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Left-behind
Rex Dunn concludes his article: “... 
the problem is that working class 
consciousness is at an all-time low and it 
does not have a socialist party to lead it.”

This is clearly evident in Fenland, 
where the Tories have just had 12 out 
of their 39 candidates for the seats 
on Fenland district council elected 
unopposed. North East Cambridgeshire 
- more commonly known as Fenland 
- is a typical Tory shire, and is now 
famous for being the seat of Stephen 
Barclay MP, Theresa May’s loyal Brexit 
secretary.

In the elections to Fenland council 
on May 2 the Labour Party could only 
manage to find five candidates to stand, 
with the Lib Dems and the Greens also 
standing five candidates each. There are 
also 14 independents, including seven 
ex-Tories. The fact that they could 
only stand five candidates shows that 
Fenland Labour Party is a shell despite 
the Corbyn surge of 2017, even though 
it has on paper over 450 members, very 
few of whom are active.

In Fenland, there are more than 2,500 
people on the social housing waiting 
lists. At the same time, there are more 
than 14,000 people living in privately 
rented accommodation. In Wisbech, 
the biggest of the four towns making up 
Fenland, there are more than 50 people 
sleeping rough or living in tents. Many 
more, including my nephew, are ‘sofa-
surfing.’

Yet Fenland Labour Party have not 
used as propaganda Theresa May’s 
announcement at last October’s Tory 
Party conference that the government 
will now allow local councils to borrow 
to build new council houses and flats. 
Ironically, Wisbech is one of the richest 
branches in East Anglia due to the rent 
it gets from its former Labour club 
premises, which are rented out to an 
Indian restaurant.

Whilst I am very well known in 
Fenland for the hundreds of letters I 
have written to the Fenland Citizen and 
the Wisbech Standard/Cambs Times 
over the last 25 years putting forward 
a socialist perspective, I am an isolated, 
lone voice, swimming against the 
stream.

The ‘many’ in Fenland - just like the 
‘left-behind’ in the north of England, as 
mentioned in Rex Dunn’s article - see 
immigration as the root of the problem 
(instead of neoliberalism and austerity). 
The arrival of 8,000 migrant workers 
from eastern Europe since 2004 in a 
town previously populated by 23,000 
people is one of the reasons why 72% 
of Wisbechians voted ‘leave’ in the 2016 
EU referendum.

Rex Dunn is therefore correct when 
he says that what is necessary is a 
campaign for a United Socialist States of 
Europe which would make it clear to the 
masses that capitalism is the problem, 
not immigration.

As Tony Benn famously said, “There 
are too many socialist parties, and not 
enough socialists.”
John Smithee
Cambridgeshire

Ambidexterity
I’m relieved Tony Greenstein doesn’t 
actually put me down as a political 
ally of the Democratic Unionist Party. 
As a former secretary of Sinn Féin’s 
Tyneside-Irish branch, with organiser’s 
credentials from the Provisional 
leadership, it would be a feat of political 
ambidexterity. This was, of course, 
in the days when Sinn Féin was still 
socialist and republican and was against 
what became the European Union. Its 
current positions - on the 26 counties 
and the EU, and the six occupied 
counties and the EU - are confusing and 

contradictory. The prospect of a border 
poll and what position they will adopt on 
Ireland per se is currently being fought 
out within that party.

The position of the Irish Republican 
Socialist Party is quite clear: they oppose 
Irish membership of the EU and British 
occupation of Ireland, as do I. Most so 
called ‘dissident groups’ occupy the 
same position, so Tony’s assertion that 
“Irish republicans are hostile to Brexit” 
is inaccurate. They are hostile to British 
occupation and any British border in any 
part of Ireland, as am I. That’s not quite 
the same thing as being hostile to Brexit, 
as it implies republican support for the 
EU, which is the current majority view 
of Sinn Féin, though not others.

The fact I favour Britain out of the 
EU state in no way means I am in favour 
of the UK state and that’s the problem 
with Tony’s pop-up image of who 
‘leave’ voters are. He falls into the same 
room of mirrors as Jon Snow - so full of 
the London and south-east demographic 
that when he sees lots of people from 
outside London he notices how white 
they are. Actually, there was very little 
difference in the racial characteristics 
of the ‘remain’ and ‘leave’ marches. 
In Tony’s case, he and others like him 
have wedded the EU plan into some sort 
of equalitarian, progressive, socialist 
reformism, which he is totally at a loss 
to see is quite distinct from independent 
working class action - which also 
opposes membership of the EU. ‘Leave 
is racist’ - simple as. One can’t, in 
Tony’s view, be a working class militant, 
internationalist and communist unless 
you support and defend the edifice of the 
EU state, warts and carbuncles and all.

Well, we shall continue to agree to 
differ. I see the EU as not progressive 
at all and I surely do not need to list 
the examples in Greece, in Spain, and 
the whole corporate freefall labour 
market plan, the imposition of austerity 
against elected governments and elected 
officials? Of course, the free movement 
of European labour is precisely to open 
up the labour markets to end restrictions 
on supply, to break down national and 
regional traditional disciplines and 
practices, to create in many cases a 
foot-loose and rootless army of casual 
and temporary, and agency workers 
with no loyalty to any particular trade 
or industry or region. That’s what 
happened. Yes, of course, our response 
has to be to organise them - I know: I 
worked for years as an organiser for the 
Transport and General Workers Union, 
carrying up to 45 different-language 
sign-up forms in my bag, deploying 
translators, visiting houses and flats and 
temporary accommodations, trying to 
establish links and common identities. 
But don’t pretend it isn’t anything but 
bloody difficult and that’s what it is 
designed to be. Foreign workers will still 
come here in large numbers, whatever 
happens with the EU, and nobody is 
complaining about that. Migration is 
not the main motive for ‘leave’ votes - 
at least not among any of the workers or 
communities I have represented.

I’m amazed that Tony not only buys 
into, but spreads, the stuff about the EU 
being a peace movement - a process to 
stop wars in Europe! It’s usually claimed 
the atom bomb did that, but in either 
case it’s not true, of course - unless the 
prospect of one European defence force 
with its own atomic bombs and nukes 
means we can be ready to go to war with 
someone else and not kill each other.

Once again neither me nor working 
class industrial workers in the Midlands, 
the Valleys and the north have any 
nostalgia for when Britain ruled the 
waves - we never had any imperial 
nostalgia, so you’re trying to wedge us 
into a shoe made for a different class 
again. You just can’t get away from your 
cardboard cut-outs and straw men.

The problems of the working class 
are caused by capitalism, which is 
multi-racial, multinational, global 
and expressed in different ways in 

different states. The EU project is a 
reactionary project, insofar as it is even 
less democratic and less accountable 
to the masses than usual bourgeois 
parliamentary structures, which, as we 
have seen, are corrupt enough already. 
Voting to leave the EU does not mean a 
commitment to support the bloody UK 
- far from it - or give capitalism, as it is 
expressed here, some kind of easier ride. 
Indeed quite the opposite: capitalism, as 
expressed in Britain outside the EU, is 
far easier to get at and fight. If Corbyn 
had stuck to his commitment to honour 
the result and, as stated in the manifesto, 
leave the single market and the customs 
union, he would be riding the crest of 
an anti-Tory wave right now. Instead he 
and Labour are widely seen as a party 
of ‘remain’ and - mark my words - that 
will cost them dearly; and not because 
any former Labour voters have suddenly 
become Tories.

The Durham Miners Gala this year, 
by the way, will see some really odd 
political forces on the platform. Corbyn 
will be in pride of place, but no Dennis 
Skinner as his left conscience. Instead 
we have sodding Baroness Chakrabarti, 
CBE, PC and Sadiq Khan - ee gads, 
get my pint ready early! I am also told 
the platform will for the first time ever 
fly a union flag! All of this is clearly a 
response to hostile press on the nature 
of the Labour Party and its leadership, 
and the fact that a number of us last 
year physically stopped a bunch of 
union jack-waving, besuited members 
of Britain First making their way down 
into the field. They complained that we 
insulted thousands of British armed-
forces veterans and it was a disgrace the 
national flag was never flown there.

The red Follonsby miners’ lodge 
banner will be leaving with our band at 
8.30 am from Durham railway station 
- with no union jacks or national flags 
of any sort. If you want to join us on 
July 13, red flags and black flags are 
welcome!
David Douglass
South Shields

War or peace
Recently I wrote to Labour MP 
Helen Hayes, urging her to support 
a ratification referendum on Theresa 
May’s withdrawal deal (or even a May-
Labour version). This is a democratic 
right, which enables both ‘leave’ 
and ‘remain’ supporters to reject (or 
support) the Tory deal.

I opposed including a ‘remain’ 
question, because it “would be 
dangerously divisive to try at this time 
to reverse the 2016 vote and would be a 
gift to the Tories and the extreme right 
in many working class communities 
suffering from Tory austerity”. My 
only qualification is that Northern 
Ireland and Scotland voted to remain 
and should not be forced to leave 
the EU against their will. If they are, 
they should fight for a referendum on 
leaving the UK.

Helen Hayes replied: “I continue 
to hold the view that in any future 
referendum ‘remain’ must be an option 
on the ballot paper. I have consistently 
held this view.” Many Labour 
MPs, ‘Tiggers’, Greens and Liberal 
Democrats support this.

The Brexit crisis has polarised 
people. Many working class leavers 
now support a full, total Brexit. A 
referendum which offers working class 
‘leave’ supporters a choice to vote for 
May’s deal or ‘remain’ will be seen as 
betrayal and cause outrage. Surely they 
will boycott it and take to the streets?

In England and Wales a ‘May deal 
or remain’ referendum plays into the 
hands of the Tory right and the neo-
fascists. They will think Christmas 
has come early, whilst socialists will 
remember that liberals have always 
been the midwives of authoritarianism 
and fascism.

We are at a fork in the road on the 
referendum question. One sign says 

‘Civil peace’ and the other says ‘Civil 
war’. The democratic demand for 
ratification is the road towards peace. A 
‘remain’ ballot risks civil war.

Rex Dunn’s article (‘Politics in the 
round’, April 11) highlights the war 
path. He says: “Hatred and intolerance 
is on the rise. This is the ‘ugly face of 
Brexit’, as the pro-Brexit demonstration 
on March 29 clearly showed.” He 
continues: “if there is a general election 
- or another referendum - there could 
well be fighting in the streets. If that 
happens, of course, this would not be 
the first time that there would be civil 
violence in Britain.” Rex says: “Today 
if fighting does break out in the coming 
period, it will be between pro-‘remain’ 
and pro-Brexit supporters: a civil 
war without class struggle, because it 
crosses class lines.”

Boycotting referenda is not like 
boycotting civil war. All civil wars 
in capitalist society involve struggle 
between classes, which ‘cross 
class lines’. In his discussion of the 
national question, Lenin rejected 
any notions of pure class struggle 
between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat, in which one side lines 
up “for capitalism” and the other “for 
socialism”. Revolution and civil war is 
a messy business.

Labour MP Helen Hayes has naively 
chosen the path of civil war, although 
there is as yet no majority in parliament 
to issue the call to arms. Liberals don’t 
care. They have a stick to beat ‘peacenik’ 
Corbyn, who seems reluctant to back a 
second ‘remain’ ballot. He should rule it 
out and not beat about the bush.

The Corbyn ‘peace plan’ without 
the democratic right to ratify echoes 
Stalinist bureaucratic politics that fears 
and avoids the democratic verdict of the 
working class. It would be disastrous if 
Labour makes a Brexit peace deal with 
the Tories. It is even more dangerous if 
working people are denied the right to 
ratify or reject it.

Labour Party Marxists have failed 
to fight for an independent, working 
class, democratic policy set against 
the reactionaries and liberals. They 
have been sitting on the fence between 
ratification and ‘remain’, between a 
policy of civil peace and civil war.

Rex says the fact that “working 
class consciousness at an all-time low” 
is responsible rather than the false 
consciousness of the likes of Labour 
Party Marxists.
Steve Freeman
London

Wake up
The coverage of the Brexit farrago in the 
pages of the Weekly Worker is exemplary. 
The synopsis given by comrades 
Eddie Ford and Rex Dunn over recent 
weeks has been precise, concise and 
informative - terrific journalism. Would 
that the same could be said for the 
majority of the mainstream media ...

I do not understand how comrades 
from the Socialist Party, Socialist 
Workers Party and Communist Party of 
Britain can consider the UK departing 
the EU as a progression towards 
socialism. The driving motive behind the 
Bruges group, the European Research 
Group and Nigel Farage is completion 
of the Thatcher revolution - a low-wage 
economy with workers bereft of rights.

EU membership prevents the UK 
reaching the sunny uphills of capitalist 
exploitation. Jacob Rees-Mogg and 
his cohorts wish to free the rentiers, 
landlords, financiers and bosses from all 
constraints, enabling them to bleed the 
workers dry, while they rake in the cash.

Left leavers need to wake up and 
understand that Brexit is a totally 
rightwing project and that the right 
totally owns it.
Robbie Leslie
email

Apology
Readers of last week’s print version may 
have noticed that the review published 
on pp10-11, ‘Three centuries of 
oppression’, did not identify the author. 
In fact the reviewer was comrade Chris 
Gray, and we would like to apologise for 
this oversight.

Chris has recently been in hospital 
for a couple of operations. We are sure 
that his friends and comrades will want 
to wish him a speedy recovery. He has 
certainly been an asset to the Weekly 
Worker over the years and we look 
forward to his return to full health.
Weekly Worker production team
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Fill in a standing order form  
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payable to Weekly Worker

Not too late
Our decision to increase the 

monthly fighting fund target 
from £1,750 to £2,000 has met 
with a positive response - although 
not quite in the way we’d asked.

In response to the editor’s 
request, sent out to all subscribers, 
to set up (or increase) a monthly 
standing order to the Weekly 
Worker, a number of comrades 
have made one-off donations. The 
most generous so far has been RL, 
who wrote a cheque for a fantastic 
£200! More modestly, DL’s cheque 
was for £20, while comrade OG 
donated £15. She explains that 
she’s unable to “make a regular 
donation”, but hopes we’ll reach 
our increased target.

Other one-off donations this 
week came from GB, who made a 
£20 contribution by bank transfer, 
while JS clicked on our PayPal 
button to donate £15. Others who 
made use of PayPal were DB 
(£7) and US comrade PM (whose 
£25 is up from his usual monthly 
donation of £15).

Then we have those who have 
pledged a new standing order 
- thanks go to BK, who like PM 
(hopefully!) has increased his 
monthly donation by £10. DC has 

upped his payment by £1 (every 
little helps), while MD has set up 
a new standing order for £16 a 
quarter (call that £5 a month).

Apart from the above, we 
have the regular existing standing 
orders, which over the last seven 
days produced £405 - thank you, 
KB, MM, TR and BK. So, partly 
in response to the editor’s appeal, 
no less than £717 came our way 
this week, taking the running total 
up to £1,542. That £2,000 target 
for April definitely looks within 
range!

But will we get there every 
month? That’s why we’re hoping 
for more comrades to push up 
our regular income via standing 
orders. For those who received 
the editor’s personal request, it’s 
definitely not too late to return the 
SO form, while others can either 
fill in the form on the back page 
of the paper or print one out from 
our website (click on ‘Donate’ at 
the top of the home page) l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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A delicate moment
Capital’s major financial institutions are warning of the 
likelihood of another global recession, notes Michael Roberts

The International Monetary 
Fund-World Bank meeting 
in Washington last weekend 

revealed again that the world 
economy is slowing down and the 
prospect of an outright recession 
is getting much higher. The IMF 
economists cut their outlook for 
global growth to the lowest since 
the global financial crisis of 2009,1 
amid a bleaker outlook in most 
major advanced economies and 
signs that higher tariffs are weighing 
on trade - “a growth slowdown 
and precarious recovery”, the IMF 
called it.

The IMF estimates that the world 
economy will grow by 3.3% this 
year - down from the 3.5% it had 
forecast for 2019 in January. It is the 
third time the IMF has downgraded 
its outlook in six months. Its new 
chief economist, Gita Gopinath, 
reckoned the global economy had 
entered “a delicate moment”. She 
offered a decisive insight:

If the downside risks do not 
materialise and the policy support 
put in place is effective, global 
growth should rebound. If, 
however, any of the major risks 
materialise, then the expected 
recoveries in stressed economies, 
export-dependent economies and 
highly indebted economies may 
be derailed.2

So, on the one hand or on the other …
Alongside the IMF view, the 

private Brookings Institution delivered 
its view on the global economy, 
concluding from its tracking index of 
economic activity that the world had 
entered a “synchronised slowdown”, 
which may be difficult to reverse. The 
Brookings-FT Tracking Index for the 
Global Economic Recovery (Tiger) 
compares indicators of real activity, 
financial markets and investor 
confidence with their historical 
averages for the global economy 
and for individual countries. The 
headline readings slipped back 
significantly at the end of last year 
and are at their lowest levels for both 
advanced and emerging economies 
since 2016 - the year of the weakest 
global economic performance since 
the financial crisis.

Brookings did not reckon a 
recession was imminent, but “all 
parts of the world economy were 
losing momentum”. Even if a 
global recession is not yet with us, 
it is clear from the latest data on 
the major economies that the ‘long 
depression’, as I have characterised 
this period since 2009,3 is still with 
us. Frances Coppola, the heterodox 
economist, has also blogged that 
capitalism is locked into a long 
depression and makes similar 
points to me on its outcome.4 But, 
as for causes, Coppola, like other 
Keynesians, holds to the idea of 
‘secular stagnation’5: namely that 
the depression is due to a chronic 
“lack of demand”. Regular readers 
will know that I do not consider this 
is an adequate explanation of crises 
and depressions. In a profit-making 
economy, it is the profitability of 
capital that matters.

And here, the IMF’s new global 
stability report offers more support 
for my causal interpretation of the 
long depression.6 Confirming what I 
have shown empirically,7 the IMF 
finds that corporate profitability (as 
measured by corporate earnings as 
a share of the stock of assets) in the 
major economies has not recovered 
to 2008 levels. Indeed, profitability 

of capital is well below the levels of 
the late 1990s.

This long depression has similar 
characteristics as the late 19th century 
depression and the great depression of 
the 1930s. The first was resolved by a 
series of slumps eventually driving 
up profitability and the second by a 
world war. It is my view that this one 
will be resolved more like the 19th 
century one.

Profitability
Low profitability explains above 
all else why corporate investment 
has been so weak since 2009. What 
profits have been made have been 
switched into financial speculations: 
mergers and acquisitions, share 
buybacks and dividend payouts. 
Also there has been hoarding of cash. 
All this is because the profitability 
of productive investment remains 
historically low.

As Gillian Tett in the FT put it,

the IMF calculates that American 
companies made shareholder 
payouts and buybacks that were 
worth 0.9% of assets last year 
- twice the level seen in 2010. 
Little wonder that equity markets 
have soared (leaving aside the 
wobble late last year). Companies 
have also used this arsenal for a 
mergers and acquisitions boom: 
such deals gobbled up cash flows 
equivalent to 0.4% of assets in 
2019, compared with virtually 
nothing in 2011. But the amount 
of cash flow spent on [capital 
expenditure], in contrast, has 
flatlined since 2012, running 
at around 0.7% of all assets - 
smaller than the cash flow spend 
on shareholder payouts.8

Or, as the IMF report notes, “Strong 
profits in the United States were 
used for payouts and other financial 
risk taking.” But not, it seems, lots 
more investment.

The other key factor in the long 
depression has been the rise in 
debt - particularly corporate debt. 
With profitability low, companies 
have run up more debt in order 
to fund projects or speculate. 
The big companies like Apple or 
Microsoft can do this because they 
have cash hoards to fall back on if 
anything goes wrong; the smaller 
companies can only manage this 
debt spiral because interest rates 
remain at all-time lows and so 
servicing the debt is still feasible - 
as long as there is not a downturn 
in sales and profits.

Again the IMF’s global stability 
report sums up the issue.

In most advanced economies, 
debt-service capacity in the 
corporate sector improved during 
the recent cyclical upswing. 
Balance sheets appear strong 
enough to sustain a moderate 
economic slowdown or a gradual 
tightening of financial conditions. 
However, overall debt levels 
and financial risk-taking have 
increased, and creditworthiness 
of borrowers has deteriorated 
in the investment-grade bond 
and leveraged loan markets. A 
significant downturn or a sharp 
tightening of financial conditions 
could lead to a notable repricing 
of credit risks and strain the 
debt-service capacity of indebted 
firms. Should monetary and 
financial conditions remain 
easy for longer, debt will likely 
continue to rise over the medium 

term in the absence of policy 
action, raising the risk of a sharper 
adjustment in the future.

Each crisis has a different trigger 
or proximate cause. The 1974-75 
international recession was triggered 
by a sharp rise in oil prices and the US 
coming off the dollar-gold standard. 
The 1980-82 slump was triggered 
by a housing bubble in Europe and 
a manufacturing crisis in major 
economies. The 1990-92 recession 
was triggered by the Iraq war and oil 
prices. The 2001 mild recession was 
the result of the bursting of the dot.
com bubble. And the great recession 
was started with the collapse of the 
housing bubble in the US and the 
ensuing credit crunch brought on by 
the international diversification of 
credit derivatives. But underlying 
each of these crises was the downward 
movement in the profitability of 
productive capital and eventually a 
slowdown or decline in the mass of 
profits (the profit-investment nexus9).

This time I reckon the trigger will 
be in corporate debt10: as companies 
get overstretched on cheap credit 
and as profits fall and interest 
costs rise, they become insolvent. 
Marxist economist Eric Toussaint 
of the Committee for the Abolition 
of Illegitimate Debt (CADTM) 
agrees: “This mountain of corporate 
private debt will be a prime element 
in the next financial crisis.”11 He 
points out:

As interest rates climb, the value of 
corporative debt sinks. The greater 
the share of sinking corporate 
debt in a company’s assets, the 
greater the negative impact on 
the corporate balance sheet. The 
corporate equity value sinks too 
and may get to a point where it no 
longer covers its obligations.

In 2016 Apple informed US 
authorities that in the case of a 1% 
increase in interest rates it would 
lose $4.9 billion. Of course, just like 
other companies Apple borrowed 
to finance its debt purchases. In 
2017 Apple has already borrowed 
$28 billion, bringing the total to 
$75 billion. This, by domino effect, 
could produce a crisis of similar 
ampler to that of the US financial 
crisis in 2007-08.

As the IMF chief economist puts it, 
capitalism is in a delicate moment l

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

London Communist Forum
Sunday April 21: No forum.
Sunday April 28, 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): ‘Opportunism and reformism in western Europe’.
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 23, 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: ‘Existence as resistance: an indigenous vision from 
Brazil’. Speaker: Daiara Tukano.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:  
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Palestine and anti-Semitism
Wednesday April 24, 6pm: Workshop, P21 Gallery, 21 Chalton Street, 
London NW1.Learn about the global anti-Semitism campaign, the 
politics behind it and become a firm advocate for Palestine. Presented by 
Naomi Wimborne-Idrissi and Steve Tiller from Jewish Voice for Labour.
Organised by Professionals for Palestine and Europal. Register free:
www.eventbrite.com/e/palestine-antisemitism-tickets-60010687582.
Keep the guard on Southern trains
Friday April 26, 12 noon: Demonstration, Evergreen Building 
North, 160 Euston Road, London NW1. Mark the third anniversary of 
opposing the extension of driver-only operation on Southern Railway.
Organised by RMT: http://bit.ly/2OuA8ve.
March for unity against racism
Saturday April 27, 2pm: Demonstration, Dominion Road, Southall, 
UB2. 40 years since Blair Peach was fatally attacked by the 
Metropolitan Police’s special patrol group.
Organised by Southall Resists 40: www.facebook.com/Southallresists40.
Britain is broken - end austerity now
Sunday April 28, 1.30pm: March and rally, Firstsite, Lewis Gardens, 
Colchester CO1.
Organised by Colchester People’s Assembly:
www.facebook.com/events/331469450810068.
Stop arming Saudi, stop bombing Yemen
Sunday April 28, 4.30pm: Public meeting, Ilford Central Library,
Clements Road, Ilford IG1. The Saudi-led war has devastated Yemen 
and killed tens of thousands of people. Ending arms sales to Saudi 
Arabia is essential and urgent. Speakers include Fabian Hamilton MP.
Organised by Ilford Momentum and Redbridge Against the War:
www.facebook.com/groups/399177590631425.
May Day march
Wednesday May 1, 12 noon: Demonstration. Assemble Clerkenwell Green, 
London EC1 (nearest tube: Farringdon) for march to Trafalgar Square. Solidarity 
on International Workers Day. Speakers include John McDonnell MP.
Organised by London May Day Organising Committee:
www.londonmayday.org.
Marx Memorial Library
Wednesday May 1, 11am: Museum open day, Marx Memorial 
Library, 37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. Free tours, displays 
and a secondhand bookstall.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: 
www.facebook.com/events/353995138663273.
Why Palestine is still the issue
Thursday May 2,6.30pm: Public meeting, Hamilton House, Mabledon 
Place, London WC1. Hold Israel to account and push for an end to the 
oppression of the Palestinian people. Speakers include Lindsey German 
and Tariq Ali. Register for free tickets.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign and Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/431867197569266.
Labour Against the Witchhunt
Saturday May 4, 1pm: Members’ meeting, central London (venue 
details will be sent to members). Moving the campaign forward and 
electing additional members to the steering committee.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:
www.facebook.com/events/493682997827672.
Class struggles, the state and film
Films followed by discussion, Organised by Marx Memorial Library, 
37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. Entrance £5 (£3).
Wednesday May 8, 7pm: Miners, dockers and builders in a period of 
militancy: www.facebook.com/events/247509756132464.
Wednesday May 15, 7pm: The ‘enemy within’ - the Thatcher 
government attacks: www.facebook.com/events/268104377453694.
Wednesday May 22, 7pm: Women’s struggle:
www.facebook.com/events/392972168163097.
Exist! Resist! Return!
Saturday May 11, 12 noon: National demonstration. Assemble 
Portland Place, London W1. March to Whitehall. No new nakba! End 
the siege! Defend the right of return!
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/260404684903442.
With banners held high
Saturday May 18, 11.30am to 5pm: March and labour movement 
festival. Assemble Smyth Street, Wakefield WF1. Live speakers, music, 
poetry and drama.
Organised by With Banners Held High: 
www.facebook.com/events/1159025200917201.
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.

ECONOMY

Notes
1. See www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/
Issues/2019/03/28/world-economic-outlook-
april-2019.
2. https://blogs.imf.org/2019/04/09/the-global-
economy-a-delicate-moment.
3. See M Roberts The long depression: Marxism 
and the global crisis of capitalism Chicago 2016.
4. www.coppolacomment.com/2019/04/
lessons-from-long-depression.html?utm_
source=feedburner&utm_medium=email&utm_
campaign=Feed%3A+blogspot%2FxgewA+%28 
Coppola+Comment%29.
5. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2019/03/16/secular-stagnation-monetary-
policy-and-john-law.
6. www.imf.org/en/Publications/GFSR/
Issues/2019/03/27/Global-Financial-Stability-
Report-April-2019.
7. https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2017/07/26/profitability-and-investment-
again-the-ameco-data.
8. Financial Times April 11.
9. https://thenextrecession.files.wordpress.
com/2019/03/the-profit-investment-nexus.pdf.
10. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2018/11/16/corporate-debt-the-imf-gets-
worried.
11. www.cadtm.org/The-mountain-of-corporate- 
debt-will-be-the-seed-of-the-next-financial-crisis.
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Decline and fall of the Zionist left
While the Israeli Labor Party has slumped to a record low, Meretz was saved by Arab votes. Tony
Greenstein reports

Cast your mind back, if you can, 
to 1949, when the State of Israel 
held its first elections - a mere 

year after the Nakba, in which three 
quarters of a million Palestinians were 
expelled - thus allowing Israel to call 
itself both democratic and Jewish.

In that election Mapai, the Israeli 
Labor Party, gained 46 out of 120 
seats in the Knesset. In second place 
was Mapam, the United Workers 
Party - then in an alliance with Ahdut 
Ha’avodah, a militaristic, left-Zionist 
party - with 19 seats, giving the parties 
of labour Zionism an absolute majority. 
(Twenty years later the leadership of 
Ahdut Ha’avodah - Yisrael Galili, 
Yitzhak Tabenkin and Yigal Allon - 
would form the basis of the Greater 
Israel movement, Gush Emunim, and 
abandon labour Zionism for messianic 
colonialism.) However, the leader of 
Mapai, David Ben Gurion, preferred 
to form a coalition with the religious 
parties, since the definition of ‘Jewish’ 
could not be a secular one and had to be 
in the hands of the Orthodox.

In the 1951 elections Mapai and 
Mapam lost five seats, but they still 
had exactly half of those in the Knesset 
and in practice, along with client Arab 
parties, an overall majority. In 1955, 
after Ahdut Ha’avodah had split with 
Mapam, the parties of labour Zionism 
lost a further seat, but in 1959 they won 
63 seats, giving them an overall majority 
again. In 1961 they secured 59 seats 
and in 1965 the three labour Zionist 
parties - which now included Rafi, Ben 
Gurion’s rightwing breakaway from 
Mapai - totalled 63 seats. In 1969 the 
Israeli Labor Alignment, a merger of all 
the labour Zionist parties, won 56 seats 
- the highest number any party has ever 
achieved in an Israeli election.

In 1973 the Labor Alignment got 
51 seats to Likud’s 39, but in 1977, 
in the wake of the Yom Kippur war, 
when Israel was taken by surprise by 
the joint attack of Egypt and Syria, 
Likud got 43 seats to Labor’s 32 and 
Menachem Begin formed the first 
Likud government. Since then the 
Israeli Labor Party has only twice 
formed a government.

The first such time was in 1992, 
when Yitzhak Rabin became prime 

minister. The Israeli Labor Party took 
44 seats and Meretz (which included 
Mapam and other parties) had 12. The 
government rested on the tacit backing 
of the Arab parties.

Contrast this with the 2019 election. 
The Labor Party ended with just six 
seats in comparison to the 24 it held as 
the Zionist Union (with Tzipi Livni’s 
Hatnuah) in the 2015 Knesset. Meretz 
declined from five seats to four. So 
from a high point of 65 seats in 1949, 
the parties of labour Zionism have 
now slumped to just 10 seats between 
them. What makes this even worse is 
that, although Meretz is a Zionist party, 
a large number of its votes - about a 
quarter of its total - came from Arabs. A 
Zionist party that relies on Arab votes in 
order to retain any seats in the Knesset 
does not have a healthy or promising 
future. Meretz lost significant support 
to Benjamin Gantz’s Kahol Lavan 
(Blue and White) Party. 

If it had not been for a very significant 
increase in votes from Israel’s Druze 
population, which previously voted for 
Likud and parties of the Zionist right, 
Meretz would not have won any seats. 
This switch of the Druze to Meretz was 
a consequence of Netanyahu’s decision 
to introduce the Jewish Nation State 
Law last summer, and in Kafr Qasim, 
the site of the infamous massacre in 
1956, Meretz gained 39% of the vote.

Even members of the kibbutzim, 
the last reservoir of support for labour 
Zionism in Israel, voted predominantly 
for Kahol Lavan, as the most likely 
way of getting rid of Netanyahu. 
Ideologically there is little or nothing 
now to distinguish labour Zionism 
from its centrist rivals.

Rudderless
What is the explanation for this 
collapse in support for labour Zionism? 
I suggest it is a culmination of a series 
of factors. The labour Zionist parties 
were never socialist or even leftwing in 
the sense that is normally understood. 
Meretz is, at best, a party of civil 
liberties, but it does not challenge 
the Zionist basis of the Israeli 
state. It does not approve 
of its more overt racist 
characteristics, but it signs 

up to Israel as a Jewish state.
As for the Labor Party, today it 

has no social base. Whereas once 
the major organisation of labour 
Zionism, Histadrut - a trade union 
which was also Israel’s second largest 
employer - provided a comprehensive 
series of services, such as national 
health provision, today it is merely a 
conglomeration of individual unions. 
Its companies have long been in the 
hands of private capital.

The lack of any socialist or leftwing 
ideology, and any economic or social 
base, has left Labor rudderless, without 
a purpose. It is widely viewed as 
not standing for anything. This was 
one reason that in 2017 it elected 
as its new leader Avi Gabbay, the 
ex-CEO of Bezeq, Israel’s largest 
telecommunications firm, and a former 
minister in Netanyahu’s government! 
Gabbay had only joined Labor three 
months before.

His strategy was simple: to move 
the Labor Party further to the right in 
order to be able to compete with Likud. 
He even took advice on this from Tony 
Blair. Gabbay announced that he was 
opposed to dismantling any settlements 
in the occupied territories and supported 
Netanyahu’s attempts to deport Israel’s 
40,000 black African refugees, because 
they constituted a ‘threat’ to Israel’s 
national identity, not being Jewish.

This strategy has failed dismally. 
Netanyahu has demonstrated that, 
when it comes to staking out a position 
on the right, no-one can beat him. 
Netanyahu was even responsible for 
the electoral merger of Jewish Home 
and Otzma Yehudit - an openly racist 
party influenced by the late Meir 
Kahane - into the United Right. This 
gave secular Israelis even less reason to 
vote for Labor, especially since Gabbay 
had told his own party that the left had 

forgotten what it is to be 
Jewish!1

Gantz’s Blue and 
White Party - led by 
former generals and 
Yair Lapid, leader 
of the ‘centrist’ Yesh 
Atid (in practice 
firmly on the right) 
- was held together 

by only one thing: opposition to 
Netanyahu. I predict that it will not be 
long before this wholly artificial and 
unprincipled alliance will haemorrhage 
members.

Avi Gabbay will no doubt be 
despatched back to Bezeq, but for the 
Israeli Labor Party the main problem 
still remains, what exactly does it 
stand for? As Israel moves further to 
the nationalist right (with a plurality 
of Israeli Jews wanting to see Arab 
citizens expelled 2 - a sentiment shared 
by Likud’s partners, Yisrael Beteinu 
and the United Right Party of Bezalel 
Smotrich and Rafi Peretz - the old 
labour Zionist ideals, which represented 
collective colonialism, are now only of 
interest to historians.

Meretz also faces a dilemma. A 
Zionist party relying on the support 
of Israel’s Palestinians is a living 
contradiction! Meretz has never been a 
party of left activism and it has never, 
for example, supported Israel’s teenage 
refuseniks who will not serve in the 
occupied territories. It should consider 
the votes it received in this election as 
being on loan only.

What Meretz, which is committed 
to a two-state solution, will not face 
up to is that Israel is now one state, 
from the Jordan to the sea. With nearly 
five million Palestinians living under 
occupation, it is an apartheid state. In 
these elections we had the obscenity 
of 400 settlers in Hebron having 
the right to vote, whilst the 200,000 
Palestinians in Hebron did not. Meretz 
has no answer to this, or the fact that 
two legal systems operate in the same 
area of land. Its problem stems from 
its desire to see a non-racist Zionism; 
a democratic Jewish state. These are 
impossible contradictions.

As Israel races to the nationalist 
right, its defenders in the west - from 
Donald Trump in the United States 
to Theresa May and Tom Watson in 
Britain’s Labour Party - have only one 
answer: to accuse Israel’s critics of 
‘anti-Semitism’ l

ISRAEL

Notes
1. Ha’aretz November 13 2017. 
2. www.pewforum.org/2016/03/08/israels-
religiously-divided-society. 
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Populism, annexationism, messianism
Moshé Machover looks at the growth and increasingly influential role of religious zealots

Binyamin (‘Bibi’) Netanyahu’s 
motive for calling an early 
election to the Knesset (Israel’s 

parliament), one year before the end 
of its term, was purely personal: it 
was his ‘stay out of jail’ card. His 
former friend and appointee, attorney 
general Avichai Mendelblit, could not 
endlessly procrastinate, and would 
eventually feel bound to indict him 
for multiple, firmly attested charges 
of bribery and corruption.1 Netanyahu 
calculated that, if he managed to win 
an election before being indicted, he 
would be able to breathe freely for the 
next five years at the very least.

Winning, in Israel’s system of 
party-list proportional representation, 
does not mean getting a majority, or 
even the largest number, of Knesset 
seats, but being the only party leader 
able to form a ruling coalition. 
Netanyahu reckons that if he puts 
together a coalition with the two 
main religious parties and two or 
three small extreme-right parties, 
then he can get through the Knesset 
a bespoke law giving him immunity 
from prosecution.

Netanyahu knew that his chances 
of winning the election were pretty 
good. In this he could count on more 
than his mastery of rightwing, populist 
rabble-rousing, fabrication of ‘facts’ 
and whines of persecution by a hostile 
elite and ‘leftist’ media. Propaganda 
apart, Israel’s economy is buoyant 
and, although inequality remains very 
high, even the poorest sections of the 
population - those on minimum wages 
or social benefits - have experienced 
some improvement. Unionisation 
of workers has been increasing, and 
consequently the number of workers 
benefiting from improved pay and 
conditions thanks to collective 
bargaining has been rising.

Also, since the last elections 
(March 2015), Netanyahu has avoided 
large-scale military adventures that 
exact a toll in Israeli military and 
civilian casualties; so Jewish Israelis 
have not felt they were paying a high 
cost - in human losses or insecurity 
any more than in economic terms 
- for ruling over the Palestinian 
occupied territories. As far as foreign 
relations are concerned, Netanyahu 
could count on more than a little help 
from his friends, including Trump2 
and Putin.3 Not many national leaders 
can boast of warm personal relations 
with both Donald and Vladimir 
Vladimirovich.

But, leaving little to chance, 
Netanyahu took several steps to 
secure his electoral victory and 
the subsequent prize of immunity 
from criminal prosecution. In order 
to make sure that his preferred 
prospective coalition partners - those 
of the extreme annexationist and 
ultra-racist right - would reach the 
threshold of 3.25% of the valid votes 
required to win any seats, he acted 
as match-maker between two such 
parties, each of which may not have 
reached this threshold individually, 
and persuaded them to form a bloc. 
This ran as the Union of Rightwing 
Parties, duly passed the threshold and 
won five seats. In exchange for their 
complicity in passing a law keeping 
him out of prison, Netanyahu had 
promised to accede to their hearts’ 
desire: annexation of parts of the 
West Bank.

The most serious rival of 
Netanyahu’s Likud party in these 
elections was the newly formed 
centre-right bloc, Kahol-Lavan (Blue 
and White - colours of the flag of the 
Zionist movement and the state of 
Israel), led by retired general Benny 
Gantz, two other retired generals 
and a civilian windbag, Yair Lapid 

(the only one of the four with some 
political experience, having served 
as minister of finance in a previous 
Netanyahu-led government). 

Lacking any coherent programme, 
it attracted many voters disgusted 
with Netanyahu’s corruption and 
rightwing populism. Netanyahu’s 
way of fighting off the potential threat 
represented by this nine-day wonder 
was to point out that it would not be 
able to block a Likud-led government 
(let alone form a ruling coalition) 
except in collaboration with Arab 
parties. The three generals and the 
windbag, bowing to popular Israeli-
Jewish racism, duly vowed that they 
would never collaborate with Arabs, 
thereby confirming that they pose no 
real danger to Netanyahu.

Many Arab citizens, feeling 
alienated and excluded, were clearly 
going to boycott or ignore the 
elections. But to ensure low Arab 
participation, Likud resorted to 
intimidation.4

In the event, Netanyahu’s Likud 
won 35 out of 120 Knesset seats, 
the same as the Blue-and-White 
contender. But the latter’s 35 elected 
MKs have little to hold them together. 
The hastily assembled, disparate 
quasi-party may well fall apart before 
long. Its main contribution to Israel’s 
political history is to have sucked 
voters away from the bloc formerly 
led by the Israeli Labor Party, and 
reduce Labor, with its pitiful six seats, 
to a mortally wounded relic, crawling 
towards a well-deserved demise.

Messianic fanatics
Evidently, the outcome of Israel’s 
elections is part of a worldwide shift 
to rightwing, authoritarian regimes 
led by elected illiberal demagogues. 
Netanyahu has much in common 
with Trump, Putin, Erdoğan, Orbán, 
Bolsonaro and their ilk. But equally 
obviously, Israel’s rightwing 
populism comes with a special Israeli 
twist: that of a Zionist colonising 
regime, increasingly inspired by a 
creepy messianism. This growing 
importance of eschatology in Israeli 
politics has not received sufficient 
attention.

Religions tend to have their lunatic 
fringes - crazed zealots lurking in the 
obscurity of the relatively harmless 
margins - who under certain political 
and social circumstances may emerge 
as if out of nowhere and shock the 

world with horrific and dangerous 
acts. Judaism is no exception to 
this rule. In my article ‘Israel and 
the Messiah’s ass’ (Weekly Worker 
June 1 2017), I called attention to 
the emergence in 1967 of messianic 
religious Zionism. Extremist 
forms of this political theology or 
theological politics have steadily 
grown in importance. Following the 
recent elections, its most fanatic true 
believers are openly represented in 
the Knesset, as members of the Union 
of Rightwing Parties, and will no 
doubt be part of the ruling coalition.

The size of this bloc - a mere five 
seats in the Knesset - understates 
the real influence of messianic 
fanaticism. A significant number of 
supporters of this ideology must have 
voted tactically for one of the larger 
and well-established religious parties 
(Shas and United Torah Judaism), or 
for Likud.

Messianic activists differ in one 
crucial respect from other followers 
of orthodox Judaism: they are 
determined to take actual steps to bring 
about the establishment of a renewed 
biblical Jewish kingdom. A key part 
of this plan is the building of a third 
Jewish temple on the old hallowed 
hill (the first two were destroyed 
respectively by the Babylonians in 
586 BCE and the Romans in 70 CE). 
An obvious obstacle in the way of the 
third temple is that the Jews’ Temple 
Mount happens to be the Muslims’ 
Haram al-Sharif - Islam’s third holiest 
place, site of al-Aqsa mosque and the 
Dome of the Rock. These will have 
to be demolished to make way for the 
third temple.

Plans to bring this about are by 
no means new. From 1979 to 1984 
a secret cabal of settlers, known as 
the Jewish Underground, engaged in 
terrorist actions against Palestinian 
civic leaders. It also hatched a plot to 
blow up the Dome of the Rock; but 
just in time members of the group 
were arrested and brought to trial on 
charges of terrorism. Most served 
short terms, and the ringleaders were 
pardoned in 1990.5

Unrepentant, the zealot leader, 
Yehuda Etzion, and his mates 
continued to make plans for the 
third temple.6 But now they have 
moved from the margins into the 
centres of political power.7 And 
their numbers have multiplied. A 
recent TV documentary series has 

drawn attention to an extensive 
network of activists making 
practical preparations for building 
the third temple and performing the 
rituals in it.8 These include detailed 
architectural drawings and models 
for the temple itself, sewing and 
embroidering vestments for the 
priests that will officiate in it, and 
practising animal sacrifices in the 
vicinity of the holy site. In order for 
the priests to be allowed to enter the 
temple and perform their rituals, they 
must first be purified with the ashes of 
a burnt, unblemished red heifer. Red 
means totally red - even two black 
hairs disqualify it.9 A cattle rancher 
in the Israeli-occupied Golan, by the 
name of Menahem Urbach, has been 
commissioned to produce a red heifer 
by selective breeding. Interviewed 
on TV, he claimed that the desired 
animal is expected to be delivered 
quite soon.

It will be televised
Explosives are easily accessible to 
the activists, who reside in armed 
settlements; and some are no doubt 
stashed away for use, as and when 
required. Of course, the Muslim 
world is likely to react violently to 
the destruction of the holy mosques. 
This can easily escalate to a major 
conflagration in the entire region, 
and possibly beyond. The messianic 
zealots are not particularly bothered 
by this prospect: they regard it with 
the same kind of hopeful anticipation 
that extreme Christian evangelicals 
have for Armageddon.

In fact, both bunches of dangerous 
nutters, whether Jewish or Christian, 
share many beliefs (except that the 
former are expecting the first coming 
of the messiah, while for the latter it 
is going to be the second - following 
which the Jews will have to convert 
or die). As the Daily Express reported 
recently,

Biblical conspiracy theorists 
believe the construction of a third 
Holy Temple in Jerusalem will 
precede the imminent return of 
Jesus Christ. Jewish eschatology 
concerning the end times claims 
the Holy Temple will rise up from 
the ground for the third time when 
the apocalypse nears. Talk of a 
third temple being built emerged 
this week in response to a letter 
penned by the powerful Jewish 

assembly of rabbis known as the 
Sanhedrin.

Jerusalem is heading into a 
mayoral election next week and 
the Sanhedrin urged both running 
candidates, Ofer Berkovich and 
Moshe Lion, to rebuild the temple. 
…

The Holy Temple plays a crucial 
role in Jewish tradition and is a 
central player in prophecies and 
tales concerning the apocalypse.

Christian pastor and doomsday 
preacher Paul Begley has now 
claimed the signs of the end 
times are coming to fruition. The 
Indiana-based preacher said: “The 
rabbis of the Sanhedrin court are 
calling both mayor candidates to 
include in their plans for this city 
the rebuilding of the third temple 
…”

According to Irvin Baxter of 
the End Time Ministries, the third 
Holy Temple will be rebuilt in the 
last seven years of the world’s 
existence. The doomsday preacher 
said this will happen in the first 
three years of the end times and 
will be the “most visible sign” of 
the end times finally arriving.

Mr Baxter said: “As that 
cornerstone is laid on the Temple 
Mount, every network on Earth 
will be televising this incredible 
event.”10

Will Israel’s security services act in 
time to prevent an explosion on the 
sacred site, as they did back in 1984? 
I do not wish to sound too alarmist, 
but, when watching Israel careering 
to extremes of racist populism and 
annexationism, we should also keep 
an eye on the movement of messianic 
fanaticism l

I would like to thank comrade 
Ehud Ein-Gil for his help in 
researching this article.
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2. Haaretz March 25 2019.
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4. Haaretz April 10 2019.
5. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_Underground.
6. Ibid.
7. Haaretz July 5 2018.
8. The very revealing first part of this series can 
be seen - unfortunately without English subtitles 
- on www.youtube.com/watch?v=y6NzLD-
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Election date chosen to avoid a trial and prison sentence
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True to principle
When it comes to US imperialism, Islam and Iran, the left has been deeply divided. Yassamine Mather 
reports on a recent BBC debate

On April 13 a debate to which I 
contributed was broadcast by 
BBC Persian as part of a series 

of programmes. It was entitled: ‘The 
left, United States and Islamism - a 
complicated equation’.1

The satellite and online broadcast 
to Iran and worldwide had a large 
audience for the one-hour debate (the 
BBC has an estimated audience of 13 
million Iranians). Many of the issues 
discussed affect the international left, 
so what follows is a summary of my 
comments during the debate, as well 
as my replies to some of the online 
comments made afterwards on social 
media.

In his introduction to the 
programme, presenter Daryoush 
Karimi quoted Nigel Farage’s 
criticism of Jeremy Corbyn for 
being silent about anti-government 
protests in Iran, and added that this 
should be heard in the context of 
the current debates on Brexit, where 
Farage is using the issue to score 
points against the Labour leader. 
During the broadcast a short clip 
was shown of Corbyn praising Iran’s 
Islamic Republic in 2015 as a multi-
ethnic democracy, where the rights 
of religious and national minorities 
are respected. Although, to be fair, 
the clip is part of a speech where 
he seems to repeat (in approval?) 
a quote from his host, an Iranian 
official, nevertheless that statement 
was indefensible, and I said so.

However, every time the issue of 
political Islam in the Middle East 
is discussed, we have to take into 
account contemporary history. The 
obsession with the Soviet Union led 
to a situation where imperialism was 
encouraging and financing jihadi 
groups opposed to secular forces, 
throughout the Middle East. The 
invasion and occupation of Iraq 
and Afghanistan empowered Iran’s 
Islamic Republic, and Salafi groups 
- financed by Saudi Arabia and 
other Persian Gulf states - unleashed 
terror on Iraq and Syria. I stated that 
Corbyn is part of the Stop the War 
Coalition and what he says reflects 
the views of the STWC, not ‘the left’ 
as a whole.

I also pointed out that at that 
time John McDonnell often spoke 
in support of protests by Iranian 
workers, and, of course, since 2016 
and Corbyn’s election as Labour 
leader, the leadership has avoided 
making any statement about Iran, in 
order not to invoke criticism from the 
Labour right and the Parliamentary 
Labour Party in particular. That says 
more about the reformist nature of 
Corbynism, as opposed to what most 
people would consider ‘the left’ in 
Britain.

The rest of the debate concentrated 
on the question of the left’s attitude 
towards political Islam. Here I 
emphasised the diversity of what is 
grouped together as the ‘left’ - there 
is a range of positions on every issue, 
including political Islam. There is no 
such a thing as a unified left position 
on this question and it would be a 
mistake to generalise. It is true that 
some groups have virtually accepted 
the hegemony of religious forces in 
various alliances, while others have 
expressed hysterical opposition to 
Islam , bordering on Islamophobia. 
And there are those who, while 
sympathising with citizens of 
Islamic ‘third world’ countries, with 
victims of the war on terror, targets 

of imperialism and US-style regime 
change from above, maintain their 
distance from Islamic states and 
groups and do not hesitate to expose 
their hypocrisy.

Nonetheless, the attitude of the 
left towards political Islam has 
been debated at least since the 
uprising of February 1979 in Iran. 
We all remember the position taken 
by sections of the Iranian and the 
international left (including many 
Trotskyist groups) in support of the 
Islamic Republic, but this was by no 
means shared by everyone - inside 
Iran, most of the radical left opposed 
the new religious order from day 
one. Repeating the lie that the entire 
Iranian left supported the Shia state 
will not make it a fact.

Between 1979 and the mid-1980s, 
when the regime launched an all out 
attack on the Mujahedin and other 
opposition groups, the ‘official 
communist’ Tudeh Party, Fedayeen 
Majority and sections of the Fourth 
International continued to support 
and defend the Islamic government. 
However, radical leftwing groups 
bore the brunt of the new regime’s 
repression. A generation of young 
radicals and Marxists was killed or 
executed by the Shia government 
in Tehran. As I keep reminding 
everyone, I am one of two survivors 
of a Fedayeen camp in Kurdistan, 
where 40 members and supporters of 
the Organisation of Iranian People’s 
Fedai Guerrillas had been based, 
as part of the struggle against the 
Islamic Republic. Everyone else met 
a violent death, often by execution. 
The other comrades I got to know in 
Kurdistan were members of various 
cells of the organisation in Tehran, 
Tabriz and Isfahan. So it is no 
exaggeration to say that a generation 
of Iranian Marxists lost their lives 
in the first years of the Islamic 
Republic. So how can we say that 
‘the Iranian left’ supported political 
Islam?

Contrary to the analysis proposed 
by some socialists abroad, the 
division within the Iranian left was 
not simply between reformists and 
revolutionaries. Nor was it between 
Stalinists and anti-Stalinists; it did 
not centre on the classic issue of 
‘stages’ of revolution, bourgeois or 
socialist. Rather the division was 
over the role of the ‘socialist camp’ 
led by the Soviet Union and the 

extent to which the politics of ‘third 
world’ regimes should be judged on 
the basis of their anti-US rhetoric.

As I explained on the BBC 
programme, those of us who had 
no illusions about the Soviet Union 
were hardly likely to adopt positions 
stemming from standard cold war 
attitudes. We did not fall in the trap 
of believing that the enemy of the 
United States must be considered 
an ally, that somehow such a 
government or movement was on the 
side of ‘socialism’.

Trump
As far as the present period is 
concerned, the left in general 
(including the Iranian left both in exile 
and inside Iran) faced a completely 
new scenario, post-9/11. The ‘war on 
terror’, the invasion and occupation 
of Afghanistan, then Iraq, inevitably 
led to the strengthening of the anti-
war movement and, of course, the left 
played an important part in this.

The election of Donald Trump 
as a supporter of rightwing causes 
in US and Europe has created new 
circumstances, where again the 
radical left has a responsibility 
to fight against naked imperialist 
aggression - and it has done so. 
However, here too we see serious 
mistakes. As I have stated, Corbyn’s 
statement regarding democracy in 
Iran cannot be defended, but what 
was more worrying was the position 
taken by Stop the War, the Socialist 
Workers Party, Counterfire, etc, in 
support of the Islamic Republic - 
based on ridiculous claims, such as 
the number of women firefighters 
in Tehran or the assertion that sex-
change operations in Iran marked 
some kind of tolerance of LGBT 
people. Both were stupid claims.

So where do such mistakes 
come from? On the one hand, the 
obsession with bringing together the 
largest possible numbers in particular 
campaigns, irrespective of political 
principles - a kind of left populism. 
There is not only a fixation with 
what the SWP calls ‘united fronts’ (in 
reality either fake front or cross-class 
popular fronts), but also a departure 
from the basic principle that in 
making such alliances we must seek 
to advance the cause of the working 
class. Instead what we saw in the 
case of the anti-war movement was 
kowtowing to Islamic groups and an 

apologetic approach to the Islamic 
Republic on the international scene. 
These were policies that in the long 
term disarmed and weakened the 
anti-war movement, especially as 
sections of its Islamic allies became 
part of the artificiality fuelled Shia-
Sunni infighting.

By the time we got to the civil 
war in Syria, such organisations 
were rendered completely powerless. 
Fearful of being accused of 
supporting one side or the other, 
they chose silence, while in Syria, as 
elsewhere, it was correct to oppose 
pro-Saudi and pro-Qatar jihadists 
(Islamic State, al-Qa’eda ...), just as 
much as it was to oppose imperialism 
and the Syrian regime.

Duplicity?
Another issue raised during the 
debate was the alleged difference 
in emphasis on US or Iran between 
my writings in English and my TV/
radio interventions on BBC Persian. 
In late 2018, a social media blogger 
who is an apologist for Iran’s Islamic 
republic accused me of emphasising 
anti-imperialism in my English 
writing, while focussing more on 
opposition to the Islamic Republic in 
Farsi TV and radio programmes.

A large number of Iranian activists, 
who follow both my writings in 
English and my interventions 
on Persian media, responded on 
Facebook and Twitter mocking 
the accusation. They quoted from 
my articles, where I write about 
corruption, neoliberal capitalism 
and workers’ struggles in Iran, and 
provided extensive quotes from what 
I say about US policy regarding 
Iran and the Middle East on TV and 
radio, and what I have said about 
the Trump administration. Indeed 
these comrades and friends clearly 
demonstrated that both in English 
and in Farsi I consistently oppose 
US imperialism and threats of war 
against Iran, while also opposing the 
Islamic Republic.

So I repeated this during the 
debate, accepting that on specific 
occasions - for example, when there 
is a direct threat to Iran (as a country, 
not just the Islamic Republic) - I 
might spend more time in English 
or in Farsi in opposing imperialism. 
However, even then I will attempt to 
clarify my opposition to the Islamic 
Republic’s repressive, anti-working 

class policies. The problem is that 
those with simplistic minds want 
you to take either a pro-imperialist 
position (on social media I receive 
abuse and threats almost daily from 
royalist supporters of Trump’s plans 
for regime change from above) or 
support the Islamic Republic (as 
is the case of some Iranian ‘left’ 
apologists). In that sense I actually 
find the abuse I receive from both 
pro-Trump Iranian royalists and from 
defenders of the Iranian regime quite 
reassuring!

This shows that I and other 
comrades from Hands Off the People 
of Iran have stayed true to Hopi’s 
founding statement of 2007.

More than 11 years ago we wrote:

The contradictions between the 
interests of the neo-conservatives 
in power in the USA and the 
defenders of the rule of capital in 
the Islamic Republic has entered a 
dangerous new phase.

US imperialism and its allies 
are intent on regime change 
from above and are seriously 
considering options to impose 
this - sanctions, diplomatic 
pressure, limited strikes or perhaps 
bombing the country back to the 
stone age. The main enemy is 
imperialism. The Iranian regime 
does not represent a progressive or 
consistent anti-imperialist force.2

The political situation is now worse. 
Trump is to the right of the neo-
conservatives around then president 
George W Bush. Continued sanctions 
have impoverished Iran, making 
the situation far worse for ordinary 
Iranians, yet so many years later, 
despite a nuclear deal heralded as a 
solution to the crisis, very little has 
changed.

We must oppose any imperialist 
intervention in the Middle East, 
and call for the immediate and 
unconditional end to sanctions on 
Iran, while maintaining our opposition 
to the Islamic Republic and stepping 
up our support for working class and 
progressive struggles against poverty 
and repression! l

IRAN

Notes
1. For those who speak Farsi, it is 
available here: www.youtube.com/
watch?v=RtskZwq7EL0&feature=share.
2. http://hopoi.org/about-us/founding-statement.

Many on the left opposed the Khomeini regime from day one
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Trying to escape the maze
With the polls looking disastrous and Brexit an ongoing failure, the Tories are deep in crisis. But they are 
not about to split the army and launch a civil war, writes Eddie Ford

T hings are getting worse and 
worse for the Tories, with 
Theresa May’s position 

becoming increasingly tenuous. 
How much longer can she last?

Last week’s emergency European 
Union summit in Brussels was a 
predictable failure for the prime 
minister - even if it was not quite 
the humiliation she experienced 
last September at Salzburg, when 
EU leaders essentially took turns 
to rubbish her Chequers plan. At 
Brussels they rejected her request for 
a short extension of article 50 to June 
30, knowing perfectly well that this 
date was chosen purely for reasons 
of internal Tory Party politics - not 
because it had any practical value. A 
minority, such as Emmanuel Macron, 
argued for a very short extension of 
only a few weeks or so, whilst the 
majority wanted a year or more. In 
classic EU tradition, they decided in 
the end to split the difference and go 
for October 31.

However, not everyone was 
happy with the fudge. The new 
extension is not short enough to keep 
up the pressure on Westminster MPs 
to agree some sort of deal soon, but 
not long enough for the likelihood 
of some significant development 
to arise - ie, a general election. 
In other words, the six-month 
extension merely adds to the Brexit 
uncertainty and gridlock rather than 
presenting an opportunity to escape 
from the maze - it seems highly 
likely that the prime minister, 
whoever that might be, will have 
to go cap in hand to Brussels for 
another extension, as the Halloween 
deadline nears. Having said that, 
the chances of a no-deal Brexit 
are looking increasingly remote 
- though it would be foolish to 
entirely dismiss it as a possibility.

Meanwhile, as expected, the talks 
between Labour and the government 
are going nowhere: true, meetings 
are scheduled this week between 
ministers and shadow ministers on 
environmental protection, security 
and workers’ rights, but the much 
thornier issues of a customs union 
and a ‘confirmatory’ referendum 
will not be up for discussion 
before Easter. According to Jeremy 
Corbyn, the talks are stalling 
because the Tories want to turn 
Britain “into a deregulated, low-tax 
society, which will do a deal with 
Trump”.1 Naturally, this agenda is 
anathema to the Labour leader, who 
says he has put forward a robust 
case, instead, for a customs union 
and a “dynamic relationship” with 
the EU to protect the environment 
and “consumer workplace rights”. 
He also said that a lot of time had 
been wasted by the “dithering” of 
the government on what issues to 
bring to parliament, and strongly 
suggested that the best route out 
of the impasse would be holding 
“binding” indicative votes in the 
Commons.

Corbyn has also complained that 
the talks are compromised anyway, 
as the government is collapsing. 
Then again, Downing Street is 
under mounting pressure from 
disgruntled ministers as well as 
backbenchers to pull the plug on 
Brexit talks with Labour - why is a 
Tory prime minister consorting with 
an ‘anti-Semitic’ friend of Hamas, 
the IRA and the Kremlin? Former 
Brexit secretary Dominic Raab has 
said that the prime minister risks 
handing the keys to 10 Downing 

Street to an “avowed Marxist” and 
“destroying” Brexit in the process.

Dream team?
Meanwhile, the vultures are circling 
around May, with participation in the 
May 23 European elections being the 
trigger issue - it has to be avoided, they 
say. The papers are full of speculation 
about Boris Johnson making overtures 
to Amber Rudd, the work and pensions 
secretary, considered by most Tories to 
be a social liberal.

The point is, Rudd is a prominent 
remainer and also a key member of the 
One Nation Group of around 40 Tory 
MPs - created to counter the baleful 
influence of the European Research 
Group Brexiteers. Johnson, obviously, 
has positioned himself on the right 
of the party, with his dog-whistle 
comments about Muslims, support for 
a no-deal Brexit, and so on - though he 
is perfectly capable of turning in any 
direction if he calculates that it will 
advance his naked political ambitions. 
But clearly the press stories about her 
joining in a “dream ticket” with Johnson 
to unite the Brexiteer and ‘remainer’ 
wings of the party are not just idle 
nonsense - Rudd is a longstanding 
personal friend of Boris Johnson, even 
if she did say during the EU referendum 
campaign that he was “not the man you 
want to drive you home at the end of 
the evening”. Under the ‘Bamber’ 
alliance, which admittedly sounds a 
lot more Rudd than Johnson, he would 
stand for prime minister and she would 
get to be chancellor - the first woman 
ever to hold the position, if successful.

But, sticking his oar in, Jeremy 
Hunt has offered Rudd his present 
job as foreign secretary if she runs 
with him - making her a potential 
kingmaker, either by endorsing this or 
that candidate or by running herself, 
with the intention of eventually 
dropping out and then getting her 
supporters to back one of the remaining 
hopefuls. Sajid Javid and Dominic 
Raab, amongst others, are also busily 
constructing leadership teams, as if 
May was already six feet under. Even 
though Rudd did say she was “leaving 
the door ajar” to a leadership bid, 
this seems extremely unlikely, as she 
would not have a chance of winning. 
Her anti-‘no deal’ views make her 
very unpopular with the Tory rank 
and file, who think that Brexit is the 
most brilliant idea since sliced bread - 
and they will get the final say on who 
becomes Tory leader, and hence prime 

minister. Any viable candidates will 
have to be a Brexiteer - and we know 
that the members will vote Boris any 
time, if given half a chance.

Incidentally, given even the 
possibility of a Johnson-Rudd, or a 
Hunt-Rudd, government, those on 
the left who excitedly talk of Britain 
descending into civil war, are clearly 
talking rubbish. The Tories are divided, 
but they are not about to split the ranks 
of the army and fight the matter out 
with bullets and bayonets. Nor is Nigel 
Farage about to launch his version of 
the blackshirts and Jeremy Corbyn 
and his Straight Leftist advisors would 
run a mile from the mere thought of 
establishing a New Model Army. 
There is a constitutional crisis, there 
could be violent protests, the army 
could be deployed to maintain ‘law 
and order’, but Britain does not stand 
on the brink of civil war.

Boycott?
One of the results of the extension, 
and the failure so far to get any sort 
of deal through the Commons, is 
that it now looks virtually inevitable 
that the UK will have to take part 
in the European elections - striking 
fear into the heart of every Tory, as 
well it should. Yes, the likes of Iain 
Duncan-Smith and Owen Paterson 
are agitating for Britain to just refuse 
to hold the elections - which would 
see the country automatically kicked 
out of the bloc, as per EU rules, thus 
happily securing the objective of a 
no-deal Brexit. Interestingly, Jacob 
Rees-Mogg - becoming increasingly 
pragmatic - has distanced himself 
from such a militant stance, 
saying the no-deal dream is no 
longer practical politics, as there 
is nothing approaching a majority 
in the Commons for such a course 
of action. Wake up and smell the 
coffee, guys.

So, assuming Duncan Smith and 
Paterson do not get their way and the 
European elections go ahead, what 
is the attitude of communists? We 
definitely do not call for a boycott, as 
stupidly advocated by the Morning 
Star’s Communist Party of Britain on 
the grounds that they are ‘undemocratic’ 
and ‘unfair’, and the EU is a dreadful 
‘super-state’. Maybe the comrades 
need reminding that Lenin and the 
Bolsheviks participated in nearly all the 
tsarist elections, which were extremely 
‘unfair’, to put it mildly.

Boycotting elections in the name 

of national sovereignty is risible and 
reactionary, as is the idea that breaking 
away from the EU means you suddenly 
become free. Sorry to tell you, CPB 
comrades, but Britain would still be 
part of the global division of labour 
within the pyramid of antagonistically 
competing states - US imperialism 
being unquestionably the top dog, of 
course. Brexit would be no socialist 
nirvana - quite the contrary.

Anyway, logically and consistently, 
the CPGB urges a vote for the 
Labour Party in the European, as well 
as local, elections. We recognise, 
of course, that Labour might get 
punished by a section of its traditional 
electorate, especially in the north - 
the results might not be particularly 
pretty. Nevertheless, they will not be 
hammered like the Tories, who could 
face a wipe-out.

Completely unscientifically (as it 
was conducted amongst its mainly 
rightwing, Brexiteer readers, who 
were motivated to take part in the 
first place), the rabidly rightwing 
Daily Express recently ran a poll on 
the European elections - with almost 
20,000 people ringing in.2 Way out on 
top came Nigel Farage’s Brexit Party 
on a whopping 82%, with 6% for 
the UK Independence Party. Slightly 
bizarrely, given the paper’s natural 
constituency, Change UK (formerly 
The Independent Group) got 4%, as did 
Labour. As for the Tories, they got just 
1%. This will please George Galloway. 
He has decided to back the Brexit 
Party - for one election only. A clear 
case of putting ‘nation’ before ‘class’. 
Goodbye George.

The news is not much better for 
the Conservatives when it comes to 
the more scientific polls, all showing 
a dramatic slump in support for the 
party. According to the Electoral 
Calculus ‘poll of polls’ for The Sunday 
Telegraph, the Tories are set to lose 59 
seats in the event of a general election - 
with 259 against Labour’s 296. Another 
YouGov poll found that Tory support 
had slumped to its lowest level in six 
years, putting Theresa May’s party on 
28% - down four points since the start 
of April, with only two-thirds of Tory 
voters in the 2017 general election 
saying they would back them again.

Even worse, if anything, a separate 
poll by Opinium among voters who 
say they are “certain” to vote in the 
European elections suggests that the 
Tories are heading for a pulverising 
without historical precedent. Only 

17% choose the Conservatives, while 
29% would back Labour - with 25% 
supporting the UK Independence Party 
and 12% the Brexit Party. This dismal 
vote share for the Tories is six points 
down on their previous record low in 
Euro elections, which was in 2014 
- and historically the Conservatives 
have never scored as badly as 17% 
in any UK-wide election from 1832 
onwards. No wonder the Tories are 
desperate to avoid these elections.

Of course, such polling figures 
are hardly surprising amidst May’s 
complete hashing of the Brexit 
negotiations - which have descended 
into high farce, especially now we 
have the various contenders to replace 
her openly canvassing and fighting 
for support. If she was replaced with 
a new team, whether a ‘dream ticket’ 
or not, then you would expect a certain 
honeymoon period - with the Tories 
regaining support in the polls, perhaps 
even edging ahead. Nor do all these 
recent polls, it goes without saying, 
necessarily mean that Labour will 
get a parliamentary majority if there 
was a general election - just that it 
will emerge as the biggest party in the 
Commons, which then might have to 
do deals with other small parties if it 
wants to form a government.

But the real question at the 
moment concerns the extent of the 
coming crushing defeat for the Tories 
in the European elections, which for 
the first time since 1999 will not be 
happening on the same day as the 
local elections (now on May 2). In 
the opinion of Chris Curtice from 
YouGov, the effect of separating the 
elections “will likely be that fewer 
loyal supporters of the two main 
parties make the trek to the polling 
station” - but at the same time, “those 
on both extremes of the debate who 
are energised by Brexit will make up 
a larger proportion of the electorate, 
further boosting the Brexit Party vote 
share” (The Guardian April 17). No 
matter what the Tory rule book says, 
it is almost impossible to imagine a 
situation in which, after receiving 
a humiliating vote in the European 
elections, Theresa May is not told by 
the officers of the 1922 Committee 
to step down and make way for 
somebody else.

Indeed, on April 17 the influential 
ConservativeHome website broke 
a story about the possibility of an 
attempted grassroots putsch against 
Theresa May.3 Under ‘schedule 3’ 
of the party constitution, we read, a 
petition signed by “not less” than 65 
constituency association chairmen [sic] 
“compels” there to be an extraordinary 
general meeting of the national 
convention - the body officially 
representing the voluntary party. 
Apparently, there are now “coordinated 
efforts” by Tory activists to call such an 
emergency meeting within weeks and 
propose a motion of no confidence in 
the prime minister. Christopher Hope 
of the Telegraph believes that between 
40 and 50 chairmen have already 
signed the petition, and are hopeful it 
could pass the threshold of 65 within 
the next week l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

TORIES

Notes
1. www.theguardian.com/politics/2019/apr/16/
brexit-talks-with-government-have-stalled-says-
corbyn.
2. www.express.co.uk/news/politics/1113638/
brexit-news-eu-elections-poll-results-brexit-party-
nigel-farage-MEP-theresa-may.
3. www.conservativehome.com/
thetorydiary/2019/04/the-four-routes-being-
explored-to-oust-may.html.

Corbyn would run a mile from the idea of a New Model Army
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The drugs don’t work
The huge problem of antimicrobial resistance and antibiotic shortages is greatly exacerbated by the profit 
motive, argues James Linney

One the most critical challenges 
facing modern medicine is that 
of increasing antimicrobial 

resistance (AMR). This is a process 
that leads to previously treatable 
bacterial infections evolving their 
own defences against the actions of 
antibiotic medications, resulting in 
far more serious and potentially fatal 
outcomes for those infected.

Despite the growing incidence 
of AMR, we have seen the drying 
up of new antibiotic research and 
development by pharmaceutical 
companies over the past few decades. 
As we will see, the problems of AMR 
and the lack of any effective solutions 
is a case study in how the drive for 
profit can create an acute health crisis 
of global proportions that could have 
potentially catastrophic consequences.

On the whole, bacteria get a lot 
of unfairly bad press - most of our 
relationships with the trillions of 
bacteria that live on or in our bodies are 
symbiotic. Within our gut, for example 
- where there are huge numbers 
of bacteria cells - the thousands of 
different species of bacteria help 
contribute to the breaking down of 
food and the regulation of weight, as 
well as playing a crucial role in our 
immunity. This balanced collaboration 
is the result of millions of years 
of evolution. Bacteria can become 
pathological (disease-causing) if their 
numbers are able to grow excessively 
or they manage to get to certain areas 
of our body usually best kept sterile - 
for example, the heart, lung and bone 
tissue or circulating blood.

Although the earliest accounts 
of germ theory have been attributed 
to the Italian scholar, Girolamo 
Fracastoro, in 1546, it was not until 
the second half of the 19th century 
- thanks largely to Louis Pasteur 
and Robert Koch - that empirical 
evidence soon led to the development 
of vaccinations. It is hard to overstate 
how these discoveries revolutionised 
medicine. Diseases that had for 
millennia terrorised humanity, such 
as rabies, polio and smallpox, were 
now preventable. It took another 70 
years - helped by Alexander Fleming 
and his mouldy petri dish - before 
penicillin, the world’s first antibiotic, 
was isolated; and it was soon being 
manufactured on an industrial scale 
- just in time to be given to soldiers 
injured on the battlefields of World 
War II.

This was a game-changer. It was 
now possible to not just prevent 
infectious diseases, but to cure 
someone over whom the pathogen 
already had a strong hold. Penicillin 
is within the class of B-Lactam 
antibiotics - it is derived from the 
Penicillium fungi that inhibit the 
synthesis of the cell wall of some 
common bacteria. Over the next 40 
years there were many more new 
classes of antibiotics isolated, and 
within each class dozens of different 
antibiotics were manufactured. 
Optimism was riding high and it 
was felt that it was only a matter of 
time before all the serious bacterial 
infections would be contained or 
eradicated for good.

Defences
However, in the 1980s two things 
happened that allowed the bacteria to 
strike back: they started developing 
their own defences against the 
new drugs; and the manufacture of 
antibiotics dried up (the most recent 
class was developed in 1987).

Antibiotic resistance is to an extent 
an inevitable, evolutionary process - 
random mutations in bacteria allow for 
some advantageous defence against 
the action of the antibiotic and hence 
they can propagate, whilst others are 
killed. However, the enormous overuse 
of antibiotics in farming and medicine 
is the catalysing process creating the 
emergence of many types of bacteria 
that are now resistant to multiple 
different antibiotics - the so-called 
‘superbugs’. Most countries use far 
more antibiotics in farming than they 
do to treat humans: for example, in 
the US 70% of such use is in farming.1 
The same antibiotics that we depend 
on to defend us from potentially fatal 
diseases are en masse nonchalantly 
employed to prophylactically keep 
livestock disease-free or to help 
increase their size - inadvertently 
creating worldwide factories for 
the manufacture of lethal, multi-
resistant bacteria that leak out into the 
environment and into our food chain.

In medicine too antibiotics are 
overused - largely because globally 
most people cannot afford access to 
doctors or diagnostic tests that would 
help ensure they were used more 
appropriately. It is much cheaper to 
just prescribe or buy broad-action 
antibiotics (which kill lots of different 
types of bacteria) in the hope that 
you see off the harmful ones - along 
with all the other useful gut bacteria. 
This is a process that kills all but the 
drug-resistant bacteria and, with all 
their competition being nuked by the 
antibiotics, they can happily flourish. 
Hence the development of very 
difficult-to-treat bacterial diseases 
in hospitals, such as MRSA (multi-
resistant staphylococcus aureus) 
and Clostridium Difficile. These are 
just two of the more well publicised 
resistant bacteria, but there are now 
hundreds of them. For example, 
sexually transmitted diseases that it 
was once thought would be eradicated 
by drugs have developed resistance - 
gonorrhoea, chlamydia and syphilis 
are increasingly becoming more 
difficult to treat.

Ask any doctor and they will attest to 
previously common infections - of the 
urinary tract and skin, pneumonias, etc 

- becoming more resistant to treatment, 
so requiring the use of stronger 
(intravenous) and rarer antibiotics. 
Last year a Lancet study found there 
were around 33,000 annual deaths in 
European Union countries attributable 
to antibiotic resistance.2 Worldwide 
there are about such 700,000 deaths 
annually - a figure that is growing: it 
has been estimated that by 2050 this 
will increase to 10 million deaths a 
year.3 This could mean a future where 
having an operation, undergoing 
chemotherapy, giving birth or simply 
cutting your finger whilst gardening 
could result in untreatable, potentially 
fatal infections.

Clearly then, even if antibiotic 
use is dramatically reduced, we are 
going to need new and more effective 
drugs. Not an easy task, given that 
most antibiotics originate, like 
penicillin, from naturally occurring 
organisms - the overall stock of which 
has been vastly depleted through 
deforestation and climate change. 
Unfortunately, drug companies have 
shown little appetite for researching 
and developing new antibiotics. The 
diminishing amount of return on 
the necessary investment has meant 
that there is no incentive to improve 
on the drugs we already have. Why 
spend money developing drugs that 
are notoriously costly and technically 
hard to manufacture, when they would 
be used very sparingly as a last resort 
- and only then for short courses 
(usually five-seven days)?

Add to this the unpredictable 
nature of antibiotic resistance: a 
company might spend 10 years getting 
a new agent to market, only to see the 
targeted bacteria develop resistance, 
rendering the drug redundant. No, 
much better to develop drugs that are 
needed by lots of people and have to 
be taken daily for years - ideally for 
life - as in the treatment of diabetes, 
heart disease or depression. As an 
illustration, global sales of all types 
of antibiotics (both for farming and 
medical use) equate to about $45 
billion a year - compare this to the 
single drug, Humira, manufactured by 
AbbVie and used in the treatment of 
rheumatoid arthritis, which is worth 
about $20 billion alone.

There have recently been efforts 
made to try to entice pharmaceuticals 
to develop new drugs. To this end 
the UK government commissioned 
economist Jim O’Neill, the former 
chairman of Goldman Sachs, to 
“analyse the global problem of rising 
drug resistance and propose concrete 
actions to tackle it internationally”.4 
The resulting 2016 publication, the 
Review on antimicrobial resistance, 
suggested pharmaceutical companies 
should be rewarded for innovation 
with a $1 billion payment for any 
new antibiotic. Other suggestions 
have been to allow longer patents, 
give tax breaks for drug companies 
developing antibiotics or simply 
raise the price of antibiotics, so that 
they are as costly as cancer-treating 
chemotherapy drugs. All of which 
are blatantly beyond inadequate - all 
they would do is abet the enrichment 
of drug companies, whilst further 
shifting the burden of AMR to 
the less well-off countries (where 
overcrowding, poor sanitation and 
lack of access to medical care already 
means they are the worst affected).

Nationalisation
Since the 2016 report little has 
changed - apart form the quickening 
of the pace of AMR. The indifference 
of the pharmaceutical companies to 
the possibility of a world without 
effective antibiotics, and all the 
horrors that would result, seems to 
have taken O’Neill by surprise. He 
has said:

…nearly three years after our 
review came out, there’s endless 
talk, but there’s no progress in 
waking up the pharmaceutical 
industry to want to do this. So, by 
default, I find my mind thinking, 
why not explore the idea of some 
public utility that’s got public-
purpose ownership of it? Just take 
it away from them and take it over.5

A partial nationalisation of drug 
companies’ research and development 
is far more sensible than his earlier 
suggestions. In fact, this is a more 
radical policy than Jeremy Corbyn has 
suggested - when the topic came up 

in the last Labour leadership contest, 
John McDonnell stated that Labour 
does not favour the nationalisation of 
the pharma industry, which instead 
should be “better managed and more 
effective”.6 There is an inherent 
contradiction between the raison 
d’être of drug companies (to create 
wealth for their owners) and the need 
to provide safe, effective treatments 
for everyone according to their need. 
We have no interest in better managing 
the status quo - we must look for far 
more radical solutions.

Calling for the nationalisation of 
the entire pharmaceutical industry is a 
supportable policy and one we should 
be fighting for the Labour Party 
to adopt. However, we must have 
no illusions in nationalisation as a 
solution. For a start the pharmaceutical 
industry is one of the most powerful 
industries in the world, yielding all the 
political influence that comes with this. 
It would not just stand by and leave 
the NHS - easily its biggest customer 
- unscathed. Secondly, nationalising it 
in the UK would likely mean at some 
point putting it in the hands of the Tory 
Party, who can be trusted with it about 
as much as they can the NHS.

Ultimately the challenge of AMR 
brings into focus our long-term 
goal - the socialisation of the entire 
pharmaceutical and healthcare industry, 
so that it is run democratically for the 
benefit of all. Of course, a prerequisite 
for this is a strong and vibrant working 
class movement. This is something 
which, given the time pressures 
involved - exerted not just by AMR, 
but by the even bigger threat of climate 
change, to name just one - has never 
been needed more urgently l

HEALTH

Notes
1. www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/
jun/19/how-much-does-big-pharma-make-from-
animal-antibiotics.
2. www.thelancet.com/action/
showPdf?pii=S1473-3099%2818%2930605-4.
3. www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-30416844.
4. https://amr-review.org/home.html.
5. www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-47719269?intlink_
from_url=https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/topics/
c008ql15151t/antibiotics&link_location=live-
reporting-story.
6. www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/
jul/25/john-mcdonnell-jeremy-corbyn-uk-
pharmaceuticals-industry.
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Decoupled from reality
Genderist ideology is based on flawed science and worse logic, argues Amanda MacLean

Here are just a few examples of 
the recent impacts of gender 
ideology.

l The 2019 Boston Marathon has 
opened its female competition to 
people who were “assigned male 
at birth”, even if they have had no 
hormones or surgery.
l Lesbian advocate and tennis star 
Martina Navratilova has been dropped 
by an LGBT+ sports organisation for 
questioning the inclusion of males in 
women’s elite sports.
l In Canada, 16 women beauticians 
face prosecution for refusing to wax 
the penis and testicles of someone 
presenting as a transwoman.
l Credit Suisse executive director 
Phillip (aka Pippa) Bunce - a “proud 
husband and father”, according to 
that individual’s Twitter profile - is 
currently listed at number 21 in the 
Top 50 Female Champions of Women 
in Business by out-standing.org, and 
last year secured a similar accolade 
from the Financial Times.
l Last week, the mainstream media 
in the UK reported that five clinicians 
have resigned from the Tavistock 
Centre over fears that homophobic 
bullying is causing lesbian and gay 
children to identify as transgender, 

leading to what amounts to medical 
“conversion therapy”.
l And ‘Get the L Out’, a lesbian 
splinter group from the LGBT+ 
movement, recently released 
Lesbians at ground zero - a report 
graphically describing the routine 
exclusion and harassment of lesbians 
who refuse to accept transwomen as 
potential sexual partners.

The left’s response has not been 
to stand for the rights of lesbians and 
other women and girls, but, along 
with every mainstream political 
party, to suppress debate and to brand 
anyone who raises concerns or even 
asks questions with accusations of 
transphobia, bigotry and, bizarrely, 
fascism. There is ‘no debate’: trans 
women are women, trans men are 
men, non-binary genders are real 
and valid. To even question these 
statements, it is claimed, is to threaten 
the very existence of transgender 
people.

There is no doubt that transgender 
people exist: there are many people 
who are driven to present themselves 
to society as if they were members of 
the opposite sex. Some transgender 
people suffer from the crippling 
condition of gender dysphoria that can 

make it psychologically unbearable 
to recognise themselves, or to be 
recognised in society, as the sex they 
actually are. Such people have a 
right to access hormonal and surgical 
treatments where they are necessary 
and medically indicated. And, 
irrespective of whether they have had 
hormones and surgery or not, and 
whether they have gender dysphoria 
or not, every individual has the right 
to wear clothing, adopt mannerisms 
and perform social roles that make 
them comfortable and happy. When 
these traits are commonly associated 
with members of the opposite sex, 
they have the right to do so without 
fear of discrimination, abuse or 
violence.

Working towards a society that 
is intolerant of violent and bullying 
behaviour, rather than cracking down 
on personal expression, must be part 
of the socialist programme and will 
have benefits not just for transgender 
people, but for women, who are 
frequently prevented from realising 
their personal, social, economic and 
political potential through sexist 
enforcement of roles and behaviour.

When framed like this, it seems 
almost inconceivable that the 

arguments raging on this topic are not 
primarily between the conservative 
right and the progressive left, 
but are largely on the left itself, 
between gender activists and 
leftwing feminists. But the heat in 
the debate comes from the gender 
ideologists’ hotly contested claim 
that transwomen are literally women. 
Not honorary women, or living as 
if they were women, or like women 
- as most people have previously 
understood - but literally women. We 
are told that transwomen are a type 
of woman in exactly the same way as 
black, disabled or lesbian women are. 
Therefore to exclude transwomen 
from any women’s service or facility 
is the moral equivalent of excluding 
black or disabled women. Indeed, 
during March, Vancouver Rape Relief 
Centre, which is open exclusively to 
women clients, lost its city council 
funding after transgender campaigner 
Morgane Oger argued exactly that.

What is ‘woman’?
Was Oger’s successful challenge to 
the Vancouver Rape Relief Centre 
justified? That depends what you 
mean by the word ‘woman’. Or, 
for that matter, male and female. 

DEBATE

Girls will be boys and 
boys will be girls. It’s a 
mixed-up, muddled-up, 

shook-up world



10 weekly

April 18 2019 1247 worker

According to Oger, the biological 
woman is a myth. Those opposed 
to Oger insist on the reality of the 
dictionary definitions: a man is an 
adult human male, and a woman is an 
adult human female. But a key part 
of the gender ideologists’ argument 
is that a transwoman is a woman, 
and always has been, irrespective of 
any surgery or hormone treatment. 
In other words, a fully intact male 
is literally a woman if he believes 
himself to be a woman. This is on 
the basis of a self-reported ‘gender 
identity’ that is alleged to be the only 
reliable indicator of ‘gender’, and 
is claimed to exist independently of 
biological sex.

‘Gender’ here is no longer 
determined by physical sex, but by an 
innate feeling of being a man, being 
a woman or being something else - 
a non-binary identity not limited to 
those two choices. Having this innate 
feeling - a fundamental knowledge of 
who you are, not linked to bodily sex - 
is, supposedly, common to everyone. 
Thus a transwoman claims to have 
exactly the same feeling of ‘being a 
woman’ as all women do, and should 
be accepted as such.

This understanding of ‘gender 
identity’ was not in the minds of MPs 
at Westminster when they voted to 
introduce the Gender Recognition 
Act (GRA) in 2004. The law was 
introduced in response to a ruling by 
the European Court of Human Rights, 
which stated that it was a breach of 
human rights to deny transsexuals 
the right to marry. The obvious 
conclusion should have been that all 
adults, irrespective of their sex, should 
have the right to marry the partner of 
their choice. But MPs decided that 
the public was not ready for that 
step, leaving lesbians and gay men to 
wait another 10 years for the Equal 
Marriage Act. However, the GRA was 
introduced in 2004 in order to allow 
an estimated 5,000 transsexuals to 
gain a gender recognition certificate 
(GRC), allowing them to change the 
sex marker on their birth certificates. 
This creates the legal fiction of being 
the opposite sex, in order to allow 
them to marry a same-sex partner.

The process of acquiring a 
GRC involves two years of living 
‘in role’ as the desired sex, and a 
string of medical and psychological 
assessments - a process of gatekeeping 
that lobby groups such as Stonewall 
consider intrusive and humiliating. 
In response, in 2017 the Tory 
government announced it wanted 
to update the GRA to make it easier 
for transgender people to have their 
gender recognised through a simple 
process of self-declaration without 
any medical gatekeeping. The change 
in the language from ‘transsexual’ to 
‘transgender’ is significant, because it 
refers to self-declared gender identity, 
not to physical transition. Some 
estimates suggest that there are around 
500,000 people in the UK who would 
declare a change of gender, and that 
many of these people have not gone 
through physical transition, and do not 
intend to.

This ideology has sparked off a new 
women’s movement across the world, 
opposing the notion that ‘woman’ is 
just a feeling. Many women see it as 
threatening hard-won rights that the 
feminist movement had fought to 
achieve for decades - particularly the 
provision of single-sex facilities and 
services, and political representation. 
If gender identity, now completely 
decoupled from the body, trumps 
sex in all circumstances, then that 
would give people who they see as 
men access to women’s shortlists, 
women’s awards, women’s refuges, 
women’s prisons, women’s toilets 
and women’s changing rooms. With 
sexual assault and harassment from 
males being everyday occurrences, 
many see self-declaration of gender 
identity as a threat.

And if any man can declare himself 

to be a woman, then what does the 
word ‘woman’ even mean? The 
debate has turned nasty, particularly 
online. Lesbians who reject trans 
partners are condemned as ‘vagina 
fetishists’; women have been banned 
from Twitter for statements such as 
‘There is no such thing as a female 
penis’ and, in a worrying move for free 
speech, there have been a number of 
cases where hate-incident legislation 
has led the UK police to phone or 
visit people in their homes for making 
similar statements online. To question 
any part of the genderist ideology is 
to be branded transphobic, a ‘trans-
exclusionary radical feminist’, or 
TERF. But is biology a TERF too?

Categories
The core of the genderist argument lies 
in undermining belief in the reality and 
significance of the traditional male 
and female categories that are based 
on the physical sex of the body. This 
attack on our everyday understanding 
of the sexes is designed to force the 
concession that there is no value in 
distinguishing between people on the 
basis of their physical sex - because 
it is, supposedly, a badly flawed 
concept in the first place. Key to this 
argument is the existence of a class 
of intersex people. It is important, 
therefore, to understand what the 
evidence is really telling us and I 
intend to go into it in some detail.

Everyday experience - and ‘high 
school biology’ - tell us that there 
are only two sexes: male and female. 
But recent research, it is claimed, 
reveals that the boundaries between 
what we have traditionally thought 
of as male and female are vague, 
fuzzy, ill-defined. Even scientists 
cannot agree on what ‘male’ and 
‘female’ really are! In fact, rather 
than being a neat ‘binary’ with only 
two discrete categories, sex is now a 
spectrum. The ‘spectrum of sex’ case 
is summed up in the news article, 
‘Sex redefined’, by science journalist 
Claire Ainsworth, published in the 
prestigious journal Nature in 2015. 
Do these claims stand up to scrutiny?

Ainsworth presents a weird 
and wonderful kaleidoscope of 
cases where sex chromosomes, sex 
hormone profile, sexual anatomy 
and gonads (ovaries and testes) do 
not ‘line up’ - that is to say, where 
individuals deviate from the typical 
male or typical female combinations 
of these characteristics. She lays 
out a linear sex spectrum starting 
with ‘typical male’ at one end 
and passing through to ‘typical 
female’ at the other, via a range of 
variations known as ‘differences of 
sex development’ (DSDs - otherwise 
referred to as intersex conditions). 
Her case is encapsulated by DSD 
biologist Arthur Arnold: “… there 
are intermediate cases that push 
the limits and ask us to figure out 
exactly where the dividing line is 
between males and females … and 
that’s often a very difficult problem, 
because sex can be defined a number 
of ways”; and gender clinician Eric 
Vilain: “… since there is not one 
biological parameter that takes over 
every other parameter, at the end of 

the day, gender identity seems to be 
the most reasonable parameter” (my 
emphasis).

To the lay man, lay woman, or lay 
non-binary, other-gendered person, 
this all sounds deeply convincing 
when their mind has just been 
completely boggled by the 94-year-
old woman with male DNA in her 
brain and the 70-year-old father 
of four with a womb. But what 
Ainsworth fails to do from the start is 
to explain what we are really talking 
about when we talk about the sexes. 
As the zoologist, JZ Young, says in 
his introduction to the classic text The 
life of vertebrates,

It is splendid to be aware of many 
details, but only by the synthesis of 
these can we obtain either adequate 
means for handling so many data 
or knowledge of the natures we are 
studying. In order to know life … 
we must look beyond the details 
of individual lives and try to find 
rules governing all.

In other words, to understand the 
natural world as more than a swirling 
kaleidoscope of endless, confusing 
variation - as presented by the 
genderists - it is necessary to step 
back and look at the general picture, 
while acknowledging that there will 
always be some exceptions to any 
biological rule.

Like many others in the gender 
debate, Ainsworth plunges directly 
into a discussion of the complexities 
and confusions around sex without 
first defining her terms. In addition, 
she makes no distinction between the 
different ways that scientists use the 
words, ‘sex’, ‘male’ and ‘female’, 
when they relate to the whole 
organism, and when they relate to 
mechanisms within the organism. 
These are crucial errors.

Reductionist disciplines that look 
at different parts of organisms - such 
as genes, tissues, physiology or 
neurobiology - use the words ‘male’ 
and ‘female’ as shorthand for ‘of 
males/females’ or ‘typical of males/
females’. We identify traits like 
chromosomes or hormone profiles 
as typical of male or female by first 
dividing the population into male or 
female categories on the basis of other 
characteristics. Having made that 
distinction, we can then compare the 
two groups and ask questions about 
how and why they differ. Thus, the 
reason we call the XX chromosome 
combination ‘female’ and XY ‘male’ 
is because each genotype usually 
plays an important role in determining 
the development of male or female 
anatomy, and thus is very closely 
associated with those sexes. But the 
reason we can say this is that we first 
divided the population into males and 
females, using other criteria, before 
checking what chromosomes they had.

To discover what those males and 
females are, of which XX and XY 
chromosomes are typical, we look 
to those scientific disciplines that 
study whole organisms: their life 
histories, evolution and behaviour; 
how they relate to each other and to 
their environments. Crucially, it is 

this understanding of the sexes that 
is most relevant to people in society 
and in politics, because it concerns 
itself with whole people and how we 
interact socially and economically. 
In ‘whole organism’ disciplines, sex 
relates to an organism’s potential 
reproductive role: to produce sperm 
(male), or to produce ova (female). 
Evolution has resulted in different 
body plans that are associated with 
these roles - we are all familiar 
with what they are in the human 
species. Therefore, in any discussion 
of human beings as individuals, 
or as social, economic or political 
groups, in contradiction to Vilain, as 
quoted above, there is one biological 
parameter that takes over every other 
parameter - it is the definition of sex 
that applies to the whole organism: its 
potential reproductive function.

Whether it is fulfilled or not, 
having a reproductive system of 
the type that produces sperm or 
gestates a foetus is significant, 
because it is associated with a whole 
complex of other characteristics 
that together have a dramatic effect 
on life history - particularly, for 
humans as mammals, the enormous 
difference in reproductive investment 
and reproductive risk that can be 
expected, not least when it comes 
to the chances of being literally left 
holding the baby.

Intersex
It is at this stage that the gender 
ideologists will cry foul and say: what 
about all those intersex people? So it 
is worth looking now at the prevalence 
of intersex, and to ask whether it is 
justifiable to use it to argue that the 
categories of male and female are not 
valid.

Statistics on the prevalence of 
intersex are freely bandied about, as 
the gender argument rages: 4%, 1.7%, 
0.02%. For the lay person, it is difficult 
to know what credibility should be 
given to these widely varying figures 
- indeed what they mean at all.

The 4% figure can be immediately 
discounted - its origins are apocryphal. 
A 1993 paper by Anne Fausto-
Sterling “cited a figure attributed to 
John Money that the frequency of 
intersexuality might be as high as 
4% of live births, but Money (1993) 
responded that he never made such a 
claim”.1

The 1.7% figure, however, has 
a solid basis: it is the result of a 
comprehensive review of worldwide 
scientific literature by Melanie 
Blackless et al in the American 
Journal of Human Biology (2000), 
while the 0.02% represents a subset 
of the same data. Before delving into 
that paper further, it is important to 
understand the definition of ‘intersex’ 
that it uses. Intersex conditions in this 
context are defined as deviation from a 
Platonic ideal of what male or female 
bodies ‘should’ be like - the paper’s 
ambition being to demonstrate that 
sexual characteristics - specifically 
the size and shape of genitals - vary 
naturally, just as do body shape, body 
size and voice timbre; deviation from 
the norm therefore does not necessitate 
medical intervention on newborn 

infants who are unable to give consent 
to potentially life-changing surgery.

To demonstrate that a significant 
proportion of humanity deviates 
from a Platonic ideal is, however, 
a far cry from proving that there 
are multiple sexes, or that intersex 
people are neither male nor female, 
or that intersex people are a mixture 
of the two sexes - all claims that the 
genderists make, based on Blackless et 
al’s figure.

The bad news for the genderists is 
that the 1.7% figure does not tell them 
what they think it does. It certainly 
does tell us that 1.7% of the human 
population has to deal with their 
bodies differing in a significant, and 
often distressing, way from the ‘norm’ 
expected for male and female. Where 
this is apparent to others on a daily 
basis, they may have to deal with social 
embarrassment or misunderstanding, 
intolerance and hostility; and, 
whether their condition is obvious or 
not, they may have to wrestle with 
infertility, or with the lifelong impacts 
of unnecessary childhood surgery. 
All of these are serious social and 
personal issues that require support 
and understanding. However, differing 
from the norm for male or female is 
not the same as being neither male nor 
female, or being ‘a bit of both’.

Blackless et al compile data on 
the frequency of a number of intersex 
conditions in the human population. 
Some of these conditions do convey 
what the name ‘intersex’ suggests - 
a combination of male and female 
gonads and reproductive anatomy. 
Blackless et al use the term “true 
hermaphroditism” to describe the 
intersex condition, ovotestis - one of 
the rarest intersex conditions, in which 
the gonads have a mixture of ovarian 
and testicular tissue, or where one 
gonad is an ovary and the other a testis. 
(Note that the term ‘hermaphrodite’ 
is now considered outdated and 
offensive by many.) This condition is 
very rare, occurring in approximately 
one in 100,000 live births, or 0.001% 
of the human population.

Blackless et al list four other 
conditions that result in either 
ambiguous genitalia (where it is not 
clear at birth whether the child is 
male or female) or a situation where 
the gonads are male, but the genitalia 
female in appearance, or vice versa:
l Partial androgen insensitivity 
syndrome - a very variable condition, 
affecting 0.00076% of the population. 
Those affected have testes, and the 
external genitalia may be atypically 
male (malformations of the penis, or 
micro-penis); ambiguous; or atypically 
female (enlarged clitoris).
l Complete androgen insensitivity 
syndrome - affecting 0.00760% of 
humanity, resulting in testes paired 
with incomplete female anatomy.
l Classic congenital adrenal 
hyperplasia - occurs in 0.00770% of 
live births; those affected have ovaries 
and external male genitalia.
l Idiopathic - 0.00090% have similar 
features to those described above, but 
with unknown causes.

The total incidence of these 
conditions comes to 0.017% of the 
human population. Adding the figure 
for ovotestis, we have a total of 0.018% 
of humanity whose reproductive 
system may have features common to 
both sexes. With rounding up, this is 
the origin of the 0.02% figure.

(Note that Blackless et al do 
not present figures on two other 
conditions: 5-alpha reductase 
deficiency - another variable condition 
similar to those above; and persistent 
Mullerian duct syndrome, which 
can result in normal male anatomy 
coupled with an incomplete uterus and 
fallopian tubes. The incidence of these 
conditions is still unknown, but both 
are considered rare.)

What is glaringly obvious is that in 
none of these conditions is there any 
sign of a sex other than male or female 
- in this small percentage of humanity, 

DEBATE
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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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we are still talking about either a 
mix of male and female features, or 
atypical male and female features. 
Nowhere is there a third gamete, or an 
actual or potential role in reproduction 
that differs from the two we are already 
aware of.

In the remaining intersex conditions 
- which make up the majority of 
those investigated by Blackless et al
- ovaries are always accompanied by 
female reproductive organs, and only 
female reproductive organs. Testes 
are always and only accompanied by 
male reproductive organs. This means 
that 99.98% of humans fall clearly into 
either ‘male’ or ‘female’ sex categories 
- using the definition that applies to 
whole organisms, as I have outlined 
above.

Diverse range
What accounts for the remaining 
1.68% of the human population that 
is intersex? It consists of people 
with a range of conditions, which 
are considered intersex because of 
variations in sex chromosomes, or 
that arise from hormonal causes. They 
produce a diverse range of variations 
in sex characteristics: in males, 
atypical development of the penis or 
missing testes; in females, the absence 
of the womb, a closed vagina, enlarged 
clitoris or missing ovaries; and in 
both sexes conditions may result in 
infertility, a failure to go through 
puberty, or developing secondary 
sex characteristics at puberty that are 
more typical of the other sex. These 
conditions are often distressing, 
and some also affect other aspects 
of metabolism, growth and bone 
development. But note - those affected 
by such conditions still fall clearly 
into the male and female categories, 
when sex is defined as having a male 
or female type of reproductive system. 
Some examples of these conditions 
will serve for clarification.

First, a large proportion of people 
with such conditions are women 
with the condition known as ‘late-
onset congenital adrenal hyperplasia’ 
(1.5% out of the 1.7% of intersex 
people). These women are born with 
XX chromosomes, complete female 
internal and external reproductive 
system and genitalia, and ovaries. 
They are female, not male - their body 
development has clearly followed the 
female pathway and their potential 
role in reproduction would only 
ever involve gestating a foetus, not 
producing sperm. Nevertheless, late-
onset CAH is considered an intersex 

condition, because sufferers have a 
hormonal imbalance - an excess of 
testosterone - that starts to affect them 
during childhood or puberty and can 
result in enlargement of the clitoris 
and excess body hair. Irregular periods 
and problems with fertility are also 
common.

While the bodies of late-onset 
CAH women may deviate from 
some Platonic ideal of what a woman 
should look like, and while they have 
a hormonal profile that is more typical 
of males than females, it is no more 
reasonable to argue that they are male, 
on the basis of excess body hair and 
high levels of testosterone, than it 
would be to claim that Ronnie Corbett 
was female because of his short height.

Similarly, take the case of a woman 
with Swyer syndrome, who has no 
ovaries, but otherwise complete 
female anatomy and secondary sex 
characteristics. Does it makes sense 
to turn around and decide that she is 
‘really male’ when we find that she 
has an XY chromosome combination? 
To use an analogy, imagine that all 
buildings are constructed with a copy 
of the blueprint embedded within 
each brick. Imagine breaking open the 
bricks from a thatched cottage, and 
finding the blueprint for a skyscraper 
within them. Would it be reasonable 
to declare that the thatched cottage is 
actually a skyscraper? Of course not 
- in fact it would be insane. To say 
that a woman with Swyer syndrome 
is male would be equally ridiculous. 
The ‘male’ Y chromosome interfered 
with the development of her ovaries, 
but very obviously it did not play the 
part in building a sexed body that 
it usually does - it did not make her 
male. It made her an infertile female, 
not a third sex.

To sum up, it is by investigating the 
chromosomal/genetic and hormonal 
make-up of individuals that we are 
often able to reach an understanding 
and explanation of why people have 
variations in their sexual development. 
Often, it is because of an unusual 
chromosomal or hormonal make-
up, which may be typical of the 
opposite sex. But possessing these 
does not mean you are the opposite 
sex or are partially so. Most intersex 
cases involve variations of sexual 
development within the male or 
female sex classes. 99.98% of the 
human population have features of 
only one or the other class, and not 
both; and there is no evidence of any 
third sex class. It should be noted at 
this point that in an estimated 1% of 

births, sexual development is atypical; 
and between 0.05% and 0.07% require 
an expert to investigate ‘ambiguous 
genitalia’ that are hard to identify. But 
a very small penis is still a penis, and is 
a male reproductive organ; an enlarged 
clitoris is still a female organ. There 
are two sexes and only two, and the 
vast majority of people fit clearly into 
either one or the other.

At this point, a genderist is likely 
to throw in the argument that defining 
male and female, or men and women, 
according to reproductive function is 
offensive, degrading or exclusionary, 
because it (a) reduces people to 
their genitals/reproductive role and 
(b) excludes many people who are 
currently included in those categories. 
The first of these arguments is truly 
a red herring - to say that someone 
has a certain type of body is simply 
descriptive. It is not to say that that is 
all their being consists of, or that they 
must fulfil their potential reproductive 
function. This is an attempt to invoke 
the traditional feminist argument 
that women must not be ‘reduced 
to’ reproductive functions, without 
understanding it - the force of the 
argument is that women’s lives must 
not be limited to, or by, childbearing or 
the expectation of it; women must be 
allowed to play a full and active part in 
all realms of society.

As for the argument that the 
definitions are exclusionary, can a 
man still be considered male if he 
has had a vasectomy? If a woman 
has had a hysterectomy, should she 
no longer be considered female? This 
argument would, apparently, apply 
even if the woman involved had borne 
eight children, and it is at this point 
that we need to start questioning the 
validity of applying postmodernist 
analytical techniques to scientific 
categorisations. The genderist logic 
requires that every single member of a 
group must possess all of the defining 
features of the group, not just some of 
them, or we must abandon the original 
categorisation. Using the same 
approach, it is possible to argue that 
the distinction between chimps and 
humans is arbitrary. Not every chimp 
has opposable toes (sometimes they 
are mutilated by opponents), not every 
human being has language, some 
humans are born completely covered 
with body hair, etc, etc - therefore, since 
we can always find individuals who 
do not satisfy all the characteristics 
by which we define the group, we 
can no longer distinguish between 
chimpanzees and human beings. 
Applying such a highly academic 
and abstract, postmodern take to real-
life situations is not necessarily wise 
- we are likely to encounter several 
difficulties if we decide that the chimp/
human distinction is no longer valid.

Any categorisation in biological 
sciences always involves 
generalisation. We recognise that some 
individuals may be atypical, which 
is to say that they may not possess all 
of the characteristics of others in the 
same group. Nevertheless, that does 
not preclude them from membership of 
the group if they share other features. 
For instance, a three-legged creature 
that shares a resemblance to members 
of the group known as ‘dogs’ will 
be categorised as belonging to that 
group, even when one of the defining 
characteristics of a dog is that it has 
four legs. Similarly, when an adult 
human being has an incomplete or 
non-functioning female reproductive 
system, she still belongs to the group, 
‘people with female reproductive 
systems’ - otherwise known as 
‘women’.

Compassionate
The illogical arguments of the gender 
ideologists are examples of masterful 
sophistry, designed to baffle the 
ill-informed with ‘science’, and to 
persuade the public that a fully formed 
male is female, and always has been 
female, solely because he says he is. 

And the reverse for females making 
the claim to be male. These claims are 
on the basis of a subjective, internal 
feeling of ‘gender identity’, which is 
sometimes invoked as a manifestation 
of ‘brain sex’ - ‘the brain of a woman 
in the body of a man’.

Brain sex is a highly controversial 
subject in its own right, and 
splits opinion nearly as much as 
transgenderism. But, whichever side 
of the ‘brain sex’ argument is right, 
it cannot be used to support the 
argument that a man is a woman. If, 
when all is said and done, we find 
that there is no conclusive evidence 
of significant average differences 
between the brains of males and 
females, then clearly there is no basis 
for the claim of having a man’s brain 
in a woman’s body, or vice versa. 
On the other hand, if there is a clear 
distinction between the two sexes, 
once again, as for height, you might 
be unusual for a male, but you would 
still be unequivocally male, because 
the criteria for distinguishing between 
males and females lie elsewhere.

We do not yet know what the root 
causes of gender dysphoria are. But, 
if having an evidently male or female 
body causes you extreme discomfort 
and distress in social situations, then 
that is good grounds in itself for society 
to deal with you compassionately 
and to make accommodation where 
it can. We must seek to create a 
compassionate society that welcomes 
and supports those suffering from 
the crippling dysphoria that leads 
them to seek surgery and manipulate 
their hormones. It is essential that 
transgender people are able to survive, 
thrive and function freely in society 
without fear of discrimination. It is 
on that footing that we must approach 
transgender issues.

But tolerance and understanding 
of the trans experience will fail if they 
are based on bad and disingenuous 
interpretations of science. Trans 
people are perfectly capable of 
recognising the reality of biological 
sex, while having difficulty accepting 
it on a personal basis. Sound 
arguments for acceptance can be 
made without twisting and distorting 
our understanding of the whole of 
humanity and indeed the natural 
world - and there are signs of a trans 
backlash against the excesses and 
illogic of the genderists.2

While acknowledging the material 
reality that there are only two 
sexes, we must reject the traditional 
sexist view that self-expression, 
mannerisms, talents, ambitions and 
roles in life - other than reproduction 
itself - must be limited by, or linked 
to, our biological sex. The fact that 
much of the left unquestioningly 
accepts and regurgitates an ideology 
in which the subjective feelings of 
the individual trump objectively 
observable conditions is a sign that 
we have abandoned the physical, 
material reality on which our politics 
is based, and replaced it with a 
subjective individualism that is alien 
to any class-based analysis.

Sex is still one of the major axes of 
oppression globally: female foetuses 
are selectively aborted because of it, 
women are enslaved and trafficked 
into prostitution because of it, girls’ 
genitals are mutilated and sewn 
together because of it, girls in poverty 
are denied education because of it. 
The Chibok schoolgirls were not 
asked how they identified before 
being abducted and raped. Without 
acknowledging the reality of sex, it 
is impossible to even name sexism, 
never mind understand or defeat it.

The left must stop pretending that 
sex neither exists nor matters. The 
biological woman is not a myth - she 
is real, she is here - and she is angry l
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Trump is no 

friend of 
libertarian 

whistleblowers

No to extradition
Julian Assange’s arrest shows he is lined up for the same fate as Chelsea Manning, argues Paul Demarty

The arrest of Wikileaks co-founder 
Julian Assange in London last 
week brings us, surely, into the 

next act of this long-running drama.
The genre, of course, is tragedy 

- the heroes of classical tragedy, 
whatever the forces arrayed against 
them, are undone necessarily by their 
own flaws, their indecision, hubris, 
moments of weakness. Assange seems 
an exemplary case - never more so than 
as he feebly resisted being dragged out 
of the Ecuadorian embassy, bearded 
like an old testament prophet, with a 
selection of unsavoury fates awaiting 
him.

He faces, first of all, the firm 
hand of British ‘justice’, which looks 
dimly upon his decision to violate bail 
conditions seven years ago by seeking 
asylum in the embassy. There is also 
the small matter of the charges that 
resulted in those bail conditions - of 
rapes allegedly committed in Sweden. 
The Swedish prosecutors formally 
dropped the charges years ago, 
despairing of ever getting their hands 
on Assange, but may yet reopen the 
case.

More ominous for him is the 
obvious eagerness on the part of the 
American state core to gobble him up. 
There is enormous pressure on the UK 
government to extradite Assange to 
the US, where he is supposedly going 
to face charges of conspiring to hack 
sensitive data with Chelsea Manning, 
who suffered greatly for being 
Assange’s most spectacular source. 
She is now back in jail for contempt 
of court, having refused to testify 
before a grand jury - in secret - at the 
beginning of March.

The timing here seems a little too 
close for coincidence - a grand jury is 
opened up to rake over Wikileaks’ past 
activities in March; in April, Assange 
is turfed out of the Ecuadorian 
embassy. Ecuadorian president Lenin 
Moreno claims this is in response to 
Assange continuing to conduct his 
political activities, but, if that were 
so, then surely he would have been 
gone long ago. The man has found 
ways to keep busy, whether or not that 
includes compromising the embassy’s 
information security. It seems rather 
that Moreno has moved to break 
politically with his predecessor, Rafael 
Correa. The two were once politically 
close, and Moreno was Correa’s vice-
president. Since succeeding to the 
top job, however, he has moved to 
the right, removing several pieces of 
social democratic legislation; doing 
this favour for the Americans looks 
very much part of the same picture. 
Correa is now an implacable foe.

Assange’s road to this predicament 
was a long one. His upbringing was 
peripatetic, and brought him ultimately 
into the burgeoning global subculture 
of hackers, where he was thoroughly 
inculturated into the libertarian 
suspicion of authority that more 
clearly characterises it than anything 
else. He might have merely become 
yet another greybeard working on 
cryptographic protocols, but for the 
fact that his interest in politics came 
to predominate. In 2006, he and others 

founded Wikileaks, which provided 
document dumps and other media that 
certain powerful sorts of people did 
not want made public.

Wikileaks was pretty low-profile 
for a while, until it began to receive 
materials from somebody with fairly 
impressive US military clearance. 
Its first major scoop was a gruesome 
video of a US army helicopter crew 
firing indiscriminately into a crowd 
of Iraqi civilians, in an incident that 
had been disgracefully hushed up by 
the Pentagon. There followed further 
revelations about the conduct of the 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and - 
finally - the mother lode. Hundreds 
of thousands of diplomatic cables 
- communications between the state 
department and US embassies, which 
discussed in embarrassingly candid 
terms US policy in relation to host 
countries.

Assange recognised that this 
haul deserved better than merely 
being dumped out on an obscure 
website, and took the decision to 
cooperate with multiple mainstream 
news organisations, including The 
New York Times and The Guardian. 
Suddenly, this obscure, politically 
protean activist was an international 
celebrity. While he evaded the grip of 
his adversaries, however, his source - 

Manning - did not. A private first-class 
in the US Army, she was subjected to 
humiliating treatment and a show trial, 
and sent down for 35 years (commuted 
in effect to around seven, in one of 
Barack Obama’s last acts as president).

Meanwhile, Assange got caught in 
the Swedish rape allegations that led 
to his seeking asylum. His behaviour 
became more and more erratic. Just 
because you’re paranoid, the saying 
goes, it doesn’t mean they’re not out 
to get you; but it is just as true the other 
way round. His confinement for years 
in the embassy, utterly subject to the 
whims of diplomatic horse trading 
(and nobody must know better how 
precarious a position that is than the 
leaker of a huge stash of diplomatic 
cables) cannot have done much good 
to his state of mind either, particularly 
after Moreno succeeded Correa.

Trump
He seems to have taken Donald 
Trump’s isolationist posturing 
seriously enough to have acted as a 
friendly neutral towards his campaign 
in 2016, during which Wikileaks 
released the cache of internal emails of 
the Democratic National Committee 
(DNC) that exposed its corrupt bias 
towards the Clinton camp against 
the insurgent supporters of Bernie 

Sanders. Allegations of collusion with 
the Russian government swirl around 
Wikileaks, although the evidence is 
extremely thin.

In any case, he badly misjudged 
what Trump’s victory would mean for 
him. Trump was elected on the back 
of a wave of chauvinist agitation that 
in part fed on ‘traitor’ narratives. He 
immediately placed Mike Pompeo in 
charge of the CIA, who was already 
on record as demanding the execution 
of the later whistle-blower, Edward 
Snowden. Pompeo, of course, has 
since gone on to even bigger things at 
the state department.

Assange’s arrest, then, seems very 
much a matter of the Americans getting 
their act together finally. A couple of 
things lie behind this sudden urgency: 
the statute of limitations, as regards his 
collaboration with Manning, is about 
to run out, for a start. More seriously, 
there are the changes in government of 
the last few years. Though the Obama 
regime was notoriously ruthless 
in dealing with whistleblowers - 
Manning among them - his successor 
is openly vengeful, and surrounds 
himself with the sort of people who do 
not look kindly on civilian oversight, 
such as it is.

In Britain, the government keeps 
its cards close to its chest. More 

interesting are the divisions in the 
Labour Party over this question. 
For once, the leadership has taken a 
strong line. Jeremy Corbyn and Diane 
Abbott have both demanded that the 
government rule out extradition to 
the United States on the basis of the 
transparently rigged revenge quest in 
train. Opposed to them are the likes of 
Stephen Kinnock and Stella Creasy, 
who demand that he be sent to Sweden 
to face charges. They face the rather 
embarrassing difficulty that there are 
not currently any charges outstanding 
against him, and demand that Swedish 
prosecutors file some. Won’t anyone 
rid me of this meddlesome hacker?

So far as Assange has a case to 
answer, of course, he should answer 
it - given that the Swedish government 
was already losing interest in him by 
2013, it seems unlikely, but he may do. 
Yet he should not, as a result of being 
charged with - or even convicted of - 
rape, be subject to a serious risk of a 
manifestly unjust, deceitful and long-
prepared police action on the part of 
the US state core; and we must insist to 
any naive followers of the Kinnockites 
that nothing else is currently on offer. 
Much is made of Moreno’s claim 
that Assange will not face the death 
penalty, as if that makes everything 
A-OK. The treatment of Manning 
ought to guide our assessment of 
Assange’s fate - except that, in this 
case, the president is likely to view him 
as a great opportunity to make even 
more of a Hottentot election out of 
2020 than is already on the cards. No 
last-minute pardons or commutations 
are likely from Donald Trump.

Assange’s personal convictions 
are not particularly leftwing at all. He 
is part of the conspiratorial-libertarian 
milieu that lurches left and right with 
the seasons. Yet Wikileaks has been 
a real boon to anyone who cares 
about what US imperialism does to 
its luckless target populations, about 
how the great hive brain of the state 
department formulates its strategy, 
and about what the US really thinks 
about its allies - and, in the case of 
the DNC emails, how it conducts 
its internal affairs. The materials 
released continue to provide valuable 
context to any analysis of a fracturing 
world order. It is the principle that 
such things had better be transparent 
that is so offensive to the American 
state - and to creeps like Stephen 
Kinnock l
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The next phase of the drama will probably be fought out in the courts


