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Brink of defeat
There can be no doubt that the 
soft coup against Corbyn will be 
reaching its conclusion in the next 
few months. Its aim is to bring down 
Corbyn and bring about a halt to 
the anti-austerity movement that his 
leadership represents.

Individuals who are playing a 
central role in this episode are Tom 
Watson, deputy leader of the Labour 
Party, the unelected, barely elected 
and crookedly elected bureaucrats of 
the rightwing trade unions, and the 
owner of Momentum, John Lansman, 
and his acolytes. The central 
issues are the bogus anti-Semitism 
smear campaign against Corbyn 
and his supporters, and the second 
referendum, dressed up as people’s 
vote - which fools nobody and will 
be seen as an affront to democracy. 
Other key components in the mix 
have been and are the useful idiots 
and self-seeking bureaucrats who 
are supposed to be on Corbyn’s side, 
and - potentially the deciding factor - 
the rank-and-file membership of the 
Labour Party.

The constant apologies for a 
problem that hardly exists, by those 
who should know better, have given 
credibility to the false impression 
that the Labour Party is a cesspit of 
anti-Semitism. The ridiculous pursuit 
of unity at all costs with those who 
are seeking to undermine and topple 
Corbyn is proving to be nothing but 
the unity of the graveyard.

The concession that these same 
‘friends’ of Jeremy Corbyn have given 
to the second referendum/people’s 
vote campaign virtually guarantees 
defeat, if and when a general election 
is called. Even if parliament does not 
vote for a second referendum, the 
fact that Labour is seen as supporting 
such a move plays into the hands of 
the right and destroys what credibility 
Corbyn still has.

How the final stages of the coup to 
topple Corbyn play out is, of course, 
conjecture at this stage. However, 
experience of how rightwing trade 
union bureaucracies have operated 
in the past would suggest that the 
scenario we are about to outline is 
a distinct possibility. At a certain 
stage there will be a move to have 
Jeremy suspended, based on bogus 
anti-Semitism allegations. We 
know that prominent anti-racist 
activists have been suspended and 
expelled based on such spurious 
allegations in the past. The adoption 
of the full International Holocaust 
Remembrance Alliance definition 
of anti-Semitism, including the 11 
examples, makes it far easier to 
legitimise such allegations - easier 
to conflate legitimate criticism of 
the Israeli state’s murderous actions 
against the Palestinian people with 
anti-Semitism.

Even if he were to be found 
innocent of all charges following an 
investigation, that is irrelevant to the 
strategy of the coup plotters. While 
the investigation was taking place, he 
would have to be on suspension. Who 
would then take over as leader? None 
other than the deputy leader, Tom 
Watson. Who would have to approve 
this course of action? None other 
than the Labour national executive 
- the same body which unanimously 
accepted the full IHRA definition on 
September 4 last year.

The fifth column is determined 
to prevent a Corbyn-led Labour 
government. They are prepared to 
split the party and destroy the hopes 
of millions, who desperately need 
the reforms that only a socialist-led 

Labour government will attempt to 
bring about. They couldn’t care two 
hoots about the inevitable dramatic 
decline in membership that would 
follow a successful coup against 
Corbyn. Not to mention the fact that 
the Labour Party would be out of 
office for a generation.

The status quo would return - albeit 
temporarily - for yesterday’s men and 
women. Their control over the party 
would be reasserted. Back to the old 
days, when we knew our place as 
her majesty’s loyal opposition. Their 
main objective would have been 
achieved - the Corbyn project would 
be over and the establishment’s fear 
of a Corbyn-led Labour government 
would no longer exist.

There is one thing and one 
thing only that can prevent this, or 
another tactical manifestation of the 
coup, being successful. That is if 
the half a million members become 
a movement, if Corbyn supporters 
come out of their comfort zones and 
start taking responsibility and facing 
reality. Constituency Labour Parties 
like Hackney, Hastings and Hallam 
in Sheffield, passing resolutions of 
support for Chris Williamson, set 
a fantastic example last week. This 
has to happen in every CLP in the 
country and every one of us has a 
responsibility to make sure it happens. 
Petitions and letters to the general 
secretary are also very important, as 
will be attending the lobby in support 
of comrades like Jackie Walker, and 
other victims of this spurious witch-
hunt.

It’s time to stand up and fight back. 
Appeasement and apology in pursuit 
of unity at all costs has been an abject 
failure that has brought the entire 
Corbyn project to the brink of defeat. 
Jeremy Corbyn needs our help. It is 
time to deal with the bullies who have 
been making his life hell for the last 
three and a half years.
Steve McKenzie
email

Indifference
I agree with Ted Hankin on one thing 
and one thing only (Letters, February 
28): Peter Gregson’s suggestion that 
western guilt over the holocaust is 
responsible for the establishment’s 
support for the IHRA definition of 
anti-Semitism is worthless (February 
14). He mistakes their rationale for 
the actual reason.

The rest of Gregson’s letter is 
equally trite. His suggestion that the 
Allies might have dropped food or 
leaflets over Auschwitz is, of course, 
absurd, but Hankin’s explanation for 
their indifference to the holocaust as 
it was happening is equally absurd. 
It had nothing whatsoever to do with 
the “atrocity propaganda” of World 
War I. The Allies didn’t go to war 
with Hitler over his Jewish policy, 
but because of his threats to their 
interests in Europe. The Allies were 
concentrating on a military defeat of 
Hitler in concert with Stalin. Saving 
Jews was irrelevant.

The Allies knew almost from 
the start of the holocaust in June 
1941 what was happening. At 
Bletchley Park, the SS code had been 
broken early in the war, allowing 
access to communications with 
the extermination camps. During 
the summer of 1941 reports of 
mass shootings in occupied Russia 
were deciphered. For example, an 
SS cavalry report of August 17 
1941 reported 7,819 executions in 
the Minsk area (see Raul Hilberg 
Destruction of European Jews 
p1191).

The Allies issued a declaration 
condemning the ‘final solution’ 
on December 17 1942. This was 
preceded by the Zionist declaration 
on November 23. Both the Allies and 
the Zionists had been fully aware of 

the holocaust in August 1942 after 
receipt of the Riegner memorandum 
from Geneva. However, the Zionists 
- in the form of Stephen Wise - sat on 
the memorandum for three months, at 
the request of Sumner Welles of the 
US state department. This coincided 
with the most intensive period of the 
holocaust, when nearly two million 
Jews were exterminated. But the 
Zionists’ political and diplomatic 
goals took precedence over the plight 
of the European Jews.

Hankin is hopelessly confused 
when he suggests that the only source 
that suggests that ordinary Germans 
knew nothing of the extermination 
camps was Daniel Goldhagen’s 
Hitler’s willing executioners. His 
book is worthless, which is why it 
was rapturously received by the New 
York Times and most of the bourgeois 
press. Goldhagen’s thesis was that 
the holocaust was the product of 
German eliminationist anti-Semitism. 
According to him, it had nothing to do 
with German fascism or imperialism. 
Indeed, reading his book, one would 
think that for ordinary Germans 
the country under the Nazis was a 
benevolent and benign society that 
operated on the basis of consensus 
over the Jews. There is no mention 
of the destruction of the working 
class organisations, the thousands 
of non-Jewish Germans murdered 
in the concentration camps - it was 
communists and socialists, not Jews, 
who filled the first concentration 
camps of Dachau and Sachsenhausen.

Goldhagen attacked Christopher 
Browning’s seminal Ordinary men 
- police battalion 101 and the final 
solution in Poland for describing the 
murderous activities of Unit 101 of 
the Order Police, who participated 
in the final solution in Poland, as 
“ordinary men”, yet that was precisely 
what Hannah Arendt had argued in 
her book Eichmann in Jerusalem. 
Eichmann was not a sadistic monster 
or motivated solely by anti-Semitism, 
but a desk bureaucrat who followed 
orders. Hence the banality of evil.

Goldhagen’s book was savaged 
by virtually all holocaust historians 
and academics. Norman Finkelstein 
wrote a brilliant essay - ‘Daniel Jonah 
Goldhagen’s “crazy” thesis: a critique 
of Hitler’s willing executioners’ in 
the New Left Review, which led to 
Goldhagen threatening Finkelstein 
with legal action, such was his 
discomfort. I suggest Ted Hankin 
reads it.

Goldhagen’s racist thesis suggests 
that it was the peculiar sadism of the 
German people, not fascism, which 
was responsible for the holocaust. 
Anyone who is aware of the role of 
the Hungarian gendarmes, Romanian 
legionnaires, the Croatian Ustashe, 
the Slovakian Hlinka Guard or the 
Ukrainian and Latvian fascists knows 
that this thesis is unsustainable.

If Hankin were to take the trouble 
of consulting historians such as 
Ian Kershaw, he would know that 
most Germans were unaware of 
the holocaust, as were most of the 
Jews who were deported. Ordinary 
Germans were aware that German 
Jews had been deported to places 
that were not very pleasant and, of 
course, they feared the worst, but 
they couldn’t know the details. News 
certainly came back from ordinary 
soldiers about the mass shootings 
in the early stages of the holocaust 
following Operation Barbarossa, 
but there is little reason to believe 
that Germans were aware of the 
extermination camps.

These were built in Poland, 
not Germany. In Germany there 
were concentration camps, not 
extermination camps (although 
thousands died in them). The death 
camps were a state secret and a whole 
series of euphemisms, such as ‘special 

measures’ - and ‘final solution’ - were 
devised to deceive people.

If Jews entered the trains ignorant 
of where they were going, it is hardly 
likely that ordinary Germans were 
any wiser. But, even if Germans had 
known of the camps, there is nothing 
they could have done about them. 
Contrary to Goldhagen, Germany 
was a police state and mention of the 
fate of the Jews could have had dire 
consequences.

Both the Allies and the Zionists 
were uninterested in finding out what 
was happening to Europe’s Jews and 
where. There is no doubt that the 
rail lines to the extermination camps 
could have been bombed and indeed 
the camps themselves. However, that 
was simply not a military priority. The 
British and American governments 
resisted any attempt to bomb the gas 
chambers (although Auschwitz, a 
major industrial centre, was bombed 
by accident).

What is also true is that the Allies 
could have done far more to rescue 
those Jews who were able to escape. 
The problem was that the British and 
American governments were hostile 
to any suggestion that they open their 
doors to refugees able to escape - 
‘What would we do with them?’ was 
the cry from the foreign office. No 
attempt was made to open up avenues 
of escape, such as via the Pyrenees.

Hankin’s support for the bombing 
of civilian centres does not merit 
a response. Arthur Bomber Harris 
was a war criminal, who murdered 
thousands of German civilians in 
Dresden and Hamburg - a campaign 
that had little or no military 
justification.
Tony Greenstein
Brighton

Communist value
Let me recapitulate my response to 
Moshé Machover (Letters, February 
28) in order that we can clear up any 
ambiguities.

Machover claimed: “As for the 
bare term, ‘value’, I believe that the 
situation is not quite so clear. I may 
be mistaken, but it seems to me that 
there may be some ambiguity or lack 
of consistency in the way Marx and 
Engels used it on various occasions” 
(Letters, February 14).

Even if this was the case, which 
I don’t think it is, Marx put to bed 
any doubts in his response to Adolph 
Wagner’s own confusion over how 
Marx used these terms (see Marx’s 
‘Notes on Wagner’). Now we can 
agree or disagree if Marx’s value 
theory is correct or not, but I don’t 
see where the confusion is over what 
he said.

Machover continued: “Here again 
there is no doubt that ‘exchange 
value’ is applicable only to a product 
that is also a commodity, object of sale 
and purchase. As for ‘value’, I think 

it is perfectly reasonable to apply 
it to any product ... This definition 
makes sense, whether or not the 
product in question is a commodity; 
it is applicable under any mode of 
production, including communism.”

Machover treats exchange value 
as a substance rather than a form. As 
Marx says, exchange value is simply 
the form of appearance of value. So 
it is wrong to say that “‘exchange 
value’ is applicable only to a product 
that is also a commodity”, because 
exchange value is not applicable 
to anything - we can only speak of 
exchange values. And value has no 
meaning outside this form, which is 
why a primitive commune had no 
concept of value and it only arose 
sporadically in exchange, reaching its 
maturity under capitalism and seeing 
its demise, as we transition from 
socialism to communism.

Machover says: “... here Engels 
is arguing against use of ‘value’ in 
relation to products of a communist 
society. But unless we are resigned 
to reading Engels uncritically, we 
should ask whether what he says here 
is convincing, especially from the 
perspective of the 21st century.”

I am saying Engels’ argument is 
convincing, because value will have 
no meaning in a communist society. 
Communism will be a society that 
produces for need and not profit, and 
in a communist society there will be 
effectively no exchange or demand, at 
least not any that require the planning 
department to calculate.

So the plan is set according to 
agreed needs and priorities, the input 
and output calculations are done, 
which includes a time dimension, and 
a feedback mechanism adjusts the 
plan where necessary. Plan is updated 
periodically. So where is the need 
for ‘value’? And what is this ‘value’ 
being compared to and for what 
purpose?
Maren Clarke
email

Well done
I was surprised while scrolling 
through Twitter at a moment of 
leisure to see that Corbynista bright 
young thing, Laura Murray, sharing 
the front page of last week’s paper, 
accompanied by a tweet beginning, 
“Well done, Weekly Worker.” Alas, 
it transpired from reading the full 
text that comrade Murray was not 
as positive as first appeared: her 
message actually consisting of 
trenchant criticism of the front cover 
(February 28).

Now, I may not myself have 
chosen to run that front page if I was 
the editor. It is clearly a provocative 
thing to do, given the link between the 
original poem by Martin Niemöller 
and the holocaust - although surely 
no-one could believe the Weekly 
Worker seeks to equate the witch-

LETTERS

The gender wars
London Communist Forum

Sunday March 17, 5pm
Speaker: Dr Amanda MacLean

The UK government’s consultation on the Gender Recognition Act 
in 2018 resulted in a poisonous and sometimes threatening debate 
between two highly polarised viewpoints. The science behind sex, 

intersex and the gendered brain are crucial in the debate over the key 
question: are trans-women women? Whatever the answer, how do 

we work towards a society where gender non-conformity is not only 
tolerated, but welcomed?

Amanda MacLean has a background in evolutionary biology and 
behavioural ecology. She has been influenced by the thinking of the 

Radical Anthropology Group, is a member of the Labour Party, and is 
closely following the current debate on gender identity.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.

Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk; and
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk
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hunt of Jeremy Corbyn with the 
elimination of six million Jews and 
others.

One of the features of the Weekly 
Worker is its provocative front pages - 
some go too far, no doubt. Personally 
I share some of the criticisms of the 
coverage of Zionism in the paper 
made by Alec Carnovic at CPGB 
aggregates and reported (with a far 
greater sense of democracy than 
any other left group) in the paper. 
The front page in question could 
rightly be criticised as insensitive 
and open to misinterpretation by our 
class enemies. Fine - labour activists 
interested in what the paper says can 
make those criticisms by writing 
to the paper and seeing a letter 
published.

Laura Murray chose not to do 
that, but instead to attack the paper in 
front of her thousands of social media 
followers. What is instructive about 
this is when she chose to do it. She did 
it while herself under enormous attack 
on Twitter for having criticised centrist 
‘celebrity’ Rachel Riley for appearing 
to endorse a violent attack on Jeremy 
Corbyn outside a mosque. Further, 
comrade Murray’s attack came on 
the same morning that rightwing 
Labour MP Siobhain McDonagh 
went on Radio 4’s Today programme 
and heavily suggested that to be anti-
capitalist at all is to be anti-Semitic 
- thus providing further evidence 
that the witch-hunt of Corbyn and 
his supporters will only continue 
to escalate, effectively making the 
Weekly Worker’s point for them.

I appreciate that many readers, as 
serious labour movement activists, 
may not even know who Laura 
Murray is (nor Aaron Bastani, Ash 
Sarkar or any of the other young 
Corbynistas making a name for 
themselves on social media). But they 
are close to the Labour leadership 
and do wield a certain influence. It is 
fascinating to see - even in the midst 
of battle, as comrade Murray was at 
the time of her Weekly Worker attack 
- that the first instinct of these people 
is always to triangulate, never to 
simply defend their principles clearly, 
without obfuscating, backsliding or 
attacking parts of the established left.

I believe it is mainly a lack of 
political training: many of the older 
Labour members flooding back into 
the party since 2015 are doubtless 
veterans of the far left - or of the Labour 
Party itself, when it was much further 
left than today. Many of them are the 
better for it - they know how to fight, 
to defend a line, to stand their ground. 
The hegemony of Momentum in the 
pro-Corbyn Labour left is an ongoing 
disaster, partly because it sees these 
older returners as an embarrassment 
and promotes only the young, the 
untested, the untrained. What is 
happening now in the party suggests 
that the CPGB’s perspectives are 
broadly correct: unite the existing 
left as the best trained Marxist class 
fighters we have, and persuade them 
that the most effective place to fight 
is in the Labour Party.

Keep up the good work.
Sean Carter
South London

Spot on
The front cover of the February 28 
Weekly Worker was spot on. This 
poem comes to mind so often in 
these times, but I think it is worth 
noting that the original version (as 
far as I’m aware) and certainly the 
chronologically correct version 
opened with “First they came for 
the communists”. Of course they 
did: first they came for the hardest 
political opposition - they needed to 
clear them out before they moved on 
to more vulnerable targets.

But this was Hitler and his party 
- they came for the communists. 
If we face a racist, nationalist 
movement with political heft in the 
years and months ahead, then some 

of the strongest and most dedicated 
political opponents will have been 
cleared out of the biggest working 
class organisation in the country by 
Labour Party MPs - second time farce 
perhaps?

Like in the 30s, we have the 
financial collapse with massive 
unemployment, especially of youth, 
worldwide. In the early part of the 
20th century there were millions of 
Jews fleeing eastern Europe. Now 
we have millions of Muslims and 
Africans fleeing the chaos and ruin 
largely brought about by US and 
European policymakers and these 
refugees provide the raw material that 
opportunist, racist politicians need.

Refugees are always easy to 
demonise, whether they’re Jewish, 
Muslim or anything else: they tend 
to be dishevelled and impoverished 
- no matching luggage and designer 
clothes there. And these more modern 
refugees are easier to identify. Fascists 
will go for black and brown people 
first, but they will go for Jews too: 
it’s part of their backward ideology.

We live in dangerous times and 
these witch-hunters are adding to 
the dangers - a sort of sawing off the 
branch you’re sitting on?
Jim Cook
Reading 

‘Holistic’ Macron
President Emmanuel Macron of 
France has made a direct appeal to 
the citizenry of the EU, doing so 
via an ‘open letter’ sent to multiple 
mainland European as well as UK 
newspapers. To that extent, this is an 
attempt by Macron at non-partisan 
engagement.

In a similar sense, Macron 
is providing down-to-earth, 
organisational guidance, combined 
with elements of a far more spiritual 
nature - all rising above formulaic 
political thinking and practices. In 
a nutshell, Macron seems to have 
recognised both the urgent need and 
burning desirability of adopting a 
‘holistic’ attitude to things.

Of course, in his particular case 
Macron arrived at this point as a result 
of formidable pressures generated 
from the gilets jaunes movement, as 
well as a brewing crisis of confidence 
being created by Brexit. Nonetheless, 
this development is something all 
comrades at the Weekly Worker/

CPGB plus Labour Party Marxists 
need to take note of - indeed, that all 
communists on a global basis need 
to recognise and then fulsomely 
embrace. Unless we wish to remain 
self-importantly aloof to the political 
methodologies of our modern world, 
that is - as well as isolated from a 
more generalised Zeitgeist.

Although full of the contradictions 
already alluded to (indeed, riven by 
chasm-like flaws of the capitalist 
system itself!), nonetheless Macron 
provides an exemplary lesson in 
the value of ‘inspirational’ calls 
being made. In other words, appeals 
above and beyond a grinding/
churning manifestation of politics. 
Communication of ideas made in 
a manner shiningly superior to the 
suicidal pedestrianism currently 
prevalent on the left.

As difficult to swallow as it 
may be, we must take a leaf from 
Macron’s book, surely? That is, if we 
wish to become meaningful players 
in this 21st-century marketplace, 
which is dominated and driven by 
psycho-emotional techniques; by 
almost borderless geo-political/socio-
economic forces; by aesthetico-
cultural and (notable above all else) 
by innately humanistic dynamism.
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

Vibrant Russia
I’ve just read the article on Russia and 
I wouldn’t at all agree with its content 
(‘A convenient enemy’, February 21). 
Mind you, there have been precious 
few articles on Russia in the Weekly 
Worker.

Russia is a much more colourful 
nation and people than grasped in this 
article. It does have a big economy and 
culture and multi-million-size diaspora, 
which is injecting vibrantly into the 
world culture. Russia has a powerful 
diplomatic service and its armed forces 
have helped rid Syria of its terrorist 
forces. It has a strategic alliance with 
the two most populous countries in the 
world: India and China. Its trade with 
China is worth $100 billion. Its foreign 
media is exceptionally truthful and 
effective in a world ruled by lies. It is 
one of the biggest tourist destinations in 
the world.

Russia is open for business.
Elijah Traven
Hull

London Communist Forum
Sunday March 10, 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 2 
(continued): ‘Organising and working with the new fraction’.
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 March 12, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and biological 
anthropology, Daryll Forde seminar room, Anthropology Building,
14 Taviton Street, off Gordon Square, London WC1.
This meeting: ‘Sorcery and spirit owners on the Mosquito Coast, 
Nicaragua’. Speaker: Mark Jamieson.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Campaign for Labour Party Democracy
Saturday March 9, 11.30am: AGM, Council House, Victoria Square, 
Birmingham BM1. To decide the CLPD’s tactics and strategy for the 
forthcoming year. Entrance £3 in advance, £5 on the day (£2).
Organised by CLPD: www.clpd.org.uk.
Stop the September 2019 London arms fair
Saturday March 9, 10am to Sunday March 10, 4.30pm: Workshops,
Resource for London, 356 Holloway Road, London N7. Join activists 
from around the world to skillshare and build the movement to stop the 
London 2019 arms fair. Tickets £15 (£7).
Organised by Campaign Against Arms Trade:
www.facebook.com/events/503946660092527.
Save our maintained nursery schools
Monday March 11, 3pm: Lobby of parliament, committee room 14, 
House of Commons, London SW1. Followed by march to Downing 
Street. Secure sustainable funding for maintained nursery schools.
Organised by National Association of Head Teachers:
www.naht.org.uk.
Why is Yemen starving?
Tuesday March 12 7pm: Meeting, LIFT, 45 White Lion Street,  
London N1. 14 million people in Yemen are on the brink of starvation - 
stop Britain arming Saudi Arabia.
Organised by North London Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/stopthewarcoalition.
Britain is broken - we can’t afford the Tories
Events in the People’s Assembly nationwide speaking tour:
Tuesday March 12, 7pm: Public meeting, Newcastle Arts Centre,
67 Westgate Road, Newcastle upon Tyne NE1.
www.facebook.com/events/537454593441113.
Thursday March 14, 7pm: Public meeting, Eric Learie Constantine 
Centre, 43-47 Dudden Hill Lane, London NW10.
www.facebook.com/events/259096488339852.
Saturday March 30, 1pm: Public meeting, Doncaster Trades Club, 
Frenchgate Centre, Doncaster DN1. Speakers: Chris Williamson MP 
and former ASLEF president Tosh McDonald.
www.facebook.com/Doncaster-Peoples-Assembly-1162483833770289
Wednesday April 3, 7.30pm: Rally, St Peter’s Church, St Peter’s 
Square, Nottingham NG1.
www.facebook.com/events/827486840939543.
Youth Strike 4 Climate
Friday March 15, 11am: UK-wide (and global) student and school 
student demonstrations. Take direct action on the climate crisis and 
ecological catastrophe - system change, not climate change!
Organised by UK Student Climate Network:
www.facebook.com/events/1169886679841901.
UN Anti-Racism Day demonstrations
Saturday 16 March: Demonstrations to defeat the rise of racism and 
the far right, organised by Stand Up To Racism.
London: Assemble 12 noon, Park Lane, London W1.  
www.facebook.com/events/2013107605418593.
Cardiff: Assemble 11am, City Hall, Cardiff CF10.
www.facebook.com/events/935115200024518.
Glasgow: Assemble 11am, George Square, Glasgow G2.
www.facebook.com/events/2242706462615178.
Don’t march with apartheid
Saturday March 16, 10.30am: Counterdemonstration, George Square,
Glasgow G2. Protest against participation of Zionists in SUTR march.
Organised by Zionism is Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/247686286110662 
and Celtic fans for Palestine:  
www.facebook.com/events/2248332178716500.
We need a Corbyn-led Labour government
Wednesday March 20, 7pm: Rally in central London, venue to be 
confirmed. Why we need a Corbyn-led Labour government to secure a 
fundamental shift in wealth, power and control. Speakers include MPs 
Richard Burgon, Dan Carden and Laura Pidcock. Ticket only (free).
Organised by Labour Assembly Against Austerity:
www.facebook.com/events/1015298511988284.
Defending the union link
Saturday March 30, 11am to 4pm: Meeting, Swarthmore Education 
Centre, 2-7 Woodhouse Square, Leeds LS3. Defending and 
democratising the Labour Party-trade union link. Speakers include Matt 
Wrack (FBU).
Organised by Labour Representation Committee:
https://labourrep.com.
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.

OVERHEAD

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

Exceptional
Not for the first time, comrade 

BK has stepped in to make 
up for the previous month’s 
shortfall in our fighting fund. I 
said last week that we “need to 
make up” the £90 February deficit 
this month and, on March 1, he 
transferred that amount into our 
account! Thank you, comrade.

Comrade DV is another who 
has contacted us to say he has just 
increased his monthly standing 
order by a fiver to £25. He writes: 
“The Weekly Worker letters page 
continues to be exceptional. No 
other paper would allow such a 
debate over Stalinism nor print 
such an attack on communism/
socialism and the millions killed 
in its name.”

He adds: “As I’ve said before, 
in a climate where people usually 
just read what they agree with, the 
policy of printing diametrically 
opposed views, especially those 
against the CPGB stances, really 
makes readers think.” Thanks 
for those kind words, comrade - 
it’s good to know our efforts are 
appreciated.

As for standing orders already 

received, the start of the month 
always sees a high proportion of 
them, although not for the largest 
amounts. In the first six days of 
March there were 17 SOs, totalling 
£340. Special thanks go to EW and 
MS (£40 each), ST (£30) and DL 
and TG (£20). Then there were 
three PayPal donations - £30 from 
regular supporter TB, the usual 
£15 from US comrade PM, and 
£5 from AR (whose £10 standing 
order was mentioned last week).

There were, however, no 
cheques in the post, but we still 
start the month £450 to the good. 
But we need £1,750 each and 
every month and, although unlike 
February there are a full 31 days 
this time round, I could do with a 
few substantial donations just to 
reassure me!

Does anyone fancy taking a 
leaf out of DV’s book by showing 
their appreciation? l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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MARCH 8

Women’s rights and class struggle
Forty years ago Iranian women rebelled against the Islamic government. We should not only remember 
their struggle: we should uphold the original aims of International Women’s Day, says Yassamine Mather

Friday March 8 is International 
Women’s Day, which this 
year coincides with the 40th 

anniversary of the first major protest 
by Iranian women against the Islamic 
regime in 1979.

Iranian women played an 
important role in the revolution that 
overthrew the shah in February of 
that year, but the Islamic government 
that gained power as a result wasted 
no time attacking the little that 
existed in terms of women’s rights 
and imposing new forms of gender 
repression. These included the 
legalisation of polygamy, temporary 
marriage (sighe), forced veiling, 
segregation … Women trying to join 
protests were attacked by religious 
zealots carrying chains and batons, 
with leftwing females identified as 
the prime targets.

Now, however, a minority of 
Islamist women associated with 
factions of the regime have taken 
up a limited defence of some of the 
issues concerning women’s rights. 
They advocate minor reforms, which, 
I would argue, are too little, too 
late. They do not even challenge the 
medieval laws of hodud and qessas 
(‘talion’ and punishment), let alone 
the rule of the religious guardian of 
the nation, the supreme leader.

As time went by, some of these 
formerly ‘reformist’ women, seeking 
celebrity status and fortune in line 
with contemporary global trends, 
have left Iran and become supporters 
of ‘regime change from above’ - a 
CIA version of Iranian feminism. 
One former ‘reformist‘ journalist 
who used to make sure her photo was 
taken next to senior ayatollahs now 
publishes on social media selfies of 
herself alongside US secretary of 
state Mike Pompeo - she clearly sees 
no irony in switching from support 
for Shia clerics to standing next to the 
former head of the CIA.

Such grotesque images from 
publicity-seeking, pro-war and pro-
sanctions Iranian feminists (some 
call them CIA feminists) seem to be 
everywhere on social media these 
days - in some way reflecting the 
sad state of the struggle for women’s 
liberation in our time: a movement 
started by working class women 
fighting for class-based emancipation 
has, in neoliberal or rightwing 

populist discourse, become one 
solely interested in gender equality.

We hear ad infinitum about the 
need to ensure more women are 
appointed to positions of authority, 
including on the board of large 
companies. Yet recent history shows 
us that women in government can 
be just as much warmongers as 
their male counterparts. They can 
be in favour of bombing or torturing 
prisoners just like the men. The 
politics they follow depends entirely 
on their class outlook, not their 
gender. For instance, it was Margaret 
Thatcher who issued the order to sink 
the Belgrano. Golda Meir, the Israeli 
prime minister, Madeleine Albright, 
the first female US secretary of state, 
and the current head of the CIA, 
Gina Haspel, are other prominent 
examples. We are supposed to be glad 
that a woman is heading the hegemon 
power’s ‘intelligence’ services, yet 
we should remember that she made 
her name as the veteran clandestine 
officer who oversaw a secret prison 
in Thailand, using contractors to 
interrogate al Qa’eda suspects. 
We know of at least one occasion 
when a prisoner was subjected 
to waterboarding three times in 
what Pompeo called “enhanced 
interrogation techniques”.

Haspel’s time in Thailand, in 
charge of the prison known as 
Cat’s Eye, was the beginning of 
an illustrious progression within 
the agency. She was a supporter of 
rendition, and the infamous detention 
and interrogation programme. No 
wonder the most misogynistic 
president in US history was keen to 
have her as head of the CIA.

The fact that, under pressure from 
the media and government, many 
companies have appointed women 
to senior positions - sometimes with 
non-executive roles and often to make 
sure they reach the relevant quotas - 
does not alter the reality that in most, if 
not all, capitalist economies, women 
continue to predominate in low-paid 
jobs. The fact that a tiny minority 
of women have been appointed to 
important posts in government and 
the private sector has not and will 
not in itself improve the plight of the 
overwhelming majority of working 
women.

In the official global celebrations 

on March 8 each year, the origins 
of International Women’s Day in 
events organised by the Socialist 
Party of America, including the 
commemoration of a protest by 
women garment workers in New 
York City in March 1857, is rarely 
mentioned. In the latter case women 
were up in arms against inhumane 
working conditions and low wages. 
When the police attacked the 
protestors and dispersed them, their 
struggle continued, culminating in 
the founding of the first women’s 
labour union.

Then, in 1908, 15,000 women 
marched in New York demanding 
shorter working hours, better pay, 
voting rights and an end to child 
labour. Many of those who turned out 
were young immigrants from Europe, 
who had come to the United States 
seeking a better life.

Feminism
For Marxists it is a nonsense to 
suggest, as do some feminists, that 
women constitute a ‘class’: for 
Marx, class expressed a relationship 
to the means of production. But 
for Christine Delphy, for example, 
gender can also be defined in relation 
to the mode of production, because of 
domestic labour. So for her the main 
enemy of women is not capitalism, 
but patriarchy.1

The problem with the hegemony of 
neoliberal feminism is not just that it 
promotes market capitalism, but that 
it protects the interests of managerial 
women at the expense of the working 
class. In the absence of a rigorous 
Marxist approach to the issue of 
gender inequality, there is little work 
done on the effects on women of 
casualisation, part-time and contract 
work. In the UK women face lower 
job security, greater pay inequality 
and higher unemployment, although 
there is a higher proportion of women 
working full-time in comparison with 
other advanced capitalist countries. 
Of course, the situation is far worse 
in the ‘developing countries’.

You do not need to be an 
economist to know that it is women 
who pay the main price for neoliberal 
deregulation at work, and have borne 
the main brunt of the tough measures 
adopted, as recession took over. The 
new populist, anti-neoliberal and pro-

feminist movements that have sprung 
up actually promote a return to an 
even darker era.

We are constantly told that social 
media abuse against women is the 
scourge of our time, while another, 
more widespread and serious form of 
abuse is ignored: the suffering caused 
by the pressure on women to appear 
‘attractive’, according to norms 
dictated by consumerist, celebrity-
worshipping modern capitalism. 
Naomi Wolf, in her book, The beauty 
myth, writes:

The more legal and material 
hindrances women have broken 
through, the more strictly and 
heavily and cruelly images of 
female beauty have come to 
weigh upon us ... During the 
past decades, women breached 
the power structure; meanwhile, 
eating disorders rose exponentially 
and cosmetic surgery became the 
fastest-growing speciality.2

Plastic surgery has now become part 
of the lives of many young women. 
Neoliberal feminism has nothing to 
say about this - in fact some such 
feminists tell us it is a woman’s right 
to use such drastic measures to look 
better, but we Marxists should remind 
everyone of the fallacy of the “beauty 
myth” that claims so many victims 
every year.

We live in the period of late 
capitalism, when commodity fetishism 
dominates our lives. Here I am not 
referring to the perception of the 
social relationships involved in 
production, but the consumption of 
commodities. As far as the consumer 
of contemporary commodities and 
services sold in the market is concerned, 
brands can offer unlimited promise, 
yet the commodification itself leaves 
the alienated consumer with little 
control. Women as organisers of social 
life, as carers and budget-holders for 
households, are themselves victims of 
this alienation as consumers.

So on March 8, it will be appropriate 
to firmly reject the claims of women’s 
equality under capitalism. In paying 
respect to the garment workers of 
New York, we should also expose 
institutionalised neoliberal feminism, 
as well as the retrograde anti-women 
populism of the right.

According to (neoliberal) 
feminists, there is nothing wrong 
with women spending an enormous 
amount of time on housework or 
their appearance, but as communist 
women we have to accept that 
equality with men requires a more 
efficient use of our time. We cannot 
be the wage-earner as well as the 
person responsible for housework, 
the principal carer for children and/or 
the elderly, spending hours devoting 
ourselves to our appearance, and still 
have sufficient time to read, educate 
ourselves, write and speak in public. 
Confident participation in a political 
debate requires discipline, hard work 
and persistence, and in this regard the 
sexist society we live in constantly 
presents serious obstacles to women. 
We must strive to overcome such 
obstacles.

In this respect I have always argued 
that the political is personal (in direct 
contrast to the 1970s feminist slogan, 
‘The personal is political’). Both men 
and women can do more to rebel 
against the mainstream and March 8 
2019 will be a good time to launch a 
struggle against neoliberal feminism, 
as well as populist male chauvinism.

For Iranian women, as I have 
stated, it is the 40th anniversary 
of the demonstration against the 
forced wearing of the hijab. This 
occurred straight after the revolution 
that brought down a US puppet and 
misogynistic dictator, the shah, but 
failed to deliver on any of the slogans of 
the revolutionary movement: equality, 
democracy and independence. For 
those women March 8 should also be 
used to express abhorrence of CIA-
sponsored feminists - women who in 
the name of ‘gender equality’ support 
war and sanctions.

To express solidarity with Iranian 
women we must support the struggles 
of teachers, nurses and all women 
workers in Iran, in opposition to 
both the neoliberal practices of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and also the 
warmongers in Washington l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. C Delphy L’ennemi principal Vol 1, Paris 2008.
2. N Wolf The beauty myth: how images of beauty 
are used against women introduction, New York 
1991.

Iranian women in revolt against imposition of the veil
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BREXIT

Step forward, Mr Johnson?
With splits in the ERG, writes Eddie Ford, does Theresa May now have a chance of scraping her deal 
through the Commons? It seems unlikely

Tick-tock, tick-tock. With exit 
day only weeks away, attorney 
general Sir Geoffrey Cox and 

Brexit secretary Stephen Barclay 
went back to Brussels on March 5 
in yet another futile bid to secure 
“legally-binding changes” to the Irish 
backstop.

The day before he left, Cox had 
to take to Twitter to deny newspaper 
reports saying he had abandoned 
efforts to introduce a time limit or 
‘unilateral exit mechanism’ (the so-
called “freedom clauses”). While 
admitting that some of the reporting 
was “accurate”, he claimed “much 
more of it isn’t” - adding that 
“complex and detailed negotiations 
cannot be conducted in public”. On 
March 6 he told Sky News that the 
talks with the European Union on 
the Northern Ireland backstop were 
“robust” and “we are now facing the 
real discussions” - strongly implying 
that there had been no breakthrough. 
This was later confirmed by a 
European Commission spokesperson, 
who said the discussions had been 
“difficult” and no solution has been 
“identified”.

Reuters and other media outlets 
report that the attorney general has 
shifted his focus to securing an 
enhanced “arbitration mechanism” 
that allows Britain or the EU to 
provide formal notice that the 
backstop should come to an end. 
That would in theory mean that the 
UK is not trapped indefinitely in the 
arrangement - a Hotel California 
Brexit, where “you can check out, 
but you can never leave”. However, 
quite predictably, EU officials are 
fiercely resistant to the idea of any 
“independent” arbitration process 
that is outside the jurisdiction of the 
European Court of Justice.

Cox was due last week to give 
a statement to parliament on the 
matter, but this was postponed - 
indicating that negotiations are not 
going well. Barring some unforeseen 
development (or secret talks that we 
are currently unaware of), the most 
Theresa May will get out of the EU is 
a ‘reassuring’ letter or “interpretive” 
document, full of legalistic-sounding 
verbiage, attached to the withdrawal 
agreement, which essentially would 
mean nothing. The backstop will 
remain.

Making life even more difficult 
for the prime minister, Sammy 
Wilson, the Democratic Unionist 
Party’s Brexit spokesman, has 
reaffirmed that his party will only 
support her ‘revised’ Brexit deal if 
the withdrawal agreement itself is 
amended to make the backstop time-
limited, or allow the UK to withdraw 
unilaterally. Anything else, he stated, 
would leave the Six Counties in 
“exactly the same position” as the 
current proposed withdrawal deal 
does - where external bodies can call 
the shots. Any exit from the backstop, 
in Wilson’s view, had to be “a 
decision of this parliament, and this 
government, not some independent 
panel of judges”.

Flexible
In a desperate attempt at spin, Jeremy 
Hunt, the foreign secretary, told the 
BBC’s Today programme that signals 
from the EU were “reasonably 
positive”, but there was “still a lot 
of work to do” - which most people 
interpret as meaning the talks have 
got nowhere. Perhaps giving the 
game away, Hunt also said the 
British government was prepared 
to be “flexible” about the “freedom 

clauses”, which could mean settling 
instead for a “fair” arbitration 
mechanism. Or maybe not. More 
backtracking, in other words.

Everything still indicates, minutes 
before high noon, that Theresa May is 
sticking robotically - keep your eyes 
down - to the ‘strategy’ of running 
the clock down and hoping that MPs 
blink like rabbits before the oncoming 
headlights, spooked by increasing 
warnings of disinvestment and 
closures from BMW, Honda, Toyota, 
Bentley, PSA, Jaguar Land Rover, 
Ford, Airbus … It is widely expected, 
therefore - contrary to earlier rumours 
- that the prime minister will leave it 
to Monday next week (March 11) to 
unveil her new “legal assurances” 
to the House of Commons, just one 
day before the second and possibly 
very last ‘meaningful vote’ on her 
deal. But this “breakneck” timetable, 
according to Tom Newton Dunn 
in The Sun, “risks infuriating” the 
European Research Group - warning 
May that any move to “bounce” MPs 
into agreeing her Brexit deal is “likely 
to backfire spectacularly” (March 4).

Flexing its muscles, the ERG 
has convened a “star chamber” or 
“cash council” of legally-minded 
Brexiteers, seven of them MPs - 
including veteran Eurosceptic and 
ringleader Bill Cash, the DUP’s 
Nigel Dodds, former Brexit secretary 
Dominic Raab, former Department 
for Exiting the European Union 
minister David Jones, and Martin 
Howe QC, who chairs the pro-
‘leave’ group, Lawyers for Britain. 
They are demanding “all of the 
relevant documents in good time to 
consider them properly” ahead of 
the vote - which in the opinion of 
Cash needs to be at least 48 hours. 
That seems unlikely, given May’s 
panic strategy. Not boding well for 
the prime minister, Jones told The 
Sunday Telegraph that devices like 
a “fair” arbitration process were 
“usually insufficiently watertight” 
and hence it was “dubious” that it 
would “pass muster” for his group 
- they effectively want a “treaty-
level change” that alters the attorney 
general’s prior legal advice that the 
backstop could “endure indefinitely”, 
and also a “clear exit route”. 
Theresa May has a tough, if not near 

impossible, job on her hands.
Having said that, cracks are 

appearing within the ERG. After 
steadfastly insisting that the backstop 
must be removed in its entirety, Jacob 
Rees-Mogg, de facto leader of the 
organisation, signalled on February 
26 at an event for the rightwing 
Spectator magazine that he too could 
be “flexible” - perhaps there is some 
wriggle room after all. An appendix or 
codicil to the withdrawal agreement, 
rather than something specified in the 
treaty itself, would be acceptable, so 
long as it has “equal legal standing” 
- in that way, he argued, there would 
be no need to reopen or rewrite the 
agreement. Whether that would be 
acceptable to the EU is a different 
matter, however, especially as Rees-
Mogg later told the BBC that there 
needs to be a “clear date” specifying 
when the backstop ends - which 
should be a “short date, not a long 
date”. The EU would almost certainly 
regard that as unicorn thinking - a 
backstop that is not really a backstop 
or fail-safe insurance policy. Back to 
square one, with the prime minister 
facing another humiliating defeat in 
the Commons.

Offer
Yet the game might not be entirely 
over for May. The ERG has made an 
offer - generous or not - that, if she 
promises to quit after the May 2 local 
elections, they would vote for her 
deal, allowing her to make her March 
29 deadline. With the ERG on board 
and a clutch of Labour rebels, this is 
not an entirely impossible scenario 
- especially when you consider that 
May has already pledged to stand 
down before the next scheduled 
general election.

But, if she went along with this, 
there would be a Tory leadership 
contest over the summer, with the 
ERG campaigning for its champion, 
Boris Johnson - the new leader and 
prime minister would be crowned at 
the Tory conference in September. 
There is very little doubt that if 
Johnson got his name on the ballot 
paper - which is not guaranteed, but 
a strong possibility - he would win 
any such contest, given that the Tory 
membership has the final say. That 
membership is, of course, way to 

the right of the parliamentary party 
and overwhelmingly pro-Brexit. We 
should not forget that after March 29 
we are only in the transition period, as 
the withdrawal agreement (divorce) 
was supposed to be the easy bit - 
remember? - before things get even 
more difficult (even if Liam Fox did 
stupidly say that the post-Brexit free 
trade deal with the EU should be the 
“easiest in human history”).

In other words, the deal proper 
has not even begun yet - it could 
take many years to arrive at an actual 
agreement with the EU, if previous 
trade negotiations are anything to go 
by. The likes of the ERG want this 
deal, the true prize, to be negotiated 
by real Brexiteers - not treacherous 
advocates of Brino (‘Brexit in 
name only’). Please step forward, 
Mr Johnson. It is a moot point, of 
course, whether ERG backing would 
provide the numbers necessary to 
secure parliamentary support. For 
every gesture to the right, you lose 
out on the other side - alienating soft 
Brexiteers and pro-European MPs. 
Acceptance of the ERG offer has to 
be a very carefully calculated move, 
otherwise you could find yourself 
riding the tiger’s back.

But at least it provides Theresa 
May with a chance to get her 
deal through parliament, albeit an 
outside one, and also gives her a 
more dignified departure personally 
- rather than an exit pursued by an 
angry ERG bear. She can also take 
a measure of comfort from the fact 
that in recent days several prominent 
‘leave’ supporters - including Sir 
Graham Brady, the chair of the 
1922 Committee, and Nigel Evans, 
a former deputy speaker - have 
swung behind May’s deal, fearing 
the alternative would be a no-deal 
Brexit, a lengthy delay or a second 
referendum. Getting the support of 
Brady is particularly significant, 
as only weeks ago he successfully 
championed a Commons amendment 
that instructed May to return to 
Brussels to negotiate the complete 
removal of the backstop from the 
withdrawal agreement and find 
“alternative arrangements” to solve 
the Irish border issue.

Brady told The Observer that his 
intention had always been to “ensure 

that the backstop could not assume a 
permanent status, trapping the UK in 
the EU customs union” - just so long 
as Geoffrey Cox is able to “assure” 
parliament that he has some sort 
of legally binding “guarantee” that 
the backstop can only be temporary 
(March 3). May’s decision, or 
concession, the other week to give 
MPs a vote on delaying Brexit if her 
deal is rejected again - coupled with 
Labour coming out more clearly in 
support of a second referendum - 
have obviously been key factors in 
persuading many Tories to consider 
switching their vote to support the 
prime minister. Whilst May still faces 
a massive uphill struggle - putting it 
mildly - to win over the most hardline 
Brexiteers and the 10 DUP MPs, 
it does seem that a relatively large 
number of those who helped inflict 
the 230-vote defeat on her in January 
are now looking for ways to back 
down without completely losing face 
or outraging their constituents and 
local party members.

Delay
Doing his bit to pile on the pressure 
and give the horses a good scaring, 
Tory whip Julian Smith has warned 
cabinet ministers that, if MPs reject 
Theresa May’s deal a second time, 
then the most likely outcome is that 
a much softer Brexit - possibly based 
upon a permanent customs union 
- would emerge as the cross-party 
majority view in parliament through 
a series of “indicative votes” after 
MPs vote to take a ‘no deal’ totally 
off the table and extend article 50. 
The Brexit dream could be over - so 
do the sensible thing and back Theresa 
May’s deal, when it is presented to 
parliament. Will the DUP and ERG 
buckle at the last minute?

One thing you can say for sure 
is that, the nearer we get to exit 
day, the more we will see splits and 
strange coalitions emerging - the 
Independent Group being one such 
ugly manifestation. It is now almost 
universally accepted that we will 
see an extension to article 50, the 
amazing vote for the Yvette Cooper 
motion proving that - the first time 
in January it lost by 23 votes, but 
on the second attempt there were 
only 20 against, showing that the 
ERG itself is seriously split over that 
issue (it appears to have around 60 
supporters).

Now the real question - as far as the 
ERG is concerned - is whether it will 
be a politically acceptable ‘technical’ 
or limited extension, just to provide the 
necessary time to get all the relevant 
legislation through parliament; or an 
unacceptable delay that could lead to 
a second referendum and/or general 
election (or some other devious way 
of cancelling Brexit altogether). Of 
course, all this is dependent on the 
EU agreeing to an extension, but it 
seems unlikely it would turn down any 
request. However, will EU negotiators 
demand a quid pro quo like financial 
compensation, further budget 
contributions or giving up Gibraltar?

But just think of the repercussions 
if Theresa May goes and Boris 
Johnson becomes the new leader. A 
general election is called, to be fought 
between a newly united Tory Party 
and the unpatriotic Labour traitors 
who want to stop or reverse Brexit - 
with the Independent Group and Nigel 
Farage’s Brexit Party added to the 
fractious mix. Then things could get 
really ugly l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Well, maybe not
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LABOUR

Fake outrage, fake accusations
The civil war in the Labour Party is at a critical stage, writes Carla Roberts

What do these four jokes have 
in common?

1. Here are the rules of being Jewish, as 
I understand them. Thou shall not kill. 
Thou shall not commit adultery. Don’t 
eat pork. What was that last one? Don’t 
question it, God has spoken. Really, has 
he? Or is it just pigs trying to outsmart 
everybody?
2. I’ve often wondered that if I grew up in 
Poland when Hitler came to power and I 
was sent to a concentration camp, would 
I still be checking out women? I think I 
would - “Hey, Shlomo, did you see that 
one by Barracks Eight? I’ve had my eye 
on her for weeks. I’d like to go up and say 
something to her. ‘How’s it going? They 
treating you OK?’ Of course, the problem 
is there are no good opening lines in a 
concentration camp.
3. People think that Ebenezer Scrooge 
is Jewish … well, he’s not. But all three 
Stooges are.
4. Jewish Voice For Labour is calling for 
disciplinary hearings to be paused until 
a due process has been established, based 
on principles of natural justice. What I call 
Jew process … Seriously, one of the things 
that does worry me is the privileging of 
racism against Jews, over and above - as 
more worthy of resources than other forms 
of racism. That’s bad for the many - as well 
as bad for the Jews.

No doubt you know the answer. 
They have all been told - or sung - by 
Jewish people: Jon Stewart,1 Larry 
David,2 Adam Sandler in his ever-
evolving Chanukah song,3 and, last 
but not least, Wirral councillor Jo 
Bird, who has just been suspended 
for her remarks after the Jewish 
Chronicle ‘exposed’ her joke,4 made 
at a meeting in support of Marc 

Wadsworth 10 months ago.
We could quote plenty more 

Jews poking fun at Jews, of course, 
starting with Woody Allen’s films 
Hannah and her sisters (which is all 
about his Jewish character having 
a spiritual crisis, exploring other 
religions) and Annie Hall (in which 
he imagines being a Hasidic Jew and 
in a split screen takes the mick both 
out of dinner time at a secular and an 
Orthodox Jewish household). Or how 
about Sacha Baron Cohen dressing 
up as Borat from Kazakhstan, singing 
in front of a bar of clapping and 
cheering Americans: “Throw the Jew 
down the well, so my country can be 
free. You must grab him by his horns, 
then we can have a big party.”5

In his book Jokes and their relation 
to the unconscious, Sigmund Freund 
famously considered Jewish humour 
unique, in that it is primarily derived 
from self-critical mocking of the in-
group (Jews) rather than the ‘other’. 
Or, in other words, they are self-
deprecating jokes. There are dozens 
of modern books analysing the best 
Jewish jokes. A couple of years back, 
the Jewish Chronicle printed “the 
greatest Jew joke”6 of all time, told 
by Jerry Seinfeld:

Two gentile businessmen meet 
on the street. One of them says, 
‘How’s business?’

The other one says, ‘Great!’

Apparently, this joke “confounded 
his hosts and audience members 
alike”. But: “Here at the JC we think 
we know why it’s funny.”

Is it because Jerry Seinfeld is 
not a member of the Labour Party? 
Otherwise he would be a raving anti-
Semite, taking the piss, as he does, 

out of Jews being good at business 
and arguing at length about it (and 
everything else).

Would the Chronicle still dare to 
print this today? Or an article with 
the headline, ‘Jew know why we 
love Annie Hall?’7 Who knows? But 
they certainly felt the need to claim 
outrage over Jo Bird’s remarks8 - 
with, of course, the now obligatory 
comment by Rachel Riley of 
Countdown fame. The TV presenter 
is particularly enraged by Jo Bird’s 
efforts to humorously ‘update’ the 
famous poem by pastor Niemöller: 
“Absolutely aghast listening to 
JVL’s Jo Bird. Take a poem about 
the holocaust, remove the Jews, to 
replace them with persecution of 
anti-racists and anti-Zionists.”9

The Jewish Chronicle echoes her 
ahistorical outrage by complaining:

In her version, the poem no longer 
features the famous “First they 
came for the Jews” line, which 
instead is replaced by Ms Bird 
with “Then they came for the 
anti-Zionists. They came for the 
socialists, but they couldn’t get us 
because we were having a party, 
the Labour Party,” she says, to 
loud applause and laughter.

This is actually quite ironic, because 
Niemöller’s original poem does not 
start with Jews. In fact, the version 
accepted as the official one by the 
Martin Niemöller Foundation does 
not feature Jews at all. This is the 
verified version of the part of the 
speech that he first gave in 1946:

Als die Nazis die Kommunisten 
holten, habe ich geschwiegen; ich 
war ja kein Kommunist.

Als sie die Sozialdemokraten 
einsperrten, habe ich geschwiegen; 
ich war ja kein Sozialdemokrat.
Als sie die Gewerkschafter holten, 
habe ich geschwiegen; ich war ja 
kein Gewerkschafter.
Als sie mich holten, gab es keinen 
mehr, der protestieren konnte.10

Communists, social democrats 
and trade unionists - nobody else. 
The Martin Niemöller Foundation, 
which has gone to great lengths 
to historically examine the quote, 
laments how “the quote is still 
frequently being used and modified 
rather carelessly, which explains its 
ongoing popularity”.

If Jo Bird’s modification of the 
poem proves that she is anti-Semitic, 
then surely the same applies not just 
to the Jewish Chronicle, but pretty 
much everybody on the planet who 
has ever used the quote.

As an aside, Niemöller is a funny one 
for Zionists to laud. When he was asked 
in the 1960s why his original poem had 
not listed Jews, the foundation explains 
how he described how “he couldn’t 
have listed the Jews: he was already 
interned in a concentration camp when 
the biggest persecution waves took 
place”. Niemöller was first interned 
in the Sachsenhausen camp in 1937. 
He was later moved to Dachau and 
only released at the end of the war in 
1945. True, the Reichskristallnacht 
of November 9 1938 is often seen as 
the key moment in the persecution of 
Jews in Germany, when 30,000 Jews 
were interned, hundreds murdered 
and thousands of shops and houses 
smashed up, while the police watched 
on. But, of course, Jews were already 
suffering extreme oppression before 
1938. But Niemöller openly stated 

Here’s a funny one ... 

but in the oppressive 

atmosphere of the 

witch-hunt, jokes have 

become crimes
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that - compared to the prosecution of 
communists, social democrats and 
trade unionists - the prosecution of 
Jews simply did not feature on his 
radar.

This does reflect in part how 
history has been rewritten after 
World War II (along with the poem) 
to wrongly portray Jews as the main
and often only target of the Nazis. 
But it also reflects Niemöller’s own 
rightwing politics. He was in fact an 
enthusiastic supporter of the Nazi 
takeover in 1933 and remained one for 
years. He shared much of the common 
and widespread anti-Semitism at the 
time. In 1935 - the year Jews had 
their citizenship rights taken away 
by the Nürnberger Gesetze - he gave 
a rather shocking sermon on the 
occasion of Israelsonntag:

We speak of the eternal Jew 
and see the picture of a restless 
wanderer, who has no homeland 
and cannot find peace; and we see 
the picture of a highly talented 
people that produces idea after 
idea designed to delight the world; 
but whatever it starts turns into 
poison and what it reaps is always 
contempt and hate, as the deceived 
world recognises the fraud and 
takes its revenge ‘in its own way’. 
‘In its own way’, because we 
know very well that there is no 
licence that empowers us to help 
along God’s curse with our own 
hatred … ‘Love thy enemy’ does 
not allow for any exceptions.11

He was certainly no friend of Jews - 
and you can just imagine what kind 
of criticism the Niemöller of 1935 
would face today. But the fact that he 
is still held in such esteem by Zionists 
underlines the fantastic success of 
their efforts to rewrite history.

Chris Williamson
Jo Bird’s suspension follows hot on 
the heels of Chris Williamson’s. Both 
suspensions are so utterly ridiculous 
and without any rational foundation 
that you do wonder if Iain McNicol 
has not sneaked back into the general 
secretary’s office. Certainly it seems 
that the ‘honeymoon period’, when 
it comes to the long overdue reform 
of the disciplinary process, is at an 
end. For example, as demanded by 
the Chakrabarti report, automatic 
suspensions had stopped. Instead, 
members retained their membership 
rights while the investigation 
into their case was ongoing. Do 

Williamson and Bird really pose such 
a threat to other members that they 
have to be prevented from attending 
Labour meetings? Of course not.

Their suspensions are 
unfortunately yet more evidence of 
how incredibly successful the right 
has been in its campaign against 
the left in the party. We hear from 
a number of sources that Jeremy 
Corbyn did indeed try to stop Chris 
Williamson’s suspension, but that he 
and general secretary Jennie Formby 
came under immense pressure - and 
sadly, not just from the right, but also 
his (former?) allies, John McDonnell 
and Momentum owner Jon Lansman, 
both of whom have been publicly 
leading the campaign to continuously 
appease the right over the anti-
Semitism smear campaign. A day 
after Williamson was suspended, 
Momentum circulated a scabby 
‘Anti-Semitism open letter’, 
which was clearly drafted in 
response to Williamson’s remarks 
- made, ironically, at a meeting of 
Momentum’s Sheffield branch. He 
was suspended for having said:

The party that has done more to 
stand up to racism is now being 
demonised as a racist, bigoted 
party. I have got to say, I think our 
party’s response has been partly 
responsible for that, because in my 
opinion … we’ve backed off far 
too much, we have given too much 
ground, we’ve been too apologetic 
… We’ve done more to address 
the scourge of anti-Semitism than 
any other party.

How could anyone interpret this 
as downplaying the necessity to 
oppose anti-Semitism? However, 
the phrasing of the Momentum 
letter, although Williamson was not 
named, seemed to echo some of 
his vocabulary, with the meaning 
reversed:

We recognise that as a movement 
we have been too slow to 
acknowledge this problem, 
too tolerant of the existence 
of anti-Semitic views within 
our ranks, too defensive and 
too eager to downplay it. We 
sincerely apologise to the Jewish 
community, and our Jewish 
comrades in the party, for our 
collective failure on this issue to 
date.

This has Jon Lansman’s fingerprints 

all over it. It has been signed by about 
1,000 people (though we have heard 
of complaints that people were signed 
up without their consent, while others 
featured numerous times). In any 
case, that figure has been dwarfed 
by the numbers who have signed 
open letters and petitions in support
of Chris - and those demanding the 
removal of Tom Watson as deputy 
leader of the Labour Party (which has 
close to 20,000 signatories). Even the 
petition demanding that “Momentum 
must ditch Jon Lansman” has almost 
800 signatories.

Another Corbyn supporter 
to have come under fire in the 
last few days is Darren Williams, 
one of the few actual leftwingers 
on Labour’s national executive 
committee. As secretary of Welsh 
Labour Grassroots, he distributed the 
organisation’s statement defending 
Chris Williamson.12 Stephen Kinnock 
MP has demanded that Williams 
should be suspended, “because 
political interference in political 
disputes [!] is not allowed”.13 We 
presume Kinnock, who clearly is not 
the sharpest tool in the box, meant 
to say ‘disciplinary disputes’, but he 
would still be wrong.

He is apparently referring to the 
much-quoted “instruction” said to 
have been recently circulated by 
Labour HQ, in which “Labour’s 
general secretary, Jennie Formby, has 
warned constituency parties, the NEC 
and other Labour Party bodies that 
disciplinary cases against individuals 
are confidential and should not be 
discussed”. Or so the BBC reports.

It appears, however, that an 
overly keen London regional 
organiser took it upon herself to copy 
a paragraph from an old email of 
Formby’s and send it out as “recent 
advice”. This was then picked up 
by Labour List14 and has since been 
distributed, uncritically and without 
any comment, by some other regional 
officers - and, sadly, by the Campaign 
for Labour Party Democracy (which 
is run by Pete Willsman, who was 
himself falsely accused of playing 
down anti-Semitism).

Labour Against the Witchhunt 
reports that it has been in touch with 
“at least a dozen” branch and CLP 
secretaries who did not receive any 
advice from Jennie Formby or their 
regional officers. Of course, should 
anybody phone Labour HQ, they 
would probably be told that this is 
indeed the current advice. But this is 
rather different from Jennie Formby 
sending out an email in response to 
the widespread anger over Chris 
Williamson’s suspension.

Comrade Williamson is 
enormously popular in the party - his 
‘Democracy Roadshow’ in favour 
of mandatory reselection and other 
democratic reforms has brought him 
into close contact with thousands of 
members up and down the country. 
Having undergone quite a dramatic 
political transformation from Blairite 
to Corbynista, he is now the only
MP who still dares to speak out in 
defence of the many members who 
have been suspended and expelled on 
trumped-up charges of anti-Semitism 
or ‘bringing the party into disrepute’.

As I have pointed out, thousands 
signed petitions and open letters 
within days of his suspension. We 
know of five CLPs that have issued 
public resolutions condemning the 
decision (and we know of a couple 
of others who decided not to publish 
their resolutions after the media 
shitstorm hit Hackney North CLP). 
In many more branches and CLPs, 
members have tried to put motions 
forward, but were prevented by their 
chair, who said they could not be 
“allowed”.

This is the actual quote from 
Jennie Formby, which was, we 
believe, sent out in relation to 
Marc Wadsworth’s suspension and 
subsequent expulsion from the 

Labour Party in April last year:

Please note that individual 
disciplinary cases that are being 
dealt with through the NEC 
disputes processes are confidential. 
Motions on individual cases are 
therefore not competent business 
for discussion at CLPs and will 
not be discussed by the NEC or 
any associated bodies.

Even if this had been new advice 
given out by Formby, we would still 
make the following points about 
it. Firstly, the suspensions of both 
comrades Williamson and Bird have 
been publicised by every British 
news outlet, with rightwing MPs 
falling over themselves to make 
their outrage heard. The cases have 
not been treated as “confidential” by 
those who have leaked the news and 
have thereby quite clearly become 
“competent business” for branches 
and CLPs to discuss.

Sure, the NEC might not discuss 
such resolutions. But it is pretty 
doubtful if that body, meeting every 
two months for a few compressed 
hours, spends much time discussing 
any branch and CLP resolution. On 
the other hand, every resolution and 
statement published that speaks out 
against the witch-hunt in the party 
adds an enormous amount to the 
political pressure on Labour HQ.

In any case, it is always up to 
the members of any Labour Party 
meeting to decide what should be 
discussed and which motions should 
be voted on. LAW has published 
useful information on how to move 
a motion or emergency motion and 
what to do if your chair refuses to 
table it.15 Comrades should not be 
intimidated by this attempt to silence 
them.

Lord Falconer
The formation of the Independent 
Group and Tom Watson’s efforts to 
put together a merry band of Blairite 
MPs have played a huge role in the 
suspensions of Chris Williamson and 
Jo Bird (as they did in the apparent 
decision to delay the publication of 
guidelines on trigger ballots - which 
is the only way local members can 
get rid of their rightwing, anti-
Corbyn MPs).

The civil war in the Labour Party 
has reached a critical point and the 
case of Williamson in particular is of 
extreme importance. Whichever way 
the decision on his disciplinary case 
goes, it will have huge implications: 
should he be cleared, we can expect 
more rightwing MPs to walk, amid 
yet more accusations of “institutional 
anti-Semitism”. But, should he be 
expelled, that would do huge damage 
to the ‘Corbyn project’ and would no 
doubt lead to massive demoralisation 
among Labour members (the majority 
of whom joined to support the 
leftwing politics of Jeremy Corbyn). 
Expelling Williamson would be a 
dramatic symbol of the victory of 
the right over the left. It would also 
represent a massive defeat for Corbyn 
himself. The next attempted coup 
against Corbyn will happen before 
long - but how many people will still 
be left in the party to fight his corner 
or vote for him?

Unfortunately, the Labour 
leadership still does not seem to 
grasp this pretty basic reality, despite 
the fact that the civil war is currently 
being played out in branches up and 
down the country. What else shall 
we make of the attempt to appoint 
Lord Falconer to lead yet another 
inquiry on anti-Semitism? As an 
attempt to put a lid on the anti-
Semitism ‘scandal’, it has backfired 
rather spectacularly - and deservedly 
so.

The mere fact that there will 
be another inquiry plays straight 
into the hands of the right, who 
have been saying all along that 

Corbyn and Formby are incapable 
of understanding even what anti-
Semitism is and that their disciplinary 
process therefore cannot be relied 
upon.

It seems the main qualification 
for the job of leading the inquiry 
is that the candidate must be a 
rightwinger. Lord Falconer certainly 
seems to tick a few boxes there: he 
is an arch-Blairite, was a member 
of his former flatmate’s war cabinet 
and even provided the legal advice 
that was used to take Britain into war 
against Iraq. His legal advice was 
also used in moves to destroy the 
National Union of Mineworkers. In 
an interview with The Sunday Times, 
Falconer went out of his way to show 
that he was the right man to see off 
the left:

The most frightening thing is the 
profound and almost universal 
sense within the Jewish community 
that the Labour Party and Jeremy 
Corbyn are anti-Semitic. They 
feel they are not safe … because 
the potential prime minister and 
the main opposition party are anti-
Semitic.16

Well, that certainly does not sound 
like he has much of an open mind on 
the matter. And what exactly is “the 
Jewish community” that apparently 
feels unsafe in the Labour Party? 
There is no such thing, of course. 
There are pro-Zionist Jews and anti-
Zionist Jews - and that is just for 
starters.

Falconer also promised to reopen 
investigations into “stone-cold 
cases” of anti-Semitism, including 
allegations made by pro-Zionist 
MP Louise Ellman against leftwing 
members in Liverpool Riverside.

But nothing Corbyn and Formby 
can do now is considered good 
enough in the ever-growing campaign 
to equate anti-Zionism with anti-
Semitism. So we hear from the 
usual suspects like Margaret Hodge 
and Ruth Smeeth that Falconer 
is unacceptable, because he is a 
member of the party. Only a really 
“independent person” could lead 
such an inquiry … We presume they 
mean somebody as ‘independent’ 
as those running the Jewish Board 
of Deputies, the organisation that 
organised the anti-Corbyn ‘Enough 
is Enough’ demonstration outside 
parliament.

The current civil war can be 
resolved in only one of two ways: 
either the left or the right will win. 
Muddling on for the sake of some 
sort of ‘unity’ will not remain an 
option for much longer - even for 
Jeremy Corbyn l

Notes
1. www.youtube.com/watch?v=F7u63yhxrd0. 
2. www.haaretz.com/life/television/larry-david-
slammed-for-holocaust-jokes-on-snl-1.5463064. 
3. www.youtube.com/watch?v=qUCNAnp2QAI. 
4. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/chris-
williamson-warned-of-dark-forces-undermining-
corbyn-as-councillor-joked-about-jew-
process-1.480882. 
5. www.youtube.com/watch?v=NV_BpRNA36c. 
6. www.thejc.com/news/the-diary/jerry-seinfeld-
tells-the-greatest-jew-joke-but-do-you-get-
it-1.442585. 
7. www.thejc.com/culture/film/jew-know-why-
we-love-annie-hall-1.59960. 
8. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/chris-
williamson-warned-of-dark-forces-undermining-
corbyn-as-councillor-joked-about-jew-
process-1.480882. 
9. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/labour-
councillor-jo-bird-suspended-after-the-jc-
revealed-she-talked-about-jew-process-1.480981. 
10. http://martin-niemoeller-stiftung.de/
martin-niemoeller/was-sagte-niemoeller-
wirklich#more-212. 
11. https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Martin_
Niemöller#cite_ref-11. 
12. www.welshlabourgrassroots.org.uk/statement-
on-suspension-of-chris-williamson-mp.
13. www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-politics-
47453711?fbclid.
14. https://labourlist.org/2019/03/exclusive-
labour-hq-tells-local-parties-not-to-accept-
motions-on-disciplinary-cases. 
15. www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/model-
motions/resolutions-passed-in-support-of-chris-
williamson-mp. 
16. The Sunday Times March 3. 

Communist University 2019
A week of provocative and stimulating debate, sponsored by 

Labour Party Marxists and CPGB

August 17-24  2019
Goldsmiths, University of London, 8 Lewisham Way, New Cross,  London SE14 6NW

Nearest stations: New Cross, New Cross Gate
Accommodation: Loring Hall, St James

Full week, including accommodation in en suite single rooms - £250 
(£150 unwaged).  Solidarity price: £300. 

First/final weekend, including one night’s accommodation: £60 (£30).
Day: £10 (£5). Single session: £5 (£3). Reservation: £30.

Cheques: Make payable to CPGB and send to:
BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX.

PayPal: Go to the CPGB website: www.cpgb.org.uk.
Bank transfer: email tina@cpgb.org.uk for details.



8 weekly

March 7 2019 1241 worker

WITCH-HUNT

Their next move
Jack Conrad warns that the Labour right is looking to considerably extend the scope of the witch-hunt. 
Their big idea is to net socialism and even anti-capitalism

Writing in the Financial 
Times, John McTernan 
outlines what is probably 

the Labour right’s next move in the 
‘Anti-Zionism equals anti-Semitism’ 
witch-hunt.1 He recommends 
massively extending its reach: go 
beyond suppressing, closing down, 
outlawing attacks on Israel as a 
Zionist state and its ongoing colonial 
project of dispossessing the native 
Palestinian population.

McTernan proposes a bold ploy: 
categorise denunciations of greedy 
bankers, complaints about economic 
inequality, the very idea of socialism 
as anti-Semitic. In short, he wants 
to equate anti-capitalism with anti-
Semitism. Given the last few years, 
only the determinedly naive would 
discount the possibility of such an 
idea finding its ghastly reality.2

Blair’s man
Who is John McTernan? Born in 
1959, raised in Edinburgh, he now 
works as senior vice-president at PSB 
- a ‘blue chip’ political campaigning 
and advisory organisation (HQ: 
Washington DC).

In fact, McTernan is a typical 
product of the professionalisation of 
the Labour Party under Tony Blair: to 
a considerable extent institutionally 
embedded by (Baroness) Margaret 
McDonagh - general secretary 1997-
2001. She is quoted by protégés 
as insisting on “autonomy and 
initiative, urging them to think of 
themselves as ‘entrepreneurs’, free 
to exercise their imaginations even 
at the risk of making mistakes”.3 
What mattered was getting votes 
and good headlines. Not members or 
democratic accountability. Part and 
parcel of New Labour’s attempt to 
create a “partyless society”.4

As for McTernan, he served as 
Blair’s political secretary/director of 
political operations between 2005 
and 2007. During that time, he was 
questioned twice under caution by 
the metropolitan police with regard 
to the ‘cash for honours’ scandal. In 
the event, no charges were brought 
against him … or anyone else, for 
that matter.

After his stint at No10 McTernan 
found himself seconded to the Scottish 
Labour Party. He ran its campaign for 
the May 2007 Scottish parliamentary 
elections. Following that, he then 
worked for two of Gordon Brown’s 
cabinet ministers: first Des Browne, 
then Jim Murphy. After a brief stint 
writing a column in The Scotsman, he 
was off to Australia. From September 
2011 to June 2013, he was employed 
as director of communications for 
Julia Gillard, the country’s Labor 
prime minister. Next, he was back 
working for Jim Murphy, the 2014-15 
leader of the Scottish Labour Party. 
McTernan clearly did a brilliant job 
as his chief of staff. Labour lost all 
but one seat in Scotland in the 2015 
general election.5

Understandably, given his 
background, McTernan was horrified 
by the election of Jeremy Corbyn 
in 2015: a “strange, psychological, 
emotional spasm”. Echoing forces in 
the deep state, McTernan revealingly 
said this: “I can’t see any case for 
letting him have two minutes in 
office, let alone two years in office, 
because I think the damage that will 
be done to the Labour Party in that 
period makes it incredibly hard to 

recover.”6 In that belligerent spirit 
he declared “war” on the Corbyn 
movement. Meanwhile, showing 
his enduring identification with 
‘entrepreneurs’, following the 2016 
revelations about David Cameron, his 
father and offshore earnings … and 
Corbyn’s call for an investigation, 
McTernan declared tax avoidance to 
be an “expression of basic British 
freedoms”.7

Naturally, when it was formed, 
McTernan expressed his contempt for 
the “idiots in Momentum”. However, 
eloquently testifying to the changes 
wrought by Jon Lansman’s anti-

democratic coup d’état, he joined 
Momentum in August 2017. He liked 
the “energy”.8

For the record
McTernan begins his FT article by 
recounting a conversation with a 
“young Labour Party member”. I 
take this as being entirely apocryphal. 
Anyway, this “young Labour Party 
member” asks the wise old sage: 
“How bad was the anti-Semitism 
in your day?” McTernan feels 
compelled to say that the “current 
problems were new to the party”. He 
is prepared to admit that the labour 

movement “has always had a strand 
of nativism that could rapidly edge 
over into xenophobia”. He cites 
London dockers marching to support 
Enoch Powell in 1968 and Gordon 
Brown’s “infamous promise” of 
British jobs for British workers. But 
anti-Semitism? McTernan insists that 
this is “a recent phenomenon”, which 
entirely “coincides with the election 
of Jeremy Corbyn as leader”.9

McTernan is a much sought-after 
political strategist. One can only 
imagine the huge sums he gets in 
‘compensation’. Despite that, he 
makes a very poor historian.

In the late 19th and early 20th 
century, anti-Semitism was common 
throughout British society and 
inside the labour movement too. 
In 1892, 1894 and 1895 the TUC 
passed resolutions - by no means 
unanimously - demanding that the 
government put a stop to landings by 
“pauper aliens”.10

Though no specific mention 
was made of Jews, there can be no 
doubt that they were the intended 
target. Between 1880 and 1905 large 
numbers of Ashkenazi Jews - maybe 
200,000 of them - fled here from the 
tsarist-sponsored pogroms that swept 
the Russian empire.

In general, however, on the left, 
restrictions on immigration were 
branded “unsocialistic”.11 The Social 
Democratic Federation, the Socialist 
League and the Independent Labour 
Party considered poor Jews - often 
forced to work in airless, accident-
prone sweatshops - to be victims of 
capitalist exploitation, “although 
exceptions to the rule can be found”.12 
Eg, the Fabian, Beatrice Potter (later 
Webb), Keir Hardie of the ILP and 
Harry Quelch, editor of the SDF’s 
Justice. They painted Jewish migrants 
as natural capitalists and possessed 
by a worrying drive towards mastery.

Then there were those who 
claimed that the Second Boer War 
(1899-1902) resulted from “Jewish 
interests” - an argument not “confined 
to Liberal opinion”. The leader of the 
building workers’ union told the 1900 
TUC that the war was being fought 
“to secure the gold fields of South 
Africa for cosmopolitan Jews, most 
of whom had no patriotism and no 
country”.13 John Burns, a prominent 
supporter of the New Unionism, 
talked of the British army becoming 
“a janissary of the Jews”. Robert 
Blatchford’s The Clarion repeated 
John A Hobson’s claim of modern 
imperialism being run by “a dozen 
financial houses, many of them 
Jewish”.14 Similar sentiments were 
expressed by Henry Hyndman of the 
SDF: the Boer War was “instigated 
by ‘Jew financial cliques and their 
hangers on’”.15

When it came to the Conservative 
government’s Aliens Bill (1904), the 
newly formed Labour Party’s six 
MPs found themselves split down 
the middle: three opposed it, three 
abstained. But in 1905 all six of 
them voted against the final reading. 
In a powerful speech Keir Hardie 
damned the proposed legislation 
as “fraudulent, deceitful and 
dishonourable”.16

Not that Labour’s later record was 
particularly honourable: eg, “taking 
exception” to British assistance to 
Czech Jewish refugees.17 True, Emily 
Thornberry heroically claimed in 
her well crafted 2018 Liverpool 
conference speech - albeit at the 
eminently safe distance of over 
eight decades - that she should be 
counted amongst the front ranks in 
the battle for Cable Street. But, at 
the time, in 1936, Labour leaders, 
“both nationally and locally, acted 
disgracefully”.18

George Lansbury, Labour MP 
for Poplar and former party leader, 
merely called upon the Tory home 
secretary to reroute one of the four 
British Union of Fascists feeder 
marches through a less “congested” 
area. “What I want is to maintain 
peace and order,” Lansbury stated. 

August Bebel: not a fool
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He went on to advise those who were 
“opposed to fascism to keep away 
from the demonstration”. Editorially 
the official labour movement Daily 
Herald considered this “sound 
advice”: “Fascist meetings are in 
themselves dull .... The only attraction 
is the prospect of disturbances. 
Withdraw that attraction and fascist 
meetings would die on the organisers’ 
hands.” In the same craven manner 
the Labour mayor of Stepney told 
the local press: “I appeal to all East 
Londoners most earnestly to stay 
away.”19

Corbyn
McTernan claims that the 
conversation with his “young Labour 
Party member” echoed in his mind 
when he watched one MP - Luciana 
Berger, who is Jewish - resign 
from the party and “denounce it as 
institutionally anti-Semitic”; while 
another MP, Chris Williamson, was 
suspended for claiming that Labour 
was being “too apologetic about anti-
Jewish hatred”.

Berger is a committed Zionist 
- before being elected in 2010 she 
was director of Labour Friends of 
Israel - and she is a true-blue Blairite 
to boot. Now, of course, she happily 
sits alongside former Tory MPs in the 
Independent Group.

As for Williamson, perhaps the 
sole principled left-Labour MP 
nowadays, he did not complain of 
Labour being “too apologetic about 
anti-Jewish hatred”. He complained 
of Labour being “too apologetic” in 
the face of a concerted ‘Anti-Zionism 
equals anti-Semitism’ witch-hunt. 
Hardly the same thing. But what 
does the truth matter for the likes of 
McTernan? The big lie is all.

“No party can be free from 
members with prejudiced views,” 
says McTernan. I agree (who can 
disagree?). But it is McTernan 
and his ilk who constitute the core 
problem. Despite the Labour Party 
supposedly being formed to represent 
what are the universal interests 
of the working class, historically 
we find Labour MPs, MEPs, trade 
union officials, research assistants, 
councillors, campaign strategists 
and other such component parts of 
the labour bureaucracy, claiming 
that the antagonistic interests of 
capital and labour can be reconciled 
by defending the British empire, 
the British commonwealth, British 
values, British economic interests, 
etc.

This is necessarily a viewpoint 
which goes hand in hand with covert 
or overt racism, arrogant colonial 
condescension, a pro-Nato, pro-
Trident, pro-war subordination to 
US superimperialism and, sad to 
say, nowadays a Jeremy Corbyn-
John McDonnell version of a “fair to 
everybody” capitalism.20 That there 
are those on the ‘Trotskyite’ left who 
promote the For the many, not the few 
nonsense as a “socialist” manifesto 
testifies to political degeneration.

McTernan blames the so-called 
anti-Semitic contagion on what he 
calls the “fallacy of the ‘popular 
front’” - or, more precisely, the 
“myopia” that leads some in Labour 
to believe that there are “no enemies 
to the left”. Tony Benn supposedly 
“made this mistake”, when he 
opposed the expulsion of the Militant 
Tendency in the 1980s. “Good fences 
make good neighbours and strong 
boundaries make strong political 
parties,” says McTernan.

In other words, historically 
he places himself in the camp of 
those who have sought to make the 
Labour Party safe for capitalism by 
proscribing and driving out the left in 
general and the CPGB in particular. It 
is worth saying, of course, that when 
it was formed in 1900 the Labour 
Party consisted not just of affiliated 
trade unions and co-ops. There were 
affiliated parties too: the Fabian 

Society, the ILP and the SDF. Though 
the SDF was quick to disaffiliate, in 
1916 its successor organisation, the 
British Socialist Party, affiliated (in 
1920 the BSP provided the bulk of 
members and cadre for the newly 
formed CPGB).

McTernan’s thesis is that the “tide 
of enthusiasm” that swept Corbyn 
to the party leadership brought with 
it people and beliefs that had been 
driven out under Neil Kinnock or 
who had left in disgust with Tony 
Blair and the Iraq war. There is a truth 
here. The mass influx into the Labour 
Party had two big cohorts: the under-
25s and the over-60s. But the idea that 
the ‘children of 1968’ brought anti-
Semitism into the Labour Party is 
total baloney. A foul calumny. In fact, 
the right decided to fight the left using 
the weapon of ‘Anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’. A weapon forged by 
Israel’s ministry of strategic affairs 
and wielded against the growing 
boycott, disinvestment and sanctions 
movement - in particular in the US, 
UK and EU. Binyamin Netanyahu’s 
far-right government has reportedly 
allocated “hundreds of millions of 
dollars” to fight the BDS movement.21

The Labour right can get away 
with its ‘Anti-Zionism equals anti-
Semitism’ smear campaign because 
(1) it is fully backed by the UK 
establishment, Zionist organisations, 
Theresa May, the BBC, ITV, Sky, 
the press, etc; and (2) because, tied 
as it is to securing the ‘next Labour 
government’, team Corbyn readily 
capitulates before the ‘Anti-Zionism 
equals anti-Semitism’ ideological 
offensive. Corbyn, McDonnell and 
Formby dread more defections to the 
Independent Group or Tom Watson 
establishing a separate organisation in 
parliament, which seizes the bulk of 
Labour’s £7.8 million Short money.22

And, once Corbyn, McDonnell 

and Formby admit that Labour has a 
genuine anti-Semitism problem - ie, 
that anti-Semitism is not confined to 
a few sad, isolated, often mentally 
unstable individuals; people who need 
help as much as they need education 
- but runs amok in university Labour 
societies, ward branches and CLPs, 
there is an open goal. Appeasement 
fuels the witch-hunt.

Clearly, the likes of McTernan want 
a purge that will dwarf anything seen 
before. Expulsions will be carried out 
in the name of showing anti-Semitism 
zero tolerance. Necessarily, though, 
the logic is tortuous: by way of anti-
Zionism he arrives at anti-Semitism. 
Nonsense on stilts. But here it is in 
McTernan’s article:

“[B]eing pro-Palestinian bleeds 
into anti-Zionism,” he writes. The 
argument then goes that “anti-
capitalism masks and normalises 
anti-Semitism”. Protestations that 
one is an anti-racist fall on deaf ears. 
To pass the McTernan test you have 
to be pro-Israel, pro-US wars, pro-
capitalist and pro-witch hunt.

True, not all the left are at “fault 
here”. He praises Jon Lansman, 
Momentum’s owner, who “has a long 
record of opposing anti-Semitism”. 
His organisation “produced a 
video message for supporters 
deconstructing the Rothschild 
conspiracy theories popular on both 
far left and far right”. 

We all know about the anti-
Semitic conspiracy theories peddled 
by Russia’s tsars, the Catholic 
church, Adolf Hitler and Oswald 
Mosley. Nowadays, there is the KKK 
in America, serving ministers in 
Poland, Austria and Italy, the alt-right 
and the red-brown Communist Party 
of the Russian Federation.

But the far left in Britain? What 
anti-Semitic conspiracy theories does 
the organised far left peddle? I do not 

know enough about Occupy - courted 
by the Church of England, the City 
and establishment politicians alike. I 
never took it seriously. But from what 
I do know it hardly counted as the far 
left. Indeed it prided itself on having 
no coherent viewpoint. Nor does 
David Icke count as the far left. Nor 
do Islamic sects and ideologues. There 
is the little crop of contemporary 
anarchists, but once again I do not 
know enough. Those who I have met 
strike me as decent types. In point of 
fact, in terms of the organised far left, 
the only example I can think of is the 
tiny Socialist Fight group (expelled 
from Labour Against the Witchhunt 
after a brief political struggle).

In order to net the far left, 
McTernan cites the US historian, 
Deborah Lipstadt, as an authority. 
She maintains that (presumably 
modern) “anti-Semitic tropes share 
three elements: money or finance is 
always in the mix; an acknowledged 
cleverness that is also seen as 
conniving; and, power - particularly 
a power to manipulate more powerful 
entities”.

Supposedly, all of these “feature 
in the criticism of Israel and the so-
called Israel lobby”. Yet without 
doubt Israel’s anti-BDS campaign 
is well financed. So is the American 
Israel Public Affairs Committee 
(Aipac). The Guardian reports that 
pro-Israel donors, including Aipac, 
“spent over $22 million” during the 
US 2018 election cycle.23 The same 
is doubtless true in Britain.24 Not that 
Israel wags the US dog. No, on the 
contrary, US imperialism considers 
Israel a satrap, its most reliable ally in 
the Middle East. And the US certainly 
acts according to its own perceived 
interests, not the interests of Israel.

McTernan says anti-Semitism “can 
be easily moulded into a critique of 
capitalism”. It only takes one more 
small step to classify anti-capitalism 
itself as inherently anti-Semitic. 
Towards that end he cites rhetoric 
about the 1% and economic inequality 
as having “the same underlying theme 
- a small group of very rich people 
who cleverly manipulate others to 
defend their interests”.

Once again this is simply the 
truth. The capitalist class, a small 
minority, really do cleverly manipulate 
others to defend their interests. Paid 
lobbyists, the advertising-funded 
media, donations to political parties 
and campaigns, hiring PR companies, 
obtaining non-disclosure orders, 
employing professionals such as John 
McTernan - all this is very expensive 
(but for the members of the capitalist 
class, well worth it). But the capitalist 
class is not Jewish. Nor is it Protestant, 
Hindu or Sikh. It comes with all manner 
of religions and from all manner of 
religious backgrounds. Indeed the 
deity venerated and worshiped by 
the capitalist class is money and the 
use of money to make more money. 
Everything else is incidental.

Bebel
In the attempt to provide that extra 
little touch for his argument that “anti-
capitalism masks and normalises 
anti-Semitism”, McTernan fields 
August Bebel (1840-1913) and his 
famous adage about anti-Semitism 
being the ‘socialism of fools’. 
He vaguely describes Bebel as a 
“German political writer”.

Probably, when it comes to the 
history of the German workers’ 
movement, the average reader of 
the Weekly Worker is much better 
informed than John McTernan and 
the average reader of the FT. August 
Bebel was no mere “German political 
writer”. He was, in fact, one of the 
key founders of Germany’s Social 
Democratic Party in 1875, and, along 
with Wilhelm Liebknecht, he counted 
as its foremost leader. Bebel was the 
chair of the SDP, while Liebknecht 
edited Vorwärts. Needless to say, both 
looked to Marx and Engels in London 

for political and theoretical guidance.
In the late 19th century the SDP was 

the world’s most important Marxist 
party. Others (and not only in Europe) 
sought to emulate its programme, 
mass membership, electoral success 
and culture of rigorous, open debate - 
amongst them, of course, the founders 
of the Russian Social Democratic 
Labour Party.

Vladimir Lenin hugely admired 
Bebel: once the “Marx party” 
amounted, according to critics, to just 
three individuals: Karl Marx, Fredrick 
Engels and Wilhelm Liebknecht. But, 
with Bebel’s discovery of Liebknecht, 
and through him Marx and Engels, 
Bebel, previously a radical liberal, 
proved able to “become a model 
workers’ leader, representative and 
participant in the mass struggle of 
the wage-slaves of capital for a better 
social system”.25 Lenin, furthermore, 
praised Bebel for practically 
combining illegal with legal work, 
upholding internationalism, standing 
consistently against those tempted to 
flirt with Bismarckian state socialism 
and forthrightly opposing revisionism 
and opportunism.

As for the “socialism of fools”, 
it is no surprise that McTernan gets 
Bebel spectacularly wrong. What 
Bebel condemned was neither 
socialism nor anti-capitalism. No, 
what he condemned was the anti-
Semitic anarcho-socialism of Pierre-
Joseph Proudhon (1809-65) and 
Mikhail Bakunin (1814-76) and, 
given his time and place, the much 
more important anti-Semitic social 
Catholicism of Karl Lueger (1844-
1918). The latter given generous 
diplomatic backing by pope Leo XIII.

If he were alive today, August Bebel 
would doubtless be a prime target of 
McTernan’s witch-hunt. Anyone who 
opposes Blairism - ie, promoting the 
interests of capital, fawning before the 
ultra-rich and following every twist 
and turn of US foreign policy - stands 
in the crosshairs l
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Listening exercise
When you paint hatred on my 
garden wall 
and front door, 
I will read your words
with great interest.
When you try to burn my house 
down
I will listen to what the flames 
are saying.
Every lie you tell against me
I’ll help you spread
by earnestly, and in detail, 
answering your questions
about it over and over again.

When you burst through my 
living room door
with a chainsaw intended for 
me,
I’ll pour you a nice cup of tea
and say: let’s talk about this.
When the tumours come for me
I’ll know their opinion must be 
taken
absolutely on board.
And when the beetles and bacilli
begin to consume me,
I’ll realise I’ve long seen
their point of view.

Helping ‘spread the lies’
When the Independent Group 

split with Labour last month, 
John McDonnell responded by 
saying that the party now needed 
to conduct a “massive listening 
exercise” - to appease the right. 
This prompted Kevin Higgins to 
write what he later described as 
“friendly advice” to McDonnell 
in the form of the satirical poem 
reproduced below.

He sent this to the Morning Star, 
which had previously published 
his work, and he received an 
encouraging email from the Star 
arts editor. Cliff Cocker described 
Higgins’ latest offering as “timely 
and spot on”, promising it would be 
published in the March 2 edition. It 
did indeed make a brief appearance 
on the Star’s website before it was 
quickly removed,  but on the day 
before it was due to feature in the 
print edition Kevin Higgins received 
another email - this time from editor 
Ben Chacko, who advised him:

I’m afraid I’ve pulled this 
poem, because things are on 
a knife-edge in the shadow 
cabinet and at the moment 
our friends there advise 

exacerbating divisions 
would make things worse ... 
publishing it in the Morning 
Star would in our view feed 
the divisions that the right are 
trying to exploit ... we just feel 
targeting John in this way now 
is not the right approach for us.

While Higgins states that he 
understands “the pressures people 
are under at the moment”, and 
says he is “in no way angry at 
the editors of the Morning Star”, 
he adds ironically: “It is great to 
know that my poems are being 
read by members of Jeremy 
Corbyn’s shadow cabinet.”

The Star’s reaction to the 
poem is unfortunately typical 
of its coverage of events in the 
Labour Party. While it largely 
opposes the witch-hunt and has 
sided with victims like Ken 
Livingstone, Marc Wadsworth 
and Chris Williamson against 
the Labour right, it has published 
next to nothing in the form of 
criticism of the leadership for its 
conciliationism.

And that, of course, is the whole 
point of Kevin Higgins’ poem l
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Perspectives 2019-20
Unanimously agreed by CPGB members meeting on March 2 in London

1. We live in the epoch of 
the transition from global 
capitalism to global 

communism. However, nowhere is 
the working class in a position to 
take power.
2. Overall, politics continues to go to the 
right. The evidence is all too clear. The 
election of Donald Trump; reactionary 
governments in India, the Philippines, 
Brazil, Poland, Hungary, Italy, etc; 
the Brexit vote. Such developments 
have two main, negative, drivers. 
Firstly, the comprehensive failure of 
neoliberalism to deliver the prosperity 
its ideologues promised - this 
becoming visible in the late 1990s, 
and blindingly obvious with the 2007-
08 global economic crisis. Secondly, 
the comprehensive failure of both 
the reformist and revolutionary left 
to deliver anything meaningful or 
significant.
3. With a few exceptions, the parties 
of ‘official’ social democracy and 
‘official’ communism have declined 
in terms of membership and electoral 
support. That or they have given up 
any view or pretence of bringing 
about a socialist transformation of 
society.
4. In China, Vietnam and Cuba 
‘official’ communist regimes 
preside over capitalist development. 
North Korea would surely follow 
this road but for US blockade and 
sanctions. Then there are the so-
called ‘socialist-orientated’ regimes 
in the third world. Following the 
collapse of bureaucratic socialism in 
the USSR and eastern Europe, they 
have largely made their peace with 
US imperialism, sold themselves 
to China and/or evolved into 
kleptocracies.
5. Meanwhile, parties of so-called 
recomposition have stagnated, 
betrayed or to all intents and purposes 
collapsed: Syriza, Podemos, 
Workers Party of Brazil, Communist 
Refoundation, Die Linke, Parti de 
Gauche, Scottish Socialist Party, etc.
6. However, there are glimmers of 
hope. The Bernie Sanders movement 
in the US is of real significance. 
Amongst registered Democrats 
some 60% describe themselves 
as socialists. Of course, what is 
meant by ‘socialism’ owes more to 
universal healthcare than the rule 
of the working class. Nonetheless, 
this gives Marxists a real chance of 
finding a mass audience.
7. In Britain there is the Corbyn 
movement. The election of Jeremy 
Corbyn as Labour leader and the 
mass influx into the Labour Party 
has radically altered politics. True, 
the level of class-consciousness of 
Labour’s mass membership is far 
from high. There are vague notions 
of the spirit of 1945, Keynesian 
economics and a Corbyn-led 
government ushering in equality, 
prosperity and peace. Nonetheless, 
once again, Marxists have a real 
opportunity to gain a wide hearing.
8. For the moment at least, ‘Labour 
Party mark two’ projects stand 
exposed as what they always were. 
Arthur Scargill’s Socialist Labour 
Party, the Socialist Alliance, Respect, 
Trade Unionist and Socialist 
Coalition, Left Unity - these amount 
to little more than unlearnt lessons 
from history. The CPGB resolutely 
warned of ‘Labour Party mark two’ 
illusions … from the beginning. 
The CPGB resolutely posed the 
necessary alternative: the unity of 
the revolutionary left in the project 
of building a mass Communist Party.

9. Objective circumstances cry out 
for a complete social transformation. 
It is not only the capitalist downturn, 
austerity, falling real wages, chronic 
job insecurity and the subsequent 
sluggish recovery.
10. The US is attempting to reverse 
its relative decline. We would be 
foolish in the extreme to dismiss the 
possibility of limited success. Firstly, 
the dollar remains the global reserve 
currency. Secondly, the US possesses 
unequalled military power. Thirdly, 
looking at Japan, the European 
Union and China, it is clear that there 
is no viable alternative hegemon in 
waiting.
11. Japan has been mired in 
stagnation for well over two decades 
and possesses a shrinking population 
of around 125 million, compared 
to over 325 million in the US. Nor 
should we forget that strategically 
Japan remains an integral part of the 
US military-political system.
12. The EU has a population of 
around 512 million - four times 
bigger than Japan - and has a huge 
GDP. However, it exhibits extreme 
unevenness, when it comes to 
economic development. The EU is, 
moreover, deeply divided politically. 
Leave aside Brexit. There is no 
agreed long-term perspective. For 
example, France and Germany are 
united on some things, but divided on 
others (eg, hard money). Meanwhile, 
Italy, Poland and Hungary have 
moved to the populist right. The EU 
is not a state, but a confederation. 
Hence the most likely outcomes are 
(a) gridlock, (b) splits or (c) being 
united through a modern-day version 
of Bismarck’s blood and iron. More 
than that, the EU is too, for the 
moment at least, an integral part of 
the US military-political system.
13. Talk about the ‘Brics’ becoming 
a determining force in the global 
economy was always stupid. Strung 
together, Brazil, Russia, India, 
China and South Africa make 
a neat acronym. Nothing more. 
There is no meaningful cohesion 
whatsoever. Nonetheless, there are 
still those who believe that China is 
inexorably rising to become “a great 
global hegemon” (Martin Jacques). 
But China remains economically 
dependent on the US. Militarily it is 
far behind. Current high economic 
growth figures cannot be projected 
into the indefinite future. There is, 
as could easily be predicted, already 
a marked slowdown. Nor should the 
unity and stability of China be taken 
for granted. Put aside the trade war 
with the US: there are good reasons 
to expect spontaneous, regionalist 
revolts and revolts by peasants, 
workers and students.
14. With the US administration 
tearing up agreed treaties and 
increasing the tribute extracted from 
its friends and foes alike, there comes 
heightened international tensions 
and surely the possibility of yet more 
small and even big wars. Venezuela, 
Cuba, Iran, Palestine, North Korea - 
all represent potential flashpoints. So 
does the South China Sea.
15. At the moment Iran seems to be 
the immediate target. War against 
Iran could well happen in the name 
of saving Israel from an existential 
threat. The ‘Anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’ campaign serves as 
a means of pre-emptively neutering 
opposition to any such war. In this 
context, we shall continue to support 
the work of Hands Off the People of 
Iran and look for every opportunity 

to draw in other forces to take their 
share of the work and to spread the 
message of Hopi: against imperialist 
intervention, against the theocracy.
16. When it comes to the necessity 
of a complete social transformation, 
surely the most pressing issue is 
global warming and the threat of 
sudden and irreversible climate 
change. The negative consequences 
are almost unimaginable. Melting 
polar ice caps and glaciers, rising 
sea levels, the flooding of low-lying 
cities, extreme weather conditions, 
desertification, species extinction, 
crop failures, millions of climate 
refugees, etc.
17. Capitalism is incapable of 
meeting the challenge of global 
warming. Even before the US 
withdrawal, Kyoto and Paris were 
always too little, too late. Capitalism 
is predicated on expansion for the 
sake of expansion. Competition, 
rival states and treating nature 
as a free resource are intrinsic to 
the system. With global warming 
capitalism is reaching its absolute 
limits. However inadequate our 
efforts will be, we must seek to give 
climate change protests, including by 
school students, a clear anti-capitalist 
perspective. Only communism can 
heal the metabolic rift between 
nature and human society.
18. The ruling ideas are the ideas of 
the ruling class. Because substantial 
concessions can no longer be 
granted to those below, chauvinism, 
xenophobia and the scapegoating 
of minorities will be promoted by 
bourgeois politicians. Eg, Donald 
Trump and America first, Jacob 
Rees-Mogg’s European Research 
Group, Nigel Farage and the Brexit 
Party, Matteo Salvini and the Lega, 
Poland’s Law and Justice, Marine 
Le Pen, Brazil’s Jair Bolsonaro, 
Alternative for Germany, Narendra 
Mordi’s Hindutva, and so on.
19. Predictably, this chauvinism, 
xenophobia and scapegoating 
of minorities finds its echo on 
the opportunist left. In Russia 
the ‘official’ Communist Party 
espouses red-brown politics; in 
Germany Sahra Wagenknecht and 
her Aufstehen (Get Up) urges a 
‘tougher’ stand on migration; and 
in France Jean-Luc Mélenchon’s La 
France Insoumise (France Unbowed) 
bangs the nationalist drum.
20. The Labour left has traditionally 
adhered to national socialism. That 
is just as true of Jeremy Corbyn 
and John McDonnell. Further to 
their left we have seen the No2EU 
electoral bloc, which in the name 
of national sovereignty united the 
Morning Star’s Communist Party 
of Britain and the Socialist Party 
of England and Wales. The Lexit 
campaign conducted by SPEW, the 
CPB, Socialist Workers Party and 
Counterfire amounted to the left 
nationalism of fools.
21. A similar criticism can be made 
of the pro-EUism of fools. The AWL, 
AEIP, Labour for a Socialist Europe, 
Left Unity and Socialist Resistance 
constitute the left wing of the 
thoroughly bourgeois People’s Vote. 
It should be added that, particularly 
amongst young people, remaining in 
the EU serves as a form of distorted 
internationalism. Nonetheless, 
for both the Lexiteers and Left 
Remainers the principle of working 
class political independence is sadly 
lacking.
22. Under these circumstances we 
must firmly uphold the Marxist 

opposition to referendums under 
capitalism and insist upon working 
class independence from both the 
Brexit and ‘remain’ bourgeois 
camps. We must make the case for a 
radical extension of democracy in the 
EU, which would in its realisation 
set the stage for the breakthrough 
into socialism and the rule of the 
working class. That would involve 
overthrowing existing EU treaties 
and the EU constitution. Towards that 
end we must, even under conditions 
of Brexit, continue to advocate our 
perspective of a Communist Party of 
the EU.
23. We have long held the view that, 
as a bourgeois workers’ party, Labour 
constitutes a vital site of struggle 
for Marxists. With that in mind, 
we welcomed the public launch of 
Labour Party Marxists in the autumn 
of 2011.
24. Since then, LPM has considerably 
enriched its political positions, built 
a wider support base and published 
Labour Party Marxists with 
increased frequency and in increased 
numbers. Tom Watson named LPM 
in his 2016 dirty dossier - surely a 
badge of honour.
25. Over the last three years Labour 
Party Marxists has made a real 
impact on Labour conferences and 
has widely featured in the bourgeois 
press. The Brighton 2017 conference 
saw the launch of Red Papers - a 
daily LPM bulletin. Delegates and 
visitors proved to be eager readers. 
The Liverpool 2018 conference was 
even more successful for LPM.
26. We welcome LPM committing 
itself to organising a strong team for 
the Brighton 2019 conference and 
urge it to consider putting on its first 
fringe meeting. LPM has played an 
important role in Labour Against 
the Witchhunt. LAW has been run 
on exemplary democratic lines and 
has won a healthy membership. It 
was correct to support the exclusion 
of both left anti-Semites and left 
Zionists from LAW.
27. The claim that anti-Zionism 
equals anti-Semitism is a big lie. 
Both LPM and LAW have fought the 
witch-hunt with tenacity, intelligence 
and unyielding militancy. That the 
Labour Party’s national executive 
committee adopted the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance 
‘definition’ of anti-Semitism, 
along with all 11 examples, was 
a big setback for the left. It has 
only encouraged the witch-hunt. 
It is correct to reject the IHRA 
‘definition’ of anti-Semitism, along 
with all 11 examples. The ‘left’ on 
the NEC needs to be differentiated 
into genuine leftwingers and fake 
leftwingers.
28. For the first time since the 
election of Jeremy Corbyn in 2016, 
a serious rightwing split is on 
the cards. If CLPs go ahead with 
trigger ballots, we should expect 
more rightwing Labour MPs to join 
Chuka Umunna, Luciana Berger and 
Chris Leslie. We have warned of the 
danger of a national government of 
some kind.
29. The threat of a rightwing split 
and a national government should 
not inhibit CLPs from pressing ahead 
with trigger ballots. Though the 
leader’s office might well be seeking 
an accommodation with the right, the 
left should be encouraged to deselect 
rightwingers and replace them with 
proven class fighters. A commitment 
to only taking a skilled workers’ 
wage would sort the wheat from the 

chaff and discourage careerists.
30. Objectively there exists the 
possibility of transforming the 
Labour Party into a united front of a 
special kind - like Russia’s soviets, a 
united front joining all working class 
and socialist organisations under its 
banner.
31. This is not only an organisational 
question. Politics are vital; so are 
political symbols.
32. LPM should continue to 
campaign for a new clause four. 
Not the 1918 Fabian version, but a 
Marxist clause four. Downplaying 
the importance of replacing the 1995 
version of clause four with reference 
to the ‘real movement’ amounts to a 
modern-day version of Bernsteinism.
33. In relationship to the wider 
Labour left, Marxists need to develop 
a friendly, but critical relationship. 
They must patiently explain the 
shortcomings, problems and fallacies 
of reformism, left nationalism and 
alternative economic strategies, etc. 
Why this patient approach? Because 
the mass of class-conscious workers 
have such views in their heads.
34. Fighting to transform the Labour 
Party into a united front of a special 
kind in no way contradicts the fight to 
organise the Marxist left into a single 
Communist Party and over time 
building it into a mass organisation. 
Communists support the organisation 
of the working class at every 
conceivable level: ie, co-ops, trade 
unions, trades councils, workers’ 
militias, educational associations, 
sporting clubs, temporary and 
permanent united fronts (eg, soviets).
35. The non-Labour left placed high 
hopes in substantially growing in 
the aftermath of 2007-08. However, 
any opportunities that existed were 
squandered in narrow sect-building 
projects. The aim was always to build 
the sect, not the confidence, power 
and self-activity of the working 
class. That, plus left activists joining 
the Labour Party as left Labourites, 
has resulted in a further degradation 
of leftwing culture.
36. Our organisation remains very 
small and we should not expect any 
dramatic change in that respect in the 
short term. That despite the dramatic 
changes in the Labour Party and the 
ample confirmation of our strategic 
perspectives. Hence we need to guard 
against impatience and frustration. 
At all times we need to maintain a 
due sense of proportion.
37. Nevertheless, what our 
organisation does and says carries a 
weight far beyond its numbers. The 
Weekly Worker - not least through its 
web presence - is our main weapon 
and, in terms of its frequency, 
presentation, content and impact, is 
almost a weekly miracle.
38. Only four organisations have 
proved capable of sustaining a real 
- not a silly-print - weekly paper: 
SWP, SPEW, Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty … and the CPGB. This is not 
insignificant. Our strategy remains 
to go through the existing left, not 
forgetting the Labour and trade 
union left. That requires openness 
and militant polemics. We practise 
what we preach. In our tradition, 
being open about differences is both 
a right and a duty.
39. Communist University remains 
a highlight of our year. Each party 
organisation needs to play a role in 
building the attendance of CU. We 
shall continue to reach out to new, 
high-quality speakers, as well as our 
established stable of comrades l
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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.

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

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

legalcode. ISSN 1351-0150. 

AGGREGATE

A prize that can be won
Peter Manson reports on the CPGB’s 2019 AGM

The annual general meeting of 
CPGB members saw a wide-
ranging debate featuring a 

variety of views. However, comrades 
were unanimous in supporting the  
2019-20 perspectives document 
presented by the Provisional Central 
Committee.

PCC chair Jack Conrad introduced 
the perspectives. He began by  
emphasising how global politics has 
continued to move to the right. In the 
1950s and 60s, said comrade Conrad, 
some on the left thought that things 
could only get better, and the tragedy 
is that many today have still not gone 
in for a radical rethink - what seemed 
defensible then is now absurd, he 
added. What went wrong with their 
expectations? As a result, while 
capitalism is not exactly all-powerful, 
the left is hardly in a position to take 
advantage. Back in the 50s and 60s the 
USA was concerned that, for example, 
the Communist Party of Italy might 
be elected, such was the strength of 
working class organisation. But that 
period of advance is long gone.

Comrade Conrad reminded the 
meeting of our view of the various 
‘parties of recomposition’. Because 
they are not committed to breaking 
with capitalism, because of their 
nationalism, they are bound to end 
in disappointment. This is amply 
illustrated by Syriza in Greece and 
the Workers Party in Brazil. The same 
can be said of Podemos in Spain and 
Die Linke in Germany. On a lower 
level, in Britain, there have been 
several organisations which aimed 
to replace Labour: eg, the Socialist 
Labour Party, Socialist Alliance, 
Scottish Socialist Party, Left Unity. 
All ended in failure.

However, things are not all doom 
and gloom. In the US many people are 
looking to Bernie Sanders. While we 
have no illusions in his ‘socialism’, 
the movement around him provides a 
site for struggle - allowing comrades 
to explain what real socialism is. 
And in Britain too things are moving, 
following the election of Jeremy 
Corbyn as Labour leader. Of course, 
it is unlikely there will be a Labour 
government - if there was, we would 
see a run on the pound, US-led 
subversion and quite possibly a ‘very 
British coup’. It is still possible that 
Blair’s aim of transforming Labour 
into a party like the US Democrats 
could be achieved, especially given 
the dismal state of the left.

While our forces are incredibly 
weak, continued comrade Conrad, it 
has been encouraging to see Labour 
Party Marxists making a real impact 
over the last couple of years. At the 
2017 Labour conference in Brighton 
Labour Party Marxists and LPM’s  
daily bulletin Red Pages were 
warmly received. The same happened 
at Liverpool in 2018.

However, the Labour civil war is 
far from over - it will be fought out 
until the end. The left has a real chance 
of transforming Labour into a united 
front of a special type by driving 
out the paid agents of the capitalist 
class and allowing all working class 
organisations to affiliate. That is the 
prize we should have our eye on.

The right aims to drive out the left, 
so that Labour is either killed off or 
transformed into a UK version of the 
Democratic Party. But unfortunately 
Corbyn is not fighting back and, 
in forgiving his enemies, he is not 
standing up for his friends. Why is 
that? Because Corbyn’s overriding 
aim is a Labour government (like 
many on the reformist left, he 
believes that any Labour government 
is always better than a Tory one) 

and if he fought back Labour would 
not be able to win a general election 
because the right would split away.

What about the so-called ‘anti-
Semitism’ scandal? It is true that in 
the late 19th century and early 20th 
century some sections of the left 
were stained by anti-Semitism (in 
particular the anarchists, Fabians 
and trade union officialdom). But not 
now. As for those who want to show 
anti-Semitism ‘zero tolerance’, why 
don’t they have a look at the Christian 
religion? Yes, there are some sad 
people on social media, but there is 
no genuine problem among activists.

Comrade Conrad ended by 
saying that, although we have seen 
a “huge witch-hunt”, “we ain’t seen 
nothing yet” - not if the right gets its 
way. This, combined with the huge 
uncertainty over Brexit, means that 
things are moving with remarkable 
rapidity.

Debate
First to speak in the debate that 
followed was Stan Kelsey, who 
stressed that, while, of course, we 
in the CPGB were fully behind the 
fight to transform the Labour Party 
into a united front for all working 
class formations, our central aim 
remained that of creating a single 
Marxist party. He also mentioned the 
significance of the attempts to create 
a new organisation for the left within 
Labour.

In that regard Vernon Price said 
he was very disappointed at the lack 
of any new initiative being taken by 
LPM. He thought that its publication, 
Labour Party Marxists, was now 
appearing with reduced frequency. 
The Marxist left within Labour 
needed a set of alternative candidates 
rather than voting for the centre-left 
slates supported by Momentum.

In relation to the CPGB’s own 
paper, the Weekly Worker, comrade 
Price said that we needed to take 
a more “professional approach” - 
although other comrades pointed 
out that the main problem (as with 
Labour Party Marxists no doubt) 
was the size of the organisation that 
produces it: the CPGB is far from a 
mass organisation and, as I stated 
later, we should be extremely proud 
of our weekly newspaper despite all 

its shortcomings.
Comrade Mike Macnair focused 

on the failings of the Marxist left as 
a whole. It continued to prioritise 
demonstrations and similar events, 
which put forward “moderate 
demands” in order to attract large 
numbers, rather than “fighting around 
substantive issues”. As for Labour, 
there was a sharp contradiction 
between its form - a party with 
specifically working class affiliates - 
and its devoted loyalty to the British 
state. He warned that in these unstable 
conditions any “full-scale purge” 
within Labour could well be backed 
by a section of the unions, and might 
end with the break-up of the party.

He agreed that many on the 
Labour left believed that “you 
can’t do anything unless you’re in 
government” and “you can’t be in 
government unless you keep the right 
on board”. But in reality, we can make 
gains through political (including 
parliamentary) organisation acting as 
a principled opposition force.

For her part, Farzad Kamangar 
concentrated more on the global 
situation and the “crisis of 
neoliberalism”. In this context the 
rise in support for ‘socialism’ in the 
USA had inherent dangers: groups 
like the Democratic Socialists of 
America were demanding reforms 
within capitalism. We were now 
entering a “new era” of international 
politics - Trump was acting like a 
“wounded tiger” and he was a very 
dangerous man.

As for Britain, continued comrade 
Kamangar, the problem for the 
bourgeoisie was not Jeremy Corbyn 
himself, but the fact that he might 
unleash a spontaneous working class 
movement of revolt. And she thought 
that the formation of the Independent 
Group marked the “beginning of 
the end” for Corbyn - the whole 
establishment campaign was aimed 
at anyone who opposed a “pro-war 
government”: it had the goal of 
creating a “pro-war Labour Party”. 

She said that the Labour leadership’s 
admission that there was an “anti-
Semitism problem” and its refusal 
to fight back only served to aid the 
right. While no-one expected Corbyn 
to behave like a “radical Marxist”, he 
ought to “state what he knows is true”.

Phil Kent said that the world was 
becoming more nationalistic - and it 
is a nationalism that can be of either 
the left or the right. He wondered 
what sort of Labour government there 
could be in this environment. Like 
others he stressed the need to continue 
arguing for a workers’ Europe to 
provide the essential internationalist 
response.

Next up was James Harvey, who 
noted the “duplicity” between the 
public and private statements made 
by both Corbyn and John McDonnell, 
when it came to victims of the witch-
hunt. Meanwhile, amongst the rank 
and file, there was the sentiment, “If 
only Jeremy knew what was going on 
…” He really hoped that a powerful, 
widely supported, left-Labour 
campaign would develop and that 
people like Chris Williamson would 
“stand up” and fight.

He agreed with others on the 
global strengthening of the right and 
believed we would see increased 
polarisation, including in Britain, 
between left and right. That is why he 
thought the breakaway Independent 
Group would quickly “shrink to 
irrelevance”.

William Sarsfield noted that 
many on the Labour left were now 
saying, “Let’s move on from this 
anti-Semitism business - we’ve 
lost this one”. In other words, stop 
defending those falsely accused. He 
noted that the likes of the Socialist 
Workers Party were hoping to 
win recruits from “disillusioned 
Corbynites”. After all, we were now 
seeing the strange phenomenon of 
rightwing councillors actually joining 
Momentum, so pathetic had the latter 
organisation become.

Last up was Sarah Stewart, who 
noted how difficult it was to “have 
a proper discussion” on the Labour 
Party - so many had retreated and 
were accepting the false allegations. 
In addition there were accusations of 
‘abuse’, where people were “quick 
to be offended”. Those making 
legitimate criticism were accused 
of “bullying” and threatened with 
disciplinary action.

Priority
Replying to the debate, comrade 
Conrad said that it was vital to 
emphasise that the key question was 
the need for a genuine Communist 
Party. Our position is to work towards 
the “merger on a principled basis” 
of all Marxists who are currently 
members of the various “confessional 
sects”. Even if the Tory right does 
a deal on Brexit and we end up 
outside the EU under a Boris Johnson 
government, the priority would 
remain a Communist Party of the 
European Union.

Today everything we do revolves 
around the Weekly Worker, he 
concluded. The paper was something 
that must be maintained and 
prioritised at all costs.

Despite the various shades of 
opinion expressed at the meeting, there 
was no opposition to the perspectives 
document, which had been circulated 
to the membership and amended by 
the PCC beforehand. The document 
was agreed unanimously.

The AGM also heard brief reports 
on the relatively healthy finances of 
both the CPGB and Weekly Worker, 
which were accepted by the comrades 
present. Finally the outgoing members 
of the PCC - Jack Conrad, Mike 
Macnair, Peter Manson and Farzad 
Kamangar - were all unopposed and 
returned for another year l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk 

Warmly received by delegates
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Under pressure at home and abroad
Will Donald Trump survive his current difficulties? Only a fool would rule it out, argues Paul Demarty

It was one of the less likely 
headlines of 2017 - Donald Trump, 
the peacemaker, who would finally 

bring North Korea in from the cold, 
using his much-vaunted mastery of 
the deal.

When things look too good to be 
true, it is usually because they are. 
And so it proved at the final meeting 
between Trump and his counterpart - 
the hereditary autocrat, Kim Jong-Un 
- in Hanoi last week. The two sides 
disagree on exactly what was asked, 
and what was refused, but there is no 
doubt of the outcome - the historic 
deal did not happen, and we are back 
to talks between the various minions, 
underlings and cronies of the two men.

The problem seems to be not so 
much the possibility of striking a deal 
in principle. Both sides are willing to 
proclaim the “denuclearisation of the 
Korean peninsula”. This phrase is 
liable to get lost in translation - not only 
between said peninsula and the United 
States, but even between the two sides 
of the 38th parallel. For America and 
its allies in Seoul, it means: ‘North 
Korea must decommission its nuclear 
weapons and its nuclear facilities, 
and then - when we are satisfied that 
it is done - American weapons will 
be withdrawn from the south and the 
surrounding sea.’ In Pyongyang, it 
means more or less the exact opposite: 
only when there is no longer a direct 
threat to the North will disarmament 
be considered. The United States 
could, of course, simply accept 
Kim’s interpretation and make a deal 
on that basis; but such an outcome 
would be too obviously a climbdown, 
and neither the state department/
intelligence gang that Obama used to 
call “the Blob” nor Trump’s ego could 
bear it.

So the contradiction proved 
insuperable. In the immediate wake 
of the failure of the talks, both sides 
seemed oddly sanguine about the 
whole thing. Trump stressed that there 
was still a good rapport between him 
and Kim - one of the more peculiar 
friendships of the early 21st century - 
but laid out fairly starkly his version 
of the talks, and their failure. The 
North Koreans - not usually shy to 
make aggressive statements, which 
they cannot possibly back up with 
action - were also cordial, even as 
they disagreed on exactly what the 
disagreements were.

Trouble at home
The tone shifted dramatically on the 
American side, however, as Trump’s 
attention was drawn necessarily back 
to the home front. From the insouciant 
“sometimes you just have to walk 
away” we were given in Hanoi, we 
shifted rapidly to the sort of frothy 
Dolchstosslegende gibberish to 
which we have become accustomed. 
For the Democrats had chosen that 
exact moment to call Michael Cohen, 
Trump’s long-time fixer and soon-to-
be jailbird, to testify before Congress.

It is, of course, plainly true that 
the timing was deliberate: Trump is 
merely lying when he suggests there 
is any evidence that it changed the 
outcome of the talks with Kim. It 
worked well enough; on February 27, 
Cohen spent 10 hours talking to the 

House Oversight Committee about 
his work for Trump over decades. 
The man who once said he would 
take a bullet for the president has 
turned on him with a vengeance. He 
called Trump a racist and a liar; he 
said that he was reimbursed for hush 
money he had paid to Trump’s various 
paramours; he refuted Trump’s claims 
to be ignorant of several meetings 
between his family and other cronies, 
and people close to the Russian state 
over the proposed Trump Tower in 
Moscow; of financial impropriety; and 
innumerable other sins. He concluded 
with a warning:

My loyalty to Mr Trump has cost me 
everything: my family’s happiness, 
friendships, my law licence, my 
company, my livelihood, my 
honour, my reputation and, soon, 
my freedom. And I will not sit 
back, say nothing and allow him to 
do the same to the country. Indeed, 
given my experience working for 
Mr Trump, I fear that if he loses 
the election in 2020 that there will 
never be a peaceful transition of 
power, and this is why I agreed to 
appear before you today.

Cohen, a lawyer until his recent 
misfortunes, could tell you all you 
need to know about the reliability of 
a jailhouse snitch, and that should be 
borne in mind when evaluating his 
testimony. Certainly that was the line 
of attack used by Republicans on the 
committee, who questioned why they 
should believe a man convicted of 
perjury. That said, his most sensational 
claims tended to confirm press reports 
based on anonymous sources within 
special prosecutor Robert Mueller’s 
office; the surrounding details, like the 
offhand claim that Cohen might have 

put the heavies on Trump’s opponents 
over 500 times, serve to fill out a 
rather striking picture that anyone who 
knows anything about hustlers in New 
York real estate will recognise.

More ominously, perhaps, for 
Trump, the public hearing on February 
27 was not the full extent of Cohen’s 
squealing. The day before and the 
day after, he spoke at similar length 
to the Senate and House Intelligence 
Committees respectively - in closed 
sessions. Again, the hucksterism 
inherent in Trump’s trade will have 
given Cohen plenty of material; all 
grist, ultimately, for Mueller’s mill.

Speaking of the special prosecutor, 
who has been fishing so productively 
for the last two years or so, we expect 
him to wrap up his investigation soon. 
So far as his findings go, things are 
a little more complicated. Mueller 
is obliged to send his report to the 
attorney general, who is to produce 
a summary for the consumption of 
congress. Typically such summaries 
omit unflattering material about people 
who have not been charged with 
crimes; however, Trump as president 
is not going to be charged. So the 
current attorney general, William Barr, 
is at liberty to omit any material about 
the president.

The question is whether he will. 
Barr is a hard-right lawyer, but a 
long-standing politician who owes 
his prominence as much to his earlier 
stint in the same job under George HW 
Bush as to Trump. He is politically 
sympathetic to Trump, but not his 
creature; and will look also to his own 
interests. If members of Congress are 
unsatisfied with the summary, they 
can subpoena the whole report, which 
House Intelligence Committee chair 
Adam Schiff has already declared he is 
prepared to do; and if it turns out that 

Barr has been covering up sensational 
misdeeds, it will not look good for 
him. It is also worth remembering how 
leaky a boat the Trump administration 
is; someone may just FedEx the thing 
to the New York Times anyway.

Even if Trump is caught bang to 
rights, however, it may not finish him 
off. It is still necessary to impeach 
him - and, with a Republican majority 
in the Senate, enormously difficult to 
do so. We can expect these creatures 
to make a political calculation on the 
issue, rather than be blown over by 
vast evidence of fraud, mobsterism and 
collusion with foreign governments 
(the worst-case Mueller report). 
Trump is unpopular, to be sure, and 
has enjoyed a negative approval rating 
continuously since his inauguration; 
but he is not political kryptonite - 
indeed, for safe-seat Republicans, he 
is quite the opposite.

Uncertainty
So the run-up to next year’s 
presidential election, then, is riven with 
uncertainty. Much depends on whether 
Trump can hold his base together - if 
so, he will certainly survive to fight 
the election, and it would be foolish 
to rule him out. For his aid, he has 
almost totally bewitched Fox News, 
Rupert Murdoch’s infamous cable 
news network. Its figureheads are 
happy to promote the idea that Trump 
is a victim of a deep-state conspiracy, 
and it should be by no means assumed 
that the network’s loyal audience 
will accept at face value significant 
findings against him.

Cohen is not the only one to believe 
that Trump will simply refuse to 
accept defeat. He has also in his favour 
a generally strong economy with high 
employment figures; his other central 
promise than the Mexican border wall, 

remember, was jobs, which he can 
claim to have achieved. The wall’s 
failure, of course, can be blamed on 
the Democrats.

Which brings us to the matter of 
who is supposed to oppose him. The 
big news here is that Hillary Clinton 
has ruled herself out of the race - a truly 
miraculous feat of humility, for which 
we must all offer thanks to our deities 
of choice. The Washington rumour 
mill has been achurn with the idea of 
Hillary 2020 for months, presumably 
in aid of getting pollsters to measure 
her up against her opponents. Instead, 
her career in high office will serve 
future generations as a monument 
to failure - the most vanilla Wall 
Street/‘Blob’-loyal Democrat in living 
memory, who chose a moment of war-
weariness and economic collapse for 
her first run in 2008, and the nadir of 
establishment respectability for her 
second in 2016.

The early running, instead, is being 
set by the left; for those of us who 
remember the lonely figure of Dennis 
Kucinich flying the flag for single-
payer healthcare and peacenikkery 
in Democratic primaries dominated 
by ‘sensible’ types, it will be quite 
interesting to see several left candidates 
- even ‘socialist’ candidates - in the 
mix, and quite alarming for the sort 
of people who shilled for Hillary last 
time out. The way things are running 
now, the establishment Democrats 
are being pulled left - at least, those 
among those who hope to pick up a 
few primaries. (Bipartisanship is not 
so great if it is a matter of getting $2 
billion for chauvinist ‘border security’ 
theatre into the budget rather than six.)

That is one consideration for 
them; but there is another. That is that 
Hillary lost because she was one of 
them, not because she was a woman, 
or merely personally unlikable. It was 
the fact that she was a Clinton in the 
cosmic sense - a dynast, a neoliberal, 
a technocrat hiding behind a wall of 
statistics and expert advisors. The 
silence of Democratic ‘moderates’ 
reflects that they have nothing more 
to say than she does. When they do 
pipe up, however, it is likely to be to 
shift right, and try to steal Trump’s 
chauvinist clothes. (Think of Bill 
Clinton’s decision to be seen to execute 
a mentally disabled man, Ricky Ray 
Rector, in order to distract the news 
agenda from his philandering, in 1992 
- only on a much wider canvas.)

The Democratic primaries are 
going to be wide open - and ugly as 
war l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Falling out in Hanoi: revelations in Washington


