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Learning curve
Andrew Northall is right to recognise 
the case for a ratification referendum is 
“virtually unanswerable” (Letters, May 
30). Indeed many have ignored it because 
nobody has been able to refute it.

However despite making many 
good points, Andrew has missed 
the fundamental one. A ratification 
referendum is to ratify the government’s 
proposed plan to leave the European 
Union (whatever it is and this includes 
no deal/World Trade Organisation rules). 
It is not, as Andrew suggests, a vote 
between leaving with a deal or leaving 
with no deal: ie, voting between two 
different kinds of Tory (May or Farage) 
policies.

Of course, he is right that the idea that 
the people - including its working class 
majority - should trust parliament to have 
the final say is ludicrous. As a ‘remain’ 
democrat I continue to say it is best to 
remain in the EU, but not at the expense 
of a weakened, divided and embittered 
working class. Hence I think it is in the 
interests of working class unity that the 
2016 result is carried out - but not in the 
Tory way, which I oppose. A ratification 
referendum would enable working class 
voters to decide on any deal.

Andrew seems like a ‘leave’ democrat 
- who supports leaving, but believes the 
working class should have the final say. 
If so then ‘remain’ democrats and ‘leave’ 
democrats have a point of unity. The 
process is like a champion boxer, who 
has only one challenger at a time. If he/
she is knocked out, like May, then bring 
on the next. One fight on one occasion, 
not three or four boxers in the ring at the 
same time.

The model is trade unions negotiating 
a deal and if members support it then 
it is done. But if it is rejected the status 
quo applies - and the attempt to get a 
new deal (including, of course, with 
new negotiators if the original ones 
have failed. In this case the way to new 
negotiations is a new Tory leader and a 
general election, so people can choose 
their chief negotiator and programme 
(give Corbyn a go at it).

The same applies if no deal/WTO is 
the government’s plan. People should 
vote ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to that. The trade union 
approach is simple - we deal with what’s 
in front of us, not multiple hypotheticals. 
If the next real proposal is defeated then 
the status quo is we are still in the EU in 
a kind of no man’s land. We remain in 
the departure lounge - not on the plane, 
because the passengers have not agreed 
the price of the ticket.

The ultra-remainers want a second 
referendum to vote 52%-48% the other 
way. These idiots think that will end it. 
It won’t. But Lib Dems, and their Green 
hangers-on, don’t care a jot if we have 
an embittered and divided working 
class, which they hate and fear in equal 
measure.

Many leavers are terrified we might 
be stuck in the departure lounge until JC 
has a go. They want all this horrible worry 
to stop because out means out! If being 
stuck in ‘departure’ is not desirable in 
itself, I can see many positive advantages 
- not least in political education. Never 
has the country been exposed to, or 
forced to watch, the abject failures of 
the political class and our constitution. 
I am more than happy for the political 
learning curve to continue rising.
Steve Freeman
London

Next stage
Following the results of the EU 
elections, we have the next stage of 
the war on Corbyn. All hands on deck 
to tell the world that Corbyn needs to 
come off the fence, with a particular 
barrage coming from The Guardian 

and The Observer. The latter includes 
a leading article from David Blunkett 
telling Corbyn to sack all his aides 
- given his insights and experience 
gained at The Sun and the Daily Mail, 
Blunkett is obviously a man to be 
listened to.

The aim, apart from ridding the 
Labour Party of socialists (sorry - 
anti-Semites) is to give full-throated 
backing to the ‘remain’ or ‘Peoples’ 
Vote’ campaign. Steve Freeman writes 
of Corbyn’s “small fort” and he and his 
allies are, of course, trying to maintain 
a class position (Letters, May 30). For 
all their many weaknesses, this is a 
principled position to take. They quite 
rightly want to fight for all working 
people, whichever way they voted in 
the referendum.

The working class is getting 
screwed in the EU and it will continue 
to be screwed, whether in or out, 
but, whatever the eventual outcome, 
Corbyn and his allies want to do 
what they can - on global warming, 
austerity, health, education and so on. 
As has been pointed out many times 
in these pages, the real danger for the 
ruling class is not so much that he 
might have some success, but that, 
even with failures, the working class 
might be encouraged to start mass 
struggles again.

The Labour right - along with 
the press, BBC, Channel 4, etc - 
will have none of that. He must get 
off the fence and support a second 
referendum: ie, he must more or less 
guarantee Labour’s failure, under his 
leadership, at the next election. Once 
again the right are showing that they 
would rather have Boris Johnson as 
prime minister, any time, than Jeremy 
Corbyn. After his failure in a general 
election there would be another 
attempt to get rid of him, with more 
hope of success.

And so the Labour Party could 
dwindle away into oblivion just 
like the social democrats in France, 
Germany, Italy, Spain … These people 
are short on insight and intelligence, if 
not on spite and low cunning.

The arguments against another 
referendum are well rehearsed: the 
government will choose the question 
or questions; the press will ramp up 
racism again; whatever the outcome, 
the cries of betrayal will drown out 
any real politics. And a few more 
years will be bought with no action on 
global warming or any other problem 
- at least until something really, really 
nasty happens.

A little diversion, but, I note the 
welcome that Labour Against the 
Witchhunt has given to the expulsion 
of Alastair Campbell. But I must 
disagree, though I think he should 
be hung, drawn and quartered for 
his many crimes (eg, being one of 
Blair’s right-hand men). The Labour 
press team, I note from Skwawkbox, 
have said: “To be absolutely clear, the 
way Labour Party members vote is a 
private matter. But publicly declaring 
or encouraging support for another 
candidate or party is against the 
rules and is incompatible with party 
membership.”

It has been pointed out that 
Campbell would have been well 
aware of that. Well, yes, of course, he 
was. So we must assume that this was 
a self-directed provocation - another 
stick to beat Corbyn with - and as such 
it seems to have been quite successful. 
If the ‘I am Spartacus’ remainers 
leave Labour, as well as or instead of 
leavers, then it is still ‘job done’!
Jim Cook 
Reading

Big mister
I was thrown into instant rage at 
reading the ignorant, elitist utterances 
of Paul Mason - the Johnny Come 
Lately spokesperson for liberal Labour 
and the establishment. He has publicly 

condemned Corbyn for listening to 
former miners rather than courting 
those nice Liberal Democrat voters.

The self-appointed spokesperson 
for no-one in particular is frequently 
wheeled out by the establishment media 
to pontificate on a wide range of labour 
movement and working class events 
and issues, despite his thoroughly 
middle class and liberal orientation. 
He says Labour should ignore the 
traditional voters in the coalfields and 
concentrate their attention on “anti-
Brexit Liberal Democrat and Green 
voters” (The Journal June 1).

The man he despises most, and 
principal target of his venom, is 
Ian Lavery, together with former 
miners who now represent coalfield 
constituencies. Lavery is, of course, 
chairman of the Labour Party and 
former president of the National 
Union of Mineworkers, and a man 
on the far left of the party. Mason has 
campaigned to have Ian fired from his 
position. This fury is prompted by the 
MPs whose constituencies are solidly 
Labour and voted by a wide margin to 
leave the EU and who refuse to ignore 
their views and fall in with the second-
referendum/‘remain’ current, which 
dominates the party. Ian and the others, 
to their credit, have refused to endorse 
any call for a second referendum.

According to the Huffington Post, 
Mason has said that Labour should 
“launch a ‘stop Brexit’ tour of Britain”. 
He then went on to slander Brexit 
voters: “And if people who hate 
blacks, hate women, hate gays don’t 
want to come to them - don’t bother.” 
It is quite clear he is suggesting that 
‘leave’ voters hate blacks, women and 
gays. Indeed, since this is a suggested 
Labour Party tour, he is implying these 
are Labour voters too. This is a serious 
slander. He goes on: “Don’t worry 
about it. They can go off and do their 
own thing. We need Labour to bring in 
the Greens, the Lib Dems and millions 
who didn’t vote.”

Where it gets more precisely 
personal and disgusting is as follows: 
“I’m done with people saying, ‘We 
can’t lose the working class’. A 
Lithuanian nurse is working class, an 
Afghan taxi driver is working class. 
An ex-miner sitting in a pub calling 
migrants ‘cockroaches’ has not only no 
added human capital above the people 
I just mentioned, but is also not the 
person we are interested in.”

So, the liberal veil is swept away 
and we see at once how Mason and 
doubtless others of his ilk characterise 
us. So where is this ex-miner saying 
vile things? Sitting in what pub? He’s 
in Mason’s twisted imagination, that’s 
all. Ian Lavery at once condemned 
the remarks as deeply offensive 
and demanded he apologise to coal 
communities across the UK.

We should go further and make a 
point of confronting this excuse for 
a human being every time he shows 
up to play the big mister on political 
platforms. It is hard to describe how 
disgusted I and many former miners 
feel at this attack - reminiscent of the 
kind of bile Churchill and Lady Astor 
used to throw at us.

I sincerely hope that whoever is in 
the chair of this year’s Durham Gala 
calls upon Corbyn and other invited 
Labour big wigs to disassociate 
themselves from these remarks and, 
while we’re at it, how come Mason 
hasn’t been suspended?
David John Douglass
South Shields

False claims
At the risk of going on, I just wanted to 
mention a couple of things in relation to 
Tina Werkmann’s letter about me in the 
Weekly Worker (May 23). She makes a 
few false claims in seeking to justify her 
ridiculous expulsion of me from Labour 
Against the Witchhunt.

She says I often identify as a 

member of LAW. That is untrue. On 
two occasions I have told readers of 
my motions to LAW, for the meetings 
in December and February. Out of the 
30 updates to my change.org petition 
at tinyurl.com/israelihra I’ve sent out, I 
have mentioned LAW in a handful. And 
I have never identified myself as a LAW 
member, though I did praise them when 
they came out in support of me over my 
expulsion from the GMB union.

Tina claims I urged people to 
read Ian Fantom’s article because of 
Kollerstrom’s reference. This is bollocks. 
Ian’s article is long - very long - it is 
about bogus anti-Semitic witch-hunts 
in the Labour Party and it’s also about 
Theodor Herzl, the father of Zionism. 
Ian mentions Kollerstrom in passing. 
Furthermore I myself warned folk before 
they read Ian’s piece that there was a 
“toxic” reference to Kollerstrom. So 
what Tina seeks to defend is her purging 
of me though ‘guilt by association’. This 
is puritanical, dangerous ground.

She goes on to claim that LAW’s 
Tony Greenstein tried to persuade me to 
take down the article. But there was no 
persuasion - only threats. And then Tina 
claims I put the whole exchange online 
for idiotic reasons. But that exchange 
Tony had already copied to many, many 
people (this was no private conversation 
- Tony saw to that) - and these people 
were in Google groups to whom I had 
no access. In terms of defending myself 
from the outrageous slanders Tony 
was putting on me, I decided to put the 
exchange online, so people could read 
my side of the story (they were only 
hearing Tony’s). And I definitely put no 
private email addresses online. I went 
to great care to remove these before 
publishing. Tina is simply making stuff 
up. Readers can check for themselves at 
www.kidsnotsuits.com/tony-greenstein-
and-john-porter-the-spat.

And then Tina complains about my 
putting a recording of my show trial 
online. But this was a quasi-judicial 
event, on bogus charges. I have every 
right to make such proceedings public - 
how else would people understand my 
defence? People trust LAW to defend 
freedom of speech, so when they expel 
somebody the public might think they 
had good cause. But when but 5% of 
the membership vote to expel a member 
in a meeting where email voting has 
been disallowed and wild allegations 
made (such as that I want to drive all 
Jews into the sea), what else can I do? 
Tina’s kangaroo court left me with little 
alternative.

So this was a trial. Trials deserve 
to be held in public - trials over false 
claims that undermine freedom of 
speech even more so. LAW didn’t like 
my publishing the trial proceedings, 
but LAW undermined my freedom of 
speech. I will always publish the audio of 
a bogus trial about me if I can, no matter 
what the organisers say. LAW had no 
right to do what they did to me: it was 
completely unconstitutional. My rights 
in a quasi-judicial setting are paramount 
... If I am on trial, especially over support 
for holocaust denial (an extremely 
serious charge), I have the right to 
publish the statements being made about 
me. Otherwise there is no justice, no 
opportunity for people to make up their 
own minds. What is important here is 
for those who were unable to get to the 
meeting to hear what was being done to 
me.

Several people wrote into LAW in 
my defence before the hearing and the 
steering group chose not to disclose 
those emails. LAW implies support for 
democracy, but is only democratic when 
it suits the steering group. As LAW 
seems to think it can make its own laws, 
it becomes a caricature of the struggle 
for democracy and free speech, and even 
on occasions just an ego trip for Jackie 
Walker, Tony Greenstein and sundry 
celebrity campaigners. They are a salve 
to the conscious of middle class armchair 
socialists that posture and do nothing, 

becoming no more than paper tigers. 
There is a need for organisations like 
LAW (because Liberty has failed us), but 
now LAW has failed us too.

At the end of her letter Tina claims 
I made libellous and false accusations 
against Greenstein, but they are 
neither false nor libellous. Even today 
I received more complaints from other 
people he has shat upon.

So, please, Tina, hold off from doing 
Mossad’s dirty work for them. We have 
a big enough battle ahead to get Corbyn 
as prime minister imposing sanctions on 
Israel to stop its monstrous apartheid. 
Let’s just try and work on that, and 
maybe LAW could give LAZIR (Labour 
Against Zionist Islamophobic Racism) a 
bit of support, eh? We are meant to be on 
the same side, after all.
Pete Gregson
Edinburgh

That phrase again
Jim Cook is quite right: gender is a 
spectrum and people should not “make a 
big song and dance” about the existence 
of transgender, intersex and non-binary 
people (Letters May 30). The problem is 
that Amanda Maclean, Jim Cook do, as 
does Rex Dunn in his essay, ‘Philosophy, 
Marxism and gender ideology’ (Weekly 
Worker May 30).

All, in their various ways, believe that 
gender should somehow be policed. For 
Amanda it is the creation of an enforced 
third gender; for Jim it is his magic eye 
that can accurately “spot a woman or a 
man in the street” (how would he know 
for sure?); while for Rex it is conflation 
of neoliberalism, poststructuralism and 
“gender ideology”.

And there’s that phrase again. 
“Gender ideology” is not used by any 
group advocating the rights of LGBT+ 
people - rather it’s a useful discursive 
device for far-right and seemingly left 
anti-trans critics. As previously pointed 
out, it is “straw doll” argument. By 
separating it from any actual argument, 
its definition is in the hand of the critic, 
who can then easily refute it. Also, 
it feeds into the anti-intellectualism 
common to populism of all forms and 
detaches the struggle for transgender 
rights from any actual living and 
breathing trans people.

If Amanda Maclean’s and Rex 
Dunn’s dispute is with queer theory, 
then they should say so. Indeed, I 
would probably agree with many of 
their criticisms, particularly queer 
theory’s lack of materialism. The 
trouble with such a move is that it 
would fundamentally undermine their 
arguments. Central to queer theory is 
its critique of dangers in second-wave 
feminism to reinforce gender norms 
(this argument being a case in point); 
and the attempt to derail gay liberation 
through the commodification of LGBT 
lives and the endeavour to make 
LGBT conform to mainstream values 
- as sort of gay-embourgeoisement. 
Queer theory is, therefore, critical, not 
supportive, of neoliberalism.

Ironically Rex comes out as the 
defender of the capitalist status quo. 
Alarmed at the apparent growth of 
young people identifying as LGBT, 
and the possibility of this becoming 
“the norm”, Rex rants that the “present 
situation would be reversed: procreation 
and everything that goes with it - desire, 
sex, love, family and having children …” 
The assumption being that LGBT people 
can’t desire, can’t have real sex, don’t 
love, don’t have families and are unable 
to have children.

While we must guard against 
presenting socialism as a panacea, I agree 
with Rex that the overthrow of capitalism 
is essential for full sexual and gender 
liberation. We should seek to maximise 
our freedoms as far as possible; it is only 
through rattling our bars that we can 
identify our imprisonment and engender 
the rage necessary to break them down.
Richard Farnos
South London
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Out of context
Steven Johnston writes the following 
in his letter (May 23): “Creating safe 
spaces for women, or indeed anyone, 
under capitalism, is like getting drunk 
to forget your problems. Unfortunately 
when you sober up they are still there. 
Why not join the readers and writers of 
the Weekly Worker to create a safe place 
for all members of the working class?”

While I do not agree with Nicola 
Daniels’ opinions on trans women, I do 
think that Steven takes safe spaces (or 
self-organising of marginalised groups in 
general) out of their context. The purpose 
is not to just temporarily escape the 
issues of capitalism and patriarchy, but 
to strengthen women through collective 
experiences in spaces that are often 
dominated by men. Most important of 
all, a safe space is where the personal 
can be allowed to become political. In 
other words, a space free from male 
sexual violence and a place to organise 
against male sexual violence. This comes 
in the form of everything from women’s 
shelters and feminist self-defence classes 
to just hang-outs.

Having women’s separatist activities 
by itself won’t “stop women dying at 
work”, of course, but what it can do in 
the context of workplace struggle is 
strengthen the position of women in the 
workers’ movement (and in its parties 
and trade unions). This sort of organising 
will bring forth concerns, struggles and 
perspectives that are otherwise lost in a 
movement where men have always taken 
up the most space at the cost of women, 
both historically and currently. This is 
the core of the issue with formulating 
the solution as merely wanting to create 
a “safe place for all members of the 
working class”.
Emma Silva
email

Mere biology
Perhaps, some readers might wonder 
why we need to talk about Aristotle’s 
concept of essence at all, as Rex Dunn 
did with regard to Karl Marx or trans 
women (‘Philosophy, Marxism and 
gender ideology’, May 30).

To talk of essences is not to deny 
change and difference. It is simply 
to differentiate between significant 
change in a being and superficial 
claims. Aristotle is in fact a much more 
interesting philosopher of language than 
Derrida or Wittgenstein, particularly in 
his Metaphysics (chapter Z).

If we are going to name something, 
shouldn’t it be about something real and 
substantial rather than fling words around 
because we don’t want to discriminate? 
The actuality may matter a great deal. 
For example, can we declare that the 
Britain that emerged from Labour’s 1945 
election victory was a socialist society, 
because it possessed aspects such as 
some nationalisation and the NHS? For 
certain people this may be quite enough 
to define the essence of that society. But 
others would insist that the substance 
was different - a definition would have to 
consider profits, the empire and lack of 
workers’ control.

As Rex Dunn points out, having 
some characteristics (certain ‘atoms’ of 
a whole) would not be enough. It’s the 
whole that matters - the irreducible being 
of the thing in question that means we can 
refer to it with an essential name. Darwin 
studied the change in essences: how, for 
example, a common ancestor provided 
an order of primates (hominini), which 
include chimps, bonobos and humans. 
Of course, humans went on to become 
a very different kind of primate. Those 
who work on the social dialectic must 
still be very careful about declaring that 
at some moment we have reached ‘real 
communism’ and you better believe it. 
We’ve had trouble with that one before.

Of course, there are fast-track 
utopians who say that ‘text’ and free-
floating words are sufficient. We can 
declare something to be such and it is. 
A human being born, for example, male 
can declare themselves female, wear 
dresses and it makes no real difference, 

except to the person’s morale. Let us tick 
off the characteristics of such a being 
and, however short we come, arrive at 
some definition of one sort of person. 
Even Aristotle thinks that ‘man’ and the 
specific ‘white man’ are not the same. 
Nevertheless, women athletes, like 
Sharron Davies and Kelly Holmes, have 
argued that a real difference is made in 
the field of sports.

Now if we want unisex sport (or 
uncommercial games), there’s no need to 
worry about this, but if there is still some 
social reason for us to make the divide, 
we might find ways of determining the 
difference. The modern Olympics only 
allowed women competitors from 1900 
onwards and at first only in a few sports.

Sharron Davies has argued that the 
combination of physical powers plus 
training plus social experience (of middle 
class masculinity and men’s sports) 
makes for a substantial difference, which 
amounts to a privilege. Are we then like 
the anti-abortionist who denies there’s 
any distinction between conceiving and 
bearing a child? After all, he doesn’t want 
to discriminate over ‘mere’ biology either.

If, as has happened, a male cyclist 
decides at 28 to self-declare female 
and then goes on to dominate women’s 
cycling events, there might be some 
wariness about where the definition is 
made. Check out photos of the taller 
and heavier cyclist, Rachel McKinnon, 
or Australian-rules footballer Hannah 
Mouncey. To deny such trans athletes 
the reinforcement of their advantage 
(physical and social), which isn’t enjoyed 
by even the most outstanding women, 
is not discrimination, but care about 
extending the privilege of a particular 
rank and lifestyle. Women’s cycling 
might in effect be abolished altogether, 
along with sponsorship of individual 
athletes and encouragement of women’s 
sport.

Marxists believe there are realities to 
naming, not just syllables.
Mike Belbin
email

Bolshevik rigging
In 1918, the Bolsheviks carried out a 
series of anti-soviet coups. These actions 
were never considered by either Rosa 
Luxemburg or the renegade Kautsky.

In the past Mike Macnair has 
referenced Alexander Rabinowitch’s 
remarks about the Bolshevik rigging 
of federal soviet elections in 1918 and 
in a previous letter I brought up the 
actions of local Bolshevik thugs, when 
they disbanded soviets that didn’t return 
Bolshevik majorities. I still condemn 
the latter, even in emergency situations, 
but I’m more sympathetic to the 
former. To twist the nationalist words 
of one Vladimir Putin, there were both 
“negative and positive consequences” 
associated with these events.

Simply put, while this paper has 
opposed bonus-adjusted proportional 
representation, I now support one form 
of it or another, despite its Italian fascist 
origins. The less favourable alternative 
for preserving hard-fought progressive 
gains is to totally gut proportionality like 
Venezuelan president Hugo Chávez did 
in 2010. While no party that wins a mere 
plurality of votes should have two-thirds 
of any legislature (the ‘Acerbo Law’), 
a party that wins a mere plurality of 
votes should be entitled to an automatic 
majority. Moreover, a party that wins 
50%+ of the votes should have the 
‘Acerbo bonus’ - enough to amend the 
constitution on a whim. Greece’s bonus 
seats are not enough.
Jacob Richter
email

Polish ban
The authoritarian Law and Justice 

(PiS) regime in Poland wants to ban 
communist ideology in our country and 
send people to jail for ‘wrong’ views. 
This could be the end of democratic 
liberties and freedom of speech. We 
cannot sit idly by.

The anti-democratic PiS regime 
is going to adopt a law penalising the 
propagation of communist ideology. A 

person publicly presenting communist 
views will serve three years in jail. 
While only “propaganda for a totalitarian 
state system” has been penalised so far, 
hereafter the communist ideology itself 
will be targeted.

This is another assault on democratic 
freedoms in our country. After the 
removal of the names of the streets and 
monuments connected with the left, 
last year there was a mass campaign of 
repression against communists. This 
included the trial of members of the 
Communist Party of Poland (who were 
ultimately acquitted); the police raid on 
the flat of the owner of our own Władza 
Rad web domain on April 30 2018; the 
police intervention during the scientific 
conference on Karl Marx in Pobierowo.

The regime of Jarosław Kaczyński 
has decided on an amendment of the 
penal code, which effectively abolishes 
freedom of speech and political 
pluralism in Poland: ie, the freedom 
to organise in political parties and to 
propagate one’s views for people with 
a communist worldview. This is the 
first step on the road to banning the 
Communist Party of Poland, to which so 
far - despite intimidation, repressions and 
trials lasting years - not a single crime or 
violation of Polish law has been proved.

Can one imagine a similar situation 
in western Europe? Germany, France, 
Italy, Great Britain, Spain or Portugal 
without communist parties and 
communists’ rights to present their 
views? Meanwhile in Poland under the 
rule of the authoritarian and semi-fascist 
PiS regime, communist propaganda 
would be punished by a three-year jail 
sentence.

The law, which has been in preparation 
for several months in the ministry of 
justice, has passed its first reading in the 
Sejm (lower chamber of parliament) at a 
time of a huge outcry in the media over 
paedophilia in the Catholic church. The 
bill will now be debated in the Senate, 
before coming back to the Sejm, where 
another vote is scheduled for June 12.

The current constitution contains 
clauses guaranteeing human rights 
(article 5) and international law (article 
9), yet minister of justice Zbigniew 
Ziobro is himself violating civil liberties. 
The adoption of the act will have much 
wider consequences than the next wave 
of anti-communist repression. The PiS 
has accused the social democratic Razem 
party (Together) of communism and 
tried to ban it - which shows that anti-
communist legislation can ultimately be 
a tool used for mass repression against 
any kind of political opposition, even 
one that is ideologically very far from 
communism.

Ziobro is a coward, who is trying 
to sneak through such radical changes 
through the back door. Reactionary 
politicians like him are terribly anxious 
about the haunting spectre of communism, 
although in Poland (unlike, for example, 
in Greece or the Czech Republic), the 
communist party is neither a mass party 
nor a major political force. These legal 
changes show that the previous acts of 
repressions against the Communist Party 
of Poland and Władza Rad were unlawful 
and political in nature.

Every previous attempt to ‘de-
communise’ Polish public life by the 
anti-democratic right wing has ended in 
devastating defeat. The attempt to remove 
left-connected street names, which 
was initiated by the law of April 2016, 
resulted in social protests. Ultimately the 
courts struck down most of the proposed 
changes. After three years of trial, despite 
strong political pressure, on January 18 
2019 a court acquitted the editors of 
Brzask, the magazine published by the 
Communist Party of Poland.

The Władza Rad editors call on all on 
the left and all who value human rights 
and civil liberties - including freedom 
of speech and the right to organise in 
political parties - to put pressure on 
Poland’s anti-democratic regime in order 
to prevent these legal changes, that would 
abolish democratic liberties in Poland.
Władza Rad
Poland

London Communist Forum
Sunday June 9, 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 3 
(continued): ‘From February to October: “Soviets of workers’ deputies 
must be organised”’.
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 June 11, 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: ‘Dragons in the waters of Borneo: power, protection and 
threat’. Speaker: Monica Janowski.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Solidarity with blacklisted workers
Saturday June 8, 11.15am and Sunday June 9, 11.30am: Film 
screening, The Light Cinema, The Moor, Sheffield S1. Entrance £10. 
Solidarity with blacklisted construction workers and their fight for 
justice. To be followed by discussion with director Lucy Parker.
Organised by Sheffield Doc/Fest: https://sheffdocfest.com/films/6755.
No to war, no to Islamophobia
Saturday June 8, 2pm: Public meeting, Bold Street Methodist Church, 
4 Palmyra Square, Warrington WA1. Examining the root causes of 
Islamophobia, racism and the rise of the far right.
Organised by Cheshire Stop the War:
www.facebook.com/events/442304526509961.
Freedom of speech and Palestine
Wednesday June 12, 7.30pm: Public meeting, St Stephens Church,
Rampant Horse Street, Norwich NR2. Oppose the UK’s complicity in the 
crimes of Israel and the labelling of criticism of Israel as anti-Semitism.
Organised by Norwich Stop the War and Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/1446426228838976.
Stop the London arms fair
Events organised by Campaign Against Arms Trade.
Saturday June 15, 12.30pm: Network organising meeting, St Hilda’s 
East Community Centre, 8 Club Row, London E2. Planning the 
mobilisation against the global arms trade in London in September.
www.facebook.com/events/432514417493720.
Saturday June 22, 11am: Training session, Bridge 5 Mill, 22a  
Beswick Street, Manchester M4. Skill up to stop the DSEI arms fair.
www.facebook.com/events/591596081307911.
Bargain books
Saturday June 15, 11am: Book sale, Marx Memorial Library,  
37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.facebook.com/events/318713752161574.
Justice for Grenfell
Saturday June 15, 12 noon: March. Assemble Portland Place, London 
W1. Solidarity with the victims of the fire two years on. Demand justice 
and action now.
Organised by Justice4Grenfell: www.facebook.com/events/581265065709901.
Miners’ strike 35th anniversary
Saturday June 15, 1pm: Rally, Orgreave Lane, Sheffield S13. Demand 
truth and justice for miners brutalised by police at Orgreave in 1984. 
Speakers include Matt Wrack (FBU) and Steve Hedley (RMT).
Organised by Orgreave Truth and Justice Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/2016964828402260.
Definitions of socialism
Thursday June 20, 6pm to 8pm: Study session, Jack Jones House,  
2 Churchill Way, Liverpool L3.
Organised by Merseyside Socialist Theory Study Group:
study4socialism@outlook.com.
Derby Silk Mill
Saturday June 22, 10am to 4.30pm: March, rally and festival. 
Assemble Market Place, Derby DE1 and march to Cathedral Green. 
Celebrate Derby’s historic general strike of 1833-34.
Organised by Derby Silk Mill Rally:
www.facebook.com/events/232199550654799.
Marxism festival 2019
Thursday July 4 to Sunday July 7: People’s Palace, Queen Mary University, 
Mile End Road, London E1. Over 100 sessions. Tickets from £20 (£10).
Organised by the Socialist Workers Party:
https://marxismfestival.org.uk.
Stop Trump in Latin America
Thursday July 4, 6.30pm to 8.30pm: Rally, Unite House, 128 
Theobalds Road, London WC1. Speakers from Venezuela, Argentina, 
Brazil and Bolivia. Entrance by free ticket.
Organised by Venezuela Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/379649595978779.
National Shop Stewards Network
Saturday July 6, 11am to 5pm: Conference, Conway Hall, 25 Red Lion 
Square, London WC1. Join trade unionists and anti-cuts campaigners to 
debate how we take the fight forward in the workplaces. Entrance £6.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network:
www.facebook.com/events/377609106411016.
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.
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Gospel of no deal
Forget the chatter about the Tory Party being ‘doomed’, writes Eddie Ford. We could, however, see a 
significant realignment of British politics

As I write, there are still 11 
MPs standing for the Tory 
leadership after junior ministers 

James Cleverly and Kit Malthouse 
withdrew from the race. It is widely 
expected that defence secretary Penny 
Mordaunt will shortly make a decision 
about whether to join the contest, with 
the possibility that Steve Baker of the 
misnamed European Research Group 
might also climb into the arena.1

There were complaints from the 
onset that the size of the field was 
making the contest a “shambles” and 
“tragic farce”, though I was rather 
enjoying it myself. In the end, the 
1922 Committee decided this week 
to change the rules - or move the 
goalposts, depending on your opinion. 
From now on, candidates will need 
to secure the backing of eight other 
colleagues rather than just a proposer 
and seconder. The committee has also 
set thresholds for how many votes 
candidates will need from MPs to 
reach the next round of the contest: 
at least 17 in the first ballot and 33 in 
the second - ie, 5% and 10% of the 
313 Tory MPs (the bottom-placed 
candidate is eliminated, irrespective 
of the number of votes received).

The first ballot will take place on 
June 13, with further rounds of voting 
scheduled for the following week 
until only two hopefuls are left - with 
the entire Tory membership of about 
160,0002 getting the final say on the 
matter. If everything goes to plan, the 
new leader will be announced in the 
week beginning July 22. Even at this 
stage, you cannot entirely dismiss the 
possibility that we will see yet another 
coronation - the other candidates all 
eventually standing down in the spirit 
of party unity.

Needless to say, this rule change 
will favour the more established 
candidates, who have already built 
up support - something described 
as “slightly disappointing” by Sam 
Gyimah, who argued (perhaps 
naively) that people had put 
themselves forward on the basis of 
a system that had been in place for 
many years. At the moment, Boris 
Johnson, the former foreign secretary 
and London mayor, is comfortably 
ahead, with 46 MPs openly declaring 
their support - followed by Jeremy 
Hunt on 32, Michael Gove (29), 
Dominic Raab (24), Sajid Javid (17) 
and Matt Hancock (11), the others 
trailing far behind.3 However, at least 
140 Conservative MPs have yet to 
declare support for any candidate, 
with a large rump of Tory centrists/
liberals and a smaller group of hard 
Brexiteers still holding back.

Team Boris
But if Johnson is one of the final 
two who go out to the party rank and 
file for endorsement, he will win by 
a landslide - nobody disputes that, 
so it all depends on how many MPs 
continue to back him as the other 
contenders are eliminated. Victory is 
not yet certain for the former London 
mayor, there might be a few twists 
and turns along the way, but he is 
obviously the one to beat.

‘Team Boris’ formally launched 
its campaign at the beginning of the 
week, releasing a video on social 
media of their man talking to voters 
on the campaign trail in ‘the mother 
of all marginals’, Peterborough, for 
the June 6 parliamentary by-election.

Johnson reiterated his promise 

to take Britain out of the European 
Union, “deal or no deal” by October 
31 and called for more money for 
schools and the police. Of course, 
the other contenders have been 
making spending pledges as well. 
The winner so far in this bidding 
war is Esther McVey, who pledged 
an extra £4 billion a year for schools 
- which means nothing, as she does 
not have a hope of becoming the 
next Tory leader. Matt Hancock 
comes second with a promise to 
increase the schools budget by £3 
billion a year, beating the more 
miserly Michael Gove’s £1 billion, 
but in a different league altogether, 
compared to Johnson’s much 
trumpeted pledge in The Daily 
Telegraph - estimated to be worth a 
measly £50 million a year.

But Johnson was the star attraction, 
naturally enough, at a leadership 
hustings on June 4 hosted by the One 
Nation group of 60 MPs - which is 
rather ironic, given that the group’s 
central mission is to prevent the 
election of any candidate willing to 
contemplate a no-deal Brexit. Johnson 
warned that the Tories face “potential 
extinction” if they do not deliver 
Brexit by October 31 as planned, the 
party will “not be forgiven”.

He went on to say that he was best 
placed to beat off Jeremy Corbyn and 
“put Nigel Farage back in his box”, 
saying the Tories needed to “stop 
banging on about Brexit and put that 
bawling baby to bed, pacify it and 
recapture the political agenda with 
one-nation Conservatism” - although 
home secretary Sajid Javid declared 

that the Tories could not “beat the 
Brexit Party by becoming the Brexit 
Party”. Johnson also ruled out, as 
did the other challengers, calling a 
snap general election or proroguing 
parliament to push through a no-
deal Brexit. Of course, this is utter 
nonsense, as Johnson will still face 
the same parliamentary arithmetic 
as the departing prime minister, with 
no negotiated plan or deal with the 
EU that can pass muster with the 
Democratic Unionist Party or the rest 
of parliament. However, the plain 
reality is that most MPs backing 
Johnson do not believe the promise 
not to hold an early general election - 
and, as we will see, it could well be in 
his interest to do just that.

As expected, Johnson got strong 
support from another source - Donald 
Trump said he would make an 
“excellent” leader before his state 
visit to the UK, and praised him 
again at a slightly excruciating press 
conference with Theresa May on June 
3, remarking that “he’d do a very good 
job”. The US president also suggested 
that Nigel Farage should be made part 
of the Brexit negotiating team - but 
somehow I don’t think that one will 
be taken up.

Reconfigured
Following the local and European 
elections nightmare, there has been a 
lot of chatter about the Tories being 
“doomed”, including from George 
Osborne in the Evening Standard, 
Peter Hitchins in the Mail Online, 
John Rentoul in The Independent, 
various commentators on the BBC 

news, and so on.
Yet, however much we might 

wish that to be true, the idea that the 
centuries-old Conservative Party - a 
class party with roots in society and 
endless powerful connections - is 
going to disappear from the pages 
of history is for the birds. In fact, 
when you listen to the US president 
endorsing Boris Johnson and no 
deal, it is time to start taking the 
prospect of Brexit seriously - not to 
imagine the Tories disappearing in 
a puff of smoke. If Boris Johnson 
gets shortlisted, you would expect 
the Mail, Sun, Telegraph, etc to 
pile in behind him - bigging up his 
profile and spreading the gospel of 
no deal.

Under those circumstances, you 
would expect the Tory Party to 
start to recover in the opinion polls 
and for Johnson to soak up Brexit 
Party support and votes. And if he 
really wants to carry out any of his 
programme, which presumably he 
does - though with Boris Johnson 
you can never tell for sure what 
he will do next - then he will call a 
general election, no matter what 
he said at the One Nation hustings. 
With a shiny new prime minister who 
has campaigned for Brexit, rather 
than viewing it purely as a damage-
limitation exercise, and a reconfigured 
parliament - assuming things go well 
for the Tories - then things could look 
entirely different, especially when 
the global hegemon under its current 
president wants Brexit. It almost goes 
without saying that a president Hillary 
Clinton would have taken an entirely 

different view.
What would a Boris Johnson-led 

Brexit look like? Not too hard to work 
out, if truth be told. Donald Trump 
would insist on a hard deal with the 
UK, which would have to pay its 
pound of flesh in chlorinated chicken 
and hormone-grown beef. Almost 
certainly, Britain would have to open 
up the national health service further 
to predatory American companies - 
Trump virtually admitted as much 
at his June 4 press conference. Any 
lingering doubts you might have had 
about Britain getting involved in US 
military adventures in the Middle 
East would be quickly dispelled - 
the UK would be a loyal servant of 
US imperialism. In other words, a 
Boris Johnson premiership would 
represent a further step to the right in 
mainstream British politics.

Perhaps not so welcome for 
Johnson’s ambitions are the findings 
of the Conservative peer and polling 
expert, Robert Hayward.4 After 
analysing a slew of recent polls on 
the parties and candidates, Hayward 
concluded a new Tory leader would 
not win a general election unless 
they were “transfer-friendly” - while 
Boris Johnson was very popular 
with a section of the electorate, 
Hayward pointed to a recent YouGov 
poll that suggested as many as 
23% of respondents who had voted 
Conservative in 2017 thought Johnson 
would be a “very bad” prime minister. 
In the same poll, while 28% of the 
public, as opposed to self-identifying 
Tories, thought he would make a good 
prime minister, 54% thought he would 
make a lousy one.

What needs to be mentioned 
here is the long delayed trigger 
ballot reform that might finally be 
coming to the Labour Party - which 
itself was a compromise measure 
agreed at last year’s Liverpool 
conference. If it does go ahead, and 
Boris Johnson becomes the new 
Tory leader and prime minister, 
we could potentially be seeing a 
significant realignment of British 
politics. True, in the event of a no-
deal Brexit being on the cards, there 
will not be mass defections of Tory 
MPs to the Lib Dems - but some 
will perhaps make the journey. On 
the other hand, under conditions of 
trigger ballots there will be a lot of 
very worried sitting Labour MPs, 
knowing that they will face the 
wrath of their local membership for 
their opposition to Jeremy Corbyn. 
In which case you could imagine 
the migration of rightwingers to 
either the Lib Dems or something 
new. There has previously been 
talk of anti-Corbyn MPs appointing 
their own leader and taking the 
‘Short money’ allocated annually 
to the opposition parties, perhaps 
depriving the ‘official’ Labour Party 
of funds in the process l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.thesun.co.uk/news/9223946/steve-baker-
join-tory-leadership-contest/
2. www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/05/25/
conservative-membership-surge-amid-fears-
campaign-swing-leadership.
3. www.conservativehome.com/
parliament/2019/06/leadership-election-candidate-
support-numbers-hunt-27-johnson-19-raab-13-
gove-12-javid-10.html.
4. www.theguardian.com/politics/2019/jun/05/
majority-of-voters-think-boris-johnson-would-
make-bad-pm-polling-expert.
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The other side are liars too
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The prosecutor’s fallacy
Boris Johnson is surely guilty of lying - but dishonesty in politics cannot be dealt with by the courts, 
argues Paul Demarty

W hile Boris Johnson’s 
progress towards the Tory 
leadership sometimes seems 

unassailable, a potential wrinkle 
comes courtesy of Westminster 
Magistrates Court.

It was there, on May 29, that district 
judge Margot Coleman ruled that a 
private prosecution against Johnson 
could continue - and in particular 
that he could be summoned to court 
to face allegations of misconduct 
in public office. The back-story is 
one of the many strands of remainer 
legal action in the wake of the Brexit 
vote: a certain Marcus Ball was so 
angered by the casual disregard for 
the truth he observed on the other 
side (not, naturally, his own) that he 
successfully crowdfunded his way to 
the requisite barristers’ fees - not to 
say a modest salary for himself, to go 
full-time. From an initial ambition to 
take on several prominent Brexiteers 
for misleading statements, he seems 
to have narrowed his focus to 
Johnson, and specifically to the claim 
that Britain was sending £350 million 
a week to Europe that could be spent 
on “our NHS” - made infamous by the 
so-called ‘Brexit bus’ that toured the 
country in the spring of 2016.

These are the first fruits of Ball’s 
endeavours. It is rather difficult to say 
whether they come at a good or bad 
time for Johnson - an ambiguity to 
which we shall return. Ball claims that 
his aim is to legally rule out the sort 
of cavalier dishonesty he identifies 
in the Brexit camp: “Our objective is 
to change the common law. I want to 
set a precedent that says politicians 
cannot do this any more.”1

In this, he reminds us somewhat 
of the subculture in the anti-war 
movement that dedicated itself to 
various attempts to prosecute Tony 
Blair, George Bush and so forth for 
war crimes under international law 
- a sort of well-meaning naivety and 
simple-hearted belief that justice can 
prevail, so long as Good People are 
prepared to, as it were, prosecute the 
good fight.

It seems likely, on balance, that 
Ball is in for a rude awakening. 
Though Coleman found prima facie 
evidence that the office of London 
mayor had been used to deceive, as 
has been reported rather breathlessly, 
the evidentiary standard required to 
get the summons issued is far, far 
short of the standard required for 
criminal proof. What has in fact been 
achieved so far (though there is a 
judicial review of even this) is that 
Johnson and his brief must appear and 
formally declare whether they seek 
to contest the charges (clearly they 
will). At that point things will shift to 
a crown court, where Boris’s people 
will demand that the case is dismissed 
as vexatious or politically motivated. 
His barrister, Adrian Darbishire, made 
this clear:

[The prosecution’s] true purpose is 
not that it should succeed, but that 
it should be made at all. And made 
with as much public fanfare as the 
prosecution can engender. The 
application represents an attempt, 
for the first time in English legal 
history, to employ the criminal law 
to regulate the content and quality 
of political debate. That is self-
evidently not the function of the 
criminal law.

Even if the case is not dismissed, 
Johnson is not likely to face trial for 
another six months, by which time 

he may have sailed Britain over the 
cliff anyway; meanwhile, the higher 
the stakes get legally, so they get 
politically, and the hidden purpose 
of the judiciary (to act in defence of 
the stability of the establishment) 
becomes more pressing. The trouble 
with openly mendacious politicians is 
that they make judges look honest; but 
most got their ceremonial outfits by 
defending the powerful and rich, and 
it is less the love of justice than cynical 
Staatsräson that preponderates when 
they are faced with this sort of issue.

Political strategy
If the legal strategy is obvious for 
Team Boris, the political strategy 
could go either way. He could, to 
be sure, instruct his lawyers to box 
clever, minimise his time in court, 
and otherwise relegate the case - as 
best as possible - to a minor sideshow 
of interest primarily to hard-core 
remainers in search of revenge, not to 
say legal nerds curious to see how the 
whole thing will play out.

Equally, however, he could do 
exactly the opposite. It need hardly 
be said that the Brexit constituency is 
- precisely - constituted by cynicism 
about the political elite. Johnson 
is, underneath his decreasingly 
convincing foolish-posho persona, 
a ruthless opportunist; and his last-
minute decision for Brexit surely 
betrayed an instinctive lurch towards 
where he thought politics was going. 
He has played a very smart game since 
- with the exception of being hung 
out to dry by Michael Gove in the 
leadership battle that gave the country 
Theresa May - and is ideally poised 
to ride the anti-establishment wave 
to Number 10 in the near future. His 
transatlantic endorsement by Donald 
Trump is merely the latest sign.

For Ball, focusing on Johnson is 
a no-brainer. He is, first of all, the 
leading Brexiteer figure in the Tory 
Party and has clearly been angling 
to replace May for many months. 
On the other hand, prosecuting all 
such figures - which he seems to 
have wanted to do - would be a 
prohibitively expensive exercise, silk 
fees being what they are. But that 
paradoxically does Johnson a great 

favour. Why is he being singled out? 
Why, because - after Nigel Farage - he 
is Mr Brexit, and unlike Farage, might 
soon be in a position to deliver.

A Johnson aide was quoted 
anonymously as saying: “This 
prosecution is nothing less than 
a politically motivated attempt to 
reverse Brexit and crush the will 
of the people.” Depending on the 
traction the line gets, perhaps we 
should expect much the same sort 
of frothing from BoJo himself soon, 
and the crown court turned into a 
soapbox. Yes, he could tell his adoring 
constituency: they are coming for me, 
but in reality they are coming for you. 
- your concerns are not considered 
legitimate by the establishment. I 
will fight for the ordinary people of 
England - er, sorry, Britain - and bring 
us back to glory!

That it could come to this is, in one 
sense, down to Marcus Ball’s naivety. 
Like those who hoped to put Blair 
under citizen’s arrest, they labour 
under a Hollywood view of the truth, 
in which the world can be divided into 
the liars and the truth-tellers - and it is 
up to the truth-tellers to bring the liars 
to justice. In this world view, it is the 
moment of revelation that is key and, 
as we realise that we have been had, 
things are turned the right way up and 
order is restored.

There are many problems with this 
theory. Its fundamental assumption 
is that virtue and vice are universal 
constants, doing combat forever 
under much the same conditions. The 
historical conditions of possibility 
of a lie - or, for that matter, the 
acceptance of a truth - are occluded. 
Put another way, the lie is proposed as 
an explanation (of the people voting 
the wrong way), not as a thing to be 
explained (why should it have been 
persuasive?). Thus the slightly bizarre 
spectacle - as much as it did the job 
at hand - of people called to the stand 
to declare under oath that Johnson’s 
assurances as to the £350 million 
swung them into the Brexit column.

In reality, the figure was rubbished 
by remainers at the time. The dodgy 
maths of it is not something that 
has since come to light as a result 
of intrepid investigative journalism 

and forensic accountancy. It was 
transparently balderdash from the 
beginning, and all the City’s and 
Westminster’s economists were 
dispatched against it from the get-go. 
The problem is that nobody believed 
them. And the reason for that is that 
they were all liars - the same people 
who insisted that the rising tide lifted 
all boats, that despite the fact that 
you were worse off you were better 
off really, that in spite of the horrors 
of 2007-08 no more than cosmetic 
tinkering was needed to financial 
regulation … It is not satisfactory, 
from a formal logical point of view, 
to dismiss a proposition on the basis 
that its utterer is untrustworthy - this 
is the ad hominem fallacy. But it is 
very practical to do so if you have 
other things to do with your time than 
stress-test philosophical arguments; 
and so people do.

Systematic
Capitalism is a social formation 
given to systematic mendacity. In its 
inner logic, of course, it involves the 
fetishism of the commodity, whereby 
social relations are misrecognised as 
brute material facts; but, if anything, it 
is the apparently extrinsic factors that 
are worse in this regard. Capitalism 
is born by the action of ‘the people’ 
against the aristocracy and clerisy 
- but ‘the people’ was held together 
as an idea long after its component 
classes divided into antagonistic 
camps, first in Britain and then in 
France and elsewhere: by the middle 
19th century, the capitalist class itself 
was clearly more comfortable cutting 
power-sharing deals with the old elites 
than leading ‘the people’ to liberty, 
but even then the self-image persisted.

The achievement of more or less 
universal suffrage in the United States 
and then in other countries, moreover, 
gave rise to a professional caste of 
politicians, in the pay of factions of 
the ruling class, who were charged 
with selling said factions as the true 
representatives of ‘the people’. This 
is not to say there was never anything 
more at stake - the second American 
revolution was triggered by a political 
crisis among the paid persuaders, 
who certainly found a moral (and, in 

the southern case, immoral) fervour 
beyond the role prescribed for them. 
But it was the dishonest pattern that 
was set for others to follow, as the 
franchise could be denied to fewer 
and fewer peoples; the combination 
of a paid political class and a corrupt 
media - die käufliche Presse, as 
German social democrats liked to put 
it - ensured that nothing would ever be 
quite what it seemed.

And so it is today. The statement 
quoted above from Johnson’s lawyer 
contains a quite extraordinary lie: that 
Ball’s case “represents an attempt, 
for the first time in English legal 
history, to employ the criminal law 
to regulate the content and quality of 
political debate”. There is a very short 
response to this: the crime of seditious 
libel, which was only abolished as an 
offence in 2009 and, while largely 
considered an antique by that time, 
had been used as recently as the 1930s 
to prosecute communists. The truth is 
that political debate in this country - 
even during the 350-odd-year period 
wherein it has fancied itself as the 
home of liberty - has always been 
circumscribed, and misrepresented 
itself as freer than it is.

Only in a society so corrupted by 
dishonesty could a Tacitus-quoting 
toff (whose toffiness is itself rather 
an act - Johnson is not a horny-
handed son of toil, but nor is he a 
blue-blood) pose as the people’s 
champion, and cast a 29-year-old 
middle class naive as a ruthless 
establishment hit man. Yet surely 
appealing to a corrupt judiciary to 
call corrupt politicians to account 
in full view of a corrupt media is a 
non-starter, so far as cleaning up the 
situation is concerned.

A real alternative requires 
organised oppositional politics, not 
courtroom stunts - and to be equal 
to the task, such politics must strike 
at the heart of the lie machine itself: 
capitalism l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.legalcheek.com/2016/10/brexit-man-
trying-to-prosecute-dishonest-politicians-for-fraud-
crowdfunds-a-whole-years-salary-for-himself.
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Malthus painted green
In the first of four articles Jack Conrad affirms the reality of global warming, along with the pending 
danger of ecological disaster. But crude overpopulation theories are worse than useless. Each social 
formation has its own laws, including laws of population

S cientific opinion is 
overwhelmingly agreed: the 
earth is getting hotter.1 A 

recent report by the International 
Panel on Climate Change projects 
that warming will continue at the 
current rate of ~0.2°C per decade and 
reach the 1.5°C mark around 2040.2

However, the 1.5°C boundary could 
easily be passed in half that time - in 
around 2030 - and the 2°C boundary 
around 2045, due to accelerating 
anthropogenic emissions, decreased 
aerosol loading and changing ocean 
circulation conditions.3 If that 
happens the probability is that the 
earth’s climate will reach a tipping 
point4: the whole ecosystem will shift 
from one pattern to another and in 
the process threaten the “survival of 
human civilisation”.5

Despite all the evidence there are 
still those in denial. Alternative für 
Deutschland has recently ramped up 
attacks on environmental activists. 

The liberal bourgeoisie’s latest 
secular saint, Greta Thunberg, 
is contemptuously dismissed as 
“mentally challenged” and a fraud.6

Matteo Salvini’s League, Marine Le 
Pen’s National Rally, Viktor Orbán’s 
Fidesz and Jarosław Kaczyński’s 
Law and Justice Party are from the 
same mould. All view action on 
climate change as a potential barrier 
to fossil-fuel-led growth.7 Eg, in 
Poland coal is set to remain king till 
at least 2030.8

Here in Britain, Nigel Farage 
downplays the “need for climate 
change action”.9 He is far from alone. 
Lord Nigel Lawson, former Tory 
chancellor of the exchequer under 
Margaret Thatcher, established the 
Global Warming Policy Foundation 
in 2009. It describes anthropogenic 
climate change as “alarmist” and 
champions the unrestricted 
free market. Lord Christopher 
Monkton, one of Thatcher’s 

advisors, likewise denies the necessity 
of combating anthropogenic climate 
change. Spectator and Telegraph
columnist James Delingpole writes 
of “Climategate hype”. Not to be 
outdone, the Daily Mail’s David Rose
rounds on governments for investing 
billions in response to “manipulated 
global warming data”.10

Then there is, of course, Donald 
Trump. He threatens a US withdrawal 
from the Paris climate agreement 
in 2020. The 45th president has 
already rolled back the Obama 
administration’s environmental 
protection measures and is on record 
as saying that global warming is 
a hoax invented by the Chinese 
government in an attempt to damage 
US industry.11 Understandably, this 
nonsense finds favour with the oil 
and gas corporations, the automobile 
majors, big coal and their apologists 
in the narrowest forms of trade 
unionism.

Trump’s version of the big lie can, 
however, claim theological justification. 
Here are excerpts from the Southern 
Baptist Convention’s statement on 
‘Environmentalism and evangelicals’:

Whereas some in our culture have 
completely rejected God the Father 
in favour of deifying ‘Mother 
Earth’, made environmentalism 
into a neo-pagan religion, and 
elevated animal and plant life to 
the place of equal - or greater - 
value with human life; and

Whereas the scientific community 
is divided on the effects of mankind’s 
impact on the environment ...

Resolved, that we resist alliances 
with extreme environmental 
groups, whose positions contradict 
biblical principles (2 Chronicles 
xix:2) and that we oppose solutions 
based on questionable science, 
which bar access to natural 
resources and unnecessarily restrict 

Too many people?
Or too much poverty?

Paul Ehrlich: people 
treated as a cancer to be 

cut out
Poland coal is set to remain king till 

Here in Britain, Nigel Farage 
downplays the “need for climate 

 He is far from alone. 
Lord Nigel Lawson, former Tory 
chancellor of the exchequer under 
Margaret Thatcher, established the 
Global Warming Policy Foundation 
in 2009. It describes anthropogenic 
climate change as “alarmist” and 

from the Paris climate agreement 
in 2020. The 45th president has 
already rolled back the Obama 
administration’s environmental 
protection measures and is on record 
as saying that global warming is 
a hoax invented by the Chinese 
government in an attempt to damage 
US industry.
nonsense finds favour with the oil 



weeklyworker 1254 June 6 2019 7

economic development, resulting 
in less economic opportunity for 
our poorest citizens.12

Indeed, the first book of the Pentateuch 
has Yahweh telling men and women 
to be “fruitful and multiply, and fill 
the earth and subdue it; and have 
domination over the fish of the sea 
and the birds of the air and over every 
other living thing that moves upon the 
earth”.13 Written for the Jewish people 
by their theocratic exploiters, this well 
honed story gives a sacred blessing to 
the patriarchal exploitation of nature. 
And, of course, the Catholic church 
effortlessly adopted this Jewish 
dualism, which elevated humanity 
above nature.

So the medieval mind did not 
conceive of humanity as embedded 
in the natural order. Of all god’s 
creations, the work of the sixth day 
alone possesses a soul and therefore 
spirituality. Sons of Adam and 
daughters of Eve face an ultimate 
choice between heaven and hell. 
Meantime, the divine plan gives them 
- while they remain flesh and blood 
- the go-ahead to use and ‘improve’ 
upon nature, as they need, will or 
desire.

Humans and 
nature
Such anthropocentric and short-
sighted arrogance - admittedly shorn 
of biblical justifications - was taken 
up by Adam Smith (1723-90) in 
his Wealth of nations … and other 
founding fathers of classical political 
economy. Nature, they agreed, was a 
free resource that could be ruthlessly 
exploited. Economic growth was in 
the “public interest.”14

Too many on the left have taken 
the growth mantra to the point of 
technological Prometheanism. And 
it is not only Stalinites, Labourite 
reformists and Maoists. Leon Trotsky 
breathlessly writes:

The present distribution of 
mountains and rivers, of fields, of 
meadows, of steppes, of forests and 
of seashores cannot be considered 
final. Man has already made 
changes in the map of nature that 
are not few nor insignificant. But 
they are mere pupils’ practice in 
comparison with what is coming. 
Faith merely promises to move 
mountains; but technology, which 
takes nothing ‘on faith’, is actually 
able to cut down mountains and 
move them.

Up to now this was done for 
industrial purposes (mines) or for 
railways (tunnels); in the future this 
will be done on an immeasurably 
larger scale, according to a general 
industrial and artistic plan. Man 
will occupy himself with re-
registering mountains and rivers, 
and will earnestly and repeatedly 
make improvements in nature. In 
the end, he will have rebuilt the 
earth, if not in his own image, at 
least according to his own taste. 
We have not the slightest fear that 
this taste will be bad.15

But humanity does not exist outside 
nature. Nor is nature here simply to 
satisfy our aesthetic whims. We are 
one of nature’s many interdependent 
life forms. Hence what we do to the 
planet must bring intended … or 
unintended consequences.

Nature and humanity ought 
to be considered dialectically: 
as interpenetrated opposites and 
a contradictory unity, which is 
constantly changing quantitatively 
and qualitatively. Needless to say, 
there can be no doubting that we are 
special. Humans are uniquely that part 
of nature which is conscious of itself. 
Other species slowly adapt to nature. 
Humanity transforms nature through 
the process of labour, and it does so 
according to some preconceived aim, 

notion or plan. As the productive 
power of this self-transforming 
species grows, so does its effect. 
Today no part of the planet remains 
untouched, unmodified, as a result of 
our activities (good or bad). Nature 
has, to one degree or another, become 
socialised.

Human society in general is 
an abstraction - likewise labour 
and production in general. There 
are specific modes of production 
and social formations: original 
communism, classical Greek-Roman 
slavery, Germanic warlordism, 
Arab mercantilism, Asiatic statism, 
European and Japanese feudalism, 
capitalist wage-labour, Soviet 
bureaucratic allocation, etc. Hence 
it logically follows that the effect 
humanity has upon nature is also an 
abstraction. Necessarily we must 
specify the mode of production or 
particular social formation.

Capitalism affords nature no 
value. The riches of nature need 
only to be located, seized and ripped 
away. Booty. Manna from heaven. 
A free resource. Drilling, felling, 
ploughing, mining, capture, butchery, 
transportation and processing cost … 
and only such moments of labour give 
value, as far as capital is concerned.

That the products of nature 
have use-value - including in their 
virgin state - is irrelevant or entirely 
secondary in importance. Capitalism 
is interested in use-value only to 
the extent that it serves to further 
the accumulation of exchange value 
(the general form being money). 
Commodities have to be sold to 
a consumer who to one degree or 
another is convinced of their potential 
use-value … and at a profit. The 
antagonistic capitalist metabolism 
allows little or no choice in the matter. 
One capital must overcome another. 
Capital is compelled to accumulate, 
and accumulate again and again, 
endlessly, one cycle after cycle. It is 
that or death (takeover, bankruptcy, 
forced sale).

Capitalism therefore drives 
forward not only the extraction of 
surplus value from living labour, but, 
as a direct concomitant, the plunder of 
nature … and on an ever greater scale 
and with an ever greater intensity.16

Warnings
Over the last two decades or three, 
the negative results of this taking, 
taking and taking from nature have 
been exhaustively documented. I will 
confine myself here to citing just three 
recent examples - examples which I 
consider alarming, not alarmist.
 The United Nations in 2019: 
“Climate change is the defining issue 
of our time and we are at a defining 
moment. From shifting weather 
patterns that threaten food production 
to rising sea levels that increase the 
risk of catastrophic flooding, the 
impacts of climate change are global 
in scope and unprecedented in scale. 
Without drastic action today, adapting 
to these impacts in the future will be 
more difficult and costly.”17

 Then there is the Union of Concerned 
Scientists. When it comes to climate 
change, this august body says the 
evidence is clear and comes in two 
kinds: (1) Fingerprints are indicators 
of the global, long-term warming 
trend observed in the historical record. 
They include heat waves, sea-level 
rise, melting glaciers and the retreat 
of polar ice caps. (2) Harbingers are 
events that foreshadow the impacts 
likely to become more frequent and 
widespread with continued warming: 
spreading disease, earlier spring 
arrival, plant and animal range shifts, 
coral reef bleaching, downpours, and 
droughts and fires.18

 The 2018 government-approved 
- and therefore highly conservative 
- report of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change included 
these assessments: “[W]e are already 
seeing the consequences of 1°C 

of global warming through more 
extreme weather, rising sea levels and 
diminishing Arctic sea ice, among 
other changes” (Panmao Zhai, co-
chair of IPCC working group I). 
The report highlights a number of 
climate change impacts that could be 
avoided by limiting global warming 
to 1.5°C compared to 2°C, or more. 
For instance, by 2100, the global sea 
level rise would be 10cm lower, with 
global warming of 1.5°C, compared 
with 2°C. The likelihood of an Arctic 
Ocean free of sea ice in summer 
would be once per century with global 
warming of 1.5°C, compared with at 
least once per decade with 2°C. Coral 
reefs would decline by 70%-90% with 
global warming of 1.5°C, whereas 
virtually all (99%-plus) would be lost 
with 2°C.

“Every extra bit of warming 
matters, especially since warming 
of 1.5°C or higher increases the 
risk associated with long-lasting or 
irreversible changes, such as the loss 
of some ecosystems” (Hans-Otto 
Pörtner, co-chair of IPCC working 
group II).19

Warnings such as these are perhaps 
flawed in this or that respect or 
detail. But the terrible damage being 
inflicted on our common environment 
is impossible to hide. When it comes 
to serious thought, nowadays the 
question is not whether there is an 
ecological crisis. It is: ‘What is to be 
done?’

Greenism
Obviously the most influential 
answers come under a ‘green’ 
heading. An influence which is not 
undeserved and which, in fact, goes 
far beyond the relatively impressive 
support garnered by Green parties in 
the May 2019 European parliamentary 
elections. Green thinkers have 
produced a whole literature which 
inconvertibly proves the disastrous 
effects of profit-driven banking, 
mining, industry, fishing, agriculture 
and tourism. It details the loss of 
forest habitat, the spread of deserts, 
the melting glaciers and ice caps, the 
pollution of the air, rivers and seas, 
etc. It exposes the dangers that come 
from governmental complacency. 
If only by implication, it shows that 
capitalism is unsustainable.

When it comes to ecology, what 
most left groups do amounts to theft 
of the more easily lifted household 
items. Bits of green intellectual 
property turn up tacked onto famished 
economistic programmes and election 
manifestos. The most blatant example 
of this pirating is what describes itself 
as red-green politics. But, one way or 
another, they are all guilty: the Labour 
Representation Committee, Socialist 
Workers Party, Socialist Party in 
England and Wales, the Morning 
Star’s Communist Party of Britain, 
Socialist Resistance, Left Unity, 
etc. Hence, in this opening article, 
the leftwing pilferers can be safely 
be ignored. Instead let us focus on 
the green proprietor, beginning with 
population and overpopulation.

In class terms greenism amounts 
to a petty bourgeois rebellion against 
capitalism’s accelerating despoliation 
of nature. Yet, whatever the good 
intentions, greenism carries a deadly 
barb. Its denunciations of ecological 
destruction are joined with talk of 
“overpopulation” and the limited 
“carrying capacity” of the planet: 
“population growth … must be 
addressed to avoid overpopulation,” 
says the Green Party.20

The inventor of overpopulation 
theory is supposed to be, of course, 
the reverend Thomas Malthus (1766-
1834). This celibate Church of England 
parson anonymously published his 
Essay on the principles of population 
in 1798. There was, however, nothing 
original contained between its covers. 
Marx contemptuously dismissed it as 
a “superficial plagiary of De Foe, Sir 
James Steuart, Townsend, Franklin, 

Wallace, etc”.21 Nonetheless, in the 
midst of the thrilling excitement, 
soaring hopes and political turmoil 
unleashed by the 1789 French 
Revolution, the forces of reaction 
grabbed hold of Malthus’s Essay as a 
godsend. Dreams of achieving heaven 
on earth, even modest democratic 
reform, could be smothered with the 
‘principles’ of despair.

True, whereas Malthus based 
his prognosis squarely on the claim 
that a “geometrically” growing 
population could not be supported 
by “arithmetically” supplying 
food, modern greens talk about the 
ecological footprint and the finite 
carrying capacity of the planet.22 That 
said, the operative conclusions are 
barely distinguishable. Population 
growth has to be urgently halted and 
put into reverse.

Malthus’s theory accepts that, 
though humans are part of nature 
and subject to nature’s usual laws, 
they are, unless checked, destined to 
increase at an insupportably fast rate. 
That check is either moral or physical. 
Of course, the instinctual, base and 
ignorant masses could never be 
expected to give up sex-love. Besides 
opium, alcohol and tobacco, what else 
gave their bleak, squalid lives those 
saving moments of pleasure? So that 
left the physical check, constituted by 
food production.

Malthus insisted that the means 
of subsistence could only increase 
arithmetically. Why not at a faster 
rate? Malthus never seriously 
investigated or explained. Suffice 
to say, for him the limit on human 
numbers was reached by the close 
of 17th century - when the global 
population topped 600 million. All the 
evils that surrounded him - hunger, 
slums, destitution, prostitution, 
epidemics, crime, child labour - were 
explained by Malthus as a result of 
the inevitable lag of food supply in 
comparison to population growth.

Logically, this crisis should have 
begun with Adam’s rib. After all, with 
god’s creation of woman the numbers 
in Edenland instantly doubled. 
According to Malthus, Adam’s ability 
to increase food production should 
have been incapable of matching such 
a shuddering population increase.

Adam and Eve and even Malthus 
notwithstanding, over the last two 
centuries, there has been a rapid 
population increase. Today there are 
over 7.7 billion of us.23 Clearly, human 
numbers have grown geometrically 
… if we take a long enough view. It 
took around 200,000 years to reach a 
billion - a figure that seems to have 
been reached in 1825 or thereabouts. 
The next billion was added over the 
following century. But it took only 
some 35 years for the total to reach 
three billion and a mere 12 years after 
that for another billion increase.

Despite this tremendous spurt, 
there has been an accompanying and 
in actual fact, a higher, increase in the 
means of subsistence. Our numbers 
did not expand geometrically - 
eg, 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64 … - while 
food production trailed behind at an 
arithmetical 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ... During 
the 19th century the agricultural land 
that was organically included within 
the sphere of the capitalist world 
market expanded stupendously, 
with the integration of Canada, New 
Zealand, Argentina, Australia and the 
vast US interior (eg, 1, 4, 16, 64, etc). 
Productive technique, but especially 
science, has proven itself capable of 
more: ie, 1, 8, 64, 512, etc.

Some strands of green thought 
claim to be informed by Marxism. 
Greenism as a whole is though 
permeated with a nature-worshipping 
idealism, which easily segues into 
a thoroughly nasty anti-human 
irrationalism. People are portrayed 
as the problem. The language and 
choice of metaphor is revealing and 
on occasion downright chilling.

In his best-seller, The population 

bomb (1968), Paul Ehrlich - a 
Stanford University biologist - depicts 
planet Earth as slowly dying under the 
hammer blows of “too many cars, too 
many factories, too much detergent, 
too much pesticide … too little water, 
too much carbon dioxide”. This is all 
traced back to a single cause: “too 
many people.” Looking forward 
just a little, to the 1970s and 80s, he 
apocalyptically announced: “The 
battle to feed all of humanity is over.” 
Instead of giving aid to the needy 
and feeding the hungry, responsible 
states should henceforth put in place 
hard measures designed to dispose of 
surplus people on a global scale.

Ehrlich equated this, admittedly 
unpleasant, task with cutting out a 
“cancer”. The operation will “demand 
many apparently brutal and heartless 
decisions. The pain may be intense. 
But the disease is so far advanced 
that only with radical surgery does the 
patient have a chance of survival.”24

Ehrlichism finds instructional 
expression in the Optimum Population 
Trust, rebranded as Population 
Matters. Its website displays a 
“world population clock” ticking 
away presumably towards the final 
moment of ecological collapse.25 This 
respectable pressure group makes the 
case for putting population reduction 
at the heart of government policy. 
Britain should, it submits, halve its 
numbers to 30 million by 2130 - about 
the same level as 1870.

Not so long ago the Green Party too 
prescribed a similar human purgative 
- except down to 20 million. True, 
nowadays, the Green Party’s neo-
Malthusianism has been somewhat 
masked. Nonetheless, towards 
their noble objectives Population 
Matters advocates tax incentives for 
childlessness, free contraception and 
a ratcheting down on immigration. 
In 2013, following on from its call 
for zero net migration, Population 
Matters objected to Syrian refugees 
being granted asylum.26 Worthy 
public figures have lined up to 
endorse this dismal programme. Apart 
from Ehrlich himself, listed amongst 
its sponsors are David Altenburg, 
Jonathon Porritt, Sir Partha Dasgupta, 
Jane Goodall, John Guillebaud and 
Leilani Münter.27

Inevitably, if voluntary methods 
fail, then other, draconian, solutions 
present themselves and the danger is 
that sooner or later they come to pass 
as common sense. In The population 
bomb, Ehrlich was quite explicit: 
“We must have population control at 
home, hopefully through changes in 
our value system, but by compulsion 
if voluntary methods fail.” He toyed 
with the idea of lacing food sold in 
the US with contraceptives. After 
rejecting this as politically unfeasible, 
he advocated ending US food aid to the 
so-called third world. And, he added, 
almost as an afterthought, that all men 
in India with “over three children” 
should be “forcibly sterilised”.28

Malthus himself recommended 
famine. Official Britain greeted his 
odious ‘solution’ with bouquets, 
fulsome tributes and an eye to 
saving money. High representatives 
of the bourgeoisie were particularly 
enthusiastic. They were always eager 
to reduce rates of taxation on capital’s 
holy of holies - profit. Malthus was 
proclaimed a genius of the first order, 
who had single-handedly established 
a brand new science!

Designed to sweep away 
supposedly antiquated notions that the 
poor had a legal right to demand help 
from parish authorities, Malthusianism 
actually revealed a social system 
which wastes human beings. During 
the 1845-49 Irish potato famine, the 
government in Whitehall considered 
it both scientifically advisable and 
financially prudent to let ‘nature’ 
take its course. Amid continued food 
exports to Britain, a million Irish 
people were left to horribly die. Two 
million more “fled their homeland 
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for the United States, Canada and 
Britain”.29

Doubtless, finding Christian 
justification in Matthew xxvi,11 and 
the stomach-churning saying, “For 
you will always have the poor with 
you”, Malthus icily reasoned that mass 
starvation would at least temporarily 
result in fewer mouths to feed. As the 
lower orders seemed to religiously 
follow the commandment, be “fruitful 
and multiply”, they would have to pay 
for their bodily sins. Nothing could be 
done for them, except to make their 
deaths as easy as possible. A theory of 
criminal culpability.

Exactly the same perverted 
morality leads mild-mannered greens 
to advise G8 countries to spike the 
water supplies of African countries 
with irreversible sterilisation drugs. 
The poor are blamed for their poverty 
- not the imperialist system.

Polemical 
thunderbolts
Though recognising that the Essay 
on the principles of population acted 
as an intellectual stimulus - eg, 
Charles Darwin and the Origin of the 
species - Marx displayed no hesitation 
in dismissing Malthus’s entire 
population theory as a “lampoon 
on the human race!”30 Needless to 
say, a frozen-hearted and almost 
unbelievably cruel one.

Marx directed well-aimed 
polemical thunderbolts against 
Malthus. Eg, in Capital he included 
a telling footnote. The publication 
of Malthus’s Essay had caused a 
sensation, but this “was due solely to 
party interest”:

The French Revolution had 
found passionate defenders in the 
United Kingdom; the ‘principle 
of population,’ slowly worked 
out in the 18th century, and then, 
in the midst of a great social 
crisis, proclaimed with drums and 
trumpets as the infallible antidote 
to the teachings of Condorcet, 
etc, was greeted with jubilance by 
the English oligarchy as the great 
destroyer of all hankerings after 
human development.31

Theories of surplus value, the fourth 
volume of Capital, devotes a whole 
chapter to comprehensively demolishing 
Malthus and Malthusianism. Marx 
concludes that the Essay on the 

principles of population “was an 
apologia for the poverty of the working 
classes”.32 No feeling human being could 
disagree. By this time, Marx might well 
have also had in the back of his mind 
the Lassallean ‘iron law of wages’. It 
too served to quieten, demobilise and 
frighten by giving a ‘scientific’ veneer to 
ideological warnings that workers were 
unknowingly consigning themselves to 
the pits of the surplus population. In this 
case though not due to libido: rather pay 
demands and strikes.

None of this is to imply that 
Marxism regards nature as an unlimited 
source of wealth or that population has 
no effect. Suggestions to the contrary 
owe everything to technological 
Prometheanism. Marxism does not in 
the least deny that population levels 
play a role in terms of humanity’s 
relationship with nature.

Eg, the land could not sustain 
the hoplites (heavy infantrymen) of 
classical Greece. Their short-termist 
agricultural techniques quickly 
exhausted the soil. Deforestation and 
overgrazing added to the mounting 
problems. So did heavy winter rains. 
Year after year, erosion steadily 
washed away the topsoil. Writing of 
Attica, Plato bemoaned the fact that 
“in comparison of what then was, 
there are remaining only the bones 
of the wasted body, as they may be 
called, as in the case of small islands, 
all the richer and softer parts of the 
soil having fallen away, and the mere 
skeleton of the land being left”.33

The polis of Athens and other 
Greek city-states responded by 
planting numerous colonies around 
the coastal rim of the Aegean and the 
Black Sea, and in Sicily and southern 
Italy. Surplus citizens were exported. 
What numbers were involved in this 
chronic overpopulation problem? 
Athens and the surrounding territory 
of Attica had approximately 300,000 
inhabitants and 20,000 full citizens. 
Small beer for us. The same pocket of 
land is home to around 3.75 million 
people today.

Population is one of many 
determinations, but not the most 
important by a long chalk. We must 
search out all factors and grasp them 
as a totality of many determinations 
and relations. Marxist analysis 
demands concreteness and therefore a 
due recognition of complexity.

By itself population is just as 
much an abstraction as society and 
production. Each society possesses 

its own population laws. In other 
words, the reproduction of the human 
species takes place within different 
social formations and under different 
historical circumstances - something 
Malthus palpably ‘forgot’. His theory 
of surplus population floats outside 
a theorised history and therefore 
took no account of the fundamental 
distinctions that exist between one 
society and another. Classical Greece 
had significantly different population 
dynamics, compared to ancient Egypt. 
The same applies, only much more 
so, to 11th century feudal society and 
present-day capitalism.

Each peasant family - indeed broadly 
speaking patriarchal production as a 
system - has an interest in maximising 
the number of children. Put more 
accurately, in maximising the number 
of male children - a vital nuance. Sons 
are treasured because they remain 
within the family and through marriage 
bring in extra wealth in the form of 
dowries, wives, inheritance and in due 
course their own children. Girls leave 
the family and marrying them off costs 
a small fortune … their birth was often 
the cause of mourning in pre-capitalist 
social formations.

Female infanticide was therefore 
frequent. Archaeological records 
indicate that in ancient Greece killing 
female infants was “so common 
that among 6,000 families living in 
Delphi no more than 1% had two 
daughters”.34 Female infanticide is 
still widely practised - a form of post-
birth family planning. India and China 
have noticeably large gender gaps. 
And it does not stop there. Cursed 
by ‘interesting times’ - crop failure, 
foreign invasion, oppressive taxation 
- young girls will receive the smallest 
portions of food. They will even be 
poisoned or murdered if things get 
really dire.

The family is a unit of production. 
Boys and girls alike labour in their 
father’s fields from the age of five 
or six - and, of course, not in return 
for money wages. Food, clothing 
and shelter are provided - little more. 
After the age of 10 it is reckoned that 
children are fully paying for their 
upkeep. From then on it is gain. Male 
heirs are also expected to maintain 
parents into old age. Children are 
therefore unpaid labourers and a 
form of social insurance. Given high 
infantile mortality rates, it can easily 
be appreciated why it is a case of ‘the 
more, the better’.

Apart from capitalism’s more 
primitive, unrestrained and brutal 
stages or forms, children are an 
enormous expense for the proletarian 
family - from the cradle and now well 
into adulthood. During the industrial 
revolution, it is true, parents sold 
their children into work from a tender 
age. Children of eight or nine worked 
12 or 14-hour days (until various 
factory acts limited their hours). 
Families could only survive if all 
available members brought in some 
kind of wage package (the wife was 
frequently pregnant - and, lacking 
reliable birth control and with the 
peasant mentality still lingering on, 
she was also typically burdened with 
a brood of young children hanging on 
to her breasts and skirts).

Proletarian family
What of the present-day proletarian 
family? It is a unit of consumption. 
With universal primary and secondary 
education, and around half the school 
population expected to go on to 
university, the financial outgoings 
are considerable. Prudential, the 
insurance company, estimate that on 
average children cost over £40,000 
each.35 Even after graduation many 
mums and dads go on to help out their 
offspring with mortgages, etc.

Certainly nowadays, for the simple 
reproduction - not expansion - of the 
proletarian family, it requires two adult 
incomes. Average individual hours 
might have been forced down - in 1846 

parliament passed the first 10-hour 
act (for what was a five-and-a-half-
day week). Full-time male workers in 
Britain now notch up an average 39.2 
hours a week.36 But the workforce has 
expanded significantly, not least by 
drawing in more and more women. The 
total number employed is now over 32 
million - roughly a threefold increase 
over the 1930s. At the beginning of the 
20th century females made up 29% of 
the workforce; now it is 48%. Women 
workers today do an average of 34.3 
hours.37 Add the male and female 
figures together and what it tells you is 
that the family unit is more exploited 
nowadays and is certainly under more 
psychological pressure (put another 
way, an intensification of labour and 
relative exploitation). That is due not 
least to these extra drains and life-
limiting pressures; on average women 
have children later and fewer in number 
compared with the recent past.

In 2018 the average woman in 
Britain had 1.7 children38 - down from 
2.6 in 1960. What is true of Britain is 
also true of other capitalist countries. 
Globally the average shrank from 6.1 
in the 1960s to less than 3 in 2005. In 
Cyprus, Taiwan, South Korea, Poland 
and Japan it now stands between 1 
and 1.3 children39 - an unmistakably 
negative ‘growth’ rate.

Global population is expected to 
carry on increasing, simply because 
of the sheer momentum built up by 
the disproportionately large numbers 
of young people born over the last 
20 years. By 2050 we could reach 
9.8 billion.40 After that population 
should stabilise … and perhaps start 
to decrease (though I have read lurid 
‘projections’ of 27 billion by 2150). 
Despite that, governments in the 
advanced capitalist countries already 
worry about a declining workforce in 
relation to future pensioners (which, 
of course, given immigration, is a 
complete non-problem - clearly there 
is another agenda at play).

Yet simultaneously capital creates 
a surplus population. Obviously, 
nowadays, this category has nothing 
whatsoever to do with food scarcity in 
the metropolitan capitalist countries. 
Overpopulation is entirely due the 
changing requirements of capital 
itself. Capital both attracts and 
ejects. Capital constantly strives to 
accumulate, including by extending 
the scale of production. New offices, 
extractive facilities and factories are 
commissioned, the latest machinery 
is installed and more workers are 
recruited. However, profit is always 
the bottom line. Capital’s only aim is 
to expand capital. Hence loss-making 
enterprises are quickly closed and 
surplus workers ruthlessly discarded.

In his 1845 The condition of the 
working class in England Frederick 
Engels was the first to coin the phrase, 
‘reserve army of labour’. He located 
capitalism’s surplus population not 
only as due to the needs of capital: 
there was also “competition of the 
workers among themselves”.41

To safeguard vulnerable 
livelihoods and, just as crucially, to 
meet expanding needs and wants, 
individuals are willing to work 
endless hours … and that leaves 
others surplus to requirement. 
Crudely, if the working day is five 
hours, then the capitalist will have to 
hire three times as many people as if 
the working day was 15 hours. Under 
primitive capitalist accumulation, 
long hours and absolute exploitation 
went hand in hand with mass 
unemployment and families who went 
hungry, whose members suffered 
the diseases of absolute poverty and 
who tragically died prematurely. 
Without a strong counterpower - 
mass workers’ parties, militant trade 
unions, cooperatives, provision of 
social housing, unemployment benefit 
and other inroads into the logic of 
capital - competition between workers 
will always be more fierce than 
competition for workers.

What of the upper classes? Their 
numbers are miniscule relative to 
the overall population. But not their 
ecological impact. It is common 
knowledge that the average US citizen 
has an ecological footprint around 
six times deeper than the average 
inhabitant of China, India, Latin 
America and Africa. One can only but 
guess what the ratio would be, once 
class is introduced into the equation. 
According to Forbes Magazine, there 
are 2,153 billionaires in the US.42 
Meanwhile, over the last 30 years 
the mass of Americans have seen 
living standards stagnate or decline. 
Officially 45 million live in poverty, 
and income inequality in the US is 
now near an all-time high, with over 
50% of income “going to the top fifth 
of households”.43

The CEOs of America’s largest 
companies received paychecks 
worth 312 times that of their average 
worker.44 With their chauffer-driven 
limos, Learjet commuting, luxury 
yachts, penthouse suits, ludicrous 
country mansions and ‘how to 
spend it’ lifestyle, they surely leave 
an ecological footprint out of all 
proportion compared with the regular 
US Joe - let alone a Chinese factory 
worker, South African shack-dweller 
or landless Indian peasant.

A twofold conclusion. One, 
theories which fail to incorporate 
national and social inequalities are 
blinkered to the point of blindness. 
Two, neo-Malthusianism can easily 
provide a pseudo-scientific excuse 
for a class war against the mass of the 
world’s population l
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Gallant attempts
Despite some gallant last-

minute attempts to help us 
over the line, we didn’t quite 
manage to reach our £2,000 
fighting fund target for May.

As I reported last week, with 
two days to go we still needed 
£178, and three comrades 
answered my appeal to help us 
out at the very last moment. Pride 
of place goes to comrade JS, 
who made three bank transfers 
on the last day of the month, 
totalling £50. Then there was 
MM, who donated £20 by the 
same method, and TT, who used 
PayPal to give us a tenner. On 
top of that we received two end-
of-the month standing orders 
from RL and VP (£10 each), all 
of which meant that our total 
went up by exactly £100 in two 
days and the May fighting fund 
ended on £1,922.

Well, we didn’t quite get there, 
but we were only £78 short, so we 
should definitely be able to make 
up for that deficit in June. As FT 
wrote, in the note accompanying 
his subscription cheque (plus 

£10 donation), just received, 
“There’s a consistent quality to 
your articles. It just shows what 
a small number of people can do 
with the right politics. But I know 
you need help!”

There were also two PayPal 
donations - thanks to CG (£20) 
and LN (£10). But the month 
always starts with a load of 
standing orders - there were 19 of 
them in the first five days, ranging 
from £6 to £50 - thank you, AC, 
for the latter. Also worth a special 
mention are EW (£40), SW, ST 
and CG (£30 each), MW (£25), 
and DL, MS and TG (£20 each).

The £352 that came in via 
those SOs was the main reason 
this month’s running total already 
stands at £392. Thanks to all who 
got us off to that start - now let’s 
see if we can make the full £2,000 
(plus that £78!) in June l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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All part of the campaign
Pete Willsman is the victim of a well-timed sting - yet his own CLPD comrades will not stand in 
solidarity with him. Carla Roberts reports

O n May 31, Labour Party 
general secretary Jennie 
Formby informed other 

members of the national executive 
committee that she had put Pete 
Willsman under “administrative 
suspension” after having “received 
a number of complaints, including 
from NEC members”, about his latest 
comments”.

Comrade Willsman, who has 
been serving on the NEC since 
1981 (1994 was the only year he 
was not re-elected), was caught by 
the Israeli-American author, Tuvia 
Tenenbom, making a number of 
unguarded comments on the so-called 
‘anti-Semitism crisis’ in the party. 
Unaware of being recorded, Willsman 
apparently boasted that he is “Peter. 
Red Pete. They call me Corbyn’s 
enforcer”. But that cannot actually be 
heard in the heavily edited clip that 
runs for 102 seconds on LBC radio’s 
website and forms - so far - the only 
evidence.1 Here is a full transcript of 
the clip:

The rich control the papers, the 
rich control everything else and the 
rich know he’s going to make them 
pay taxes [edited gap].

One of these things about anti-
Semitism is they’re using that to 
whip people up - they use anything, 
any lies. It’s all total lies and they 
whip it up. [Tenenbom makes 
positive grunting noises.] I’ll tell 
you what and this is off the record: 
it is almost certain who is behind 
all of this anti-Semitism against 
Jeremy. Almost certainly it was 
the Israeli embassy. [Tenenbom 
encouragingly says, “Really?”] 
Yes, they caught somebody in the 
Labour Party it turns out was an 
agent in the embassy [edited gap].

The people in the Labour Party 
doing it, they are people who 
are linked - one of them works 

indirectly for the Israeli embassy. 
I wouldn’t want to be bothered to 
find out, but my guess would be 
that they’re the ones whipping it 
up all the time [edited gap].

In The Guardian not long 
ago we had 69 rabbis, obviously 
organised by the Israeli embassy, 
saying anti-Semitism in the Labour 
Party is widespread and severe. 
Is 70 out of 600,000 [members] 
really widespread and severe? Is it 
widespread and severe? [Tenenbom 
can be heard murmuring, “No”.] 
From here [Oxford] to London 
it is 70 kilometres and 600,000 
kilometres is 14 times around the 
whole world. They’re saying from 
here to London is widespread 
and severe compared to 14 times 
around the whole world. That is 
the rubbish they’re coming out 
with.

And that is it. Clearly, nothing 
Willsman said here is either anti-
Semitic or warrants suspension. 
Unaware that he was being 
recorded, he might otherwise 
have been a little more vague 
when it comes to a number 
of details. The 69 rabbis, for 
example, might well have been 
organised by the Board of 
Deputies (though there is little 
doubt that they also have close 
links to the embassy). Also, we 
are not quite sure who it is he 
means who worked “indirectly 
for the Israeli embassy”. He 
was probably referring to 
Ella Rose, who 
u s e d 
t o 

work there - pretty directly - as a 
public affairs officer, before becoming 
director of the Jewish Labour 
Movement, which is affiliated to the 
Labour Party.2

Throughout the short clip, Willsman 
must obviously have referred to the 
fascinating documentary, The lobby, 
which has been wilfully ignored 
by the mainstream media. The 
documentary revealed the systematic 
efforts by the Israeli embassy to 
involve itself in the internal battles 
in the Labour Party. It also revealed 
the campaign by the Israeli ministry 
of strategic affairs to label opponents 
of Israel as anti-Semites. Labour 
Friends of Israel and the Jewish 
Labour Movement have quite clearly 
been acting as the embassy’s ‘political 
arm in the Labour Party’. Ella Rose is 
shown in The lobby boasting about 
JLM’s relationship with Shai Masot: 
“We work with Shai, we know him 

very well.” Masot was the Israeli 
embassy spy forced out of his job 
(and the UK) after Al Jazeera
exposed him plotting to “take 
down” various politicians.3

Naturally, political interference 
via secret services, embassies, 
media outlets and many other 

avenues is widespread and 
commonplace (the reason we pay our 
taxes!). But the Israeli government’s 
campaign to topple Jeremy Corbyn 
has been particularly blatant and 
obvious. It is this campaign of 
interference that should be the subject 
of an overdue investigation rather 
than Pete Willsman. And this is what 

J e r e m y 
C o r b y n 

actually publicly demanded when The 
lobby was first aired in 2017.4

But it is fair to say that the party 
has gone a bit quiet on the issue. We 
know why, of course: Despite all the 
evidence to the contrary, Corbyn and 
his advisors still seem to believe that 
they can appease the right, many of 
whom have close relationships with 
LFI and the JLM. How else do you 
explain the proposed appointment 
of Tony Blair’s buddy, Lord Charlie 
Faulkner, to head up yet another party 
investigation into anti-Semitism? 
Luckily for Corbyn, Faulkner 
declined. A few days ago he explained 
to BBC Radio 4 about how Willsman 
had “attacked the Jewish embassy”. 
Is he really suggesting that this is the 
embassy for all Jews? What a suicidal 
appointment that would have been!

Michael Moore
The carefully timed and 
choreographed ‘expose’ of Willsman 
should prove to Corbyn once and 
for all how futile is his ongoing 
campaign to try and appease the 
right. Willsman was recorded in 
January, but Tenenbom (and LBC 
radio) waited almost six months 
to publish the audio recording - no 
doubt so that it could coincide nicely 
with the pressure building up over a 
second Brexit referendum, the bad 
EU election results, the investigation 
into ‘Labour anti-Semitism’ by the 
Equality Commission (see below) and 
the attacks on Labour’s Peterborough 
by-election candidate, Jane Forbes. 
The aim is clear: the Labour right 
- in cahoots with much of the 
establishment and the media - want 
to weaken and isolate Jeremy Corbyn 
in order to get rid of him. Willsman 
is - like so many others - nothing but 
collateral damage.

Contrary to the picture painted 
in the mainstream media of Tuvia 
Tenenbom as some kind of respectable 

The whole operation 
is well financed and 

carefully choreographed: 
but it is not only the 

Israeli embassy. It is the 
US-UK establishment 

that wants to rid itself of 
the bothersome Labour 
leader and his rank and 

file supporters

whole world. They’re saying from 
here to London is widespread 
and severe compared to 14 times 
around the whole world. That is 
the rubbish they’re coming out 
with.

And that is it. Clearly, nothing 
Willsman said here is either anti-
Semitic or warrants suspension. 
Unaware that he was being 
recorded, he might otherwise 
have been a little more vague 
when it comes to a number 
of details. The 69 rabbis, for 
example, might well have been 
organised by the Board of 
Deputies (though there is little 
doubt that they also have close 
links to the embassy). Also, we 
are not quite sure who it is he 
means who worked “indirectly 
for the Israeli embassy”. He 
was probably referring to 
Ella Rose, who 
u s e d 
t o 

Friends of Israel and the Jewish 
Labour Movement have quite clearly 
been acting as the embassy’s ‘political 
arm in the Labour Party’. Ella Rose is 
shown in The lobby boasting about 
JLM’s relationship with Shai Masot: 
“We work with Shai, we know him 

very well.” Masot was the Israeli 
embassy spy forced out of his job 
(and the UK) after Al Jazeera
exposed him plotting to “take 
down” various politicians.3

Naturally, political interference 
via secret services, embassies, 
media outlets and many other 

avenues is widespread and 
commonplace (the reason we pay our 
taxes!). But the Israeli government’s 
campaign to topple Jeremy Corbyn 
has been particularly blatant and 
obvious. It is this campaign of 
interference that should be the subject 
of an overdue investigation rather 
than Pete Willsman. And this is what 

J e r e m y 
C o r b y n 
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and neutral ‘journalist’ who just 
happened to run into Willsman in a 
hotel bar (and whose sound engineer 
just happened to leave a microphone 
switched on and set to ‘record’), this 
has more than the whiff of a sting 
operation about it. Tenenbom, clearly 
a convinced Zionist, has published 
a number of books in which he uses 
exactly this kind of method: he takes 
on a different persona and secretly 
films and records people, leading 
them on and guiding them into 
making exactly the kind of unguarded 
comments he was looking for - all in 
order to prove how anti-Semitism is 
rife in Germany, Palestine, the USA, 
etc. He is like a Michael Moore of the 
Zionist right - but on a much lower 
level.

Tenenbom told LBC radio: “He 
[Pete Willsman] is a nice guy, he 
has a great sense of humour, he’s 
knowledgeable. But like Jeremy 
Corbyn - I met Jeremy and he’s also 
a nice guy, very fatherly - but they 
suffer from a disease of really hating 
the Jews.”5 Tenenbom has also given 
lectures, in which he explains why 
“the suffering of Palestinian people 
is bullshit”6 (since you ask, he 
knows that because he got hold of a 
nicely produced business card by a 
Palestinian businessman and visited 
Palestinian shopping malls that sell 
some luxury goods).

Clearly, this is a man on a mission. 
Pete Willsman would have done well 
to at least quickly Google the guy 
before he sat down with him for a 
cup of coffee, talking about one of 
the most sensitive issues in today’s 
political discourse. Especially as he 
was once before the victim: in July 
2018, an unnamed fellow member of 
the NEC secretly recorded Willsman 
when he angrily criticised all those 
who were responsible for so many 
false allegations of anti-Semitism 
in the party - and then outrageously 
passed the audio to the press. Clearly, 
that member should have been 
investigated for bringing the party into 
disrepute, not Willsman for stating the 
plain truth.

Momentum
That episode last year also exposed 
how far Jon Lansman, founder of 
Momentum, has moved to the right. 
Rather than defend his comrade 
of over 30 years, he dropped him 
from the slate of recommended 
candidates for election to the NEC. 
The fact that comrade Willsman was 
re-elected nevertheless shows both 
his popularity and the increasing 
disillusionment with Momentum 
among party members. It has been 
worse than useless in fighting the 
witch-hunt in the Labour Party - in 
fact it has been complicit.

Just this week, Lansman was 
yet again busy conflating anti-
Zionism with anti-Semitism, when 
he celebrated the dismissal of George 
Galloway by Talkradio: “Talkradio 
is right to sack George Galloway for 
what he said. Anti-Semitism must 
be rooted out and rejected by all 
socialists, alongside all other forms of 
racism and hate speech.”7

We are no fans of Galloway, 
especially since his idiotic support 
for the xenophobe and chauvinist, 

Nigel Farage, and his rightwing 
Brexit Party. But was his tweet really 
anti-Semitic? While celebrating 
Liverpool’s win over Tottenham 
Hotspurs in the Champions League 
final, he wrote that there would be 
“no Israel flags on the cup”. Galloway 
was referencing the fact that some 
Spurs fans - who famously identify 
themselves as the “Yid army” - do 
indeed carry flags with the blue and 
white Israeli national emblem on 
them. Galloway’s tweet exaggerated 
the scale of the pro-Israel sentiment 
among Spurs fans - but, in any case, 
he was referring to Israel, not Jews. 
With such tweets, Lansman is helping 
to feed the anti-Corbyn witch-hunt.

As an aside, “Momentum’s most 
engaged and active members” have 
just received Lansman’s proposals 
to “democratise the organisation”8 
(funnily enough, this includes at 
least one person who has been 
suspended from Momentum for the 
last six months, as well as people 
who assure us that they have not paid 
their membership fees for the last two 
years). So exciting times: will we 
finally see a democratic conference, 
where members can vote to get rid 
of Lansman as the owner, leader and 
all-round puppet-master of the group? 
Or perhaps we might be given a fair 
chance to democratically decide a 
constitution and get rid of the one 
that Lansman imposed after his coup 
of January 10 2017? Or, you know, 
maybe members might be given 
some say on the kind of campaigns 
and political priorities we want 
Momentum to advance? Which surely 
would be way to the left of what 
Lansman is doing.

Of course not. Lansman is 
suggesting three things: (1) to 
increase the number of regions from 
three to five; (2) increase the number 
of directly ‘elected’ people on the 
leading body from 12 to 20; and (3), 
our favourite proposal, get rid of the 
annual ‘elections’ and instead only 
bother with them every two years. 
Because, you see, “a relatively high 
level of resources are diverted into 
running elections rather than other 
activities.” That is a classic: increase 
democracy by decreasing elections. 
Brilliant.

This last proposal actually 
seems to be the main reason for 
the ‘consultation’ (which lasts a 

staggering seven days, giving the few 
remaining Momentum groups no time 
to discuss them). Proposal 1 and 2 are 
obviously bullshit and will do nothing 
to democratise anything, but it seems 
that the annual charade of online 
elections (where isolated members are 
asked to choose between candidates 
of which they know very little) seems 
to be too burdensome for our Jon. So 
this is not a proposal to democratise 
Momentum, but, on the contrary, to 
make it even less accountable.

EHRC
A Zionist himself, Lansman has been 
partly to blame for the scale of the 
‘Anti-Zionism equals anti-Semitism’ 
smear campaign in the Labour Party. 
It is an outrage that Labour members 
are being suspended, investigated 

and expelled for stating the truth: that 
the so-called anti-Semitism crisis in 
the Labour Party has been cynically 
manufactured and carefully directed. 
Meanwhile, anti-Corbyn MPs, such 
as Margaret Hodge, Louise Ellman 
and Tom Watson, insult, disrupt, 
make bogus accusations and work 
hand in glove with the capitalist 
media - with no repercussions. 
“Those making false charges ought 
to face disciplinary action and should 
be held accountable for their actions”  
- as Labour Against the Witchhunt’s 
recent statement and model motion 
on Willsman correctly declares (see 
page 11).”

However, the opposite is 
happening. The expulsion of the 
Blairite plotter, Alistair Campbell, 
is now being “reviewed” - we fear 
that his reinstatement is imminent. 
And that despite the fact that he 
has openly boasted about voting for 
the Liberal Democrats, no doubt in 
order to provoke an action by the 
party and, of course, the subsequent 
counter-reaction by Tom Watson 
et al, who claim to be outraged by 
this application of Labour’s rules. 
No such leniency is applied when 
it comes to the auto-expulsion 
of (leftwing) members who have 
merely wished candidates in other 
parties “good luck”. The double 
standards applied here are staggering 
and underline which way the scales 
in the civil war are still tilting.

Similarly, the Labour Party 
should call out the investigation by 
the Equalities and Human Rights 
Commission (EHRC) for what it 
is: part of the latest move against 

Corbyn. The complaints were lodged 
by the Jewish Labour Movement 
and the so-called Campaign Against 
Anti-Semitism. Clearly these two 
organisations have no interest in 
fighting racism at all: their only 
purpose is to get rid of a certain 
Jeremy Corbyn and they have 
actively plotted against him from 
day one. The JLM was refounded 
in 2015 specifically to campaign 
against Corbyn9 and Tony Greenstein 
has described how the CAA has 
campaigned almost exclusively 
against Corbyn rather than anti-
Semitism or racism.10

The EHRC will now investigate 
“whether the party has unlawfully 
discriminated against, harassed or 
victimised people because they are 
Jewish”. But, if there has been any 
unlawful discrimination by Labour 
against Jewish people, surely it has 
been against Jewish anti-Zionists. 
Many of them, as well as black 
members, are involved in the struggle 
for Palestinian rights, which explains 
the disproportionate number of 
expulsions and suspensions of black 
and Jewish comrades.

In this context, we are somewhat 
puzzled by the strategy proposed by a 
number of black activists, who think 
that Labour Party members should 
now swamp the EHRC with examples 
of anti-black racism. Clearly, that 
would only give the witch-hunters 
even more ammunition and lead to 
the predictable result that the party 
- and specifically Corbyn - will not 
just be found guilty of anti-Semitism, 
but of other forms of racism too. That 

is not exactly a winning strategy, 
comrades.

Trigger ballots
At the heart of the latest move is the 
news that the overdue trigger ballots 
- by which sitting Labour MPs are 
subjected to a possible reselection 
ballot of members - might finally 
be implemented after all.11 We have 
to say, we remain a little sceptical. 
Of course, as a reform agreed at last 
year’s Labour Party conference, it 
should be implemented. After all, it 
was only ever a compromise cobbled 
together with the unions to hold off 
the far more democratic proposal to 
re-establish the mandatory reselection 
of all parliamentary candidates 
(aka open selection), which would 
otherwise have gone through.

Still, even this slight reform 

represents a serious danger to many 
careerist MPs, who quite rightly fear 
that the local membership might give 
them the axe, given half a chance. 
In particular it is the separation of 
the trigger ballot into two separate 
votes that could see sitting MPs 
being democratically challenged 
for the first time since 1990. Then, 
Neil Kinnock abolished mandatory 
reselection and instead introduced 
the trigger ballot system, where a 
total of 33% of all Labour Party 
branches and affiliated organisations 
(each branch and affiliate having 
one vote) had to oppose the sitting 
MP in order to spark a full selection 
process between different candidates. 
Democrat that he is, Tony Blair 
increased the threshold to 50%.

It is now back at 33%, but, 
crucially, a full selection process starts 
when either 33% of a Constituency 
Labour Party’s branches or 33% of its 

affiliates say ‘no’ to the sitting MP. This 
is hugely important, as trade unions 
and other affiliated organisations have 
in the past often played a negative 
role, using their votes to side with 
the right in holding off more leftwing 
challengers supported by the CLP’s 
branches.

But, unless the NEC publishes 
a timetable and guidelines on how 
to launch such trigger ballots, 
nothing can happen. In January, 
Jennie Formby was commissioned 
by the NEC to urgently produce 
such documents - but then Chukka 
Umunna and his friends split from 
the party and the leadership got cold 
feet. “In an attempt to stop further 
defections, Labour could delay the 
start of re-election battles,” reported 
The Guardian in February. It added: 
“Labour is set to put back the start of 
the formal MP selection process … 
which could have led to vast numbers 
of MPs facing deselection.”12

Perhaps it was the hilarious 
news that Change UK was about to 
split itself into oblivion that led to 
the latest reports about the overdue 
implementation of the trigger ballots 
being imminent. As we said, while 
we would obviously welcome such 
a move, we remain sceptical. After 
all, it would require Jeremy Corbyn 
and his allies to finally come out 
fighting and stop their campaign of 
appeasing those rightwingers who 
would probably get the chop by the 
local membership. And we have yet 
to see any evidence of that.

CLPD silence
Unfortunately, the same goes for 
Peter Willsman’s own organisation, 
the Campaign for Labour Party 
Democracy. The CLPD is characterised 

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

Labour Party Marxists and CPGB

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

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

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

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

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

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



weeklyworker 1254 June 6 2019 11 What we 
fight for
n Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
n  There exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many 
so-called ‘parties’ on the left. In 
reality they are confessional sects. 
Members who disagree with the 
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either 
that or face expulsion.
n Communists operate according 
to the principles of democratic 
centralism. Through ongoing debate 
we seek to achieve unity in action 
and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, 
members should have the right to 
speak openly and form temporary 
or permanent factions.
n Communists oppose all impe-
rialist wars and occupations but 
constantly strive to bring to the fore 
the fundamental question–ending war 
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists. 
Everywhere we strive for the closest 
unity and agreement of working class 
and progressive parties of all countries. 
We oppose every manifestation 
of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be 
organised globally. Without a global 
Communist Party, a Communist 
International, the struggle against 
capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination.
n Communists have no interest 
apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in 
recognising the importance of 
Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but 
must be constantly added to and 
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless 
search for profit puts the future 
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is 
synonymous with war, pollution, 
exploitation and crisis. As a global 
system capitalism can only be 
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant 
methods objective circumstances 
allow to achieve a federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales, 
a united, federal Ireland and a 
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed into 
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of 
the oppressed. Women’s oppression, 
combating racism and chauvinism, 
and the struggle for peace and 
ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions 
as pay, trade union rights and 
demands for high-quality health, 
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory 
in the battle for democracy. It 
is the rule of the working class. 
Socialism is either democratic or, 
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it 
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition to 
communism–a system which 
knows neither wars, exploitation, 
money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom 
and the real beginning of human 
history.
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by its uncritical support for (or, more 
precisely, total submission to the 
thinking of) Jeremy Corbyn. In fact, 
the first sentence of the lead motion to 
its recent AGM (written, we believe, 
by Willsman) read, rather creepily: 
“Full support to the party leader at all 
times”.13 That also just about sums up 
its current attitude to the witch-hunt 
against its secretary, Pete Willsman: 
Because Jeremy Corbyn remains 
tight-lipped and does not come out in 
support of Willsman, neither does the 
CLPD.

In fact, the organisation and its 
leader have been very quiet over 
the whole witch-hunt. Had it not 
been for the two secret recordings 
of Willsman, we would not actually 

have known where exactly he stands 
on the issue of the smear campaign. 
Shortly after Chris Williamson’s 
suspension, the CLPD published a 
short, mealy-mouthed defence of 
the MP - but also distributed the so-
called instruction that allegedly bans 
branches and CLPs from discussing 
any motions on ongoing disciplinary 
cases. As Labour Against the 
Witchhunt has usefully pointed out, 
there is in fact “no ban” on such 
motions.14 “True, they are categorised 
as “not competent business” (which 
means they will not be discussed by 
the NEC), but it is always up to the 
members of any meeting to decide 
what they want to discuss.  

And every single statement, every 
public resolution will add to the 
pressure to get our comrades reinstated 
- whether the NEC discusses them or 
not.

However, the CLPD pretends 
nothing has happened. We are assured 
that “of course” CLPD members stand 
in solidarity with Pete. But no public 
statement has gone out, explaining 
how their comrade was the victim of 
a sting, no information has been sent 
to members - nothing. Unsurprisingly 
though, behind the scenes all hell has 
broken loose. We hear that Willsman 
was urged by other officers to resign 
as CLPD secretary, though that does 
not actually seem necessary, as the 
ridiculous rules of the organisation 
only allow full Labour members to 
be members. With his suspension 
from the party, he was automatically 
suspended by the CLPD. The chickens 
have come home to roost …

He was swiftly replaced by Barry 
Gray and Jake Rubin, with the latter 
being particularly keen to distance the 
organisation from Willsman. We have 
been forwarded an email of Rubin’s, 
where he argues: “Pete should 
apologise for his comments and I 
won’t be advising that CLPD defend 
them.  It is not true that the problem of 
anti-Semitism in the Labour Party is 
solely the product of Israel.”

Pete Willsman did not actually 
say that. Remember, on the tape 
we can only hear a version of his 
comments that was heavily and 
purposefully edited. For example, 
at one point Willsman quite clearly 
states he is talking about “all of 
this anti-Semitism against Jeremy”, 
for which he quite correctly blames 
“the Israeli embassy” (ie, the Israeli 
government).

So we are down to this: “One of 
these things about anti-Semitism is 
they’re using that to whip people up 
- they use anything, any lies. It’s all 
total lies and they whip it up.” You 
could try and take that apart, bit by 
bit, to try and work out what exactly 
he means by “it’s all total lies”. But 
remember, this is not somebody 
giving a well-prepared speech for an 
audience, but somebody speaking out 
over a cup of coffee with a person 
pretending to be sympathetic.

But his own comrades are not 
giving him the benefit of the doubt. 
With even his leading figures in 
the CLPD twisting his words and 
throwing him to the wolves, what 
chance does Willsman have of a fair 
trial in front of the party’s skewed 
disciplinary body?

This is particularly shameful, as 
comrade Willsman has been a leading 
figure in the CLPD for close to 50 
years and his position on the NEC has 
kept the group going for much of this 
time. The CLPD is, shall we say, a 
little on the inert side - and has, funnily 
enough, become increasingly so 
since the election of a certain Jeremy 
Corbyn as Labour leader. Before that 
it occasionally posed left, but, as soon 
as Corbyn was elected, it dropped its 
key demand for mandatory reselection 
and has been shadowing his campaign 
of appeasement.

Apart from proposing a few left-
leaning motions to annual conference 
and publishing the useful (though 
rather tame) daily voting guide, 
‘Yellow pages’, at conference itself, 

the organisation does very, very little. 
Its role in the Grassroots Centre Left 
Alliance (GCLA), which for the last 
30 or so years has been recommending 
soft-left candidates for various 
internal elections, is diminishing by 
the day. This latest failure of the CLPD 
to stand in public solidarity with its 
leading member will only increase 
the speed with which the organisation 
heads towards implosion. That would 
be a loss l

Labour Against the Witchhunt 
model motion

Reinstate Pete Willsman

This branch/CLP notes:
 On May 31, Labour Party NEC 

member Peter Willsman was put 
under “administrative suspension” 
after he was secretly recorded by 
the Israeli-American author, Tuvia 
Tenenbom.
 The audio was recorded in 

January 2019, but leaked to the press 
over five months later, no doubt to 
coincide with a new hotting up in 
the campaign to get rid of Jeremy 
Corbyn.

We further note:
 Tenenbom claims that he 

‘happened’ to come across Pete 
Willsman in a hotel bar and that his 
sound engineer ‘happened’ to have 
left a hidden microphone switched 
on.
 However, Tenenbom has 

published a number of books in 
which he uses exactly this kind 
of method. He secretly films and 
records people, often guiding them 
into making the kind of unguarded 
comments he was looking for, in 
order to prove how anti-Semitism is 
rife in Germany, Palestine, the USA, 
etc.
 Tenenbom has given lectures, in 

which he explains why “the suffering 
of Palestinian people is bullshit” 
(https://bit.ly/2MAH1xo) and has 
told LBC radio: “He [Pete Willsman] 
is a nice guy, he has a great sense of 
humour, he’s knowledgeable. But like 
Jeremy Corbyn - I met Jeremy and 
he’s also a nice guy, very fatherly - 
but they suffer from a disease of really 
hating the Jews” (www.lbc.co.uk/
news/labour-israeli-embassy-behind-
antisemitism-smears).

We believe:
 That anti-Semitism, like all 

forms of racism, must be vigorously 
combatted - ideally, through 
education and debate, not disciplinary 
measures and ‘zero tolerance’.
 That the Labour Party is not 

institutionally anti-Semitic, as 
the figures published by Jennie 
Formby prove. On the contrary, 
many claims of anti-Semitism 
have been taken out of context, 
exaggerated and weaponised in order 
to undermine Jeremy Corbyn, an 
outspoken supporter of the rights of 
Palestinians. Anti-Zionism has been 
wilfully and wrongly equated with 
anti-Semitism.
 That nothing Pete Willsman 

said was anti-Semitic. Pete 
did, however, point to some 
uncomfortable truths exposed by 
the Al Jazeera documentary The 
lobby, which has been ignored by the 
mainstream media. The documentary 

revealed a systematic effort by the 
Israeli embassy to involve itself in 
the internal battles in the Labour 
Party. Also revealed were the efforts 
by the Israeli ministry of strategic 
affairs to label opponents of Israel as 
anti-Semites.
 That this proven interference 

should be the subject of an overdue 
investigation, as demanded by 
Jeremy Corbyn in a letter of January 
2017.

We further believe:
 A stalwart of the Campaign 

for Labour Party Democracy, Pete 
Willsman has been serving on 
Labour’s NEC for many decades and 
is one of the few real allies of Jeremy 
Corbyn on that body. This is why he 
has been on the radar of those who 
will do anything to get rid of Corbyn 
as leader of the Labour Party.
 That anti-Corbyn MPs such 

as Margaret Hodge, Louise Ellman 
and Tom Watson insult, disrupt, 
make bogus accusations and work 
hand in glove with the media - with 
no repercussions coming their way. 
Those making false charges ought to 
face disciplinary action and should be 
held accountable for their actions.

We therefore express our full 
solidarity with Pete Willsman, 
Chris Williamson MP and all the 
other Labour Party members who 
have been suspended, expelled or 
disciplined on bogus charges of anti-
Semitism or because of their support 
for leftwing groups. We want to see 
them immediately reinstated.

Important information
There is no ban in the Labour Party 
on moving motions in support of 
comrades in ongoing disciplinary 
cases. As in the case of Chris 
Williamson MP, the ‘advice’ sent 
out by Labour Party HQ merely 
declares such motions to be “not 
competent business” for the NEC 
to discuss. That merely means the 
NEC will not look at them - but 
the rest of the workers’ movement 
will certainly do so. Any motion, 
any statement, any act of public 
solidarity will add pressure to get 
our comrades reinstated, gives 
courage to other Labour Party 
members and branches and shows 
the victims of the witch-hunt that 
they do not stand alone.

More information on this issue 
and detailed guidelines on how 
to move a motion are here: www.
labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/
campaigns/there-is-no-ban-on-
moving-motions-in-support-of-chris-
williamson-mp l

We should not be silent, even if he is
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No 1254 June 6 2019 Secularists 
founded a 
religious 

state

Zionism’s political crisis
Tony Greenstein looks beyond the possible voting figures, as Israel awaits a second election

For the second time this year a 
general election is scheduled in 
Israel - for September 17. It takes 

place against the background of three 
pending fraud charges against prime 
minister Binyamin Netanyahu, who 
has been unable to form a government 
after the indecisive April elections.

Netanyahu was still hoping to 
be able to pass a bill granting the 
current premier immunity, but now 
the timetable is such that his chances 
of avoiding a trial are diminishing. A 
pre-indictment hearing is scheduled 
for the beginning of October, when he 
will have a final chance to persuade 
the attorney general that he should 
not be prosecuted. But is it likely that 
he will see an electoral swing in his 
favour come September?

Most people believed that after 
April another far-right government 
headed by Netanyahu was almost 
inevitable. The parties of the Zionist 
right and far right, together with the 
Orthodox religious parties, had a total 
of 65 seats in the 120-seat Knesset. 
But the secular far-right party of 
Yisrael Beteinu, led by former 
defence minister Avigdor Lieberman, 
with five seats, refused to play ball 
and their refusal highlights what is the 
Achilles heel of the Zionist project.

Lieberman refused to agree to a 
bill that would enforce the military 
enlistment of students at Orthodox 
yehivahs (religious seminaries).1 
Since the Israeli army is not in need 
of such recruits and in any case 50% 
of secular Jews manage to avoid the 
draft, the issue is in many ways a 
theoretical one, but it has become a 
litmus test of the kind of Jewish state 
Israel should be.

This is indeed the division that 
has always run through Zionism. 
The early founders of Zionism were, 
almost to a man and woman, atheists 
- basing the Jewish claim to Palestine 
on the god they denied! In other 
words, Zionism was to a large degree 
a secular political movement that used 
religious symbols and biblical claims 
as a form of legitimacy.

When Theodor Herzl wrote the 
founding pamphlet of the Zionist 
movement, Der Judenstaat (The 
Jewish state), he mentioned the 
possibility of Jewish settlement in 
Argentina as well as in Palestine. In 
what became known as the ‘Uganda 
controversy’, the sixth Zionist 
Congress in 1903 was split between 
those wanting to accept a temporary 
state in Uganda and those holding 
out for Palestine. Although a narrow 
majority actually endorsed Uganda, in 
practice the option was dead.

But, although Zionism was a largely 
secular movement, it heavily rested 
on religious Zionism. In 1949 the 
first Israeli Labor Party government 
of David Ben Gurion chose to form 
a coalition with religious groupings 
(which later went on to form the 
National Religious Party) rather than 
with the left Zionists of Mapam. Since 
the ILP held 46 seats and Mapam 19, 
they could have formed an overall 
majority without any non-labour 
Zionist parties, but this was the last 
thing Ben Gurion wanted. For Israel 

to be considered a Jewish state, it was 
necessary for all matters of personal 
status - in particular the definition of 
Jewishness - to rest in the hands of the 
Orthodox religious rabbinate.

That is why to this day there is no 
civil marriage in Israel. The rabbinate 
controls all official matters regarding 
birth, marriage and death. In an ethno-
nationalist state based on Jewish 
supremacy it is crucial that there 
is a definition of the ‘Herrenvolk’ 
which is widely accepted. Only the 
rabbis could fulfil this function - even 
though, in their eyes, the majority 
of Jews in the United States are 
not considered fully Jewish. For 
example, this year when the Tree 
of Life synagogue in the USA was 
attacked by a neo-Nazi and 11 Jews 
were murdered, chief rabbi David Lau 
refused to call it a synagogue. Rather 
it was “a place with a profound Jewish 
flavour” - almost like an ice cream.2

However, the Zionist rulers of 
Israel were anxious not to alienate 
the leaders of the five million-strong 
US Jewish community - not least 
because they relied on them to put 
pressure on the US government, as 

well as for financial support and 
help. Therefore we have the situation 
where, if you want to enter and gain 
Israeli citizenship under the 1950 Law 
of Return, then you can do so whether 
or not you are a religious Jew.

As a result of the 1970 amendment 
to the Law of Return, not only a 
Jew not recognised by the Orthodox 
stream can enter Israel, but so can 
their non-Jewish spouse, partner and 
children. In essence the definition of 
who is a Jew under the Law of Return 
mirrors the definition of a Jew under 
the Nazis’ 1935 Nuremburg Law. It is 
a racial, not a religious, definition.

Schizophrenia
According to the Pew Research Report 
- Israel’s religiously divided society3 - 
46% of Israeli Jews see themselves as 
Jewish first and 35% as Israeli first. 
This incidentally is the answer to 
those who say that Israeli Jews form 
a separate nation, because, according 
to Zionist ideology, Israel is a state of 
all Jews, not simply those who reside 
in Israel. It appears that Israeli Jews 
by a significant majority support this 
position. Furthermore 22% of Israeli 

Jews see being Jewish as a matter 
of religion, compared to 55% who 
see it as a matter of ancestry, with a 
further 23% citing both factors. What 
this suggests is that the Jewish settler 
population of Israel cannot agree on 
how it defines itself.

This is reflected in Israeli identity 
cards, in which both religion and 
nationality are categorised as Jewish. 
Indeed an individual can refuse to 
include Jewish as religion and simply 
opt for it as their nationality. What 
they cannot do is put down ‘Israeli’ 
as their nationality - there is no such 
category! In that sense Israel is unique 
- a state that does not have its own 
nationality.

This political schizophrenia lies 
at the heart of the dispute between 
Lieberman’s Yisrael Beteinu, which 
represents, for example, a large 
number of Russian Jews, who in 
the main are not religious, and the 
Orthodox Jewish parties.

It would, however, be a mistake 
to see Lieberman, as many among 
the left Zionists do, as some kind of 
surrogate leftist. Tamar Zanderberg of 
the left-Zionist Meretz has indicated 

that she would be willing to serve in 
a government with him.4 Lieberman 
supports the execution of Palestinian 
‘terrorists’, has advocated the transfer 
of Arabs out of Israel and currently 
calls for them to swear an oath of 
loyalty. In any other society he would 
be seen as far-right, but because he is 
a secularist sections of the Zionist left 
believe they can do a deal with him.

In fact the forthcoming elections 
take place in the context of a crisis 
for the Zionist left. The Labor Party, 
which brought the Israeli state into 
being and formed the government for 
its first 30 years, last had a majority 
20 years ago. In the last elections 
it declined from 19 seats to just six. 
Furthermore Meretz only gained 
representation because some 40,000 
out of its 150,000 votes came from 
Israeli Arabs.

Amongst the Jewish population the 
Zionist left has all but disappeared. 
The kibbutzim are no longer held 
out to be a model of an alternative 
society and the trade union federation, 
Histadrut, is no longer the second 
major employer after the state 
itself in Israel. The current election 
takes place in the context of an 
existentialist crisis for Israeli Jews. 
The increasingly powerful Orthodox 
religious sector wants to see a legal 
system based on Halacha - Jewish 
law. This is promoted by the United 
Right party, which currently has five 
seats, and the two orthodox parties, 
Shas and United Torah Judaism, with 
eight seats apiece.

According to the Pew Report, 29% 
of Israeli Jews favour a legal system 
based on the Torah, while 64% are 
opposed to this. However, there is no 
doubt that this is becoming a priority 
for the settler-led religious Zionist 
sector and will undoubtedly become a 
flashpoint in the future.

In the meantime the coming 
elections are likely to produce much 
the same outcome as last time, with 
a question mark over the ability of 
Meretz to survive unless it unites, 
as has been mooted, with the Israeli 
Labor Party l

Notes
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