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Gauntlet
In an extraordinarily vituperative letter, 
Victor Jenkins savages the paper which 
he terms as “amateurish” and states: “If 
the Weekly Worker is a peacock, then 
it is one that has been mauled by rabid 
dogs on at least three occasions” (July 
26).

As a reader of a fair amount of 
hard-copy media, it is impossible to 
not notice that there is a mediated 
connection between form and content. 
For example, compare Socialist Worker 
and the Daily Mail - both provide a 
quick, easy read which will not tax 
the reader’s time or intellect. Further 
compare the Weekly Worker and Le 
Monde Diplomatique - the layout 
announces that the content may require 
some attention to read, but will be of 
some importance: ie, you will probably 
learn something. 

Jenkins is reading, or probably just 
looking at, the wrong sort of paper. If 
he wants something quick then much of 
the ‘left’ press can be flipped through 
in 10 minutes, though all you will 
learn is that capitalism is crap - which 
you presumably knew before handing 
over a quid. In my opinion the Weekly 
Worker is to be commended for at least 
attempting to require its audience to 
think and making content primary. 
This is especially important in Britain 
with its anti-theoretical tradition, where 
empiricism and impressionism are 
highly regarded and the most routine 
kind of trade union reformism is treated 
as radical.

Neatly this leads me to Jack 
Conrad’s discussion of Trotsky’s 1938 
Transitional programme, which was a 
sort of attempt to con people into taking 
a socialist approach without them fully 
realising it. In my opinion this is an 
excellent article and the best short piece 
which I have so far seen on the subject 
(‘Sowing the dragon’s teeth’, July 26). 
I will limit my discussion then to just 
a few observations. Whatever one 
may think of Trotsky, Conrad is surely 
correct when he mentions that his band 
of latter-day followers, reformists, 
opportunists and epigones would 
not be recognised by him. The great 
majority of them have probably never 
read anything by Trotsky apart from the 
bits and pieces in their favourite Trot 
paper. The TP is ideal for a ‘left’ which 
prides itself on addressing bread-and-
butter issues and where Marxist theory 
is regarded as an intellectual luxury, not 
really applicable to daily life.

Conrad mentions the Respect lash-
up, where basic socialist principles 
were ditched in order to keep the 
Islamic contingent on board. Whilst 
the organisation has long gone, the 
policy of not ‘offending’ Islamic 
elements seems to have carried on. The 
SWP front, Unite Against Fascism, 
for example, opposes all fascism 
except Islamic fascism. According to 
the current Wikipedia article about 
this outfit, UAF’s vice-chairman, 
Azid Ali, is also community affairs 
coordinator of the Islamic Forum of 
Europe, which may go some way to 
explaining this. Objectively supporters 
of this organisation in recent actions are 
supporting paedophilia and opposing 
free speech. No wonder any decent 
working class person is repelled by 
these rotten liberals.

I was recently talking to two gay 
guys that I initially met during the anti-
Job Seekers Allowance campaign in the 
late 80s. Both of them have joined For 
Britain, which calls for “one law for 
all”. I cannot really blame them when 
all that the ‘left’ can offer is apologia 
for those who would wish to chuck 
them off the highest local building.

Comrades should seriously consider 
Conrad’s comments on the various 

types of Labour Party interventions 
which are geared towards somehow 
changing this venerable institution into 
an instrument of working class struggle. 
It cannot be done and only creates more 
reformist illusions. In an eloquent final 
paragraph Conrad states:

“In practice that amounts to 
sprinkling routine trade union struggles, 
left Labourism, black civil rights, the 
feminist movement and pacifistic anti-
war protests with socialistic fairy dust. 
The magic never works. Trade unionism 
doggedly remains trade unionism, etc. 
However, the magician manages to 
change something. The transitional 
method amounts to recruiting 
subjective revolutionaries and turning 
them into routine trade unionists, left 
Labourites, black separatists, feminists 
and pacifists. Thus Respect, Tusc, 
Left Unity and the rainbow coalition 
campaigns are not aberrations. They 
are the logical outcome of the much 
vaunted transitional method.”

I think that this is exactly right and 
goes much of the way to explain the 
‘bath tap full on, plug out’ recruiting 
methods of much of the Trot left. They 
can only exist with a constantly renewed 
membership with little ‘memory’ of the 
group’s past.

Where do we go from here? 
Jack Conrad has decisively brought 
us to where we are now and I am 
reminded of Bob Avakian’s notion of 
doing “revolutionary work in a non-
revolutionary situation”. Unfortunately, 
his pamphlet by this name is more 
about splits between US Maoist groups 
than actually addressing the title, which 
nevertheless remains relevant. We are 
in a situation where the vast majority of 
the ‘left’ is non-Marxist. If this matters - 
and I contend that it does - how can we 
realistically move on from here?

Jack has thrown down the gauntlet. 
Is there anyone out there who can pick 
it up?
Ted Hankin
email

Not economism
Jack Conrad’s ‘Sowing the dragon’s 
teeth’ seems to me equal parts truth and 
error.

The epithet of ‘economism’, which 
Jack Conrad is fond of flinging at 
Trotsky, is completely undeserved. The 
economism that Lenin decried in What 
is to be done consisted in the belief that 
socialists need do no more than follow 
and support the spontaneous trade 
union activity of the working class in 
its struggle with employers in order to 
arrive at socialism.

Trotsky never regarded trade union 
spontaneity as a substitute for socialist 
education or political leadership. But 
neither did he dismiss the economic 
struggles of workers as inherently 
‘sectional’ (by which I take Conrad 
to mean focussed on immediate 
demands of a particular workforce). 
He was rather at one with Marx, 
Lenin and Luxemburg in viewing the 
point of production as a primal battle 
ground of class struggle, in which 
the mass of workers (and not just the 
most conscious socialist elements) 
are thrown into combat with the class 
enemy, and learn the rudiments of 
solidarity and self-organisation.

He believed that socialists should 
therefore seek to take the lead in such 
struggles, impart to them a more 
conscious political character and strive 
to broaden them, to the extent possible, 
into the class-wide actions - such as 
rolling strikes or general strikes - which 
would be more important than electoral 
activity in any final contest for political 
power. (The St Petersburg soviet, 
which Trotsky headed in 1905, began 
as a city-wide body for the coordination 
of strikes; Rosa Luxemburg observed 
in The mass strike that the profound 
worker upheavals of 1905 and 1906 
in Poland and Germany alternated 
between political and economic 

demands.)
For Trotsky, the possibility 

of revolution rested upon certain 
objective preconditions. A majority 
of the working class could never 
be won to communism as long as 
steady, incremental progress remained 
a viable course. Given the choice 
between marginal improvement and 
risking everything for a leap into the 
unknown, most workers will choose 
the former. World War I, however, had 
in Trotsky’s view inaugurated a period 
of terminal capitalist decline and crisis, 
in which the possibility of systematic 
reform was ruled out, and the masses 
were beset by urgent needs that the 
existing order could not fulfil. Under 
these conditions it was possible for a 
revolutionary minority of the working 
class, organised in a vanguard party, 
to gain the political confidence of the 
class as a whole, and lead it, through 
a series of ever bolder thrusts, to the 
conquest of political power in Europe 
and beyond.

This was not merely a ‘Trotskyite’ 
notion, but the major premise of the 
October revolution. To infuse the daily 
struggles of the proletariat with socialist 
consciousness; to supply workers 
with the programmatic tools needed 
to win their immediate demands and 
broaden their fight, is not the worship 
of spontaneity. It is an effort to link 
daily, practical struggles to the ultimate 
goal. If this transitional approach is to 
be called economism, then so indeed 
was the entire political methodology 
which the Transitional programme was 
largely an attempt to codify - that of the 
Bolsheviks in 1917, as well as of the 
Comintern in the decade that followed.

Perhaps the Comintern, by avoiding 
certain mistakes, could have escaped 
degeneration and charted a course to 
world revolution during the tumultuous 
inter-war years, even though, as we 
now know, it was wrong to believe 
that capitalism was doomed, no matter 
what. But I agree with Conrad that the 
Trotskyist movement never succeeded 
in coming to terms with the western 
capitalist stabilisation and expansion 
that followed World War II. Some sects 
clung to the Transitional programme 
like holy writ; they lived in denial that 
the crisis conditions Trotsky deemed 
necessary for implementing the TP had 
ceased to exist amid the post-war boom 
(an issue over which, among others, 
I parted company with the groups I 
belonged to in the 80s and 90s).

Some assured their followers, like 
the Jehovah’s Witnesses, that end days, 
though delayed, were close at hand; 
others still drifted away from Trotskyist 
orthodoxy in all but word to become the 
boosters of various reformist causes, 
identity politics or third-world guerrilla 
struggles and regimes. It was not only 
Trotskyist parties that degenerated. 
Maoists and anarchists lost momentum 
too. Sectarianism and reformism are 
the two most common pitfalls for 
revolutionaries in prolonged periods of 
stability.

The ‘golden years’ of the Keynesian 
welfare state are now long behind 
us. Yet they still form as much of a 
reference point for young Corbynistas 
and Sandernistas as the Russian (or 
Chinese or Cuban) revolutions did for 
the radicals of my (1960s) generation. 
Most of the neo-reformist crop aim to 
restore the glories of post-war decades 
through electoral-legislative means. 
What we seem to be witnessing is a 
rebirth of left social democracy rather 
than revolutionary politics.

I think Marxists should attempt to 
engage left-trending social democrats 
without fostering their illusions. We 
should pose to them the question 
of whether their reformist agenda 
is realistic. The answer will depend 
upon our assessment of contemporary 
capitalism. Past errors in theorising the 
state of the system as a whole should 
not lead us to minimise the importance 

of integral theory. Trotsky was wrong 
in his conclusion that capitalism was in 
its ‘death agony’ in the 1930s, but right 
in his criterion: objective conditions are 
decisive in the end.

If we are in a period of capitalist 
stability, then all the education and 
organisation that Conrad prizes will 
avail little to deflect the neo-reformists 
from their course. But if, as I believe, 
we are in a period of waning American 
hegemony and renewed crisis, more 
people may just start listening to an 
educated and organised minority that is 
trying to steer them to the left.
Jim Creegan
New York

More specific
I found Mike Macnair’s recent series 
on intersectionality interesting and 
thought-provoking. In essence, Mike 
is arguing over four lengthy articles 
that the ‘intersectionalists’ falsely 
separate contradictions, oppression 
and discriminations, relating to race 
and gender in particular, from those of 
class.

Although Mike focuses on the 
Maoist origins of some of this thinking 
and was rightly pulled up on this by 
Yassamine Mather, given the marginal 
and cultish nature of Maoism in 
the UK (Letters, July 12), both she 
and Mike go on to include the so-
called Eurocommunists as a political 
expression of this type of thinking in 
the 1970s and 80s.

Mike makes specific reference to 
the concept of the ‘broad democratic 
alliance’ (‘Mistaken versions of 
Maoism’, June 28), which was 
introduced into the 1977 version of the 
Communist Party of Great Britain’s 
programme, the British road to 
socialism. A great deal of the divisions 
within the CPGB in the 70s and 80s 
revolved around sharply differing 
interpretations of the concept and role 
of the BDA.

Mike’s critique of intersectionalism 
would have the role of the BDA (or 
popular front or other alliance) being 
to limit the labour and working class 
movement to “pure class issues”: eg, 
wages and other economic struggles, 
while the role of the other movements 
and social forces is to specifically 
campaign for and address those issues 
which have brought them into struggle, 
and which are to be delivered by them 
alongside or in parallel to progress on 
the economic front.

Mike and Yassamine are absolutely 
correct to demolish this type of 
thinking as representing a credible 
strategy for progressive and ultimately 
revolutionary change in Britain. 
But there is only one problem: this 
was never the position of the CPGB 
in the 1970s and 80s nor of the 
Eurocommunists, who comprised part 
of its leadership over these years. I 
think the elapse of time makes us either 
forget or caricature what the arguments 
were all about and how they are still 
relevant today.

Yes, some Eurocommunists 
probably did have an intersectionality 
perspective. Sue Slipman famously 
resigned from the CPGB executive 
committee to join the Social 
Democratic Party, claiming her politics 
had not changed. But these were not the 
political positions of the CPGB agreed 
at successive congresses and included 
in the 1977 BRS.

Roger Simon was probably one 
of the most articulate writers of the 
majority, centre-right CPGB approach 
- see his Gramsci’s political thought: 
an introduction (1982) and Introducing 
Marxism (1986). Robert Griffiths wrote 
an extremely good pamphlet attacking 
Simon’s book with the question, “Was 
Gramsci a Eurocommunist?” The 
answer was, of course, no and actually 
Simon had to admit that on questions 
such as the type of proletarian state 
which would replace the smashed 

bourgeois state and the nature and role 
of the revolutionary Communist Party, 
Gramsci had not developed Marxism-
Leninism beyond Lenin or Stalin.

What Simon argued in both books 
was that there are a “wide range of 
progressive issues and campaigns 
that do not arise directly ... from the 
oppression of wage workers by capital. 
They are all related to class in some 
ways, but they cannot and shouldn’t be 
reduced to class struggles.” He stated: 
“A very wide range of democratic 
issues originate from the activities 
of the capitalist state” - specifically 
referencing “civil liberties and rights 
... and oppression and discrimination 
based on nationality, race, gender ...”

A consistent key contention in 
successive editions of the BRS has been 
that capitalism not only exploits and 
oppresses people at work: it impinges 
and oppresses them in many other 
ways, in many aspects of their lives and 
settings: “Democratic issues constitute 
arenas where the two fundamental 
classes, working class and capitalist, 
enter into struggle. The hegemonic 
class is the one which succeeds in 
combining the interests stemming from 
those issues with its own interests so 
as to achieve national leadership of 
society” (Introducing Marxism pp34-
35).

Compare this to Mike’s “the working 
class needs to take leadership of 
society” (‘Getting beyond capitalism’, 
July 5). I think this is absolutely right 
and indeed is a very evocative and 
powerful phrase. This was precisely 
what Lenin was talking about in What 
is to be done? when he called for the 
proletariat and its revolutionary party 
to address all issues affecting all classes 
and the state in order to develop a 
leadership role both in the forthcoming 
revolution and then to rule society.

If we take the ‘broad’ definition of 
the working class, to include all those 
who are dependent on a wage, salary, 
benefit or pension to survive, it is clear 
that the majority of those engaged in 
those wider social movements and 
campaigns and who stand to gain from 
the implementation of their demands 
are also going to be working class.

So, the CPGB strategic concept of 
a broad democratic alliance was never 
about a shopping list of economic 
demands for the workers; and 
democratic reforms for the intellectuals 
and middle classes. That is present-day 
comrades tilting at straw windmills and 
is useless.

I liked the concept of the broad 
democratic alliance, as it enabled 
us to say what we were for rather 
than simply against. And it forced 
communists, socialists, trade unionists 
and community activists to really think 
about what ‘alliance’ should mean. The 
fundamental point is that it needs to be 
mutually transforming, not a simple 
adding up of numbers or demands or a 
tactical exercise.

The emphasis on democracy and 
defining this as the extension of popular 
control (by the majority working 
class) over all areas of life (economic, 
social, political, cultural) should be 
a fundamental value for all working 
people and it will become increasingly 
clear through the development of class-
consciousness that the replacement of 
capitalism by socialism is a necessary 
condition for the fullest development of 
democracy.

By engaging with and supporting 
the wider social movements, the 
labour movement would understand 
and support the specific demands 
raised by those movements. And those 
movements would better understand 
the role of class and that this is the 
fundamental division in society today; 
that no real progress - certainly no 
“irreversible shift of wealth and power” 
- could take place without this being 
addressed.

The whole working class would 
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London Communist Forum
Sunday August 5, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB 
Provisional Central Committee, followed by open discussion and 
reading group: study of August Nimtz’s Lenin’s electoral strategy 
from Marx and Engels through the revolution of 1905. This meeting: 
appendix C.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.

Big Ride for Palestine
Friday August 3 to Sunday August 5: Cycling solidarity, leaving 
Birmingham on August 3 and arriving in London two days later. 
Fundraising in particular for the Middle East Children’s Alliance’s 
work in Palestine.
Organised by the Big Ride: www.redspokes.co.uk/thebigride.

Justice for Windrush victims
Saturday August 4, 10am to 3pm: Legal strategy roundtable, Unite 
The Union, 33-37 Moreland Street, London EC1.
Organised by BME Lawyers for Windrush:  
www.eventbrite.com/e/windrush-legal-strategy-roundtable-
tickets-48406183197

Remember Hiroshima and Nagasaki
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament commemorations.
Leicester, Monday August 6, 8am:: 3 East Gates, Leicester LE1.
Organised by Leicester CND:  
https://cnduk.org/events/remembering-hiroshima-leicester.
London, Monday August 6, 12 noon:’ Tavistock Square, Camden, 
London WC1. Speakers include Bruce Kent and Amelia Womack.
Organised by London CND:
www.londoncnd.org/events/2018/6/18/hiroshima-and-nagasaki-day-2018.
Birmingham, Saturday August 4, 11am: St Philip’s Cathedral, 
Colmore Row, Birmingham B3.
Organised by Birmingham CND:  
https://cnduk.org/events/hiroshima-event-birmingham.
Sheffield, Saturday August 4, 12.30pm: 50 Pinstone Street, Sheffield S1.
Organised by Sheffield CND:  
https://cnduk.org/events/hiroshima-event-sheffield.
Manchester, Sunday August 5, 2pm: Heaton Park, Manchester M25.
Organised by Greater Manchester CND: 
https://cnduk.org/events/hiroshima-event-manchester.

Communist University 2018
Saturday August 18-Saturday August 25:  

Goldsmiths, University of London 8 Lewisham Way, New Cross, 
London SE14 6NW
Loring Hall, St James

Education for Labour
Wednesday August 22, 6pm: Summer training academy, Venue 
Cymru, The Promenade, Penrhyn Crescent, Llandudno LL30.
Organised by Welsh Labour Party. Single sessions £5, full course £25.
www.welshlabour.wales/summer_training_academy_north_wales.

Derby Transformed
Saturday September 1, 9am to midnight: Day of debate, St Peter’s 
Church, 10 St Peter’s Churchyard, Derby DE1. Hosted by Chris 
Williamson MP.
Organised by Momentum: https://peoplesmomentum.com.

Stop the War Coalition
Saturday September 8, 9.30am to 5pm: Annual general meeting, 
Arlington Conference Centre, 220 Arlington Road, London NW1.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: 
https://www.facebook.com/events/544102699319978/

TUC Congress
Sunday September 9 to Wednesday September 12: TUC Congress, 
Manchester Central Convention Complex, Windmill Street, Manchester M2.
Organised by TUC: www.tuc.org.uk/tuc-congress-2018.

National Shop Stewards Network
Sunday September 9, 1pm: TUC rally, Manchester Mechanics 
Institute Conference Centre, Princess Street, Manchester M1.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network:  
http://shopstewards.net.

The World Transformed
Saturday September 22 to Tuesday September 25: Momentum 
conference, Liverpool. Details to be announced.
Organised by Momentum: https://theworldtransformed.org.

Why we need an anti-war government
Monday September 24, 5pm: Labour Party fringe meeting, suite 3, 
Jurys Inn, 31 Keel Wharf, Liverpool L3. 
Speakers: Chris Williamson MP, Lindsey German (Stop the War), 
Andrew Murray (Unite).
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk.

Confronting racism and fascism
Saturday October 20, 10am to 5pm: International conference, Friends 
House, 173 Euston Road, London NW1. Entrance £11.37 (£5.98).
Organised by Stand Up to Racism: www.standuptoracism.org.uk.

Socialism 2018
Saturday November 10 and Sunday November 11: Socialist Party 
school, Institute of Education, 20 Bedford Way, Bloomsbury, London 
WC1. Organised by SPEW: www.socialism2018.net.

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.

develop increasingly advanced 
class-consciousness: ie, to become a 
class for itself and understanding its 
revolutionary and historical mission to 
overthrow capitalism and class-divided 
society. Political parties representing 
the BDA (in those days principally 
Labour and communist) would express 
these integrated and coherent demands 
in their manifestos, policy statements 
and programmes.

The BDA was always directed 
at what was termed ‘monopoly 
capitalism’ or ‘state monopoly 
capitalism’. I think, to be honest, the 
early Communist Party of Britain, in 
its attempt to demarcate itself from the 
CPGB, struggled a bit to describe what 
it termed an “anti-monopoly alliance”, 
and the relationship between the labour 
movement and wider democratic and 
social movements, in its first redrafts 
of the BRS after 1988. More recent 
editions have, I think, captured this 
better.

My final points are around the 
required alliance “allowing the 
democratic and social movements to 
come in with their own demands and 
on their terms”. This can sound like 
Mike’s “holy trinity” of class, race 
and gender. But, if we insist all these 
movements can only be allied with if 
they include ‘We are also against state 
monopoly capitalism’, I don’t think we 
will get very far.

If we regard their issues and 
demands as legitimate and ultimately 
also springing from class-divided 
society, what we need to do is listen, 
debate, argue and as part of the “mutual 
transformation” process take on and 
adapt some (or many) of these issues 
and perhaps in languages which make 
sense to a much wider constituency - 
the majority of whom are depoliticised, 
angry, oppressed.

Mike in his ‘Mistaken versions of 
Maoism’ article quotes from people 
sceptical that a socialist revolution 
will specifically address gender and 
race issues. Mike himself states: “... 
there are no guarantees about what a 
revolution can deliver.”

But isn’t that actually the role 
and purpose of the broad democratic 
alliance - not only to be anti-capitalist, 
but also to provide confidence that a 
genuine working class government will 
positively address many of the specific 
issues developed by the women’s, 
anti racist, green/environmental, etc 
movements? Mike ends up negating 
the contribution and role of ‘identity 
politics’, instead of calling for a strategy 
to integrate them with class.

Mike and Jack Conrad are fond 
of quoting the 1880 Programme of 
the Parti Ouvrier, that we aim for the 
“emancipation of the productive class 
without distinction of race or sex”. Yes, 
we do, but I think we need to be more 
specific about what we will actually do 
in relation to those other contradictions 
and oppressions, and define a more 
positive and tangible vision for our 
future society than simply the absence 
of capitalism or the capitalist class.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Evidence
Good for Pete Willsman for putting 
up a fight at the Labour Party’s July 
17 national executive meeting against 
the Zionist bullshit of “severe and 
widespread anti-Semitism” in the 
party.

While comrades from Labour 
Against the Witchhunt were outside 
lobbying the meeting, Pete was 
speaking up inside, highlighting 
Zionist support for Trump and, very 
sensibly, demanding evidence. Pete is 
only the latest collateral damage in the 
rightwing campaign to oust Corbyn, 
which shamelessly abuses anti-racist 
sentiment and ignores the real racism 
of the Zionist movement and the 
apartheid state of Israel. 

As is their standard practice, the 
media has gone into overdrive with 
endless repetition and no investigation 

of the baseless charge that Labour 
is rife with anti-Semitism. The 
only ‘evidence’ on offer is not how 
many party members have been 
investigated and found guilty, but the 
large number of unproven allegations, 
which the anti-Corbyn witch-hunters 
find sufficient for their purpose of 
condemning Corbyn for “not dealing 
with anti-Semitism”.

The racist ideology poisoning the 
Labour Party is rightwing, not leftwing. 
It is called Zionism, not anti-Semitism.
Stan Keable
Hammersmith

Betrayal
For nearly 60 years, Cuba under 
communist rule has shown the world 
what great progress can be made under 
a centrally planned economy. Despite 
numerous attempts by the United 
States to overthrow the regime and 
decades of sanctions and embargo, 
the island nation has managed to 
become the envy of Latin American 
and indeed the world. Its healthcare, 
its universities, its workers’ rights and 
its standard of living far supersede 
those countries in the region, such 
as Haiti or the Dominican Republic, 
which have not had a revolution and 
liberated themselves from the talons 
of United States imperialism. Yet now, 
less than a year after the turnover from 
the revolutionary generation to the 
younger Miguel Díaz-Canel, it seems 
like Cuba is ready to throw away all 
the achievements of the last 60 years, 
and enter the orbit of US-aligned global 
capitalism.

Cuba has just ratified a new 
constitution. Some elements are 
laudable, such as the increased 
protection for the rights of sexual 
minorities and of women. However, far 
more pernicious are two clauses which 
promise to allow Cuba to revert to the 
economic system which it last had 60 
years ago; those are the clauses which 
will permit private property and say 
that the Cuban state is not working 
towards establishing communism, but 
rather towards establishing socialism.

To understand what a radical 
departure this is from the history of 
the revolutionary period of Cuba, you 
just need to see the situation as it stands 
today. Even now, after the numerous 
market-orientated reforms of Raul 
Castro, the majority of the economy 
is state-run. Price controls continue to 
exist, and central planning continues 
to provide for the basic needs of all 
Cubans. Even the many new private 
enterprises which have sprung up 
tend to be either cooperatives, which 
are explicitly permitted in the Cuban 
constitution of 1976, or small, family-
owned enterprises that cater for foreign 
tourists. The life of the ordinary Cuban 
is still as state-dominated as it has 
always been, and most would rather 
keep it that way. Communism might 
not yet have been achieved on the 
island, but it is still a cherished ideal - 
and now the government is throwing it 
all away.

If Cuba’s new constitution were 
being implemented 30 years ago, it 
would make sense. At the time, the 
Soviet Union under Gorbachev was 
instituting pro-market reforms, Deng 
was reinventing capitalism under the 
name of ‘communism with Chinese 
characteristics’ and communist 
parties from Vietnam to Angola were 
integrating themselves into the global 
market system. At the time, it seemed 
as if history truly was over, and it had 
been won by the capitalists.

But today we have a generation’s 
hindsight, and we know that the dreams 
of the liberal market reformers were 
made of imagination. They thought 
that market reforms would improve 
the lives of all, while also giving them 
more freedom; instead the poor of 
these communist countries have had 
their lot worsen, even as the parties 
and foreign capitalists have grown fat 
on the surplus value of their labour. Far 
from improving the lot of the workers, 

these communists-turned-capitalists 
have become amongst the most ruthless 
exploiters of their people on earth today.

Along amongst the countries which 
have had successful revolutions, 
Cuba kept its communist, Marxist-
Leninist system, even as the rest were 
collapsing. True, it faced difficulties 
when subsidies from the Soviet Union 
collapsed, but it quickly found new 
patronage in Venezuela. Perhaps 
spurred on by the fact that the main 
leaders of the country remembered that 
they had fought for communism and the 
liberation of their people, Cuba refused 
to sell itself out to global markets, and 
remained an isolated example of what a 
country could do if it turned its back on 
global capitalism.

Today’s new generation of Cuban 
leaders seem to either be ignorant of the 
fate of the other so-called communist 
countries that have become capitalist, 
or want to enrich themselves in the 
manner that their ‘comrades’ have 
done in China and Vietnam. Of course, 
Cuba has never been perfect: it is an 
oppressive dictatorship, founded on 
notions which we as Marxists must 
reject, such as socialism in one country. 
However, until this month it served as 
an example of what a country could 
achieve while bucking the global 
capitalist order, and as a symbol to 
oppressed people globally that a 
radically different path was possible. 
But, with this new constitution, it 
appears that Cuba has decided to 
throw away even the pretence of being 
revolutionary, and wholly acquiesce to 
US-led capitalist hegemony.
Daniel Villar
email

Far removed
Last week saw the digital, culture, 
media and sport (DCMS) committee 
of the House of Commons call for 
urgent action to combat a “growing 
crisis of data manipulation, 
disinformation and so-called fake 
news”. In fact, “democracy is at risk” 
they informed us.

Their report considers itself to be 
part of growing calls for “tougher 
government regulation”, notably in 
relation to the “relentless targeting of 
hyper-partisan views, which play to 
the fears and prejudices of people, in 
order to influence their voting plans 
and their behaviour.”

This is a demonstration for all 
those on the serious left about how 
far removed from reality our so-
called ‘real’ world is, nowadays. 
Things are largely controlled by 
such grotesquely self-preservationist 
machinations plus the near-lunatic 
fabrications of our capitalist elites.

So let’s compare this to the 
following series of concrete facts.
1. Right now, the bulk of the British 
electorate is being ‘sold a pup’ that 
isn’t yet house-trained - moreover, 
one that can’t stand the sight of 
visitors to its household (aka foreign 
workers!). The pup has been given 
the deceptively attractive name of 
‘Brexit’.
2. A sizeable portion of the US 
electorate is being all but herded into 
a belief that the Democratic Party 
represents the holiest of holy pathways 
to eternal salvation from president 
Trump’s both viciously dehumanised 
and ruthlessly dehumanising regime. 
That deception, manipulation and 
coordinated campaign of black 
propaganda - the likes of which Josef 
Goebbels would have been glowingly 
proud - is being carried out by a 
furiously ‘sidelined’ establishment.
3. The CIA has been trying to 
topple Daniel Ortega’s socialist 
government of Nicaragua, in alliance 
with the corporate media. This 
is a government that has brought 
substantial improvements over 
recent years to healthcare, education, 
literacy, personal security, etc for its 
trade-embargoed citizenry.
Bruno Kretzschmar
email
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Time for Corbyn to start fighting back
Israel is an apartheid state, writes Tony Greenstein, and saying so is not anti-Semitic

A ll three Zionist newspapers - 
the Jewish Chronicle, Jewish 
News and Jewish Telegraph 

- have printed the same anti-Labour, 
anti-Corbyn front page. They call this 
unprecedented and they are right.

Ironically, the big-lie technique 
was pioneered by Adolf Hitler. He 
argued in Mein Kampf that the benefit 
of telling a “colossal” lie was that no-
one would believe you “could have 
the impudence to distort the truth 
so infamously”. If their campaign 
succeeds in overthrowing Corbyn, 
which is its purpose, then many 
people will indeed blame ‘the Jews’. 
Never before have papers that call 
themselves Jewish done so much 
to stir up anti-Semitism. Stephen 
Pollard and his fellow reactionaries 
are playing with fire.

As for the Labour leaders, John 
McDonnell in particular is behaving 
in a cowardly and stupid fashion. 
Quoting an unnamed Labour MP, the 
Jewish Chronicle’s Lee Harpin wrote: 
“John McDonnell wants power at any 
cost. If this means making the Labour 
anti-Semitism row go away for the 
time being then so be it. Jeremy isn’t 
quite so malleable - and neither are 
those who work alongside him at the 
top.”

“At any cost” means accepting a 
definition of ‘anti-Semitism’ which 
renders support for the Palestinians 
and opposition to Zionism racist. 
It means abandoning any form of 
international solidarity. It means 
turning a blind eye to Israeli apartheid 
for the sake of a temporary peace.

McDonnell’s ‘strategy’ is not 
only unprincipled, but stupid. 
This latest attack on Corbyn is not 
about the International Holocaust 
Remembrance Alliance definition, 
still less anti-Semitism itself. It is the 
beginning of an attempt to remove 
the Corbyn leadership entirely. As 
the Tories face their Waterloo over 
Brexit, the establishment in this 
country is panicking at the prospect 
of a Corbyn government.

If McDonnell loses his nerve now, 
then we can be sure he will be putty 
in the hands of the City of London, 
were he were to become chancellor. 
Cowardice today will mean treachery 

tomorrow.
According to the joint editorials, 

Labour’s refusal to adopt the IHRA 
definition of anti-Semitism in full 
means that the use of the phrases, 
‘dirty Jew’ and ‘Zionist bitch’, is now 
acceptable in the Labour Party. This 
is a lie worthy of Goebbels himself. 
It is a measure of the desperation of 
the Express’s former editor, Stephen 
Pollard, that he resorts to such 
nonsense. ‘Zionist bitch’ may be 
sexist and offensive, even when used 
against Margaret Hodge, but it is less 
offensive than calling Jeremy Corbyn 
a “fucking anti-Semite and racist”, as 
she did.

For three years the Zionist lobby 
- including the Labour right, the 
Israeli embassy, Jewish Chronicle 
and Britain’s yellow press - have 
poured cold water on any suggestion 
that their concerns about Labour 
‘anti-Semitism’ were motivated by 
Israel and Zionism. They were only 
concerned with hatred of Jews, they 
told us. Yet even a cursory reading 
of their whinging makes it clear that 
Israel is at the centre of their concerns.

Leaving aside the hysterical 
nonsense about an “existential threat 
to Jewish life in this country that 
would be posed by a Corbyn-led 
government”, what concerns them 
is Labour’s “deleting and amending 
four key examples of anti-Semitism 
relating to Israel” in the IHRA 
definition (my emphasis). Only two 
weeks ago Pollard called the Labour 
Party “institutionally anti-Semitic”. 
Why? Because “instead of adopting 
the definition ... Labour has excised 
the parts which relate to Israel and 
how criticism of Israel can be anti-
Semitic”. Precisely which parts does 
he mean?
1. Calling Israel “a racist endeavour”. 
Only last week Israel passed the 
Jewish Nation-State Law, which 
even liberal Zionists acknowledge is 
apartheid-type legislation. It removed 
Arabic as an official language, 
facilitated Jewish-only settlements 
and deliberately omitted any 
reference to equality. Is calling this 
racist anti-Semitic?
2. Comparing Israel to Nazi Germany 
is also ‘anti-Semitic’, we are told. 

Why? When mobs demonstrate 
with banners proclaiming “Kill 
them all”, whilst chanting “Death to 
the Arabs”, is that not reminiscent 
of a certain European state in the 
1930s? Recently hundreds of Jews 
demonstrated in Afula protesting 
against the sale of a house to an Arab. 
Is that not similar to signs in German 
towns saying “Jews not welcome”?
3. Another of their concerns is 
“Denying the Jewish people their 
right to self-determination”. But the 
idea that Jews form a separate nation 
with the right to self-determination 
is an anti-Semitic idea. It rests on 
the belief that Jews do not belong in 
the states where they live. It follows 
therefore that Jews owe their loyalty 
to Israel, the self-proclaimed ‘Jewish 
state’ rather than to the country 
they live in. But the IHRA says that 
to make such a claim is also anti-

Semitic! In other words, the IHRA 
is so contradictory that by its own 
definition it is anti-Semitic itself!

However, the latest Zionist attack 
is not really about the IHRA definition 
or anti-Semitism. It is about removing 
the Corbyn leadership, which is why 
people like John McDonnell and 
Rebecca Long-Bailey, who believe 
that if they retreat on this, all will be 
well, are digging their own political 
graves.

For the past three years I and others 
have argued that the anti-Semitism 
witch-hunt is not about anti-Semitism. 
Jackie Walker, Marc Wadsworth, Ken 
Livingstone and myself have just 
been collateral damage. It is about 
Jeremy Corbyn. We were just useful 
scapegoats. It is to Corbyn’s - and 
even more so McDonnell’s - shame 
that they have betrayed comrades in 
order to appease racists.

One of the lessons of the 
fight against fascism was that 
appeasement simply encourages 
your enemy. Of course, the British 
ruling class were not really appeasing 
fascism. Chamberlain and the Tory 
Party supported Hitler’s destruction 
of the organisations of the German 
working class. They wanted Hitler to 
invade the Soviet Union. It was only 
when Hitler attacked British interests 
in Europe that they had second 
thoughts.

However much Corbyn and 
McDonnell appease them, the 
Zionists will come back for more.

Israel
This was the week that Hungary’s 
anti-Semitic prime minister, Viktor 
Orbán, visited Israel and paid homage 
at Israel’s holocaust propaganda 
museum, Yad Vashem. A group of 
Israelis, mainly holocaust survivors, 
held a protest against the visit of a 
man who has sought to rehabilitate 
Hungary’s pro-Nazi wartime leader, 
Miklós Horthy. Horthy presided over 
the deportation of nearly half a million 
Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz, yet 
Orbán called him an “exceptional 
statesman”.

Yael Weiss-Reind, whose family 
was murdered in Hungary during the 
holocaust, said that Yad Vashem was 
granting legitimacy to such regimes 
when it “accepts leaders who carry out 
policies and ideologies that are very 

similar to what we saw decades ago”.
However, Zionism has never had 

any compunction in working with 
actual anti-Semites. Zionism is and 
always has been a Jewish form of anti-
Semitism. As the founder of Zionism, 
Theodor Herzl, wrote in his diaries, 
in reaction to the Dreyfus affair: “In 
Paris ... I achieved a freer attitude 
toward anti-Semitism, which I now 
began to understand historically and 
to pardon. Above all, I recognised 
the emptiness and futility of trying to 
‘combat’ anti-Semitism.”

Zionism has created in Israel an 
ethno-nationalist state that is a mirror-
image of similar states which existed 
in 1930s Europe. Zionism shares with 
anti-Semitism contempt for diaspora 
Jewry. It believes the place of Jews is 
in Israel, not Europe. It is fundamental 
to Zionist ideology that Jews do not 
belong in the lands of their birth, but 
in their own racial state. Zionism 
believes that Jews form a nation apart 
from those they live amongst, which 
is also what anti-Semites believe. It is 
also why the Zionist attack on Corbyn 
and the Labour Party is hypocritical.

And there is no greater hypocrite 
than Stephen Pollard, the editor of 
the Jewish Chronicle. It was Pollard 
who defended the anti-Semitic Polish 
MEP, Michał Kamiński, who was an 
MP for Jedwabne, a village in which, 
in 1941, fellow Poles herded up to 
1,600 Jews into a barn, which they 
then set alight. Kamiński supported 
the Committee to Maintain the Good 
Name of Jedwabne, yet Pollard 
went out of his way to defend him. 
Why? Because Kamiński was 
also a strong supporter of Israel! 
Pollard exclaimed: “Far from being 
an anti-Semite, Mr Kamiński is about 
as pro-Israeli an MEP as exists.

However much nonsense fills 
the pages of the newspapers, most 
people do not accept the nonsense 
that Labour is overrun with anti-
Semitism. That is why the failure of 
Jon Lansman to mobilise Momentum 
against these attacks is politically 
criminal.

We need to ask why it is that Corbyn 
and McDonnell have still failed to 
hold a meeting with Jewish Voice for 
Labour and Free Speech on Israel. 
Instead of talking to their enemies, 
Corbyn and McDonnell should start 
talking to their Jewish friends l

Defend Pete Willsman
Even after everything that has 

gone before, the attacks on 
Pete Willsman for his comments at 
last month’s meeting of Labour’s 
national executive committee are 
truly incredible.

Comrade Willsman can be heard 
in a secretly recorded intervention 
questioning the allegations of 
‘anti-Semitism’ among Labour 
members. He said: “I think we 
should ask the … rabbis [who 
had been amongst those making 
such absurd accusations - PM]: 
where is your evidence of severe 
and widespread anti-Semitism 
in this party?” Some people, he 
said - including those whom he 
described as “Trump fanatics” - 
were “making up duff information 
without any evidence at all”.

And that is it. Yet, absurdly, 
comrade Willsman himself has 
been attacked throughout the 
media for anti-Semitism! The press 
has rushed to give space to the 
ludicrous responses of anti-Corbyn 
Zionists. For example, Marie van 
der Zyl, president of the Board of 
Deputies of British Jews, described 

the above words as a “disgusting 
rant against the Jewish community 
and rabbis”, for which he should 
be “summarily expelled”! As 
for Luciana Berger MP, the 
parliamentary chair of the Jewish 
Labour Movement, she absurdly 
declared: “Anyone listening to this 
recording will be appalled to hear 
the venom and fury directed by 
Mr Willsman at the British Jewish 
community”!

Er, he was not attacking the 
“Jewish community” at all. He was 
angrily criticising all those - Jewish 
or not - who were responsible for 
so many false allegations. Quite 
right too. And just about everyone 
in the room knew that what he 
said was true, but no other NEC 
member dared say so, it seemed.

And now Momentum has 
responded by dropping comrade 
Willsman from its list of 
recommended candidates for 
election (in his case re-election) to 
the NEC. The statement from the 
“elected officers of the national 
coordinating group” noted: “While 
it is welcome that he has made 

a full apology and will attend 
equalities training, his comments 
were deeply insensitive and 
inappropriate for a Momentum-
backed NEC candidate.”

It is difficult to know whether 
to laugh or cry at such nonsense. 
But it is very much a pity that 
comrade Willsman felt any 
need to apologise - let alone 
accept the need for “equalities 
training”! While it was hardly 
a “full apology”, his expression 
of regret for failing to discuss 
“contentious issues” in a “fully 
civil and respectful way”, itself 
gave too much ground to his 
accusers. He was right to be angry 
at the campaign of slander directed 
against good comrades and he 
should not have retreated on this.

Hopefully those Labour 
members who have not yet voted 
will show Jon Lansman and 
co what they think of this by 
voting for all nine candidates, 
including comrade Willsman, 
on Momentum’s original 
recommended list l

Peter Manson

Jeremy: stop appeasing
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Telling lies about lies
Despite its claims, the Commons select committee is undermining democracy, writes Paul Demarty

To much fanfare, the Commons 
select committee for media, 
culture and sport has published 

its interim report on “Disinformation 
and ‘fake news’”, and it is not without 
interest.1

The committee’s investigations 
are a matter of sprawling and often 
puzzling scope. This seems not least 
to be an issue of events refusing to 
politely stop happening during the 
time when, what The Guardian called 
this “plucky little committee”, was 
still hearing from witnesses.

So we have a document that covers 
social media monopolies, campaign 
finance trickery, electoral interfer-
ence, data protection, even the sale 
of citizenship in tax havens. Despite 
this cosmopolitan sweep, the picture 
is in some places astonishingly par-
tial, and what we get in the end is yet 
another document of the western es-
tablishment in a state of total panic. In 
spite of all this, the committee’s rec-
ommendations are sometimes mildly 
positive, sometimes dangerous, but 
generally pretty unambitious. This, in 
the end, is down to the ever-longer list 
of things that the establishment MPs 
who populate these select committees 
are forbidden to even think.

The first part of the report is 
dedicated to the major tech companies 
and their influence on modern society. 
The account is scathing. It focuses 
particularly on the extent to which the 
major platforms are unaccountable 
to any kind of scrutiny. The report 
rubbishes the claim that Facebook and 
friends are just platforms:

The definition of ‘platform’ 
gives the impression that these 
companies do not create or control 
the content themselves, but are 
merely the channel through which 
content is made available. Yet 
Facebook is continually altering 
what we see, as is shown by its 
decision to prioritise content 
from friends and family, which 
then feeds into users’ newsfeed 
algorithm (§51).

Despite having power over “political 
opinions, mental health, advertising 
[and] data privacy”, social media 
companies face “little or no regula-
tion” (§51). This seems to have fed 
into a very high-handed approach 
by the companies - “What we found, 
time and again, during the course of 
our inquiry, was the failure on oc-
casions of Facebook and other tech 
companies to provide us with the 
information that we sought” (§51). 
Users are deceived about how much 
of their data they are giving up and 
how much control they really have 
(§72-4). The case of the ethnic cleans-
ing of Rohingyas in Burma, and the 
use of Facebook to spread murderous 
propaganda, is also considered at un-
flattering length.

We then swerve into the murky 
world of targeted advertising, and via 
that to politics and the new methods 
of electioneering now available, 
taking in the Cambridge Analytica 
scandal. This leads our committee 
members on a pretty wild chase for 
Russian gold, and a whistle-stop 
tour of Ukip funder Arron Banks’s 
sometimes very dubious dealings. 
The Russian business has grabbed 
much of the media attention, but 
frankly there is little new here, except 
some extremely tenuous attempts to 
tie Aleksandr Kogan - who initially 
scraped together the data that ended 
up with Cambridge Analytica - closer 
to the Kremlin than would probably 

stand up in court.
Though controversy has needled 

at the social media giants for their 
whole lives, the report is the latest 
evidence that the period since 
2016 has become one long annus 
horribilis. The long honeymoon, 
where politicians competed to seem 
the friendliest to these shiny new 
soi-disant pioneers, is categorically 
over. Most ominously of all is the 
fact that regulation is now being 
taken seriously with regard to these 
companies, at least in Europe. The 
agenda of the general data protection 
regulation (GDPR) is being driven 
substantially by incumbent media 
companies with well established 
lobbies; thus the social media 
platforms find themselves politically 
toxic at exactly the moment they most 
need to be making friends.

The committee’s report has little 
new to say on the general social ills 
associated with new digital media, but 
there are worse introductions to the 
area. Several witnesses, apparently, told 
our intrepid investigators the old saying 
- if you’re not the customer, you’re the 
product. In the context of Facebook 
and friends, it means that these services 
are free in monetary terms, but paid 
for in kind - with data. Facebook (and 
YouTube, and ... ) is very interested in 
you, your habits, your likes and dislikes 
across the cultural spectrum, your 
prejudices, your neighbourhood, your 
children’s health - literally anything. 
And the major social media platforms 
are in a very good position to learn 
these things, given that people insist on 
blathering out their entire lives on them.

The peculiarly indiscreet behaviour 
of people on social media, of course, 
is no accident, but rather the result 
of mass psychological engineering - 
the one-more-scroll, one-more-tweet 
effect is designed to get more data. 
The data is the product, which is sold 
to advertisers, for targeting purposes. 
This in turn allows the targeting of 
political material, which tends to 
polarise people’s views of the world 
- it is no longer the case that we all 
look at the same Tory billboard, but 
instead we have one tailored to our 
own innermost fears and prejudices 
plastered on our retinas alone.

In relation to all this, the 
committee makes a fairly salient 
recommendation:

Just as the finances of companies 
are audited and scrutinised, the 
same type of auditing and scruti-
nising should be carried out on the 
non-financial aspects of technolo-
gy companies, including their se-

curity mechanisms and algorithms, 
to ensure they are operating re-
sponsibly. The government should 
provide the appropriate body with 
the power to audit these compa-
nies, including algorithmic audit-
ing (§51).

To this we would only add that we do 
not trust the capitalist state to make a 
very good go of it - especially if we are 
referred to its ‘achievements’ in the 
field of financial regulation by way 
of precedent! - and that, rather, the 
communist movement’s old demand 
to ‘open the books’ of capitalist firms 
ought to be extended to these peculiar 
intangible assets we call data (after 
appropriate anonymisation and so on). 
If this prohibitively increases the cost 
of running an operation like Facebook 
or Twitter, then so much the better.

The essential difficulty here is what 
is left out, and is in fact highlighted 
nicely by another of the committee’s 
recommendations:

Our schools play a crucial role in 
helping students to differentiate 
between fact and fiction, and there 
are various initiatives to tackle the 
growing issue of the use of social 
media by children and young adults 
... The Times and The Sunday Times 
have recently launched a media 
literacy scheme in schools, to help 
pupils how to spot ‘fake news’. The 
scheme will be available for pupils 
in secondary schools, colleges and 
sixth form. The programme is in 
partnership with News UK’s News 
Academy (§244).

We are all in favour of ‘media 
literacy’, but we draw readers’ 
attention to exactly who is supposed 
to be teaching our children about 
it - one K Rupert Murdoch. It is 
difficult not to laugh at the idea that 
youngsters are to be taught how to 
spot fake news by the publishers of 
The Sun. Here is the Weekly Worker’s 
two-step guide, for what it is worth, 
to spotting fake news in the wild: step 
one, read The Sun; step two, go back 
to step one.

I said at the outset that the scope 
of the inquiry is oddly drawn, and 
this is exactly what we have in mind. 
Even after the Brexit vote, the Daily 
Mail was treading out the old line 
about straight bananas. Yet it is not 
mentioned at all, and the Murdoch 
press only in the piece of puffery 
we have just quoted - I guess we are 
supposed to believe that the problem 
was possibly-Russian Facebook 
adverts, rather than the systematic 

poisoning of the public mind over 
decades by the traditional rightwing 
media.

Conspiracy theory
Of course, an inquiry cannot be 
about everything, and there is enough 
specific to the spread of ‘fake news’ 
on social media to recommend it 
as a discrete area of study. But that 
has not stopped our intrepid heroes 
from acting out their Tinker Tailor 
fantasies and stepping into the world 
of counter-espionage.

Here, the same problem arises, and 
again it is highlighted by incidental 
remarks in the text. The first section 
in the chapter on Russian interference 
in elections is worth quoting in full:

The speed of technological de-
velopment has coincided with a 
crisis of confidence in institutions 
and the media in the west. There 
is a global phenomenon of foreign 
countries wanting to influence 
public opinion through disinforma-
tion. A report from the University 
of Oxford published in July 2018 
identified evidence of formally or-
ganised social media manipulation 
campaigns in 48 countries, up from 
28 countries last year.

The evidence led us to the role of 
Russia specifically, in supporting 
organisations that create and 
disseminate disinformation, false 
and hyper-partisan content, with 
the purpose of undermining public 
confidence and of destabilising 
democratic states. This activity we 
are describing as ‘disinformation’ 
and it is an active threat (§160).

Notice, first of all, that Russian 
interference is “an active threat” 
(to what is not stated here, but is 
impliedly, from the summary, “our 
democracy and our values”). Yet, 
according to the Oxford University 
report cited, plenty of countries are 
playing silly buggers on this point. 
Russia is pointed out as a very active 
cyber-subverter, alongside four 
others - the United States, Israel, the 
United Arab Emirates and China. The 
Oxford researchers have a scattering 
of numbers - hardly surprising, given 
the sensitive nature of their material; 
but they put Russia at a maximum 
of 1,000 operatives and an annual 
budget of $10 million. The Israeli 
‘cyber troop’ numbers only 400, but 
with a budget of $100 million; the 
American is unknown in staff size, 
but has various budgets that add up 
to $300-400 million. The Chinese 
budget is unknown, but its corps is 

estimated here as numbering up to 
two million people.2

As far as the select committee goes, 
though, there is only Russia. They do 
not appear to have even requested a 
witness from Al Jazeera, which so 
expertly exposed Israeli embassy 
interference in Labour Party politics; 
the doubtless vast involvement of 
the American state department in the 
affairs of its ‘51st state’ is brushed 
over. The result is that the whole 
thing resembles the worst kind of 
conspiracy theory, whereby every 
unfortunate event in world politics in 
the last few years is laid at the door 
of Putin and his pet hackers, who 
are no doubt wearing hoodies in the 
traditional fashion.

In that light, let us return to the very 
first sentence quoted there: “The speed 
of technological development has 
coincided with a crisis of confidence 
in institutions and the media in the 
west.” Indeed it has! It has also 
coincided with the worst capitalist 
crisis since the 1930s, the bail-outs, 
crushing austerity at the periphery, 
the rise of a monopolistic political 
caste in the core capitalist countries. 
Quite a coincidence, all round - that 
is mentioned here, and then forgotten 
completely. It is irrelevant: everything 
would have been fine if it wasn’t for 
those meddling Russian botnets ...

The point is not that Russia doesn’t 
interfere in foreign politics - wouldn’t 
you? - but that this stuff is a matter of 
routine. It has achieved ‘non-routine’ 
reputation only because it is working 
too well, a phenomenon that is in by 
far the largest part a matter of the 
“crisis of confidence” mentioned and 
discarded by the committee.

From this point of view, it is 
inevitable that we dissent from the 
bourgeois-establishment veneration 
of these MPs. What they are up to is a 
grubby affair; it is merely the defence 
of their liars among the lifers in the 
British foreign office against Putin’s, 
and their means of systematic deceit 
- the likes of Mr Murdoch and Herr 
Springer - against those others, such 
as Mr Zuckerberg, who have yet to 
take sides with sufficient enthusiasm. 
The fixes they offer are universally 
technical - some unobjectionable, like 
subjecting Facebook to data security 
audits, and others not so, like the 
extension of already overweening 
powers on the part of the electoral 
commission to decide who may 
advertise during election time. 
(Communists do not fear electoral 
budgets and, just as water always finds 
a way, so do the political funds of the 
enemy class; we object instead to any 
attempt to expropriate our own funds, 
raised honestly from supporters’ 
sacrifice; long live Citizens United!)

The answer lies, instead, in 
confronting the reality implied 
in the “crisis of confidence”: that 
establishment worthies undermine, 
rather than build up, the ‘democracy’ 
and the ‘values’ they claim to uphold. 
Into that credibility gap, all manner 
of creatures may insert themselves, 
some of them even Russian; but the 
blame lies squarely, in this case, with 
the accusers l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm201719/cmselect/cmcumeds/363/36303.htm.
2. http://comprop.oii.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/up-
loads/sites/93/2018/07/ct2018.pdf. Of course, all 
these numbers are highly speculative; they are, so 
far as we can tell, supposed to refer to total cyber-
warfare capability, not specifically disinformation, 
so may misrepresent the particular matter at hand.

Before the committee: reps of Google, Twitter and Facebook
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STRATEGY

Dead end of intersectionality
Only the working class can unify the oppressed, argues Mike Macnair. This is an edited version of his 
talk at the July 29 London Communist Forum

I have recently written four articles 
on intersectionality in the Weekly 
Worker and I am not going to base 

this talk on them.1 But it may be 
worthwhile summing up their content.

The first looked at the discussion of 
intersectionality in Science and Society 
- a theoretical journal associated with 
the Communist Party of the USA, 
where a number of ‘Marxist-feminist’ 
authors commented on the question; 
I took the opportunity also to look 
at a Kimberlé Crenshaw article, 
which first coined the expression, 
‘intersectionality’.

The second article was addressed 
to the critique of identity and 
intersectionality politics which 
appeared in the web journal, Nonsite, 
and the attempt of one of the authors 
to build an alternative on economist 
foundations - writing out of the 
equation everything that is not related 
to questions of economic inequality.

The third reviewed the 2017 
republication of the famous Combahee 
River Collective statement from 
the 1970s - one of the foundation 
documents of intersectionality before 
the term had been invented - together 
with interviews with the participants 
in that movement; and a 2018 book by 
Asad Haider called Mistaken identity: 
race and class in the age of Trump. 
Both try to appeal to the ideas of the 
1970s left, which developed into 
intersectionality, against its modern 
pro-capitalist expressions.

In the fourth article I tried to 
think more positively about the 
issue: why it might be the case that 
the capitalist class, particularly the 
US ruling class, has developed some 
enthusiasm for anti-discrimination 
and intersectionality. This was already 
part of the platform of the Libertarian 
Party in the USA, when it was founded 
in the early 1970s - very soon after 
black nationalism, radical feminism, 
and so on, appeared as a phenomena 
on the left. Both the Libertarian Party 
and people who were sympathetic 
to it within the Republicans could 
immediately see it as something that 
could be used as a wedge to break up 
left projects and trade union solidarity 

at the point of production. The use of 
anti-discrimination law for breaking 
up trade union struggles, and what 
was called the ‘New Deal Democrat 
coalition’ in the 1970s-80s, has 
actually been the subject of at least one 
book, although I have not reviewed it.

I am not going to rehash all that now, 
but instead want to talk a little more 
generally, perhaps more abstractly. 
I want to concentrate on five points: 
firstly, the nature of intersectionalist 
policy in contemporary politics; 
secondly, its political consequences; 
thirdly, the background to it; fourthly, 
a couple of points about its logic; 
and, finally, some points about 
possible alternatives. I will not go 
back to Kimberlé Crenshaw’s original 
arguments and what the technical 
meaning of intersectionality is.

Policy
Intersectionality arguments claim that 
there is a series of competing sectional 
claims - race, gender, sexuality, trans-
gender issues, disability, class - which 
‘intersect’, in the sense that people ex-
perience multiple oppressions. The na-
ture of the politics that arises, however, 
is grounded on the authority of personal 
experience.

I was involved in Gay Liberation 
Front offshoots in the early 1970s, 
and the authenticity of my personal 
experience as a self-identified gay 
man at that time might perhaps - for 
intersectionalists - give me some 
authority to speak about that issue: 
it is claimed that those who do not 
have that personal experience have 
no authority to speak about it. British 
Eurocommunists and US Maoists 
already had that idea in the 70s; those 
Trotskyists who were involved did 
not, but by the early 1980s they too 
were beginning to accept it.

There is a close association here 
with ‘safe spaces’ and speech controls, 
designed to secure space for people who 
are oppressed in various different ways.

A central idea was that it was no 
good waiting for socialism. On the 
face of it, that means that we should 
fight now on issues of race, gender, etc, 
as well as class issues; but actually the 

interpretation was and is that, because 
we cannot achieve socialism in the 
immediate future, yet we can achieve 
an end to various forms of oppression 
apart from class, we should just 
concentrate on those immediate aims.

Intersectionality meant that we 
are not for separatism, but there must 
be respect accorded to each of the 
‘sections’. This implies coalitions 
of caucuses based on particular 
experiences, which have vetoes - 
although they may not always be 
formally described in that way. I was 
involved in 1987-88 in an attempt to 
construct a coalition for a positive 
campaign for legislation for lesbian 
and gay rights. We had a conference 
in which there were caucuses, each 
of which had a veto - the result of 
which was that no proposals at all 
were agreed. The youth caucus vetoed 
anything that did not include the 
abolition of the age of consent, while 
the lesbian mothers’ caucus vetoed 
anything that did.

Claims about the primacy of 
personal experience formed the basis 
of this conception of coalitions in that 
framework.

Consequences
I am going to concentrate on the 
negative consequences, although, of 
course, there are positive consequences, 
in the sense that we have through these 
various campaigns got rid of a whole 
raft of discriminatory legislation of 
one sort or another.2 When I first went 
to university in 1972, Oxford had five 
women’s colleges and 26 for men. It 
had as recently as 1957 abolished a rule 
setting a maximum of 25% women 
students, but the system of separate 
colleges meant the rule was preserved 
de facto. This institutionalised form of 
discrimination was overturned in the 
1970s-80s.

But there are negative consequences 
of intersectionality as a policy, which I 
do think mean that it has come to be a 
dead end.

Firstly, there are ‘safe spaces’ and 
no-platforming controversies. It is 
reasonably clear that such policies are 
a useless waste of time and energy, 

which actually reduce the possibility 
of improved understanding.

Secondly, we have the ‘Terf wars’, 
whereby ‘trans-exclusionary radical 
feminists’ are set against (usually 
male-to-female) transsexuals.3 This is 
pretty clearly a negative phenomenon, 
as there are problems with the 
arguments on both sides. The form it 
takes at the moment - which depends 
on the claim of the authenticity of 
personal experience - leads nowhere 
apart from ‘no platform’ and back to 
square one.

Thirdly, there is the anti-Semitism 
witch-hunt, which is going on at the 
present time. This is based on smearing 
Jeremy Corbyn and the leadership 
of the Labour Party as racist, on the 
basis that they are discriminating 
against Jews by refusing to accept 
that the Jews as a group have the 
‘right to national self-determination’ 
within the territory of Palestine. The 
implication is that anti-Zionism is 
inherently anti-Semitic. This is not 
traditional rightwing politics: it is 
intersectionality weaponised against 
the left!

Fourthly - and clearly connected 
with this - is the fact that the Clintonites 
in the US presidential election 
campaign accused the left wing of the 
Democratic Party, and those outside it 
who mobilised around Bernie Sanders, 
of being racist, because they refused to 
place Black Lives Matter, etc ahead of 
economic issues; and they were sexist 
because they refused to prioritise the 
election of a woman president. It 
was claimed that it was essential for 
the Democrats to create a coalition 
of black people, women, Hispanics, 
lesbians and gay men, etc - plus tech 
companies and Wall Street.

Fifthly, there is white identity 
politics. If you Google this - or 
‘Christian identity politics’ - you 
will find a great many references to 
it. A lot of this feeds into Trumpism, 
while Jacob Rees-Mogg is selling 
English identity politics - as did 
David Cameron on the morrow 
of the Scottish independence 
referendum, championing the rights 
of the English to decide on their own 

affairs without the ‘interference’ of 
the Scots.

Background
This is a dirty story, because it is about 
Stalinism. The Communist Party of 
the USA in the 1930s developed the 
idea of race, gender and class as the 
trilogy of oppressions with equal 
standing. The problem was, how could 
there be a people’s front without a 
mass peasantry? In the US you cannot 
talk about an ‘uncompleted bourgeois 
revolution’ either.4

So how do you arrive at the idea 
that there are allies out there which 
the working class needs, and for 
whose benefit the working class 
has to subordinate its demands in 
order to create a ‘broad democratic 
alliance’ - a class coalition - against 
the bourgeoisie? The race-gender-
class theory could account for that. 
There was a large concentration of 
black people in the southern states and 
both the CPUSA and some Trotskyists 
had the line that there was a question 
of national self-determination for 
blacks. They constructed this idea of 
race, gender and class as three separate 
oppressions, and this would provide 
the basis for the claim that the liberal 
women’s movement and nationalist 
black movement were allies of the 
working class.

Going along with this is the ban on 
factions, of which there are two aspects. 
First, people who want to raise issues 
of race or gender within the party 
have to do that in some sort of official 
caucus - otherwise it would be a case of 
‘factionalism’. So the ban on factions 
leads to the conclusion that there must 
be such caucuses. The Trotskyists 
and the Socialist Workers Party in 
Britain did the same thing, as did the 
International Marxist Group in 1977-
78, when it concluded that unofficial 
women’s caucuses would be a bad idea 
and there had to be official ones.

The other side of that, however, 
was the ‘official communist’ claim 
that factions had to be banned, 
because they represent ‘opposing 
class interests’ within the party - 
there is inherently a process of class 

Sectionalism is a recipe for endless division
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struggle within the party. This idea 
of explaining ideological differences 
by class interests within the party is 
more developed amongst American 
Maoists. The same idea was also 
present in, say, the (Trotskyist) 
Workers Revolutionary Party in 
Britain in the 1970s - any opposition 
must of necessity be ‘petty bourgeois’.

The next step relates to the theory 
of the labour aristocracy and privilege 
theory.5 My understanding is that the 
labour aristocracy theory - that sections 
of the workers’ movement, particularly 
skilled workers, are on the right wing 
of the workers’ movement because they 
are privileged - goes back to Lenin and 
Zinoviev. Bukharin had a different line, 
in that he said that under imperialism 
the strength of a given state in the 
international pecking order affects 
the position of the working class as a 
whole: ie, just as much the unemployed 
as the most skilled and advantaged 
sections. Therefore the consequence of 
imperialism is that the working class 
tends to get pulled behind the nation-
state and its bourgeoisie.6

If we look at this in practice, the 
skilled workers have at times provided 
the basis of the right wing within the 
trade union movement. That applied 
to the British union movement in the 
1880s and the US trade unions in the 
1920s. However, when we look at 
British trade unionism in the 20s, the 
skilled men (it was a very gendered 
labour market) provided the hard core 
of the left wing - the boilermakers, the 
engineers ... The big general unions - 
in particular the Transport and General 
Workers Union - were the hard core 
of the right wing. And that turns out 
to have been the case in the United 
States as well. Once the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations had come 
into existence, there was a transition 
for a period of time in which there was 
a radical left within the skilled unions 
- for example, the Teamsters.

There is an interesting article 
by Barry Eidlin, in which he looks 
at why the Teamsters moved from 
the left to the right. The answer, 
fairly straightforwardly, is state 
intervention.7 And that is also the 
answer in relation to the German trade 
union movement and the TGWU.

The capitalist class consciously 
manages those below. It engages in 
divide-and-rule tactics - which is why 
managers want to retain the right to 
hire and fire, limit the intervention of 
employment tribunals, etc. It is why 
they want to keep wage agreements 
private and do not like collective 
bargaining. Managers resist having 
to disclose sex discrimination in pay 
precisely because they need to manage 
those below in every way they can.

Part of managing those below 
is controlling trade union leaders 
either directly by paying them off 
or by putting in policemen; or by 
cultural incorporation, which is what 
happened to TGWU’s Ernest Bevin 
- ‘You are invited to visit the queen’; 
‘Isn’t it good to be on nodding terms 
with ministers?’ So there is beer and 
sandwiches in Downing Street, etc, etc. 
In return the trade union bureaucracy 
is expected to ‘manage the members’.

In the 1960s in the US, the AFL-
CIO under the leadership of George 
Meany was gung-ho for the Vietnam 
war, but the polls, which were not 
published until afterwards, showed 
that the AFL-CIO membership was 
more hostile to the war. Meany and 
co were able to hang onto control. 
Between the 1940s and the 1960s, the 
left was purged with the assistance of 
the police, who arrested, prosecuted 
and jailed communists in order to 
enable the leadership to keep control.

In British Leyland Cowley, where 
I worked for a while, there was media 
and state intervention against the 
Socialist Labour League leadership at 
the plant in order to get back control 
for the TGWU bureaucracy.

This ‘active management’ leads to 
control by the rightwing leadership, 

which may appear under the guise of 
‘privileges’ for skilled workers. But 
the reality is that the capitalists go after 
the leaderships of the most organised 
sections of the class. The unorganised 
need less managing; they can usually 
be trusted to follow pro-capitalist 
demagogues.

Perhaps this has been a slight 
diversion, but it is important to 
stress the significance of the labour 
aristocracy. However, this is all 
an application of the policy of the 
people’s front - the idea that the 
proletariat has to enter into alliances 
with and subordinate itself to other 
classes. It was an application of the 
people’s front in the context of an 
advanced capitalist country, where 
it was impossible to talk about an 
‘uncompleted bourgeois revolution’, 
the need to ally with ‘the peasantry’ 
- or still less with the bourgeoisie 
against the aristocracy.

Then there is ‘speaking bitterness’. 
This was a technique the Chinese 
communists used to mobilise peasants 
in particular for land seizures in the 
last years of the ‘liberated zones’ 
period before the fall of Chiang Kai-
shek in 1949 and in the first years of 
the revolutionary regime. The idea 
was to bring the peasantry together 
- separate from the landlords, and 
separate from the priests and the 
middle class - to talk about all their 
grievances in order to raise their 
consciousness, so that they would 
go and storm the manor house, seize 
and redistribute the land. In the mid-
60s, in the United States in particular, 
Maoism became an attractive idea for 
large sections of the American left.

The Trotskyists had a delusion in 
the USA. JP Cannon said in 1947 that 
the US SWP, which at that time had 
about 1,500 members, could replace 
the CPUSA (which had around 85,000 
members) and become the mass party 
of the working class. The vast bulk 
of the US far left came out of the 
Communist Party directly or indirectly, 
and among the biggest attractions was 
Maoism and versions of it. Some 
were orthodox versions, while others 
were very unorthodox, soft versions. 
And the unorthodox, soft versions 
in particular picked up on ‘speaking 
bitterness’ and consciousness-raising.

It was for that reason that this tactic 
was adopted by the radical black and 
women’s liberation movements, as 
well as by the gay movement, in the 
late 1960s. Let me stress that this 
was not a new technique invented by 
those movements: it was a technique 
of Chinese Maoism, which they had 
adapted for their purposes. It made 
much less sense than in the Chinese 
context, where it was used, as I have 
said, to mobilise the peasants for 
immediate action. The peasantry was 
a class which was perfectly capable 
of taking collective action, but on the 
whole tended not to have the time and 
coordination to contemplate doing so, 
unlike the working class.

Once again from my own 
experience in the workplace, people 
were always grumbling and wondering 
whether some sort of collective action 
was appropriate. Of course, this was in 
the 1970s, when the union movement 
was a lot stronger. But the working 
class is forced into collective action 
and almost automatically considers it, 
whereas the peasantry does not.

While consciousness-raising for 
workers may often be a waste of 
time, for women, blacks and gays and 
lesbians it is a different story. They are 
hardly in a position to overthrow the 
exploiter, and their oppression is more 
diffuse. There is more atomisation. 
Consciousness-raising may produce 
radicalisation - but not the ability 
to move from here to immediately 
decisive action. The result is as often 
as not forms of demoralisation.

So this was the background - the 
CPUSA and the race-gender-class 
trilogy. The people’s front idea, the 
ban on factions and the idea of class 

struggle in the party, the theory of the 
labour aristocracy and white privilege, 
and then ‘speaking bitterness’ and 
consciousness-raising - arising out 
of this was the idea that authority to 
‘speak as a woman’ or whatever always 
grows out of personal experience.

What I have not talked about in 
relation to Stalinism is, of course, 
socialism in one country and the 
‘national road’. But in reality that 
was taken for granted, whereas this 
stuff was not considered part of the 
fundamentals.

Logic
Both the points I am about to make 
are taken from an American literary 
scholar, Walter Benn Michaels. 
The first is about agreement and 
disagreement. I said that the ban on 
factions leads inexorably to the idea of 
class struggle within the party and to 
official caucuses. Michaels makes this 
point in an article he wrote in 2000, 
called ‘Political science fictions’:

Ideological conflicts are universal 
[in other words, the ideological 
conflict between capitalism and 
communism], precisely because 
unlike conflicts of interest they 
involve disagreement. It is the 
mere possibility of disagreement 
that is universalising. We don’t 
disagree about what we want - 
we just want different things. 
We disagree about what’s true, 
regardless of what we want.8

This is really a rather fundamental 
philosophical point: in order to be able 
to accept that there are disagreements, 
which are not merely conflicts of 
interest, you have to accept that there 
are universals. When people reject 
universalising arguments from an 
intersectionality point of view (‘There 
are no universal values, only my 
point of view’), in doing so they are 
rejecting the possibility of legitimate 
disagreement. So the fact that what 
follows is no-platforming is just the 
natural consequence of explaining all 
disagreements by conflicts of interest.

The second point relating to logic is 
from Michaels’ book, How we came to 
love diversity. The point is, when we 
say we cannot wait for socialism and 
so we must go for the women’s, black 
or transgender issues, this involves 
a concept of inequality in which it 
is morally acceptable if 90% of the 
wealth is held by 5% of the people, as 
long as that 5% are made up of 50% 
women, 13% black, etc.

Why is social and economic ine-
quality morally acceptable? Because 
if we eliminate formal discrimination 
we are creating equal opportunity! 
But if you still are poor when there is 
‘equality of opportunity’, whose fault 
is that? The corollary of this concep-
tion is that it is bound to be the case 
that, given the fact that the majority 
of poor people in the United States 
are white, that we see a rise in white 
identity politics (and Christian identity 
politics) - just as in India we have seen 
a rise in Hindu identity politics, which 
has currently taken over the state. In 
Europe too there is Christian identity 
politics, most strongly in Poland and 
Hungary.

This is Michaels’ point, and I think 
it is absolutely correct and devastating. 
The natural and probable logic of 
putting the question of socialism, 
of class, on the back burner is that 
the politics of white, Christian and 
patriarchalist (‘restore the family’) 
identity will take its place. The natural 
consequence of this intersectionalist 
dynamic is to create Trumpism, etc.

As I said in my second article, 
to endorse these criticisms of the 
foundations of intersectionalism 
is not to endorse the ‘economist’ 
alternative, which denies capitalist 
racism altogether. The capitalist class 
can rule either by divide-and-rule 
through racism, patriarchalism, and 
so on, or through divide-and-rule anti-

discrimination. The first is the idea of 
the Party of Order, the second of the 
Party of Liberty. Our rulers move to 
and fro between the two sides; and if 
we do not pursue our own aims we 
will merely tag along behind either 
‘democratic capital’ or ‘national 
capital’.

Alternatives
First of all, we must recognise that 
what exists is a regime of class rule - 
a regime in which the capitalist class 
for its own benefit exploits not only 
the working class, but also the lower 
middle class through rent and interest, 
etc. In order for it to be a successful 
exploiting class, other people must be 
held in subordination.

Our aim is universal emancipation, 
not ‘equality of opportunity’ or an 
anti-discriminatory capitalism. That 
means emancipation from forms of 
permanent subordination to other 
people, which in turn requires us to get 
beyond capitalism.

It is in the nature of money that in 
order for it to function there must be 
a limited quantity (if it is unlimited, 
what results is Zimbabwe 2008-09 or 
Germany 1922). But if, with a limited 
quantity of money, transactions are 
reiterated over and over again, with 
complete randomness and without any 
unfair advantages, what will result is 
5% of the people holding 90% of the 
wealth. That is in money’s nature. If 
people are employed for wages, that 
produces an even more pronounced 
system of inequality.

We have to get beyond decision-
making about the allocation of 
resources via the market and money, 
because otherwise the problem of 
radical social inequality cannot be 
overcome. That means a cooperative 
commonwealth, whose possibility 
arises because the working class is 
forced to cooperate - it is defined as 
a class by the non-ownership of the 
means of production. Dentists can 
walk out of the national health service 
and run small businesses (yes, they 
get loans, etc on advantageous terms, 
because the Tories wanted to break up 
the NHS). That is an example of the 
individualistic action available to the 
petty bourgeoisie.

But this is not something wage-
workers can do. We cannot restore 
generalised petty commodity 
production. Moreover, if we did, what 
would result would be worse gender 
inequality, etc, since small business 
is even worse on this front than big 
capital. The working class is driven to 
cooperate, irrespective of how much it 
is exploited by the employers or how 
many gains it can make. For that reason 
the working class is naturally driven to 
look for something beyond capitalism.

The need to make decisions 
cooperatively carries with it the 
obligation to think about decision-
making mechanisms. We cannot 
assume that decisions will be made 
simply through the inherent logic 
of a plan or rely on Gosplan-type 
specialists. That has been tried and 
it plainly does not work! So we need 
to think about political democracy as 
part of our alternative. In other words, 
we need both a class perspective and 
a perspective for political democracy.

There must also be a perspective 
under capitalism for working class 
political action: not just demands for 
sectional strikes, but action for gains 
affecting the whole of society. This is 
a very fundamental point, constantly 
repeated by Marx from the 1850s, yet 
somehow forgotten by the left. The 
working class needs to take leadership 
over the society as a whole and thus 
propose policies for the society as 
a whole - everything from local 
arrangements to foreign policy.

That in turn implies a party. 
We need (in Gramsci’s terms) a 
hegemonic policy for the whole of 
society rather than a corporative 
policy, whereby the interests of the 
working class are defended on the 

basis that capital will continue to 
rule. The concept of a party should 
not be that of a ‘combat organisation’ 
or of a ‘centraliser of experience’ of 
strikes and other struggles. It must be 
a political collective grounded on a 
political programme. At the end of the 
day its political platform will be one 
for government, for legislation.

The corollary of that is it has to 
be the case that the party accepts that 
there will be disagreement, precisely 
because we are aiming for universal 
human emancipation - we take the 
universal as our starting point. We 
accept that the working class can 
only act through cooperation, but that 
there will be disagreement over the 
direction. That is why it is essential 
not to ban factions - we can only 
control our leadership by organising 
against it if necessary, just as we can 
only counter the aim of the bosses to 
impose their will on us by organising 
against them.

A party that aims to go beyond 
capitalism and achieve a cooperative 
commonwealth must also look to 
combat state constitutions as an 
instrument of class rule. We must 
look beyond the sovereignty of the 
United States supreme court, beyond 
the counter-majoritarian structure of 
the US Senate, beyond the monarchy 
in the UK, beyond directly elected 
presidents, beyond the sale of justice 
through the marketing of legal 
services.

If we look at the Socialist Party of 
America, as it was from 1900 to 1914, 
it was not like what was intended for 
the Labor Party USA in 1996, which 
was to create a purely economistic 
party. The Socialist Party of America 
called for an end to the colour line. 
It called for votes for women. It 
characterised the US judiciary as a 
corrupt agency of the ruling class.

Much of the left regards the Social 
Democratic Party of Germany at the 
turn of the 19th-20th century as a 
hopeless reformist organisation. But 
its policy was way to the left of the 
electoral platforms of the SWP, the 
Socialist Alliance, Respect or Left 
Unity. By contrast the SPA and the 
SPD - and indeed the early CPUSA 
- did fight for women’s rights, for 
breaking the colour line and colour 
bar. It is true that they did not fight on 
issues of sexuality and so on, but they 
operated within the framework of 
what they knew. They took seriously 
the very basic claim, from the 1880 
Programme of the Parti Ouvrier, 
that the emancipation of the working 
class is the emancipation of all human 
beings without regard to sex or race.

That did represent an alternative. 
In a certain sense that could also be 
seen here in the miners’ Great Strike 
of 1984-85. By going on strike and 
mobilising in such a militant way, 
the miners pulled behind them much 
broader sections of society. The class 
perspective has the potential to unify 
the oppressed - what intersectionality 
claims to offer, but fails dismally to 
achieve l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. ‘Intersectionality is a dead end’, June 7; ‘Race 
and class’, June 21; ‘Mistaken versions of Maoism’, 
June 28; ‘Getting beyond capitalism’, July 5.
2. I am not sure if gay marriage should be regarded 
as a gain, as opposed to the 80s proposal for the 
‘denationalisation’ of marriage: ie, a contract 
between two individuals alone.
3. There is from time to time actual persecution 
by the state of people not fully self-identified as 
female-to-male transsexuals, who are prosecuted 
for having sex with other women by deception.
4. Even in the UK, of course, such talk is nonsense, 
despite the continued existence of an aristocracy, 
an established church and a monarchy.
5. Yassamine Mather has correctly pointed out that 
what I said about this in the referenced articles 
was a little undeveloped and problematic (Letters, 
July 12).
6. Lenin did not go along with that at the time, 
because it seemed to carry a hint of Bukharin’s 
ultra-leftism.
7. http://irle.berkeley.edu/culture/papers/eidlin.
pdf.
8. New Literary History Vol 31, No4, autumn 2000.
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SYRIA

More questions than answers
The White Helmets are not the selfless humanitarian volunteers that much of the media would have you 
believe, writes Yassamine Mather

On  July 21, The Times claimed 
an exclusive regarding the 
escape from Syria of the 

western-backed ‘White Helmets’ and 
their families, in what it described 
as the result of “the secret top-level 
diplomacy, involving Theresa May 
and Donald Trump”. It went on: “The 
422 evacuees - 98 rescue workers 
and their families - are now in a 
refugee camp in Jordan. Many will be 
resettled in Britain.”

CBS, CNN and other agencies 
added more information. Israel 
had assisted the operation and the 
evacuees were transferred to Jordan 
via Israel, at the request of the United 
States and some European countries. 
The Israel Defence Forces said in a 
statement after the operation:

In a clandestine July 22 operation, 
the Israel Defence Forces (IDF) 
evacuated several hundred 
activists from the White Helmets, 
the Syrian humanitarian civil 
defence group, and their family 
members, and removed them from 
the fighting in southern Syria, 
through Israel, to Jordan. From 
there, they will continue on, to be 
settled in the United Kingdom, 
Germany, France and Canada. 
At the end of June, the IDF had 
provided tents, food, medical 
equipment, shoes and clothing for 
Syrians who had escaped to a tent 
encampment on the Golan.1

Middle East Monitor reports what 
it was told about the role of Israel 
in the rescue by Raed al-Saleh, a 
spokesperson for the White Helmets:

He stressed that the group did 
not have any direct contact 
or coordination with Israel, 
explaining that the group had only 
contacted supporting countries 
and the Office of the UN High 
Commissioner for Refugees, and 
eventually Canada and some EU 
countries proposed to transfer 
them via Israel after the Syrian 
regime rejected their request 
to leave to northern Syria with 
opposition groups.2

Even if that is true, it raises questions 
about the ‘concern’ of European and 
North American governments.

According to Wikipedia,

The White Helmets, officially 
known as Syria Civil Defence, 
is a volunteer organisation that 
operates in parts of rebel-controlled 
Syria and in Turkey ... the majority 
of their activity in Syria consists 
of medical evacuation, urban 
search and rescue in response to 
bombing, evacuation of civilians 
from danger areas, and essential 
service delivery.3

Wikipedia adds: “As of April 2018, 
the organisation claimed to have 
saved over 114,000 lives, with 204 
White Helmet volunteers losing their 
lives in the process.”

This coincides with the stance 
of western governments. However, 
when journalists ask for proof of 
the astonishing number of rescues 
claimed, no-one seems to have any 
evidence.

But what do you expect? The 
group is promoted by the west as 
opponents of the Syrian regime and is 
the darling of official and unofficial 
media. In 2016 a Netflix film entitled 
The White Helmets won an Oscar 
for best documentary. In Syria 

they seemed to be everywhere and 
nowhere, their reports always in line 
with western propaganda, blaming 
all the violence of the Syrian civil 
war on the Assad regime, Russia and 
Iran. Not a single report of violence 
by jihadists.

Please do not take me the wrong 
way. I have no doubt that the Syrian 
dictator and his Russian and Iranian 
allies are guilty of many crimes 
during the civil war. However, the 
one-sided glorification of White 
Helmets by western governments is 
interesting, because in the last couple 
of years these governments and their 
Syrian allies have been silent on the 
crimes committed by Salafi jihadists 
in Syria.

A comrade who has followed the 
group’s activities over the last few 
years has a catalogue of YouTube 
videos, showing the White Helmets 
moving freely in areas occupied 
by Islamic State and Al Nusrah. 
Amongst them there is a film, 
released by IS, showing John Cantlie 
(a British journalist imprisoned by 
IS) giving a guided tour of Aleppo 
under IS occupation. Minute four of 
the film shows a drone attack and, 
as Cantlie moves along the bombed 
streets, you can clearly see White 
Helmet members.4 The film is one of 
many showing the group apparently 
thriving alongside IS and Al Nusra 
fighters.

Funding
So this week after the Israeli rescue 
there are more reasons to be concerned 
about the role of this ‘peace’ group. 
There is little doubt about one issue, 
however: it has certainly received 
funds from the US government. We 
know this because the White Helmets 
complained when the funding stopped 
in May 2018.

A Daily Telegraph report confirmed 
what many of us had known for a long 
time:

A freeze of $200 million in aid 
to Syria by US president Donald 
Trump includes funds meant for 
the White Helmets group, which 
has been lauded for its rescue work 
in opposition-held territories. The 
rescue group said in a statement 
on Friday that the hold on funds 
Washington decided in March 
included “part of the work by the 
Civil Defence”, the official name 
for the White Helmets.5

We also know that White Helmets 
were funded by the UK government. In 
response to a freedom of information 
query by Joyce Brown, the foreign 
office reply stated: “As of March 31 
2018, the total sum of funding that the 
British government has supplied to the 
White Helmets is £38,425,591.23.”6

Moreover, the group’s origins 
are very interesting. According to 
websites such as Mintpress News, it 
was founded by James Le Mesurier 
- described as a “private security 
specialist” with a background in 
British military intelligence, and a 
product of Sandhurst.

The American Herald Tribune 
quotes UN weapons inspector Scott 
Ritter:

… the organisational underpinnings 
of the White Helmets can be sourced 
to a March 2013 meeting in Istanbul 
between a retired British military 
officer, James Le Mesurier - who 
had experience in the murky world 
of private security companies and 
the shadowy confluence between 
national security and intelligence 
operations and international 
organisations - and representatives 
of the Syrian National Council 
(SNC) and the Qatari Red Crescent 
Society. Earlier that month, the 
SNC was given Syria’s seat in the 
Arab League at a meeting of the 
league held in Qatar ….

The White Helmets function 
as an effective propaganda arm 
of the anti-Assad movement … 
With their training, equipment 
and logistical sustainment, un-
derwritten exclusively by dona-
tions from western governments 
(primarily the US and UK), the 
White Helmets serve as a virtual 
echo chamber for American and 
British politicians and officials.7

According to Mintpress, “In 2008, 
Le Mesurier was appointed to the 
position of principal at Good Harbor 
Consulting, chaired by Richard A 
Clarke - a veteran of the US national 
security establishment and the counter-
terrorism ‘tsar’ under the Bush and 
Clinton administrations.”

In 2014, he was portrayed as 
someone who wanted to put his 
military training to good use in an 
exclusively peaceful way to the 
benefit of civilians: “the idea of being 
a civilian carrying a weapon and 
guiding a convoy in a conflict zone - 
that leaves me cold.”8

But back to 2018. According to the 
Wall Street Journal, Israel has secretly 
been funding anti-government rebels 
in Syria - in particular in the border 
area,

to create and maintain a buffer zone 
populated by friendly forces. Syrian 
fighters told the paper that the IDF 
funds their wages and the purchase 
of weapons and ammunition. While 
serving as defence minister (2015), 
Moshe Avalon confirmed that in 
return for Israeli humanitarian aid, 
the rebels kept radical anti-Israel 
militias like Hezbollah and Jabhat 
al-Nusrah away from the border.9

All this makes Peter Hitchens’ article 
in the Daily Mail about how the ‘peace 
group’ was saved more plausible:

despite the defeated rebels being 
Islamist jihadi fanatics, they were 
mysteriously allowed to cross into 
Israel so that they could escape 
to Jordan. Israel? Such people 
normally regard Israel with violent 
hatred, a feeling Israel returns with 
interest. As far as I can discover, 
other defeated groups of Syrian 
rebels and their hangers-on have 
been bussed under safe conducts to 
the rebel-held north of Syria, under 
Turkish and Russian supervision. 
Why not this time?

Later, the Jordanian 
government revealed that some 
of them would now be resettled in 
Britain. Its spokesman announced 
that Britain, Germany and 
Canada made a “legally binding 
undertaking” to resettle them 
“within a specified period of 
time” due to “a risk to their lives”. 
Legally binding, eh?

… What was this risk? What 
were they so worried about? Why 
do they need to come to Britain 
when the whole Arab Muslim 
world must presumably long to 
welcome these glorious, self-
sacrificing heroes? For, according 
to the foreign office, and many 
others, the ‘White Helmets’ are the 
good guys.10

Kurds
And now it has been widely 
reported that the US-backed Syrian 
Kurds, the Syrian Defence Forces 
and its political wing, the Syrian 
Democratic Council (SDC), have 
agreed a “roadmap” with the Assad 

government, paving the way for a 
“decentralised Syria”.

It seems that the Kurds, 
having allied themselves with 
US imperialism in Syria, found 
themselves the victims of strategic 
alliances between the west and 
Turkey. When Turkey attacked 
Kurdish forces in the Syrian Kurdish 
city of Afrin, the US did nothing to 
support its former allies, leaving the 
Kurdish groups no alternative but to 
do a U-turn, seeking a deal with their 
former enemy, Bashar al-Assad.

As for the SDC, it announced 
that following discussion with 
the government in Damascus, it 
had decided to “form committees 
on various levels” with a view to 
entering into negotiations to “end 
violence”.11

No doubt it is the fear of further 
Turkish attacks that has forced 
Syrian Kurds to sign the ‘peace 
deal’. But it is unlikely that the 
Syrian government will grant them 
autonomy and this agreement could 
well be short-lived. According 
to Sihanouk Dibo, an advisor to 
the main Kurdish faction, the 
Democratic Union Party (PYD), 
future negotiations on autonomy 
will be “long and arduous, because 
the Damascus regime is very 
centralised”.12

This is all the politics of despair, 
so familiar to Kurds in Iran, Iraq, 
Turkey and Syria: first relying on 
US ‘air support’, hoping for western 
intervention to win independence, 
but ending up victims of Turkey’s 
anti-Kurdish expansionism. And 
the White Helmets are part of this 
story too. A day after the Turkish 
occupation of Afrin, they were 
filmed, working hard for the 
“establishment of peace” in the 
Kurdish area!

So who is responsible for all this 
misinformation about Syria and the 
White Helmets? It is not social media 
and in this case it is not Russia. 
The culprits are the official media 
organisations of the west, which are 
deliberately spreading fake news.

Anyone with an iota of intelligence 
would have known that the White 
Helmets are not an ‘independent 
group’ of selfless humanitarian 
volunteers, as portrayed by sections  
of the media and repeated by some 
deluded leftwing groups. And, 
despite all the publicity, we are left 
with more questions than answers l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk
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And a gullible western media laps up such staged photo-ops
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DEBATE

The crisis of democracy
No to a second referendum, writes Steve Freeman. Yes to a ratification referendum

“Humiliating Brexit deal  
risks a descent into Weimar   
Britain,” argues Timothy 

Garton Ash in The Guardian. He says:

… over the next year or two we 
could witness the emergence of 
a rancid, angry Britain: a society 
riven by domestic divisions and 
economic difficulties, let down 
by its ruling classes, fetid with 
humiliation and resentment. Any 
such country is a danger both to 
itself and to its neighbours (July 
27).

Is this a panic attack or is he pointing to 
our direction of travel? In last week’s 
letters page I argued that we should 
strongly oppose a second referendum 
and support a ratification referendum. 
The call for a second referendum seeks 
to rerun the original 2016 consultation 
on leaving the European Union. In 
theory this could have happened at any 
time since Theresa May declared that 
“Brexit means Brexit”.

By contrast there can be no 
ratification referendum until there 
is something to ratify. So far there 
is nothing but intentions, hopes and 
circles to be squared. Although there is 
a timetable to conclude a deal with the 
EU, as rail travellers know only too 
well if there is snow, the rails get too 
hot or there are leaves on the line, then 
the Brexit train could be cancelled or 
delayed.

If the British crown can do a deal 
with the European Commission then 
it will have to be ratified either by the 
crown or parliament or the people. 
There is no alternative. So I believe 
the working class should be able to 
vote on it. Perhaps the CPGB’s Jack 
Conrad believes the crown should 
ratify its own deal? More likely he 
accepts parliamentary ratification.

British liberals, like Tory MP Justin 
Greening and now Peter Mandelson, 
want a second referendum to reverse 
the 2016 vote. They now realise 
that they must hitch their ‘remain’ 
bandwagon to the democratic demand 
for a ballot on ratification. Instead of a 
neutral question like ‘Do you support 
this disgusting anti-working class Tory 
deal?’, the liberals hope to add: ‘Oh 
and by the way, would you like to vote 
to stay in the EU as well?’

No democrat should have any truck 
with Greening and Mandelson, trying 
to exploit the democratic demand for 
a ratification referendum with their 
damaging and divisive attempt to 
repeat the 2016 Brexit vote. This is 
the background to this debate in the 
Weekly Worker - the crisis brought 
about by the British exit from the EU.

Hence I want to shift the focus 
from the general theory of referenda 
onto the Brexit crisis which provoked 
Jack to bring out the CPGB general 
theory of principled opposition to 
referenda, as against the democratic 
slogan, ‘No to a second referendum, 
yes to a ratification referendum’. Jack 
has argued that I am lining up with the 
liberals, but I claim that he is lining up 
with the reactionaries.

This response to Jack Conrad’s 
‘Tactics, principles and willing dupes’ 
(July 19) identifies four interconnected 
themes:
1. Referenda in general, or the general 
theory of referenda.
2. The slogan of a second/repeat 
referendum versus a ratification 
referendum.
3. The crisis of democracy and 
political struggle in the UK (2016-18).
4. The class nature of the liberals and 
democrats.

There are no solid walls between 

these four elements. So far this 
debate has concentrated on general 
theory and ranged across the views 
of Kautsky, Gramsci and Lenin, etc. 
In essence Jack argues for opposition 
to all referenda on principle. I am 
arguing there is no principle and it has 
to be assessed case by case. There is 
much more to be said on this, but not 
in this article.

I want to change the focus 
onto the ‘crisis of democracy’ and 
conditions today. The issue of a future 
referendum is directly connected to 
the EU referendum in 2016. There is 
an umbilical cord between 2016 and 
the demand for a ‘second’/‘repeat’ 
or alternatively a ‘ratification’ 
referendum. We can only make more 
sense of this debate by going back to 
before 2016.

Crisis of democracy
The UK has long had an evolving 
problem with its democratic and 
constitutional arrangements. Since 
the 1980s there has been a neoliberal 
assault on the British social and 
constitutional monarchy. Margaret 
Thatcher waged war against the 
working class, Irish nationalists (Sinn 
Fein/IRA) and imposed the poll tax 
first on Scotland alongside free-
market deregulation.

By the mid-1990s opposition 
to Tory policies created a ‘crisis 
of democracy’, which appeared to 
resolve itself with major constitutional 
changes. These involved compromises 
and settlements like the Good Friday 
agreement, the Scottish and Welsh 
parliaments and the Human Rights 
Act. The danger of democratic 
revolution was kept at bay, as the 
relations within the British union and 
with the European Union appeared to 
stabilise.

All this was to change with the 
massive social disruption with the 
banking crisis and austerity politics 
after 2008. In 2014 the Scottish 
referendum brought the UK to the 
brink of democratic revolution. 
Anglo-British unionism led by David 
Cameron and Gordon Brown carried 
the day. The union with Scotland was 
‘saved’. In 2016 Cameron decided to 
gamble on repeating the trick with a 
referendum on EU membership.

His intention was to defeat the 
Tory right and Ukip and establish his 
government more firmly than ever. 
It has to be noted that nobody on 
the socialist left called for this EU 
referendum. It was a Tory referendum, 
called by the Tories to resolve a dispute 
in the Tory Party. It is not necessary to 
oppose all referenda on principle to 

recognise the dangers posed by this 
one.

Before the 2016 referendum I 
argued that an ‘all-UK remain’ or 
an ‘all-UK leave’ would strengthen 
Cameron or Johnson and Ukip. Neither 
of these extremes would benefit the 
working class. However, there was 
one outcome that had ‘revolutionary’ 
implications: if Northern Ireland, 
Scotland and Wales voted ‘remain’ and 
England voted ‘leave’ this would begin 
to prise open the UK constitution.

This outcome would break the 
mould of UK politics. It would lead 
step by step to constitutional paralysis 
and political polarisation. Like every 
‘revolutionary’ crisis, it could as 
easily have a reactionary, authoritarian 
outcome as to bring forth the long 
awaited democratic revolution, which 
began in Northern Ireland in the 1970s 
and was taken forward in Scotland 
until its defeat in 2014.

The Brexit revolution would ‘make 
Britain great again’ as a reinvigorated 
global imperial power. Yet it is not 
beyond the realms of possibility that 
it might bring a united Ireland and 
a Scottish republic. Little England 
would be forced into a radical rethink 
about what it was for.

The 2016 referendum was a 
clash of national identities between 
reactionary Anglo-British nationalism 
and the more democratic and 
European identities of Irish and 
Scottish nationalism. Brexit is thus a 
double threat to both the British union 
and the European Union, on which 
English conservative hegemony rests. 
This is why the Tories are facing a 
deep crisis, the like of which we have 
not seen before.

Abstention
In 2016 the CPGB called for 
its default position of ‘actively’ 
boycotting the EU referendum. I 
made a case in the Weekly Worker that 
the interests of democratic revolution 
and the European working class 
required workers in Northern Ireland, 
Scotland and Wales to vote ‘remain’.

Despite the logic that an English 
‘Brexit’ would make a revolutionary 
breach in the walls of the old 
constitution, I did not call for a ‘leave’ 
vote in England. In the broad context 
of capitalist development, leaving the 
EU was reactionary. Hence I called 
for a mass abstention - in England 
no worker should support Cameron’s 
‘remain’ or the Johnson and Farage 
‘leave’.

Had there been mass abstention in 
England with less than 50% voting, 
it would have been a pyrrhic victory 

for either side of the Tories. Thirteen 
million people did abstain, including 
me. But, as we know, reactionary 
English nationalism proved to be 
a powerful mobilising force. In 
England 15 million voted to leave and 
13 million to remain.

The case for the working class in 
Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales 
to vote ‘remain’ and in England to 
abstain seems strange to anybody who 
thinks like a liberal or left reformist. 
If you are a Euro-Corbynist then it is 
daft. Perhaps Jack thought this is an 
example of an “eccentric and foolish” 
argument.

However, if you are thinking of the 
advancing ‘democratic revolution’ 
then it should not be too difficult 
to figure out. The basic message is 
that the national question and the 
European question are not separate, 
but bound up as one. If anybody 
doubted that in 2016, they have 
surely woken up by now, with the 
Tories’ efforts to square the circle on 
the Irish border.

The reformists ask whether 
workers will have more jobs or pay 
or rights by being in or out of the 
EU. The perspective of democratic 
revolution means looking at the whole 
picture of political, constitutional and 
economic struggles. I can thank Jack 
for highlighting Lenin’s approach in 
November 1916, where he advises 
Swiss social democrats to use the 
“parliamentary tribune and the 
right to initiative and referendum” 
in a revolutionary, “not a reformist 
manner” (VI Lenin CW Vol 23, 
Moscow 1977, p143).

Brexit ‘revolution’
Jack says:

The 2016 referendum on the EU 
did not advance the interests of 
the working class one iota. On the 
contrary, the result was a triumph 
for backward-looking illusions, 
fake promises about the financing 
of the national health service, 
anti-migrant bigotry and narrow 
nationalism.

I agree. Cameron never intended 
it to help the working class, while 
reactionary English or Anglo-British 
nationalism exploited the Tory 
referendum for its own benefits.

However, this still suggests that 
Jack is describing the situation 
as it looks in England, not from 
Scotland or Ireland. The referendum 
did not create reactionary English 
nationalism, but brought it into the 
open. What he says takes no account 

of the unintended consequences of 
this political struggle - the fall of 
Cameron and May’s early general 
election. There is much more to 
come.

If I had to think of an imperfect 
analogy, it would be Spain in 1931. 
The working class voted in local 
elections to end the monarchy and the 
king abdicated. Almost by accident 
Spain became a republic. (In case 
anybody thinks I had not noticed, 
the UK is still a monarchy). Yet for 
a while life carried on as normal, 
before politics began to polarise.

The UK is still a full member of 
the EU. We have had intensifying 
conflict within the Tory Party and the 
ruling class over how to handle the 
Brexit crisis. England has been deeply 
divided. But the most important fact 
is the deep division in the working 
class between ‘remainers’ and 
‘leavers’. Jeremy Corbyn has clearly 
recognised this, as has the Labour 
Party. The question of a ratification 
referendum is about the unity of a 
divided working class.

Broke
Two years after the referendum the 
crisis remains unresolved. The mess 
gets worse by the day. Nobody has any 
solutions. The Tories are in crisis and 
the anti-Semitism row deepens. The 
working class remains deeply divided 
over Brexit. One week, 20,000 march 
with Tommy Robinson and Ukip. 
The next, 100,000 people march for 
a ‘people’s referendum’. This is not 
‘normal’ and it is not finished.

Recently Vernon Bogdanor, a 
‘constitutional expert’, argued that 
“Brexit broke parliament. Now only 
the people can fix it” (The Guardian 
July 24). He says there is a crisis, 
in which parliament is paralysed. 
The 2017 hung parliament has 
now become fragmented. The gap 
between people and parliament has 
become deeper. There is no majority 
for any of the kinds of Brexit on 
offer. Parliament cannot overcome its 
internal divisions.

The Tory right, Ukip and the neo-
fascists have exploited the 2016 EU 
referendum to claim a democratic 
mandate. It is a powerful argument, 
which is enabling them to emerge 
from the fringe towards a new centre 
ground. They have got their hooks 
into that section of the working class 
which voted for Brexit, hoping it 
would be a solution for life’s many 
problems.

For this section of the working 
class the great hopes invested 
in Brexit cannot and will not be 
delivered. The right will become the 
voice of the Great Betrayal, with 
the possibility of mass mobilisation. 
There is nothing that can take the fire 
out of this situation and address the 
divisions over the EU in the working 
class except a democratic mandate. 
There is only one answer to that - 
a ratification referendum - which 
both ‘leave’ and ‘remain’ workers 
recognise as democratic.

The Brexit result has created a 
great chasm by dividing the working 
class down the middle. On one side 
are reactionaries and ultra-lefts, who 
are opposed to remaining in the EU 
and now oppose another referendum. 
On the other side are the liberals 
and democrats. The liberals want 
a second or repeat referendum and 
the democrats call for a ratification 
referendum.

This merely hints at the question: 
What is the class difference between 
the liberals and democrats and what 
are their respective programmes? l

Would a second referendum really unite a deeply divided working class?
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ECOLOGY

Scorching weather and climate 
Things have been hot, but there is more to climate change than increased temperatures, argues Eddie Ford

Have you been enjoying the 
weather recently? Yes, Britain 
has experienced very hot 

weather this summer. As it happens, 
we have not had record-breaking 
temperatures - though it might have 
felt like it if you live in Porthmadog, 
Wales, with the mercury soaring at one 
point to 33°, this year’s record. Why 
bother going to Istanbul or Rome?

However, it is extremely unlikely 
now that we will beat the hottest 
temperature ever recorded for 
the country, which was 38.5° in 
Faversham, Kent on August 10 
2003. And we are definitely a long 
way from the famous (or notorious) 
summer of 1976, which I remember 
well, when temperatures in June 
topped 32° in parts of the country for 
15 consecutive days - leading to the 
passing of an ‘emergency’ Drought 
Act by the Labour government and 
the appointment of a minister for 
drought, Denis Howell. There was 
widespread water rationing that year, 
with gardeners banned from using 
hosepipes - enforced by regular street 
patrols. Several villages, towns and 
cities were besieged by plagues of 
starving ladybirds and a forest fire 
destroyed 50,000 trees at Hurn Forest 
in Dorset.

Interestingly, the UK Met Office 
at the moment does not have an 
official definition of a ‘heat wave’ 
- not that this prevented weather 
‘experts’ in the media from happily 
using the term at the end of May after 
temperatures had nudged the low 30s 
for an entire week. Having a go, the 
Geneva-based World Meteorological 
Organisation defines a heat wave 
as a period during which the daily 
maximum temperature exceeds the 
maximum normal temperature by 
5° for more than five consecutive 
days, meaning that heat waves are 
not that rare. Some meteorologists 
would rather describe the recent 
bout of weather as a “hot spell”, not 
a heat wave, on the grounds that 
qualifying temperatures must be at 
least 30° over two consecutive days, 
plus an overnight temperature of at 
least 15° in between (not yet reached 
anywhere, unlike 1976).

Fairly obviously, the hot, dry 
weather has been generally bad news 
for flora and fauna. There has been 
a string of devastating blazes on 
moorland, especially Saddleworth 
Moor near Manchester, which took 
weeks to extinguish. In particular, high 
temperatures pose a threat to many of 
our favourite garden birds, such as 

robins, blue tits and blackbirds. Many 
farmers have become increasingly 
worried about the impact on crops 
and cattle, with the Environment 
Agency calling upon the public to 
watch for fish “gasping” in the hot 
weather due to lower oxygen levels in 
the water. Conversely, there has been 
a significant increase in the number of 
bloodsucking horseflies, now at levels 
commonly found in Mediterranean 
countries. There also appears to be 
a surfeit of pollen beetles and flying 
ants in some parts of the country, 
whilst butterfly and bee numbers are 
expected to rise as a result of the hot 
weather too - which is good news, 
given the near catastrophic decline of 
bees and other pollinators that play 
such a vital role in the ecosystem, 
especially with regards to food crops 
and wild flowers. When it comes 
to changes in the weather, there are 
always winners and losers.

The cause of the recent hot spell or 
heat wave, whatever the exact scientific 
definition, has been the jet stream - 
dragging a belt of high pressure across 
the country, blocking out cloud and rain 
and sucking in warm air from southern 
Europe. This has been combined with 
long days in June and July, when the 
sun is at its highest in the sky, making 
the temperatures rocket. You will not be 
astonished to discover that sales of ice 
cream have increased by 24% this year 
with demand for quiche up 11% - along 
with a corresponding lettuce shortage.

Infrastructure
Over the past 12 months or so there 
has been an outbreak of extreme heat 
events, especially forest fires, across 
the globe from Canada and the United 
States to Portugal and Japan. In fact, 
in Europe alone there have been 450 
large-scale fires this year, 40% up 
on the annual average this decade. 
Though it might sound initially weird 
- even something out of a dystopian 
science fiction movie - there have 
been fires burning inside the Arctic 
Circle because the forests have 
become unusually combustible due to 
the very hot weather and drought.

Therefore, perhaps incredibly, fire 
has swept parts of Lapland after two 
freakishly hot, dry months. In just 
12 days last month, there were eight 
wildfires, the biggest of which tore 
across an area of boreal forest the size 
of 900 football pitches and sent smoke 
billowing through the Lule valley. In 
order to cope, the local fire station in 
the bucolic Lapland town of Jokkmokk 
- normally staffed by three full-timers 

and a team of volunteers - had to call 
in reinforcements from neighbouring 
regions, army personnel, home guard 
members and volunteers from the small 
local community, including refugees. 
They hired helicopters, bulldozers and 
excavators and on some days the team 
membership swelled to 130. Sweden 
has experienced 65 fires already this 
year, most of them in the south and 
centre of the country, as compared 
to an annual average of three fires 
over the past decade. Feeling the 
stress, Sweden has appealed for help 
under the European Union’s civil 
protection mechanism - seeing France 
dispatch soldiers, Italy water bombing 
aircraft, while Denmark, Norway and 
Estonia also provided firefighters and 
equipment.

Massive wildfires have also 
engulfed Siberia - yes, you read 
that right. True, every year Siberia 
is struck by wildfires that destroy 
great swathes of boreal forest. Yet the 
current fires which started in late June 
are burning at extraordinary rates 
unheard of in at least 10,000 years, 
having already burned roughly 538 
square kilometres (133,000 acres) of 
forest in southern Siberia - the smoke 
reaching all the way to Canada. As 
everybody knows, we are seeing 
increasing temperatures across the 
globe, but northernmost regions, like 
Siberia, are experiencing temperature 
inclines at twice the rate. Since 
November, temperatures in southern 
Siberia have been up 4° from the 
average. And, as the weather turns 
drier and warmer, the forests in the 
region become more and more prone 
to wildfires.

This poses a direct threat to the 
ecology of the entire planet, as each 
year the Russian forests absorb a net 
500 million tonnes of carbon from the 
atmosphere, making up nearly 10% 
of the land surface and housing more 
than 30% of the carbon on Earth. 
Consequently, when these forests 
burn, they release vast quantities of 
carbon into the atmosphere - the loss 
of carbon absorption in combination 
with the release of carbon, creating 
a vicious cycle that leads to more 
global warming and, as a result, more 
wildfires. Just as alarmingly, these 
wildfires can also hasten the melting 
of Arctic ice, already vanishing at 
frightening rates - with enormous 
blankets of soot falling on snow and 
ice, thereby darkening their surface 
and causing them to absorb more 
sunlight. Alas, fires of this nature are 
not confined to Siberia. Over the past 

decade there have been a series of 
destructive wildfires in Canada and 
Alaska as well - last year, a wildfire in 
Fort McMurray, Alberta became the 
costliest natural disaster in Canadian 
history. According to a recent study, 
the wildfire season in Alaska is 
40% longer and large fires twice as 
common as they were 75 years ago. 
Things are looking bad.

Nevertheless, when discussing 
extreme weather events, we obviously 
do need to talk about climate as well. 
While specific weather events like 
heat waves, floods, wildfires, etc 
cannot be directly attributed to global 
warming (thanks to the rising levels 
of carbon in the atmosphere), it is 
equally true that there is a correlation 
of some sort between climate change 
and the increasing frequency of 
natural disasters. Scientists are saying 
that the world appears to be well on the 
way to a 1.5° increase in temperature, 
compared to pre-industrial times, by 
2040, some fearing that it is likely 
to exceed 2° - which was the Paris 
agreement target signed in 2016. In 
theory, this committed more than 170 

countries to limit global warming to 
“well below” 2°. But it goes almost 
without saying that many of the 
signatories have not made any real 
efforts to reach that target, quite 
often because of intense domestic 
political pressures and a desire to get 
re-elected.

The potential outcome of such a rise 
in temperature is horrendous. We could 
see mass relocation of populations, 
chronic and repeated water shortages, 
and increased conflicts - some 
military - caused by displacement and 
diminishing resources, both natural 
and human-made. 

Marxism
When you read up on the subject of 
climate change and global warming, 
it helps to understand a bit of 
Marxism: ie, ideas about quantitative 
and qualitative development. 
Meaning that it is not a question of 
temperature simply going up steadily 
and incrementally, year by year and 
decade after decade. Instead, at some 
stage you hit a trigger point that leads 
to a sudden and dramatic shift in 

Grand three
As we enter August, with just 

over three weeks to go before 
the end of the CPGB’s Summer 
Offensive fundraising campaign, we 
still need the best part of £14,000 to 
reach our £25,000 target.

But I was very impressed with 
three comrades this week, who 
between them boosted our running 
total by exactly £1,000. Thanks 
very much to comrade KB for his 
magnificent £600, and to comrades 
BK and AC, who each donated 
£200 to the Weekly Worker. And I 
don’t think they’d consulted each 
other first! But, seriously, it just 
shows what can be done if just 
three comrades can add a grand 
between them.

By saying that, I don’t mean 
to do down all those comrades 
who donated rather more modest 
amounts this week - after all, there 
were no fewer than 33 contributors 
to this week’s £1,610, which takes 
that running total to £11,087. All 
those small contributions add up. 
The next three highest donations 

were from PB, who handed over 
a more than useful £55 at last 
Sunday’s London Communist 
Forum, plus two other regular 
donors to our paper, JT (£50) and 
EW (£30).

While I expect the amount 
received to greatly accelerate 
towards the very end of the SO 
- which is August 25, the final 
day of our week-long Communist 
University - it would certainly 
ease my worries a little bit if other 
comrades could follow the lead of 
this week’s ‘grand three’!

Having said that, I’m still very 
much confident that we’ll get 
there, but it’s only human to have 
the occasional doubt. Anyway, 
if you haven’t yet contributed to 
the CPGB’s annual fund drive, 
now would be a good time to do 
so. Send us a cheque, click on 
the PayPal button, make a bank 
transfer or - best of all - come along 
to Communist University and hand 
over your donation in person.l

Peter Manson

Summer Offensive

Water runs dry
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What we 
fight for

n Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
n  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.
n 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.
n 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.
n 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’.
n  The working class must be 
organised globally. Without a global 
Communist Party, a Communist 
International, the struggle against 
capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination.
n 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.
n 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.
n The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
n 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.
n Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed into 
schools for communism.
n 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.
n 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.
n Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition to 
communism–a system which 
knows neither wars, exploitation, 
money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom 
and the real beginning of human 
history.
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global climate pattern - a qualitative 
development or change, whether 
wanted or not. That is why in fossil 
records you see not only meteorite 
strikes like the one that wiped out 
the dinosaurs, which turned out to be 
good news for mammals - especially 
us hominoids - but shifts from one 
climate system to another.

This explains why bourgeois 
commentary, and that of most 
politicians, go on about adaptation - 
which is quite sensible on one level. 
For example, you build houses that 
can be cooler in summer and warmer 
in winter and introduce more electric 
cars, fire breaks, parks, better land 
management, and so on. But these 
little doses of palliative care fail to 
grasp the enormity of the problem 
facing humanity. As we have seen 
above, it is certainly true that, if you 
take the poorer countries, their people 
are far more heavily hit by extreme 
weather events than those in the more 
advanced countries. 

On the other hand, they are now 
talking about building a second 
Thames barrier. You do not need to be 
a genius to realise that if water levels 
rise by a critical amount thanks to new 
weather patterns, such barriers will 
quickly become an utter irrelevance, 
as central London will find itself 
underwater - something almost too 
dreadful to contemplate, yet, we 
must, if we want to avoid a human 
catastrophe. Ironically, showing 
the utter irrationality of capitalism, 
you regularly read in the financial 
press and Sunday magazines about 
how waterside properties command 
increasingly high resale prices’ - 
precisely the sort of properties that 
will eventually be swept away if 
nothing serious is done about global 
warming.

Anyhow, we discover in the 
Financial Times that there are benefits 
to global warming - apparently the 
forests that have just been burnt down 
in Sweden will grow back faster, and 
the wine industry in southern England 
will get a boost. There will also be 
near infinite demand for ice cream 
and sunglasses. How marvellous. 
But we need to approach this vitally 
important question seriously, not 
on the superficial level of saying it 
is really, really, hot today - gosh, it 
must be global warming. Not very 
useful or empowering. Having said 
that, a detailed look at the scientific 
data reveals abundant evidence that 
the climate is undergoing relatively 
rapid change, whether it be rising sea 
temperatures or melting ice sheets. 
Something is happening, and it looks 
bad.

Communists are the first to 
recognise, contrary to modern 
myth, that, when it comes to climate 
change, it is not just a question 
of human activity - you can have 
sunspots and solar storms, or loads 
more clouds, for various reasons that 
essentially have nothing to do with 
what we get up to on this planet.1 
Human beings are not the centre of 
the universe. But, when all is said 
and done, human industry is a hugely 
important factor, when it comes to 
global warming.

Therefore, logically, human beings 
can do something about it. Even if it 
has become too late to entirely reverse 
the damage and things have gone 
beyond the tipping point, at least we 
can heavily mitigate it - which could 
mean saving many millions from dying 
of drowning or drought, and entire 
species from extinction. The only 
realistic programme is democratic 
control over human economic activity 
- which immediately poses the 
necessity of socialism l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Note
1. www.scientificamerican.com/article/sun-spots-
and-climate-change.

Social murder and Syriza
Nature cannot be blamed for everything. There are political 
factors too

We have all seen the 
gruesome headlines 
about the recent wildfires 

outside Athens that left at least 91 
dead and some 25 still missing, 
mostly from Mati - a small seaside 
resort surrounded by pine forests. 
Yes, global warming might have 
been a contributory factor if you 
want to look at things on the very 
biggest scale - but the central factor 
was poor infrastructure, especially 
when you consider that Greece has 
not suffered a prolonged hot spell/
heat wave this year. Rather, the 
blaze was so devastating because 
of the resort’s dense and anarchic 
(often illegal) housing construction, 
exceptional gale-force winds of up 
to 124 km per hour and appallingly 
slow response times from the 
emergency services. On top of that, 
Mati this year failed to complete 
an annual cleaning of undergrowth 
required by law, hence leaving a 
thick layer of highly combustible 
pine needles and dead branches on 
pavements and in public spaces 
around the resort.

Of course, the Syriza 
government has presided over 
a regime of vicious austerity 
- including, naturally enough, 
severe budget cuts to the 
emergency services. Not so long 
ago, it has to be said, a large part 
of the British left was holding up 
Syriza as the ‘broad party’ model 
to emulate, with Alexis Tsipras 
the darling pin-up boy - the CPGB 

was regarded as mad for arguing 
that Syriza should not ‘take the 
power’ and remain a party of 
opposition. Anyway, justified 
anger is building up against 
the authorities - and the Syriza 
government. At an emergency 
meeting of the cabinet, Tsipras 
declared that he personally takes 
“full responsibility” for the 
tragedy - lamenting that, out of 
an “instinct of self-preservation”, 
members of his government could 
have “made too many excuses 
to lessen responsibility”. But 
things went from bad to worse 
later, when the civil protection 
minister, Nikos Toskas (a retired 
army general), told a hastily 
arranged news conference that, 
while he suspected that arson had 
caused the fires, he had found no 
indication of “grave errors” in the 
way they had been handled.

The Mati disaster is a clear 
example of what Engels in The 
condition of the English working 
class called “social murder”, 
whereby the bourgeoisie “places 
hundreds of proletarians in such a 
position that they inevitably meet a 
too early and an unnatural death - 
one which is quite as much a death 
by violence as that by the sword 
or bullet”.1 Quite correctly, John 
McDonnell last year on the BBC’s 
Andrew Marr show said Grenfell 
Tower was an example of “social 
murder” - being a concept with a 
“long history in this country”, in 

which “decisions are made with 
no regard to consequences” and 
“as a result of that people have 
suffered”.

This accusation of social 
murder particularly stands up when 
you contrast the Mati disaster to 
the wildfires in California taking 
place at almost the same time. The 
blazes have been considerably 
more ferocious and frequent 
than the Mati fires - so far nearly 
37,000 wildfires have burned more 
than 4.25 million acres, but only 
six people have died, two of them 
firefighters. The explanation is 
self-evident: the US has a vastly 
superior infrastructure - though 
hurricane Katrina showed that 
this is no guarantee of a quick 
response time or efficient delivery 
of services, when you have a 
callous, bureaucratic machine that 
fears its own citizens more than it 
wants to protect them (possibly in 
the mix was also an instinctual or 
primordial racism amongst lower 
elements of the state apparatus). 

In other words, extreme heat 
events like Mati are just as much 
the product of a dysfunctional 
capitalism under failing 
governments than changing 
weather patterns or climate change 
- if not more so.

EF

Note
1. www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1845/
condition-working-class/ch07.htm.

Greek firefighters: grossly under-resourced
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Globalisation 
halted by 
recession  
and tariffs

World trade and imperialism
US hegemony is under threat from China, Russia and India, writes Michael Roberts

There is a new dataset on 
world trade that looks at 
changes in exports and imports 

globally going back to 1800 and 
the beginnings of modern industrial 
capitalism. Two authors, Giovanni 
Federico and Antonio Tena-Junguito 
have presented a number of papers 
on the trends found in the data.1

Their main conclusions are that 
trade grew very fast in the ‘long 19th 
century’ from Waterloo to World War 
I, recovered from the wartime shock 
in the 1920s, and collapsed by about 
a third during the great depression. 
It grew at breakneck speed in the 
golden age of the 1950s and 1960s 
and again, after a slowdown because 
of the oil crisis, from the 1970s to 
the outbreak of the great recession 
in 2007. The effect of the latter on 
trade growth is sizeable, but almost 
negligible, if compared with the 
joint effect of the two world wars 
and the great depression. “However, 
the effects might become more and 
more comparable if the current trade 
stagnation continues.”

The data show that there were two 
major periods of ‘globalisation’, if 
you like. The first was from 1830-
70, when the export-to-GDP ratio - a 
measure of openness in trade - rose. 
The second was from the mid-1970s 
to 2007 - the great globalisation 
period of the 20th century. According 
to the data, the current level of 
openness to trade is unprecedented in 
history. The export/GDP ratio at its 
2007 peak was substantially higher 
than in 1913.

There were two periods of 
stagnation or decline in global trade 
expansion: during the depression of 
the late 19th century up to the start 
of World War I and then in the 1930s 

great depression. Indeed, “openness 
collapsed during the great 
depression, back to the mid-19th 
century level”.

Now we appear to be in another 
downturn in globalisation and trade:

Since 2007, the apparently 
unstoppable growth of world 
trade has come to a halt, and the 
openness of the world economy 
has been stagnating, or even 
declining. The recent prospect of 
a trade war is fostering pessimism 
for the future. Some people are 
hinting at a repetition of the great 
depression.

As you would have expected, the 
rise of industrial capitalism globally 
meant that the share of agricultural 
and mineral products in total 
exports declined for both advanced 
capitalist (imperialist) countries 
and, interestingly, for the peripheral 
(colonial) economies. The share of 
primary products fell from about 
65% in the 1820s to slightly above 
55% on the eve of World War I, with 
an acceleration of the trend around 

1860 (as industrialisation spread).
The big change was the move 

of America from an agriculture 
exporter to industrial giant in the 
20th century. The continued rise 
in industrial and services trade in 
the late 20th century globalisation 
has in turn been led by China’s 
transformation from a poor 
agricultural peasant economy into 
the manufacturing (and increasingly 
hi-tech) workshop of the world.

The data in general confirm 
my own study of globalisation 
and imperialism that I recently 
presented.2 In my thesis, I argue that 
globalisation and increased trade are 
responses by capitalism to falling 
profitability and then depression in 
a previous period. Globalisation of 
trade and capital took off whenever 
profitability of capital fell in the 
imperialist centres.

Between 1832 and 1848, 
profitability of capital in the major 
economies fell; after which there 
was an expansion of globalisation 
to drive up profitability (1850-70). 
However, a new fall in profitability 
led to the first depression of the 

late 19th century (1870-90), during 
which protectionism rose and 
capital flows shrunk. With economic 
recovery after 1890, imperialist 
rivalry intensified, leading up to the 
Great War of 1914-18.

Again after the defeats of various 
labour struggles post-1945 in 
Europe, Japan and in the colonial 
territories, capitalism entered a new 
‘golden age’ of relatively fast growth 
and rising profitability. Globalisation 
of trade (reduction in tariffs and 
protectionism) and capital (dollar-
led economies and international 
institutions) revived, until 
profitability again began to fall in the 
1970s. The 1970s saw a weakening 
of trade liberalisation and capital 
flows. From the 1980s, however, 
capitalism saw a new expansion of 
globalisation in trade and capital to 
restore profitability.

The beginning of the 21st century 
brought to an end this wave of 
globalisation. Profitability in the 
major imperialist economies peaked 
by the early 2000s and after the 
short credit-fuelled burst up to 2007, 
they entered the great recession, 

which was followed by a new long 
depression. Like that of the late 19th 
century, this brought globalisation to 
an end. World trade growth is now 
no faster than world output growth, 
or even slower.

So the counteracting factor to 
low profitability offered by exports, 
trade and credit has died away. 
This threatens the hegemony of 
US imperialism, already in relative 
decline to new ambitious powers 
like China, India and Russia. With 
US president Donald Trump now 
launching his attempt to put the 
US back in the driving seat for 
international trade,3 renewed rivalry 
threatens to unleash major conflicts 
in the next decade or so l

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

Notes
1. https://voxeu.org/article/world-trade-histori-
cal-database.
2. https://rupturemagazine.org/2018/01/25/
imperialism-globalization-and-the-profitabili-
ty-of-capital.
3. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2018/07/06/trade-war-and-depression.

Is America about to be taken?


