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Patronising
Moshé Machover’s condescending 
comments that I do not understand 
the points he makes are without 
foundation and patronising (Letters, 
June 27). Difficult as Moshé may 
find it to accept, we have political 
differences over such questions 
as a Hebrew or Israeli nation, 
Israeli nationality and indeed what 
constitutes a nation.

I am well aware of what 
the common understanding of 
nationality is. It is the legal 
relationship of a citizen to a state 
or a nation, because in many cases 
these are coterminous. The Oxford 
Dictionary defines nationality as 
“the legal right of belonging to a 
particular nation”. There are other 
definitions, but none of them clear 
up what in essence are political 
questions.

The problem with what Moshé 
says is that he ignores the unique 
nature of the Israeli state and thus its 
definition of nationality and indeed 
nationhood. In France someone is 
a French national merely by living 
in the state and thus acquiring 
French nationality. Nationality and 
nationhood are territorial concepts. 
The same is true in Britain. Up to 
1981 mere birth in Britain meant 
one was a British national. Thus 
one became British by nationality. 
Today that is still the case in the 
United States, although Trump is 
doing his best to change that right.

This is not the case in Israel, 
because there is no Israeli nation. 
Although there is a single Israeli 
citizenship, it does not define the 
nature of the relationship of the 
individual to the state or even one’s 
right and status in Israel. Citizenship 
for Jews and Arabs is not, except 
in a formal legal sense, the same. 
For example, except in the case 
of Russian Jewish citizens, whose 
Jewishness is challenged (and thus 
their right to remain), it is almost 
wholly Arab citizens of Israel who 
have lost their citizenship or whose 
citizenship is circumscribed.

For example, the Israeli news 
outlet Ynet in February 2017 
published an article headlined 
“Thousands of Arab-Israelis 
to have citizenship revoked”. 
Why? Because “citizenship was 
granted by mistake or to those that 
registered ‘erroneously’ between 
1948 and 1951”. Similarly in 2003 
in a law that was supposed to be 
temporary, but has been continually 
renewed ever since, Israel’s Arab 
citizens cannot marry a Palestinian 
and continue to live in Israel. 
Theoretically this applies to Jews as 
well, but in practice it discriminates 
solely against Arabs. In 2008 
this was extended to marriage 
to a citizen of an “enemy” state: 
ie, an Arab state. This impinges 
almost exclusively on Israel’s 
Arab citizens. By virtue of their 
belonging to different ‘nations’ 
- because nationhood in Israel is 
defined in terms of ethnicity - the 
nature of their citizenship is also 
different.

Thus all sorts of rights and 
entitlements, from education 
and land to the right to be free 
from harassment when entering 
and leaving the state, depend on 
whether or not one is a member of 
the Jewish ‘nation’. Thus Israeli 
citizenship is multi-layered and 
dependent on ethnicity.

 Moshé asserts that there is an 
Israeli nationality. Fine. Perhaps 
he can tell me the name of the 

nationality law then? I cannot find 
it. There are the British Nationality 
Acts 1948 and 1981. There is an 
Israeli 1952 Citizenship Law and, 
of course, the 2018 Jewish Nation-
State Law. Wikipedia states under 
‘Is Israeli a nationality?’ that 
“Domestic Israeli law does not 
recognise an Israeli nationality. 
Citizens are registered along 
mostly ethnic affiliations, the main 
ones being Jewish, Arab, Druze 
and Circassian.” And that is the 
problem. There is no uniform 
Israeli nationality, because there 
is no uniform citizenship. That is 
what an apartheid state means.

 Moshé’s assertion that the 
American nation had been formed 
by the end of the 18th century 
is interesting. Did it include the 
black slaves or was it just the white 
settlers? The native Americans? 
Clearly and obviously being 
an active settler-colonial state 
impinges on nationhood in terms 
of the indigenous population. 
However, with the elapse of time 
then, of course, these things have 
changed.

 Moshé asks if there are any non-
artificial states? Yes, I would say 
much of Europe, Britain included, 
are natural, organic states, which 
have formed with the accretion of 
time and national revolutions. I put 
the question of Ireland to one side.

 Moshé may shout ‘nonsense’. 
However, it is a fact that what binds 
Israeli Jews together is precisely 
their antagonism to the Arabs. 
Despite being unable to agree 
whether they are Israeli or Jewish 
first - ie, whether they are defined 
by territory or ethnicity - they are 
able to agree that there is an Israeli 
Jewish national collective. If that is 
not artificial, then words have lost 
their meaning. Ethnic ‘nations’ are 
by definition artificial political and 
racist constructs.

 Moshé ascribes the belief that 
Israeli Jews are part of a wider 
Jewish people as being on account 
of “the Israeli people hav[ing] 
been indoctrinated after the 
establishment of Israel”. I disagree. 
It is completely unMarxist. The 
belief that Israeli Jews have more 
in common with Jews outside Israel 
than with Arab citizens of Israel is 
not a product of indoctrination, but 
of very clear material advantage 
and privilege. Racism is not simply 
in people’s head. Zionist ideology 
rationalises the racial supremacy 
that is an inherent part of how 
the Israeli state was formed and 
operated.

According to Ariel Picard’s 
Op Ed for the Jewish Telegraphic 
Agency, written in respect of 
the Jewish Nation-State Law, 
“The effect of this measure is to 
humiliate non-Jewish citizens of 
Israel, especially its Arab citizens. 
If it passes and remains on the 
books, Israeli Arabs will be told 
that they may be citizens, but will 
be reminded every day that they are 
not part of the nation.”

This is clearly referring to Israeli 
nationality, since obviously Arabs 
are not members of the Jewish 
nation. In other words, there is no 
overarching Israeli nationality. Yes, 
like many people Ariel confuses 
nationality and nation and that is 
because for most people there is 
a common thread linking the two, 
which Moshé, relying on an arid 
international definition of what 
goes into a passport, refuses to 
recognise.

Thus Ariel writes: “Jews in 
America will never be able to 
understand what that [the Jewish 
Nation-State Law] means, because, 
for them, being American is being 
a citizen and a part of the nation.” 

This is precisely the point that 
Moshé refuses to recognise. In 
most states there is a common 
nationhood - British, American, 
etc. In Israel there is no such 
nationhood and that is why there is 
no Israeli nationality.

 Moshé’s problem is that he 
refuses to recognise any connection 
between nationality and nation. 
This is, however, contrary to all 
normal understanding. If we accept 
the legal definition of nationality 
as the relationship between a 
person and the state, then we have 
to say that as a result of Zionism 
that relationship differs, depending 
on whether one is an Arab or a 
Jew, regardless of a theoretically 
common citizenship.
Tony Greenstein
Brighton

Climate crisis?
I would caution Jim Cook that, 
although I do many things, 
impressions aren’t one of them, so 
it’s ill advised to take any guidance 
from them - ha ha! (Letters, June 
27). He is right though - I do not 
think ‘climate change’ is caused by 
humanity.

If the age of the Earth was 12 
hours, then we got here at one 
minute to 12. In the hours before 
we came the Earth went through 
changes in climate and composition 
so dramatic and fundamental 
they were almost beyond our 
comprehension. From a ball of 
poisonous gas and molten minerals 
and metals, to a frozen ball miles 
deep in ice sealed for millions 
of years. The oceans have come 
and gone, vast seas have become 
deserts, ice-covered seas and 
land become ice caps - then they 
melt and temperatures rise, and 
the whole process begins again. 
Change stimulates further action 
and reaction: seas rise and fall, land 
mass move, regroup and reposition.

Jack Conrad’s excellent series 
on romantic deep green theories 
illustrates the way in which the 
allegedly benign primitive hunter-
gatherer societies also brought 
extinction to species - in all 
probability the mammoth and 
sabre-tooth lion included. But the 
point to be made is that 90% of all 
species of life forms which have 
ever existed on the planet were 
already extinct before we got here 
- almost always due to climate 
change of one sort of another. 
Evolution is inseparably bound to 
climate change: it is hard-wired 
into the planet, just as ‘galactical’ 
climate change is into the universe.

I’m sorry, Jim, but god didn’t 
make the Earth perfect for us, so 
changes which occur on it, which 
threaten us and make life difficult 
or damn near impossible, are 
not simply due to us spoiling his 
perfect creation - the Earth and 
climate change will happen with or 
without us. Biased and sponsored 
though many ‘climate change’ 
scientists are, none of them think 
climate change per se is down to us 
- the 50% attribution of ‘blame’ is a 
figure I took from them.

There is no question that 
climate change is impacting upon 
humanity: nobody denies that. 
The melting caps and glaciers, of 
course, will have an impact, but it’s 
not personal - the ice age is over 
and that is why they are melting. 
I’ve never understood this absurd 
apparent revelation that they 
are melting faster now than they 
ever have. If the total volume of 
ice is melting, as the area of ice 
remaining reduces, so the overall 
area of non-ice increases and 
the overall non-frozen volume 
increases, thus speeding up the 

process. Do a little experiment with 
ice from your fridge: see how long 
it takes for the ice to start to melt, 
then the period when it is melting , 
you will see, as it gets smaller, the 
speed of melt increases, as the cold 
area decreases. Simple!

The forests will continue to 
be decimated and unfettered 
coal-power CO2 pumped into 
the atmosphere until third-world 
developing countries are given 
a leg-up by the rich ‘first world’. 
Brazil has recently abandoned all 
pretence of preserving the forests 
upon which so much depends 
worldwide - areas the size of 
three football pitches are being 
destroyed every second. The 
Brazilian government demands 
the right to develop and bring the 
country up to the living standards 
and expectations of the west, and 
why not?

The only way to do that short of a 
revolution across the world (before 
it is too late to save, because like 
the ice, as the volume of destruction 
increases, the chance of survival 
for the forest sharply declines) is 
for the west to buy the atmospheric 
production of the forests, its carbon 
capture and oxygen production, 
in the way it would buy the felled 
wood or minerals. Carbon capture 
and storage (CCS) systems to trap 
CO2 from coal power stations can 
within a short period virtually 
eliminate the anti-social aspect 
of coal power and allow India, or 
China and other coal-dependent 
nations to continue to develop 
without costing the earth. But they 
need to be pushed in that direction. 
This is far more practical and 
applicable than the ‘Stop the earth 
- I want to get off’ chorus of the 
‘Leave it in the ground’ greens.

Needless to say, humanity 
greatly contributes to climate 
change - we dominate the planet 
in an unprecedented way, with 
billions of us in every corner of the 
globe. Just by being here we will 
contribute to climate change. Some 
things we do are more destructive 
than others, and we can adapt and 
adjust drastically what we do, 
without returning to the caves and 
staying at home. Indeed it will be 
our science and our technology 
and, dare I say, our industry which 
will allow us to do that.

I do not think radical change like 
global CCS, stopping deforestation, 
going vegan or more vegan, ending 
plastic and substance pollution, etc, 
necessitates a global communist 
revolution first. Capitalism is 
quite capable of doing these things 
without moving its prime objective 
of making profits and dictating its 
aims and ‘values’ on humanity. 
After all, Greggs, KFC, Burger 
King, Subway, Pizza Hut, etc 
did not suddenly cave into vegan 
options because the red army was 
at their door - only customers with 
money in their hot little vegan 
hands.

I do not think Jim and I really 
disagree about the direction we 
want humankind to take or who 
is the obstacle to that path. I do 
disagree, however, that the Earth 
only has a few years before we all 
kick our clogs because of ‘climate 
extinction’.
Dave Douglass
South Shields

Not a denier
I have read with interest the 
opinions of David Douglass 
(Letters, June 20) and the response 
from Jim Cook (June 27).

I am not a climate denier - clearly 
animal extinction is a present reality 
and temperatures are increasing, 
etc. But I do wonder if politically 
speaking we should act like we are 
climate deniers. Why do I say this? 
Science is apparently telling us that 
the world faces imminent disaster if 
humanity does not seriously change 
its ways - we are daily bombarded 
with the message from all quarters. 
Here is my first issue - humanity, 
in the face of this existential crisis, 
is not changing its ways! In fact 
let me go further. Governments 
around the world are in fact making 
the problem worse and lying with 
statistics.

Let me give a few examples. The 
UK government want to expand 
Heathrow - yes, at a time when 
we face impending doom they 
want to increase air travel! The 
number of bus routes in the UK is 
being slashed - yes, at the moment 
in history when buses are most 
needed, the government decides 
this is a good time to slash them! 
And at the same time it introduces 
incentives for people to buy cars! 

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

Over the line
Well done, comrades. A valiant 

last-minute effort saw us 
over the line, as we (just) managed 
to reach the Weekly Worker £2,000 
fighting fund target for June.

Still needing £108 in just a 
couple of days, we were well 
served by a few comrades who 
came up with the goods. Both 
LG (£25) and JK (£10) made 
their donations via PayPal, while 
comrade JS made two bank 
transfers. The first one was for 
just £1, but then he quickly added 
another £25! Another comrade 
who made two payments was 
AR - but then he does that every 
month: a £10 standing order, 
plus £5 via PayPal. Finally there 
was JT’s standing order for £50, 
taking our total for June up to 
£2,017. Yes, we were £17 over 
target.

And we are doing quite well 
so far in July. After only three 
days, we already have £536. Of 
course, there are the usual start-
of-the-month standing orders 
- there were 16 of them totalling 
£176. But four comrades made 

very generous bank transfers - JC 
and PB both donated a fantastic 
£100, while GB and AC came 
up with £50 each. Brilliant stuff, 
comrades! Then there was a rather 
useful PayPal contribution of £50 
from TB, while Hassan handed 
one of his regular tenners to a 
comrade of ours.

Mind you, I don’t know what’s 
happened to cheques recently - not 
one of them came our way over 
the last seven days. Not that I’m 
complaining, of course - the other 
ways are rather more efficient. So, 
if you want to do your bit, why 
not click on that PayPal button on 
the Weekly Worker website? Even 
better, though, are bank transfers, 
which don’t incur any charges 
(sort code 30-99-64; account 
number 00744310).

Over to you, comrades! l
Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

London Communist Forum
Sunday July 7, 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): ‘On the eve of October’.
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 July 9, 7pm: Series of talks on social and biological 
anthropology, Daryll Forde seminar room, Anthropology Building, 14 
Taviton Street, off Gordon Square, London WC1.
This meeting: ‘Contemporary monsters in central Australia’. Speaker: 
Yasmine Musharbash. Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
http://radicalanthropologygroup.org.
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 Socialist Workers Party: https://marxismfestival.org.uk.
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.
Commemorating the chainmakers
Saturday July 6, 11am to 8pm: Family festival, Mary Macarthur 
Gardens, Cradley Heath B64. Remember the 1910 Cradley Heath women 
chainmakers, who won a 10-week strike against starvation wages.
Organised by TUC Midlands:
www.facebook.com/events/2219114395084122.
Class struggle in the East End
Saturday July 6, 1pm: Political walk, starting at Poplar DLR station. 
Includes a workhouse, the matchgirls’ strike, the Poplar rates rebellion 
and the suffragettes’ headquarters. Voluntary donation £5.
Organised by Socialist Appeal Leytonstone:
www.facebook.com/events/323855581870164.
London’s sinister side
Saturday July 6, 2pm: Arms trade walk, starting at Victoria Palace 
Theatre, 126 Victoria Street, London SW1. Includes the world’s most 
destructive arms companies, exposing their corruption and close ties 
with governments. Free, but tickets required.
Organised by London Campaign Against Arms Trade:
www.facebook.com/events/2471099596446566.
Solidarity with Chris Williamson
Tuesday July 9, 9am to 12 noon: Lobby of the Labour Party NEC, 
105 Victoria Street, London SW1. Show solidarity with the only MP 
who has dared to stand up to the witch-hunters.
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt:
www.facebook.com/events/358628754811270.
Durham miners gala
Saturday July 13, 8am to 6pm: Rally and labour movement festival, 
The Racecourse, Durham DH7.
Organised by Durham Miners Association:
www.facebook.com/events/1993862707314329.
Don’t attack Iran
Tuesday July 16, 6pm: Public meeting, Portcullis House, Bridge 
Street, London SW1. Oppose British government support for Trump’s 
military brinkmanship. Speakers include Laura Pidcock MP.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/457709105012085.
From capital to labour-power
Thursday July 18, 6pm: Capital study session, Jack Jones House, 2 
Churchill Way, Liverpool L3.
Organised by Merseyside Socialist Theory Study Group:
study4socialism@outlook.com.
Remember the Tolpuddle Martyrs
Friday July 19 to Sunday July 21: Annual commemoration festival, 
Tolpuddle Martyrs Museum, Dorchester Road, Tolpuddle DT2. 
Tickets £15 to £42.
Organised by Tolpuddle Martyrs: www.tolpuddlemartyrs.org.uk.
General election now - Tories out!
Monday July 22, 6pm: Rally, Downing Street, London SW1. As the 
new Tory prime minster takes office, demand a general election and an 
end to Tory austerity.
Organised by People’s Assembly Against Austerity:
www.facebook.com/events/411580909446906.
Popular resistance in Palestine
Thursday July 25, 7pm: Public meeting, Friend Meeting House,  
6 Mount Street, Manchester M2. Speaker: Palestinian environmental 
and political activist Mazin Qumsiyeh.
Organised by Manchester Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/2299360016942902.
Marx at the arcade
Wednesday July 31, 7pm: Book launch, Housmans Bookshop,  
5 Caledonian Road, London N1. Marx at the arcade: consoles, 
controllers, and class struggle, a study of the video games industry. 
With author Jamie Woodcock. Tickets £3.94.
Organised by Housmans Bookshop:
www.facebook.com/events/334579524139114.
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.

Incidentally, no-one will persuade 
me that under capitalism it is 
impossible to increase bus routes.

And they lie with statistics: 
they claim the UK will be the first 
carbon-neutral nation on Earth 
- who are they trying to fool? - 
pretending all the production in the 
underdeveloped world for western 
consumers is their carbon footprint 
and not ours! Seriously who plays 
with statistics like this when there 
is a so-called emergency?

If there is an impending 
catastrophe, governments are not 
acting like there is one - and, when 
they do act, it is in a suspicious 
way: ie, it ends up with us losing 
our freedoms or we get hit in the 
pocket. At the moment the climate 
crisis just looks like an excuse to 
control and dispossess us.

This lastly brings me onto the 
scientists. When are they going 
to stop forecasting and actually 
do something? If they believe in 
their own science, why have they 
not got more radical? Where is the 
group of scientists carrying out 
terrorist actions, or the scientists 
threatening to jump off buildings if 
governments don’t act now, or the 
scientists hijacking planes in the 
name of the environment?

And please spare me all the 
guff about how capitalism compels 
these people to behave in this way.
Maren Clarke
email

Gaza twinning
I am petitioning Edinburgh council 
to twin with Gaza City. This is 
a formal process and, as soon as 
200 Edinburgh residents have 
signed, the council must discuss 
the proposal. Dundee is twinned 
with Nablus and Glasgow with 
Bethlehem. It is only appropriate 
that Edinburgh twins with a city of 
Palestine. Since Arthur Balfour was 
key to creating modern Israel, and 
he hailed from nearby East Lothian, 
Edinburgh is an appropriate choice 
for beginning to address historical 
wrongs to the Palestinians. The 
Council petition details are at www.
tinyurl.com/gazatwinregister.

Moyle district council in Ulster 
twinned with Gaza in 2012 and 
helped with tourism, sport, football, 
healthcare, women’s issues, library 
management, parks improvement, 
sewage processing and education. 
Due to reorganisation, Moyle 
Council no longer exists. But if 
this is what Moyle can do with a 
population of 17,000, what could 
Edinburgh offer, with a population 
of half a million?

So, what we need to make 
this happen is a lot of press and 
publicity. To help spread awareness 
of the petition we are holding a 
charity event in Princes Street 
Gardens - a ‘Gig for Gaza’. Citizens 
who seek to support the twinning 
idea can either sign online or on 
paper, so we hope to collect many 
signatures at the event, which takes 
place on July 12. More details at 
www.tinyurl.com/gigforgaza.

The Gig for Gaza is brought 
to you through volunteers from 
Edinburgh and Glasgow in both 
the Scottish National Party and 
Labour and is backed by Labour 
Against Zionist Islamophobic 
Racism. (You can join LAZIR at 
www.tinyurl.com/laziwork - we 
are now allowing those who are 
not in Labour to become associate 
members.)

If you want to show support, 
please come to Edinburgh that 
weekend and join us. It is a free 
event, but we’ll be collecting for 
Medical Aid for Palestine and the 
Hear for Gaza charity for deaf 
children.

The line-up will include Syrian 
guitarist Ayman Jarjour and we 
will be showing the award-winning 

film Three-minute warning about 
“roof-knocking” - what Israeli 
bombs mean to a Gaza family. The 
compere will be Fran Whitton (aka 
Frankie Gallacher of Stand Comedy 
Club fame). We will also be 
featuring new work for auction by 
established Scottish painters, such 
as Alasdair Gray, Carole Gibbons 
and Douglas G McKechnie.

It would be helpful for the people 
of Palestine if Weekly Worker 
readers could also seek to get their 
cities twinned with Palestinian 
ones. It gives Palestinians great 
succour to know that they have 
support in the UK and there are 
many practical advantages in terms 
of civic support. I also believe this 
is an effective way to help protect 
them from incursions and attacks 
from Israeli settlers, you can start 
the process either by using your 
own council petitioning process or 
by getting your local Constituency 
Labour Party to pass a motion 
in support and calling upon your 
council Labour Group to act.
Pete Gregson
Chair, LAZIR

Left for Corbyn
Following the tweet from Jon Lansman, 
owner of Momentum, on June 27 
hundreds of Momentum members have 
resigned, unable to allow themselves 
to be further misrepresented by a man 
who now spends most of his time 
attacking campaigning socialists like 
Chris Williamson and calling for his 
and other socialists’ expulsion from the 
Labour Party.

Some comrades have suggested 
the Corbyn project is now faltering, 
but this is the exact opposite of what 
is occurring. In fact, as the prospect of 
a general election becomes closer, the 
determined efforts of the Tories, the 
neoliberal media establishment and the 
Parliamentary Labour Party to attack 
Jeremy intensify. It is probably better 
to know now what Jon Lansman really 
thinks than to entrust him with further 
money and influence.

I have been heartened by the huge 
level of response from across Britain to 
the call for local Corbyn groups (many 
of whom have never called themselves 
Momentum groups, while others have 
remained independent of Momentum 
HQ) to work together to support 
Jeremy. Groups calling themselves 
Grassroots Left, Red Labour, X for 

Corbyn, as well as a couple of Labour 
Representation Committee branches, 
have seen the need to network and help 
build Corbyn support in all areas.
Graham Durham
email

We will win
As Karl Marx famously wrote, 
“Sometimes the revolution needs the 
whip of counterrevolution first.”

This applies to the reaction of my 
Facebook friends to the re-suspension 
of Chris Williamson. They are up in 
arms about it. So, where appropriate, 
I’ve been posting links to the Weekly 
Worker article, ‘Let’s get trigger-
happy’ (June 27). The response so far 
has been overwhelmingly positive.

The outcome of the civil war 
in the Labour Party is too early to 
predict. But, whatever it is, I think 
that communists should take the fight 
against the witch-hunt as far as it will 
go. If Tom Watson leads a breakaway 
Blairite parliamentary grouping and 
captures the so-called ‘Short money’ 
(worth, I gather, at least £5 million 
a year), so be it. Who gets to use the 
name ‘Labour Party’ on ballot papers 
will most likely be fought out in the 
courts.

Whatever happens, either the left 
will take control of the Labour Party 
or a new leftwing party with tens of 
thousands of members will be born. 
Either way, communists will win.
John Smithee
Cambridgeshire

No platform
Although I feel some dialogue 
maybe necessary with the minions 
of nationalist groups - ie, pointing 
out they are wrong - I do not feel 
it appropriate to have discussions 
with the likes of Charles Hoare 
of the English Democrats, just 
because he is one of the few Nazis 
able to write (Letters, June 27).

This particular group is led 
by one Richard Tillbrook, who 
idiotically wrote back in 2017 
a particularly vile racist and 
childish piece in his blog about 
the horrendous fire at Grenfell, 
in which he blames the residents 
because they weren’t English!

This article alone proves we 
must no-platform the English 
Demotwats.
Tony Roberts
Kent Socialist Alliance
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Force the ANC to retreat
Going back to apartheid practices means denying democracy. Peter Manson looks at the ‘traditional 
peoples’ legislation

South Africa is currently 
embroiled in controversy over 
two bills relating to the rights 

of “traditional peoples” - in reality the 
privileges of tribal chiefs. Both the 
Traditional and Khoisan Leadership 
Bill and the Traditional Courts Bill 
have been approved by the national 
assembly, but neither has yet completed 
the legislative process.

The Traditional and Khoisan 
Leadership Bill, passed by the national 
assembly in February, gives full legal 
recognition to the powers of tribal 
chiefs within certain rural enclaves. As 
a result, many people will be stripped 
of certain rights, and subjected to the 
diktats of “traditional” authorities, 
which will be fully empowered to 
speak on behalf of ‘their people’. 
Meanwhile, the Traditional Courts Bill 
- passed by the casting vote of the chair 
in a poorly attended national assembly 
session in March - fully recognises 
unaccountable tribal institutions as 
“courts of law”.

A clause that would have permitted 
citizens to opt out of the jurisdiction 
of such courts was removed during 
the drafting process. Moreover, 
although the South African Bill of 
Rights gives citizens the right to legal 
representation throughout the judicial 
process, this will not apply to such 
“traditional courts of law”. And the 
legislation is also said to violate other 
clauses of the Bill of Rights, which 
make following and practising custom 
a choice. According to Sindiso Mnisi 
Weeks, writing on the website of the 
online ‘unorthodox’ Daily Maverick 
newspaper,

Part of the department’s justification 
for not defending the ‘opt-out’ clause 
against parliament’s axe was that a 
person would still be allowed to 
take their matter to the magistrate’s 
court. But this disregards the fact 
that such a person would have to 
go through the entire hierarchy of 
traditional courts before this would 
be an option.1

As for the Traditional and Khoisan 
Leadership Bill (the Khoisan being 
South Africa’s original inhabitants - 
now very much in a minority), this 
is intended as a reform of legislation 
introduced in 1993, during the death 
throes of apartheid. The 1993 act, 
writes Weeks, made no provision 
for “the determination of traditional 
leaders being subject to consultation, 
approval or acceptance” by those they 
were governing. However, the new 
bill “does worse still by expanding 
the powers of traditional governance 
structures, while reducing their 
accountability to their people and to 
government”.

Weeks is among several 
commentators who stress that the 
overall effect of the two bills would 
result in “a dangerous re-enactment of 
core apartheid principles”:

The new Traditional and Khoisan 
Leadership Bill is based on the same 
hierarchy of leaders and authority 
as the Traditional Leadership 
and Governance Framework Act, 
which it replaces. And that, in turn, 
is based on colonial and apartheid-
era definitions.

She also points out that women, who 
“are not well represented in customary 
forums or in the new bills”, would 
in particular be adversely affected: 
“Almost all traditional leaders in 
South Africa are male. And traditional 

courts are typically made up of men, 
excluding women from participation 
other than as parties to cases or 
witnesses.”

Corruption
She contends that the ruling African 
National Congress is supporting such 
changes, because “it believes the 
traditional leaders who pushed for 
them deliver rural voters”. And those 
unelected “traditional leaders” have 
an incentive to back such legislation 
- they are paid government salaries, 
along with other benefits. Heading 
the ‘traditional leader’ lobby is Inkosi 
Patekile Holomisa, who was recently 
appointed the new deputy minister of 
justice and correctional services by 
president Cyril Ramaphosa.

The Alliance for Rural Democracy 
- a campaign formed to oppose the 
proposed new laws - labels them 
“Bantustan bills”, which would see a 
return to the “apartheid era”. It correctly 
pointed out in 2017:

In the past, traditional courts were 
a part of the way that traditional 
communities functioned. They are 
not the same as state courts. They 
don’t judge. Rather, they are places 
where people manage disputes 
through processes combining 
negotiation, mediation and 
arbitration.2

However, colonialism - and apartheid in 
particular - changed all that:

We are all aware that the colonial 
and apartheid laws created big 
problems for rural communities. It 
created communities inside other 
communities, changed customary 
law to suit the apartheid agenda 
and changed traditional leaders into 
government officials with salaries 
and took away the rights of rural 
citizens to hold their leaders to 
account.

But now, says the Alliance for Rural 
Democracy, “Government is choosing 
to ignore the people and their dreams of 
a democratic country, and want to lock 
them under untransformed authorities.” 
Under the new legislation, ‘traditional 
councils’ will be empowered

to conclude agreements with any 
institution or entity, including mining 

companies, without any requirements 
for consultation with residents 
living within the boundaries of 
traditional communities (previously 
known as ‘tribes’) that make up the 
former homelands. This denies and 
undermines the land rights of people 
who were previously dispossessed 
of their rights during colonialism 
and apartheid.

SACP
What is the position of the South 
African Communist Party in relation to 
the two bills? The SACP is, of course, a 
very important component of the ANC, 
with a significant representation in its 
parliamentary contingent, including 
six government minsters.

At the beginning of the decade, when 
such legislation was first discussed, 
the SACP was strongly opposed to 
it. At its 13th national congress in 
2012 a resolution was agreed which 
stated that the “Traditional Courts Bill 
before parliament undermines [the 
national democratic revolution] and 
socialist objectives”. The resolution 
committed the party to oppose the 
bill and concluded: “The SACP must 
spearhead the mobilisation of rural 
dwellers living as ‘subjects’ under 
traditional rule in order for them to 
lead the struggle for their own self-
emancipation.”3

Well, that was 2012, but what 
about now? I am afraid to say that 
neither the party nor any of its top 
leaders has issued any statement or 
declaration on the legislation, as far 
as I know. There is certainly nothing 
on the SACP website and a Google 
search also draws a blank. I do not 
know how SACP MPs voted on the 
two bills, but there have been no 
reports of a rebellion within the ANC 
on this issue.

So what now? The Traditional 
Courts Bill must still be approved 
by South Africa’s ‘upper chamber’, 
the National Council of Provinces 
(NCOP), while the Traditional and 
Khoisan Leadership Bill awaits 
only the president’s signature before 
becoming law, having already been 
passed by both houses.

Let me conclude by briefly 
discussing these two processes, as 
the role of both the NCOP and the 
president in enacting legislation is 
potentially highly reactionary.

First, the NCOP, to which 
each province sends delegates. 
Each delegation must reflect the 
proportional representation of each 
party in the various provincial 
assemblies, to which members are 
elected at the same time as a general 
election. Each of the nine provincial 
assemblies selects 10 delegates to the 
NCOP - irrespective of the province’s 
population and therefore the size of 
its electorate. So Gauteng, where 4.6 
million voted in the May 8 provincial 
elections, has equal representation 
on the NCOP with the North Cape, 
where the total votes cast amounted to 
a mere 400,000 - less than a 10th!

Up to now this has not mattered 
very much (in fact the NCOP role is 
hardly ever mentioned), as the ANC 
has enjoyed a clear majority in both 
houses and, as I have pointed out, 
each of those nine lists of NCOP 
delegates must reflect the proportional 
representation of every party in the 
province in any case. So, up to now, 
the NCOP has acted as a mere rubber 
stamp, automatically approving bills 
passed by the ‘lower house’ in line 
with ANC discipline.

However, if, say, the largest 
opposition party, the Democratic 
Alliance, were to narrow the gap 
between itself and the ANC, one could 
envisage this affecting the national 
balance on the NCOP. For example, 
in Gauteng the ANC recorded just 
over 50% of the votes cast in May, as 
did the DA in the Western Cape - the 
only province it won. In both cases 
the largest party was entitled to five 
of the ten NCOP seats, but the total 
ANC vote in Gauteng (2.2 million) 
was almost exactly double that of the 
DA in the Western Cape (1.1 million). 
In other words, in terms of these 
two provinces’ representation on the 
NCOP, an ANC vote was worth half 
of a DA vote.

But why should the nine provinces 
have a theoretical veto over proposed 
legislation in any case? It is not as 
though any of the provinces represent 
a separate ‘people’ with its own 
interests - they are largely artificial 
constructs. The answer is to do with 
the usual fetishisation with ‘checks 
and balances’, just in case the national 
assembly ‘gets it wrong’. In other 
words, checks and balances against 
democracy.

Then there is the small matter of 

the national president. Even after a 
piece of legislation has been voted 
through by the NCOP, it still needs the 
president’s signature. While, strictly 
speaking, he has no power of veto, he 
may refuse to sign if he believes the 
proposed legislation is in some way 
unconstitutional - in which case the 
bill must go back before the national 
assembly. While that has never 
yet happened (Why should it? The 
president is also the leader of the ANC 
and will have approved every piece of 
legislation within the party before it has 
come before parliament), several laws 
have been subject to delays of months 
(including in fact the Traditional and 
Khoisan Leadership Bill), when for 
whatever reason the president has 
claimed he needs more time to consider 
the constitutional implications.

In the current case, many groups, 
including the Alliance for Rural 
Democracy, are calling on Ramaphosa 
to reject both bills, claiming - 
legitimately, it would seem - that 
they would infringe the constitutional 
guarantee that “every citizen is 
equally protected by law”. I would 
certainly approve of this call, but what 
is really needed is a mass campaign - 
yes, as the SACP stated back in 2012, 
the “mobilisation of rural dwellers 
living as ‘subjects’ under traditional 
rule”, but also, and more importantly, 
solidarity action from the working 
class. The ANC should be told in no 
uncertain terms that such legislation is 
unacceptable and must be withdrawn.

We should demand that the 
traditional structure of rural dwellers 
should apply on a totally voluntary - 
and democratic - basis. A local body 
should have the right to establish rules 
and impose sanctions on its members 
in the same way as a chess club or 
debating society should - the difference 
being, of course, that individuals must 
have the right to withdraw from such 
bodies at any time l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk 

Notes
1. www.dailymaverick.co.za/opinionista/2019-
06-18-traditional-leadership-bill-is-a-dangerous-
throwback-to-core-principles-of-apartheid.
2. https://allianceforruraldemocracy.
org/2017/10/31/submission-on-the-traditional-
leadership-and-governance-framework-act-
amendment-bill-b12-2017.
3. www.sacp.org.za/docs/decl/2012/13th_
congress.pdf.

‘Traditional’ courts empower tribal chiefs
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Flop of the century
Donald Trump’s attempts to manufacture ‘good news’ in the Middle East have so far been a dismal 
failure, writes Yassamine Mather

T he launch of Donald Trump’s 
campaign for the 2020 US 
presidential elections was 

supposed to coincide with a number 
of new successes, particularly in 
the Middle East, which would take 
attention away from the aftermath of 
the Mueller investigation, as well as 
the faltering US economy.

The first such success would be 
to convince the sanctions-hit Islamic 
Republic of Iran to enter into new 
negotiations with the United States 
and its allies in order to extend the 
previous nuclear deal so as to include 
the country’s ballistic missiles. Over 
the last few months Donald Trump - 
not known for his grasp of complicated 
international issues - has faced 
conflicting views regarding Iran, with 
senior members of his team, such as 
John Bolton, Rudy Giuliani and maybe 
Mike Pompeo, calling for regime 
change to be achieved through military 
action, while generals and informal 
advisors have warned him against any 
such military escalation.

The perceived wisdom around 
Trump had been that increasing 
sanctions would force the Islamic 
Republic to accept the abandonment 
of the ‘Joint Comprehensive Plan 
of Action’ (JCPOA), which was, 
according to Trump, “a very bad deal 
for the United States”, and come to 
the table to negotiate an agreement 
that would include dismantling Iran’s 
ballistic missiles, as well as reaching 
some kind of agreement regarding 
what the US calls Iran’s ‘interventions’ 
in the region. I need not remind readers 
that those ‘interventions’ are mainly a 
direct consequence of US-initiated 
wars in the region, as well as Saudi and 
Gulf state support for jihadi groups, 
but that is another story.

What the advisors of the US 
president had failed to convey to 
him was the fact that Iran’s rulers are 
unlikely to give in to US demands that 
easily - at least publicly. Such a move 
would lead to a loss of their only raison 
d’être inside the country. In many ways 
the legitimacy of the regime amongst its 
own supporters (and they still remain 
a force) is the claim of maintaining 
political independence.

Iran’s supreme leader, ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei, summed it up in a speech 
last week: since the fall of the shah, 
Iran is no longer the west’s tou sarikhor 
(mistreated servant). Yes there is mass 
poverty and hunger, but there is also that 
illusion of political independence. I call 
it an illusion because clearly without 
a level of economic independence 
and self-sufficiency (increasingly 
impossible in our time) no country 
can claim full political independence. 
Iran’s economy is currently far more 
integrated within global capitalism 
than the day the shah left - partly 
because of the way globalised capital 
works, but also because Iran’s clerics 
and successive governments that have 
served them are committed defenders 
of private property and capital.

Missiles
However, if there is one thing the 
Iranian government cannot give up, it is 
the pretence of ‘political independence’. 
Far from being a bad deal for the US, 
the JCPOA of 2016 was a poor deal 
for Iran. Under pressure from the west, 
Russia and China, the country’s rulers 
were forced to give up on their ambition 
of developing a nuclear capability - in 
my opinion they had never intended 
to develop nuclear weapons, but they 
did want to get to the stage where they 

could be on the verge of doing so, 
which would strengthen their hand at 
the negotiating table. Iran’s ballistic 
capability has proved more than useful 
in recent weeks. (It is rumoured that 
the Islamic republic has threatened to 
use missiles against Dubai in the event 
of a US air strike against its military 
bases.) This has convinced all factions 
of the Iranian regime that the country’s 
future depends on its ballistic missiles. 
After all, bringing down the US spy 
drone from an altitude of 50,000 feet 
would have been impossible if the 
regime had succumbed to US pressure, 
supported by the likes of French 
president Emmanuel Macron, to give 
up its ground-to-earth missiles.

In addition to the failure to bring 
Iran back to the negotiating table on the 
JCPOA, despite what appear to have 
been both open and private invitations 
from Trump, there is the humiliation of 
a superpower threatening a third-world 
country with military action and then 
pulling back. If we are to believe the 
US president, the attack was just 10 
minutes away when he called it off. 
No-one believes that he did so because 
he was told that around 150 Iranian 
lives would be lost - since when has 
US imperialism been concerned about 
such ‘collateral damage’? One of two 
other reasons are rather more likely.
1. The drone, despite US denials, was 
actually flying over Iranian air space. 
There seems little point in flying a 
120-million-dollar ‘data hoover’ (data 
about military systems, of course) over 
‘international waters’.
Or: 
2. Trump listened to last-minute 
warnings from his advisors about what 
sections of the US media have labelled 
a possible endless war with Iran.

Whatever the reason, the reversal 
of the decision to bomb Iran has been 
compared by hawks with Obama’s 
decision to stop short of bombing 
Syria after allegations that the regime 
of Bashar al-Assad had used chemical 
weapons. The Saudis were apparently 
furious. Maybe this explains Trump’s 
attempt to placate Mohammad 
bin Salman during last weekend’s 

G20 meeting - although the latter’s 
involvement in the gruesome murder 
of Saudi dissident Jamal Khashoggi 
last year in Turkey seems beyond 
doubt following the UN investigation.

Far from getting a better deal from 
Iran, Trump has managed to create a 
situation where Iran has responded to 
the US’s unilateral withdrawal from 
the JCPOA by exceeding the 300kg 
limit it agreed on the stockpiling 
of uranium. According to foreign 
minister Mohammad Javad Zarif, “We 
have clearly said what we will do and 
we will act accordingly. We deem 
it part of our rights under the Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of Action.”

In the meantime, responding to 
Iranian threats of complete withdrawal 
from the nuclear deal, the European 
Union is finally taking serious steps 
regarding Instex - the financial hub 
which is supposed to be Europe’s way 
of circumventing US sanctions on 
Iran. Initiated by the UK, France and 
Germany, and supported to date by 
seven other European countries, it will 
be based in Paris.

Even though the initiative is 
expected to start with modest funds (a 
few million dollars, according to the 
Financial Times), the delayed project 
is a small victory for Iran, as it is a 
way of actually bypassing sanctions. 
If a company wanting to sell to Iran 
registers everything with Instex, it 
would attempt to find another company 
buying from Iran. The idea would be 
to match the two cash flows, so that 
in effect the two European companies 
pay each other. There would be no cash 
transaction with Iran, as the money 
would stay entirely within the EU.

Ironically the United Kingdom 
is very keen on Instex, but it will be 
interesting to see how this aspect 
of foreign trade will be managed if 
Brexit happens on October 31. While 
Boris Johnson has declared his “full 
support” for Trump’s position on Iran 
(let us ignore the question of which 
of his contradictory positions), how 
would that affect the UK’s stance on 
Instex if he wins the Conservative 
Party leadership contest and becomes 

prime minister?
The significance of the move in 

favour of Instex just before the G20 
meeting, where confronting Iran 
was part of the agenda, was not its 
economic capabilities (known to be 
limited by all accounts), but the fact 
that it represented a ‘diplomatic shield’ 
for the European signatories of the 
JCPOA.

Of course, all this can change if Iran 
continues to enrich uranium beyond 
the limits set out in the 2016 nuclear 
deal. Trump claims Iran is “playing 
with fire” and a recent presidential 
statement claimed: “Even before the 
deal’s existence Iran was violating 
its terms.” Clearly the official White 
House press office has taken to 
imitating Trump’s tweets.

Palestine ‘deal’
The second Middle East initiative was 
Jared Kushner’s “deal of the century” for a 
settlement in Israel/Palestine. The omens 
were already not so good for this one. 
Binyamin Netanyahu, Kushner’s main 
ally, is facing another general election, 
while Kushner’s other ‘best friend’ on 
WhatsApp, Mohammad bin Salman, is 
seriously damaged by allegations about 
his role in the Khashoggi murder. Yet, 
despite all this, on June 26 Trump’s 
son-in-law and senior advisor presented 
what was labelled the economic part 
of his ‘deal’ to invited Arab guests at a 
workshop in Bahrain.

Details are still sketchy, but basically 
one can summarise the proposal as an 
attempt to buy off Palestinian citizens 
with US and Saudi money paid via 
Egypt and Jordan, in exchange for 
‘Israeli security’. Even the docile 
Palestine Liberation Organisation 
thinks there is no chance for such a 
deal. Veteran PLO negotiator Saeb 
Erekat has described the proposed 
deal as an insult. Palestinians would 
be obliged to carry white and green 
identity cards, and their cars would 
have number plates showing them as 
Palestinians and thus second-class 
citizens.

Hanan Ashrawi, another senior 
figure in the PLO, said of Kushner’s 

plan: “It is totally divorced from 
reality. The elephant in the room is 
the occupation itself.” Compared to 
the 1993 Oslo accords, which had a 
(be it feeble) vision of some kind of 
two-state solution, Kushner’s deal has 
nothing to offer. He thinks the decades-
long conflict can be settled by throwing 
in a little bit of money.

Even The Guardian - very much a 
promoter of soft Zionism - could not 
find a good word to say in its favour:

The $50 billion (£39 billion) 
pledged, effectively as a start-up 
fund for the region’s Palestinians, 
was less than enthusiastically 
received in Jordan, Egypt and in 
Lebanon - where leaders in Beirut, 
not usually inclined to turn away 
from a $6 billion money pot, 
dismissed the pitch as a shameless 
bribe … In the end, the “deal of 
the century” was little more than a 
failed clearance sale. Jared Kushner 
arrived in Bahrain touting bedrock 
principles at untenable discounts. 
And even then there were no buyers 
...

Of course, every US president of 
recent times has tried and failed to 
deliver a settlement between Israelis 
and Palestinians. However, few have 
managed to unite Palestinians of all 
political opinions, of all religious 
backgrounds, inside and outside 
the occupied territories, against the 
proposal. The ‘deal of the century’ 
has in reality been the flop of the 
century.

To summarise, so far the moves in 
the Middle East have failed to help 
the US president, who is desperately 
seeking to manufacture good news 
as the 2020 presidential campaign 
gets underway. Having said that, 
the situation is extremely volatile 
and it could be that in desperation 
Trump will decide that a military 
attack on Iran is the best way to 
divert attention from his internal 
problems. He might not like it, but 
inside Iran the joke is: “Trump has 
made Iran great again” l

Jared Kushner: knows the price of everything and the value of nothing
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A company union?
James Marshall of Labour Party Marxists looks at Jeremy Corbyn’s latest proposals for the armed forces

M arking Armed Forces Day on 
June 29 - an annual celebration 
of British militarism since 

2009 - Jeremy Corbyn promised 
members of the army, navy and air 
force that they would be allowed to 
form their own “trade union” … if he 
becomes prime minister.1 Inevitably 
this provoked a storm of agitated 
comments: Corbyn is a threat to army 
discipline, a friend of terrorists, a hard-
line Marxist, etc.

But there is nothing remotely 
Marxist about Corbyn’s proposal. After 
all, his model is the ever so respectable 
Police Federation. Established by the 
1919 Police Act, it replaced the National 
Union of Police and Prison Officers, 
which - and this is crucial - organised 
nationwide police strikes in August 
1918 and June 1919. The government 
deployed infantry and tanks onto 
the streets. Yet a “combination” of 
economic concessions, repression, 
political manoeuvring, union blunders, 
police divisions and the failure of 
organised labour to support the police 
“ensured the failure of the 1919 
strike”.2

Prime minister David Lloyd 
George saw the defeat of the 1919 
strike as a decisive “turning-point in 
the labour movement, deflecting it 
from Bolshevist and direct-actionist 
courses to legitimate trade unionism 
once again”.3 The Liberal-Conservative 
coalition proscribed NUPPO and 
ensured that strikers were summarily 
fired and then blacklisted - a cruel act 
of revenge, which faced “half-hearted” 
opposition from the Labour Party in 
parliament.4

Unlike NUPPO, the Police 
Federation cannot affiliate to the 
TUC. No less vital, it represents all 
ranks, from ordinary constables to 
chief inspectors, and is legally barred 
from taking strike action. With good 
reason, the Police Federation has been 
described as “amounting to a sort of 
company union” (Owen Jones - writing 
when he was a leftwinger).

Corbyn’s big idea is that his Armed 
Forces Federation would stand up 
for the “interests” of rank-and-file 
soldiers, sailors and air force personnel 
and give them “a voice to defend their 
pay and conditions and ensure they 
are treated with the respect they have 
earned”. Shadow defence secretary 
Nia Griffith adds that soldiers have had 
a “raw deal” under the government’s 
“short-sighted defence cuts and 
failed privatisations”.5 Hence her 
solemn pledge that the next Labour 
government “will be a strong leader 
within Nato, committed to spend 2% 
of our national income on defence”. 
That includes, of course, renewing the 
Trident missile system.

Undoubtedly an approach designed 
to appease. The Labour right, big 
business, the City, the capitalist media, 
the generals, Britain’s Nato allies 
need not worry about the next Labour 
government … “Jeremy has been 
on a journey” (Emily Thornberry). 
There will be tame gestures such as 
the Armed Forces Federation, but the 
next Labour government comes with 
a binding commitment to the existing 
constitution, Nato and therefore the 
US-dominated world order.

There are those renegades, who still 
somehow manage to pass themselves 
off as radicals and, therefore, can give 
‘anti-capitalist’ credentials to this dismal 
narrative. Sharing a platform with John 
McDonnell and Len McCluskey, at one 
of Momentum’s World Transformed 
events, Paul Mason outlined his 
case for a “battle of rational ideas”. 

Basically, what his ‘rationality’ boils 
down to is Labour striving to prove 
its “economic competence” and 
promising that there will be “essential 
continuity, that there’s going to be an 
army, nuclear weapons and a police 
force”.6

Sad to say, neither John McDonnell 
nor Len McCluskey raised objections. 
Evidently, they too want to stand under 
the shade of the same pale-pink flag 
as this repentant Trotskyite. In other 
words, a Labour government which 
will seek to manage capitalism better 
than the Tories and do nothing to take 
the “toys” (Paul Mason’s word) from 
the top-brass boys.

It is, of course, useless grumbling 
about Corbyn, McDonnell, Griffith, 
Thornberry, etc from the sidelines. No, 
especially given the ‘interesting times’ 
we live in, the task of any worthwhile 
leftwinger is to directly engage with 
the Labour Party’s rank and file and 
win the real battle of rational ideas. In 
short, we need to convince this much 
expanded mass that we not only need 
a socialist economic programme: we 
need a socialist military programme.

War
Despite Donald Trump’s sanctions 
and bellicose threats, China’s imperial 
Belt and Road initiative, the defensive 
expansionism of Russia and Emmanuel 
Macron’s call for a common European 
arms budget and common armed forces, 
there is no immediate prospect of an all-
out World War III. With the certainty of 
mutually assured destruction (MAD), 
who would fight whom and why? 
Nevertheless, there is the obvious 
danger of regional conflicts, sucking 
in rival big powers with all manner 
of unpredictable consequences: Iran, 
Venezuela, Israel-Palestine, North 
Korea, Ukraine, Syria, Kurdistan, 
Taiwan and the South China Sea spring 
to mind. A direct clash between the 
US and Russia or China could quite 
conceivably rapidly escalate. Even a 
limited nuclear exchange would exact 
an almost unimaginable human toll.

However, what distinguishes 
Marxists from others on the left who 
oppose the danger of war is that we 
emphatically reject all varieties of 
pacifism. And, when it comes to the 

left, there are many pious nostrums on 
offer.

The Labour Representation 
Committee touchingly suggests 
appointing a “UK minister for peace” 
and a Labour government which will 
“progressively withdraw the UK from 
the international arms trade”.7 Nor 
can we agree with the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty’s studiedly vague 
“Cut arms spending” formulation.8 
The AWL is a social-imperialist outfit 
and typically adopts a ‘who are we to 
oppose’ attitude towards US-UK led 
operations (Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, 
etc). Nor Left Unity’s slightly less 
craven call for a “drastic reduction” in 
military expenditure.9 After all what 
is “drastic”? The same goes for the 
number-crunching plea of the Morning 
Star’s Communist Party of Britain 
to “cut military spending to average 
European levels”.10 Ditto the Scottish 
Socialist Party’s formula of reducing 
“defence spending” to no more than 
the per capita level of the Republic 
of Ireland.11 Short-sighted, timid and, 
when it comes down to it, a banal cost-
cutting exercise.

Our military programme does not 
champion a slimmed-down version 
of the existing armed forces in the 
name of securing peace. Despite the 
factional variations, that is actually 
what LRC, AWL, Left Unity, CPB, etc 
advocate. Marxists - real Marxists, that 
is - know that wars are inevitable while 
society remains divided into classes. 
Hence we recognise that the struggle 
for international peace is inextricably 
linked with the class struggle at home 
- crucially the struggle to empower the 
working class, so that it becomes the 
ruling class.

That explains why Marxists stand by 
the time-honoured demand of arming 
the working class and disarming the 
capitalist class. An immediate demand 
that educates minds, encourages the 
first tentative steps, until the goal 
is finally brought to full fruition. 
However - and this needs emphasising 
- the demand for arming the working 
class and disarming the capitalist class 
is about ‘the now’. It is not a demand 
only to be raised in a revolutionary 
situation. If we do that, it is too late. 
Far too late. We would already have 

been defeated.
Naturally, opportunists instinctively 

recoil from the very notion of arming 
the working class. Like the Weimar 
social democrats, they are infected 
with constitutionalism - certainly 
the case with the Socialist Party in 
England and Wales and the CPB.12 
But symptoms that begin with a chill 
and a shiver, if not treated, can end in 
complete collapse. Confronted by the 
miners’ Great Strike of 1984-85 and the 
formation of hit squads, the Marxism 
Today Eurocommunists and their ilk 
condemned ‘macho violence’. They 
offered, instead, the mystical, women-
only pacifism of Greenham Common. 
Come the ‘war on terrorism’ - ie, the 
invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq - not 
a few of these former peaceniks were to 
be found in the ranks of the Bush-Blair 
warmongers: eg, David Aaronovitch, 
Nick Cohen, Francis Wheen, Norman 
Geras, Christopher Hitchens and the 
so-called Euston manifesto.

Marxists are convinced that the 
bourgeois state machine must be 
broken apart, demolished, smashed 
up, if we are to put an end to war. So, 
concretely, in today’s conditions, that 
not only means scrapping Trident and 
all nuclear, biological and chemical 
weapons of mass destruction - 
indiscriminate and therefore inherently 
inhuman: we should be arguing for the 
scrapping of all standing armies.

Peace will not be realised through 
the UN, or being a “strong leader” in 
Nato, or by appealing for a slimmed-
down version of the existing armed 
forces. Paradoxical though it may 
seem, peace has to be fought for. 
Specifically, towards that end, the 
working class has to develop its own 
militia - an idea that is not spun out of 
thin air. No, workers’ militias grow out 
of the needs of the day-to-day struggle: 
protecting picket lines, defending 
Muslims from fascist thugs, guarding 
our local offices, meeting places and 
demonstrations, etc.

And, of course, with a genuinely 
powerful workers’ militia it becomes 
a realistic possibility to split the 
state’s armed forces. Fear of officers, 
sergeant majors and court martials can 
thereby be replaced by the rank and 
file’s readiness to disobey orders. Yes, 

a mutiny, or a strike. Certainly, army 
units, air force squadrons and naval 
crews declaring for our side provide us 
with the military wherewithal necessary 
to safeguard either an expected or a 
recently established socialist majority 
- in the House of Commons, European 
Parliament, House of Representatives, 
Chamber of Deputies, Lok Sabha, etc.

Programmatically the workers’ 
movement should therefore champion 
these demands:
 Rank-and-file personnel in the 
state’s armed bodies must be protected 
from bullying, sexual harassment, 
humiliating punishments and being 
used against the working class.
 There must be full trade union 
and democratic rights, including the 
right to form bodies such as soldiers’ 
councils.
 The privileges of the officer caste 
must be abolished. Officers must be 
elected. Workers in uniform must 
become the allies of the masses in 
struggle.
 The people must have the right to 
bear arms and defend themselves.
 The dissolution of the standing army 
and the formation of a citizen militia 
under democratic control.

Background
Strange though it may appear to the 
historically ill-informed, here Marxists 
draw direct inspiration from the second 
amendment to the US constitution. 
Ratified to popular acclaim in 1791, it 
states: “A well regulated militia being 
necessary to the security of a free 
state, the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms shall not be infringed.”13 
Those who made the American 
revolution - above all the urban and 
rural masses - saw a standing army 
as an existential threat to democracy. 
Eg, in her Observations on the new 
constitution (1788) Mercy Otis Warren 
- the mother of the American revolution 
- branded the standing army as “the 
nursery of vice and the bane of liberty”.14 
At great sacrifice the common people 
had overthrown the rule of George III 
- some 70,000 Patriots are believed to 
have died - and the camp of democracy 
was determined to do the same again, 
if faced with another unacceptable 
government.

Sworn to “true allegiance to Queen Elizabeth II, her heirs and successors”
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Naturally Marx and Engels 
considered the second amendment 
part of their heritage. Clause four 
of the Marx-Engels Demands of the 
Communist Party in Germany (1848) 
is unequivocal:

Universal arming of the people. 
In future armies shall at the same 
time be workers’ armies, so that 
the armed forces will not only 
consume, as in the past, but produce 
even more than it costs to maintain 
them.15

The Marx-Engels team never wavered. 
Read Can Europe disarm? (1893). 
Here, in this pamphlet written by 
Frederick Engels, 10 years after the 
death of his friend and collaborator, we 
find a concrete application of Marxism 
to the dawning epoch of universal 
suffrage and universal conscription. 
Engels concluded that the key to 
revolution was mutiny in the armed 
forces. His pamphlet outlined a model 
bill for military reform in Germany. 
Engels was determined to show that 
the proposal to gradually transform 
standing armies into a “militia based 
on the universal principle of arming 
the people” could exploit the mounting 
fears of a pending European war 
and widespread resentment at the 
ruinously costly military budget.16 For 
propaganda effect, Engels proposed 
an international agreement to limit 
military service to a short period and 
a state system in which no country 
would fear aggression, because 
no country would be capable of 
aggression. Surely World War I would 
have been impossible if the European 
great powers had nothing more than 
lightly armed civilian militias available 
to them.

Not that Engels was some lily-
livered pacifist. He supported universal 
male (!) conscription and, if necessary, 
was quite prepared to advocate 
revolutionary war on the scale of 
Napoleon’s grande armée. Needless 
to say, his Can Europe disarm? was 
not intended to prove the undoubted 
military superiority of a militia over a 
standing army (though it can mobilise 
very large numbers at incredible 
speed, provides deep defence and 
is, therefore, capable of successfully 
surviving a whole series of initial 
defeats). No, Engels wanted a citizen 
army, within which discipline would 
be self-imposed. An army where rank-
and-file troops would, if necessary, 
turn their guns on any officer tempted 
to issue orders that ran counter to the 
vital interests of the people.

Subsequent Marxist writers took the 
militia idea for granted. Though marred 
with various reformist assumptions, 
Jean Jaurès (1859-1914) elaborated 
upon the whys and hows of a militia 
system in his L’armée nouvelle (1910). 
Work and military training had to 
be brought close together, full-time 
army cadre would be confined to 
instructors, etc.17 Naturally, what went 
for Marxist writers went for Marxist 
parties too: eg, the 1880 programme 
of the French Workers’ Party, the 
1891 Erfurt programme, the 1889 
Hainfeld programme of the Austrian 
Social Democratic Party, the 1903 
programme of the Russian Social 
Democratic Labour Party, etc.

In the ‘political section’ of the 
programme of the French Workers’ 
Party (Parti Ouvrier), authored jointly 
by Karl Marx and Jules Guesde, we 
find the demand for the “abolition 
of standing armies and the general 
arming of the people” (clause 4).18 A 
proposition faithfully translated by the 
Germans: “Education of all to bear arms. 
Militia in the place of the standing 
army” (clause 3).19 The Austrians 
too are adamant: “The cause of the 
constant danger of war is the standing 
army, whose growing burden alienates 
the people from its cultural tasks. It 
is therefore necessary to fight for the 
replacement of the standing army by 
arming the people” (clause 6).20 Then 

we have the Russians: “general arming 
of the people instead of maintaining 
a standing army” (clause c9).21 The 
newly formed Labour Party in Britain 
too: in its first general election 
manifesto (1900) there is this call: 
“Abolition of the standing army, and 
the establishment of a citizen force.”22

And after the word there comes the 
deed.

Amongst the first decrees of 
the 1871 Paris Commune was the 
abolition of the standing army and 
its replacement by the national guard 
- “the bulk of which consisted of 
working men” (Marx). By actually 
constituting a new state, based on 
a repressive force that did not sit 
outside the general population, the 
Commune opened a new chapter in 
global politics. And Russia took what 
happened in Paris to new heights. 
Formed in April-March 1917, the Red 
Guards proved crucial to the success of 
the October Revolution. Red Guards, 
and increasing numbers of army units, 
put themselves at the disposal of the 
Military Revolutionary Committee 
- a subdivision of the Bolshevik-
led Petrograd soviet. On October 25 
(November 7) 1917 the MRC issued 
its momentous declaration that the 
provisional government of Alexander 
Kerensky “no longer existed”. State 
power has passed into the hands of 
the soviets of workers’, peasants’ and 
soldiers’ deputies.

The are many other instructive 
examples.

In 1919 we find Leon Trotsky - 
effectively the founder of the Red 
Army - presenting a set of theses 
to the 9th Congress of the Russian 
Communist Party “on going over to 
the militia system”. Here he proposed 
the founding of a “Red Workers and 
Peasants Militia constructed on the 
territorial principle” and bringing the 
“army close in every possible way to 
the process of production”.23

Shortly afterwards, beginning 
in the early 1920s, the two main 
workers’ parties in Germany built 
their own non-state militias. The 
Social Democratic Party dominated 
the soft-left Reichsbanner, while the 
Communist Party formed the much 
more militant Rotfrontkämpferbund (at 
its height it boasted 130,000 members). 
In Austria, despite its 1923 founding 
statutes emphasising ceremonial 
paraphernalia, marches and band 
music, the Schutzbund served as a kind 
of “proletarian police force”.24 When 
it came to strikes, demonstrations 
and meetings, this workers’ militia 
maintained discipline and fended off 
Nazi gangs. Though hampered by a 
dithering social democratic leadership, 
the Schutzbund heroically resisted the 
February 12 1934 fascist coup.

Workers formed defence corps 
during the 1926 General Strike in Britain. 
American workers did the same in 1934. 
There were massive stoppages in San 
Francisco, Toledo and Minneapolis. In 
Spain anarchists, ‘official communists’, 
POUM (Workers Party of Marxist 
Unification), etc, likewise formed their 
own militias in response to Franco’s 
counterrevolutionary uprising.

Then, more recently, in 1966, 
there was the Black Panther Party. It 
organised “armed citizen’s patrols” 
to monitor and counter the brutal US 
police force.25 Even the “non-violent” 
civil rights movement, led by Martin 
Luther King, included within its 
ranks those committed to “armed self-
defence” against the Ku Klux Klan and 
other such terrorism.26

Corbyn
Imagine that a Corbyn-led Labour 
Party wins a general election 
majority. Supposedly because it is 
constitutionally inappropriate for 
serving officers to “intervene directly 
in matters that are of political dispute”, 
are we really expected to believe that 
the armed forces will sit idly by and 
behave in a thoroughly trustworthy 
manner?27 That would be parliamentary 

cretinism - a disease that infects 
reformists of every stripe and variety 
with the debilitating conviction that the 
main thing in politics is parliamentary 
votes.

If we have anything to do with 
it, the Labour Party will be fully 
committed to immediately making up 
for the loss of income caused by the 
Osborne-Hammond austerity regime, 
immediately sweeping away all the 
anti-trade union laws, immediately 
renationalising all privatised industries 
and concerns, immediately ending 
British involvement with Nato, 
immediately decommissioning Trident, 
immediately abolishing the standing 
army and immediately establishing a 
citizen militia.

Even without such a bold 
programme, we can certainly imagine a 
crisis of expectations. Masses of Labour 
members and voters are already far to 
the left of the 2017 general election 
manifesto. The prospect of a Labour 
government (certainly the actual 
election of a Labour government) 
could quite conceivably - probably 
would - set them into motion as an 
elemental class force. Through their 
own efforts they would seek to put into 
practice what they think a Corbyn-led 
government really stands for. Defy 
the hated anti-trade union laws and 
win substantial pay increases. Occupy 
empty properties and solve the housing 
crisis at a stroke. Arm themselves with 
rudimentary weapons to prevent police 
attacks.

Any such scenario would inevitably 
provoke a frothing reaction. It is not 
so much that the ruling class cannot 
tolerate a Corbyn-led government 
and its present-day programme 
of renationalising the rails when 
franchises run out, reviewing 
‘private finance initiative’ contracts, 
introducing some form of rent controls, 
repealing the latest (2016) round of 
Tory anti-trade union legislation, 
progressively transferring shares to 
workers and establishing a people’s 
investment bank. Tinkering, safe and, 
in fact, amongst Keynesian economists 
all perfectly reasonable.

No, it is the enthusiastic reception 
for Marxist ideas, the rejection of 
capitalism, the dominant position of 
the pro-Corbyn left amongst the mass 
membership and the distinct possibility 
of a yanking, further shift to the left, 
and consequent mass self-activity, that 
causes ruling class fears. And, have no 
doubt, fearful they are.

And, maybe, all this in the aftermath 
of a Boris Johnson failed negotiation 
with the EU 27, a no-deal Brexit 
and, consequently, a severe economic 
downturn. Hence the much touted 
option of a circuit-breaking national 
government that brings together a 
Labour right-Conservative-Liberal 
Democrat grand coalition. Failing 
that, and the election of a Corbyn-led 
government, expect other - illegal or 
semi-legal - methods. A politically 
motivated run on the pound, civil 
service sabotage, bomb outrages 
organised by the secret state, even a 
coup of some kind.

Say, following the advice of Paul 
Mason, the Corbyn-led government 
stupidly decides to leave MI5, MI6, 
the police and the standing army 
intact. Frankly, that would present 
an open-door for a British version 
of general Augusto Pinochet. In 
Chile thousands of leftwingers were 
tortured, were killed, and who knows 
how many, including US citizens, were 
‘disappeared’. The September 11 1973 
army coup overthrew the Socialist 
Party-Communist Party Popular Unity 
reformist government under president 
Salvador Allende. That, despite its 
studiedly moderate programme and 
repeated concessions to the right. CIA 
fingerprints were all over the Pinochet 
coup.28

Already, we have Mike Pompeo 
promising to “push back” against 
Corbyn.29 Graham Brady, rightwing 
Tory MP, saying, “We must do 

everything possible to stave off the 
risk of a Corbyn government”;30 
Tony Blair denouncing the idea of a 
Corbyn government as “a dangerous 
experiment”;31 Sir Richard Dearlove, 
former head of MI6, condemning 
Corbyn as a “danger to this nation”, 
who “wouldn’t clear the security 
vetting”;32 the Financial Times )
ominously warning that Corbyn’s 
leadership damages Britain’s “public 
life”;33 The Economist lambasting 
Corbyn as a member of the “loony 
left” and “dangerous” to Britain;34 Sir 
Nicholas Houghton, outgoing chief of 
the defence staff, publicly “worried” 
on BBC1’s Andrew Marr show about 
a Corbyn government.35 Then there is 
the menacing statement made to The 
Sunday Times by a “senior serving 
general”:

There would be mass resignations 
at all levels and you would face the 
very real prospect of an event which 
would effectively be a mutiny … 
Feelings are running very high 
within the armed forces. You would 
see a major break in convention 
with senior generals directly and 
publicly challenging Corbyn over 
vital important policy decisions, 
such as Trident, pulling out of Nato 
and any plans to emasculate and 
shrink the size of the armed forces. 
The army just wouldn’t stand for it. 
The general staff would not allow 
a prime minister to jeopardise the 
security of this country and I think 
people would use whatever means 
possible, fair or foul, to prevent that. 
You can’t put a maverick in charge 
of a country’s security.36

The army is, of course, an agent of 
counterrevolution, almost by definition. 
Failure to understand that elementary 
fact represents an elementary failure to 
understand the ABCs of history. Legally, 
culturally, structurally, the British army 
relies on inculcating an “unthinking 
obedience” amongst the lower ranks.37 
And it is run and directed, as we all 
know, by an officer caste, which is 
trained from birth to command the 
state-school grunts.

Of course, the British army no 
longer has vexatious conscripts to deal 
with. Instead recruits join voluntarily, 
seeking “travel and adventure” - 
followed by “pay and benefit, with 
job security”.38 Yet, because they live 
on bases, frequently move and stick 
closely together socially, members of 
the armed forces are unhealthily cut 
off from the wider civilian population 
and progressive and socialist ideas. 
Indeed far-right views appear to be 
very common - eg, see Army Rumour 
Service comments about that “anti-
British, not very educated, ageing 
communist-agitating class-war zealot”, 
Jeremy Corbyn.39

Still the best known exponent of 
deploying the army against internal 
“subversives” is brigadier Frank 
Kitson in his Low intensity operations 
(1971). The left, trade unionists 
and strikers - they are “the enemy”, 
even if their actions are intended 
to back up an elected government.40 
Legally, the “perfect vehicle for such 
an intervention” would be an order 
in council.41 After consulting the 
unelected privy council, the monarch 
would call a state of emergency and 
invite the army to restore law and 
order.

Remember, army personnel swear 
an oath that they “will be faithful and 
bear true allegiance to Her Majesty 
Queen Elizabeth II, her heirs and 
successors”, and that they will “defend 
Her Majesty ... against all enemies”. 
And, as made crystal-clear by Michael 
Clarke, director of the United Services 
Institute, this is no mere feudal relic: 
“The armed forces don’t belong to 
the government; they belong to the 
monarch,” he insists:

And they take this very seriously. 
When [the Tory] Liam Fox was 

defence secretary a few years ago, 
for his first couple of weeks he 
referred to ‘my forces’ rather than 
Her Majesty’s forces - as a joke, I 
think. It really ruffled the military 
behind the scenes. I heard it from 
senior people in the army. They told 
me, “We don’t work for him. We 
work for the Queen.”42

In the late 1960s and early 70s there 
were widespread press reports of senior 
officers and ex-officers conspiring 
against the rightwing Labour 
government of Harold Wilson. Many 
were unhappy about Rhodesia, many 
branded him a Soviet mole. However, 
their pathological hatred was directed 
squarely against leftwing Labour MPs, 
such as Tony Benn, Irish republicans, 
communist trade union leaders, striking 
workers and protesting students - the 
background to Chris Mullin’s novel A 
very British coup (1982).

If Jeremy Corbyn makes it into 
Number 10, there is every reason to 
believe that threats of “direct action” 
coming from the high command will 
take material form. That is why we 
say: put no trust in the Armed Forces 
Federation. No, instead, let us put our 
trust in a “well regulated militia” and 
the “right of the people to keep and 
bear arms” l
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From miracle to hard border?
In the 1990s Ireland was a great success story. Then came the financial crash and now there is the 
danger of Brexit unleashing economic mayhem. In the first of two articles, James Harvey discusses the 
changing fortunes of Irish capitalism

T hroughout all the twists and 
turns of the interminable Brexit 
saga, one issue has remained a 

major stumbling block for the Tory 
government, as it seeks a majority 
for the withdrawal agreement: the 
so-called Irish backstop, dealing with 
the status and nature of the border 
between the United Kingdom and the 
Republic of Ireland.

The backstop emerged because the 
Dublin government, with the support 
of the European Union, refused to 
accept a hard economic border on 
the island of Ireland. Thus during 
the negotiations of the withdrawal 
agreement Britain was faced with 
a choice: either accept a de facto 
customs and regulatory border 
between Northern Ireland and Great 
Britain (unacceptable to the Tories’ 
Democratic Unionist Party allies and 
their uber-unionist backbench Tory 
friends); or agree that the whole of the 
United Kingdom would remain inside 
the single market and customs union 
(completely ruled out by the hard-line 
Brexiteers of the European Research 
Group). The result was a compromise 
between Theresa May’s promise to 
deliver Brexit and her assurances that 
there would be no hard border. But 
taking Britain out of the EU, whilst 
keeping it aligned to its regulatory 
framework, customs union and single 
market, pleased nobody and finally 
resulted, after months of desperate 
parliamentary manoeuvres, in Theresa 
May’s resignation as Tory leader.

Thus something which had hardly 
featured in the referendum campaign 
increasingly became the central issue of 
British politics. This much was evident 
as the Jeremy Hunt/Boris Johnson 
Tory leadership circus rolled into 
town this week to address the handful 
of Conservative Party members in 
Northern Ireland. Both played the 
unionist card to perfection: Johnson 
accused the EU of “moral blackmail” 
over the backstop and insisted that he 
would never allow the return of a hard 
border, whilst Hunt assured Northern 
Ireland’s Tories that he would not 
“allow the EU or anyone else to create 
any kind of division down the Irish Sea 
or attenuate our union”.1

These defences of the integrity of 
the United Kingdom were guaranteed 
to go down well with unionists, who 
identified Brexit with preserving 
British sovereignty against ‘enemies’ 
- whether in Brussels or closer to 
home in Dublin. As the DUP’s Sammy 
Wilson commented before the visit of 
the Tory leadership hopefuls, “What 
we’ve heard so far, we’re very pleased 
about. They have said that the current 
agreement is not going to work. They 
have both said they are committed to 
the union.” Significantly he went on 
to urge Hunt and Johnson to stand 
up to the Irish over a hard border: 
“We know the Irish. If you vacillate 
they’ll push you around. If you stand 
up to them, they will start to take you 
seriously.”2

This rhetoric, although primarily 
aimed at Wilson’s electoral base in the 
Six Counties, also reflected growing 
tensions in relations between London 
and Dublin. In Conservative circles it 
is widely argued that Irish taoiseach 
Leo Varadkar had overplayed his 
hand during the negotiations and that 
his alignment of Ireland with the EU 
against the UK was motivated by 
‘traditional’ Irish anti-British feeling. 
To these Tories and the headline 
writers in The Sun, Daily Mail, 
The Daily Telegraph and the Daily 

Express Brexit was clearly a case of 
Ireland seizing an opportunity during 
the current difficulty to join with 
‘Brussels’ and stab Britain in the back.3

The traffic was not all one way, 
however. Irish politicians and 
commentators gave as good as they 
got in this war of words by attacking 
British arrogance and delusions of 
faded imperialist grandeur.4 Fintan 
O’Toole, one of Ireland’s most 
celebrated public intellectuals, was 
a familiar critic on both sides of 
the Irish Sea, laying into the “sado-
populism” and English nationalism 
of the Brexiteers. In particular he 
contrasts their reactionary nostalgia 
with a modern, confident Ireland 
that has come to terms with its past 
and is now embracing a progressive 
European future.5 Although O’Toole’s 
critique of Brexit was framed largely 
in cultural terms, his arguments 
reflected the dominant consensus 
amongst the Irish ruling class.

In less elevated language, Leo 
Varadkar, whilst acknowledging the 
very negative effects Brexit would 
have on the Irish economy, argued 
that the Irish state’s future political 
and economic interests now lay with 
the European Union rather than in 
bilateral relations with the UK.6 
Indeed, whilst much of this verbal 
sparring from Dublin turned on 
the impact of a hard border or the 
supposed threat that Brexit posed 
to the ‘peace process’ and the Good 
Friday agreement, the Irish ruling 
class had other equally pressing 
concerns about British withdrawal 
from the EU.7

New partners?
To explain these recent developments 
it is perhaps helpful here to look briefly 
at the development of the Irish state 
and the relationship of the Irish ruling 
class to the British bourgeoisie and 
British imperialism. This relationship 
always had a very contradictory 
character, although it was always one 
of economic dependence and ultimate 
political alignment.

The new 26-county state that 
emerged in 1922 after partition failed 
to fully complete the national project of 
political and economic independence. 
Despite the republican rhetoric of 
political leaders such as De Valera and 
constitutional claims to sovereignty 

over the whole island, in practice 
successive Dublin governments 
revised the ‘national project’ to one 
of developing their own distinctive 
‘southern’ state and society. Given 
the power of British imperialism 
until World War II, this pragmatic 
acceptance of the partitionist status quo 
could be easily justified. Even after 
that period the relative weakness of the 
Irish state in comparison with Britain 
remained a determining factor in 
Anglo-Irish relations.8 Although after 
1948 the southern state was formally 
a republic outside the Commonwealth, 
politically it continued to be closely 
aligned to the interests of the UK.

Nowhere was this close political 
relationship seen better than in the 
Irish state’s cooperation with British 
imperialism in containing the republican 
insurgency in the Six Counties from 
the late 1960s. Suppressing this 
insurrectionary movement was in 
the direct interests of the southern 
bourgeoisie, which feared that a 
revolutionary movement could threaten 
its state too.9 From the early 1970s the 
Irish and British governments worked 
closely together to defeat the Provisional 
movement and to develop a new political 
dispensation that would draw sections of 
the nationalist population into supporting 
a modified form of the status quo in the 
Six Counties.10 From the Sunningdale 
agreement (1973), the Anglo-Irish 
agreement (1985), through to the Good 
Friday agreement (1998), the Dublin 
and London partnership attempted to 
stabilise both the Six Counties and the 
southern state. The peace process and 
the close cooperation of political leaders 
such as Tony Blair and Bertie Ahern 
showed that, when it came to the north 
of Ireland, the interests of the Irish and 
British states were inextricably linked.11 
Although this Anglo-Irish partnership 
reached its apogee under Blair and 
Ahern, it remains an essential state 
strategy of paramount political interest 
for the southern bourgeoisie in managing 
conflict in the Six Counties.

For much of the 20th century these 
political relationships reflected long-
established economic realities. Fianna 
Fáil had attempted to develop an 
independent manufacturing base and 
an internal Irish market through forms 
of protectionism and state intervention 
in the 1930s and 1940s, but by the 
1950s these had failed to create a 

strong ‘native’ industrial base. Ireland 
remained part of the sterling area 
and continued its historic economic 
dependence on Britain. Its economy 
was an underdeveloped exporter of 
livestock, food products and people 
to its wealthier neighbour, whilst in 
return it imported British consumer 
and manufactured goods.12 Levels 
of emigration, especially to Britain, 
remained high, underlining the 
economic failure of the 26 counties: 
by the mid-1950s many critics openly 
doubted the viability of the Irish state 
to provide any kind of modern, decent 
life for its population.13

The southern state responded 
to this crisis by reversing its semi-
autarkic attempts to build an industrial 
economy and home market by looking 
instead to foreign capitalists to generate 
economic growth. Using fashionable 
Keynesian models of modernisation 
and economic efficiency, combined 
with a degree of state intervention 
and investment incentives, taoiseach 
Seán Lemass promised an economic 
transformation of Irish society, in which 
a “rising tide lifts all boats”.14 His 1958 
‘Economic Development’ programme 
and 1963 ‘Second Programme for 
Economic Expansion’ were framed as 
reinvigorating the (southern) national 
project and strengthening “economic 
independence”.15 Lemass established 
the basic policy framework for the 
southern state for the rest of the 20th 
century which reshaped the underlying 
structures of the Irish economy in this 
period.

‘Europeanisation’
From the early 1960s the EU - and its 
forerunners, the European Community 
and the Common Market/European 
Economic Community (EEC) - 
played a key role in the political and 
economic strategy of the 26-county 
state. Although Ireland’s application to 
join the Common Market in 1961 was 
in conjunction with that of Britain, and 
reflected British capitalism’s continued 
domination of the southern state, many 
sections of the Irish bourgeoisie argued 
that membership held out the promise 
of increased economic independence 
and the development of new industrial 
sectors and markets away from British 
influence. The political implications 
of closer relations with Europe were 
clearly evident to Irish politicians 
and policymakers in this early period. 
As one diplomat noted positively, 
membership of the EEC could result 
in “some diminution of our present 
sovereignty”, but this should be 
balanced against the Irish state’s 
“long-term political aim of reduced 
dependence on the British market”, 
combined with a “worldwide political 
influence, which could not be ours in 
isolation”.16

In the 40 years following Ireland’s 
entry into the EEC in 1973, the state 
and the bourgeoisie threw themselves 
into ‘the European project’. Key 
symbolic turning points marking a 
lessening of British influence over the 
southern economy were the ending of 
the punt’s parity with sterling in 1979 
and joining the European Monetary 
Union in 1999. The two parties of 
Irish capitalism, Fianna Fáil and Fine 
Gael, were both firmly committed to 
membership of the EU as an important 
element in their project of capitalist 
modernisation of the Irish economy.17 
EU structural and cohesion funding 
was lauded as essential for the 
development of the transport and 
public infrastructure that underpinned 

growth and foreign investment.18 The 
Common Agricultural Policy was also 
held to have helped the modernisation 
of Irish agriculture by raising the 
incomes of larger famers and agri-
businesses, whilst at the same time 
encouraging smaller, inefficient 
farmers to leave the land.19 Likewise 
the growth of new industries, such as 
electronics, computers and chemical 
production, was largely a product 
of multinationals from outside the 
EU establishing branch enterprises 
that could gain access to European 
markets.20

This pattern of ‘economic 
transformation’, combined with an 
increasing financialisation of the 
economy and a credit-fuelled property 
boom, culminated in the ‘Celtic 
Tiger’ period of the 1990s and 2000s.21 
This period saw growth rates and 
GDP figures outstrip those of other 
EU states - not only making the Irish 
economy nominally one of the fastest-
growing and richest in the world, but 
also one of the most unequal.22 For 
Irish capitalism this heady period 
proved that at last they had made 
it into the big time on the world 
stage and were getting noticed as an 
economic success - a ‘miracle’ born of 
unshackled Irish entrepreneurialism 
within the nurturing framework and 
single market of the EU23 l
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  Drop the dead donkey
 Peter Taaffe’s determination to split his would-be international is yet more proof of his unfitness for 
leadership, argues Paul Demarty

A s time marches on, the chances 
of preventing a damaging 
split in the Committee for a 

Workers’ International are reduced to 
almost nothing.

Historically under the control of the 
Socialist Party in England and Wales, 
the successor to Militant, the CWI 
has been engulfed in crisis for eight 
months or so. The SPEW-dominated 
international secretariat (IS), which 
leads the international day to day, lost 
control of the Irish Socialist Party. In 
attempting to regain the upper hand, 
it also lost control of the international 
executive committee (IEC), to which 
the IS is accountable in theory. Having 
done so, the IS majority turned itself 
into a faction, half of which it rapidly 
lost; what remains has determined 
effectively that the split will be 
concluded by the end of this month, at 
which point the IS majority hopefully 
will not have inflicted any more 
misfortunes upon itself.

Recently leaked documents confirm 
the picture both of an imminent parting 
of the ways and an ascending wave of 
utter clownishness on the part of the IS/
SPEW leadership. The two principal 
sides - the SPEW-IS faction, led by 
the ill-fated Peter Taaffe; and the ‘non-
faction faction’ (NFF), led by various 
worthies from Ireland, the United 
States and elsewhere - accuse each 
other in increasingly shrill terms of 
financial impropriety. The IS majority 
consistently alleges that the NFF is 
preparing for a split - either oblivious to 
the irony or openly contemptuous of the 
simple truth that the tale is told of them. 
Meanwhile, an NFF supporter elected - 
in happier times - to conduct an audit 
of the CWI’s accounts asserts that the 
IS is refusing him proper access. One 
can hardly blame the NFF supporting 
sections for keeping a beady eye on the 
Benjamins under the circumstances - 
although they, of course, deny they are 
doing any such thing.

In Ireland, things are getting 
murkier by the day. We have already 
reported that the old faction with 
whom Taaffe and his cronies were 
allied had split into die-hard IS 
loyalists and another grouping, which 
calls itself Transform the Party (TP), 
which maintained the old political 
criticisms of the NFF-supporting Irish 
leadership (in substance that they 
were soft on bourgeois feminism and 
sectarian towards Sinn Féin’s support 
base) but took distance from the IS’s 
obvious desire for a split. TP has 

since agreed a statement supporting 
the NFF’s principal procedural 
demand for a meeting of the IEC 
to go ahead in August, as initially 
agreed, and a special world congress 
of the CWI to take place in January. 
This was too much for some of them 
- four immediately resigned. Thus 
the balance of forces in the tiny, but 
disproportionately successful, Irish SP 
is split three ways.

Meanwhile, the arguments of the 
IS majority supporters against having 
the August meeting continue to get 
more bizarre. There was, of course, the 
initial prematurely released broadside 
by Taaffe creature Tony Saunois that 
insisted that the August meeting was 
a Mandelite conspiracy for ‘regime 
change’. When the NFF undertook 
not to use its IEC majority to change 
the composition of the IS, that was 
not good enough - clearly the majority 
would be used to guarantee ‘regime 
change’ at the congress in January.

A SPEW members’ bulletin dated 
June 18 contains a pro-Taaffe missive 
from a certain Keith Dickinson, a 
very long-standing activist. It seems 
almost to have landed from Mars. 
“The transformation of [a political] 
discussion into a campaign condemning 
the international secretariat majority for 
exercising its rights to form a faction is 
a big mistake,” he writes. “I cannot see 
what alternative the IS majority had 
if there was going to be an open and 
honest debate.” As if that is what the 
Taaffe faction has been promoting all 
this time, as it purges NFF supporters 
from bodies it controls and issues 
increasingly hysterical provocations! 
On the August meeting itself (and 
here we feel it is worth pointing out 
that comrade Dickinson’s document, 
as a whole, is called ‘Politics, not 
procedures’) he writes:

In relation to a meeting of the 
international being proposed by 
the NFF for August, it is absolutely 
unreasonable for the comrades 
not to recognise the immediate 
circumstances of the international 
being evicted from the premises 
they are in by the end of July. Who 
do they think is going to move 
them and the England 
and Wales centre? - no 
small project! How 
could the IS prepare 
for and plan any 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l 

meeting in August?1

Which would be all well and good, 
except that this is not what the IS 
majority says. It does not say, ‘August 
is no good - how about September?’ 
It implies that any meeting where the 
NFF has a majority is ipso facto a 
threat to the political existence of the 
CWI.

Beasts of burden
We have in the past sunk so low as to 
call SPEW - and, by extension, the 
CWI - that classic phrase of World 
War I - ‘lions led by donkeys’. This 
is insufficient, primarily inasmuch as 
it is unfair to donkeys: patient beasts 
of burden are not a good analogy for 
Taaffe and his capricious courtiers. But 
in a sense they are a good analogy for 
the general run of SPEW members, 
who are diligent trade union militants 
and good socialists enlisted in a 
hopeless cause by the sort of stupidity 
that belongs neither to lions nor to 
donkeys, but to humans alone.

If we are permitted to push the 
animal analogies further still, we may 
remind readers of one of the more 
bizarre episodes in the Torah, where 
the well-meaning Moabite prophet, 
Balaam, is caught between the wills 
of his Baal-worshipping king, Balak, 
and Yahweh himself; Yahweh sends 
an angel to block his progress, but 
only the donkey he rides can see it; 
she ducks and dives away, much to 
Balaam’s frustration. When he beats 
the poor animal, things take a peculiar 
turn:

And the Lord opened the mouth of 
the ass, and she said unto Balaam, 
“What have I done unto thee, that 
thou hast smitten me these three 
times?” And Balaam said unto the 
ass, “Because thou hast mocked 
me: I would there were a sword 
in mine hand, for now would I 
kill thee.” And the ass said unto 
Balaam, “Am not I thine ass, upon 
which thou hast ridden ever since I 
was thine unto this day? was I ever 
wont to do so unto thee?” and he 

said, “Nay.”
Then the Lord opened the eyes 

of Balaam, and he saw the angel of 
the Lord standing in the way, and 
his sword drawn in his hand: and he 
bowed down his head, and fell flat 
on his face.2

There is often, in splits of the Marxist 
movement, a similar phenomenon: the 
donkeys talk back to the riders, and 
not infrequently they have the angels 
on their side. This was very much 
a feature of the Socialist Workers 
Party’s various ruptures since the end 
of the last decade - particularly after a 
palace coup got rid of John Rees and 
his allies from the leadership. For a 
brief, tantalising moment, there was 
actual political content in its internal 
bulletins, though its level remained 
low and there was still plenty of localist 
bilge to wade through.

The context of the anti-Rees coup 
was the disastrous end of a political 
cycle in which the SWP, despite serious 
errors at times, had at least one major 
achievement to its name. It had placed 
itself at the centre of the movement 
against the Iraq war, and succeeded 
in calling the largest demonstration 
in British history. It is undoubtedly 
the case that the strength of that 
movement has acted as a partial brake 
on the subsequent military adventures 
of the British state, restricting John 
Bull to fatuous token bombings and 
- at best - ‘assistance’ to proxies like 
the Benghazi rebels in Libya, and the 
Kurds and ‘moderate’ Islamists of 
Syria. Rees attempted to cash in on 
the anti-war success with Respect, a 
joint political venture with George 
Galloway and various petty bourgeois 
opportunists in south Asian Muslim 
neighbourhoods, and it was the SWP’s 
farcical exit from Respect that put Rees 
and his allies on borrowed time.

The trouble with SPEW - all the 
more so as they lecture the Irish 
leadership on the right way to do 
politics - is that there are no such 
successes since 1989-91 and the anti-
poll tax movement. Having once 
had three Labour MPs, control of 
Liverpool council and a stronghold 
in the Labour Party Young Socialists, 
Peter Taaffe initiated his ‘open turn’ 
with the promises that, despite the 
collapse of the “workers’ states” in the 
Soviet Union and eastern Europe, the 
“red-1990s” awaited them.

In fact, that decade delivered little 
other than fragmentation and posturing 
disaster; the capitulation of the Scottish 
section to left nationalism and rapid 
exit from the CWI; the loss of the 
remnants of the Liverpool organisation; 
the support of a series of disastrous 
electoral adventures in cooperation 
with the RMT union bureaucracy 
- from the Campaign against Tube 
Privatisation to No2EU, to the Trade 

Unionist and Socialist Coalition; 
and, above all, paralysis in 

the face of the election 
of Jeremy Corbyn 

- an event that 
blew to pieces 

its founding 
sh ibbo le th , 
that the 
L a b o u r 
Party was 

irreformable, and which may yet rob 
it of the influence SPEW still has in 
certain unions.

 Decline and hope
The picture is, in reality, one of 
decline; and this goes in fact for 
both sides. It is now admitted that a 
substantial split last year in Socialist 
Alternative, the CWI’s US section, 
was in practice a split towards the 
Democratic Socialists of America, 
who have profited greatly from the 
Bernie Sanders phenomenon. The 
Irish organisation, moreover, remains 
a skeletal appendage of its TDs’ 
staff, and has serious democratic 
and cultural defects of its own. A 
particularly bitter missive from 
anonymous ex-members paints a 
picture which, alas, we recognise 
from other accounts: top-heavy and 
intolerant of differences.3 It should be 
remembered that the initial escalation 
was in part due to the decision of the 
core leadership to spy on the then 
Taaffe-loyal Paul Murphy.

Murphy, as noted, went on to 
found his own faction and, if there is 
a glimmer of hope among all this, it 
is the rather plaintive note sounded in 
that faction’s formal break from the IS:

We fear that [the] failure for 
either main trend to clearly and 
consistently stand for democratic 
methods, as well as the explosive 
way this crisis arose after many 
years of formal agreement, points 
to underlying problems in the 
democratic culture within the CWI 
and at least some of its sections. 
The political issues which have 
emerged … will not be properly 
addressed without an internal life 
which encourages questioning, 
open expression of differences and 
democratic debate. We want to 
contribute in a full debate in Ireland 
and internationally to understand 
the causes of the degeneration of 
our democratic internal life and to 
assist its renewal.4

Without such a renewal, to be sure, 
things do not augur well. Take, 
again, the SWP: the brief flourishing 
of oppositional voices in 2008-10 
gave way to an almost uninterrupted 
decline into total intellectual sterility 
and political irrelevance. The 2013 
crisis over rape allegations gave rise 
to two splits, which bundled - in good 
order or otherwise - towards oblivion 
at quite a clip. The same possible fate 
awaits SPEW and whatever parts 
of the CWI it can keep, when the 
bloodletting is done - and for that 
matter those sections rudely declared 
‘outside the international’ by the IS 
this month - unless a real democratic 
culture can emerge, and a serious 
critical examination of the tendency’s 
many political errors is begun.

It goes without saying that the 
woeful misleadership of Taaffe and 
co is an absolute obstacle to such a 
course, and must be brought to a swift 
and merciful end. Few indeed are the 
leading figures of the Marxist left who 
so misused the energy and patience of 
their members l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Bitter fruit of appeasement
The renewed suspension of Chris Williamson and the degeneration of Momentum shows that the left in 
the party needs to get organised, says Carla Roberts of Labour Party Marxists

F or a few very brief, bright days 
last week it looked as if Jeremy 
Corbyn and his allies had 

finally decided to come out fighting 
in the ongoing civil war. First, there 
was the announcement on June 25 
that Labour’s national executive 
committee had taken the first steps to 
launch the reformed trigger ballots - 
which, if implemented in full, will give 
local party members, for the first time 
in 30 years, a real say over who should 
be their parliamentary candidate. 
Then, on June 26, we celebrated the 
news that Chris Williamson MP had 
been reinstated by an ‘anti-Semitism 
panel’ of the NEC.

Both decisions were surprising, to 
put it mildly. As we have previously 
explained, the NEC had been 
dragging its feet over trigger ballots 
since January, when Jennie Formby 
was first commissioned to “urgently” 
produce guidelines. However, soon 
after, Chuka Umunna and co walked 
out. Rather than celebrate the exit of 
some of the most vile anti-Corbyn 
MPs, Labour HQ immediately 
back-peddled and kicked the 
implementation of the rule change 
from last year’s conference into the 
long grass.

Equally surprising was the decision 
of the three NEC members - Keith 
Vaz, Huda Elmi and George Howarth 
- to reinstate Chris Williamson to full 
party membership. Apparently, the 
panel was advised by an independent 
barrister that Williamson had 
breached an unspecified rule, but that 
this was not serious enough to warrant 

his ongoing suspension. So the panel 
decided to link his reinstatement to a 
dubious ‘warning’.

Interestingly, the panel’s 
composition had changed at the last 
minute. Originally, it was to consist of 
Momentum owner Jon Lansman and 
Claudia Webbe of the Campaign for 
Labour Party Democracy, in addition 
to Howarth, who is a rightwing former 
MP. But first Webbe decided to attend 
a “local government conference” in 
Brussels and then Jon Lansman had to 
pull out, because “he was celebrating 
a new arrival to his family”.1 Hmm.

We have a nagging suspicion 
this might have had more to do with 
neither of them wanting to be seen to 
be - directly - responsible for sending 
the hugely popular Williamson to the 
gallows. Both of them were elected 
on the soft-left slate put forward by 
the Centre Left Grassroots Alliance 
(a lash-up between, chiefly, the CLPD 
and Momentum) and a decision like 
that could well have been the final 
and overdue nail in the coffin of the 
CLGA.

The new panel was not as 
ostensibly ‘leftwing’ as the old 
one, with Huda Elmi (a former 
member of Momentum’s national 
coordinating group) being the only 
CLGA candidate on the panel. As 
opposed to her (former?) mentor, 
Lansman, Elmi has turned out to be 
a rather good addition to the NEC. 
She opposed the party’s adoption 
of the ‘definition’ of anti-Semitism 
published by the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance 

with all 11 examples as “incredibly 
disappointing” and called for the 
abolition of the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission after it announced 
its investigation into ‘Labour anti-
Semitism’ - or so rants the Jewish 
Chronicle.2

She voted for Williamson’s 
reinstatement - just like, somewhat 
mysteriously, Keith Vaz. He is not 
exactly known as a leftwinger. There 
are a number of possible reasons why 
he might have voted the way he did:
 He really was so out of it from 
taking his mysterious medication 
that he could not make any rational 
decisions that day. (Or does he take the 
medication every day? In which case 
he probably should not be an MP.)
 He just did what “Corbyn wanted”, 
as some newspapers speculated.
 Having been attacked in the 
national media - for hiring of rent 
boys - he might have felt sympathy 
for Williamson. The media has been 
demanding his head for many long 
months.
 Or maybe, just maybe, he actually 
looked at the so-called ‘evidence’ 
and found that it did not warrant 
Williamson’s ongoing suspension?

As we know, Labour’s deputy 
leader and super-saboteur, Tom 
Watson, got right onto it and gathered 
the party’s most rightwing MPs and 
members of the House of Lords. His 
foam-flecked open letter called on 
Jeremy Corbyn to single-handedly 
overturn the panel’s decision - after 
previously coordinating a campaign 
that charged Corbyn and Labour HQ 

with interfering in disciplinary cases!3 
You could not make it up.

Under the party’s rulebook, neither 
the general secretary nor the leader 
of the party can overturn decisions 
made by NEC panels - only the NEC 
has the power to do so. Tom Watson 
knows that, of course. The letter was 
designed with one aim only: to get 
huge publicity and further tighten the 
screws on Corbyn. Naturally, every 
newspaper picked it up and the Jewish 
Chronicle even fumed that Labour 
MPs “who cannot bring themselves 
to sign it can no longer claim to 
support the Jewish community in 
Britain”.4

Lo and behold, in the context of the 
national media frenzy, Vaz suddenly 
discovered his medical condition. 
Which means that - in ‘newspeak’ - 
Jennie Formby just had to rule that the 
whip had, in fact, never been restored 
in the first place.

The NEC disputes panel (made 
up of all NEC members who show 
up), meeting next on July 9, will 
now look at Williamson’s “pattern 
of behaviour”. This formulation is 
a funny one. Every newspaper is 
quoting the phrase - The Sun thinks 
that it was a “pattern of behaviours 
goading the Jewish community”. And 
yet the only evidence such papers ever 
publish is Williamson’s comment at a 
Sheffield Momentum meeting that the 
party was “too apologetic” in terms of 
the anti-Semitism smear campaign. 
The full quote in context clearly 
shows that his comment was neither 
anti-Semitic nor denying the existence 

of anti-Semitism in the party or wider 
society - and he was most certainly 
not “goading the Jewish community”:

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

Enter the truly vile so-called 
‘Socialists Against Anti-Semitism’. 
It has published an outrageously 
dumb and one-sided ‘dossier’ on 
Williamson, in which it is doing the 
work of the witch-hunters: This lists 
as ‘evidence’ his public support for 
Ken Livingstone, Tony Greenstein, 
Jackie Walker and Pete Willsman 
(none of whom have been expelled or 
even charged by the party over anti-
Semitism); the fact that he “spoke at 
an event where a LP audience member 
is claimed to have used an openly 
anti-Semitic trope” (my emphasis), 
as well as tweets by rightwingers and 
various journalists who rant against 
Williamson.5 Convincing stuff it is 
not.

Still, despite the lack of evidence, 
such is the state of the civil war in 
the party that a clear majority of 
the NEC will no doubt decide to 
overturn the panel’s decision and 
refer Williamson’s case to the national 

Chris Williamson: the bravest Labour MP and a huge asset for the Palestinian cause



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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Reinstate  
Chris Williamson

NEC lobby: Tuesday July 9, 9am-12 noon

Labour Party HQ, 105 Victoria Street, Southside, London SW1.
Please come along to show your solidarity with the only MP who 

has dared to stand up to the witch-hunters. The only one who has 
defended members wrongly accused of being anti-Semites. 

Now it’s our turn to stand with him!
Organised by Labour Against the Witchhunt

constitutional committee (NCC). 
This is where the NEC sends all the 
disciplinary cases that it cannot/does 
not want to deal with. Despite this 
body’s recent expansion from 11 to 
25 members, it is still dominated by 
the right and a referral to the NCC 
usually results in expulsion - which is 
how it got its well-deserved epithet: 
‘national kangaroo court’.

This might not be what Jeremy 
Corbyn wants, but his ongoing 
campaign of appeasing the right 
inside and outside the party has 
led to the situation where so-called 
leftwingers have swallowed the lie 
that the party has a huge problem 
with anti-Semitism. Witness 
Angela Rayner and Rebecca Long-
Bailey - both feted as loyal Corbyn 
supporters - coming out against 
Williamson. This is unfortunately 
a self-made crisis. Had Corbyn put 
two fingers up to the witch-hunters 
early on, their campaign would have 
never become so successful - and so 
devastating for good comrades like 
Williamson and many others. But 
they are mere collateral damage. 
The chief target, of course, is 
Corbyn himself, who remains totally 
unacceptable from the ruling class’s 
point of view.

Jon Lansman might have chickened 
out of making the decision to refer 
Williamson to the NCC himself, 
but he has quickly jumped on to the 
saboteurs’ bandwagon. In an already 
infamous tweet, he has demanded 
Williamson’s expulsion: “He has to 
go.”6

As NEC member Darren Williams 
quite rightly fumes,

Does anyone seriously imagine 
that Chris Williamson will get a 
fair hearing from the NEC disputes 
panel, when several of those who 
will sit in judgement upon him 
have already torn his reputation 
to shreds on social media, without 
even having seen all the evidence?7

He is another person on the CLGA’s 
NEC slate who turns out to be rather 
more independently minded than 
Lansman would have liked.

But this is a new low for the 
Momentum owner, who has been 
moving rapidly to the right. Clearly, in 
the view of many of those who retained 
their Momentum membership, this 
has been a qualitative turning point. 
Social media is awash with reports of 
people cancelling their membership. 
And it is true that Momentum 
nationally can hardly be regarded as 
part of the left. It cannot be turned 
around, because Jon Lansman rules it 
with an iron fist. There is no internal 
democracy, no mechanisms that could 
force Lansman to hand over the huge 
database of Corbyn supporters. In 
this context we note a rather bizarre 
article on the website Red Flag, where 
Jeremy Dewar “demands a sovereign 
Momentum conference”.8 You are two 
years too late, comrade.

Certainly, the civil war in 
the Labour Party seems to be 
approaching its climax, especially 
with the prospect of a UK 
constitutional crisis. Faced with 
the prospect of a mad-cap, no-deal 
Brexit under prime minister Boris 
Johnson, it is entirely possible that 

a large number of rightwing Labour 
MPs might yet resign the whip to 
build some kind of alliance with the 
‘remain’ Tories, Liberal Democrats, 
Change UK, the Greens and the 
Scottish National Party. This makes 
it all the more important for the left 
to start organising for trigger ballots 
- and for the full implementation of 
the rule change agreed at conference 
2018. The recent back-peddling over 
comrade Williamson does not bode 
well for the rest of the NEC’s meeting 
on July 9, which is supposed to look 
at issuing a timetable and guidelines 
for trigger ballots (or not). Unless 
we can get rid of the rightwingers in 
the Parliamentary Labour Party, the 
Corbyn project will be sabotaged.

In this ongoing civil war, 
Momentum nationally has proven 
to be utterly useless. Yes, it has 
occasionally played a useful role 
in organising activists to travel to 
marginal and winnable seats. But first 
it failed to speak out on the witch-
hunt - and now it has come out on the 
wrong side of it. Chris Williamson, 
however, is incredibly popular among 
Labour members, chiefly because 
he has been campaigning for more 
party democracy and because he has 
stood up for many of those who have 
wrongfully been accused of anti-
Semitism.

As I write, Labour Against the 
Witchhunt’s ‘Open Letter to the 
NEC’, demanding Chris’s immediate 
reinstatement, has been signed by over 
3,300 people in just two days.9 Its page 
listing all statements and resolutions 
in support of Chris Williamson has 
been liked by almost 6,000 people. 
And there is the centrist website, 
Labourlist.org, which organises a 
weekly, highly biased, poll of the 
sort that finds Keir Starmer “the 
most popular member of the shadow 
cabinet” - participants usually do not 
exceed 5,000. This week, however, 
10,066 people took part - and 61% of 
them thought that “Chris Williamson 
should be readmitted”.10

We understand that there are now 
moves underway to build a new 
transparent and democratic Labour 
left to challenge Momentum - and 
unite the myriad of already existing 
local Labour left organisations, 
dissident Momentum groups and so 
on that exist on the Labour left. This is 
highly encouraging and long overdue. 
Maybe this campaign might even get 
Jon Lansman off the NEC l

Notes
1. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/labour-face-fix-
claims-over-williamson-hearing-panel-1.485839.
2. www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/the-comments-
of-huda-elmi-one-of-labour-s-nec-panelists-who-
reinstated-chris-williamson-1.485840.
3. www.labouragainstthewitchhunt.org/our-
positions/the-suspension-of-chris-williamson-is-a-
travesty-of-justice.
4. www.thejc.com/comment/comment/labour-mps-
who-did-not-sign-letter-to-remove-williamson-
whip-have-nowhere-to-hide-1.485929.
5. tiny.cc/5m448y.
6. https://twitter.com/jonlansman/
status/1144283796918996992.
7. www.facebook.com/darren.williams.146.
8. www.redflagonline.org/2019/06/reject-
momentums-democracy-proposals-demand-a-
sovereign-conference.
9. www.change.org/p/labour-party-nec-open-letter-
to-labour-nec-chris-williamson-s-re-suspension-is-
a-travesty-of-justice.
10. https://labourlist.org/2019/07/readmit-
williamson-and-adopt-an-independent-complaints-
process-say-labourlist-readers.

No complacency!

A nother very good week 
for the CPGB’s annual 
fundraising campaign - the 

Summer Offensive - with a sturdy 
£1,709 received. This came on top 
of last week’s tremendous start of 
£7,489. In particular, our thanks 
go to JS (£200), PM (£154) and 
JT (£50), as well as all the other 
comrades who contributed this week 
and helped nudge us over £9k - to 
be precise, £9,236 is now nestled in 
our account.

Compared to the same period last 
year, this is a fantastic total. Back in 
2018, we reported that the second 
week of the SO had seen “no less 
than £2,256” raised - “pretty good”, 
we reckoned, “especially as a good 
part of what we receive for the SO” 
is traditionally stumped up at our 
annual week-long school in August, 
Communist University.

With our comrades now beginning 
to contact sympathisers and 
supporters around the country for 
their SO donations, I’m optimistic 
that this cracking pace can be 
maintained over the next few weeks 
- perhaps even built upon. So, 
accustomed as I am to the annual SO 
tradition of cajoling comrades to pick 
up the pace at the beginning, I find 
myself in the welcome, if slightly 
odd, position of warning against 
complacency in this year’s campaign.

We have a minimum target of 
£30k, comrades. Hitting this will 
simply allow us to plug the financial 
holes that gape open because of 
keeping our national office in 
good repair, running Communist 
University and intervening at the 
Labour Party’s annual conference. 
However, if we want to take 
significant steps forward - not 
simply tread water - we need to raise 
significantly more than that basic 

sum, as I reminded comrades in last 
week’s column.

Of course, if the many scandalous 
rumours about this organisation in its 
early years were even partially true, 
we would have no money worries 
and no need for this annual attack on 
the financial front. In this paper - as 
well as its predecessor, The Leninist 
- we have had great fun mocking 
the genuinely stupid allegations we 
heard (nearly always second-hand, 
of course) that purported to explain 
how we funded our publications and 
work.

For example, we apparently 
once numbered amongst our many 
benefactors the Stalinist state of 
East Germany (oddly enough); the 
İşçinin Sesi wing of the Communist 
Party of Turkey (which as an exile 
organisation had plenty of financial 
claims on its resources, of course); 
the Revolutionary Communist 
Group (a split from the Socialist 
Workers Party), which thought, for 
some unfathomable reason, that it 
would be a good idea to underwrite 
our political work - despite the 
comprehensive incompatibility 
with its own. Apparently even MI5 
poured in the funds.

I must confess, however, that 
my favourite was always the truly 
bizarre bit of gossip that cast one 
of our founding members as the 
millionaire owner of the Sketchley 
dry-cleaning chain. Predecessors 
on this annual column have had 
tremendous punning fun with this 
nonsense. Our organisation was 
“laundering money” and we thought 
we could spin our way out of it … 
you get the idea. (But don’t write in 
with mischievous allegations of your 
own - please.)

Of course, this silly rumour-
mongering said far more about those 
who peddled the crap rather than 
us. The simple explanation that our 
serious politics found reflection in 
our approach to every facet of our 
work - theoretically, organisationally 
and financially - was literally 
unthinkable for many on the left at 
that time.

The tasks facing the 
contemporary left in this country - 
and globally - demand seriousness; 
that we all should be upping 
our game to meet the challenges 
of this period. If you agree, the 
place to start is with a donation 
to the Summer Offensive 2019. If 
you think that this paper and the 
political project it champions has 
genuine merit in today’s turbulent, 
unpredictable world, let’s hear from 
you, comrades! 

Remember - £30k is our minimum 
target l

William Sarsfield
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the  
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failed?

G20 and trade war
Osaka saw a truce between the US and China. But the trade war will break out again. This is a struggle 
for global supremacy and, reckons Michael Roberts, the odds are that China will win

L ast weekend’s G20 summit 
in Osaka resolved nothing 
substantial in the ongoing trade 

and technology war that the US is now 
waging with China. At best, a truce 
was agreed on any further escalation 
in tariffs and other measures against 
Chinese tech companies. But there 
was no long-lasting agreement 
reached.

That is because this is a ‘cold 
war’ between a relatively declining 
economic power in the US and a new 
and dangerous rival for economic 
supremacy, China. Just like the last 
‘cold war’ between the US and the 
USSR, it could last a generation or 
more before a winner emerges - and 
the odds are against the US this time, 
the longer the cold war lasts.

At the G20, Donald Trump and 
president Xi Jinping agreed a truce 
on existing tit-for-tat measures and 
will renew ‘negotiations’. Trump 
made a few concessions, allowing US 
companies to resume selling products 
to Huawei. So, presumably, Google, 
Android, etc will reappear on Huawei 
devices. And China will be able, 
presumably, to buy the processors and 
chips it needs from Intel, Qualcomm 
and Micron. But there was no clarity 
on whether these concessions include 
what Huawei can sell to US companies 
(ie, 5G networks).

But, as sure as night follows day, 
the trade war will resume at some 
point, because the US’s key demands 
are just unacceptable to China: 
namely that China relinquish its drive 
to match US technology and agree to 
accept US supervision of its economic 
affairs.

As for the G20 itself, it may offer a 
brief respite for financial markets, but 
it will not alter the general downturn 
that the world economy is now 
experiencing, with the likelihood of a 
new slump in global production, trade 
and investment getting ever closer. 
Already global activity indexes in 
both manufacturing and so-called 
services sectors have slowed to levels 
not seen since the end of the great 
recession in 2009.

As of June, the JP Morgan global 
activity index suggests that world 
economic growth is down to a 2.5% 
annual rate - a figure often considered 
at the threshold of ‘stall speed’: ie, 
anything below that rate would slip 
into a global recession.

The reality is that Trump cannot 
reverse the steady decline in 
America’s former manufacturing 
prowess and now China’s challenge 
to its technological superiority. 
Manufacturing employment in the 
US has fallen from around a quarter 
of the workforce in 1970 to 9% in 
2015. This decline was not due to 
nasty foreigners cheating on trade 
deals, as Trump likes to argue. Most 
studies (not all) dismiss that thesis. 
One reckons that competition from 
China led to the loss of 985,000 
manufacturing jobs between 1999 and 
2011.1 But that is less than a fifth of 
the absolute loss of manufacturing 

jobs over that period and a quite small 
share of the long-term manufacturing 
decline.

Efficiency
The biggest reason Trump cannot 
bring back home these manufacturing 
jobs is because they have been lost in 
large part to the success of ‘efficiency’ 
in the US.2 Over the past three and 
a half decades, manufacturers have 
shed more than seven million jobs, 
while producing more than ever. The 
Economic Policy Institute has stated:

If you try to understand how so 
many jobs have disappeared, the 
answer that you come up with over 
and over again in the data is that 
it’s not trade that caused that - it’s 
primarily technology… Eighty 
percent of lost jobs were not 
replaced by workers in China, but 
by machines and automation. That 
is the first problem if you slap on 
tariffs. What you discover is that 
American companies are likely to 
replace its more expensive workers 
with machines.3

What these studies reveal is what 
Marxist economics could have told 
them many times before. Under 
capitalism, increased productivity of 
labour comes through mechanisation 
and labour shedding: ie, reducing 
labour costs. Marx explained 
in Capital that this is one of the key 
features in capitalist accumulation: the 
capital-bias of technology (something 
continually ignored by mainstream 
economics - until now, it seems).

Marx put it differently from 
the mainstream. Investment under 
capitalism takes place for profit only, 
not to raise output or productivity as 
such. If profit cannot be sufficiently 
raised through more labour hours 
(more workers and longer hours) 
or by intensifying efforts (speed 
and energy - time and motion), then 
the productivity of labour can only 
be increased by better technology. 
So, in Marxist terms, the organic 
composition of capital (the value 
of machinery and plant relative to 
the number of workers) must rise 
secularly.

Against the view of mainstream 
‘free market’ economics, historically it 
has been government spending that 
has underpinned the development 
of unproven technologies.4 This 

has usually occurred under duress 
- innovation during war has been a 
notable driver of development, leading 
to breakthroughs in materials, products 
and processes. The commercialisation 
of the jet engine, rocket motors, radar 
and modern computing can all trace 
their emergence back to World War 
II, while the cold war and the space 
race developed these to the point that 
launched the current technology age in 
the 1990s.

The space race was important, as 
both sides in the cold war put to 
work their newly-acquired German 
scientists and engineers to drive 
forward their rocket projects. This 
culminated with president John 
Kennedy’s Apollo programme. 
The USA, having been beaten by 
the Soviets in getting the first man 
into space, reacted by devoting 
immense resources to catching 
up. The space race at its peak 
involved nearly 400,000 people and 
drew in 20,000 private industrial 
firms and universities. Not only 
did the mission itself throw off 
numerous innovations - much of 
the technology needed to get to 
the moon did not exist when the 
programme was announced - but it 
created clusters of new high-tech 
industries across the US, building 
on the networks that had begun to 
emerge during the war.

This accelerated the development 
of numerous computing technologies, 
including the integrated circuit, mass 
data transfer and systems software. 
These were the breakthrough 
technologies that drove IBM’s and 
Hewlett Packard’s development into 
computing giants. Other engineers 
from the programme went on to 
found Intel and numerous other 
tech stalwarts. Without Apollo, it is 
unlikely that Silicon Valley would 
have developed into the tech and 
economic powerhouse taken for 
granted today. Apollo also drove 
broader business innovations - 
including things that consultants have 
lived off ever since, like strategic 
planning, budgeting as well as new 
management and enhanced decision-
making processes.

Hi-tech
But, as profitability in the capitalist 
sector fell from the mid-1960s to the 
early 1980s, government taxation 
was reduced and so spending - 
especially state investment - was 
slashed. Technical advances in 
America increasingly depended on 
private-sector innovation. But for the 
most part that was not forthcoming. 
America’s capitalist sector, like 
others in the major economies, opted 
to relocate more of their production 
overseas in search of cheap labour 

and then in turn export back to the 
US. That was expressed in investment 
in Latin America (especially Mexico) 
and later in China.

There was one exception - the 
US hi-tech sector. US technological 
advances are now completely 
dependent on investment in this 
sector. Everything in the US now 
depends on the FAANGs (Facebook, 
Apple, Alphabet, Netflix and 
Google) plus Microsoft. These 
few companies invest a staggering 
80%, when measured against a 
share of US government spending 
on education, transport, science, 
space and technology. The scale of 
this expenditure dwarfs endeavours 
like the decade-long Apollo 
programme, where spending came 
in at approximately $150 billion in 
today’s dollars - less than two years 
of current FAANGs plus Microsoft’s 
total investment expenditure.

The US hi-tech sector is the last 
bastion of America’s productive 
superiority. Investment bank 
Goldman Sachs has noted that, since 
2010, the only place globally where 
corporate earnings have expanded 
is in the US. And this, according to 
Goldmans, is entirely down to the 
super-tech companies. Global profits 
ex-technology are only moderately 
higher than they were prior to the 
financial crisis, while technology 
profits have moved sharply upwards 
(mainly reflecting the impact of large 
US companies).

If China is eventually able to 
compete with the FAANGS, then the 
profitability of capital in the US will 
take a big shift downwards - and with 
it US investment, employment and 
incomes over the next decade.

This question is at the heart of the 
trade and technology war and why it 
will continue l

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

Notes
1. www.gc.cuny.edu/CUNY_GC/media/LISCenter/
pkrugman/Trade-and-Manufacturing-Employment.
pdf.
2. https://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article/
can-trump-anyone-bring-back-american-
manufacturing/.
3. www.epi.org/publication/the-manufacturing-
footprint-and-the-importance-of-u-s-
manufacturing-jobs.
4. See https://thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2018/04/25/the-value-price-and-profit-of-
everything.

Trump and Xi: the war will resume


