doing a good job’ at the Mail 
is not a simple thing, however, and 
must lead us from talk of good and bad 
journalism, to good and evil. We have 
danced around the issue so far, but the 
main reason why Dacre’s departure is 
so widely feted is simply that for the last 
25 years he has been publishing the most 
psychopathic mainstream paper in the 
western world. The Mail is like a vast 
pump, sluicing poison into society. Its 
meanness and cruelty is matched only 
by its hypocrisy.

One of the questions that has dogged 
moral philosophy for thousands of 
years is: is it possible to be good at 
evil? It is a problem particularly for 
Aristotelian types, who believe that 
moral virtue is something that you get 
better at with practice - and the usual 
response is to say that indeed it is not 
possible, that being a skilled torturer 
is not so much like being a skilled 
footballer, but rather a matter of being 
an extremely bad doctor. The torturer’s 
decision to improve his technique 
at inflicting pain is, in the end, not 
at all the most important choice he 
has made: that would, instead, be the 
decision not to cultivate a better moral 
understanding.

One could not wish for a better 
exemplary case, if one were of that 
view, than Paul Dacre. It will surely be 
unnecessary to press the point further 
that he is a moral pygmy, in this of all 
papers. We would stress, rather, that 
part of Dacre’s Mail’s pathological 
effect on the body politic consists in 
the mythological image of this man as 
a sort of diabolical genius. Yet there 

is not a single thread of his inglorious 
career that does not point to a total 
shallowness. To call him a genius, 
even an evil one, is to sin unforgivably 
against Einstein, or Marx, or - since we 
have him in mind - Aristotle.

For genius, as we were told by 
our grandparents, is one percent 
inspiration and 99% perspiration. 
Dacre’s Stalinesque monomania 
and apparent work ethic belies a 
fundamental laziness. How did he 
get so rightwing? After all, he was a 
liberal at university: “I was leftwing 
and I don’t regret it one bit,” he told 
the British Journalism Review in 2002. 
Then he found himself working in the 
US bureau of the Express: “I don’t 
see how anybody can go to America, 
work there for six years and not be 
enthralled by the energy of the free 
market.”2 We highlight this because it 
is so clichéd as to be almost uncanny. 
His student leftism was merely a 
matter of being a student (“everyone 
was doing it”); his rightwing politics 
is a matter of excitement at the plastic 
sheen of American capitalism, the 
complacent self-delusion of a man who 
has never seen strikers shot at Kentucky 
coalfields, or entire cities, like Detroit, 
condemned to economic collapse. The 
two phases of his opinions are united in 
that they are, exactly, shallow.

As for his achievements as Mail 
editor, which are certainly substantial 
so far as his own and the Rothermeres’ 
bank balances are concerned, let 
us refer to the usual explanation of 
the man’s ‘genius’: that he has an 
unparalleled insight into the psychology 
of the suburban British lower-middle 
classes. Yet if we were to describe these 
prejudices - the Daily Mail reader in 
purest stereotype - we would end up 
with a bundle of contradictions: the 
state should not interfere in people’s 
lives, except to obstruct homosexual 
relationships and other ‘disgusting’ 
things of that sort; the EU is a vast 
enemy of liberty, unlike the monarchy; 
and so on, the cracks papered over by 
appeals to a phantom ‘common sense’.

This mindset - which exists in 
pure form more or less only as the 
editorial Weltanschauung of the Mail 
- is characterised by a refusal to learn 

to think about society as a connected 
whole at all, not even badly. This is 
deficient even compared to religious 
apologetics or vulgar social Darwinism. 
We have heard a common story about 
Dacre repeatedly in the past weeks, that 
in his early days as news editor of the 
Mail, on his way up, he had a habit of 
compulsively scratching himself, as the 
deadline approached - to the point that 
his back would bleed through his shirt. 
His editorial style is no less a matter 
of self-harm, however, for it consists 
in denying himself any meaningful 
intellectual development, in the service 
of the most trivial ends: demagogic 
appeals to low bigotry to make money.

Liars in chief
We will not deny ourselves a toast to 
the end of this particular era, then. 
However, we do find ourselves a little 
uncomfortable with some of the others 
clinking glasses.

We turn - why not? - to Alastair 
Campbell in GQ Magazine, who 
offers us a fine bit of score-settling 
(originally published a few years ago 
but resurfaced in honour of the happy 
day).3 He has a few good lines - for 
instance, having Dacre in charge of the 
editor’s code of practice committee is 
“like putting Harold Shipman in charge 
of the ethics committee of the BMA”. 
One tic jumps out at us, however: 
Campbell repeatedly references the 
Mail calling him “Blair’s Liar-in-
Chief”, in a tone that is unmistakably 
ironic. You would certainly get the 
impression that he thinks that Dacre is 
dishonest and cruel to keep going on 
about it. Yet perhaps it is not entirely off 
the point that the things Campbell had 
us believe about Iraq were actually, in 
point of fact, radically untrue?

That is the nub. The Mail gets special 
attention because it is so obviously 
malignant. The more subtle sort of 
damage it can do is precisely by making 
other ne’er-do-wells - certain liars-in-
chief we could mention - look positively 
saintly by comparison. The same goes, 
of course, for its peers in the press. We 
should resist the temptation to believe 
that for most papers, in CP Scott’s 
words, facts are sacred, whereas in the 
Mail facts are Dacred. The Times is not 

qualitatively more honest than the Mail, 
at least not when it comes to matters of 
politics. It still promotes ‘big lies’. It is 
merely more civilised about it - except 
when the by-line belongs to Rod Liddle.

This is the best viewing angle for 
the particular argument as to whether 
the Mail - as its defenders would have 
it - echoes its readers’ views, or whether 
it changes those views for the worse. 
The answer must be both - while we 
cannot blame the Mail for anti-migrant 
prejudice as such, we certainly can 
blame it for the widespread perception 
that most asylum applications are 
bogus, that child refugees are not really 
children, but scheming 30-somethings 
on the make - in short, for providing a 
mostly illusory ‘factual’ basis for such 
prejudices.

That leaves out a crucial component 
of the Dacre world view, however, and 
exactly the one that most vexes Alastair 
Campbell. This is the idea that society 
is run by an out-of-touch metropolitan 
elite: a caste which includes basically all 
politicians except those with the common 
touch like, er, Jacob Rees-Mogg. (It also 
conveniently excludes Dacre, with his 
chauffeur and his four enormous homes 
… ) The trouble is that this is at least 
75% true. The evidence keeps piling 
up. It is perfectly well true, for example, 
that the EU is not specifically to blame 
for the democratic deficit in Britain and 
elsewhere - but the deficit really does 
exist, and I fail to see what Alastair 
Campbell did to help matters.

Blaming Dacre for every cruel 
instinct of the British petty bourgeoisie 
is worse than an exaggeration, then - it 
is a refusal to acknowledge complicity. 
Establishment critics of his paper 
should give a thought or two to why 
its broadsides were so easily believed, 
and they should look closer to home 
than they presently do l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.theguardian.com/media/media-blog/2018/
jun/10/daily-mail-editor-dacre-rothermere-geord-
ie-greig.
2. https://archive.is/20121224103629/http://www.
bjr.org.uk/data/2002/no3_hagerty2.htm.
3. www.gq-magazine.co.uk/article/daily-mail-
paul-dacre.
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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.

The Weekly Worker is licensed by 
November Publications under a Creative 
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 

4.0 International Licence: http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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REVIEW

Spirit of common struggle
Terry Tapp A serf’s journal Zero Books, 2017, pp144, £9.99

Subtitled “The story of the United 
States’ longest wildcat strike”, 
A serf ’s journal depicts the 

months leading up to, as well as the 
undertaking of, the strike at JeffBoat in 
Jeffersonville, Indiana, in 2001, through 
the eyes of welder Terry Tapp.

Setting the scene with his initial 
hiring at the company and going through 
his life at work, he details how the 
continued grind and dehumanisation 
of the JeffBoat workforce leads to a 
confrontation with both the company 
and their union, which, rather than 
fighting for the workers’ interests, 
largely acts as a middle manager, 
enforcing the company’s rules except 
when forced otherwise. At the same 
time, he intersperses this narrative 
with vignettes of the JeffBoat workers 
attempting to maintain some level of 
humanity and control over their lives, 
both on and off the job. While formally 
united in the sense that both stories 
take place in the context of the JeffBoat 
shipyard, they do not fully come together 
until the shipyard workers reject the 
pittance contract they were offered and 
are abandoned by their union in the 
strike that is supposed to follow, forcing 
them to either knuckle under or take the 
strike into their own hands. It is a story of 
hard, dangerous work, the machinations 
of trade union misleadership, and the 
ordinary heroics that people are able to 
undertake when pushed to the limit of 
their own lives, yet still able to reach 
out and support others, and makes for 
inspiring reading.

In some ways, though, the epilogue 
to the book - written a decade after the 
strike - is almost as important as the 
description of the events that came 
before. Tapp writes of a new spirit 
of togetherness felt by the workers 
at JeffBoat in the initial months after 
the strike, directly stemming from 
the workers on the site having had 
to organise not only the picket lines, 
but also the family and community 
support that was needed for their action 
to succeed, especially since they were 
getting no help from their union. But 
because of the success of the strikers 
(in that they got the union to back 
down on forcing through the contract 
and were able to return to work with 
no retaliation), that spirit among the 
workers survived, and even spread. 
Indeed, as Tapp writes, “[the] JeffBoat 
wildcat strike of 2001… inspired a 
number of actions regionally, nationally 
and internationally”.

While these actions were largely 
un- or under-reported in mainstream 
media, enthusiastic coverage on the 
relatively new and alternative venue 
of the internet meant that the strikers 
“received many emails from people 
who had heard of what we did and felt 
stronger about making positive change 
in their workplaces”. And, when a 
strike in a nearby city was called that 
September, JeffBoat workers and their 
supporters started organising people 
and resources to support it, so it could 
be at least as successful as the JeffBoat 
workers felt theirs was.

Then September 11 happened. 
In the shock and disorientation that 
followed, the company struck back 
against the JeffBoat workers - not 
through disciplinary action, but through 
charts, graphs and other propaganda of 
statistics. Despite having been defeated 
in its attempt to force though a contract, 
and theoretically then agreeing that 
a new one be drafted, the company’s 
representatives explained that, due 
to the economic circumstances they 
found themselves in, it was unable to 
share out the prosperity it had achieved 
at all, meaning that striking would be 
ineffective and pointless.

Furthermore, now that the United 

States had been attacked, and was (so it 
was said) under constant threat, striking 
would not only be pointless, but actively 
harmful to the well-being of the nation. 
To strike would be “a form of terrorism 
... aiding America’s enemies” in its 
assault on the nation. While by and large 
the JeffBoat workers were not fooled by 
the spiel of “economic terrorism”, it did 
serve to disrupt the sense of collective 
power that had been built up over the 
strike and sustained since. And over 
the following few years, many workers 
simply drifted away to other jobs.

Lessons
Could things have happened differently? 
Tapp reckons so; he notes that, while 
they were able to successfully strike for 
a marginally better contract a year later 
with some tepid union support, he thinks 
that, had “those events of September” not 
taken place, then the energy built up by 
the wildcat strike would not have been 
so thoroughly undercut, and any future 
strikes would have been able to draw 
from those lessons to force a different 
outcome. This could easily have been 
so, but more should be added.

The last lines of A serf’s journal are 
of one of Tapp’s co-workers saying to 
him: “We won. What are we going to 
do now?” It is an important question, 
which starts to get at the limits of what 
is achievable within a single action or 
workplace. On the one hand, when the 
JeffBoat workers went out on strike, 
they started to circumvent the limits 
placed upon them by lack of union 
support through pooling their own 
money in strike funds, and organising 
food and care for both the strikers 
and their families. Combined with 
reaching out for (and getting) broader 
community support, this was the main 
reason why the strike was able to last 
as long as it did and end in what the 
workers felt was a victory. And, as 
noted above, the JeffBoat workers 
were starting to spread those lessons to 
help out strikers in nearby workplaces. 
But the fact that the company was 
able to counterattack so effectively, 
thereby cutting the thread of the 
lessons learned at JeffBoat (except 
through long-after-the-fact retellings 
like this book), points to the lack of an 
organisation that could absorb those 
lessons for the long term.

For communists, this organisation - 
at least in its highest form - would be the 
Communist Party, which can provide a 
centralisation of the experiences of the 

working class in all its forms in order to 
struggle more effectively for workers’ 
immediate interests, as well as develop 
a programme which can politically arm 
the working class to rule society and 
offer practical (if partial) experience 
in that rulership.

But such a party did not exist in the 
United States during the strike; indeed, 
it has not existed in a meaningful 
form in over half a century due to 
a concerted effort on the part of 
rightwing labour bureaucrats and the 
capitalist state to purge the labour 
movement of socialists, communists 
and other radicals. Larger and smaller 
groups attempt to carry on some of 
the tasks that such a party would 
need to undertake, but their relative 
detachment from the workers’ 
movement as a whole has meant that 
their successes would be limited, 

and that even these limited successes 
would be interpreted through the 
sectarian blinders of most of these 
organisations primarily as the success 
of their particular sect, rather than of 
the workers’ movement as a whole. 
Communist politics still exist in the 
US, but largely do so on the fringes 
of that movement rather than as an 
all-pervasive force.

Fortunately, however, the struggle 
to defend and advance immediate 
conditions still continues, as A serf’s 
journal wonderfully illustrates. For that, 
the book serves to hearten partisans of 
working class power and communism 
that the current broad period of defeat 
and reaction is not absolute, and can be 
turned around. For a short period of time, 
and in its own small way, the JeffBoat 
strike did just that l

Peter Moody

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

Don’t be shy
Last weekend saw the launch of 

the CPGB’s annual Summer 
Offensive fundraising campaign 
and, as usual, the Weekly Worker’s 
fund drive will be part of that. 
However, all donations to our 
paper will, of course, be used only 
for that purpose.

From next week editor Peter 
Manson, in his capacity as a 
member of the CPGB’s Provisional 
Central Committee, will report on 
the Summer Offensive and I will 
only resume my weekly column 
after the completion of the SO at 
the end of August.

So how have we done so far, 
when it comes to the Weekly 
Worker’s fighting fund for June? 
Well, it’s obviously that time of 
the month, especially for standing 
orders. There were just four of them 
- Thanks to NH (£30), GD (£25), 
DV (£20) and SM (£10). There 
were also two PayPal donations - 
from SW (£30) and TT (£7). SW’s 
surprise gift comes on top of his 
monthly standing order for the 
same amount, by the way.

Finally we received two cheques 

from KC, whose £50 was the 
largest donation of the week, and 
RN, who added £20.

So, all in all, an extra £192 came 
in last week, taking the total raised 
for our paper so far in June to £634. 
But the second half of the month is 
usually the most productive and so 
I expect things to pick up from next 
week. That’s especially the case 
during the SO, when many Weekly 
Worker supporters reckon it’s the 
perfect time to come up with a 
one-off gift for their favourite paper.

Well, don’t be shy - make your 
bank transfer, click on our PayPal 
button or send in a cheque and 
I’m sure comrade Manson will be 
only too pleased to report on your 
generosity from next week!

Have a good summer - my next 
column will be in the first week of 
September! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

Terry Tapp: a moment full of valuable lessons
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Corbyn is 
unacceptable 
for the ruling 

class

Clear in our aims
Peter Manson reports on the weekend gathering of CPGB and LPM comrades

June 12 saw a joint aggregate meeting 
in London of comrades from the 
CPGB and Labour Party Marxists. 

It focused once again on the political situ-
ation in Britain in the context of Jeremy 
Corbyn’s leadership of the Labour Party 
- and what it means both for our class and 
the bourgeoisie.

Opening the debate Jack Conrad 
from the CPGB’s Provisional Central 
Committee talked about the role of both 
necessity and accident for Marxists. Of 
course, we believe that the necessity 
is for the working class to organise for 
power and become the ruling class, but 
we are fully aware that various accidental 
developments can strongly influence the 
course of events.

We have spoken before of two 
such ‘accidents’, continued comrade 
Conrad. The first is the fact that Corbyn 
was nominated for the leadership in 
2015 by a number of Parliamentary 
Labour Party rightwing “morons”, 
in the belief that he had no chance 
whatsoever of winning. The second was 
David Cameron’s decision to call for a 
referendum on Britain’s membership of 
the European Union the following year, 
in the expectation that ‘remain’ would 
win the day - a result which Cameron 
believed would see off the threats he faced 
from the right both within and outside the 
Conservative Party.

In this context comrade Conrad 
reminded the aggregate that the 
bourgeoisie seems to be experiencing a 
real loss of control over their own system. 
It is clear that as far as most sections of big 
capital are concerned Brexit is a disaster 
waiting to happen. So why is Theresa May 
pressing ahead with her soft version of a 
hard Brexit? Once the Tories were heavily 
dependent on business donations. There 
was a to and fro between business and 
the government in terms of personnel. 
And while the former got on with the 
all-consuming business of making profit, 
the Tories, as the main governing party, 
provided the necessary stability, legal 
framework, international agreements, 
infrastructure and sufficiently trained 
workforce.

However, since 2000 the Tory party 
can no longer rely on business donations. 
Instead it gets its money from superrich 
donors looking for honours, favours and 
influence. In part this is due to changes 
in legislation. But it is also the case 
that much of big capital in Britain is 
no longer British. If the environment 
here is no longer business friendly, 
big capital has no compunction about 
upping sticks and relocating. So there is 
a dislocation between the Tory party’s 
need to win petty bourgeois and middle 
class votes and the objective needs of big 
capital. Clearly there are divisions in the 
bourgeoisie, there are those that yearn for 
a transatlantic future. But it is certainly 
worth noting the changing nature of the 
Tory party.

Leave aside Trump and Brexit, 
according to many leading figures in the 
establishment, including the editors of the 
Financial Times, serving members of the 
army top brass, top secret service spooks 
and the representatives of big business, 
the prospect of a Corbyn government 
is far more worrying than even Brexit. 

Of course, a Labour government is far 
from certain. In fact the Tories are still 
ahead in the opinion polls, despite the 
chaos within their own ranks, caused 
primarily by the prospect of Brexit. But 
the Labour Party is riven by a civil war 
that is far more profound, far more bitter, 
far harder fought than anything going on 
in the Tory Party. And it is a civil war that 
not only pits the Labour left against the 
Labour right. It is a civil war which sees 
on the one side the left, including the bulk 
of Labour’s 560,000 individual members, 
and on the other side the Labour right and 
the state machine ... but also Tory MPs, 
the mainstream press, the BBC, ITV, 
Sky, the Zionists, the Israeli embassy and 
doubtless the US state department too.

Given their reformism the Corbyn-
McDonnell leadership has ‘fought back’ 
by avoiding a direct confrontation on hard 
political issues on the one hand, and on the 
other offering the electorate the prospect 
of an ‘end to austerity’ and a return to 
Keynesianism. This has proved successful 
enough to appear convincing. After 
all Corbyn sort of won the last general 
election. Against all the odds he - and it 
was Corbyn - robbed May of her majority 
and expected triumph. However, this is a 
totally flawed perspective. Not only will 
Keynesianism in one country inevitably 
fail. The Corbyn-McDonnell leadership 
suffers from “constitutional illusions”, 
stated the comrade.

If only it can bring the Labour right 
on board, they believe, they could win 
the next election and then Corbyn would 
have free rein to implement his ‘Not 
the few, but the many’ programme. But 
this overlooks the little fact that, while 
it is customary for the monarch to call 
on the leader of the largest party in 
parliament to form a government, there 
is no constitutional obligation for that 
to happen. Just as the Italian president 
recently vetoed a proposed government 
because the nominated finance minister 
was regarded as unacceptable to Italian 
capital, so it is with the UK monarch. 
Having consulted her advisors, she could 

well decide that a Corbyn administration 
would be just too unreliable and would, 
anyway, not be able to command a 
majority in parliament - why not call 
on someone from Labour’s ‘sensible’ 
centre, and maybe, given Brexit, form a 
cross-party coalition to save the country?

These concerns of the bourgeoisie also 
explain why the ‘anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’ witch-hunt is not about to 
end any time soon. It goes without saying 
that its target is not Ken Livingstone or 
whoever: it is Corbyn himself. He will not 
only be accused of guilt by association. 
He will be branded an anti-Semite 
because of his countless past statements 
in solidarity with the Palestinians. How 
can the monarch call upon such a man to 
form a government and become prime 
minister? In the name of anti-racism he 
will be hauled up before a star chamber 
and then shunned.

It is highly unlikely that we will see a 
rightwing split from Labour, contended 
comrade Conrad. ‘First past the post’ 
means that there is no real space for a 
centre party, so the right will almost 
certainly prefer to remain in Labour and 
fight it out to the end.

Turning next to the non-Labour left, 
he strongly criticised the Socialist Party 
in England and Wales and the Socialist 
Workers Party. Both of them say they 
support Corbyn, but neither is prepared 
to work where it really matters to help 
defeat the Labour right. SPEW still 
insists that for unions like the RMT and 
PCS to affiliate to the party would be a 
waste of money, as the right remain in 
control of the machine. This overlooks 
the fact that affiliation comes with the 
right to send delegates to Labour bodies 
and would materially affect the outcome 
of internal battles.

As for the SWP, it says very little or 
nothing about union affiliation; on the 
contrary it insists that the most important 
site of struggle is in the workplace and 
on the streets - ie, more strikes (currently 
at an all-time low since the 1890s) and 
more demonstrations. Engaging in 

Labour Party disputes is therefore just 
too time-consuming! By contrast, we say 
that this political battle is key: the prize 
is not a Syriza-type Labour government 
(we predicted where that would end). 
It is a “united front of a special kind”. 
A ‘party’ that unites the mass of the 
working class and all its organisations 
around a Marxist programme (a rewritten 
clause four). Necessarily this means 
automatic reselection and driving out 
the pro-capitalist right; an end to the bans 
and proscriptions and the affiliation of all 
genuine working class bodies.

To this end we call on all unions 
to affiliate/reaffiliate and for all union 
members to pay the political levy.

Debate
The main difference that surfaced during 
the debate did not concern the strategy 
outlined by comrade Conrad towards the 
Labour Party, but the view of the bourgeoisie 
towards the EU. Another member of the 
PCC, Mike Macnair, contended that the 
remainers do not represent the view of 
the capitalist class as a whole.

For comrade Macnair the underlying 
dynamic within the global bourgeoisie is 
“nationalist populism” - as represented by 
the election and policies of Trump. This 
right populism has been building up for 
more than a decade, he stated, and as a 
result today the ruling class in Britain is 
split between those who want to “cling 
on” to the EU and those who are willing 
to go with Brexit. There is no longer any 
coherent ruling class policy.

However, for James Harvey the ruling 
class was “pretty clearly opposed to 
Brexit”. There is a complex relationship 
between the ruling class, its political 
party and the electorate, he said, and it 
is important to look at the differences 
between the bourgeoisie itself and the 
Conservative Party, where the rank and 
file has a “disproportionate influence”.

In response, comrade Conrad stated 
that it was important not to overstate the 
power of rightwing populism - there was 
also a left variety, he noted, citing Bernie 
Sanders, Podemos, Syriza and Corbyn 
himself. As for the British ruling class, 
he believed that a large majority wanted 
a ‘remain’ of some type, such as in the 
form of a customs union. In that sense, the 
Tories were out of step with big business.

On other questions, Phil Kent agreed 
that the long-term aim of transforming 
Labour was what mattered. Corbyn 
would not even be able to implement an 
anti-austerity programme. Vernon Price 
agreed, stating that there were severe 
limitations on what was possible given 

the realities of the world economy.
In summing up, comrade Conrad 

reminded us of the reason we need to 
stress the possibility of the monarch 
declining to nominate Corbyn as prime 
minister: ie, the question of the UK 
constitution and the need to fight for a 
democratic republic - a point directed 
against the economistic left. He also 
emphasised the need to sharpen our 
criticism of Corbyn and the reformist 
left, who believe that, come what 
may, any Labour government will 
always be better than a Tory one. 
What we are looking for is not another 
Labour government that wants to save 
capitalism. No, we want a transformed 
Labour Party that can oppose capitalism, 
make advances for the working class, 
and help prepare the global conditions 
needed for the working class to come 
to power.

Summer Offensive
The meeting also saw the launch of the 
CPGB’s annual fundraising drive, the 
Summer Offensive, which this year has 
a target of £25,000.

Unlike some others on the left, we 
do not believe that the revolution is 
imminent - we are in for the long haul. As 
well as seeking the transformation of the 
Labour Party, we recognise the necessity 
of a united Marxist party, capable of 
leading a working class revolution. And 
our vision is an international one - united 
action across Europe would be a big step 
forward.

Right from the days of The Leninist 
- the forerunner of the Weekly Worker 
- others on the left believed that such a 
paper had to result from the sponsorship of 
some foreign power, be it East Germany, 
Cuba or wherever. In stating this, he was 
not just pointing to the absurdity of such 
claims, but to the pitiful lack of self-belief 
amongst the revolutionary left: for many 
it seemed impossible for a small group of 
comrades to run a weekly paper - there 
had to be some greater force behind 
it, dictating its line. The existence and 
quality of the Weekly Worker proves them 
100% wrong.

As if to emphasise the point, the 
comrades in the room alone pledged to 
raise a total of £13,750 - more than half 
of the Summer Offensive target. We have 
over two months to fulfil those pledges 
and to raise that entire target - the SO 
will end on August 25, the last day of the 
CPGB’s summer school, Communist 
University l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk

Deepest red

No 1207 June 14 2018

Name:______________________________________

Address:________________________________________

________________________________________________

________________________________________________

________________________________________________

Tel:________________________________________

Email:______________________________________

Sub: £/€ ____________________________________

Donation: £/€ ________________________________

Standing order
To ______________________________________________________________________ Bank plc ___________________________

Branch address _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Post code ______________________ Account name __________________________________________________________

Sort code _____________________________________________ Account No ________________________________________

Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds A/C No 00744310 sort code 30-99-64, the sum of ___________ every month*/3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on ________________________ This replaces any previous order from this account. (*delete)  

Date _________________________  

Signed _______________________________________________ Name (PRINT) ___________________________________ 

Address ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Subscribe
 6m 1yr Inst.
UK £30/€35 £60/€70 £200/€220
Europe £43/€50 £86/€100 £240/€264
Rest of £65/€75 £130/€150 £480/€528
world

New UK subscribers offer: 
3 months for £10

UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and 
save £12 a year. Minimum £12 every 3 

months... but please pay more if you can.

Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ at:  
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, 

 London WC1N 3XX

weeklyworker


