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Labour problem
We call on all Labour Party members 
to stay well clear of the Jewish 
Labour Movement’s latest stunt. The 
JLM, which is the sister party of the 
Zionist Labor Party in Israel, has 
written to Constituency Labour Party 
secretaries, asking them to distribute 
their “survey” on anti-Semitism in the 
Labour Party to all local members. 
Many CLP secretaries have quite 
rightly moved this email directly into 
their spam folder. If you have been 
unfortunate enough to have received 
the email, we urge you to do the same.

It is laughable to claim, as the JLM 
does, that it has “engaged, in good 
faith, with the Labour Party to try and 
solve the severe and ongoing crisis of 
Labour anti-Semitism”. The JLM has 
neither acted in “good faith”, nor has 
it got any interest in solving “the crisis 
of Labour anti-Semitism”. After all, 
the JLM has done tremendous work 
in making rare, isolated cases into a 
“crisis” in the first place. Hundreds, if 
not thousands, of supporters of Jeremy 
Corbyn have been witch-hunted in 
this campaign, which has nothing to 
do with fighting anti-Semitism - but 
everything to do with getting rid of 
Jeremy Corbyn, a committed friend of 
the Palestinians.

We have seen people being 
suspended for using the word ‘Zio’ 
or for expressing their outrage at the 
horrendous crimes committed by the 
state of Israel in a confused manner. 
The vast majority of these people 
are clearly not anti-Semitic. And yet 
they have been labelled as such by 
the JLM, the Board of Deputies and 
the despicable Jonathan Sacks, who 
has gone as far as calling Corbyn an 
anti-Semite. We know that the JLM 
has reported many cases to Labour’s 
compliance unit, often causing great 
distress to the members concerned.

Socialists in the Labour Party 
should show up this “survey” for 
what it is - a clearly biased attempt to 
exacerbate the poisonous atmosphere 
of fear and suspicion in the party.

The Labour Party does not have an 
anti-Semitism problem - but it very 
much has a pro-Zionism problem.

Labour Against the Witchhunt
email

Anglo-Europeans
In his September 27 article Paul 
Demarty analysed “the poverty of left-
remainers”, which he identified with 
activists supporting ‘Another Europe 
is Possible’. There is much Paul says 
that we can agree with, not least in 
his history of the battle for European 
unity. However, rather than make an 
account of points of agreement, let us 
concentrate on what is missing.

Paul’s last paragraph sums up his 
conclusion. He says: “We leftists are 
in this mess, in large part, because 
one such crisis has followed another, 
and the only constant has been the 
abiding sense that something must be 
done right now and there is no time for 
teasing out the treacherous subtleties 
of the issues before us.” Yes, we need 
to think about strategy and not simply 
what to do next.

He explains that the battle over 
the European Union, which “unites 
Michael Chessum with Tony Blair 
on one side, and the Morning Star’s 
Communist Party of Britain and 
Jacob Rees-Mogg on the other, must 
be posed differently altogether for 
the workers’ movement to make any 
serious purchase”. Again we can agree 
with that.

Paul hints at a “leftist” alternative 
as an “argument about the relationship 
between the British state and an 

EU bureaucracy, which ignores the 
reality that both are in enemy hands, 
and that both must be destroyed, and 
a genuine socialist internationalism 
put to work replacing them”. The best 
interpretation of Paul’s position is 
surely the old SWP slogan, ‘Neither 
London nor Brussels, but international 
socialism’.

The problem incorrectly posed 
by Paul has another answer. The EU 
referendum divided England down 
the middle. Since 10 million people 
in England abstained, we should go 
beyond the 2016 labels of ‘remainers’ 
or ‘leavers’. I will use the identity 
of the Anglo-British and Anglo-
Europeans.

On the Anglo-British side are the 
reactionaries and ultra-lefts (using 
Paul’s shorthand, “Jacob Rees-Mogg” 
and the “Morning Star’s Communist 
Party of Britain). They are on the 
British road to socialism or the British 
road to neoliberalism. So far, so good.

In contrast the Anglo-Europeans 
are divided into liberals and democrats. 
Paul does not agree with this. His 
blinkers only allow him to see liberals, 
who are represented by Tony Blair 
and Another Europe is Possible, and 
because of “a hysterical sense of crisis 
that leads well-meaning left remainers 
to cash George Soros’s dirty cheques”.

Paul has awarded the contract to 
represent the Anglo-European trend 
to the liberals. Instead of highlighting 
or giving support to the democratic 
and hence working class answer to 
the European crisis, he has liquidated 
it. He does not recognise in theory or 
practice any democratic trend.

We may have different views 
about the content of the democratic 
programme. There was certainly a 
case for democrats and revolutionaries 
in England to actively abstain in the 
referendum. However, the result 
divided the working class and gave a 
majority to the reactionaries and ultra-
lefts. In the face of this situation we 
need a clear response:
l For a democratic exit.
l For a ratification referendum.
l For a democratic England in a 
democratic Europe.

This is not the time to elaborate on 
the slogan, ‘For a democratic England 
in a democratic Europe’. Suffice to say 
that if the working class is going to win 
the battle of democracy then we have 
to ‘take control’ not only in England, 
but across Europe. A democratic 
perspective is necessary.

The second bullet point on a 
ratification referendum has already 
been argued. The recent Labour 
Party conference showed a clear 
distinction between the slogan of a 
‘second referendum’, designed as a 
rerun of the 2016 referendum, and the 
democratic demand for a ‘ratification 
referendum’. The latter is no repeat, 
but the first time people have an 
opportunity to pass a verdict on the 
Tory’s dirty deal.

So, whilst liberals like Blair and 
Chuka Umunna back a ‘second remain 
referendum’, the democratic demand 
for a ‘ratification referendum’ is 
supported by McCluskey, Corbyn and 
McDonnell. It is no coincidence that 
these Labour and trade union leaders 
supported ratification, not a repeat. A 
divided working class is reflected in 
the trade union movement. The liberals 
have their links to the boardrooms, not 
in union meetings.

The crisis in the relations 
between “the British state and an EU 
bureaucracy” is a crisis in the British 
union as well. Northern Ireland and 
Scotland voted to remain in the EU 
and this is where a storm is brewing. 
So, in discussing “the poverty of left-
remainers”, we must not forget “the 
poverty of the Anglo-British”, who 
‘forget’ to mention the urgent demand 
for a united Ireland and a Scottish 
republic.

Steve Freeman
email

Unproductive
Just to say that Gerald Downing’s 
letter in last week’s edition of the paper 
was a goddamn blinder (October 4)! 
Even though I didn’t manage to grasp 
all of its multiple aspects (indeed, of 
its sniper-fire-like ricochets) very 
strongly, I suspect we share its core 
ethos, as well as agreeing upon the 
central message.

Namely, we share outward-looking 
and ultra-modernist principles, 
bonded to an adaptive, but still solidly 
communist, stance. Looked at more 
widely, with slightly grander horizons, 
freshly evolved New Thinking 
should never be confused with sordid 
revisionism: vibrancy and dynamism 
are not only incompatible with foolish 
dogmatism, but are also toxic to 
ignorant betrayal!

Betrayal of the working class, that 
is, by any prospective communist 
educators, carriers of enlightenment 
or other such socio-psychic 
‘expansionists’ - whether that is the 
case as a result of stale and stagnant 
and thereby inevitably anachronistic 
policies, or merely due to any 
particular individual’s inability to 
embrace change; whether anything 
concerned be carried out inadvertently 
(ie, based upon that already identified 
‘ignorance’), or rather with calculation 
and thus unarguably by ‘treacherous’ 
design.

For a more detailed elucidation 
of these ideas and positions, most 
specifically as they relate to the burning 
questions at hand in connection with 
Brexit, I would point to a previous 
letter of mine (‘Better in’ Weekly 
Worker August 17). Needless to add, 
everything expressed both here and 
there is intended as both comradely 
in tone and primarily in pursuit of 
mutual ‘growth’ - not to forget simple 
solidarity. After all is said and done, 
the big wide and largely capitalism-
enabling, monetisation-peddling 
world out there rolls on regardless: 
that being a world typified either 
by ruthless taking advantage of any 
weakness or confusion - or otherwise 
of gleeful celebration towards all self-
indulgently introspective and thereby 
unproductive crap!

Bruno Kretzschmar
email

Liar Kavanaugh
Brett Kavanaugh is a pathological 
liar and in any position of power 
he is a danger to society. I do not 
say this lightly, nor am I referring 
to Kavanaugh’s aberrant behaviour 
that Dr Christine Blasey Ford and 
others testified about: the attempted 
rape, sexual battery, drunkenness, 
blackouts and aggressions. All of that 
is important too.

However, what I am reporting on is 
the hundreds of times that Kavanaugh 
lied to Congress, while under oath, 
about his years in the early 2000s as 
president Bush’s White House staff 
secretary. Among other things, one of 
his responsibilities was to assist Bush 
nominees for federal judges through 
the Senate confirmation process. 
During that process, Kavanaugh 
received thousands of confidential 
emails, memorandums and talking 
points stolen from Democratic 
senators’ computer servers by 
Republican Senate staff member 
Manuel Miranda. 

The stolen confidential emails, 
memorandums and talking points 
related to Democratic senators’ 
strategies for Senate Judiciary 
Committee hearings on Bush 
nominations to the federal courts. 
Those stolen documents have now 
been made public, and there is no 
question that Miranda stole them and 

passed them on to Kavanaugh.
Yet from 2004 to 2006, when 

Kavanaugh was asked hundreds 
of time while under oath if he had 
received the stolen documents, he 
consistently lied and committed 
perjury. This all occurred during his 
own contentious three-year Senate 
confirmation hearings as a Bush 
nominee to the US court of appeals. 
He did not lie just a few times. He lied 
hundreds of times, and he lied about it 
again just a few days ago, while being 
questioned for Senate confirmation to 
the US Supreme Court.

Kavanaugh has made these same 
lies, obfuscations and tried to change 
the subject hundreds of times, all 
while under oath, and to the FBI and 
other federal agents. He told these lies 
in 2004, 2006 and again during his 
confirmation process to the Supreme 
Court in 2018. Lying to Congress and 
the FBI are serious crimes. They are 
punishable by large fines and up to 
five years in prison. 

Perjury is also an impeachable 
offence. Not only should Kavanaugh 
not be confirmed to a lifetime position 
on the supreme court, but he should 
be impeached and removed from the 
US court of appeals. He should have 
to forfeit his pension, and be disbarred 
from the practice of law for the rest of 
his life.

Senator Bernie Sanders wrote a 
letter on September 29 to the Judiciary 
Committee chairman, senator Chuck 
Grassley, demanding that a number 
of “inconsistencies” in Kavanaugh’s 
record and testimony be investigated 
fully. Sanders pointed out: “In his 
previous testimony before Congress, 
Judge Kavanaugh was asked more 
than 100 times if he knew about files 
stolen by Republican staffers from 
Judiciary Committee Democrats. He 
said he knew nothing. Emails released 
as part of these hearings show that 
these files were regularly shared with 
Kavanaugh while he was on the White 
House staff. One of the emails had 
the subject line, ‘spying’. Was Judge 
Kavanaugh being truthful with the 
committee?”

Dr Christine Blasey Ford gave 
convincing testimony of Kavanaugh’s 
attempted rape of her, and there are 
substantiating allegations from others. 
Kavanaugh’s drunkenness, his bad 
bar room and frat house behaviour, 
and his most recent bizarre mental 
and emotional meltdowns during 
his Senate testimony all call for a 
thorough investigation.

What little we do know about 
Kavanaugh raises so many questions 
that they can only be answered by an 
extensive investigation that should 
take months. There are thousands of 
pages of his prior testimony and other 
documents that need careful scrutiny. 
Witnesses need vetting and some 
should be asked to take a polygraph 
test. Kavanaugh for one should take 
such a test.

The surface of Kavanaugh’s 
criminal behaviour has just been 
scratched. There is a lot more that 
should come out, and it is just below 
the surface. Let’s keep digging.

David William Pear
Florida

On errors
In ‘Aspirations frustrated’ (October 
4), there is a quote from myself on 
the CPGB and the Labour Party 
in the 1930s. The article reads: 
“Lawrence Parker, in his Communists 
and Labour: The National Leftwing 
Movement 1925-1929, tells us …” 
This has become mangled in editing. 
The quote forms no part of my book. 
This assertion was not in the original 
text that I agreed with the author. A 
simple check with myself could have 
eradicated this symptomatic error. 

In the last two years I have 
privately taken up the issue of major 
errors being introduced into my copy 
on three different occasions: ranging 
from spellcheckers reducing text to 
gibberish; bad typos being introduced; 
and paragraphs being mangled and 
stripped of meaning. On four other 
occasions, I have had cause to be 
seriously dissatisfied with poor layout 
(ie, columns not lining up, squashed 
text, etc) or illustrations that were 
misleading and boring. Given that I’ve 
only written about 10 articles in that 
period, it’s not a great record. Over the 
last few months I have noticed many, 
many textual errors in the paper and I 
wasn’t looking that hard. For example, 
Jack Conrad’s recent supplement 
on the Soviet Union lacked proper 
proofreading. 

The most frustrating part of this, 
from my own experience, is that it is 
difficult to get the CPGB to take any 
of this seriously. Given that one should 
not mechanically separate issues of 
organisation from political ones, I 
wonder what the future portends.

Lawrence Parker
London

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

Generosity
So far the signs are good for 

the successful achievement of 
our target for October’s fighting 
fund. We need to raise £1,750 each 
month over and above our income 
from sales and subscriptions, and 
to date we have £619 after just 10 
days. So we’re over a third of the 
way there with a third of the month 
gone.

But I’m not taking anything 
for granted. I know that the third 
week of the month is usually the 
least productive when it comes to 
standing orders, for instance.

Talking about which, there 
were seven of them this week, all 
of them ranging between £10 and 
£30. My thanks to CG, FK, DV, 
GD, HN, SM and BL. Meanwhile, 
comrade BB made a bank transfer 
of £30. For some reason, he hadn’t 
been receiving his Weekly Worker, 
so has asked for the back copies. 

And that £30 was “to thank you 
in advance for helping me out”! 
There’s generosity for you.

The same applies to AN. He 
asked for an error to be corrected 
in the letter we recently published 
from him - and apparently that’s 
worth no less than £50(!), which he 
paid by PayPal. Brilliant, comrade. 
And thanks too to comrade FT, 
who donated £10 using the same 
method.

Finally, there were two cheques 
- from KC (£20) and RN (£10) - 
all of which took this week’s total 
to £329. So we still need exactly 
£1,031 in a day less than three 
weeks. You can do it l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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London Communist Forum
Sunday October 14: No forum.
Sunday October 21, 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 1907 to the October Revolution of 1917. This meeting: chapter 
1 (continued) - ‘The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the 
proletariat and peasantry’.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
and Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.
Radical Anthropology Group
Tuesday October 16, 6.30pm: Social and biological anthropology: 
Camilla Power ‘Why menstruation matters’. Daryll Forde seminar 
room, Anthropology Building, 14 Taviton Street, off Gordon Square, 
London WC1. Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:  
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org. 
Critique
Saturday October 13, 9.30am to 5pm: Conference, room 32L.LG.04, 
London School of Economics, 32 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London WC2. 
Speakers include: Peter Nolan, Hillel Ticktin, Mick Cox, Savas Matsas.
Organised by Critique journal:  
www.critiquejournal.net/newsletter/conference2018.html.
Justice for Ballymurphy 11
Saturday October 13, 5pm: Picket, Irish embassy, 17 Grosvenor 
Place, London SW1. Kitson and Jackson are war criminals!
Organised by Irish Republican Prisoners Support Group:
www.facebook.com/Irish-Republican-Prisoners-Support-Group-
London-136462699810807.
Stop the DFLA
Saturday October 13, 12.30pm: Counterdemonstration, Old Palace 
Yard, London SW1. No to the Democratic Football Lads Alliance.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism: www.standuptoracism.org.uk.
Venezuela Solidarity Campaign
Saturday October 13, 10am: AGM, followed by celebration of 
Hugo Chávez’s legacy, 1.30pm to 3.30pm. Speakers include George 
Galloway, Francisco Dominguez (VSC), Kate Hudson (CND), Colin 
Burgon (Labour Friends of Progressive Latin America). Tickets £5.98 
(£4.90).
Organised by Venezuela Solidarity Campaign:  
www.venezuelasolidarity.co.uk.
Working for peace
Wednesday October 17, 7.15pm: Launch meeting, Ruskin House, 
3 Coombe Road, Croydon CR0. 
Organised by Croydon Peace Council:
www.londoncnd.org/events/2018/10/17/croydon-peace-council-launch.
Grass Roots Left
Saturday October 20, 12 noon to 4pm: Relaunch of Unite rank-and-
file grouping, Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1. 
Speakers include Jerry Hicks
Organised by Grass Roots Left:  
www.facebook.com/events/2077201195676574.
Organising the Labour left
Sunday October 21, 12 noon to 4pm: Durham Labour Left north-east 
conference, Durham Miners Hall, Flass Street, Redhills, Durham DH1. 
Members of the Labour Party welcome. 
Organised by Durham Labour Left: 
www.facebook.com/events/726957227649047.
Oppose Tommy Robinson
Tuesday October 23, 9am: Picket, Central Criminal Court, Old Bailey, 
London EC4.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism: www.standuptoracism.org.uk.
Workers in the Cuban revolution
Tuesday October 23, 6.30pm: Discussion, Marchmont Community 
Centre, 62 Marchmont Street, London WC1. Speaker: Steve Cushion.
Organised by Social Histories of Revolution:
https://socialhistories.wordpress.com
For pensioners’ rights
Wednesday October 24, 11.30am: Rally, Old Palace Yard (opposite 
House of Lords), London SW1; followed by lobby, 1pm, committee 
room 14, House of Commons.
Organised by National Pensioners Convention: www.npcuk.org.
Renationalise the rail
Wednesday October 24, 7 pm: Meeting, first floor, The Wellington, 
37 Bennetts Hill, Birmingham B2. ‘Prospects for renationalisation’. 
Speakers: Ian Scott (Birmingham TUC), Pat Collins (ex-RMT EC).
Organised by Birmingham Socialist Discussion Group:  
ser14@btinternet.com.
Rise of precarious workers
Tuesday October 30, 8am: National demonstration, Transport for 
London, 197 Blackfriars Road, London SE1.
Organised by Independent Workers Union of Great Britain:  
https://iwgb.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 Socialist Party in England and Wales: 
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.

Small but positive
Peter Moody looks at DSA attempts to ensure that their 
elected representatives remain accountable to the organisation

The Democratic Socialists of 
America seem poised to have 
two members in the next sitting 

of the House of Representatives - 
albeit elected on the Democratic 
Party ballot line - which would be 
historic for both the DSA and the 
representation of self-described 
socialists in Congress generally.

This would also be notable in 
terms of the group’s electoral strategy, 
as these candidates are well-known as 
members of the DSA, and one of the 
candidates in particular - Alexandria 
Ocasio-Cortez - has been endorsed by 
the national organisation and received 
material support from it; this has also 
been true to varying degrees for a 
number of candidates for state and 
local office.1 This represents a shift 
for the organisation - likely brought 
on in part by the ‘successful loss’ of 
the Bernie Sanders campaign, which 
helped start the ball rolling in terms 
of membership to get the DSA to its 
current claimed figure of 50,000.

Previous DSA interventions 
in elections can probably be best 
described as uneven. While it is best 
known on the left for promoting a 
strategy of ‘realigning’ the Democrats 
- working with trade union leaders, 
left liberals and progressive social 
movements to transform the party 
into a social democratic formation - 
its official stance has historically been 
one of agnosticism between explicit 
realignment and more tentative 
support for building some sort of 
independent political formation.

That said, in practice the DSA 
has given at least tacit support 
to the Democrats, and generally 
looked askance at electoral efforts 
to the party’s left - whether in the 
form of non-socialist radicals like 
the Greens, or explicitly socialist 
campaigns. Nevertheless, such efforts 
were indeed tacit: little energy or 
organisational resources were spent 
promoting Democratic candidates. 
Even when the DSA had elected 
officials previously (including former 
Democratic member of Congress 
Ron Dellums), such candidates went 
largely unremarked, the unspoken 
logic behind such a stance being that 
socialism was saddled with too much 
baggage to be electorally popular 
outside of some minor-edge cases, 
and the duty of socialists was to act 
as the best builders of the ‘broad, 
progressive’ camp in order to either 
promote reforms or at least keep 
conservatives from winning office 
and ‘making things worse’.

In a post-Sanders political 
environment, however, things have 
changed in the DSA’s estimation. 
Now that some conception of 
socialism has entered into wider 
American consciousness as a 
positive, the group has taken a 
much more proactive approach to 
supporting in particular candidates 
who are DSA members. By and 
large, the candidates it supports are 
still running on the Democratic Party 
ballot line, but uphold a document 
passed by the DSA’s national 
convention last August - now national 
priority is given to supporting “open 
socialist candidates”.2 Furthermore, 
the convention document fleshes 
out a commitment to “building a 
mass socialist political formation 
in the United States” and speaks 
of developing candidates (and by 
extension, elected officials) who 
are “accountable to DSA’s political 
agenda and who can serve as the 
base for increasingly assertive and 
widespread independent socialist 
electoral activity in the coming 
years”.

The accountability question is 
a vital one. In an electoral strategy 
document adopted by the DSA’s 
national political committee earlier this 
year, which fleshes out the principles 
adopted at the August convention, 
the desire to hold candidates running 
with DSA endorsement accountable 
to the politics and platform of the 
organisation runs strongly throughout. 
In particular, the document correctly 
notes some of the weaknesses of the 
DSA’s earlier electoral efforts. Under 
the old method, the resources of the 
DSA largely existed as campaign 
fodder, subordinate to the candidate 
running; once elected, said candidate

possesses not only elected office 
and the power of incumbency, but 
all of the resources (staff, skills, 
experience, a donor list) required 
to run a successful campaign and 
stay in office; the organization, 
meanwhile, has little leverage over 
the candidate and little to show for 
the work of its volunteers.3

The piece goes on to argue - again, 
correctly - that this model had the 
practical effect of subordinating the 
broader organisation to the elected 
official, rather than the other way 
round: in order to retain access to the 
official they had to be provided with 
resources and loyal support, while 
criticism of their actions had to be 

either muted or silenced completely. 
With such an arrangement, the elected 
official then had the freedom to pursue 
whatever agenda suited best their own 
political career, and the DSA either 
needed to stop supporting said official 
- thereby losing the much coveted 
access that they were aiming for by 
supporting them in the first place - or 
provide left cover for what may have 
ended up being an increasingly centrist 
or rightwing agenda, so undermining 
the politics that a socialist organisation 
is supposedly fighting for.

Thus, from the perspective of 
rhetoric, the DSA’s electoral strategy 
document represents a positive step, if 
perhaps a hesitant one. Unfortunately, 
though, practical proposals for how 
candidate accountability is to be 
achieved are rather thin on the ground, 
which leads to a de facto slide towards 
the previous model of jockeying for 
candidate access, while committing 
greater energy and resources.

This slippage has already started in 
the case of the DSA’s highest-profile 
candidate - Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez. 
While she prominently featured her 
DSA support during her campaign for 
the Democratic nomination (and still 
calls herself a “democratic socialist” 
on her website), her Twitter profile was 
largely scrubbed of DSA content after 
the primary, and DSA endorsement 
now only exists on her website as one 
among a constellation of progressive 
and left-liberal groups also supporting 
her campaign - as opposed to the 
prominent place that one would hope 
for the organisation of which she is a 
member and supposed representative 
(and to which - again hopefully - she 
is accountable).4

Moreover, Ocasio-Cortez has made 
public statements pitching herself as 
a loyal Democrat, seeking to support 
all party nominees regardless of their 
actual politics. This has led the New 
York City chapter of the DSA to 
publicly criticise (if perhaps rather 
mildly) her position. It is positive that 
this unconditional Democratic Party 
loyalty is not going unchallenged, but 
is yet another sign that any process of 
developing candidate accountability to 
the DSA itself has a long way to go5 l

Notes
1 The other US House candidate, Rashida Tlaib, 
has not been endorsed by DSA nationally, but 
was endorsed by the Metro Detroit local of the 
organisation.
2 https://electoral.dsausa.org/national-electoral-
strategy.
3 Ibid.
4 https://ocasio2018.com/#chunk-endorsements.
5 www.socialists.nyc/statements/ocasio-cuomo.

DSA members ... there are now 50,000 of them
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With the grain of the times
Yet more scandals - but Trump stands firm. Paul Demarty urges a more radical reckoning with 
American politics

So we meet Brett Kavanaugh, the 
second supreme court justice 
appointed by Donald Trump.

For such a colourful president - 
literally and figuratively - this was 
supposed to be a relatively colourless 
appointment. Given some of the fire-
breathing lunatics that have popped 
up in the last year and a half, looking 
for White House career favours, 
he looks positively square. Think 
of Roy Moore, the fundamentalist 
Alabama attorney general, whose run 
at the governor’s office was foiled by 
historic sexual assault allegations; 
or Steve Bannon, the sub-fascist 
pseudo-intellectual with the decline 
of the west written into his puffy, 
sweating face.

By contrast Kavanaugh’s bona-
fides seemed impeccable. He is an 
old-fashioned religious conservative, 
with decades of public service (and 
private practice) behind him. His 
first glimmerings in the rightwing 
firmament came in his years as Ken 
Starr’s factotum, as that crusading 
prosecutor pursued a number of avenues 
to discredit Bill Clinton. He later served 
in the Bush administration. He could 
never be mistaken for a Democrat; but, 
between elaborate legal opinions and 
occasional lectures at Harvard, he acts 
the part of a high-minded servant of the 
law in a way that Moore, foaming at the 
mouth and waving stone tablets around, 
never could.

Ironic, then, that so many problems 
should have arisen from such similar 
quarters, when it emerged that 
Christine Blasey Ford, a contemporary 
of Kavanaugh’s in the pampered DC 
suburb where they grew up, alleged 
that she had been sexually assaulted 
by him and another boy at a party 
when she was 15 and he 17. There 
followed a flurry of further allegations 
concerning Kavanaugh’s later exploits 
at Yale, and, while Ford’s accusations 
are by far the better corroborated at 
this remove - frankly, the story of a 
private school jock getting loaded at 
a party and trying to force himself on 
a girl is hardly the least plausible one 
ever told, and subsequent testimony 
from Ford and others to the Senate 
Judiciary Committee rather tips the 
balance of probabilities clean out of 
Lady Justice’s hands - the picture 
is built up of a young man living it 
large within an impervious barrier of 
entitlement.

Preposterous
His denials are, frankly, preposterous. 
He spent a great deal of effort claiming 
that his busy athletic schedule would 
have left him no time for getting 
drunk at parties and going on sexual 
rampages. To put it politely, this 
will convince those who want to be 
convinced; any fair-minded observer 
of professional athletes, private 
school sports heroes or American jock 
culture will have rather the opposite 
reaction. He has doubled down on an 
increasingly shaky claim to college-
age temperance, despite claim after 
claim that he was just as partial to the 
Porky’s lifestyle as most people of his 
age, class and gender.

Kavanaugh’s confirmation by 
the Senate, in spite of all this, is a 
testament to the endless reserves of 
self-deceit available to the American 
right. The jumble of fatuous objections 
to Ford’s story are, to be sure, part of 
the same tangled skein of oppression 
that undermines all allegations of rape 
and sexual assault in male-dominated 
societies. Yet there is an unmistakable 
additional element here. The 

fundamental reason why Republicans 
refuse to accept the probable accuracy 
of all these allegations is that they 
arrived in Congress thanks to 
California Democrats - the worst kind 
of Democrats! - and thus are false, 
even if they are true.

We must concede that there is 
just a grain of truth here. The timing 
of these revelations is probably not 
accidental. The strategic upside for 
the Democrats in raising them was the 
chance of delaying the confirmation 
hearing; any significant delay would 
place it the other side of the November 
6 midterm elections, and therefore 
potentially a change in the voting 
arithmetic. It is worth noting that this 
tactical appropriation of Ford’s case 
does, in fact, increase the likelihood 
that her allegations will not be taken 
seriously; the gamble was that it was 
the best way to stop Kavanaugh’s 
confirmation.

The very reason the Democrats 
were prepared to risk it, however, made 
the Republicans more likely to grasp 
the nettle and take the reputational 
hit of obvious hypocrisy. That is the 
small matter that - is a swing vote. The 
Supreme Court now has a conservative 
majority. This is not good news for 
liberals, as they challenge rampant 
gerrymandering in red states, defend 
landmark decisions like Roe v Wade 
and so on. It is a cheerful invitation, 
however, to the right, to come forward 
and set some lasting precedents of their 
own. With hot-button ‘culture war’ 
issues multiplying in state legislatures, 
ranging from the anti-transgender 
‘bathroom bills’ to the grotesque 
spectacle of mandating a full funeral 
for aborted foetuses (at the mother’s 
expense, of course), Kavanaugh and 
chums will be busy, and no doubt are 
licking their lips in anticipation.

A conservative supreme court 
takes some of the lustre off of winning 
control of Congress - after all, even for 
laws that can be steered past Trump’s 
veto, there remains the backstop of the 
judiciary. Some - but by no means all. 
Washington’s focus is now undivided 
- Trump’s domestic lawmaking 
power hangs in the balance, of 
course, according to the Byzantine 
arrangements bequeathed to modern 
America by her mischievous founding 
fathers; but perhaps there is something 
even greater at stake, which is the 
small matter of whether Trump’s 
presidency shall go down as a bizarre, 
brief aberration - or a bellwether for a 
new, darker era in the American world 
order.

Should the Democrats win control 
of one or both houses of Congress, 
particularly if they win this round 
of voting very convincingly, and 
most particularly if Republicans 
who thought themselves ‘safe’ find 
Democratic insurgents breathing 
down their necks, things do not 
look good for Trump at all. Robert 
Mueller’s investigations into him 
may already have dredged up enough 
to impeach him, if not successfully 
prosecute him. If he looks like a loser, 
then Republicans in Congress have no 
reason to protect him. Conversely, a 
good showing for the GOP will make 
him close to untouchable.

At present, things could be a lot 
worse, from the president’s point 
of view. Polling suggests that the 
Republicans are likely to hold onto the 
Senate, with a few races flipping this 
way and that; the House looks rosier 
for the Democrats, who may well 
regain control - but not by the sort of 
demonstrative margin they would need 

to make Trump’s position untenable.
There are short-term reasons why 

this might be the case. As Bill Clinton 
famously said, it’s “the economy, 
stupid!” The unmentionable truth is that 
Trump has so far kept his promises. The 
economy booms. He has humiliated 
his partners in extant and forthcoming 
trade deals and, while it is by no means 
clear that all such crude tactics will bear 
fruit, the trouble for anti-Trumpites 
of an ‘official’ sort is that the widely 
predicted disasters have not happened. 
The state of play now - as opposed to 
the state of play after the next crash - is 
that business is good.

Hegemon
The longer-term reasons are more 
complex. There is, first of all, the 
small matter that the United States is 
a declining hegemon. Its decline is 
relative, rather than absolute; and the 
mere fact that it is a hegemon at all 
has a mitigating effect on the overall 
process. The result is that, while the 
US is - for all intents and purposes - 
immune to existentially-threatening 
military defeat (as opposed to the 
local humiliations heaped on it by the 
Viet Cong in the 1960s and 70s, and 
the structurally unwinnable war in 
Afghanistan), and also to economic 
eclipse, thanks to its control of the 
world reserve currency and financial 
system, it is nonetheless decreasingly 
able to impose a congenial world order. 
This declining power is manifested 
in the tendency for military ‘police 
actions’ to produce not a new order, 
but merely chaos and destruction, and 
in the decline of America’s industrial 
base, which has as its corollary the 
growth of competing ones.

Both of these symptoms have in fact 
been visible since the 1980s. Victory in 
the cold war ended up a mixed blessing. 
It removed America’s only serious 
strategic rival, and it opened up a 
substantial new market for capital. But 
it also exacerbated the signs of decline. 
The notionally-multilateral institutions 
that govern Pax Americana multiplied, 

and increased in cost, but it was not 
necessarily clear what they were for 
- bright ideas like the war on drugs 
began to look a lot like make-work for 
a bloated diplomatic-military apparatus 
spanning the globe. The concomitant 
defeat of the workers’ movement in 
the west removed a powerful domestic 
obstacle to accumulation, but resulted 
ultimately in a deepening spiral of 
resentment in the forgotten, rotting 
towns of ‘flyover country’.

So Trump’s presidency is, simply 
as a matter of fact, not a purely 
irrational lightning-strike of reaction. 
A single spark can light a prairie 
fire, as Mao famously said - but not 
unless the prairie is dry to begin with. 
America’s busy multilateralism under 
Clinton and Obama - even under Bush 
junior, in spite of the messianic neo-
conservatism of his courtiers - was 
bereft of obvious purpose. (Trump’s 
constant hectoring of Nato allies to up 
their contributions is a song also sung 
by the impeccably realist Robert Gates, 
defence secretary under Bush and 
Obama, in his valedictory speech to 
the organisation.) The boom years saw 
stagnant wages, if not living standards; 
the bust years meant ‘socialism for the 
rich’, and disaster for everyone else, 
if nothing like on the scale suffered in 
parts of Europe and elsewhere. Then 
along comes The Donald, denouncing 
‘bad deals’ left and right, promising 
to sweep away the scum, and looking 
crazy enough to actually try!

The thing about Trumpism, then, 
is not that it is believable, but that it 
has not been disproven by events, 
unlike the alternative of ‘progressive’ 
neoliberal imperialism. The insistence 
on seeing Trump as an aberration is 
rooted in an inability to see ‘normality’ 
in any terms not derived from 
neoliberalism’s basic outlook. Yet 
the latter is an ideology, no more and 
no less; its life depends on its utility, 
and its utility consists in building a 
coalition of the petty bourgeoisie (the 
self-made ‘strivers’, in British political 
babble) and sections of the working 

class (black, female, gay or what 
have you), appealed to on a sectional 
basis. As soon as this ceased to deliver 
stable majorities in the interests of 
US capital, the way was clear for 
a challenger to the title of ‘official 
ideology’: Trumpism goes with the 
grain of the times.

Class interest
If all that is true, then the present 
American predicament is not going to 
be sorted out by a midterm election. 
Fortunately for those of us with rather 
more radical options in mind for the 
US, the abiding reaction of liberal 
opinion has not been simply to ‘keep 
a hold of nurse for fear of something 
worse’: something like a realisation 
that neoliberal Democratic politics 
are at the very root of this disaster 
has come about. It has done so in a 
hopelessly eclectic way, of course, but 
it is undeniable that the Democratic 
machine is forced to fight for 
dominance against a quasi-socialist, 
liberal left that is tired of being treated 
like impetuous children.

Much more needs to be escaped 
than the tutelage of the Democratic 
National Committee. For a start, the 
idea that a party, by appealing to the 
common decency of liberal opinion, 
can overcome the harsh antinomies of 
class interest - if there is no conscious 
solidarity between the Koch brothers 
and George Soros, there certainly is 
between their respective fortunes. 
It is precisely this class interest that 
prefers to keep Bernie Sanders off a 
presidential ballot rather than Donald 
Trump; and it is a class party of the 
workers, explicitly organised as such, 
that might escape from the political 
blackmail of Wall Street.

Yet there is a more direct lesson to 
be drawn from recent weeks. We are 
all so concerned about Kavanaugh 
because he will tip the balance on the 
supreme court. Why, then, is there not 
more outcry about the very importance 
of such an event itself? To put it more 
sharply, America is not a democracy 
in the strict sense, but a country with 
a ‘mixed constitution’. The supreme 
court is the very most aristocratic 
part of that constitution. American 
progressives are about to learn a great 
deal about how lopsided its privileges 
are.

Stepping away from that precipice 
means confronting the US constitution 
as it is - as a machine designed to 
frustrate mass democratic initiative, 
at the same time as posing as its 
bridgehead into the modern world. 
Listening to a podcast about the 
gerrymandering issue recently, I was 
struck by the fact that it occurred 
to apparently none of the right-on 
liberal contributors that a quick-and-
easy fix to the problem would be to 
abolish first-past-the-post elections. 
No districts - no gerrymandering. Yet 
a world without this problem seemed 
beyond all conception, despite the 
fact that it exists in half of Europe and 
many other places besides.

With the Supreme Court of the 
United States, things are worse yet, 
since it was SCOTUS that delivered 
recent advances like the right of 
gay couples to marry, leading to a 
reluctance on the part of the American 
left to revive the vibrant anti-judicial 
strand in its own political tradition.

The times demand much more. 
What is needed is a third American 
revolution - and this time the working 
class should play for keeps l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Brett Kavanaugh: sworn in
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RUSSIA

A form of warfare
Eddie Ford thinks we should take hacking threats seriously - especially from GCHQ

Those pesky Russians are back in 
the news again. The British-based 
open-source website, Bellingcat, 

has claimed that the second suspect 
in the Skripal poisoning case is called 
Alexander Mishkin - a doctor working 
for the Russian military intelligence, 
the GRU. Last month, the same 
website named the other suspect as 
Anatoliy Chepiga - a claim naturally 
rejected by Russia, but British officials 
have not disputed or questioned 
Bellingcat’s identification of the men.

Quite impressively, Bellingcat 
managed to identify them - assuming 
for now that its claims are correct 
- using information that is publicly 
available if you know where and how 
to look. The website said it tracked 
down Mishkin’s real identity after 
obtaining a scanned copy of his actual 
passport, then asked facial recognition 
experts to examine two photos taken 
15 years apart by using simulated 
age progression software to establish 
the match - afterwards confirming 
the details with people who actually 
knew him back in his home village. 
Mishkin’s professional expertise as a 
medical specialist makes sense, when 
you consider that Novichok is one 
of the most dangerous nerve agents 
ever to have been manufactured. 
Those who still insist, in violation 
of ‘Occam’s razor’, that MI5 or MI6 
were responsible for the Salisbury 
attack look increasingly eccentric - 
though the revelations about Mishkin 
will doubtlessly be used to further 
stoke up anti-Russian tensions and a 
spy-mania that strays at times into the 
paranoiac.

But, of course, as well as Russian 
spies, we also have Russian hackers 
- whose turn it was to dominate the 
headlines last week. Thus, on October 
4, “the west launched a transatlantic 
offensive” (Financial Times) against 
Russian espionage activities, accusing 
the GRU of a litany of attacks. The 
most scandalous attack - if you 
go by the acres of coverage in the 
press, at least - was on the computer 
networks of the Organisation for the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, 

based in The Hague. Having 193 
member-states, the OPCW - as you 
would expect - was heavily involved 
in the investigation into the Skripal 
poisonings, and disputed chemical 
attacks in Syria, making it a natural 
target. Four Russian operatives, 
believed to have been part of a GRU 
‘clean-up’ unit, allegedly travelled to 
The Hague on diplomatic passports 
in April - eventually staying in a hotel 
next door to the OPCW HQ. This, so 
the story goes, after unsuccessfully 
launching a home-based attack.

The attempt, we read, was thwarted 
with the help of British intelligence 
officials - after the Sandworm 
cybercrime unit of the GRU had 
attempted unsuccessfully to hack 
the UK foreign office in March and 
the Porton Down chemical weapons 
facility in April. Oddly enough for 
members of what is supposed to 
be a secret service, they seemed to 
have made little attempt to hide their 
presence in the Netherlands - arriving 
all together at Schiphol airport, where 
they were immediately captured on 
CCTV being met by a high-level 
Russian embassy official. Then, once 
through customs and immigration 
controls, they hired a car and headed 
straight for The Hague. Not exactly 
hiding their tracks.

British security officials said 
the GRU agents were caught “in 
flagrante” by Dutch intelligence three 
days after arriving in the country, as 
they sat in their hired car parked close 
to the OPCW building. They tried, 
and hopelessly failed, to destroy their 
equipment. In the back of the vehicle, 
investigators found a laptop connected 
to a 4G mobile and a Wi-Fi panel 
antenna, partially hidden under a coat, 
as well as other ‘specialist’ hacking 
equipment. They also recovered 
€20,000 and $20,000 in cash, as well 
as taxi receipts from a GRU facility in 
Moscow and reconnaissance maps - 
their seized laptops allegedly showing 
that the men were involved in cyber 
operations in Switzerland, Malaysia 
and Brazil. One of the suspects, it 
is believed, was found collecting 

information on the investigation into 
MH17, the Malaysian Airlines flight 
shot down over Ukraine in 2014.

Needless to say, the four operatives 
were immediately bundled onto a 
plane back to Moscow. You can only 
conclude from this episode that spies 
ain’t what they used to be - standards 
are slipping. No wonder it is widely 
reported that Vladimir Putin, who 
knows a thing or two about the spying 
trade, is very unhappy with the GRU’s 
performance and that a purge could be 
on the way.

Only hours after the Dutch 
revelations, US prosecutors unveiled 
charges against several Russians 
thought to be GRU agents, including 
the four involved in the OPCW 
operation. Washington accused 
them of targeting a range of sports 
agencies, as well as being part of the 
‘Fancy Bears’ group - most notably 
the World Anti-Doping Agency’s 
office in Switzerland. Apparently 
they were eager to get hold of the 
medical records of some 250 athletes, 
especially Sir Bradley Wiggins and 
Sir Mo Farah, at a time when Russia 
was facing allegations of state-
sponsored cheating at the Olympics 
and other sporting events.

At the same time, in an 
unprecedented statement foreign 
secretary Jeremy Hunt said the 
National Cyber Security Centre had 
found that a number of hackers have 
been conducting attacks around the 
world - undertaken with the explicit 
agreement of the Kremlin. So far, 
the foreign office has attributed six 
specific attacks to GRU-backed 
hackers and identified 12 hacking 
group code names as fronts for the 
GRU - but watch this space.

As an almost comical coda to 
these events, we have also discovered 
that the GRU in 2015 took complete 
control of the UK-based Islam 
Channel for an entire month - it 
being estimated that 59% of British 
Muslims watched the station, 
which features former leader of the 
Socialist Workers Party, John Rees, 
as a presenter. The channel’s senior 

executives were totally unaware of 
the attack until they were helpfully 
contacted by the home office, who put 
them in touch with another unnamed 
agency that reportedly informed them 
that the attack had been carried out 
at the “state level” (ie, by Russia). 
Afterwards, it took “a good few 
months” to tackle the takeover - 
evidently it was hardly a priority for 
Britain’s spooks, who probably sent 
in their B-team.

Quite why the GRU, or anybody 
else, would want to hack into the 
Islam Channel remains a mystery - 
particularly as none of its content or 
broadcasts were changed in any way 
whatsoever. So what was the point - 
just to prove that you can? You would 
really think that the GRU have better 
things to do with their time, like 
drastically improving their recruitment 
process.

Significant
Nevertheless, the publication of 
such an extraordinary amount of 
information is significant in and of 
itself - it is not the sort of thing that the 
secret services normally do, preferring 
to keep things … well, secret.

For example, when MI5 officer 
Michael Bettaney (Malkin) - later a 
CPGB supporter and writer for this 
publication - was on trial for being a 
KGB double-agent, the whole thing 
was conducted in camera, enabling 
the secret services to put out a load of 
nonsense about him being a hopelessly 
incompetent drunk, Hitler-lover and 
so on.1 Most of these things are kept 
very close to their chests - what with 
Defence and Security Media Advice 
notices and all the rest. Therefore 
the very fact that they are revealing 
these stories tells you something 
straightaway. If you listen to the 
various statements by the US, British 
and Dutch governments, what they 
are saying is not only that they will 
continue to reveal the skulduggery of 
the Russian state, but that they will 
respond.

There is no doubt that technically, 
GCHQ could hack into the Russian 

electronic communications system and, 
for example, close down Moscow’s 
electricity supply - something that 
it has more or less openly admitted.2 
We need to remember that the UK 
is part of the US-hegemonic Five 
Eyes intelligence alliance - the other 
partners being Canada, Australia, 
New Zealand and, of course, the US. 
The agreement, whose origins can be 
traced back to the immediate post-
World War II period, means that they 
are all meant to share their intelligence 
on an equal footing: what you know, 
we know - even if it might not always 
work out exactly like that. Germany, 
by contrast, has been extensively 
spied upon by the US. But if you are 
part of the Five Eyes, then you are not 
allowed to spy on each other, at least 
according to the formal agreement.

Given that GCHQ is effectively 
an adjunct of the US state, when it 
says it can close down Moscow’s 
electricity supply, that threat should be 
taken seriously. The obvious problem, 
however, is that a fairly large number 
of people would die if GCHQ pulled 
the plug on Moscow - which would 
be very bad politics indeed, especially 
if you want to present yourself as the 
good guy. Hence we would not expect 
an attack of that nature, though you 
cannot entirely rule it out. But at some 
stage relatively soon, we should expect 
something to happen that goes beyond 
sanctions and tit-for-tat expulsions of 
diplomats.

At the end of the day, GCHQ 
hacking is a form of warfare - the 
equivalent of the medieval practice of 
bunging a big rock over the city walls. 
Something will inevitably get crushed. 
After all, GCHQ exists purely to spy 
and hack. The idea that only ‘rogue’ 
states like Iran, North Korea - and now 
Russia - engage in cyber-warfare is 
risible l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. See ‘A man of contradictions’ Weekly Worker 
September 6.
2. www.thesun.co.uk/news/5796060/russia-cyber-
attack-gchq-putin-uk-supermarkets-banks-netflix.

Four alleged GRU agents - plus Russian diplomat - picture released by Dutch secret services
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LABOUR

The latest issue of Solidarity 
features an unpleasant, unsigned 
‘Diary of a delegate’, who only 

seems to have managed to attend one 
session at Labour Party conference: 
namely the afternoon of Tuesday 
September 25, which saw the debate 
around the motions on Brexit and 
Palestine. The unnamed author writes:

Emily Thornberry’s speech was 
rambling, but she said; “There 
are sickening individuals on the 
fringes of our movement, who 
use our legitimate support for 
Palestine as a cloak and a cover for 
their despicable hatred of Jewish 
people, and their desire to see Israel 
destroyed. These people stand for 
everything that we have always 
stood against and they must be 
kicked out of our party.”

These people are not just on the 
fringes of our movement. I sat just 
behind the honourable member for 
Derby North - a man who is happy 
to peddle the idea that the whole 
anti-Semitism issue is really a 
matter of it being “weaponised” by 
the right to harm Jeremy Corbyn. 
Extreme holocaust denial may be 
on the fringes, but anti-Semitism 
in the form of wanting to see Israel 
destroyed, as shown by the chanting 
at Labour conference, is not.

In a disgusting attack, ‘Labour 
Party Marxists’ in their Red Pages 
bulletin took exception with Rhea 
Wolfson being allowed to chair 
the session on Palestine! She has 
pro-Palestinian views? Ah, she is 
a member of the Jewish Labour 
Movement and a Zionist! They 
raised no objections to anyone else 
chairing sessions.

That sort of dog-whistle anti-
Semitism from LPM, coupled 
with the glowing reception two 
members of Neturei Karta got when 

leafleting, shows that some Labour 
members have a long way to go on 
managing to make solidarity with 
Palestinians without falling into 
the trap of anti-Semitic actions and 
views.1

This is pretty low even by the standards 
of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. 
Of course, everybody knows that it has 
a thing about ‘anti-Semitism’. Their 
leaders and writers see it everywhere 
- and have been doing so long before 
it became quite so fashionable with the 
Daily Mail and the right wing in the 
Parliamentary Labour Party. It is, after 
all, the AWL’s ‘unique selling point’, 
with which it tries to distinguish 
its otherwise pretty unexceptional 
Trotskyist economism from that of the 
rest of the left. Or “fake left”, as AWL 
guru Sean Matgamna insists on calling 
all other leftwing organisations in its 
irregularly published Solidarity.

Back in 2003 Matgamna declared 
that, forthwith, AWL members shall 
proudly call themselves “Zionists”. 
And, boy, have they made their 
master proud. In 2016, the AWL’s 
representatives on the then steering 
committee of Momentum voted 
enthusiastically with Jon Lansman 
to kick Jackie Walker off the 
organisation’s leading body when 
she was first falsely accused of anti-
Semitism - perhaps giving the owner 
of the organisation’s database the last 
bit of courage he needed before going 
on to abolish all democratic structures 
in Momentum in his coup of January 
10 2017.

This episode could stand 
symbolically for the whole misguided 
approach to the witch-hunt. Some 
people just cannot see the wood for 
the trees (or maybe they just ignore 
it). Even when AWL member Pete 
Radcliffe was expelled from the Labour 
Party two days after a hilariously 

misinformed Owen Smith (remember 
him?) accused the AWL on Question 
time of “flooding the Labour Party” 
and “bringing anti-Semitic views”,2 the 
penny did not seem to drop.

While there are a few isolated cases 
of anti-Semitism in the Labour Party 
(just as there must be, statistically 
speaking, of Islamophobia, 
homophobia, paedophilia and even 
bestiality), the witch-hunt clearly has 
nothing to do with opposing anti-
Semitism. The aim of the charade is to 
get rid of a certain Jeremy Corbyn.

By accepting the false narrative that 
Labour is awash with anti-Semitism, 
the AWL has provided leftwing cover 
for the witch-hunt - even while its own 
members became collateral damage. 
You could not make it up.

Zionist chair
According to Sean Matgamna, a 
Zionist nowadays is anyone who 
believes “in the right of Israel to exist 
and defends its existence”.3

Of course, historically, Zionism was 
a “definitely reactionary ideology”4 
(Lenin), according to which Jews 
and gentiles could never live together 
peacefully and Jews therefore needed 
a separate Jewish state. The creation 
of Israel and subsequent expansion 
has been characterised by horrendous 
crimes against the indigenous Arab 
population, including, crucially 
the nakba - the forced expulsion of 
around 800,000 Palestinians. What 
began as a colonial ideology of the 
oppressed has metamorphosed into 
a full-blown ideology of colonial 
oppression. Modern-day Zionism, as 
the state ideology of Israel, not only 
retrospectively justifies the foundation 
of Israel, but seeks to perpetuate and 
extend the privileged position of Jews 
in that state. Witness the recent passing 
of the Nation-State of the Jewish 
People law, which constitutionally 

enshrines the long-established 
discrimination against Israel’s non-
Jewish citizens.

So, yes, we should oppose in the 
strongest terms the fact that Rhea 
Wolfson, who proudly self-defines as a 
Zionist, chaired a session debating the 
oppression of Palestinians! Wolfson - 
until recently an editor of the AWL’s 
magazine The Clarion - is a member 
of the pro-Zionist Jewish Labour 
Movement, which supports and aligns 
itself with the Israeli Labor Party: the 
same party that orchestrated the nakba 
and presided over the conquest of the 
Golan Heights and the West Bank in 
1967.

It is no surprise then that Wolfson 
chaired the session in a highly 
biased way. For example, she rudely 
interrupted Hilary Wise from Ealing 
and Acton Central CLP, who spoke 
passionately about the anti-Semitism 
smear campaign: “I have never seen 
anything like the current campaign 
of slurs and accusations made against 
Jeremy Corbyn and the left in the 
party. I am afraid it is an orchestrated 
campaign and if you want to know 
how it works I urge you to watch ‘The 
lobby’ on Al Jazeera.”

At that point Wolfson warned her: 
“I would ask you to be very careful. 
You are straying into territory here.” 
What “territory” exactly? Telling the 
truth about the smear campaign?

Comrade Wise went on to warn 
quite rightly that “this campaign will 
only get worse and the list of people 
being denounced as anti-Semitic will 
get longer, often simply for being 
proponents of Palestinian rights”. 
Here, Wolfson interrupted her again: 
“I urge you to be careful” - and then 
went straight on to tell her abruptly: 
“Take your seat - your time is up now.”

After two minutes and 45 seconds, 
that is. All other delegates got a 
minimum of three minutes, with 

Despicable participants in an ongoing witch-hunt
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Wolfson gently requesting that they 
finish when their time was up. The 
video of comrade Wise’s speech and 
Wolfson’s interruptions is available 
online.5

Choosing a Zionist to chair 
this most controversial session of 
the whole conference (which also 
included the debate on Brexit) was, 
of course, a highly political move by 
the party leadership, intended to show 
that it ‘takes anti-Semitism seriously’. 
A bit like if Barbara Castle had been 
asked to chair a session on the impact 
of Ted Heath’s anti-trade union laws. 
Or Jack Straw on the Iraq war.

It was another sign, if one was 
needed, that Corbyn is still not prepared 
to take on the right, but continues to 
try and appease members of the PLP, 
etc, in the vain hope of keeping them 
quiet. Fat chance. Wolfson was not a 
neutral chair - and was not supposed 
to be one. The AWL might pretend not 
to understand that, but it was pretty 
obvious to the rest of us.

But then, the AWL is more than 
friendly with the JLM - in 2016 it even 
organised a joint meeting with this 
Zionist outfit - along with, wait for it, 
the pro-Blairite Progress group. On 
the question of Israel-Palestine, there 
is nothing that indicates that the AWL 
might stem from a socialist tradition. 
Mike Cushman brilliantly describes 
this bizarre meeting as a “love-in” 
over a “common object of affection”: 
Israel. He writes:

But not the Israel we see every day 
abusing Palestinians and harassing 
dissident anti-Zionists. It was an 
Israel of their imagination, moving 
gracefully to a two-state solution, 
abandoning settlements and 
occupation on the way.6 

What he says is well worth a read if 

you want a taste of the AWL’s 
ahistorical and emotional attitude to 
the question.
Qualitative 
difference?
It is difficult to talk of ‘quality’ in this 
context, but the latest rant in Solidarity 
represents, perhaps, a qualitative 
difference. AWLers used to be rather 
careful, for example, not to label Ken 
Livingstone and Jackie Walker as full-
blown anti-Semites and desisted from 
calling for their expulsions from the 
Labour Party. When Matgamna fumed 
that Livingstone is a “functioning 
anti-Semite”, who “should be 
expelled from the Labour Party”,7 the 
Solidarity editorial committee quickly 
pointed out that “our editorial position 
is that we do not call for Livingstone 
to be expelled. We want to limit, not 
expand, the powers the current party 
regime has to ‘ban’ political views.”8 
All clear then?

Now Labour Party Marxists is 
accused by the AWL not just of “dog-
whistle anti-Semitism”, but also of 
“anti-Semitic actions and views”. We 
did not see Matgamna at conference, 
so we presume this is not one of 
his ‘special’ articles that have to be 
taken with a handful of salt, but the 
“editorial position”.

The article does not specify if the 
AWL thinks LPM members should 
be expelled from the Labour Party. 
But clearly this is the logic of what 
it is doing by naming and ‘shaming’ 
people in the middle of this vile witch-
hunt directed against Corbyn and 
those who defend him from the right.

We have been assured that the AWL 
does not actively report people to the 
Labour Party’s compliance unit - but 
it might just as well. Its poisonous 
campaign has certainly helped to create 
and maintain today’s toxic and fearful 
atmosphere in the party and will no 
doubt have encouraged others to report 
cases of alleged anti-
Semitism to the thought 
police. This has nothing 

to do with helping to ‘cleanse’ the 
workers’ movement, as some turncoats 
on the left seem to think.

Labour Against the Witchhunt was 
spot on to launch its open letter, ‘No, 
Jennie, we will not be informers’, in 
response to requests by general secretary 
Jennie Formby that members should 
report cases of alleged anti-Semitism 
to the Labour Party’s ‘complaints 
department’ (aka compliance unit).9 
As LAW writes, “We have seen people 
being suspended for using the word 
‘Zio’ or for expressing their outrage at 
the horrendous crimes committed by 
the state of Israel in a confused manner. 
The vast majority of these people are 
clearly not anti-Semitic. And yet, they 
have been publicly labelled as such” 
by the mainstream press and the right 
inside and outside the party, “often 
causing great distress to the member” 
in question.

We agree with LAW that “open 
and democratic debate, without fear 
of being reported, is the best way to 
educate people and fight prejudice 
and racism”. Reporting people to the 
thought police in the party, however, 
will only strengthen the hand of the 
witch-hunters and the right wing.

In its article, the AWL does not just 
attack us, but also the two members 
of Neturei Karta, anti-Zionist ultra-
orthodox Jews who were calmly 
giving out their rather good leaflet, 
‘Jews in support of Jeremy’, at the 
Labour conference; not to mention 
Chris Williamson MP, whom the AWL 
labels a “sickening individual” with a 
“despicable hatred of Jews”. Now, I am 
not an expert on legal questions, but 
that is not just pretty stupid and clearly 
untrue, but also sounds pretty libellous 
to me. Talking of which, it seems the 
AWL has now also taken to calling 
Jackie Walker an “anti-Semite”. Or, 
more precisely, to shout about it.

According to a statement posted 
on Facebook, AWL members told 
students at a fresher’s fair that they are 
“fighting anti-Semitism in the Labour 
Party” and that “we’ve got known 
anti-Semites living in this area. 
Jackie Walker, for example”.10 

Jackie Walker has sought a 
retraction from the AWL 

and has emailed it twice, but has so far 
not even received an explanation. She 
says she is now considering reporting 
it to the police as a “hate crime”.

We do not advocate bringing 
the state into disputes inside the 
workers’ movement and we would 
urge comrade Walker not to get the 
police involved. Having said that, it 
is, however, questionable whether the 
AWL can still be considered a part of 
the left.

We should also consider the 
actual, real-life implications of the 
AWL’s comments and articles. Being 
expelled from the Labour Party is 
one thing. But comrade Walker has 
become something of a pin-up for the 
witch-hunters; her face is plastered 
all over the hate-filled outputs of 
GnasherJew, Guido Fawkes and other 
such unpleasant mediums. The bomb 
threat made during the screening 
of the documentary ‘The political 
lynching of Jackie Walker’ at the 
Labour conference was ‘only’ a hoax, 
but one can imagine the possibility of 
some deranged person being tempted 
to ‘do a Jo Cox’.

By supporting and perpetuating the 
witch-hunt against comrade Walker 
and Labour Party Marxists, the AWL 
has managed to stoop to a new low, 
even by its standards l
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4. www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1903/
oct/22a.htm.
5. www.youtube.com/watch?v=a4gCw-gxyEc.
6. https://freespeechonisrael.org.uk/love-mythical-
israel/#sthash.Cz7D9GyO.Z50lMZCh.dpbs.
7. www.workersliberty.org/node/31027.
8. www.workersliberty.org/node/31045.
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VIEWPOINT

A new ship with a new crew
Behind the Brett Kavanaugh scandal Rex Dunn sees the decline of capitalism and a fragmented feminist 
movement that fails to recognise the necessity of socialism

By now everyone must know 
about Christine Blasey Ford’s 
allegation that Brett Kavanaugh 

sexually assaulted her when they 
were teenagers. That was nearly 
four decades ago. Ford is currently 
professor of psychology at Palo Alto 
University in California and is also 
a registered Democrat. Kavanaugh 
just happens to be a conservative 
Republican judge - who Donald 
Trump nominated to fill a vacancy on 
the supreme court.

The president was anxious to get 
the nomination ratified as quickly as 
possible: ie, long before the midterm 
elections. But first the Republicans 
had to organise a Senate committee 
to interview the judge before the 
nomination could go through. 
Then out of the blue Ford lobbed 
her bombshell - hers was followed 
by two more complaints for good 
measure! Understandably, Kavanaugh 
vigorously denied the charges. As a 
result the Senate committee now had to 
be turned into a quasi-judicial hearing 
to allow both parties to testify, and to 
decide who was telling the truth - the 
hearing took place on September 27. 
There were, of course, vociferous 
protests by mainly Democratic women.

There was a lot riding on this, 
because Kavanaugh’s eventual 
appointment - confirmed by a 50-48 
Senate vote on October 6 - tips the 
court further to the right. Moreover, 
this is a job for life. Therefore the 
defence of civil rights are at risk, such 
as those of women, as well as of the 
black minority and LGBT+ people.

But there is much more to this 
than a scandal about the sex abuse of 
women by a high-profile male figure. 
For me it is a symptom of capitalist 
decline, which is what this article is 
really about.

What is going on?
First of all, the Democrats are still 
smarting about Trump’s victory 
in the 2016 presidential elections, 
which thwarted Hillary Clinton’s bid 
to become the first female president 
of the United States. In this regard, 
the timing of these allegations was 
important. It is now less than a month 
before the November 6 midterm 
elections. Clearly the Democrats 
hope to use the scandal surrounding 
Kavanaugh, which they initiated, in 
order to discredit Trump and win back 
control of Congress. But this is their 
only show in town. It has worked 
before, so why not now?

Unlike the Republicans, they are 
trying to get away with it under the 
cover of a liberal social agenda. But 

after years of Obama austerity that 
agenda began to wear thin; and the 
rightwing populist backlash will not 
go away. Having nothing to fall back 
on, the Democrat leaders are becoming 
desperate.

The women demonstrators on 
Congress Hill gained a victory in a 
certain sense, because they had the 
support of most of the Washington 
media. The establishment’s neoliberal 
values are deeply entrenched and, 
of course, it is deeply partisan, even 
though it claims to be unbiased. 
Consider this extract from one 
of scores of articles, which was 
syndicated to the world’s press:

We are talking about a boy 
allegedly restraining a 15-year-old 
girl against her will, trying to rip off 
her clothes and covering her mouth 
to stop her from screaming. When 
did such horrifying behaviour start 
to fall under the ‘boys will be boys’ 
defence?

That so many people are 
pushing for Mr Kavanaugh to 
be immediately confirmed to the 
supreme court, the most dignified 
institution in the United States, 
when he stands credibly accused of 
attempted rape, is disgusting.1

Trump had been forced to back down 
and order an FBI enquiry into the 
allegations against Kavanaugh (which 
he should have done in the first place). 
At this point the women demonstrators 
announced that they would take their 
campaign to the rest of the country. 
The events on Capitol Hill were no 
doubt aimed at boosting support for the 
Democratic Party in the midterms, but 
the only people who are likely to vote 
for their cause are educated women - 
and their male counterparts - who are 
already Democrat supporters. On the 
other hand, semi-skilled workers and 
the self-employed - along with their 
female counterparts - tend already to 
be Republican supporters, so we could 
see a replay of the 2016 presidential 
election. Whichever party wins, the 
margin of victory is likely to be small.

Whether Kavanaugh is guilty of 
the allegations against him or not, the 
scandal reveals a number of factors 
which cannot be refuted:
l Firstly, for the Democrats attacking 
your opponent ad hominem has 
become weapon of choice. Allegations 
of male sexual misconduct are at the 
top of the list.
l Secondly, paid investigators are 
used to dig up the dirt, linked to the 
traditional corporate media, such as 
TV networks and the press. Most of 

the latter is partisan: ie, it supports 
the Democratic narrative. Although 
Trump promised to drain the swamp, 
this is proving to be an almost 
impossible task. It might be able to 
drown him yet!
l Thirdly, smear tactics are needed 
to take the man down, even before 
the evidence is clear. Throw enough 
mud and it sticks, even if the target 
is innocent. But sometimes we will 
never know, given the fact that many 
of these allegations are historic. In 
the Kavanaugh case, they go back 36 
years, which is a long time. Already 
we are seeing examples - on both sides 
- of memory loss and false-memory-
syndrome.
l Fourthly, the danger here is that the 
principle of ‘innocent until proven 
guilty’ is being forgotten. Hype 
and hysteria about the nature of the 
charges is more important, because it 
is this which pushes up the TV ratings 
or sells more newspapers.
l Fifthly, sexual mores have changed 
over the past few decades. On this 
basis a precedent has been set, whereby 
people take it for granted that it is OK 
to judge a man by today’s standards 
of sexual conduct, which allows us to 
condemn him for things he might have 
done in the past. What was acceptable 
then is not acceptable now.
l Lastly, on the one side, this is a 
good thing, because male predatory 
behaviour needs to be stamped out. 
At least for Marxists and socialist 
feminists, patriarchy is not biologically 
determined: ie, it is not part and parcel 
of the male gender; rather it is a social 
construct, a hangover from earlier 
patriarchal society. On the other 
side, there is a danger of being too 
puritanical: bourgeois feminism wants 
to police sexual behaviour, whereas 
this should be a private matter between 
two people, based on mutual consent. 
In secular western societies, this is 
the norm for a majority of people, 
regardless of their sexual preference.

At a deeper level, the media 
circus that surrounds the Kavanaugh 
case provides more evidence that 
bourgeois politics in the United States 
- the world’s ‘greatest’ democracy 
- has reached a new low. The tactic 
of smearing your opponent, before 
evidence is produced, has replaced 
political argument. This is because 
both parties, as representatives of the 
‘political class’, are the servants of 
the so-called ‘free market’. Hence it 
is they who are responsible for falling 
living standards and rising personal 
debt, whilst the rich are getting richer. 
Therefore today, even the quality 
media finds it expedient to resort to 

the standards of the gutter press. If 
the recent Senate hearing is anything 
to go by, then American politics is 
beginning to resemble something like 
a TV soap opera as well! Finally, we 
have the advent of fake news, which is 
confusing everyone!

Decline theory
At an even deeper level, all this is a 
reflection of capitalism in decline. 
According to Hillel Ticktin, “decline 
occurs when the poles of contradiction 
become more and more difficult to 
mediate”2 (eg, disproportionality 
between overproduction and 
underconsumption under the rule 
of private property relations and its 
market). Previously when one form 
of mediation breaks down, then 
the capitalist class was able to find 
another to replace it: eg, nationalism, 
colonialism, racism, imperialism, war, 
the cold war, finance capital - and 
neoliberalism. But now that the latter is 
faltering, there is nothing to replace it 
as a means to maintain the system in its 
present form. Rightwing populism and 
nationalism is a throwback to the past, 
which is not a solution to the problem.

Thus Ticktin asks: “What happens 
if there is no mediation possible 
between the poles of contradiction? 
Then disintegration ensues.” As I 
see it, this is right across the board. 
It is both economic and ideological 
in its effects; hence it also applies to 
philosophy, politics and culture.

Today we are living through a 
period wherein neoliberalism’s ability 
to mediate capitalism’s constitutive 
contradictions is under immense strain 
(because the latter have become more 
entrenched). So we are going through 
a period of very stormy weather, 
which is expressing itself at all levels 
of society.

Like its predecessors, neoliberalism 
straddles Marx’s economic base/
superstructure model of society. 
But what makes it different is that 
it is tailor-made for late capitalism, 
based on the atomisation of the 
social metabolism. But it also has to 
cope with systemic crises, whereas a 
hundred years ago society was more 
cohesive, since it was propped up by 
traditional institutions, such as the 
family and the church, which cross 
class lines. Therefore today something 
different is needed to unite the masses. 
In this regard, neoliberalism has two 
agendas which dovetail each other:
l Firstly, a vicious economic strategy 
based on the financialisation of global 
capital, deregulated markets, cuts 
in public services and low wages: 
in a word, permanent austerity. 

This has led to unprecedented and 
obscene levels of inequality in wealth 
between the richest 10% and the rest 
of society: ie, ordinary people, who 
are struggling to make ends meet. 
(But this does not prevent them from 
being increasingly addicted to the 
distractions of the culture industry, 
which is exacerbated further by the 
social media). This economic agenda 
is accompanied by the ubiquitous 
spread of the commodity form or the 
callous ‘cash-nexus’, with no adequate 
countervailing force (eg, the welfare 
state). As Marx wrote in his Economic 
and philosophical manuscripts (1844),

The quantity of money becomes 
more and more its sole important 
property. Just as it reduces 
everything to its own form of 
abstraction, so it reduces itself in 
the course of its own movement to 
something quantitative.3

In other words, reified consciousness, 
which today permeates almost every 
pore of our daily existence.
l Secondly, neoliberalism’s economic 
agenda needs to be reinforced by a 
social one, which is based on political 
correctness and identity politics: 
women put themselves forward as 
the victims of patriarchy, which is 
everywhere. But, because we live in 
an atomised, digitalised, corporate 
mass media society, they organise 
themselves as a single group, which 
is able to divide society vertically: 
ie, it cuts across class lines. Hence 
the bourgeois media and the state 
which it serves are happy to embrace 
the women’s movement, such as 
it is today. Were it not for the rise 
of intersectionality, which creates 
divisions within the women’s 
movement itself via new forms of 
identity politics - such as rich versus 
poor women, black versus white, 
lesbians versus transgenders - the 
women’s movement would be a very 
powerful force, able to divide society 
along gender lines. That is the logic 
of its development. But, even without 
that, disintegration is occurring at the 
ideological and social level.

But it soon becomes clear that 
there is a higher cause than the rights 
of women: namely the rule of capital, 
which is gender-blind. For example, 
the pornography industry objectifies 
women and therefore degrades them. 
In the age of the internet, this extends 
far beyond Hollywood to the rest 
of the world. Now it includes gays, 
lesbians and even transgenders, as 
well as heterosexuals. But bourgeois 
feminism has yet to organise a 

Presidents George HW Bush, Donald Trump, Bill Clinton, Ronald Reagan and Thomas Jefferson: all accused of sexual misconduct
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campaign to force the state to regulate 
this or shut it down, because it is big 
business.

For all of these reasons, Marxists 
are marginalised in tiny groups. 
Therefore we are unable to advance the 
cause of socialist feminism: the idea 
that women can only achieve freedom 
and equality with men in a common 
struggle for socialism. This idea does 
not even register in the consciousness 
of the women’s movement today.

To use the analogy of an old sailing 
ship, it is in danger of disintegrating 
on the high seas, which are becoming 
increasingly stormy, whilst the crew 
is becoming increasingly mutinous - 
starting with the captain and working 
its way down to the lower ranks.

Mutinous crew
Apropos capitalism’s economic base, 
what appears to be a clear-cut struggle 
between neoliberalism and populism, 
be that on the right or left, is nothing of 
the sort. For the time being, those who 
make up the political class - whether 
they are on the right or the left, as well 
as those in the middle - are all in the 
same boat. But in the last few years, 
some of this motley crew have run 
up the sail of economic nationalism, 
which threatens to capsize the ship.

At the level of the economic base, 
both rightwing and leftwing populism 
want to have their cake and eat it: they 
want to throw some of neoliberalism’s 
policies overboard, whilst retaining 
some of the others. But it is only 
rightwing populism which wants a 
radical change of tack at the level of 
neoliberalism’s social agenda. This 
starts with the biggest crew member 
- ie, the USA under Trump - but also 
includes smaller shipmates: eg, the 
leaders of the European states to the 
east of Germany. Given that working 
class consciousness is at an all-time 
low, it is a mere passenger.

Populism, either on the right or 
the left, is a reaction to the financial 
crash of 2008 and its aftermath. On the 
one hand, austerity was supposed to 
restore capitalism to good health. The 
representatives of international capital 
(the managerial bureaucracy of late 
capitalism), together with the political 
class, decided to make the working 
class pay for the crisis, forcing it to 
bear the brunt of the banking bailout 
via the strategy of austerity, which is 
still in force, whatever Theresa May 
is now promising: ie, cuts in public 
services and welfare, along with a 
wage freeze.

Hence the working class and 
sections of the middle class have 
suffered a drastic decline in their 
living standards. This has led to the 
continued expansion in personal debt, 
because this is the only way in which 
millions of people - aka the working 
poor - can survive. Immigrants are 
made the scapegoat for the people’s 
misery - enter the ideas of rightwing 
populism, which led to Trump’s 
victory in America, along with the 
election of neo-fascist governments 
in Hungary and Austria (not forgetting 
the Brexit vote here in Britain). As a 
result, the world has lurched towards 
the right (although it is true there 
has also been a smaller turn towards 
leftwing populism).

Of course, rightwing populism 
has nothing to offer the working 
class. So what is the basis of its 
appeal? First and foremost, it 
appeals to ‘national sovereignty’ and 
patriotism. For Trump, this means 
‘Make America great again’ - and 
to hell with the global economy! In 
concrete terms, he is threatening to 
break with international institutions 
in order to ‘take back control’ of the 
nation’s finances, such as the North 
American Free Trade Association, the 
International Monetary Fund (both of 
which would submit to Trump threats, 
since the dollar is the world’s reserve 
currency). Next in line are immigration 
controls. Then comes Trump’s own 
version of a stimulus package: ie, tax 

cuts for the rich, which is supposed 
to release funds for investment in 
new infrastructure (but in reality the 
rich would rather invest in financial 
services, which produce bigger profits 
in the short-term).

As leader of the world’s hegemon, 
Trump is also threatening a new trade 
war with China and Europe, which 
only America can win. Sooner or 
later, the latter will be forced to give 
way. But, with the economy already 
slowing, the leaders of the Chinese 
Communist Party know that, once 
they take a hit, this could set off a 
major recession. Therefore global 
capitalism itself is in danger, because 
a recession in China could trigger the 
next financial crash.

Leftwing populism is more fragile 
than its rightwing counterpart. For 
example, in the United States this 
came to an abrupt halt with Clinton’s 
nomination as the Democratic 
candidate for the 2016 presidential 
election, after which Bernie Sanders 
threw in his lot behind Clinton and her 
neoliberal economic agenda, such as 
the ‘free market’, the downsizing of the 
state, deregulated labour relations, a 
low-wage economy, etc. But in Britain 
leftwing populism started with a bang 
when Corbyn won the leadership of the 
Labour Party in 2015. However, since 
then he has dissipated the support of 
his base (which is largely an online 
membership) by attempting to appease 
the Blairites and the Zionist lobby. But 
he is still flying the flag for a leftwing 
version of economic nationalism: ie, 
a stimulus package based on limited 
expansion in state spending, via a 
national investment bank, along with 
the nationalisation of British rail and 
the water companies (although the 
energy companies would be allowed 
to continue operating as a cartel, able 
to raise their prices at will).

At the same time the Corbyn 
leadership wants to control 
immigration, in order to keep 
traditional Labour voters on side. But 
this brings it into conflict with the 
European Union and its neoliberal 
economic agenda: ie, the idea of a 
global market based on multinational 
companies, which require the free 
movement of both capital and labour. 
It also means submission to the control 
of international institutions, such as the 
European Bank, which are opposed to 
Keynesian ideas. For all these reasons 
the Corbyn leadership, like the Tory 
leadership under May, would prefer a 
soft Brexit if that were possible. Then 
there is the problem of the Irish border. 
This is also linked to the concerns of 
big business about the economic cost 
of a post-Brexit Britain. So the idea 
that Britain could negotiate to remain 
within the EU is now back on the 
table. But if Labour were to become 
the next government, it would find it 
virtually impossible to stay in the EU 
and stick to its ‘socialist’ programme.

For their part, the Tories are torn 
between a soft and hard Brexit - ie, 
a soft or hard form of economic 
nationalism, Tory style. The Tory 
right wants to take back control of the 
economy and trade, especially with 
regard to immigration, even if this 
means no deal with the EU; whereas 
the EU and big business, along with the 
Bank of England, warn that this would 
lead to an economic catastrophe. 
Be that as it may, the Tories - along 
with rightwing populism around the 
world, starting with Trump in the 
US - are happy to pursue the rest of 
neoliberalism’s economic agenda.

Peterson 
phenomenon
Just as neoliberalism’s economic 
agenda based on globalisation is 
coming under attack from economic 
nationalism, so too is its social agenda. 
The rise of Jordan Peterson is a case 
in point. He is a clinical psychologist, 
author of several books, and has 
taught at Canadian and American 

universities, such as Harvard. Today 
he is described as an intellectual rock 
star with a following of 55 million 
online, who is putting the intellectual 
case for rightwing populism. Just turn 
to YouTube, as I did, and you will find 
scores of videos devoted to interviews 
with Peterson.

It is clear that he is basically an anti-
feminist, because he espouses Jungian 
notions about the value of myth; in 
particular, the idea of logos, or the 
need for a father figure. He claims that 
this is one of the world’s ‘big ideas’, 
which is present in many cultures. 
But it was overthrown in the west as a 
result of the rise of atheism, Marxism 
and postmodernism. They are all 
lumped together as one. Therefore 
Peterson sees himself as the leader of 
a crusade to restore the ‘logos’ to its 
rightful place, so that humanity can 
emerge from ‘the void’. For him, the 
latter is a sort of Pandora’s box, out of 
which the current anarchy has ensued. 
He is a modern-day Billy Graham!

The worst thing about Peterson 
is that he uses pseudo-religion and 
an idealist methodology to promote 
the claim that radical feminism and 
Marxism are one and the same, and 
are responsible for various ‘nostrums’, 
such as the idea that matriarchal 
society was overthrown by patriarchy, 
which became the basis of western 
civilisation. The idea that gender is 
a social construct has replaced its 
biological basis. In order to defeat 
patriarchy and reaction, society has 
to be restructured from the bottom 
up. To this end, women’s studies are 
subsidised by the public purse, which 
means that the latter is subsidising 
revolution! It starts with ending the 
gender pay gap and a quota system for 
women in positions of responsibility, 
and ends with … the overthrow of 
capitalism!

But, as Peterson sees it, a new 
ideology is being imposed, which 
has led to the policing of language in 
some places. In Canada, for example, 
in order to create a more inclusive 
society vis-à-vis transgenders, it is 
now a legal requirement to address 
people as ‘thee’ and ‘thou’. The 
tyranny of political correctness is 
also responsible for the policy of safe 
spaces in university education: ie, it is 
forbidden to offend your opponent in a 
debate. Apropos these last two points, 
I agree with Peterson.

On the other hand, according to 
him, it is Marxism and feminism 
which are responsible for the attack 
on free speech, which is a danger to 
‘truth’ and reason. Therefore it is up to 
conservative intellectuals like himself 
to stand up for free speech. Whilst 
I would agree with him about the 
biological basis of gender (as opposed 
to sexual preference), I categorically 
reject his argument about hierarchy. 
For Peterson, this has nothing to do 
with capitalism, because it is part of 
nature; whereas Marx argues that 
capitalism naturalised the hierarchical 
division of labour - which began 
with the rise of patriarchy - in order 
to separate head from hand labour, 
because this is the most efficient means 
to accumulate capital, regardless of 
the fact that this leads to ‘mind-forged 
manacles’ for the many. On the other 
hand, for Peterson, a power structure is 
necessary to avoid conflict. Therefore 
the women’s movement is motivated 
by resentment, not the demand for 
equality! All women need to do to 
protect themselves is to be more 
assertive, not to play the victim game.

Finally, Stalinism was Marxism. 
Whilst Orwell was right to sympathise 
with the ‘proles’ in his 1984, he woke 
up when he wrote Animal farm!

Antecedents
Of course, the ideas of Marxism 
and today’s feminist movement 
are diametrically opposed. At a 
fundamental level, the antecedents 
of the latter’s ideas are to be found 
in the historical betrayal of Stalinism 

and social democracy - which opened 
the door to the rise of the American 
hegemon.

But this does not mean that things 
developed in a linear manner. Rather 
they developed dialectically, wherein 
ideology, culture and art, including 
cultural theory, develop semi-
independently from changes in the 
political and economic spheres. For 
example, poststructuralism, which 
errs on the side of subjectivism, was 
a reaction to structuralism, which errs 
on the side of objectivism, and so on.

But developments in the intellectual 
sphere are not self-contained either. At 
some stage they interact with changes 
in the political and economic spheres. 
First came defeat in 1968, followed 
by the defeat of industrial labour 10 
or so years later, which in turn led to 
the outsourcing of capital and industry. 
As a result, in the west, the economy 
has come to be based more and more 
on the service sector, including the 
entertainment industry. So we end 
up with an atomised society. At the 
same time, we see the decline of 
the Marxist movement, in the sense 
that many Marxists have embraced 
poststructuralist ideas, such as new 
theories about gender, along with the 
worst excesses of political correctness, 
as well as identity politics. But these 
ideas and practices are based on idealism 
and subjectivism, not dialectical 
materialism. In this sense Peterson 
might be right to lump women’s studies 
and Marxism altogether!

Likewise, the seed bed of 
neoliberalism’s social agenda, contrary 
to Peterson’s account, does not spring 
from the writings of Marx himself, but 
from the theory of poststructuralism 
and its offshoot, postmodernism. On 
the one hand, poststructuralism ends 
up on the side of an ontology based on 
idealism, which leads to subjectivism 
and relativism, because it claims that 
there will always be a non-identity 
between subject and object; hence 
the object or reality can never be 
apprehended by the senses, so reality 
can only be understood in relation 
to subjectivity. If human beings are 
“really model-building theorists of 
their own experience”, then we can 
create our own reality!4

As for postmodernism, originally 
this was centred on the reductive idea 
that modernism, as a movement within 
art, has been overthrown, thanks 
to the new technologies of mass 
reproducibility, along with new digital 
forms of communication (which 
combine image, text and sound). This 
led to a new ‘democratic’ epoch for art. 
Today anything can be art and anyone 
can be an artist. (But the second part 
of the statement is untrue, because 
you need to be accepted by the art 
institution before you can become the 
next Andy Warhol.) Today, however, 
for some, postmodernism stands for 
the theory that, for all of the above 
reasons, we have entered into a new 
historical epoch called the postmodern 
- which for others is synonymous with 
the idea of a post-capitalist society.

Unfortunately revolutionary 
Marxism was not immune to these 
ideas. For example today many 
self-proclaimed Marxists embrace 
the ideas of identity politics and 
political correctness. Then there are 
ex-Marxists, such as Paul Mason, 
who have moved on to proclaim a 
‘Brave New World’, which they call 
post-capitalism, as exemplified in the 
following statement:

In 2013, two American academics, 
Nick Srnicek and Alex Williams, 
issued a Manifesto for an 
Accelerated Politics, affirming 
“mastery”, “technology and the 
liberator possibilities of capitalism 
if pushed beyond its limits”. This 
includes the “post-gender dreams 
of radical feminism” and even 
more: for example, the possibility 
of a “new kind of human being, 
… an interventionist approach 

to the human”, an “embrace of 
individual bodily experimentation” 
set “against restricted images of 
the human, … a new human with a 
new body”, in conjunction with the 
creation of a new society, whose 
agency is the “internet generation”.5

But how far can we push nature’s 
envelope? Far from acknowledging 
that capitalism is in decline, the post-
capitalists argue that capitalism is 
capable of reconstituting itself as a 
higher form of society. In this regard, 
the rise of the transgender phenomenon 
is showing us that human freedom can 
be expanded. Such a view, of course, 
is diametrically opposed to Marx’s 
idea that “the freedom of each is the 
condition for the freedom of all”. 
Clearly this cannot be achieved under 
capitalism, because of an unequal 
relationship between the capitalist and 
the wage labourer: the latter, as the 
owner of the factory (or whatever), is 
able to keep most of the surplus value 
which is produced by the worker. This 
is the basic reason for the exponential 
increase in inequality of wealth 
today, exacerbated by the deregulated 
market, etc, and which has reached 
obscene levels.

Finally, let us not forget the way 
in which capitalism is destroying 
the environment, in terms of global 
warming, pollution, destruction of 
animal and plant habitats, etc.

Therefore it is no wonder that 
Peterson wants to push the stick 
back the other way towards the 
biological basis of gender, because 
this is objectively the case: male and 
female chromosomes are here to 
stay; whatever else biotechnology 
can achieve, it cannot change that. 
The only other alternative is to create 
androids. On the other hand, sexuality 
is socially determined. There is no 
need for men to be dominant; women 
can be more assertive, and so on.

On the basis of what is a very 
‘mixed bag’, Peterson is able to 
attract some support from amongst 
the middle ground: ie, millions of 
ordinary people, who are profoundly 
disaffected by the current crisis and 
are seeking a way forward. Marxism 
seems unable to do that, even though it 
is far closer to the truth than Peterson 
can ever hope to get. Nevertheless, 
when one considers the size of the 
middle ground which Peterson is able 
to tap into, every effort should be 
made by Marxists in the United States 
to continue the struggle to build a new 
socialist party.

Meanwhile, after Kavanaugh 
there will be more scandals like 
this - we can be sure of that! Given 
that Peterson referred to Orwell, it is 
worth mentioning a key theme from 
1984: “The past had to be … actually 
destroyed ... If there is hope … it lies 
with the proles ... [But] Until they 
become conscious they will never 
rebel, and until after they have rebelled 
they cannot become conscious” (his 
theory of spontaneism excepted!).

This is the challenge that 
Marxists have to overcome. 
Somehow we have to find a way to 
get around the various forms of false 
consciousness which led to the rule 
of neoliberalism, which in turn is 
now being challenged by rightwing 
populism and nationalism, despite 
the fact that the latter is a throwback 
to the past. We need to launch a new 
ship with a new crew! l

rexgdunn@gmail.com
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Regulation does not work
We need ownership and control of the banks, argues Michael Roberts

There is one big lesson from 
the Danske Bank money 
laundering scandal.1 Regulating 

the modern banking system does 
not work. Modern banks are now 
primarily giant hedge-fund managers 
speculating on financial assets or they 
are conduits for tax avoidance havens 
for the top 1% and the multinationals.

The Danske Bank scandal is the 
latest and largest example of these 
modern banking activities. Over 
$235 billion in ‘special transactions’ 
flowed through the bank’s tiny 
Estonian branch in just four years 
from 2012 - an amount that dwarfs 
the Baltic nation’s GDP. And this 
was in the period when international 
bank regulation had been tightened 
up, according to the International 
Monetary Fund and the Bank for 
International Settlements, after the 
‘reckless’ behaviour witnessed before 
the global financial crash.

Indeed, it was probably not just 
Danske Bank: according to the 
Estonian central bank, the supposed 
regulator, Estonian banks handled 
about €900 billion, or $1.04 trillion, 
in cross-border transactions between 
2008 and 2015. The notion that these 
foreign individuals and investors 
would choose to run such a large 
sum of their money through Estonia 
for explicitly legitimate purposes 
is difficult to swallow. After all, 
this comes after the liquidation of 
ABLV,2 formerly the third largest 
bank in Latvia, after it was caught 
laundering money for North Korea.

John Horan, senior associate at 
Maze Investigation, Compliance and 
Training Ltd in Belfast, says money 
laundering is a Europe-wide problem, 
which leads the Zero Hedge website 
to comment: “... dark money will 
almost certainly continue to flow 
through the European banking system 
like sand through a sieve”.3 It is a 
never-ending story.4

Indeed, that is not all. The very 
latest scandal concerns the siphoning 
of over $2 billion of Danish tax 
revenues through a scam involving 
the claiming back of tax paid by 
foreigners on Danish shares.5 It 
appears that these foreigners never 
owned any shares or paid tax on them, 
yet they were able to get ‘refunds’ 
through the connivance or negligence 
of Danish government employees and 
the small European banks that shifted 
the money. And nobody has been 
charged or resigned over this massive 
loss of taxpayer money - equivalent 
to $110 billion in US tax revenues.

The regulators have been useless in 
stopping these criminal tax avoidance 
schemes by the banks. For example, 
Carol Sergeant was a regulator at the 
UK Financial Supervisory Authority 
and headed up oversight of the banks 
at the Bank of England. She got an 
honour from the queen for “services 
to financial regulation”. She joined 
Lloyds Bank in 2010 and received 
bonuses which Lloyds are now 
demanding be repaid, as she (among 
others) presided over the payment 
protection insurance (PPI) scandal 
for which Lloyds must pay now £18 
billion in compensation. But guess 
where she works now? Yes, as non-
executive director of Danske Bank, 
where her responsibilities include 
making sure that the bank operates 
under regulations!

Nevertheless, in its latest Global 
Financial Stability report, the IMF 
claims:

a decade after the global financial 
crisis, much progress has been 
made in reforming the global 
financial rulebook. The broad 

agenda set by the international 
community has given rise to new 
standards that have contributed to 
a more resilient financial system 
- one that is less leveraged, more 
liquid and better supervised.6

Well, it may be true that international 
banks are better capitalised and “less 
leveraged” with bad debts after the 
gradual implementation of the Basel 
III capital and liquidity accords 
and the widespread adoption of 
‘stress testing’, but even that can be 
disputed. In 85% of the 24 countries 
that experienced the banking crisis 
in 2007-08, national output growth 
today remains below its pre-crisis 
trend. And the IMF admits that

in many countries, systemic risks 
associated with new forms of 
shadow banking and market-based 
finance outside the prudential 
regulatory perimeter, such as asset 
managers, may be accumulating 
and could lead to renewed 
spillover effects on banks.

Keynesianism
The ‘official’ view that regulation 
is the only way to control the banks 
is accepted by most Keynesians or 
those who see the financial sector as 
the only enemy of labour. Take Nick 
Shaxson, who wrote a compelling 
book, Treasure islands: tax havens 
and the men who stole the world, 
that exposed the workings of all the 
global tax avoidance schemes7 and 
how banks promoted tax havens and 
tax avoidance for their rich clients.8

More recently, he has done a new 
piece of research that argues that not 
only does the City of London and the 
UK financial sector operate to help 
tax avoidance and money laundering: 
it fails to provide credit for productive 
investment.9 Indeed,

research increasingly shows that 
all the money swirling around our 
oversized financial sector may 
actually be making us collectively 
poorer. As Britain’s economy has 
steadily become re-engineered 
towards serving finance, other 
parts of the economy have 
struggled to survive in its shadow.10

Shaxson goes on:

Long ago, our oversized financial 

sector began turning away from 
supporting the creation of wealth, 
and towards extracting it from 
other parts of the economy. To 
achieve this, it shapes laws, rules, 
think tanks and even our culture, so 
that they support it. The outcomes 
include lower economic growth, 
steeper inequality, distorted 
markets, spreading crime, deeper 
corruption, the hollowing-out of 
alternative economic sectors and 
more.

So what are we to do about 
these criminals at the centre of 
our economies, according to 
Shaxson? “We can tax, regulate and 
police our financial sector as we 
ought to.” So it is regulation again - a 
policy that Danske and other scandals 
have proven not to work.

Then take Joseph Stiglitz, Nobel 
prize winner in economics, tireless 
campaigner against the finance sector 
and its iniquitous role, and (once 
again) advisor to the Labour Party. 
Just after the global financial crash, 
Stiglitz wrote a book, Freefall, about 
the bursting of the housing bubble 
and the ensuing massive defaults on 
mortgages that triggered the financial 
meltdown of 2008-09. It was based on 
his study he had done for the United 
Nations, published as The Stiglitz 
report, on the financial crisis, which 
declared: “Governments, deluded by 
market fundamentalism, forgot the 
lessons of both economic theory and 
historical experience which note that, 
if the financial sector is to perform its 
critical role, there must be adequate 
regulation.”11

Stiglitz proposed that future 
meltdowns could be prevented by 
empowering incorruptible regulators, 
who are smart enough to do the 
right thing. “[E]ffective regulation 
requires regulators who believe in 
it,” he wrote. “They should be chosen 
from among those who might be hurt 
by a failure of regulation, not from 
those who benefit from it.”12 Where 
can these impartial advisors be 
found? His answer: “Unions, 
non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs), and universities.” But all 
the regulatory agencies that failed in 
2008 and are failing now are already 
well staffed with economists boasting 
credentials of just this sort, yet they 
still managed to get things wrong.

In a 2011 book, Engineering the 
financial crisis: systemic risk and the 

failure of regulation, Jeffrey Friedman 
and Wladimir Kraus contested Stiglitz’s 
claim that regulations could have 
prevented the disaster, if implemented 
by the right people. Friedman and 
Kraus observe: “Virtually all decision-
making personnel at the Federal 
Reserve, the FDIC, and so on, are ... 
university-trained economists.”13 The 
authors argue that Stiglitz’s mistake 
is “consistently to downplay the 
possibility of human error - that is, to 
deny that human beings (or at least 
uncorrupt human beings such as 
himself) are fallible”. But note that 
Friedman and Kraus were no better in 
coming up with a solution. They argued 
for less regulation - free market style!

Bullshit
More recently, David Kane at the 
New Institute for Economic Thinking 
has shown that banks have managed 
to avoid most attempts to regulate 
them since the global crash, as

the instruments assigned to this 
task are too weak to work for long. 
With the connivance of regulators, 
US megabanks are already re-
establishing their ability to use 
dividends and stock buybacks 
to rebuild their leverage back to 
dangerous levels.14

Kane notes that:

top regulators seem to believe that 
an important part of their job is to 
convince taxpayers that the next 
crash can be contained within 
the financial sector and won’t be 
allowed to hurt ordinary citizens in 
the ways that previous crises have.

But “these rosy claims are bullsh*t”. 
Kane wants criminal bankers locked 
up, not just the banks fined.

Regulatory reform since the 
global financial meltdown has not 
brought under control the criminal 
and reckless, unproductive activities 
of modern banking. Even the IMF 
quietly admits this in its latest GFS 
report:

As the financial system continues 
to evolve and new threats to 
financial stability emerge, 
regulators and supervisors should 
remain attentive to risks … no 
regulatory framework can reduce 
the probability of a crisis to zero, so 
regulators need to remain humble. 

Recent developments documented 
in the chapter show that risks 
can migrate to new areas, and 
regulators and supervisors must 
remain vigilant to this evolution.15

Indeed! As Gabriel Zucman and 
Thomas Wright have shown in a 
meticulous and in-depth analysis of 
the size and extent of tax havens and 
tax avoidance, far from them being 
reduced or controlled, on the contrary, 
such schemes are an increasing part 
of US corporate profits, organised 
and transacted by the banks.16

About half of all the foreign 
profits of US multinationals are 
booked in tax havens, with Ireland 
(where the tax rate is just 5.7%) 
topping the charts as the favourite. 
And the benefits for the increase in 
profits have gone to shareholders, 
Zucman and Wright showed: “Ireland 
solidifies its position as the #1 tax 
haven,” Zucman said on Twitter. “US 
firms book more profits in Ireland 
than in China, Japan, Germany, 
France and Mexico combined.”

Zucman and Wright also show that 
the rate of return (or profit) on US 
multi-national investments abroad 
has not risen, indeed the rate has 
slipped. But thanks to favourable tax 
regimes (including the latest Trump 
measures) and the availability of 
tax havens like Ireland, after-tax 
profitability has jumped.17

So those who think that 
‘regulating’ the banks and tax evasion 
will work are expecting pigs to rev up 
their jet engines for flight.

I have previously commented 
on Stiglitz’s views, as expressed in 
his book, Rewriting the rules of the 
American economy - an agenda for 
growth and shared prosperity.18 In it 
Stiglitz concluded: “We can’t leave to 
market forces to solve the problems 
by themselves”, so we must rewrite 
the rules of the game. But he admitted 
that his rule changes were unlikely to 
see the light of day.

Changing the rules or regulation 
of the banks will not work: we need 
ownership and control l

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

Notes
1. See, for example, https://moneyweek.
com/495970/danske-banks-money-laundering-
scandal.
2. www.zerohedge.com/news/2018-03-16/us-
forces-latvian-bank-liquidate-and-destabilizes-
latvia-nato-ally-0.
3. https://www.zerohedge.com/news/2018-10-03/
estonian-central-bank-exposed-1-trillion-money-
laundering-nexus.
4. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2013/02/01/the-never-ending-banking-story.
5. https://bylifetoday.com/2018/10/05/business/
where-in-the-world-is-denmarks-2-billion.
6. www.imf.org/en/Publications/GFSR/
Issues/2018/09/25/Global-Financial-Stability-
Report-October-2018.
7. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2016/04/12/opening-the-panama-canal.
8. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2011/02/20/taxing-capitalists.
9. See www.theguardian.com/news/2018/oct/05/
the-finance-curse-how-the-outsized-power-of-the-
city-of-london-makes-britain-poorer.
10. http://speri.dept.shef.ac.uk/2018/10/05/uk-
finance-curse-report.
11. J Stiglitz The Stiglitz report New York 2010, 
p301.
12. www.city-journal.org/joseph-stiglitz-
venezuela-16181.html.
13. J Friedman and W Kraus Engineering the 
financial crisis: systemic risk and the failure of 
regulation Philadelphia 2011, p176.
14. www.ineteconomics.org/uploads/papers/
WP_81-Kane-Double-Whammy.pdf.
15. www.imf.org/en/Publications/GFSR/
Issues/2018/04/02/Global-Financial-Stability-
Report-April-2018.
16. http://gabriel-zucman.eu/files/
WrightZucman2018.pdf.
17. http://gabriel-zucman.eu/files/
WrightZucman2018Appendix.pdf.
18. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2016/03/02/changing-the-rules-or-changing-
the-game.

Tip of an iceberg



11

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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A well known truth
Saudi Arabia is ruled by a despotic, murderous, corrupt family regime ... which could 
not survive two weeks without US support. The disappearance of Jamal Khashoggi 
shines a damning spotlight on the House of Saud, writes Yassamine Mather

The last week or so has not been 
good for the Saudi crown prince, 
Mohammad bin Salman.

First came Donald Trump’s public 
outburst on October 2 at a Republican 
rally in Mississippi, when he said 
that the Saudi monarchy would not 
last “two weeks” without American 
military support:

We protect Saudi Arabia. Would 
you say they’re rich? And I love 
the king ... King Salman. But I said, 
‘King, we’re protecting you. You 
might not be there for two weeks 
without us. You have to pay for 
your military.’

The Saudi response was muted, as 
one would expect from one of the 
United States’ main lackeys in the 
region. Trying to put a brave face on 
the situation, bin Salman said: “Ever 
since the relationship started between 
Saudi Arabia and the United States 
of America, we’ve bought everything 
with money.”1

When the Bloomberg reporter 
pressed the Saudi crown prince on 
Trump’s humiliating rhetoric, bin 
Salman said, “I love working with 
him” and referred to the controversial 
remarks as a “bad issue” offset by 
“99% of good things”, implying this 
was just the kind of disagreement one 
sees within the family.

I am not sure about family relations 
in the Saudi royal household, but for 
most people public humiliation based 
on how much your survival depends 
on the generosity of another family 
member would be considered an 
insult. Of course, it is true that what 
Trump said in public is probably what 
previous US presidents have believed 
- proving once more that under the 
current world order the hegemon 
power is not even loyal to obedient 
allies, who spend a good proportion of 
their country’s income on US arms, as 
Saudi Arabia does.

Disappearance
Of course, if the reports coming out of 
Turkey are true, the Saudi royals have 
had other issues to deal with. Turkey 
has apparently concluded that a Saudi 
journalist, who disappeared during a 
visit to his consulate in Istanbul on the 
day of Trump’s Washington speech, 
was killed on the premises and that 
his body was then removed - at least 
according to an “official Turkish 
source” speaking to The Independent.2

Jamal Khashoggi - a long-time 
aide to prince Turki al-Faisal, the 
Saudi intelligence chief who became 
ambassador to the United Kingdom 
and the United States - turned up at 
the kingdom’s consulate in Istanbul, 
seeking a document proving his 
divorce, the day before he was due to 
marry his Turkish fiancée.

But Khashoggi had criticised the 
new set-up in Riyadh. He had been 
warned by the Saudi authorities about 
his political writings against the crown 
prince and as a result he decided to 
remain in exile in the United States. In 
his last interview he had said he feared 
returning to Saudi Arabia, as other 
people who had criticised the regime 
had disappeared. In September 2017 
he wrote:

Saudi Arabia wasn’t always this 
repressive. Now it’s unbearable.

When I speak of the fear, 
intimidation, arrests and public 
shaming of intellectuals and 

religious leaders who dare to speak 
their minds, and then I tell you that 
I’m from Saudi Arabia, are you 
surprised? ... all I see now is the 
recent wave of arrests. Last week, 
about 30 people were reportedly 
rounded up by authorities, ahead 
of the crown prince’s ascension to 
the throne. Some of the arrested are 
good friends of mine, and the effort 
represents the public shaming of 
intellectuals and religious leaders 
who dare to express opinions 
contrary to those of my country’s 
leadership …

In November 2017 he compared the 
crown prince with Vladimir Putin. He 
also wrote about the corruption that is 
widespread in Saudi Arabia.

This aspect of his criticisms was 
of particular interest to Iran. After all, 
the Saudis fund at least two major 
TV stations based in London, which 
broadcast 24/7 in Persian and tell 
anyone who listens how terrible it is 
that there is such corruption in Iran’s 
Islamic Republic. No-one can deny 
the rampant corruption in Iran, but it is 
nice to know that at least in this aspect 
we are following a regional pattern.

According to Khashoggi,

Corruption in Saudi Arabia is quite 
different from corruption in most 
other countries, as it is not limited 
to a ‘bribe’ in return for a contract, 
or expensive gift for the family 
member of a government official or 
prince, or use of a private jet that 
is charged to the government so a 
family can go on vacation. Instead, 
in Saudi Arabia, senior officials 
and princes become billionaires, 
as contracts are either enormously 
inflated or, at worst, a complete 
mirage.

In his last column for The 
Washington Post he wrote about 
the war in Yemen - a project closely 
associated with bin Salman:

The longer this cruel war lasts 

in Yemen, the more permanent 
the damage will be. The people 
of Yemen will be busy fighting 
poverty, cholera and water scarcity 
and rebuilding their country. The 
crown prince must bring an end to 
the violence and restore the dignity 
of the birthplace of Islam.

We might never know what happened 
to Jamal Khashoggi. For all we know, 
he might suddenly appear on a Saudi 
TV station praising bin Salman to 
the skies. But what witnesses have 
said so far is very clear. He entered 
the consulate on Tuesday October 2 
at 13.30. His fiancée, Hatice Cengiz, 
was waiting for him outside, but 
hours went by and he did not come 
out. The Turkish authorities have 
identified around 15 members of 
Saudi security in Turkey at that time. 
There is photographic evidence of 
a van belonging to the embassy 
parked outside the compound and 
the authorities seem confident that 
he was killed inside. However, they 
have not shared any information that 
corroborates this account.

According to a friend, “He told his 
fiancée if he didn’t show up after a few 
hours, call the Turkish Arab Media 
Centre and Turkish authorities.” 
And according to unnamed Turkish 
officials speaking to Reuters news 
agency,

They saw unusual personnel 
activity, including uncredentialed 
personnel, coming to the embassy 
almost immediately after Jamal 
Khashoggi’s first visit, so they 
think they were dispatched from 
Riyadh. And they speak of an 
unknown staffer, acting like he was 
moving out the embassy, packing 
stuff into his trunk, and leaving at 
the end of business the day Jamal 
Khashoggi disappeared. So they 
add up the pieces to infer that Jamal 
Khashoggi was incapacitated and 
spirited away.3

History
In fact there is a history of such 
Saudi disappearances. David Hearst, 
writing in Middle East Eye, reminds 
us of western double standards when 
it comes to such events, not to mention 
Saudi military interventions:

Jamal Khashoggi is not the first 
Saudi exile to be killed. No-one 
today remembers Nassir al-Sa’id, 
who disappeared from Beirut in 
1979 and has never been seen since.

Prince Sultan bin Turki was 
kidnapped from Geneva in 2003. 
Prince Turki bin Bandar Al Saud, 
who applied for asylum in France, 
disappeared in 2015. Maj Gen 
Ali al-Qahtani, an officer in the 
Saudi National Guard, who died 
while still in custody, showed 
signs of abuse, including a neck 
that appeared twisted and a badly 
swollen body. And there are many, 
many others …

A Saudi plane dropped a US-
made bomb on a school bus in 
Yemen, killing 40 boys and 11 
adults on a school trip. Death is 
delivered by remote control, but 
no western ally or arms supplier of 
Saudi demands an explanation. No 
contracts are lost. No stock market 
will decline the mouth-watering 
prospect of the largest initial public 
offering in history.4

The entire event has been followed 
with some interest by Iranian 
journalists recruited by Saudi-financed 
TV stations. As I have said, the Saudi 
royals claim to be so concerned about 
the lack of freedom for the press 
and media in Iran that they have 
invested billions of dollars financing 
TV stations, two of them based in 
London, that broadcast to Iran. Both 
are notorious for their superficial and 
inaccurate ‘analysis’, which often 
reflects the views of one of the factions 
of the House of Saud.

Last week their Middle East 
‘expert’ was telling viewers that Iran 
and Hamas are close allies. Now you 
do not need to be very well informed 
to know that Iran and Hamas have 
very little in common. One supports 
fundamentalist Shiism, while the other 
is aligned with the Sunni Muslim 
Brotherhood. But do not let facts get 
in the way of a good story.

Clearly Jamal Khashoggi did not 
follow the line set by bin Salman and, 
alive or dead, he has paid the price. 
Yet Saudi ‘experts’ and ‘analysts’ 
only tell Iranians what is wrong with 
their own rulers! No wonder the 
Islamic Republic survives this media 
onslaught - contrary to what the Saudi 
royals think, the Iranian people do 
recognise fake news. Unfortunately 
for those of us who oppose all factions 
of the Tehran regime, the new and ever 
expanding Saudi-funded media outlets 
only serve to strengthen it l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-10-05/
saudi-crown-prince-discusses-trump-aramco-
arrests-transcript.
2. www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-
east/jamal-khashoggi-killed-inside-saudi-arabia-
consulate-turkey-instanbul-a8572326.html.
3. www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-
east/jamal-khashoggi-killed-inside-saudi-arabia-
consulate-turkey-instanbul-a8572326.html.
4. www.middleeasteye.net/columns/jamal-
khashoggi-different-sort-saudi-1109584652.
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South Africa: 
crying out 
for radical 

change

Dashed hopes
Despite retreats and prevarication, writes Peter Manson, the objective conditions for working class 
advance remain

The optimism on the South 
African left over two possible 
developments has unfortunately 

been very rapidly dissipating over the 
recent period.

The first relates to the South 
African Communist Party and the 
decision it took at its July 2017 
congress to stand candidates under 
its own name in the 2019 general 
election. The SACP has, of course, 
been a key component of the cross-
class alliance led by the African 
National Congress, and the decision 
to stand against the ANC was seen as 
at least a step towards working class 
independence.

The second cause for optimism 
was the announcement made on May 
Day by the country’s largest union, 
the National Union of Metalworkers 
of South Africa. Numsa, which claims 
340,000 members, declared that it 
would be launching the “Socialist 
Revolutionary Workers Party” as a 
rival to the SACP’s popular frontism 
“before the end of the year”.1

But it looks very much as though 
neither development will actually 
transpire. In the case of the new party, 
there has not been a single public 
update relating to the when, where and 
how, even though it is now over five 
months since the initial announcement 
and there are less than three months 
before “the end of the year”. What there 
have been, however, are persistent 
rumours of deep divisions and a bitter 
falling out between the two principal 
leaders - Irvin Jim, Numsa’s general 
secretary, and Zwelinzima Vavi, the 
expelled former general secretary of 
the Congress of South African Trade 
Unions.

As for the SACP, following its 
July 2017 congress it announced 
that there needed to be a “significant 
reconfiguration” of the ANC-led 
alliance. Whereas SACP candidates 
have always stood as part of the ANC 
slate - and, of course, have occupied 
very senior positions within both the 
ANC and the government - as from 
next year’s general election (expected 
in July), the party declared it would 
stand its own slate of candidates and 
those elected would subsequently 
enter into a coalition with the ANC.

In South Africa voting is based 
on the party list system and MPs are 
elected completely proportionally - 
each party is awarded one of the 400 
MPs for each 0.25% of the national 
vote it wins (there is no minimum 
threshold). So it is highly likely that 
a good number of SACP candidates 
would indeed be elected.

According to a post-congress 
internal bulletin issued to members 
only, the party had “decided that the 
SACP must actively contest state 
power through elections, and that 
this may or may not be within an 
umbrella of a reconfigured alliance”.2 
True, there were all sorts of ifs and 
buts. According to a (public) central 
committee statement, for example,

After considerable debate at 
Congress, we have resolved that, 
while the SACP will certainly 
contest elections, the exact 
modality in which we do so needs 
to be determined by way of a 
concrete analysis of the concrete 
reality and through the process of 
active engagement with worker 
and progressive formations.3

More contradictory, however, was 
the claim that “The SACP remains 
committed to strengthening and 
consolidating our ANC alliance” 
(my emphasis) - provided it could 
be ‘reconfigured’. But whether “a 
significant reconfiguration” of the 
alliance was possible was open 
to question, the party admitted: 
“Whether the ANC has the capacity to 
lead its own process of renewal, and 
whether it will be able to once more 
play the critical role of uniting itself 
and its alliance, remains uncertain.”

But that, of course, was towards 
the end of Jacob Zuma’s second term 
as president, when the ANC was split 
between pro- and anti-Zuma camps, 
deeply divided over allegations of 
presidential corruption. However, 
now, on the surface at least, most 
of those divisions appear to have 
healed and the main components of 
both sides have united behind the 

new (viciously anti-working class) 
president, Cyril Ramaphosa.

But then, last month, there was 
another congress. Cosatu, the largest 
union federation in South Africa, has 
always been totally dominated by 
the SACP and so it was expected to 
rubber-stamp the new party line on 
elections.

However, a motion proposed 
by three unions was carried 
overwhelmingly:

Cosatu must encourage the SACP 
to finalise the modalities and also 
convene the party’s special national 
congress to firmly take a conclusive 
view on the state power. Once the 
SACP is firm and clear at what point 
would it contest state power through 
[the] electoral system, Cosatu 
should convene its [own] special 
national congress to determine its 
support to the SACP resolution.4

But the motion continued:

In the meantime, Cosatu should 
reaffirm its position to support the 
African National Congress (ANC) 
in 2019 national general elections, 
while working with the SACP in 
building a popular left movement 
through a joint programme to 
mobilise the working class around 
its resolution and theoretically 

clarify its revolutionary basis (my 
emphasis).

In other words, Cosatu’s position is 
based on the (presumably accurate) 
assumption that the SACP will not 
be contesting in July 2019 under 
its own name. So instead we have 
a plea to the ANC for a specific 
form of “reconfiguration”, whereby 
“all alliance partners are treated as 
equals”. Specifically, according to 
another successful motion, “Cosatu 
and the SACP should engage the 
ANC on establishing a minimum 
quota in its leadership structures for 
SACP and Cosatu cadres at all levels 
as a minimum requirement.”

So South Africa’s main political 
party, the ANC, together with the 
rather smaller SACP (despite its 
claimed membership of almost 
300,000) and a trade union federation, 
should all be “treated as equals”, when 
it comes to political decision-making. 
Presumably Cosatu believes that such 
a “reconfiguration” - which the ANC 
right would never for a moment even 
consider - would transform it into 
a pro-working class formation. But 
why would the ANC’s rightwing, pro-
capitalist leadership majority want to 
be part of such an alliance?

More importantly from our point 
of view, why should working class 
organisations seek to remain in 

alliance with a party that has, for more 
than a decade, been implementing 
a neoliberal programme of cuts 
and privatisation (with the active 
participation of SACP ministers)?

This programme has resulted in 
huge disillusionment among workers 
and the poor - to the extent that there 
is now a serious possibility that the 
ANC will lose its parliamentary 
majority next year. Of course, it is 
certain to remain the largest party, 
but there is no way its 62% return 
in 2014 will be replicated next year. 
For example, in the 2016 municipal 
elections it had dropped to 54%.

At least those like the Numsa 
leadership - which, until a few years 
ago was itself firmly under the SACP 
umbrella - have now realised that 
the party’s talk of completing the 
“national democratic revolution” 
under ANC leadership as “the most 
direct route to socialism in South 
Africa” is a pathetic daydream. But 
instead of looking for answers within 
the Marxism they claim to uphold, 
they yearn for the golden days of 
the ANC’s Freedom Charter, which 
they imagine would in and of itself 
produce some form of ‘socialism’.

Despite the twin causes of 
optimism being very likely dashed, the 
objective situation remains positive. 
There is huge popular support for 
the idea of working class power and 
socialism (however it is conceived), 
but, as elsewhere, the ability to 
provide this mass sentiment with 
principled organisational leadership 
has been sadly lacking.

Genuine Marxists should be 
prepared to work wherever they can 
relate to those masses - whether that is 
in the SACP, with its hugely increased 
membership and radicalised rank and 
file, or within a new formation that 
calls itself a Socialist Revolutionary 
Workers Party - if it happens! l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk 

Notes
1. www.politicsweb.co.za/documents/socialist-
revolutionary-party-to-be-launched-his-y.
2. ‘Reconfigure the alliance: drive the second, 
radical phase of the national democratic 
revolution’, internal bulletin, July 2017.
3. ‘Declaration of the 14th Party Congress’, July 
15 2017.
4. The successful motion has not been published 
by Cosatu, it seems, although it has been 
reproduced on various pro-SACP email lists.
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