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Ahistorical
There are so many errors in Paul B 
Smith’s letter that it is difficult to know 
where to start (March 21). The first thing 
to say is that Smith’s conception of value 
is ahistorical. He can only conceive 
of value as it exists under capitalism, 
and thereby deprives the concept of 
any historical nuance and process of 
development. Somehow, value, along 
with exchange-value, is supposed to 
spring into existence fully formed 
from the head of Minerva, along with 
capitalism!

But Marx demonstrates that that 
is not the case. The whole point of his 
examples of Crusoe, and of the division 
of labour-time (which now Smith also 
wants to deny exists along with value 
other than under capitalism) is to show 
that value itself goes through a process 
of development through history, in order 
to develop from individual value (which 
itself continues to play a significant role 
for Marx under capitalism in explaining 
surplus profits and rent) to social or 
market value, which becomes the basis 
of the determination of exchange-values. 

The labour of the hypothetical Crusoe 
is simultaneously concrete labour and 
abstract labour, because Crusoe alone 
constitutes society. When Friday joins 
him, their individual concrete labour 
continues to result in an individual value 
of their separate labour, but their total 
production now has a different, average 
individual value, and, to the extent they 
cooperate in production, they become 
a collective labourer, whose output of 
use values is greater than that of each 
separately, but whose total individual 
value remains the same, so that the 
value of each unit of production falls. 
It is that reality of the law of value that 
encourages further cooperation and 
division of labour, amongst members of 
the primitive commune.

Directly contradicting Smith’s 
assertion about labour-time, Marx notes 
in Capital volume 1, chapter 1: “In all 
states of society, the labour-time that it 
costs to produce the means of subsistence 
must necessarily be an object of interest 
to mankind, though not of equal interest 
in different stages of development.”

He refers to the collective labour-
time of the peasant household and 
here, as with Crusoe, we are dealing 
with different forms of concrete labour 
- the collective labour of the family 
determines the individual value of its 
total output. Marx is here talking about 
the value of products, not commodities, 
and the need for products to precede 
commodities, just as value must precede 
the expression of value as exchange-
value.

To conclude this refutation of Smith’s 
claim not only that value is specific only 
to capitalism, but that labour-time is 
also specific to capitalism, let me also 
cite Marx’s comment from Theories of 
surplus value, chapter 21, as I am tired 
of using his comment from Capital to 
prove this same point.

Marx says: “Labour-time, even if 
exchange-value is eliminated, always 
remains the creative substance of 
wealth and the measure of the cost of 
its production ... It is self-evident that if 
labour-time is reduced to a normal length 
and, furthermore, labour is no longer 
performed for someone else, but for 
myself, and, at the same time, the social 
contradictions between master and men, 
etc, being abolished, it acquires a quite 
different, a free character, it becomes 
real social labour, and finally the basis of 
disposable time.”

Now let’s turn to the defence 
that Smith gives for his claim that 
value only springs fully formed into 
existence with capitalism, and with 
the commodification of labour-power: 

ie, when labour-power becomes sold 
generally as a commodity itself by the 
working class. Smith tries to get out of 
this by putting words in my mouth, and 
using the fact that, in previous modes 
of production, there were also wage 
workers. This is duplicitous. Firstly, he 
fails to mention that most of these wage 
workers were employed as retainers, or 
the like, whose labour exchanged with 
the revenue of their employer, and not 
with capital. But that is just an aside. 
The main point is that the reason his 
claim is obviously wrong is that Marx’s 
explanation of the law of value, and of the 
formation of exchange-values, is based 
not upon the wage workers employed as 
retainers or of wage workers employed 
by capital, but on the exchange of 
commodities produced by individual 
peasant and handicraft producers! Marx 
in Capital volume 3, chapter 12, sets out, 
in detail, this historical development of 
exchange-value, under the commodity 
production undertaken by independent 
producers, who owned their own means 
of production, and how this relates to the 
transformation of exchange-values into 
prices of production under capitalism.

Indeed, it is only during that phase 
of society, as Engels points out, 
running from around 7,000 BC to the 
commencement of capitalist production 
in the 15th century, that commodities 
do exchange according to their values. 
Prior to that time, products are produced 
which have individual values, and these 
products are exchanged with other 
tribes, or they are distributed within 
the commune or tribe. The exchange 
of products as gifts, over time, leads 
to the development of trade between 
communities. This trade is not based 
upon value, but the increase in trade 
necessarily brings out the underlying fact 
that these products are values, especially 
as merchants are able to compare 
the individual value of the products 
of one group to those of another, so 
that gradually these individual values 
become transformed into market values, 
as the average labour-time required by 
a group of communities/tribes, etc to 
produce a given type of product.

It is this historical development of 
individual value into social or market 
value that is the basis of exchange-
value, as the product develops into the 
commodity. It is this process, which 
means that what was there all along, in 
determining the value of products, and 
the allocation of social labour-time, 
becomes manifest, once these products 
become exchanged with other products, 
as commodities.

After this period - ie, from the start of 
capitalist production in the 15th century 
- it is no longer true that commodities 
exchange at their values, precisely 
because the drive towards an average 
rate of profit results in commodities 
being sold at prices of production, not 
exchange-values. But it is precisely at 
this point that labour-power becomes 
commodified, and sold by wage workers 
to capital. So, contrary to Smith’s claim 
that value only comes into existence 
along with exchange-value, and 
both only come into existence under 
capitalism, it is quite clear that Marx 
and Engels say the exact opposite. Value 
comes into existence as a result of use-
values being produced by labour: ie, as a 
result of them being created as products. 
Exchange-value is the phenomenal form 
that value assumes during a specific 
historical stage of human development.

And that is the answer to Smith’s 
other question: what did Marx mean 
when he wrote that exchange-value is 
“the phenomenal form of something 
contained in it, yet distinguishable from 
it” (Capital volume 1)? Had he read my 
original statement, he would know the 
answer. Yes, of course, “phenomenal” 
refers to a form of appearance, and 
exchange-value here refers to the 
form of appearance of value during a 
particular mode of production: ie, that of 
generalised commodity production. But, 

if Smith thought about that concept for 
just one moment, and thought about it in 
relation to Marx’s historical materialist 
method, and the letter to Kugelmann, he 
might then actually arrive at the rational 
conclusion that value itself, therefore, 
has different phenomenal forms in 
different modes of production - which is 
precisely what Marx says!
Arthur Bough
email

Historical
Arthur Bough’s assertion that “exchange-
value is the form that value takes in a 
society where the exchange of products 
has developed into the production and 
exchange of commodities” is precisely 
the mistaken understanding that Wagner 
had and Marx sought fit to correct 
(Letters, March 14)!

Marx was criticising not the idea 
that value is specific to exchange and 
private property, but that value has no 
prerequisites. The truth is that value is 
an historical development - over many 
centuries, a development that like all 
developments is subjected to natural 
laws.

But the fact that value has certain 
prerequisites rooted in natural laws is 
not the same as saying value has always 
existed and always will. The idea that 
people need to labour to reproduce their 
conditions of existence is not Marx’s 
theory of value and it should not be 
misunderstood to be. Reducing the 
theory of value to this childish universal 
level is not only anti-scientific: it is 
also staggeringly crude. If every child 
knew the truth then there would be no 
need for science at all, to paraphrase 
Marx! Take exchange as an example. 
As Marx says, paraphrasing Adam 
Smith, “a specifically human propensity 
which is probably not accidental, but 
is conditioned by the use of reason 
and speech”. So exchange has its own 
prerequisites and is rooted in natural 
laws. But does this mean exchange, the 
division of labour and private property 
are destined to always exist because they 
have natural prerequisites?

Marx did not ‘discover’ value in the 
same way that oxygen was discovered. 
Marx by analysis and critique brought to 
the surface the underlying mechanisms 
that underpinned capitalist society, and 
from that the question naturally arose, 
did this value theory hold for all human 
societies? Marx and I categorically say 
no, based on the logic and the evidence! 
Marx never claimed the bourgeoisie had 
stumbled upon a law of nature when they 
developed the labour theory of value. In 
fact what Marx claimed is that the law 
of value was simply a manifestation of 
the total dominance of private property 
over labour. Furthermore Marx makes 
the point that it is only in the era of 
industrial capital that private property 
can complete its dominion over man 
and become, in its most general form, 
a world-historical power. Marx says in 
his comment on James Mill that value 
comes from exchange and private 
property.

As Marx says, “On both sides, 
therefore, private property appears as 
the representative of a different kind 
of private property, as the equivalent 
of a different natural product, and both 
sides are related to each other in such 
a way that each represents the mode 
of existence of the other, and both 
relate to each other as substitutes for 
themselves and the other. Hence the 
mode of existence of private property as 
such has become that of a substitute, of 
an equivalent. Instead of its immediate 
unity with itself, it exists now only as a 
relation to something else. Its mode of 
existence as an equivalent is no longer 
its specific mode of existence. It has thus 
become a value, and immediately an 
exchange-value. Its mode of existence 
as value is an alienated designation 
of itself, different from its immediate 
existence, external to its specific nature, 
a merely relative mode of existence of 

this.”
Of course. And why do we need 

to remind some comrades of this? 
The whole point of communism is the 
abolition of private property!
Maren Clarke
email

Sick and sad
John Smithee says that, by supporting 
a single state in Palestine, “Tony 
[Greenstein] only pushes working 
class Israelis into the arms of rightwing 
reactionary politicians in Israel” (Letters, 
March 21). I have news for John. The 
Israeli working class is already in their 
arms! As in all settler colonial states, the 
working class in Israel is on the right of 
Zionist politics.

John cites the myth born of the siege 
settler mentality that Israeli workers fear 
being driven into the sea. This racist fear 
is a product of their own guilt. The only 
people in Palestine who were, literally, 
pushed into the sea were the Palestinians 
of Haifa in 1948, who, in their haste 
to avoid the mortar bombardment 
by Zionist militias, drowned in their 
desperation to get away.

It is only when the Israeli working 
class, like its white South Africa 
counterpart, lives in a single state, cheek 
by jowl with Palestinian workers, that 
they will understand that their fears had 
no material basis. No doubt Protestant 
workers in Ireland entertain similar fears 
and, as long as partition continues, they 
will continue to have them.

My main purpose in writing, 
however, is not to cross swords with 
John Smithee, but with Dave Douglass. 
He says those of us opposed to Brexit 
have “lost the plot”. Let me return the 
compliment: it’s not the plot, but his 
marbles, that Dave has lost!

Brexit does not represent the “will 
of the people”, nor was the referendum 
in any way democratic. It was bought 
with illicit funds, NHS bribes that were 
lies and a hefty dose of chauvinism. 
Brexit is and was a racist project, born of 
national chauvinism. Excluded from the 
vote were some three million European 
workers living in this country. That, in 
itself, renders the vote undemocratic.

Dave is simply wrong if he thinks that 
my opposition to Brexit is on account of 
my love of the European Commission, 
its free market competition policies or 
any other aspect of the European Union. 
Still less do I defend the World Bank and 
International Monetary Fund.

I oppose Brexit because the 
alternative to being in the EU is being 
in an independent capitalist Britain, 
whose main attraction will be a flexible 
labour market, lower standards of food 
and environmental protection and which 
operates as the Singapore of Europe. It 
will be a haven of low taxes and low 
worker protection. It will swap parity in 
Europe for the benefits of domination by 
Trump’s USA and its chlorine-washed 
chickens.

It is tragic that large sections of the 
northern working class, because of 
austerity and deindustrialisation, have 
taken their revenge on the EU. It is a 
classic example of scapegoatism. We 
should not be afraid to point out that 
it wasn’t European bureaucrats or EU 
commission officials who closed the 
mines, docks and shipyards, but Tory 
politicians addicted to monetarism and 
controlling the money supply. It wasn’t 
Jacque Delors, but Margaret Thatcher, 
who sent the police into the Yorkshire 
coalfields.

Dave Douglass, for all his militant 
talk and anarcho-syndicalism, ends up 
in the same political boat as Rees-Mogg, 
Bill Cash and Boris Johnson. Working 
class heroes all. Immediately after the 
referendum there was a wave of racist 
attacks directed at European workers 
in this country. That is what his unholy 
alliance with the Democratic Unionist 
Party and the Tory right wing means in 
practice.

Has Dave ever bothered to talk with 

European nationals in this country about 
Brexit? People who may have been 
here 20 or more years and who are now 
scared stiff and worried as to what will 
happen, now that they no longer have 
the protection of European law and 
whose status is uncertain? Although in 
theory their rights are also protected, we 
know that black British citizens have 
been deported ‘back’ to their countries 
of origin after more than 60 years in this 
country.

Brexit fosters an illusion in the idea 
that workers have more in common 
with the British than the European 
ruling class. It allows ‘us’ to regain 
control of our borders and cannot but 
help increase racism and chauvinism. 
Brexit is a project of the right and the far 
right, which is why there is unanimity 
amongst fascist groups and racists in its 
support. It is why Euroscepticism and 
hostility to the EU is a common factor 
amongst the growing European far 
right. Has it escaped Dave that one of 
the strongest supporters of Brexit is one 
Donald Trump?

I have no doubt at all that a second 
referendum will result in a defeat for 
the nationalists and racists, which is 
why Farage, May and Rees-Mogg are 
so scared of such a vote. I am sorry 
that Dave Douglass, with his infantile 
posturing and misplaced analogies, has 
decided to join them.

Finally I want to comment on Eddie 
Ford’s article, ‘Maggots, Marxism and 
Muslims’ (March 21). I do not accept 
this bourgeois idea of ‘free speech for 
fascists’. We don’t control the airwaves: 
the ruling class does. No platform for 
fascists means opposition to those who 
would take away our democratic rights. 
It says that their ideas are illegitimate 
and not worthy of debate. To debate 
the idea of white genocide is to accord 
it some legitimacy. Perhaps we should 
debate holocaust denial too?

Last week, as news from New 
Zealand was seeping out, the BBC’s 
Newsnight decided to interview 
Benjamin Jones of Generation Identity 
in order that he could explain the finer 
points of replacement theory. Although 
he condemned the murders, he endorsed 
the motives of the killer, Brenton Tarrant. 
The BBC did not at the time of the 
Islamic State attacks in Paris interview 
someone from Stop the War to explain 
where IS came from or to paint the 
background to the attack, but they were 
happy to accept a fascist explanation of 
the motives of this sick and sad creature.

We held a picket of BBC radio in 
Brighton a few days ago, and the reaction 
from people was extremely sympathetic 
to what we said. In particular one 
Asian woman in tears, who thanked 
us for standing by her community. I 
really don’t think Eddie understands 
the palpable sense of fear that has been 
caused by the New Zealand bomb attack 
and now the attacks on five mosques in 
Birmingham.

Yes, gun control by itself will not 
prevent mass murder, though it will 
make it harder for genocidal maniacs 
to lay their hands on large quantities of 
weapons. Of course, mass murder in the 
USA has its roots in the frontier nature 
of American society, but to pretend that 
gun control is irrelevant is to stick one’s 
head in the sand.

Eddie mocks the pledge of New 
Zealand’s prime minister, Jacinda 
Ardern, never to mention the name 
of Tarrant again. I think most people 
will be moved by the reaction of Ms 
Ardern to this fascist murderer and her 
embracing the Muslim community in 
New Zealand, her empathy and promise 
that the New Zealand state would pay for 
the funerals. The reaction of the people 
of New Zealand has been moving, at 
least for me.

It is in stark contrast to the reaction 
of our own leaders or those in Australia. 
Yes, not mentioning Tarrant’s name 
won’t make him disappear, but what it 
symbolises is that he deserves not to be 
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remembered. What he clearly craved is 
the status of a hero.
Tony Greenstein
Brighton

Capitalistocene
The evidence for, firstly, climate 
change and, secondly, ecological 
destruction, which has accelerated to 
unprecedented levels during the period 
of industrial capitalism, is undeniable. 
This poses an existential threat for the 
future of civilisation, as we know it 
(exploitative and wasteful as that is). To 
what extent man is responsible for the 
first is debatable - certainly capitalism 
must take some responsibility. But the 
system is entirely responsible for the 
latter (eg, soil erosion, use of pesticides, 
plastic waste, which has now entered 
the food chain, urban pollution caused 
by automobiles, etc.) Therefore, in 
geological terms, instead of talking about 
a new Anthropocene age, we should be 
talking about a capitalistocene one!

If capitalism was going to deal with 
this existential threat, then it would have 
to make a rational decision that would 
involve public planning, as well as a 
massive, demand-led, Keynesian-style 
state intervention to turn things around. 
If only capitalism would give the green 
light for a Green New Deal to tackle 
climate change. Here in Britain, if the 
Greens’ call for a move to eco-capitalism 
is not enough to command the support 
of the working class, then perhaps the 
Labour Party can? At the end of last 
year, Rebecca-Long Bailey, Labour’s 
shadow business secretary, told The 
Guardian that a Labour government 
would start “an economic revolution” 
in order to “tackle the climate crisis”, 
by investing in “hundreds of thousands 
of green jobs”, which will bring “well-
paid, highly skilled jobs and economic 
regeneration to some of the marginalised 
regions in the country”. Labour’s plan 
echoes that advocated by leftwing 
democrats in the US, such as Alexandria 
Ocasio-Cortez and Bernie Sanders.

Citing the experience of president 
Macron in France, Long-Bailey said that 
the imposition of “environmental taxes” 
on the less well-off sections of society 
was the wrong policy, because it led to 
widespread protests, which were also 
being exploited by the far right. Rather, 
“action on the environment [requires] 
a wider programme of social and 
economic regeneration”. Labour aims to 
base 60% of the UK’s energy resources 
on renewable energy by 2030 and to 
“reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 
zero by the middle of the century”.

Given the shambles which the Tory 
government has made over Brexit, there 
is no rational reason why international 
capital should not be amenable to the 
election of a Labour government, which 
is also pledged to a Green New Deal for 
Britain. But there is no indication that 
the capitalist class is inclined to turn to 
a rational solution to the climate crisis. 
Whilst the managerial bureaucracy 
is made up of rational human beings, 
they are also deeply imbued with 
the alienating effects of commodity 
fetishism - which means they are 
habitually incapable of acting in the 
interests of humanity as a whole, let 
alone that of their own class.

The fate of the Green New Deal 
depends on whether the American ruling 
class is prepared to back it, bearing in 
mind that this is a two-edged sword. 
Yet consider what has happened to the 
Paris agreements on climate change of 
October 2018. President Trump had 
already announced the US’s decision to 
withdraw from it. Yet, if the Green New 
Deal does not materialise in the near 
future, then, as Peter Frase points out in 
his book, Four futures (2016), mankind 
would be moving towards a capitalist-
made apocalypse.

Frase points out that “the key question 
… is not whether climate change is 
occurring, but rather who will survive 
the change”. The worst-case scenario 
predicts that the world will become 
uninhabitable: “... it may be possible for 
a small elite to continue to pollute the 

planet, protecting their own comfort, 
while condemning most of the world’s 
population to misery. It is that agenda, 
not any serious engagement with 
climate science, that drives corporate 
titans in the direction of denialism.” 
Neither can we trust the free market to 
deliver solutions, for the “enlightened 
eco-capitalists” are no different from the 
“troglodyte denialists”. The former are 
more concerned with preserving their 
privileges and the lifestyle that goes 
with it, despite their environmentalist 
pretensions.

So we are a long way from achieving 
a Green New Deal!
Rex Dunn
London

EU and Labour
Jeremy Corbyn has told Theresa 
May: “The government’s approach 
to Brexit has now become a national 
embarrassment. Every step of the way 
along this process the government has 
refused to reach out, refused to listen 
and refused to find a consensus that can 
represent the views of the whole of the 
country, not just her own party.”

What is wrong with Labour’s 
position? First is the immediate 
programme. He is not talking 
‘democracy’, but about reaching out, 
finding consensus and listening. Labour 
has tried to find a middle ground 
between reactionary ‘leave’ and liberal 
‘remain’, calling for a customs union 
and remaining close to the single market. 
There is no democratic rationale for this.

A democratic programme is not 
about consensus, but taking seriously the 
votes in Northern Ireland and Scotland 
to remain, and England and Wales 
to leave the EU. Let us call this, the 
‘Republic of June 23’ and remember that 
England and Wales did not vote to leave 
the single market and customs union. 
Respecting this is consistent with the 
rights of all UK citizens to move freely 
around the EU.

Labour should have reinforced its 
position by making it clear that any 
settlement would be put to a ratification 
referendum. Any deal would not be 
imposed on the people. It is a democratic 
right to vote to approve whatever comes 
through. Labour must commit to that.

The one thing that Corbyn does have 
right is his continued opposition to the 
withdrawal agreement. Yet because 
of his adoption of ‘consensus’ he is 
vulnerable to being pushed and pulled 
to compromise. It is easier to oppose 
May’s deal on democratic grounds than 
a ‘consensus’, which has one foot in the 
Tory cesspit.

Then we have Labour’s tactics. The 

party has made the call for a general 
election its first demand and only later 
a people’s vote. If Labour’s tactics were 
correct, he would be marching at the 
head of one million people demanding 
a general election. What other weapons 
does he have? Wait for the Tory coup? 
Move a vote of no confidence in May?

In a radio interview on March 25, 
Deborah Matinson, from ‘Britain 
Thinks’, explained that people are 
hostile to the idea of a general election. 
Only 13% thought it would help the 
Brexit debacle, 45% thought it will make 
it worse and 32% thought it will make 
no difference. People blame May for the 
mess, but were “bemused” by Corbyn’s 
call for a general election. They thought 
a man of principle was now “playing 
politics” with a national disaster. This 
was not building up trust in Corbyn or 
Labour’s leadership. However, the offer 
of a ratification referendum is something 
which engenders trust, because it 
implies Labour trusts working people 
with important decisions.

Then we have the failure to turn up 
and support the People’s March. One 
million people were not marching for a 
general election, but the right to vote. It 
is not ruled out by Labour’s own policy. 
Of course, this campaign is being led by 
liberals to the right of Corbyn who want 
a ‘remain’ question on the ballot paper.

Corbyn needed to be brave enough 
to explain the distinction between 
ratification and a second referendum 
which prematurely tries to reverse the 
2016 vote and could deepen divisions 
in the working class. By staying away, 
he left the door open for his arch enemy, 
Tom Watson, to speak at the demo and 
offer to back May’s deal in exchange 
for a second referendum with a choice 
between that and ‘remain’.

The crisis is deepening. Now the 
‘leave’ section of the working class has 
been abandoned by its Brexit leaders 
- Johnson, Rees-Mogg, Davies, etc, 
who condemned May’s agreement, yet 
are now going to support it. The sense 
of betrayal by their rotten millionaire 
leaders will make workers angry. 
They too have a right to ratify. But a 
referendum between May’s deal versus 
‘remain’ simply cuts them out of the 
process and should be unacceptable to 
any democrat.

It is not necessary to revoke article 
50, but democracy and any alternative to 
May’s deal will require a long extension, 
as offered by Germany. Labour should 
declare it is ready to fight the European 
elections and Corbyn should take his 
message to the European working class.
Steve Freeman
London

London Communist Forum
Sunday March 31, 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): ‘“The Seven” versus “the Six”’.
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 April 2, 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: ‘An Amazonian myth: the woman who was torn in two’. 
Speaker: Chris Knight.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group: 
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Oppose Tommy Robinson and Ukip
Friday March 29, 4pm: Counterdemonstration, Whitehall, London 
SW1. However you voted, oppose Ukip’s ‘Make Brexit happen’ rally.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism and Unite Against Fascism:
www.facebook.com/events/336685790269141.
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: 
www.facebook.com/events/1041587396049286.
Keep Honda Swindon open
Saturday March 30, 11am: March and rally, car park, Swindon 
Town FC, County Road, Swindon SN1. Resist Honda’s plan to shut its 
Swindon plant in 2021, with 15,000 local jobs at risk.
Organised by Unite: www.facebook.com/events/2258617220887948.
Exist! Resist! Return!
Saturday March 30: National day of action organised by Palestine 
Solidarity Campaign. First anniversary of the Great Return March. 
Freedom, justice and equality for Palestinians. Defend the right of return!
London - 1pm: Opposite Israeli embassy, Kensington High Street, 
London W8: www.facebook.com/events/421148881781618.
Newcastle - 11.30am: Grey’s Monument, Blackett Street, Newcastle-
upon-Tyne, NE1: www.facebook.com/events/257054025227458.
Carlisle - 1pm: Rally, City Centre, Carlisle CA3:
www.facebook.com/events/251043685817788.
Cardiff - 12 noon: Queen Street, Cardiff CF10: 
www.facebook.com/events/333820567249650.
Manchester - 12 noon: Piccadilly Gardens, Manchester M1:
www.facebook.com/events/463166254219978.
Birmingham - 1pm: Outside HSBC, New Street, Birmingham B2:
www.facebook.com/events/462515080952125.
Oxford - 11.30am: Outside HSBC, Cornmarket, Oxford OX1:
www.facebook.com/events/294681177869984.
Norwich - 2pm: Haymarket, Norwich NR2:
http://norwichpsc.org.uk/events/day-of-action.
Cambridge - 12 noon: Market Square, Cambridge CB2:
www.facebook.com/events/1943036732491862.
Exeter - 12 noon: Bedford Square, High Street, Exeter EX4:
www.facebook.com/events/639876179778332.
Halifax - 12 noon: Piece Hall, Blackledge, Halifax HX1:
www.facebook.com/events/412929442611529.
Southampton - 11am: The Bargate, High Street, Southampton SO14:
www.facebook.com/events/1293607240777568.
Nottingham - 12.30pm: Clough statue, King Street, Nottingham NG1:
www.facebook.com/events/855347111483014.
Brighton - 12 noon: Clock Tower, North Street, Brighton BN1:
www.facebook.com/events/305414133478917.
Hastings - 1pm: Outside Debenhams, Robertson Street, Hastings TN34:
www.facebook.com/events/685832975153066.
Edinburgh - 2pm: Foot of the Mound, Edinburgh EH1:
www.facebook.com/events/608760759594953.
Plymouth - 11am: Sundial, Armada Way, Plymouth PL1.
www.facebook.com/events/417134052368579.
Coventry - 11.30am: The Fountain, City Centre, Coventry CV1:
www.facebook.com/events/375808736575585.
Glasgow - 12 noon: Concert Hall Steps, Buchanan Street, Glasgow G1:
www.facebook.com/events/799716047075004.
Britain is broken - we can’t afford the Tories
Events in the People’s Assembly nationwide speaking tour:
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/events/512348032626044.
Wednesday April 3, 7.30pm: Rally, St Peter’s Church, St Peter’s Square, 
Nottingham NG1: www.facebook.com/events/827486840939543.
Thursday April 4, 7.30pm: Music, speakers and visuals, 23 Bath 
Street, Frome BA11: www.facebook.com/events/589002191576284.
Sunday April 28, 1.30pm: March and rally, Firstsite, Lewis Gardens, 
Colchester CO1: www.facebook.com/events/331469450810068.
Students stop the war
Saturday April 6, 1pm: Student activists meeting,  
Room MAL G15, Birkbeck University, Malet Street, London WC1. 
Campaign in colleges to end the war in Yemen and get the arms 
industry out of universities.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/330413070922420.
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.

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

Increased target
With, as I write, four days still 

to go before the end of our 
March fighting fund, I’m pleased 
to announce that we’ve already 
exceeded the £1,750 target by just 
short of £100 - the running total 
stands at £1,849.

This is very good news - 
especially as we’ve decided that 
we’ll have to raise our monthly 
target to take into account this 
week’s rise in stamp prices, 
together with the recent slight 
increase in our printing costs. So 
from April the new target will be 
£2,000, but recent results - not least 
this month’s! - have convinced me 
that we’ll be able to raise the extra 
we need.

This week saw standing orders 
from DG (£60), JT (£50), AR 
(£10) and from BB, JC, SS and 
GT, who all came up with their 
usual £15 monthly donation. On 
top of that, comrades DR (£20) 
and BC (£10) decided to add a 

little to their subscription cheques, 
while new subscriber JK donated a 
fiver via PayPal.

His accompanying message 
noted that this was a “small 
donation”, but it represented “a 
token of thanks for a happy first 
month of print subscription”. It’s 
much appreciated, comrade! And 
£5 extra from a lot more of our 
readers would make a great deal of 
difference.

As for the current fund, will we 
be able to make that so far rarely 
achieved £2,000? We can do it - 
especially if a few more comrades 
click on our PayPal button or - 
better still - make a bank transfer 
(sort code 30-99-64; account 
number 00744310). Any offers?l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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We are where we are
William Sarsfield reports on a successful meeting in solidarity with Chris Williamson and Jackie Walker

Just over 100 comrades attended 
the March 25 ‘Defend the left!’ 
meeting in central London, hosted 

by Labour Against the Witchhunt. 
Platform speakers Ken Livingstone, 
Graham Bash and Jackie Walker 
opened a discussion on the state of 
the Labour Party, the ongoing purge 
of left comrades and how we can fight 
back and defeat the ‘anti-Semitism’ 
provocation against us.

Tina Werkmann - who chaired the 
event - read messages from Chris 
Williamson and Ken Loach. She also 
observed that the left has never been 
in a better position ... but the right is 
fighting back with every trick in the 
book. The most effective weapon of 
the right has proved to be the baseless 
accusations of anti-Semitism. That 
has cowed large sections of the 
‘official’ left into silence. Those who 
dare speak out are the exception. But 
that is exactly what must happen if 
we are going to win the prize. To be 
silent in the midst of a witch hunt is 
to be complicit.

Ken Livingstone kicked things 
off with a checklist of the various 
calumnies he has faced over the 
years. “Anti-Semite” (obviously), but 
additionally a tax-dodger, a violent 
thug, corrupt, alcoholic, a Soviet spy, 
Gaddafi asset and .... a fan of gay group 
sex in various sleazy clubs, where he 
was once sodomised by six men.

On the day that he became leader 
of the Greater London Council in 
1981, he was branded by Thatcher 
as a man with well-made plans to 
impose on the UK “a communist 
tyranny” akin to eastern Europe. 
Nonsense, of course, but it did not 
stop the mainstream media from 
suddenly becoming very interested 
in the ideological implications of 
cutting tube and bus fares in the 
capital - “the Daily Mail brought its 
war correspondent back from the 
Middle East” to cover the revolution 
in County Hall and demanded that he 
file six stories per day. “I’ve never 
seen a reporter under so much bloody 
pressure,” Ken quipped.

His key point was that there was 
nothing new about these provocations 
against leftwingers. In this country, 
it means lies and smears about 
anti-Semitism; in other parts of the 
world it can mean assassinations. He 
reminded us of the role of the right 
in the Parliamentary Labour Party - 
specifically in the shape of that oaf, John 
Mann, who ambushed Livingstone with 
absurd charges of “Nazi apologist”, 
conveniently with a BBC news team 
in tow. Ken hit the nail on the head 
when he recounted his own experience 
with the Labour Party’s disciplinary 
unit - “a Labour machine controlled 
by all the old ghastly Blairites … and 
doing everything possible to get rid 
of” Corbyn. That is what has fuelled 
“all this stuff about anti-Semitism”, he 
correctly pointed out.

Listening to all this, I could not 
help thinking what a shame it was that 
Ken Livingstone had decided to ‘help 
out’ Jeremy Corbyn by resigning 
from Labour in May 2018, instead 
of continuing to fight the ridiculous 
accusations made against him, which 
saw him suspended from the party for 
two years.

Insurgency
Next up was Graham Bash - stalwart 
of the Labour Representation 
Committee and Jewish Voice for 
Labour, but speaking in a personal 
capacity. With Chris Williamson’s 
suspension from the Labour Party, 
we have reached a “pivotal moment”, 
the comrade declared. This is another 

coup attempt and the attack on us “will 
not stop” until the right  has reasserted 
the “primacy of the parliamentary 
party over the membership”.

Since the day that Corbyn 
was elected Labour leader, the 
key task has remained the same, 
the comrade emphasised. “The 
only possible way to fight” the 
“powerful opposition forces” was 
to create an “anti-establishment 
insurgency from below”, channelled 
through a “democratic, grassroots 
movement”, with the declared aim 
of transforming the party. That is 

the “nub of the problem we face”, 
he said: “the tension between the 
PLP and membership - exacerbated 
by the political degeneration and 
incorporation of the leaders of 
Momentum - has now reached a 
critical moment”.

Our dual task is to be “both 
supportive and independent of our 
leaders”, he told the meeting.

Clearly, Graham was articulating 
the frustration of many left comrades 
in the party and he highlighted 
some key tasks that Labour Party 
Marxists has consistently agitated 

for since Corbyn won the Labour 
leadership. Yes, that will require 
an organisational expression of the 
left that can coordinate, initiate and 
make a decisive impact in the inner-
party battle. Momentum is the private 
property of Jon Lansman and - as 
comrade Bash correctly stated - its 
leaders have now crossed the line and, 
in my opinion, should be effectively 
regarded as allies of the right in the 
party.1 Above all else, however, 
the Labour left needs to draw a 
clear line of political demarcation/
independence from the Corbyn/

McDonnell leadership.
Corbyn’s strategy of concession 

and accommodation of the right 
wing in the party is hopeless and is 
in real danger of demoralising and 
demobilising the mass membership 
base. Meanwhile, it seems pretty 
clear that John McDonnell has 
effectively caved in to the PLP 
right - he has “fallen apart”, as one 
speaker from the floor put it later. 
Some comrades I spoke to after the 
meeting suggested that the absence 
of an organised rank and file had left 
Corbyn and McDonnell vulnerable 
and susceptible to pressures to 
compromise and backtrack. No doubt, 
the strains on both these figures have 
been immense and must have cost 
them a great deal personally. We are 
where we are, however. The political 
autonomy of the Labour left that 
comrade Bash calls for must find 
one important expression in sharp 
criticism of Jeremy Corbyn and - yes 
- open condemnation of some of the 
political positions John McDonnell 
has taken (a stance that comrade Bash 
explicitly rejected in the debate).

In a highly personal, very moving 
speech, Jackie Walker usefully 
highlighted an illusion that the 
vast majority of Labour lefts have 
historically entertained. That is, the 
Labour Party - as “a broad church” - 
was defined by “a deal with the other 
side” (ie, the Labour right). “Now 
that we had won the leadership via 
democratic means”, after having 
“supported loyally” that wing of the 
party in elections and campaigning, we 
thought they would now “do the same 
for us”. But “we were wrong,” she 
bluntly concluded. Quite right. The pro-
capitalist, war-mongering reactionaries 
of the right of the Labour Party should 
not be regarded as ‘comrades’ that we 
may have gentle disagreements with. 
Labour needs to be refounded on the 
basis of genuine working class politics 
and in the form of a permanent united 
front of all socialist and communist 
groups, leftwing think tanks and 
progressive campaigns.

As we fight for this, we should 
explicitly state that there would be no 
place in the ranks of a Labour Party 
transformed in this way for the likes 
of today’s PLP majority. We should 
not regard them as a legitimate trend 
within any workers’ movement 
worthy of the name.

As if to underline this point, 
comrade Walker herself - having also 
been suspended for two years - was 
finally to face her hearing over further 
absurd ‘anti-Semitism’ allegations 
the next day. She was, of course, 
expelled on March 27 - not actually 
for ‘anti-Semitism’, of course, but 
for making “prejudicial” comments 
that were “grossly detrimental” to the 
party (such as stating, “I still haven’t 
heard a definition of anti-Semitism 
that I can work with”).

It was clear that the majority of 
comrades were not simply exasperated 
with the softly-softly approach that 
has characterised Corbyn’s attitude 
to his opponents in the PLP, but 
now appear to be willing to support 
a political initiative to organise the 
left in the party as an independent 
political actor in the battle for the 
heart and soul of Labour. This is 
long overdue and something that we 
should all energetically support l

LAW MEETING

Notes
1. In the general discussion following the 
speakers’ presentations, a comrade read comments 
from Lansman to the effect that “Jackie Walker is 
an anti-Semite and leads the anti-Semites of this 
country”.

Jackie Walker, Tina Werkmann, Graham Bash and Ken Livingstone
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Another victim of the witch hunt
Jackie Walker was expelled by a supposedly ‘leftwing’ panel, notes Carla Roberts

A fter a suspension that has lasted 
over two and a half years, Jackie 
Walker has finally been expelled 

from the Labour Party by its disciplinary 
body, the national constitutional 
committee (which richly deserves its 
alternative description of ‘national 
kangaroo court’). Although the panel 
took two days to come to its conclusion, 
the result was as predictable as it was 
unjust.

The leadership of the Labour Party 
should hang its head in shame over 
Jackie’s treatment. By not clearing 
her (and not clearing her much, much 
sooner), it has allowed her to be dragged 
through the mud and be insulted as an 
anti-Semite and racist on a daily basis. 
By standing idly by while rightwing rags 
like the Jewish Chronicle and the Daily 
Mail have heaped lie after lie onto Jackie, 
it has also prevented her from receiving 
any kind of fair hearing (tellingly, the 
Jewish Chronicle was informed of the 
NCC verdict before her solicitors). 
It was impossible for anybody not to 
become prejudiced in such a drawn-out 
and publicly fought campaign.

Just three days before the beginning 
of her hearing, Margaret Hodge MP 
clearly outlined what was at stake. In 
an inflammatory Daily Mail article, 
referring to comrade Walker as “John 
McDonnell’s ‘anti-Semitic’ ally”, Hodge 
is quoted as saying: “It’s extraordinary 
that it has taken so long to bring her to an 
expulsion hearing. Tough action must be 
taken, but one expulsion will not solve 
a far deeper cultural problem that has 
infected the party.”1

So not only must Jackie be expelled: 
more will have to follow. Many more. 
That is the real tragedy at the heart of this 
whole farce, of course. Whatever Jeremy 
Corbyn and his allies do to appease the 
right, it will never be enough. They have 
to deliver the next scalp, and then the 
next. We will undoubtedly see similar 
demands over Chris Williamson MP.

This campaign will not and can never 
end … at least not until Corbyn is finally 
replaced. As a self-declared socialist 
and, crucially, an outspoken supporter 
of the rights of the Palestinians, he is 
and remains an unreliable ally from 
capitalism’s point of view. Painting him 
and his supporters as anti-Semitic has 
been the key weapon in this struggle. 
And it has been incredibly successful 
- because Corbyn has allowed it to be. 
It really beggars belief that he still will 
not say a public word on the injustice 
heaped on some of his key supporters 
like Chris and Jackie.

Jackie Walker never had a chance of 
a fair hearing. Not just because of the 
massive pressure from the right to get 
rid of this woman, who has dared to call 

the witch-hunt … a witch-hunt. That 
was, incredibly, part of her charge sheet, 
as was her legal challenge against the 
party for breaching the data protection 
act by leaking her personal information 
to the press. As she outlines in her 
well-written and clear public statement, 
highlighting some of the injustices she 
has experienced: “I am being charged 
for defending my rights.”2

The key charges centred on her 
now infamous comments at a training 
session organised by the Jewish 
Labour Movement at the Labour Party 
conference in 2016 (where she was 
secretly filmed, with the footage passed 
to the press). She details the allegations 
in her statement - they are so obviously 
weak and pathetic that it is unsurprising 
that the investigating officers felt the 
need to include all sorts of other, equally 
pathetic, auxiliary charges.

Her case clearly outlines some of the 
serious shortcomings when it comes to 
the procedures in the party’s disciplinary 
process. For example, the investigating 
officers added a number of charges to 
her case a mere three working days 
before the hearing, making it pretty 
much impossible for her to counter 
them effectively. Her request that she 
should have a chance to respond to 
those allegations first before they were 
included in the charge sheet was met with 
the comment: “Natural justice does not 
require that she also has the opportunity 
to respond at an investigatory stage.”

I am not a lawyer, but I would have 
thought that for a hearing to be properly 
informed the panel would need to be 
aware of the accused person’s initial 
response to last-minute charges. Giving 
them a fighting chance to defend 
themselves effectively is pretty much 
at the heart of the concept of ‘natural 
justice’.

We do also have to wonder about 
the party’s motives for including in 
the evidence pack, statements and 
complaints provided by people who 
do not just criticise Jackie - but do so 
clearly on a basis of racist prejudice. The 
investigating officers managed to redact 
the names of the complainants - but 
they left statements in the charge sheet 
that include intros like “[JW is] a white 
middle class woman with dreadlocks” 
and “Walker - who claims to be part-
Jewish”. Even the written statement 
provided by the party’s only witness, 
Mike Katz - leading member of the 
pro-Zionist Jewish Labour Movement - 
contains the sentence: “JW uses her self-
identification as a black woman and a 
Jew as cover to put her beyond criticism 
…” (my emphasis).

That is an incredibly dumb statement 
by the usually so eloquent Katz - not just 

because Jackie clearly is a black woman, 
who also has Jewish heritage (her mum 
was a black Jamaican Sephardi Jew and 
her dad a Russian Ashkenazi Jewish). 
But he also charges her with exactly 
what the Zionist lobby has been trying to 
achieve all along: to label any criticism 
of their views or tactics as inherently 
anti-Semitic and therefore illegitimate.

Definition?
Talking of which, it is also interesting 
that the NCC clearly had trouble 
proving that Jackie had indeed ever 
said or written anything anti-Semitic. 
The party could not apply the disputed 
International Holocaust Remembrance 
Alliance’s ‘definition’ of anti-Semitism, 
because the charges relate to an incident 
in 2016 - ie, before the national executive 
committee adopted it.

But, had they applied this - or any other 
definition of any kind - they would have 
failed in their attempts to successfully 
convict her. Clearly, she is not guilty 
of “hostility or prejudice against Jews” 
(Oxford English Dictionary) or “hostility 
toward or discrimination against Jews 
as a religious, ethnic or racial group” 
(Merriam Webster Dictionary) and she 
also does not fit the bill when it comes 
to Brian Klug’s definition: “hostility to 
Jews as Jews”.

So instead it was explained that 
the test to be applied in Jackie’s case 
“does not require the NCC to engage 
in a debate as to the proper definition 
of anti-Semitism”, but rather whether 
an “ordinary person hearing or reading 
the comments might reasonably 
perceive them to be anti-Semitic”3 (my 
emphasis).

In reality, of course, this is a 
Zionist’s wet dream of a definition. Not 
surprisingly, it is also pretty close to the 
definition that the JLM has been fighting 
for - and which the NEC and Labour 
Party conference 2018 actually rejected.

The JLM’s efforts here are based on a 
misapplication of the recommendations 
of the MacPherson report (produced 
after the racist murder of black 
teenager Stephen Lawrence in 1993). 
MacPherson recommended that, when 
a victim or someone else perceives 
an attack or hate incident as racially 
motivated, then the police must record it 
as such: ie, as possibly racially motivated. 
Pro-Zionist organisations in and outside 
the Labour Party have been working 
hard to change this into something quite 
different. The JLM, for example, tried 
to force through a rule change at the 
2018 Labour conference, which wanted 
a “hate incident” to be “defined as 
something where the victim or anyone 
else think it was motivated by hostility 
or prejudice based on disability, race, 

religion, transgender identity or sexual 
orientation” (our emphasis).

The compromise formulation 
eventually adopted by the NEC (and 
subsequently by conference) enshrines 
the need for some kind of - you know 
- evidence: “… any incident which in 
their view might reasonably be seen to 
demonstrate hostility or prejudice based 
on disability, race ... ”4 Again, the party 
would have a hard time proving Jackie’s 
guilt with this definition. And in the end 
they decided to throw her out on charges 
of “misconduct” instead, and thereby 
also discovered a certain “pattern of 
behaviour” - ie, she just would not shut 
up! This does not bode well for Chris 
Williamson MP, who is also charged 
with a “pattern of behaviour”.

The final straw for Jackie came with 
the panel’s refusal to allow her to read 
out a “brief opening address”. The panel 
had to adjourn the meeting to discuss 
with its four lawyers and their assistants 
what to do about such an incredible 
outlandish demand. Despite announcing 
that this would be an “informal meeting” 
and that Jackie should call the NCC’s 
Russell Cartwright by his “first name”, it 
was not quite informal enough to allow 
her the chance to make a brief statement.

Leftwing?
And that despite the fact that the 
panel looked - from the outset - like 
a leftwing one. Russell Cartwright is 
treasurer of the Campaign for Labour 
Party Democracy (we hear that some 
of his CLPD comrades are far from 
happy that he took on this role). Anna 
Dyer, who is actually the interim chair 
of the NCC, is described by the Jewish 
Chronicle as a “Unite union activist”. 
We must confess we know little about 
her or her politics, apart from the fact 
that she was elected to the NCC in 2017, 
thanks to a place on the so-called “left 
slate” put out by the Grassroots Centre 
Left Alliance.5 The GCLA is dominated 
by the CLPD and Momentum, and 
exists only to put forward ‘centre-left’ 
candidates in Labour internal elections. 
(‘Centre-left’ is a very stretchy term, of 
course. For years, the GCLA slate for the 
NEC featured Ann Black, who played a 
leading role in robbing thousands of 
members of a vote in the leadership 
elections, following the first coup 
attempt against Jeremy Corbyn.)

Momentum owner Jon Lansman 
and CLPD leader Pete Willsman have 
recently fallen out rather spectacularly, 
when Lansman dumped his comrade 
of 40 years over ridiculous allegations 
of playing down anti-Semitism (what 
else?). Lansman has, of course, now 
become a fully fledged witch-hunter; 
Willsman is, despite those allegations 

against him, very mealy-mouthed when 
it comes to the witch-hunt. The CLPD 
might have put out a brief statement in 
support of Chris Williamson MP, but it 
also sent out - uncritically and without 
comment - the old piece of advice by 
general secretary Jennie Formby that 
has mistakenly been interpreted as 
a ban on Labour Party branches and 
Constituency Labour Parties moving 
motions in support of Chris. Labour 
Against the Witchhunt has exposed this 
as fake news6 - but still Pete Willsman 
is refusing to correct his mistake, despite 
being urged to do so by LAW. In other 
words, many - if not most - of the 
candidates on the various ‘left slates’ 
have been, at the very least, questionably 
leftwing.

It is therefore not a huge surprise 
that the Jewish Chronicle describes 
Anna Dyer as, in fact, a rightwinger 
and “having a reputation for being 
independent”. The paper writes that 
the third panellist - Alan Tate from the 
Communication Workers Union, who 
“is reported to be ‘undecided’ on the 
allegations” - is “likely to be the casting 
vote on Ms Walker’s conduct”.7

So the Jewish Chronicle placed Dyer 
on the right, Cartwright on the left and 
Tate in the centre. It is a sad testament 
to the politics of the GCLA that it 
supported somebody that even the JC 
thinks can be relied upon to expel Jackie 
Walker on baseless charges.

We are also less than impressed 
with the conduct of Russell Cartwright. 
He was on the NCC panel that back in 
2017 found Ken Livingstone guilty of 
three charges of “bringing the party into 
disrepute” and decided to extend his 
suspension for another year. This was 
no doubt supposed to be some clever 
plan to sneak Livingstone back into 
the party 12 months later and to avoid 
his expulsion (which Rose Burley, the 
rightwinger on Livingstone’s NCC 
panel had demanded). But, of course, 
by then the campaign to equate anti-
Zionism with anti-Semitism had grown 
so massively that Livingstone had no 
chance. Rightwingers were furious 
over the impending readmission and 
Livingstone resigned in the face of a 
massive media shit-storm. Clearly, by 
conceding that Livingstone was guilty, 
the NCC panel had helped to seal his 
fate.

Maybe the ‘leftwingers’ on Jackie 
Walker’s panel would have tried 
something similarly ‘clever’. We will 
never know. Testing this out and thereby 
exposing the CLGA’s deeply flawed 
methods of supporting ‘centre-left’ 
candidates might have been one of the 
few advantages of Jackie sitting through 
her two-day disciplinary hearing. Some 
might argue that, by walking out, she let 
the panel and the party off the hook.

But no doubt the outcome would 
have been the same in any case. By 
exposing the total lack of natural justice 
at the heart of her case with a fantastic, 
spirited party of well over 100 people 
outside her hearing, she has certainly 
gone out with a very loud bang. We 
doubt this will be the last we hear of 
Jackie Walker … l

LAW LOBBY

Notes
1. www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-6841057/
Shadow-chancellor-John-McDonnells-anti-
Semitic-ally-expelled-MPs-warn.html.
2. www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/
campaigns/press-release-by-jackie-walker-denied-
right-to-speak-in-her-own-defence.
3. Ibid.
4. http://labourpartymarxists.org.uk/humpty-
dumpty-and-anti-semitism.
5. https://labourlist.org/2017/09/left-slate-wins-
huge-victory-in-race-for-key-labour-committee.
6. www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/
campaigns/there-is-no-ban-on-moving-motions-
in-support-of-chris-williamson-mp.
7. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/long-suspended-
labour-activist-jackie-walker-will-not-face-any-
antisemitism-charges-1.482124.

After Jackie walked out of her kangaroo court hearing
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 Time to end the tailism
With the United Kingdom in the grip of a profound constitutional crisis, Jack Conrad says the left must 
reject referendums as a matter of principle. Instead we need our own programme and our own tactics

People’s Vote claimed a million 
for its March 23 London 
demonstration.1 Amongst those 

who spoke were Justine Greening 
(Tory), Nicola Sturgeon (Scottish 
National Party), David Lammy 
(Labour), Jo Swinson (Liberal 
Democrat) … and Tom Watson. He 
is, of course, principal sponsor of the 
social democratic group of Labour 
MPs, and, amazingly still occupies 
the office of Labour’s deputy leader. 
A few days later, the ‘Revoke article 
50’ petition shot pass the 5.5 million 
mark - an all-time record. Meanwhile, 
Keir Starmer, shadow Brexit secretary, 
successfully levered Jeremy Corbyn 
into backing a second ‘ratification’ 
referendum. And, with MPs having 
‘taken over’ the Brexit process, Theresa 
May’s deal now faces a dizzying array 
of alternatives: option M, a second 
“confirmatory” referendum; option B, 
a no-deal exit; option J, leave the EU 
but with a customs union; option K, a 
Norway + customs union and a trade 
alignment with the EU; option H, join 
EFTA but without a customs union; 
option D Common Market 2.0; option 
L, cancel article 50; option O, extend 
article 50. Of course, not one of them 
gained a majority. 

If a settled consensus does 
eventually emerge, then it will surely 
require a fully functional executive to 
carry through renewed negotiations 
with the European Union to the 
point of fruition. Can it be headed by 
Theresa May? Surely not. Indeed she 
had already promised to stand down 
... if her deal is agreed. But, of course, 
the Tories are hopelessly split. The 
European Research Group operates 
as a party within a party. Remainer 
Tories threaten to split if Boris Johnson 
replaces Theresa May as Tory leader. 
As for the DUP it remains wedded, at 
least for the moment, to the ‘no, no, no’ 
mantra of its founder, Ian Paisley.

Added together, things point to 
at least the possibility of a national 
government. It would have to consist of 
a good section of both Tory and Labour 
MPs (and maybe, and not just for show, 
the Lib Dems, the Independent Group 
and SNP). Objectively, the People’s 
Vote is a campaign for such an outcome.

Launched in April 2018 by 
Chuka Umunna, Anna Soubry, Layla 
Moran and Caroline Lucas, People’s 
Vote demands another referendum. 
That, of course, is its stated objective. 
Yet, given the present fog of 
uncertainty, there is no longer a clear, 
simple, binary choice. Hence, People’s 
Vote maps out three strands of options: 
(1) a deal, no deal, or staying in the 
EU referendum; (2) a single two-
way question - negotiated deal versus 
‘remain’, negotiated deal versus no 
deal, no deal versus ‘remain’; (3) a two-
question referendum - negotiated deal 
versus no deal, ‘remain’ versus no deal, 
‘leave’ versus ‘remain’.2

Abject
People’s Vote is, of course, the flagship 
of a veritable armada: European 
Movement, Labour for a People’s 
Vote, Best for Britain, Best for Europe, 
Healthier IN the EU, Open Britain, Our 
Future Our Choice, Scientists for EU 
and Wales for Europe. All work closely 
together under the overall direction of 
the Grassroots Coordinating Group - 
which also includes under its umbrella 
the All-Party Parliamentary Group on 
European Relations. Chuka Umunna of 
the Independent Group is the officially 
registered chair. Tongue-in-cheek, this 
network of ‘grassroots’ organisations 
has been dubbed ‘project GCHQ’ by 
leading staff.

However, the campaign boasts 
offices not in Cheltenham, but on the 
first floor of Millbank Tower - just a 
few minutes’ walk from parliament 
and the TV studios at 4 Millbank. 
There are said to be 150 affiliated 
local groups and 500,000 individual 
supporters. Together The Guardian
and The Independent act as their 
collective organisers, agitators and 
propagandists. George Soros’s Open 
Society Foundation has donated more 
than £800,000 to anti-Brexit causes 
(including £400,000 to Best for Britain, 
£182,000 to European Movement 
UK and £35,000 to Scientists for 
EU).3 Topping that though, Julian 
Dunkerton - co-founder of the fashion 
label, Superdry - handed People’s Vote 
a cool £1 million in August 2018: he 
wanted and got a polling blitz.4

Clearly no-one on the principled 
left should have anything to do with 
People’s Vote. Marching alongside the 
Lib Dems, the Labour hard right, TIG 
splitters, Tory rebels and Green naives 
is to march in the interests of big capital 
and a national government. Ditto, 
promoting subsidiary organisations - 
eg, Labour for a People’s Vote - is to 
constitute oneself a junior partner. But, 
pathetically, that is exactly what Clive 
Lewis (shadow treasury minister), Kate 
Osamor (till December 2018 shadow 
international development minister) 
and Marsha de Cordova (shadow work 
and pensions minister) have done. So 
has Dave Prentis (Unison), Tim Roache 
(GMB) and Manuel Cortes (TSSA). 
So has Open Labour, Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, Socialist Resistance 
and Left Unity.

The embodiment of such abject 
opportunism is Another Europe is 
Possible. Its perspectives are thoroughly 
reformist; its attitudes craven, tailist and 
accommodating. AEIP’s stated aim is to 
“work across party lines” on the basis 
of campaigning for “democracy, human 
rights and social justice”. “Brexit,” says 
AEIP, “is a national disaster for Britain.” 
In that bipartisan spirit, AEIP promotes 
a range of anaemic establishment 
politicians, charity-mongers, liberal 
journalists, Keynesian economists and 
trade union functionaries. A recent panel 
included The Guardian’s Zoe Williams, 
Green MP Caroline Lucas, Greek 
finance minister Euclid Tsakalotos, 
Portuguese prime minister António 
Costa and Asad Rehman, executive 
director of War on Want.

Interestingly, there are bitter 
opponents of the CPGB who share 
our basic assessment. The AWL’s 
Martin Thomas describes AEIP as an 
“NGO operation” and dismisses the 
“mostly rubbish speakers they choose”. 
Then there is the “head honcho”, Luke 

Cooper, “who is only very soft left, if 
left at all.”5

AEIP bemoans what it considers to 
be a loss of “faith” across Europe for 
the “project of unity” and the ability 
of “European democracies to deliver 
social justice by working together 
for the common good”. AEIP wants 
to “rebuild this hope”. Reviving 
illusions in the capitalist states of 
Europe combines with a treacherous 
endorsement of the EU’s supposed 
“core values” of “peace, democracy 
and ever closer union”. Doubtless, 
Konrad Adenauer, Jean Monnet and 
Robert Schuman would have approved.

Communists, by contrast, strive 
might and main to expose the class 
reality of the capitalist states of Europe. 
How what passes for democracy 
serves as a means of mass deception. 
How democracy is limited, hollowed 
out and always countered by all 
manner of checks and balances. How 
the EU capitalist states act to uphold 
wage-slavery and the global system of 
exploitation. Naturally, we advocate 
reforms. The struggle to win them 
organises and trains the working class. 
But the aim is to overthrow each and 
every capitalist state through closely-
coordinated revolutionary action. 
Suffice to say, that does not mean 
perfecting, but defying, violating and 
finally sweeping aside, the European 
constitution.

AEIP, in fact, provides a 
“progressive left” flank for People’s 
Vote and therefore the interests of 
anti-Brexit big capital. Unsurprisingly, 
given such services, AEIP has received 
some substantial financial grants and 
donations. Figures for February 2016 
to May 2017 reveal £45,000 from the 
Joseph Rowntree Reform Trust, £2,000 
from a certain C Lucas, £4,000 from 
LUSH Ltd, £5,000 from N Marks, 
£5,000 from Open Democracy and 
£2,000 from Unison.

Note, the “values” of the Joseph 
Rowntree Reform Trust “are rooted 
in liberalism and Quakerism”. Its 
board of directors is stuffed full of 
Liberal Democrats. LUSH Ltd is a 
privately owned cosmetics company 
committed to ‘ethical’ capitalism. 
Open Democracy is a political website 
funded by a number of “philanthropic” 
organisations, including George Soros’s 
Open Society Initiative for Europe, the 
Mott Foundation, Joseph Rowntree 
Charitable Trust, Ford Foundation, 
David and Elaine Potter Foundation, 
LUSH, Andrew Wainwright Trust 
and the Network for Social Change. 
And from June 2017 to May 2018 the 
Joseph Rowntree Reform Trust upped 
its AEIP contribution to £75,000 … 
more recently still, George Soros 

chipped in with £70,000.

Parallel
The more stupid amongst AEIP’s 
paid employees, partisans, allies and 
dupes claim that taking such money 
is essentially no different from the 
Bolshevik leaders, Vladimir Lenin and 
Gregory Zinoviev - along with a range 
of other leftwing Russian émigrés - 
negotiating with the German authorities 
to travel from their Swiss exile back to 
revolutionary Russia in 1917.

There is, in fact, no such parallel. 
The Bolshevik leaders did not agree 
to opt for Germany over Russia in the 
inter-imperialist war. Getting Lenin 
and Zinoviev back to Russia suited 
the German high command - that 
much is true. But the only condition 
the Russian revolutionaries agreed 
to was trying to secure the release of 
a corresponding number of captured 
Germans (a common practice between 
the belligerent powers).

And, needless to say, Lenin and 
Zinoviev in no way compromised their 
commitment either to a democratic 
peace or the overthrow of Europe’s 
crowned heads. No German gold was 
accepted - that despite the numerous 
offers made by Alexander Parvus (a 
leading figure on the German far left, 
who became a key conduit for regime-
change funds provided by the kaiser 
government).

Accepting money from individual 
capitalists is not automatically wrong, 
corrupting or treacherous. The cause of 
working class self-liberation wins all 
manner of fine people to its ranks. Eg, 
the reluctant capitalist, Frederick Engels. 
The Bolsheviks too had their rich donors. 
What counts, what decides the matter is 
whether or not there is an unbending 
commitment to uphold the Marxist 
programme. True for the Bolsheviks, but 
hardly the case with AEIP.

AWL leader Martin Thomas 
concludes that “the [AEIP] operation 
is run so as to get money from Soros”. 
In other words, AEIP exists for the sake 
of AEIP. In receipt of a “lavish supply 
of money”, AEIP boasts a “relatively 
large paid staff”. Amongst those on 
a “lot of money for short hours” are, 
though, he admits, AWL chums such as 
Michael Chessum and Ed Maltby.

The Weekly Worker has rightly 
rounded on the acceptance of Soros 
money. It shows that AEIP is more 
than acceptable to bourgeois liberal 
opinion. Yet, revoltingly, descending 
to the level of the gutter press, 
defensively, wracked by guilt, AEIP 
paid employees, volunteers, allies and 
dupes have responded with utterly 
baseless accusations of conspiracy-
mongering and anti-Semitism. Just 

like Viktor Orbán, Breitbart News and 
Glenn Beck, AEIP paid employees, 
volunteers, allies and dupes highlight 
Soros’s Jewish background (he was 
born in 1930 in Hungary to well-off 
anti-Semitic Jewish parents).

In the context of Brexit, Soros’s 
Jewish heritage is totally irrelevant, 
except in so far as his horrendous 
experiences of the 1940s inform 
his liberal world outlook and 
heartfelt detestation of blood-and-
soil nationalism and Stalinite ‘official 
communism’ alike. In London, as 
a young man, he was famously a 
devoted pupil of the anti-Marxist 
philosopher, Karl Popper. What matters 
to us, though, is that Soros is one of the 
world’s richest men: he is a capitalist 
magnate and currency speculator with 
a personal fortune estimated at some $8 
billion (his foundation is worth some 
$18 billion).

Far right
It is still unlikely that there will be a 
second referendum. The bulk of the 
Conservative Party in parliament will 
not go for it … though the Tories are 
exceedingly glad that Jeremy Corbyn 
has fallen into that particular elephant 
trap. Yet imagine, for one moment, that 
People’s Vote succeeds. What would 
the result be? Labour, presumably, is 
hammered in any subsequent general 
election: seven in every 10 of Labour’s 
constituencies voted ‘leave’ in June 
2016. Meanwhile, though opinion polls 
show clear majorities wanting a “say” 
on any final Brexit deal, the actual 
result, if there was a second referendum, 
is far from certain. The latest Survation 
polls (February 18 and March 15) are 
extremely narrow: 47% ‘remain’ and 
44% ‘leave’; 51% ‘remain’ and 45% 
‘leave’; don’t knows were 8% and 4% 
respectively).6

Both Tony Blair and Justine 
Greening therefore argue for a multiple-
choice referendum (obviously in order 
to guarantee their desired result). Eg, 
choice one: agree with Theresa May’s 
Brexit terms negotiated with Michel 
Barnier and the EU 27; choice two, 
leave the EU without an agreement; 
choice three: remain in the EU. In other 
words, soft Brexit, hard Brexit and no 
Brexit.

Through perpetuating such a 
blatantly dishonest trick, argues David 
Jeffrey, a lecturer in politics at Liverpool 
university, it is theoretically possible for 
just 34% of voters to decide the “winning 
option”.7 Such a referendum would see 
two bitterly opposed ‘leave’ camps and a 
comparatively aloof ‘remain’ campaign. 
The prediction being that on the Brexit 
side issues of principle will clash and 
end up in a hopeless muddle.

If a preferential vote is added to 
the formula, then the least popular 
choice would be eliminated and there 
would be a run-off between the last 
two questions. Voters would be asked 
to rate in order choices 1, 2 and 3 … 
and, so ‘remain’ would, so goes the 
calculation, emerges the winner with 
over 50% of the vote.

Even barring such transparent forms 
of cheating, say ‘remain’ narrowly 
won in a straightforward two-option 
referendum, what do we expect the 
49% (or whatever) - ie, those who want 
to leave the EU - to do?

There are those on the left - many 
of them good people - who believe that 
Brexit represents an existential threat. 
Brexit, they say, points squarely in the 
direction of a low-tax, low-regulation, 
low-rights economy. The working 
class can only but suffer. Already 
Brexit has made Britain poorer, 
reduced investment and squeezed the 
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tax revenues vital for public services. 
Migrants and minorities get the blame.

So play down the EU’s anti-
trade union laws; play down the 
constitutional commitment to the 
market and neoliberalism; play down 
the barbaric austerity imposed on Spain, 
Portugal and Greece; play down the 
far-right governments in Italy, Poland, 
Hungary and Austria; play down the 
centrifugal forces pulling the whole 
project apart. It is absolutely vital, say 
the left remainers, to fall in behind Tom 
Watson, Chuka Umunna and Vince 
Cable, in order to defeat Brexit.

But will the forces of chauvinism and 
xenophobia easily surrender? The Daily 
Telegraph, the Express, The Sun, the 
Tory right, Ulster Unionists, the Brexit 
Party, Ukip, Britain First, the Football 
Lads Alliance will surely bang the 
“grand betrayal” drum as loudly as 
they can.8 Barry Gardiner, Labour’s 
shadow foreign trade minister, has 
warned that a second referendum 
would boost the far right and could lead 
to “civil disobedience”.9 In a similar 
vein, Andrew Duff, a former Lib Dem 
MEP, claims that another referendum 
might “even pitch the country into 
a revolutionary situation”.10 Such 
fears are not entirely baseless. The far 
right will passionately argue that the 
‘leave’ campaign won the June 2016 
referendum fair and square. That the 
votes of 17.4 million people have 
been scorned, treated with contempt. 
That Britain remains shackled to 
Europe as a “colony” because of a 
sinister conspiracy involving Brussels 
bureaucrats, George Soros, Whitehall 
mandarins, the self-serving political 
elite, the City, big business, trade union 
bosses … and their leftwing allies.

Sinclair Lewis chose the ironic 
title It can’t happen here for his 1935 
bestselling novel. The plot line has 
a charismatic and crazily ambitious 
American politician, Berzelius ‘Buzz’ 
Windrip, promoting traditional 
Christian values, winning the trust 
of the wealthy, denouncing Jews, 
fuelling hatred for Mexicans and 
promising impoverished electors 
instant prosperity. In short, America 
will be made great again. Buzz easily 
defeats Franklin Delano Roosevelt in 
the presidential race and goes on to 
establish a horribly autocratic regime: 
Congress and the supreme court 
are emasculated. “Irresponsible and 
seditious elements” are physically 
crushed by the Minute Men - a ruthless 
paramilitary force, acting under the 
direct command of the president. Many 
thousands are interned and many more 
flee north to Canada.

Could it happen here? Following the 
script carefully crafted by the master of 
the dark political arts, election ‘guru’ 
Sir Lynton Crosby, Alexander Boris 
de Pfeffel Johnson - otherwise known 
by the mononym ‘Boris’ - has skilfully 
positioned himself over Brexit and on 
well chosen occasions has blown the 
anti-Muslim dog whistle: “letter box” 
and “bank robbers”. He is, as a result, 
hugely popular amongst the “fruitcakes, 
loonies and closet racists” who make 
up the Tory rank and file ... and, given 
a contest, it is they who make the final 
decision. Johnson will get their votes.

Within the next few weeks, or 
maybe a couple of months, Johnson 
expects May to finally fall on her 
sword. Then will come his leadership 
bid. If he can secure enough Tory MPs 
to get into the final two-horse run-off - a 
big ask - Johnson would win by a mile. 
Not Sajid Javid. Not Andrea Leadsom.  
Meanwhile, a Labour Party led by 
Jeremy Corbyn - a Labour Party that 
has been manoeuvred, albeit against his 
better judgement, into a commitment 
to hold a second referendum - would 
surely find itself vulnerable.

Not that our objection to a second 
EU referendum is based on getting 
Jeremy Corbyn into No10 or appeasing 
Boris Johnson, Jacob Rees-Mogg, 
Nigel Farage, etc. True, the popular 
support base enjoyed by the Brexiteers 
has to be won over. It is surely stupid 

to dismiss the 51% who voted ‘leave’ 
in June 2016 as a single reactionary 
bloc. The same goes for the 49% who 
voted ‘remain’. They do not constitute 
a single progressive bloc.

Undemocratic
Referendums, by their very nature, 
are undemocratic. They bypass 
representative institutions and serve, 
in general, to fool enough of the 
people, enough of the time.  And yet 
referendums have the great virtue 
of appearing to be the epitome of 
democracy. That explains why Harold 
Wilson, Tony Blair and David Cameron 
have used them. Complex issues are 
simplified, drained of nuance, reduced 
to a crude choice that cuts across class 
loyalties. Hence, today, one half of the 
working class is found in the ‘leave’ 
camp, while the other half is with 
‘remain’.

Our objections to referendums 
are principled and long-standing. 
The CPGB opposed the operation in 
relation to the ‘Vote for the crook, not 
for the fascist’ presidential election in 
France in 2002. Before that the CPGB 
urged an active boycott of Tony Blair’s 
1997 referendum in Scotland. Then 
the 1998 Good Friday referendum in 
Ireland and the Scottish independence 
referendum of 2014. All offered a 
bogus choice. In June 2016 the CPGB 
called for an active boycott. Admittedly 
our results were very modest - 25,000 
spoilt ballot papers. (Note, the Socialist 
Workers Party seems to have recently 
been won around to considering an 
“active abstention”, given a second 
referendum.11)

Needless to say, David Cameron’s 
objective in 2016 was not to give 
power to the people. On the contrary, 
he calculated on outflanking Ukip, 
wrong-footing Labour, satisfying his 
Europhobes … and hanging on as 
prime minister. No reason, therefore, to 
give him any support whatsoever.

Antonio Gramsci, writing in June 
1921, can usefully be cited here:

The communists are … on principle 
opposed to the referendum, since 
they place the most advanced and 
active workers, who make the 
greatest sacrifices, on the same 
plane as the most lazy, ignorant and 
idle workers. If one wants direct, 
individual consultations, then this 
must take place in assemblies, after 
an organised debate, and a vote must 
presuppose knowledge of what is at 
stake and a sense of responsibility.12

However, it ought to be emphasised, 
this general principle does not 
translate into automatically refusing 
to call for a referendum vote under all 
circumstances; nor does it translate 
into a general principle of always 
responding to a referendum organised 
by our enemies with a corresponding 
call for an active boycott. To vote 
this way or that way, to set about an 
active boycott campaign, etc, is always 
a tactical decision.

Eg, the CPGB urged a ‘yes’ vote 
in Ireland’s May 2015 referendum on 
gay marriage - the same with Ireland’s 
May 2018 referendum on abortion. 
And, in the UK, while being critical 
of the Liberal Democrat proposal for 
reforming the parliamentary voting 
system, we called for a ‘yes’ vote in 
the May 5 2011 referendum. Despite 
the glaring inadequacies, our judgment 
was that, on balance, getting rid of 
the ‘wasted vote’ syndrome would 
be a “small gain” and provide better 
conditions for the left to develop than 
the first-past-the-post system. Needless 
to say, the CPGB is programmatically 
committed to a thorough-going 
proportional representation system, 
party lists and the right of the party to 
recall MPs, MEPs, councillors, etc.

However, our principled opposition 
to referendums stands. They are not 
a higher form of democracy than the 
election of well-tested working class 
representatives, Marxist politics and 

extensive public debate. Referendums, 
on the contrary, tend to divide the 
working class, weaken its party spirit 
and produce the strangest of bedfellows.

In terms of our tradition, things 
unmistakably date back to Karl Marx 
and Frederick Engels. The Marx-
Engels team knew all about the 
undemocratic nature of referendums, 
especially given their comrades bitter 
experience of Louis Bonaparte and his 
‘self-coup d’état’ in 1851, and then his 
self-elevation to emperor in 1852 (each 
autocratic power-grab being legitimised 
by a referendum). Bonaparte went on 
to impose press censorship, restrict 
demonstrations and public meetings, 
savagely repress political opponents 
(mainly red republicans) and force 
thousands into exile - amongst them the 
celebrated writer, Victor Hugo. Initially 
a supporter, Hugo furiously denounced 
Bonaparte’s referendums as a means to 
“smother men’s minds”.13 In the same 
defiant spirit, George Sand (Amantine 
Lucile Aurore Dupin) damned 
referendums as “an infamous snare”.14

Marx and Engels, along with their 
co-thinkers, Jules Guesde and Paul 
Lafargue, presented their alternative 
to the post-1871 third republic - 
in essence a reformed version of 
Bonapartism - in the minimum section 
of the Programme of the Parti Ouvrier. 
Here it is explained that the creation of 
a workers’ party “must be pursued by 
all the means the proletariat has at its 
disposal, including universal suffrage, 
which will thus be transformed from 
the instrument of deception that it 
has been until now into an instrument 
of emancipation”. The party will 
fight for the confiscation of church 
wealth; removing restrictions on the 
press, meetings, organisations, etc; 
and abolishing the standing army and 
replacing it with the “general arming of 
the people”.15

The Marx-Engels position of 
opposing referendums became 
the common sense of the Second 
International, including both its far left 
and its far right. Arturo Labriola, the 
Italian syndicalist, wrote his Contro 
il referendum in 1897. He castigated 
referendums as a cruel trick. In 1911 
Ramsay MacDonald, Labour leader 
and future prime minister, came out 
in similar terms: referendums are “a 
clumsy and ineffective weapon, which 
the reaction can always use more 
effectively than democracy, because it, 
being the power to say ‘no’, is far more 
useful to the few than the many”.16

Note, the still widely venerated 
constitutional theorist, AV Dicey, 
promoted an all-UK referendum 
in the 1890s as a means to scupper 
Irish home rule - Ulster Unionists ran 
with his referendum proposal and 
demanded that it be integrated into the 
constitution; in 1910 Stanley Baldwin 
included the promise of a referendum 
over tariff reform in the Tory manifesto, 
and challenged the Liberals do the same 
with Irish home rule; in 1911 Lord 
Balfour tabled his ‘People Bill’ in the 
House of Lords, allowing 200 MPs to 
petition the crown for a referendum and 
thereby potentially block unwelcome 
government legislation; in 1913 
Lord Curzon floated a referendum 
as a democratic way to prevent the 
extension of the franchise to women; 
and, as the reform bill giving women 
over 30 the vote was passing through 
parliament in 1918, 53 peers wrote 
to The Times urging a referendum.17

However, there were those useful 
idiots on the left who were attracted 
to the idea of referendums and the 
right of the people to initiate them. 
Karl Kautsky, the celebrated pope of 
Marxism, chose Moritz Rittinghausen, 
a German social democrat, as his main 
polemical target over the issue.18

Kautsky’s Parliamentarism, direct 
legislation by the people and social 
democracy (1893) was designed to shoot 
down referenda nostrums and uphold 
the strategic  perspective outlined in his 
hugely influential commentary on the 
Erfurt programme, known in English 

as The class struggle (1892). Even if 
referendums could replace existing 
representative institutions, as extreme 
‘against elections’ advocates still want, 
this would represent not a step forward 
for democracy, but a step backward.

Kautsky fields three main 
arguments.
l Firstly, he stresses that there are very 
few situations where there is a simple 
binary choice in politics. Eg, even 
assuming that there is a straightforwardly 
‘right thing to do’, it is rarely obvious 
what that is. Very frequently, there is not 
a choice to be made between options 1 
or 2, but options 1 to 7 and within these 
options, 1 (a) (i), 1 (a) (ii), 1 (b) … and 
so on and so forth. To reach a decision, 
then, it is necessary to reduce the range of 
options. That is, of course, why Kautsky 
advocates extending representative 
democracy and the process of debate, 
motions, detailed votes and binding 
legislation.
l Secondly - and this is no less 
important - Kautsky wanted to 
strengthen the system of party politics. 
In the transition period between 
capitalism and communism, it is, he 
said, vital for the broad mass of the 
population to think about, to organise 
around and to vote for competing party 
outlooks. That has the advantage of 
bringing to the fore class divisions. 
Referendums, on the other hand, have 
the disadvantage of blurring, overriding, 
deflecting the fundamental conflict in 
society between class and class, and the 
respective conflict between party and 
party: precisely the opposite of what 
Marxists want to see.
l Thirdly, Kautsky stresses the point 
that Marxists strive - particularly 
through their emphasis on a working 
class party - to bring about a situation 
in which the state is as weak and the 
people are as strong and organised as 
possible. He draws a vital distinction 
between, on the one hand, ‘the people’ 
as an unorganised mass, who do not 
think about national or global issues 
in a coherent fashion; and ‘the people’ 
organised into, or by, a workers’ party. 
One is to be the perpetual victim of lies, 
fraud and humbug. The other readies 
itself as the future ruling class.

Memory loss
The reason why the left has largely 
forgotten the history of opposing 
referendums in the name of extending 
representative democracy surely stems 
from a number of factors. Above all, 
though, it must be the general decline in 
political culture. A working knowledge 
of Marxist theory, socialist literature 
and the history of the revolutionary 
movement can no longer be taken for 
granted. There is certainly no common 
understanding of the necessity of a 
minimum programme and emphasising 
the battle to win democracy.

Once there were mass Marxist 
parties; now we have a plethora of 
leftwing confessional sects. They 
produce little or nothing worthwhile in 
terms of ideas. True, the Labour Party 
has well over 550,000 members, but 
while Labour has always had plenty of 
socialists in its ranks, it has never been 
a real socialist party. Disgracefully, we 
are still lumbered with the managerial 
guff Tony Blair substituted for the 
old clause four in 1995. However, the 
old clause four, agreed in 1918, was 
socialist in name only. What the Fabian 
socialist, Sidney Webb, produced was 
a recipe for a British empire version 
of state capitalism: colonial peoples 
would remain nationally oppressed; 
workers would remain wage-slaves.

An unacknowledged Fabian 
socialism survives in the form of 
Momentum, the Labour Representation 
Committee, Labour Briefing (Original), 
Campaign for Labour Party Democracy, 
etc. Take the all too frequent claim that 
a Labour government can deliver full 
employment, an equal society and an 
economy that works for all. Impossible, 
of course, without abolishing the 
capitalist system. Showing that will 
never happen, certainly not with a 

Corbyn-led government, we already 
have the criminal silence over the 
ongoing ‘Anti-Zionism equals anti-
Semitism’ witch-hunt, the backtracking 
on Trident and the craven appeasement 
of rightwing Labour MPs.

We are absolutely clear. Our goal 
is a Labour Party that, in the words 
of Keir Hardie, can “organise the 
working class into a great, independent 
political power to fight for the coming 
of socialism”.19 We therefore campaign 
for the affiliation of all trade unions, the 
automatic reselection of MPs, a radical 
democratisation at every level and a rule 
change which would once again allow 
left, communist and revolutionary 
groups and parties to affiliate - as long 
as they do not stand against Labour in 
elections. Such changes can only but 
strengthen Labour as a federal party. 
Nowadays affiliated organisations 
include the Fabians, Christians on 
the Left, the Cooperative Party and, 
problematically, the Jewish Labour 
Movement and Labour Business. We 
say, encourage the Socialist Workers 
Party, Socialist Party in England and 
Wales, Left Unity, Socialist Appeal, 
the Morning Star’s Communist Party 
of Britain, etc, to become affiliated 
parties.

As a matter of urgency we support 
the adoption of a new clause four. Not 
a return to the old 1918 version. Labour 
should commit itself to “replacing 
the rule of capital with the rule of the 
working class”. Socialism

introduces a democratically planned 
economy, ends the ecologically 
ruinous cycle of production for 
the sake of production and moves 
towards a stateless, classless, 
moneyless society that embodies 
the principle, ‘From each according 
to their abilities, to each according 
to their needs’. Alone such benign 
conditions create the possibility of 
every individual fully realising their 
innate potentialities.20

Towards that end, Labour, as a united 
front of a special kind, would fight 
for democratic republic: abolish the 
standing army, the monarchy, the House 
of Lords and the state sponsorship of 
the Church of England - all must go. 
We likewise support a single-chamber 
parliament, proportional representation 
and annual elections. Labour would 
seek to win the active backing of 
the majority of people and to form a 
government on this basis.

Conceivably, that is what socialism 
in Britain will look like l
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Squirming on the hook
Howe Cheatem considers the trap ‘mainstream’ liberals have got themselves into through attempting to 
set up a prosecution of Donald Trump

On Sunday March 24 US 
attorney general William P Barr 
released his short summary 

of the Mueller report on alleged 
Russian ‘interference’ in the 2018 
US presidential election.1 The ‘take-
home’ is that the Russian government 
did intervene in the election, but that 
there was no evidence that Trump 
or his campaign colluded with this; 
and that, while various of Trump’s 
actions in the ensuing period could 
be characterised as ‘obstructing 
justice’, Mueller declined to make 
a judgement on whether they did 
amount to that, leaving it to Barr. 
And Barr, applying the criminal law 
standards of construction of the crime 
(strict) and proof (beyond reasonable 
doubt), concludes that there are no 
grounds for prosecution.

Trump’s interpretation of this 
story was, naturally enough, that he 
has been thoroughly vindicated. He 
accuses the senior security officials 
who have briefed against him of 
‘treason’ and “Democrats and the 
media” of “perpetuating the lie” of 
collusion with the Russians: “It was a 
false narrative,” and, ominously, “We 
can never let this happen to another 
president again.”2 (‘Ominously’, 
because it could only be prevented by 
further expanding presidential power 
and impunity.)

It is extremely unlikely that Barr 
is flat-out lying on the content of 
the Mueller report, since, if he was, 
he would rapidly be caught out. 
On this basis, the demands of the 
Democrats to see the full report are 
mere damage limitation. It will, no 
doubt, be interesting when (if) we get 
to see the full report. But it is unlikely 
to help the people who made charges 
against Trump which have not been 
sustained.

Another form of damage limitation 
appears in an article in The Atlantic, 
where security insiders and Democrats 
have briefed Natasha Bertrand of that 
paper that Mueller, as reported by Barr, 
“was very focussed on criminal-law 
standards and processes” and that “a 
counterintelligence investigation” (ie, 
on whether Trump was ‘compromised’ 
by dealing with the Russians) would 
have a wider aperture than a strict 
criminal inquiry ...”3

This is just squirming on the 
hook. The investigation was set up 
on the basis that there was something 
criminal involved; and do the 
Democrats really want to make a rule 
that presidential candidates have to 
be cleared by FBI counterintelligence 
staff before they can stand, or before 
they can take office?

They seem to have imagined that 
a serious investigation would find a 
‘smoking gun’, tying Trump either to 
Putin or to the various manipulations 
done on Trump’s behalf by lawyers 
and other agents. It has not, and none 
of what is alleged against Trump 
amounts to a Watergate burglary.

Two years ago I wrote an article 
in this paper under the title, ‘Put not 
your trust in judges’.4 The point of the 
article was to expose the illusions of 
the mainstream left in litigation as a 
form of political activity. The ‘Miller’ 
litigation, demanding that parliament 
had to invoke article 50 for exit 
from the EU, ended not with a bang, 
but a whimper, as the government 
only needed to pass a short act of 
parliament authorising article 50. The 
primary effect of the litigation was to 
allow the Brexiteer MPs and press to 
grandstand about judges as ‘enemies 

of the people’.
Indeed, the statutory authorisation 

of article 50 under the result of the 
litigation set up the present situation, 
where the default position is a no-
deal Brexit and Theresa May can 
run the clock down in the hope that 
the Parliamentary Labour Party will 
panic and allow Labour to be cast as 
representatives of the metropolitan 
elite opposing Brexit. Without the 
litigation and without a statute, the 
Brexiteers would now have fewer 
legal, timetable and political cards in 
their hands.

I made the point two years ago 
that the litigation over Trump’s 
‘Muslim travel ban’ would at most 
achieve temporary success and 
a modification of the ban, while 
allowing him to grandstand to his 
supporters as a guy who controls 
brown-skinned immigration, against 
the anti-democratic opposition of the 
liberals. So it proved, when in June 
2018 the US supreme court by a five-
four majority upheld the validity of 
the third version of the ‘Muslim ban’ 
(which removed some countries, and 
added non-Muslim Venezuela and 
North Korea, in order to make the 
travel ban look more political and less 
racial-religious).5

Meanwhile, of course, Trump 
has got onto the supreme court two 
far-right extremists - Neil Gorsuch 
and Brett Kavanaugh - making 
any future litigation less likely to 
succeed. For example, the court will 
probably decide that Republican 
gerrymandering is not illegal in cases 
to be heard this week, though the 
decisions will not be immediate.6

Principle
The Mueller investigation and the 
Democrats’ agitation around it is 
a worse case than either the Miller 
Brexit litigation or the litigation 
around the ‘Muslim travel ban’. The 
reason is that both of these cases 
were politically misguided attempts 
to use litigation to fight for genuine 
principles.

Miller no doubt hoped that if a 

vote was held in parliament, that 
would block the invocation of article 
50. This was a manoeuvre, rather 
than a fight for principle. But the 
principle that parliament, rather than 
the executive, should decide about a 
decision which will have a profound 
impact on the law was fundamentally 
important.7 The Brexiteers’ claims 
that it was undemocratic reflect 
their Bonapartist demagogy and the 
generally anti-democratic character 
of referenda. The problem was not 
the principle, but that the method 
of litigation was counterposed to an 
effective political mobilisation.

The litigation around the ‘Muslim 
travel ban’ was more transparently 
principled in its purpose. It was simply 
fighting against racism directed 
against ‘non-white’ migrants (under a 
pretence of religious ‘Islamophobia’, 
and this in turn under a pretence of 
‘anti-terrorism’). Again, the method 
of litigation served to facilitate racist 
demagogy and mobilisation and 
prevent anti-racist mobilisation.

But the Mueller investigation 
is a bad method pursued for bad 
demands. The method is trying to set 
up the conditions for a prosecution 
of Trump. For what? The allegation 
(not sustained) is that Trump, or 
actors in his campaign, colluded with 
the Russian state in its ‘fake news’ 
and related activities in support of 
Trump’s campaign (or against Hillary 
Clinton’s campaign); and then that 
Trump and his agents have run a 
cover-up (“obstruction of justice”).

So what have the liberals been 
demanding with this investigation? 
Not, certainly, that there should be 
an end to fake news and fraudulent 
media manipulations in connection 
with elections: they have been 
guilty of such conduct themselves 
and do not propose to get rid of the 
advertising-funded media that makes 
it work, or to set up an independent 
workers’ media to counter it.

Nor are they demanding the 
abolition of the Bonapartist office of 
president or of the tortuous electoral 
process which led to a (marginal) 

minority of the votes cast producing 
an electoral majority for Trump. 
Rather, the demand is simply that the 
Russian state (or, more particularly, 
persons associated with the Putin 
administration and likely to be 
connected to the Russian state) should 
not interfere in US elections.

The context of this interference, it 
should be remembered, is that Hillary 
Clinton’s electoral rhetoric was gung-
ho for war, both in the Middle East 
and in support of Ukraine against 
Russia.8 Trump was all over the place, 
but he suggested that he might take a 
more ‘realist’ approach to Russia in 
particular. His appearance of foreign 
policy ‘realism’ may, in fact, have 
won him the election.9

The context is also that the 
Israeli state absolutely routinely 
intervenes in US internal politics 
through its American Israel Public 
Affairs Committee lobby group. This 
case is particularly visible, because 
opponents want to blame Israel 
for a Middle East policy which is 
pretty certainly determined by US 
global geopolitical interests.10 But 
the point is not that the Israel lobby 
should be regarded as in some way 
more illegitimate than other lobbies: 
it is merely particularly visible. 
There are endless lobbies operating 
in Washington politics. It is to be 
assumed, therefore, that other foreign 
states attempt to intervene in US 
politics.

Why on earth should it be 
considered illegitimate for them 
to do so? After all, the US runs a 
military on a global scale, massively 
outweighing in spending and 
firepower of other states.11 It claims 
extraterritorial jurisdiction for its 
courts (to the point that in the past, 
the US’s close ally, the UK, has 
felt the need to impose sanctions 
against US claims for extraterritorial 
jurisdiction12). The US runs a series 
of state-sponsored NGOs, which 
pursue ‘regime change’ in various 
countries, and some of which 
have certainly attempted (not very 
successfully) to intervene in Russian 

elections.13

If the US is to claim in this way to 
rule the world, it inherently follows 
from any idea of democracy that the 
rest of the world should have a voice 
in US elections - and not just those 
states which the US itself chooses as 
favoured friends.

I do not mean by this to endorse the 
Russian disinformation operations in 
2016 - or any such behaviour with 
regard to elections. The point is that 
when liberals sought an enquiry into 
Russian ‘interference’ in 2016, and 
alleged ‘collusion’ from the Trump 
camp, they were not fighting for 
democracy at all. They were fighting 
for American nationalism.

And this liberal nationalism and 
warmongering will quite inevitably be 
outbid by the more open nationalism 
(coupled with dog-whistle racism 
and sexism) of the right. The Mueller 
inquiry was a litigation trap, but 
a litigation trap which would not 
merely promote the right’s demagogy 
against the left’s supposed elitism. 
It actually promoted the political 
ideology of the right.

The litigation traps have been 
the delusive policy of the liberals. 
The left proper - the workers’ 
movement - could pursue a policy of 
independently building an opposition 
to both the right and the liberals, 
and thereby counter the grassroots 
mobilisation of the churches, Tea 
Party, Trumpists, and so on, with a 
battle for an alternative politics.

So far, however, the left has 
tended to cling to the liberals, 
under the principle of the people’s 
front - or on the basis of the idea 
that defensive struggles come first, 
or that a ‘transitional approach’ is 
needed, which starts from the ideas 
which are currently fashionable. 
But clinging to the liberals will 
inevitably lead to us going down 
with their sinking ship. We need to 
chart an alternative and independent 
oppositional course - just as much in 
the US as in Europe l

USA
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Ever further to the right
In the Knesset election campaign, writes Tony Greenstein, the main parties are arguing about who will 
be more successful in getting rid of the Palestinians

In most western countries, 
political parties compete in 
general elections over issues 

such as taxation, nationalisation/
privatisation, poverty, etc. Those in 
most European countries, with the 
exception of avowedly racist parties 
of the far right, are inclusive of ethnic 
minorities and supporters of different 
religions and faiths. It is unknown 
in Europe, with the exception of the 
fascists, for parties to frame their 
arguments in terms of maintaining the 
demographic majority of one section 
of the population.

However, in Israel - the self-styled 
‘only democracy in the Middle East’ 
- politics are entirely different. You 
have Jewish parties and Arab parties. 
Only the Communist Party, the left 
coalition it heads, Hadash, and to a 
lesser extent the left-Zionist Meretz, 
have a mixed membership.

The other feature of Israeli politics 
is its political instability. Parties come 
and go at virtually every election 
and so it is with the forthcoming 
elections to the Knesset (parliament): 
Tzipi Livni’s Hatnuah (an offshoot 
of Kadima, which in 2009 was the 
largest party in the Knesset, latterly in 
alliance with the Israeli Labor Party) 
is set to disappear after the April 9 
vote. There have been a plethora of 
‘centrist’ parties (though in the Israeli 
context labels like ‘left’, ‘right’ and 
‘centrist’ are largely meaningless), 
from the old General Zionists, to 
Shinui, to Yesh Atid - each more 
rightwing than its predecessor.

And now, springing up out of 
nowhere, we have the ‘Blue and 
White’ alliance of the right-centrist 
Yesh Atid and Resilience. The latter is 
a new party formed by former general 
Benny Gantz, together with two other 
former chiefs of staff, Moshe Ya’alon 
and Gabi Ashkenazi. Not for nothing 
is it known as the Generals’ Party.

As Elizabeth Tsurkov of the 
liberal-Zionist Forward observed, 
“Campaign ads seem to be competing 
over which candidate has killed the 
most Palestinians.”1 This is what 
Labour politicians such as Emily 
Thornberry and Barry Gardiner call a 
“beacon of democracy”2 - presumably 
“democracy” means competing 
before voters over who can slaughter 
the most Arabs!

Likud’s Avi Dichter - a former 
director of Shin Bet, Israel’s 
equivalent of MI5 - put out a video 
which ends with: “A thousand mothers 
of terrorists will cry and my mother 
won’t” (in the minds of most Israelis 
every Palestinian is a terrorist). As for 
Gantz, he distributed an ad boasting 
of how many Palestinian militants had 
been killed in Gaza in 2014. Tsurkov 
correctly stated that these campaign 
statements “demonise, ridicule 
and belittle Palestinians, who are 
presented as a people without history, 
pathological liars and terrorists”. This 
is Israel today.

A  video put out by Likud’s deputy 
foreign minister, Tzipi Hotovely, 
shows her speaking in the Knesset, 
where she displayed a book filled 
with empty pages, which, she 
said, represented the history of the 
Palestinian people. An ad produced 
by culture minister Miri Regev, who 
once stated she is “happy to be a 
fascist”, refers to Palestinian citizens 
of Israel as a “Trojan horse”, and to 
the Joint List uniting several Arab 
parties as a “fifth column”. Those 
with a sense of history will remember 
that accusations of being a fifth 
column were a favourite in the days 

of McCarthyism.
During ‘Operation Protective 

Edge’ in 2014, Gantz boasted of 
sending Gaza back into “the Stone 
Age” (a boast that is not without 
foundation). But incredibly the current 
prime minister, Binyamin Netanyahu 
of Likud, who is playing the Arab card 
for all its worth, has accused Gantz 
and his party of being “leftists”.

In 2013 Yesh Atid obtained the 
second largest number of seats - 19 
- and entered into coalition with 
Netanyahu. In the 2015 election it fell 
back to 11 seats. It had been engaged 
in protracted negotiations with Benny 
Gantz regarding an electoral coalition 
until Netanyahu pressurised the far-
right Jewish Home party into allying 
with the neo-Nazi Otzma Yehudit. 
This resulted in the formation of the 
Blue and White party.3

Jewish Home’s central committee 
agreed to an electoral pact with 
Otzma Yehudit, which was given the 
fifth and eighth places on the joint 
slate, making it almost certain that 
one of its candidates, Michael Ben-
Ari, would be elected. However, the 
high court put a spanner in the works 
by banning Ari! But the party itself 
has not been banned and another of 
its candidates, Itamar Ben-Gvir, has 
been allowed to stand.

The actions of Netanyahu in 
seeking to unify the ultra-right 
with Otzma Yehudit has led to a 
backlash amongst diaspora Zionist 
organisations. As Phillip Weiss and 
Yossi Gurvitz note, “The outrage 
at Netanyahu over the move has 
been unprecedented.”4 Even the 
American Israel Public Affairs 
Committee (Aipac) has condemned 
this alliance,5 as has the American 
Jewish Committee, though this has 
not stopped Aipac from inviting 
Netanyahu to its forthcoming 
conference.

Netanyahu’s rationale was that 
Otzma Yehudit might, as in the 2013 
and 2015 elections, ‘waste’ votes by 
standing and thus imperil the election 
of a Likud government. His solution 
was for Jewish Home to form an 
electoral pact with Otzma Yehudit, 
because a party now needs 3.25% to 
enter the Knesset.

Jewish Home is already in an 
electoral alliance with Bezalel 
Smotrich’s Tkuma party. Smotrich 
describes himself as a “proud 
homophobe” and openly supports the 

segregation of Israel’s Arab citizens. 
He has defended the common practice 
of Israeli hospitals of separating 
Jewish and Arab women in maternity 
wards.

Another new party that is tipped 
to gain four seats in the Knesset 
is Zehut, led by a former far-right 
member of Likud, Moshe Feiglin. 
Zehut combines free-market policies, 
such as the privatisation of hospitals, 
with a libertarian attitude to the 
legalisation of cannabis. Feiglin was 
even too rightwing for Netanyahu - 
giving some indication of his politics, 
which verge on the genocidal.

Indictment
Israel’s general election is impossible 
to call at the moment, because there 
are a number of variables - not least 
the impact of Netanyahu’s indictment 
for corruption. The police long 
ago recommended that Netanyahu 
be charged, but, now that attorney 
general Avichai Mendelblit has done 
so, we cannot be certain how the 
electorate will react. In Israel nothing 
is guaranteed. In most countries 
this would be a death sentence for 
a candidate, but Israel is not most 
countries, and it would seem that 
Likud is only going to be marginally 
affected - recent polls have shown 
Netanyahu increasing his lead over 
Blue and White.

It is clear, however, that the Labor 
Party is heading for disaster - it is 
projected to win only eight seats. 
It formed every single government 
between 1948 and 1977, and also the 
1992 and 1999 administrations. It 
was last in a coalition government in 
2011. Since then Netanyahu has been 
in charge.

In 2017 Labor elected a new 
leader, Avi Gabbay, a former 
minister in Netanyahu’s government, 
who immediately succeeded in 
shifting Labor further to the right. 
Gabbay, who was chief executive 
of Israel’s largest company - the 
telecommunications giant, Bezeq 
International - from 2007 to 2014, 
supported Netanyahu’s attempt to 
deport Israel’s 40,000 black African 
refugees on the grounds that they 
were neither white nor Jewish. This 
is the pathetic level that Labor has 
sunk to - a party which now seems to 
have no purpose and no social base.

Gabbay at the beginning of the 
election campaign, in front of the 

TV cameras, publicly humiliated 
Tzipi Livni by announcing that 
their electoral pact was over. Livni, 
although a horrendous racist and 
a war criminal in her own right, 
is nonetheless seen as leftwing in 
Israeli terms - an indication of just 
how far to the right Israeli politics 
have shifted. But, if Gabbay thought 
he would receive an electoral 
boost from this, he was soon to be 
disappointed. The Labor ‘strategy’ 
of moving further and further to 
the right simply alienates Israelis 
with any kind of leftwing thinking 
without appeasing those on the right. 
He has yet to learn that, however far 
he shifts rightward, Netanyahu will 
do so even faster.

Netanyahu could well lead the 
next government. Gantz’s Blue and 
White, even if it receives the support 
of Labor and Meretz, will have only 
47 seats in the 120-seat Knesset. 
Netanyahu is likely to be able to form 
a coalition with the religious parties 
(estimated seats - 10) and the far right 
(17), giving him a clear majority.

Meanwhile the Zionist left is 
nowhere. Meretz, which originates 
in Ratz, the Civil Rights Party, and 
Mapam, the United Workers Party, 
had 12 seats between them in 1992. 
Today they have five and seem to 
be heading for around the same 
number this time. Mapam once 
talked of socialism, but it practised 
segregation. Its kibbutzim were 
Jewish-only and were established on 
the ruins of destroyed Arab villages.

In March 2018 Tamar Zandberg 
replaced Zehava Gal-On as leader 
of Meretz and since then it has 
focused mainly on peripheral topics, 
such as the environment, cannabis 
legalisation, and civil and gay 
marriage, to the exclusion of the 
major issue in Israel - the occupation 
of the West Bank and Gaza, and the 
racism and discrimination against 
Israel’s Palestinian citizens.

Zandberg is on record as stating 
that she would join a government 
coalition with Avigdor Lieberman’s 
Yisrael Beiteinu (if it clears the 
3.25% threshold for election under 
the proportional election system). 
Lieberman is an open advocate of the 
expulsion of Israel’s Arab population 
and the imposition of a loyalty oath 
on the non-Jewish population. 

Gal-On called this “flushing 
ideology down the toilet” - though, to 
be fair, Meretz has long ago dispensed 
with anything by way of ideology.

Split
The other major development is the 
splitting of the Arab-Jewish Joint 
List into two. Previously the Arab 
parties had run separately, but in 
2014 the threshold was raised from 
2% to 3.25%. The intention was 
to eliminate the Arab parties from 
the Knesset, but they responded by 
forming the Joint List. However, this 
time around there are two separate 
electoral alliances. Both have been 
projected to win seats, although it is 
possible that the new Balad-Ra’am 
alliance will not break through the 
3.25% barrier.

The communist-led Hadash has 
always had a Jewish member of the 
Knesset, even though it receives very 
few Jewish votes. The days have 
long since gone when Jewish voters 
elected communists. However, Ofer 
Cassif, Hadash’s current leader, is a 
far more dynamic than Dov Kheinin, 
his predecessor. He has had no 
hesitation in describing Israel today 

as politically similar to Nazi Germany 
in the 1930s.

In a lecture to his students, 
which was secretly recorded, he 
stated: “Those who refuse to see 
the similarities between what is 
happening in Israel, specifically in 
the past two years, and Germany in 
the 1930s have a problem and will be 
responsible for the potential situation 
of the state.”

Cassif has also called Ayelet 
Shaked, Israel’s ‘justice minister’ and 
a member of Jewish Home (now the 
United Right) a “filthy neo-Nazi” - 
which is about right.

Shaked has declared that Israel 
should abandon universal values of 
human rights in favour of “Jewish 
values” and that the Torah and 
halachah (religious laws) should 
form part of the jurisprudence of the 
legal system. She also called for the 
genocide of Palestinians in Gaza in a 
(now deleted) Facebook post,6 where 
she quoted the late Uri Elitzur, a 
close advisor of Netanyahu, who had 
said:

What’s so horrifying about 
understanding that the entire 
Palestinian people is the enemy? 
Every war is between two peoples, 
and in every war the people who 
started the war, that whole people, 
is the enemy ...

They are all enemy 
combatants, and their blood shall 
be on all their heads. Now this 
also includes the mothers of the 
martyrs, who send them to hell 
with flowers and kisses. They 
should follow their sons - nothing 
would be more just. They should 
go, as should the physical homes 
in which they raised the snakes. 
Otherwise, more little snakes will 
be raised there ...

There is nothing more just, and 
probably nothing more efficient. 
Every suicide attacker should 
know that he takes with him also 
his parents and his house and some 
of the neighbours. Every brave 
Um-Jihad who sends her son to 
hell should know she’s going with 
him, along with the house and 
everything inside it.7

Despite this, no doubt if Cassif had 
been a member of the Labour Party 
in Britain, he would have been 
suspended for ‘anti-Semitism’ - by 
pointing to the “similarities” between 
Israel and “Germany in the 1930s”, 
and by accusing the justice minister 
of being a “filthy neo-Nazi”, he 
was surely comparing Israel to Nazi 
Germany! l

Notes
1. https://forward.com/opinion/418408/how-did-
israeli-elections-get-so-racist.
2. www.youtube.com/watch?v=4b7_7LkGE4w.
3. See https://mondoweiss.net/2019/02/
nationalists-elections-palestinian/?utm_
source=Mondoweiss+List&utm_
campaign=26d5d18a12-RSS_EMAIL_
CAMPAIGN&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_
b86bace129-26d5d18a12-398519413&mc_
cid=26d5d18a12&mc_eid=ce892c63fb
4. https://mondoweiss.net/2019/02/
gantzs-netanyahu-palestinian/?utm_
source=Mondoweiss+List&utm_
campaign=2ff27a5c0c-RSS_EMAIL_
CAMPAIGN&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_
b86bace129-2ff27a5c0c-398519413&mc_
cid=2ff27a5c0c&mc_eid=ce892c63fb.
5. www.jpost.com/Israel-Elections/AIPAC-
condemn-Netanyahus-alliance-with-Otzma-
Yehudit-581496.
6. https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/ali-
abunimah/israeli-lawmakers-call-genocide-
palestinians-gets-thousands-facebook-likes.
7. https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/ali-
abunimah/israeli-lawmakers-call-genocide-
palestinians-gets-thousands-facebook-likes.
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March for a national government
Eddie Ford warns those on the left backing the People’s Vote campaign - be careful what you wish for

According to the organisers, 
around one million people 
attended the March 23 People’s 

Vote demonstration in London for a 
second referendum (or ‘final say’). 
Others think there were rather fewer 
- for example, “crowd analysis 
experts” estimate there were between 
300,000 and 400,000.1

However, whatever the exact 
figure, it was certainly impressively 
big - almost comparable to the 
famous march against the Iraq war 
in February 2003. The demonstration 
has to be put alongside the still 
ongoing online petition to revoke 
article 50, which by March 27 had 
reached 5.8 million signatures. Of 
course, the government has said it 
will not be swayed by the petition 
(unless it reaches 17.4 million 
presumably), just as it will not be 
swayed by Saturday’s demonstration 
- unlike Donald Tusk who says, for 
his own political reasons, that the 
EU cannot “betray” the “increasing 
majority” who want the UK to remain 
in the club.

Size apart, the most significant 
thing about the PV march was the 
long list of speakers. From Labour 
there was Tom Watson, the party’s 
deputy leader, Sadiq Khan, the 
London mayor, David Lammy and 
Jess Phillips. As for the Tories, you 
had Justine Greening, Dominic 
Grieve, Dr Phillip Lee and perhaps 
most interestingly of all, former 
deputy prime minister Lord Michael 
Heseltine. Then from the Liberal 
Democrats there was Sir Vince Cable, 
who has said he will step down after 
the May local elections, and Jo 
Swinson, hotly tipped to become the 
new party leader. Naturally, we also 
had Anna Soubry and Chuka Umunna 
from the Independent Group, Nicola 
Sturgeon from the Scottish National 
Party and Caroline Lucas for the 
Greens. One person noticeably absent 
was the Labour leader, leading to 
regular chants of - ‘Where’s Jeremy 
Corbyn?”

As this paper has commented 
many times, this extremely inclusive 
line-up looks less like a campaign for 
a second referendum than a national 
government - something that seems to 
elude the left, which strangely refuses 
to even entertain the idea. Perhaps the 
ruling class only ever plays fair and 
square.

Sensible
At the weekend the Financial 
Time featured an article by regular 
columnist Camilla Cavendish, a 
former head of the Downing Street 
Policy Unit under David Cameron 
- the man who came up with the 
cunning ruse of a referendum. 
(Cameron never actually expected 
to hold one. He assumed - like most 
people - that after the 2015 general 
election he would still be in coalition 
with the Lib Dems, who would block 
such a move.) In hindsight, maybe 
not the smartest policy decision in 
history.

Anyway, Cavendish is worth 
reading, not just because she is the sort 
of person that a Tory prime minister 
would listen to, but also to get an 
insight into the very narrow world 
view of the political establishment. 
According to her, the two main 
parties “have turned into sects drunk 
on their own righteousness”, in which 
“anyone who deviates from narrow 
lines is persecuted” (March 22). Yes, 
we should take comfort from the fact 
that there are sensible people in all 
the parties “who care deeply about 
their country” - such as ‘remainers’ 
like Nick Boles from the Tories who 
is in a ‘leave’ seat and a ‘leaver’ like 

Kate Hoey from Labour who is in a 
‘remain’ seat.

However, we sadly read, these 
sensible people are the victims of 
“bullies” - whether they be Marxists 
inside the Labour Party or remainers 
among the Tories. Scandalously, their 
local party members are challenging 
their divine right to have a job for 
life - well, until they get elevated to 
the House of Lords. For Cavendish 
and others - like the former Tory 
MP and journalist, Matthew Parris 
- it is outrageous that people who 
selflessly devote themselves to 
politics and the greater good have to 
be subject to democratic scrutiny and 
accountability. Good heavens, next 
you will be saying that they have to 
stand for re-election every five years 
- never heard the likes of it. Naturally, 
this being the salient point, Cavendish 
is delighted that the sensible “cross-
party heretics” in parliament are 
starting to come together in a spirit of 
national unity and “take back control” 
from the dreadful bullies.

Another person yearning for 
sensible politics is John Griffin, a 
Brexiteer and owner of Addison 
Lee taxis. He is the second largest 
donor to the Tory Party, contributing 
£4 million over the last six years. 
Looking at the current state of the 
Tories, torn apart by Brexit divisions, 
he feels he can no longer contribute 
to the party coffers. When asked by 
an eager BBC journalist if he had told 
the prime minister about his decision, 
he said absolutely - while sitting next 
to her at a party fundraising event at 
the Dorchester hotel. “It would be a 
wonderful moment if we could say 
that we are together as a country,” he 
commented - but “it won’t happen 
if we continue bickering, with the 
present politicians running the show”.

Communists take the possibility 
of a national government seriously. 
It has been previously suggested 
on a number of occasions by Nicky 
Morgan and Sir Nicholas Soames - 
both Tories - while Anna Soubry too 
has flirted with the notion. Of course, 
we have had national governments 
before - firstly in 1806 with the 
ministry of “all the talents” during 
a crisis induced by the Napoleonic 
Wars. Then there was the one led 
by Labour’s Ramsay MacDonald in 

1931 and the wartime coalition, which 
essentially saw Winston Churchill 
running the war and Clement 
Attlee looking after the home front. 
Obviously, we are not quite in the 
equivalent of the Napoleonic Wars or 
World War II - but the Brexit crisis we 
are experiencing is extremely serious 
and has the potential to escalate 
further.

Clearly, we are dealing with a 
fast-moving and rapidly evolving 
situation. A hard Brexit or even 
cancellation of the whole process 
could still happen, but at the 
moment the most likely outcome is 
some sort of Brino (‘Brexit in name 
only’) - like Common Market 2.0, or 
Norway Plus, as it used to be known. 
This essentially means the UK 
formally withdraws from the EU, 
but remains inside the single market 
and customs union - keeps paying 
in the money, but does not have any 
MEPs, ministers or commissioners. 
According to the Express, civil 
servants are being briefed to draw 
up legislation concerning rejoining 
the EU - say four or five years down 
the line, when Brexit has been a less 
than glorious success. If this story is 
true, it seems an eminently sensible 
idea from the establishment’s point 
of view. The fifth largest economy 
in the world risks ending up a 
rule-taker, a mere supplicant to 
the EU. By any objective criteria 
it would certainly be a humiliating 
position to be in - Britain has a 
permanent seat on the UN security 
council, yet no say in the decision-
making processes of the EU. A real 
downgrading. Just obey all the rules 
and pay the money. In which case, 
what is the point of Brexit? A crazy 
and dumb situation.

However, it will not be Theresa 
May pushing that programme 
through parliament - on March 27 
she announced her intention to resign 
if MPs finally back her deal on the 
third attempt. Frankly, the extent of 
her defeats in the Commons have 
been stunning - by 230 votes on the 
first attempt, the biggest in all of 
parliamentary history, and a crushing 
149 on the second. The numbers 
she is trying to put together are just 
not enough, even if she succeeds in 
prying the European Research Group 

apart. Thus there has to be another 
prime minister, which is why we 
are getting into national government 
territory - the new premier has to 
somehow command a majority in the 
Commons.

Obviously the Tory Party would 
split explosively if there was a Tory 
prime minister or leader pushing 
Common Market 2.0 - the ERG and 
others in the party would never vote 
for that, and the same probably goes 
for the Democratic Unionist Party. 
Arithmetically, the ERG and DUP 
have about 90 MPs, meaning that the 
numbers do not add up for any Tory-
run administration trying to survive 
on a ‘confidence and supply’ basis - so 
you have to look elsewhere. But then 
you are presented with an immediate 
problem, as Jeremy Corbyn and his 
supports represent a tiny minority in 
the Commons. But, on the other hand, 
you have Tom Watson, who speaks 
for the vast majority of the PLP and 
he has his own group ready to take 
over the reins.

His speech at the PV march brazenly 
broke Labour discipline, given he 
declared he would vote for May’s deal 
if there was a ‘confirmatory’ second 
referendum - which is not the party 
line. Labour’s position is to vote against 
Theresa May’s deal, whatever the 
circumstances, so the deputy Labour 
leader was making a show of his 
independence. He was also showing, as 
one of the major speakers at the London 
demonstration, that he is up for business 
- that is the true significance of the PV 
march. It was not really about a second 
referendum, but getting an alternative 
government - to both Theresa May and 
Jeremy Corbyn.

Naive
That is why anyone one on the left 
who marched on Saturday is either 
a fool or hopelessly naive - the 
programme of the PV’s campaign is 
against the interest of the working 
class. In that sense, Socialist Worker 
was not wrong to say that the march 
was backing a “ruling class agenda” 
(March 22).

Of course, this does not mean 
that communists line up with Nigel 
Farage’s march on London. Then 
again, we do not mock it either - by 
the time it arrives in the capital on 

the symbolically significant date 
of March 29 it could be around the 
same size as the PV event. It will 
be as big as the country is divided - 
and that applies to both the working 
class and the ruling class. That is 
why a government of national unity 
promoting Common Market 2.0 is 
certainly on the agenda.

Alternatively, after May’s 
departure we might get a different 
prime minister in the Commons 
without the need for a general election 
(under the Fixed Term Parliaments 
Act, there would be just 14 days to 
cobble together a new government in 
such a scenario). So step forward … 
prime minister Watson? It is definitely 
not science fiction to imagine around 
200 Labour and 200 Tory MPs voting 
for him - plus others. There you have 
your Commons majority, thank you 
very much.

Meanwhile, after Theresa May has 
moved aside, the contest for a new 
Conservative leader will begin. If a 
certain Boris Johnson is among the 
candidates selected by the MPs, he 
will win without a shadow of doubt, 
as it is the party membership who get 
the final say - and they are way to the 
right of the parliamentary party.

Then what? This question is posed 
to those on the left who think the world 
will come to an end if Britain leaves 
the EU, fearing an orgy of reaction. 
But that is looking at things through 
the wrong end of the telescope. We 
should be asking, what happens if 
Britain does not leave the EU - Brino 
or otherwise? There will inevitably 
be a ferocious reactionary backlash, 
with the word ‘betrayal’ on the lips 
of every rightwing politician and 
in the headlines of every rightwing 
newspaper - social media will explode 
with pure rage. They will denounce 
the national government as traitors 
and all those associated with it - Tom 
Watson, Sir Keir Starmer, Justine 
Greening, Anna Soubry … whoever. 
The people voted ‘leave’, but it never 
happened. Politics will swing sharply 
to the right - you do not need to be 
Mystic Meg to predict this.

In other words, be careful what you 
wish for. Staying in the EU is not some 
magic wand that takes you back five 
or 10 years to a better world - we have 
to go forwards. The idea that Nigel 
Farage or Boris Johnson will magically 
disappear is nonsense politics of the 
very worst - capitalist stagnation will 
continue as well. Indeed, if we look 
at the financial pages of the press, the 
talk incessantly is of another economic 
downturn soon. We do not know when 
or how exactly, or what the trigger will 
be, but the economy on a global level is 
slowing down. This is not just because 
of the current struggle between the 
US and China, but a general pattern 
throughout the world.

Will Brexit finally be over if MPs 
vote for Common Market 2.0? You 
must be joking. Brexit and Europe 
will not be removed as an issue 
for a generation to come, as David 
Cameron originally hoped: it will 
remain a live issue. And you can 
bet your bottom dollar that Brexit 
will be an explanation for Britain’s 
woes - economic decline, migration, 
stagnation, falling wages, crime 
levels, etc. All because of the EU 
- that will be the message from the 
right. They will point the finger at the 
cowardly political class and liberal 
metropolitan elite that brought us to 
our knees l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

BREXIT

A million claimed ... maybe

Notes
1. www.wired.co.uk/article/brexit-march-peoples-
vote-crowd-size.
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11 What we

fight for
 Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
  There exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many 
so-called ‘parties’ on the left. In 
reality they are confessional sects. 
Members who disagree with the 
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either 
that or face expulsion.
 Communists operate according 
to the principles of democratic 
centralism. Through ongoing debate 
we seek to achieve unity in action 
and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, 
members should have the right to 
speak openly and form temporary 
or permanent factions.
 Communists oppose all impe-
rialist wars and occupations but 
constantly strive to bring to the fore 
the fundamental question–ending war 
is bound up with ending capitalism.
 Communists are internationalists. 
Everywhere we strive for the closest 
unity and agreement of working class 
and progressive parties of all countries. 
We oppose every manifestation 
of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
 The working class must be 
organised globally. Without a global 
Communist Party, a Communist 
International, the struggle against 
capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination.
 Communists have no interest 
apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in 
recognising the importance of 
Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but 
must be constantly added to and 
enriched.
 Capitalism in its ceaseless 
search for profit puts the future 
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is 
synonymous with war, pollution, 
exploitation and crisis. As a global 
system capitalism can only be 
superseded globally.
 The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
 We will use the most militant 
methods objective circumstances 
allow to achieve a federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales, 
a united, federal Ireland and a 
United States of Europe.
 Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed into 
schools for communism.
 Communists are champions of 
the oppressed. Women’s oppression, 
combating racism and chauvinism, 
and the struggle for peace and 
ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions 
as pay, trade union rights and 
demands for high-quality health, 
housing and education.
 Socialism represents victory 
in the battle for democracy. It 
is the rule of the working class. 
Socialism is either democratic or, 
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it 
turns into its opposite.
 Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition to 
communism–a system which 
knows neither wars, exploitation, 
money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom 
and the real beginning of human 
history.
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  The government is missing
 As the clock ticks down, nobody is meaningfully in charge, writes Paul Demarty

There is still, officially, an entity 
that bears the name of her 
majesty’s government. It is a 

Conservative administration, with 
Theresa May as prime minister, 
notionally propped up by the 
Democratic Unionist Party in a 
‘confidence and supply agreement’.

However, such a description is 
hardly convincing any longer. The 
DUP has no confidence in the Tories 
not to sacrifice its beloved union, 
that’s for sure; so far as ‘supply’ 
goes, the DUP seems like a source 
only of migraines - and demands 
for Danegeld to shore up its Orange 
clientelism in the Six Counties. It 
is hard to call this a Conservative 
government, when the major factions 
of the Tories in the cabinet take it in 
turns to resign in small squads. As for 
Theresa May, she is a dead duck, and 
the only question facing the world is 
when she will finally resign. Boris 
Johnson is already gearing up his 
leadership campaign. So is Michael 
Gove. So are at least a dozen others. 
To use a phrase flying around a lot 
lately, we have today a PM in name 
only, heading a government in name 
only, staffed by a party in name only, 
supported by a partner in name only. 
The only surprising thing about the 
Commons at large - forgive me - 
‘taking back control’ of the Brexit 
process on March 25 was that it took 
them so bloody long.

Between my article last week 
and this one, much has happened, 
but - as is typical of the Groundhog 
Day experience of Brexit - we do 
not seem to have gotten anywhere 
else. Having declined to force her 
third ‘meaningful’ vote (meaningful, 
of course, in name only … ), May 
allowed herself to be talked into a 
disastrous speech condemning MPs 
for standing in the way of the people’s 
will. Her already slender chance of 
winning her deal collapsed. In that 
context, she could hardly expect a 
rapturous reception in Europe, as 
she attended the European Council 
summit. She asked for a short, 
technical extension to article 50 
- until the end of May (the month, 
not herself). She got a veritable 
bonsai tree of an extension - to April 
12: the last day for Britain to pass 
legislation to hold elections for the 
European parliament. If she could 
get a deal through by then, 

the deadline would go back to May 
22; if not, there would be a no-deal 
exit, unless the political deadlock 
could somehow be resolved.

Fervid speculation over the 
weekend that May might be 
offloaded by the cabinet, and 
replaced by David Lidington for the 
time being, amounted to nothing 
(the Tories seem to be entirely bereft 
of their old killer instincts); so it 
was on to Plan A (since she has no 
other plans). The vote people call 
MV3 was to have taken place by 
the time you read this; but various 
MPs arranged a do-over for Yvette 
Cooper’s ‘take back control’ motion 
of a few months back. To see that 
off, May needed at the very least the 
support of her own Brexiteers and 
the DUP. The Brexiteers promised 
to come on board if the DUP would; 
initially DUP sources were reporting 
the unionists willing to come on 
board if May had consistent Tory 
support, but they accepted the hot 
potato from Jacob Rees-Mogg and 
co, and gave May a firm ‘no’. May 
then made a point of implying that 
the lack of a devolved government 
in Stormont made the prospect of a 
no-deal Brexit worse - a calculated 
insult, seeing as that state of affairs 
is indubitably the fault of the corrupt, 
blundering DUP. They are not eager 
to come back on side at this point.

So MV3 disappeared into the 
ether, and we got our indicative 
votes, to be narrowed down on 
March 27 and put to a vote on 
April 1. May, of course, has ruled 
out implementing anything at 
variance with Tory manifesto policy. 
Nonetheless, MPs went ahead and 
voted on eight options: in the event 
none of them secured a majority. The 
crisis therefore deepens.

The question of where all this 
leaves Brexit remains a matter of 
intense confusion across the board. 
Jacob Rees-Mogg, trying gently 
to nudge his ERG comrades back 
into the government fold (provided, 
of course, that the DUP comes 
on board), declared that the two 
available outcomes were her deal 
or no Brexit. But for the moment at 
least the DUP is standing firm. Its 
Brexit spokesman, Sammy Wilson 
said he would prefer a long delay 
rather than be subject to the tyranny 
of the withdrawal agreement as it 

stands:

Even if we are forced into a 
one-year extension, we at least 
would have a say on the things 
which affect us during that time 
and would have the right to 
unilaterally decide to leave at 
the end of that one-year period 
through the simple decision of not 
applying for a further extension. 
Surely this is a better strategy 
than volunteering to be locked 
into the prison of the withdrawal 
deal with the cell door key in the 
pocket of Michel Barnier?1

Rivers of blood
This is quite a problem for May, who 
needs both the ERG and the DUP on 
board - or else half the parliamentary 
Labour Party - to limp over the line. 
Time will tell whether this ‘rivers of 
blood’ attitude prevails, or rather an 
arrangement can be reached if the 
price is right. Time is in short supply, 
however.

May’s behaviour is so apparently 
erratic because she is in a quite 
impossible position. Every so often, 
a particularly controversial issue 
defeats a government’s ability to 
whip its supporters into line; when 
this problem becomes clear, the 
solution is obvious. The premier 
goes on the offensive, calling fresh 
elections to get a mandate for 
her policy. It is also the case that 
sometimes a government’s authority 
is flagging badly; the ‘solution’, in 
this situation, is to delay the calling 
of elections, in order to get as much 
legislation through parliament as 
possible, and to hope that something 
comes up to spare electoral 
humiliation.

May is tumbling into the chasm 
between these two manageable 
problems. The vicissitudes of Brexit 
have shattered her parliamentary 
support, but she cannot call an 
election because she has promised 
not to fight another. The Tories 
can certainly win at the next time 
of asking; but they would be well 
advised to have someone else at the 
helm. Meanwhile, the issue that has 
broken her party has hard time limits 
attached to it, and does so because 
she decided to invoke article 50 and 

call an election in that 

order two years ago.
Since that time, the objective

need - from the point of view of 
the British state - has been for fresh 
elections. Circumstances conspire 
to prevent them, however. Not 
the least of them is the leader of 
the opposition; the 2017 election 
result was a vindication of his own 
strategy of myopic laser-focus on 
bread-and-butter issues, combined 
with anti-establishment posturing, 
as much as it was an indictment 
of May’s attempt to fight it out on 
Brexit and her being a ‘safe pair 
of hands’. Nobody in the British 
establishment wants to call an 
election that the Tories will not win; 
and, while the relentless campaign 
of slander against the Labour left 
for its purported ‘anti-Semitism’, 
together with the Independent Group 
split, has made the polling numbers 
look better for the Tories than might 
be expected, now they have more or 
less ceased to act like a party, they 
are not good enough to take the risk. 
The only thing the establishment 
fears more than a no-deal Brexit is a 
Corbyn government.

So we proceed into the last two 
weeks before the default cliff-edge 
Brexit - again. (Someone ought to 
tell them that the clocks go forward 
at the end of March, not back.) It has 
to be said that the most likely short-
term outcome is the abandonment 
of May’s deal; and, in that case, 
the most likely consequence is 
that the prime minister, whoever it 
may be, is instructed to get a long 
extension from Brussels; and then, 
in that case, the Europeans will 
grant it, in deference to changed 
political conditions. We are already 
three hops down a very complicated 
decision tree, however, and beyond 
that guesses are useless. The 
administration best equipped to react 
would be a national government 
- such arrangements reliably get 
a ‘honeymoon period’ purely as a 
result of the mistrust of politicians 
and their petty backbiting, and the 
yearning for a show of unity in the 
‘national interest’. The numbers are 
there for such a government; and so 
is the constituency, as is clear from 
the successful ‘remainer’ march last 
weekend.

Unresolved by such an outcome, 
however, is ‘Cassandra’ May’s 
dire prophecy. She reminds MPs 
constantly that ‘the British people’ 
would not forgive such a betrayal; 
and millions of the British people 
certainly would not. It is common to 
find leftwingers in the ‘remain’ camp 
in a desperate rearguard effort against 
the march of the far right. They 
should pay more attentions to May’s 
warnings, even as her authority 
crumbles, lest they find themselves 
with a victory in name only l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Notes
1. www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/03/26/
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Fantasy hits reality
Despite predictions to the contrary, says Michael Roberts, the long depression is still very much with us

This week, the US Federal 
Reserve Bank decided to stop 
raising its policy interest rate 

for the rest of 2019. The Fed started 
hiking rates from near zero back in 
late 2016 on the grounds that the ‘long 
depression’ in economic growth, 
investment and employment in the 
US and in other major economies 
was over.

As economies reached full 
employment and used up excess 
capacity in industry, it was argued, 
wages rises and price inflation 
would accelerate, so it would be 
necessary to curb any ‘overheating’ 
with higher interest rates to slow 
borrowing and spending. This policy 
of ‘normalisation’, as it is called, 
seemed to be justified after Donald 
Trump’s tax cuts were introduced in 
late 2017. Those measures led to a 
sharp rise in after-tax profits for US 
corporations and an apparent pick-up 
in US real GDP growth, reaching a 
3% year-on-year rate at the end of 
2018. All looked well.

However, as I argued back in 
spring 2018,1 the global economy 
had actually peaked. And now 
nearly one year later, forecasts for 
a continued ‘recovery’ have been 
reversed. A year ago, the Fed had 
raised its real GDP growth forecast 
for the whole of 2018 to 2.7% and 
2.4% for 2019. But now, at its March 
2019 meeting, it has lowered its 
forecast for 2019 to 2.1% and 1.9% 
for 2020, with a further slowdown to 
just 1.8% in 2021 - well below the 
boasted 3%-plus that Trump claims 
his tax measures would achieve 
permanently.

So now the Fed is stopping its rate 
hiking and also ending its monetary 
tightening policy of running down 
its huge holdings of government 
bonds that it had built up as part of 
the ‘quantitative easing’ programme 
- launched in the great recession to 
save the banks and provide cheap 
money for investment.

What is happening? Well, it 
always was a risk that hiking interest 
rates when economic growth and 
investment were weak would cause 
a stock market collapse and a new 
economic slump.2 Now with US 
economic growth in the current 
quarter likely to be no more than 
at a 1.5% annual rate and the euro 
zone, the UK and Japan slipping 
back towards outright recession, 
the Fed has taken fright and put 
its normalisation policy into cold 
storage. So the long depression is not 
over after all.

The most startling difference, 
however, between the ‘long 
depression’ and the great depression 
of the 1930s is that, in the last decade 
in the major economies, the official 
unemployment rate has dropped back 
to near record lows (in the US, UK, 
Japan).

And yet inflation has not spiralled 
upwards at all. The trade-off between 
low unemployment and high inflation 
- as shown by the so-called Phillips 
curve (ratio of the unemployment 

rate to the inflation rate) - is a 
hallmark prediction of Keynesian 
aggregate-demand theory. But it 
has not materialised. The Phillips 
curve is nearly flat in most capitalist 
economies - there is little trade-off.

This is confounding mainstream 
economic thought and the policies 
of central banks, as I previously 
outlined.3 “I don’t feel we have 
convincingly achieved our 2% 
mandate in a symmetrical way,” said 
Fed chair Jay Powell. “It’s one of the 
major challenges of our time, to have 
downward pressure on inflation.”

Low-wage
What seems to have happened is that, 
in the wake of the great recession, in 
an environment of low profitability 
on capital in most major economies, 
companies have opted to take on more 
labour rather than invest. The new 
labour entrants are being employed 
in low-wage occupations, and/or 
on temporary and part-time contracts.4

For example, 17% of American 

workers are employed only on a 
part-time basis - one-third more 
than in the 1960s. The US official 
unemployment rate may be down, 
but that is partly because many 
Americans of working age have 
disappeared from the labour market - 
to study, work informally5 or just live 
at home with the family.

And there has been a rise in self-
employment - in the so-called ‘gig 
economy’. So, while skilled workers 
(in short supply) have begun to 
experience wage rises, the bulk of 
the non-management workforce in 
the US, the UK, Japan and Europe 
have seen instead significant periods 
of falling real earnings. While the 
average real GDP growth rate per 
person in the US has been about 
1.5% since 2009, average hourly real 
earnings for most US workers have 
risen only 0.8% a year.6

Thus there has been no ‘wage-push’ 
inflation and average real incomes 
have stagnated. The capitalist sector 
has not increased investment in new 

machinery, plant or technology to 
a level that would lead to replacing 
labour or boosting the productivity 
of the existing workforce. Whereas 
in the great depression of the 
1930s unemployment remained 
high up to the start of World War 
II, while productivity rose sharply, 
the opposite is the case in this long 
depression.

The latest estimate 
of global capital investment made 
by JP Morgan economists suggests 
that investment orders are falling and 
imports of capital goods have moved 
into negative territory. In contrast, 
the US stock market is heading 
to new highs. We are now in an 
economic world where there appears 
to be a sort of ‘full employment’, but 
stagnant real wages (for most), low 
interest rates and inflation and, above 
all, low productive investment. 
Meanwhile corporate debt is rising 
fast globally, as major companies 
issue bonds at low rates of interest 
in order to buy back their own shares 

and thus boost the company’s stock 
price and continue the party.

The long depression has become 
a fantasy world of rising financial 
asset prices, low investment and 
productivity growth, where nearly 
everybody can get a job (working 
part-time, temporary or self-
employed), but not a living l

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

Notes
1. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2018/04/20/global-economy-peaked.
2. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2016/12/15/the-fed-takes-the-risk.
3. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2019/03/16/secular-stagnation-monetary-
policy-and-john-law.
4. www.forbes.com/sites/
elainepofeldt/2015/05/25/shocker-40-of-
workers-now-have-contingent-jobs-says-u-s-
government/#5b14236f14be.
5. See www.bostonfed.org/publications/current-
policy-perspectives/2018/wage-inflation-and-
informal-work.aspx.
6. www.bls.gov/news.release/conemp.nr0.htm.
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