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Labour coopted
Jack Conrad states that the Provisional 
Central Committee of the CBGB has 
called on Marxists to vote Labour 
with no illusions in the forthcoming 
UK elections (‘Our attitude towards a 
Corbyn government’, November 7). 
These illusions include the belief that 
the Labour leadership will stay true to 
policies that improve the conditions of 
the working class in the UK. However, 
the call for a Labour vote reproduces 
one of the greatest illusions of all: that 
Labour is or could become a socialist 
party.

Already the leadership is backing 
away from recent conference 
commitments. Once a Labour 
government is in power, free movement 
of labour, state intervention to prevent 
climate change, abolishing private 
schools and nationalisation will no 
longer be priorities (See ‘Labour 
likely to water down radical plans in 
manifesto’ Financial Times November 
12). The leadership appears desperate to 
gain support from the ruling class. This 
will mean abandoning the compulsory 
aspects of Labour’s £300 billion 
employee ownership scheme. For 
such a scheme to win the approval of 
employers, workers must be free to sell 
the 10% of shares they are allocated. 
Conversely employers must be free to 
allocate shares to their workers.

The ruling class is increasingly 
concerned about the survival of 
capitalism in the current period. There 
is an awareness that concessions need 
to be given to workers. The problem is 
one of control - how can concessions 
be granted without raising workers’ 
expectations? The best solution would 
be to channel these within national 
frameworks and privilege a section of 
the working class over others internally 
and internationally. Preferably this can 
be done without resorting to trade and 
real wars.

Austerity has proved an insufficient 
means of control. The attempt to 
restore the functioning of the global 
industrial reserve army of labour 
has been only partially successful. 
Collective opposition continues to 
erupt worldwide, despite economic 
atomisation. We therefore see the rise of 
right and leftwing forms of nationalism. 
These reinforce divisions within the 
working class at the local, national 
and international levels. Both raise 
expectations in order to shatter them 
with forms of repression, capitulation 
and decomposition. Constant defeats 
engender despair and cause social and 
political disintegration.

Neither left nor right forms of 
nationalism ensure stability. This is why 
the ruling class encourages them only as 
a last resort, when crises get out of hand. 
But both are preferable to socialist or 
communist revolution. They function 
in different ways to prevent socialism 
or communism coming into being. 
Rightwing nationalism demonises 
Marxism and is actively hostile to 
socialists and communists. Leftwing 
nationalism glorifies past struggles in 
order to justify class-collaboration and 
the bureaucratic management of class 
division in the present. Both promote 
Keynesian programmes of limited 
expansion.

Put in the context of the UK election, 
which is the lesser evil - Johnson or 
Corbyn? Ruling class self-interest 
might suggest Johnson. A no-deal 
Brexit would be a disaster, but the loss 
of £30 billion in annual revenue is less 
likely to inhibit the process of capital 
accumulation than a state that threatens 
to redistribute £300 billion worth of 
shares to workers.

However, in the long term, Corbyn 

might be a safer bet. Recent Greek 
history has shown that, regardless 
of its support for general strikes and 
demonstrations, a leftwing government 
can be successfully coopted. The class 
struggle was confined within a Greek 
national framework and policies were 
justified according to the national 
interest.

Like the leadership of Syriza, the 
present Labour leaders once claimed 
to be anti-capitalist. However, unlike 
Syriza, the Labour leadership has been 
coopted before coming to power. I 
can conceive of a Labour government 
supporting a general strike against 
austerity or climate change but, when 
there are no Marxist parties with a 
membership capable of disabling the 
state and the political and economic 
establishment, there can be no political 
or social revolution and the ruling class 
will remain in power. As the crisis 
reasserts itself, a Labour government 
and the trade unions will play an 
important role in guaranteeing stability, 
policing dissent and maintaining order.

It is highly unlikely that Labour will 
lead the working class in overthrowing 
capitalism and establishing a globally 
planned society worldwide. Clearly 
there is an argument for joining Labour 
in order to attract individuals to Marxist 
organisations outside the party, but the 
notion that Labour is or could become 
a socialist party is entirely illusory. It is 
an idea promoted more by sections of 
the ruling class that support austerity 
and rightwing nationalism than most 
individuals and parties on the left.

If I am right, an electoral victory for 
Labour will foster illusions in leftwing 
nationalism and class-collaboration. If 
Marxists are to challenge these illusions, 
they should be discussing creating a 
political climate within which Marxist 
parties with a mass working class base 
can emerge.
Paul B Smith
Merseyside

Capitalism reset?
In my article last week, I said: “it 
appears that capitalism is not yet ready 
to embrace [a Green New Deal type 
of] ‘offer’, because it is afraid [that 
such a massive state-led reinvestment 
programme] would lead to a repeat of 
1968 …” (‘Sinking, but not yet sunk’, 
November 14). I may be forced to eat 
my words, come the December 12 
election.

Not that it matters, because we have 
all been taken by surprise. It would seem 
that the leaders of British capitalism 
have undergone a radical change: ie, 
they have done a monumental volte 
face on economic policy, not seen since 
the rise of Thatcherism in the 1980s. 
Indeed they appear to be ditching the 
latter (aka neoliberalism) for a return to 
Keynesianism. If one can’t go forward, 
then one must go back. Just how this 
will affect neoliberalism, I will leave for 
others to decide. But, like the proverbial 
weather vane, the mainstream media 
has quickly followed this volte face on 
the part of the leaders of British capital; 
that is, if the events at this year’s CBI 
annual conference has anything to do 
with it.

In its coverage of the latter 
(November 18), Channel 4 led with 
these words: “All fixed relations are 
swept away. All that is solid melts 
into air” - and even acknowledged 
the quote! It showed a clip of Boris 
Johnson being put on the back foot by 
Jeremy Corbyn - yet again. He had to be 
held back by the conference chair; but, 
when he did speak, it was only to say 
that the Conservatives are withdrawing 
their promised cut in corporation tax, 
so that the existing tax revenue could 
be spent on the NHS. The door was 
open for Corbyn to present Labour as 
the party of big business, despite the 
fact that under a Labour government 
Britain will see borrowing like never 
before. At the same time, Labour says 

it will renegotiate Britain’s relationship 
with the European Union along the 
lines of remaining in the single market, 
a new customs union; whilst it would 
ensure that regulatory alignment 
would continue. By so doing, Corbyn 
has managed to subordinate Brexit to 
his new vision for a Britain based on 
the needs of “the many, not the few”. 
Suddenly this is music to the ears for 
large sections of the CBI delegates.

In response to Corbyn’s speech, 
CBI director-general Carolyn Fairbairn 
criticised the Tory Party, saying that 
Britain’s top business people want a 
proper deal with the EU, as opposed to 
the continuing threat of a no deal. At the 
same time she did not criticise Labour’s 
promise of a high-investment economy, 
not even the promise of nationalisation; 
although she is worried that the latter 
might lead to an investment freeze. 
Not to be outdone, Liberal Democratic 
leader Jo Swinson seized another 
chance for self-promotion, boasting 
that, under her leadership, the Lib Dems 
are the “natural party of big business”, 
because they don’t want Brexit at all! 
But, like the Tories, the Lib Dems can’t 
match Labour’s spending plans.

Next Channel 4’s regular reporter, 
Gary Gibbon, turned our attention to the 
front page of the Financial Times. It ran a 
single headline which boldly stated that 
“capitalism needs to be reset”! When 
Gibbons asked FT editor Lionel Barber 
whether his paper is “challenging the 
central nostrums of capitalism”, he 
replied that there is “something wrong” 
with the system and that “we need to 
do things better”. Former commercial 
secretary to the treasury Jim O’Neil 
opined that neoliberalism has failed; no, 
capitalism hasn’t failed, but he believes 
that it’s “dysfunctional” rather than 
“broken” and “it needs urgent repair”.

The CBI’s annual conference could 
not be more timely. It has seized the 
opportunity to show that ‘old’ money 
plus a few hedge-fund managers in 
the City of London have ‘taken back 
control’; and they think that Labour 
could become the party of business 
after all, if not its leader. For the time 
being, the Blairite right is united behind 
Corbyn’s bold announcement of a 
free broadband policy - Labour’s fifth 
nationalisation pledge, which is part 
and parcel of its promise to double 
government spending on infrastructure 
(while not committing Labour to a 
Green New Deal.) Big business seems 
to be telling the Blairites to move to the 
left! Let’s rely on Corbyn to get Labour 
into power. (We can always find a way 
to remove him later, given his dodgy 
foreign policy.)

Then there was another economist, 
Graham Turner, who is also chief 
advisor to John McDonnell: “The 
British state needs to take lessons from 
an economic superpower - and it’s 
not the United States.” Read China. 
Echoing the FT, he added that “we need 
to reset the economy”. He was asked, 
“Does that mean five-year plans?” 
and replied: “I would prefer to use the 
phrase, ‘vision’.” Cue shots of Labour 
meetings from the hustings, showing 
Corbyn addressing the faithful, in which 
Jeremy’s use of words like “revolution”, 
not forgetting “socialism”, are echoed 
by a crowd of loyal supporters.

Channel 4 wrapped up its item on 
the CBI conference, wherein “All fixed 
relations are swept away” and “All that 
is solid melts into air”; ie, there is a 
growing consensus that, as the FT says, 
“capitalism needs to be reset”.

It is a question of whether on 
December 12 Britain can get back 
to the old class relations, whence the 
electorate will decide that the only 
choice (for now) is to vote Labour 
rather than Conservative, as opposed 
to a four-way split. But this depends 
on whether the mood of the country 
has changed, wherein ‘the people’ 
no longer believe the lie about ‘Take 
back control’ that was perpetrated by 

the representatives of corporate greed: 
ie, a majority of hedge-fund managers 
who have captured the leadership of 
the Tory Party, to which Johnson has 
nailed his own hopes for Churchillian 
glory. Hopefully, instead, he will be 
written out of history as the most short-
lived prime minister in history, and the 
Tories will suffer irreparable harm. If 
this proves to be the case, then, in spite 
of his fence-sitting a là Brexit, Corbyn’s 
class-based slogan, “For the many, not 
the few”, will strike the strongest chord 
with the masses. That is the only way 
in which Britain can climb out of the 
mire of Brexit tribalism and so end this 
particular nightmare. Johnson’s pledge 
to “get Brexit done”, even if it means no 
deal, is not an option. The bourgeoisie 
knows it would mean disaster for 
everyone.

If Labour does win, then this 
election would be truly historic. It 
will reveal that British capitalism 
has finally bitten the bullet: ie, it has 
embraced the ‘offer’ that reformism is 
holding out to it once again (cf 1945). 
This time it has looked into the abyss 
of the rise of rightwing populism and 
nationalism, as a consequence of its 
own strategy of permanent austerity 
and rising inequality, combined with 
atomisation and a divisive social agenda 
- not forgetting the existential threat of 
climate change.

Thus after being holed by an iceberg 
called rightwing populism, the ship 
called Neoliberalism will be rescued 
and able to carry on its voyage - at least 
for the time being. But this is still a big 
ask, given the level of fragmentation 
and despair among “the many”. If it 
does happen, then I will be forced to eat 
my words, albeit grudgingly, in the full 
knowledge that a socialist revolution 
led by a mass Marxist party is the only 
answer.
Rex Dunn
email

Significant
I thought Corbyn did well against ‘All 
Mouth and No Trousers’ in the Great 
Debate. He had the best one-liner about 
suffering nine years under the Tory 
“coalitions of chaos”. We nearly went 
‘all constitutional’ when Johnson said 
the institution of the monarchy is above 
reproach and Corbyn said it needs 
improvement. Both swore to defend 
the union by opposing another Scottish 
referendum. Johnson will never allow it 
and Corbyn kicked it somewhere into 
the long grass and nobody quite knows 
where.

Republicans call for the monarchy 
to be scrapped and support Scotland’s 
right to self-determination. The 
Scottish people must have the right to 
decide if they want a referendum on 
independence. It is not for a Johnson 
or Corbyn government to deny people 
their democratic rights. Republicans 
should oppose leaving the EU, but as 
democrats recognise the referendum 
result and as socialists recognise the 
significance of a divided working class.

Republicans understand the mandate 
from England and Wales to leave and 
Northern Ireland and Scotland voting 
to remain. Nobody voted to leave the 
single market or the customs union. 
There is no mandate for that. Listening 
to how people voted and delivering it 
leads to a ‘Denmark-Greenland’ (one 
state-two nations) deal. This or any 
deal must be put to the people in a 
ratification referendum, which allows 
all resident EU citizens and all 16 and 
17-year-olds to vote.

Corbyn has not adopted the 
republican position on the EU (or the 
monarchy or Scotland), but is not far 
away. He was weakest on the EU, 
where he lacked a clear answer. On 
Brexit he has a good story to tell. He is 
a ‘remain democrat’, who campaigned 
for ‘remain’, but accepted that the 
majority (in England and Wales) voted 
to leave. As a socialist he is right to 

make the issue of a divided working 
class central to his position. He has 
fought every Tory Brexit - the May 
deal, no deal and the Johnson deal - and 
played a major role in stopping the UK 
leaving on March 29 and October 31.

If Johnson wins a majority and can 
get his deal through the Commons, 
then the demand for a ratification 
referendum is a valid democratic 
demand. Republicans should continue 
to oppose a second referendum or a 
‘remain’ question. If Corbyn wins a 
majority then Labour has a mandate 
to negotiate a soft Labour Brexit and 
then offer a referendum with a ‘remain’ 
question.

Corbyn appears to be boxed in by 
a hypothetical question of how he 
would vote if he became PM and then 
negotiated a softer Labour Brexit. He 
cannot simply say ‘remain’, since this 
would destroy the credibility of his 
negotiating plan. But he should say 
he intends to negotiate a ‘great deal’, 
which can win a majority in the country. 
Then he will recommend voting for it as 
the best way to unite people.

However, if it turns out he only 
achieves a ‘moderately good’ deal, he 
can tell the people to vote against it. 
That is what trade union negotiators 
can do. Once a deal is done and the fine 
print is clear, any honest trade union 
negotiator could urge workers either to 
support it or reject it, depending on how 
good it is. Hence Corbyn can say what 
he will recommend - either the deal or 
‘remain’ - which cannot be known until 
the negotiations are complete.

Neither this TV debate nor even 
the royal crisis over the ‘Prince and 
the paedophile’ is the most significant 
event this week. The most important is 
the heroic struggle by young democrats 
in Hong Kong. They have put up a 
brave and tremendous battle against the 
violence of the Hong Kong police, who 
are fully armed with gas and guns and 
every possible weapon.

It has been inspiring to see their 
revolutionary democratic struggle 
against overwhelming force. It looks 
like they have been defeated. However, 
it seems they have kept the continuing 
support of the majority of Hong Kong 
people, who are still coming out on 
the streets in solidarity and bravely 
shouting at and abusing their brutal 
police. Hong Kong workers are the key 
to victory. What starts in Hong Kong 
cannot stay there. The Tories sold Hong 
Kong to China without democracy 
and the right to vote. This has become 
a ‘crisis of democracy’ on the brink of 
a democratic revolution, which needs 
actions by millions of working people 
to win.
Steve Freeman
London

Dictatorship
Gerry Downing from Socialist 
Fight is completely delusional about 
Bolshevism, which, with Lenin and 
later Trotsky at its head, fought against 
a democratic approach to socialism 
from October 1917 (Letters, November 
8). Bolshevism was a product of the 
backward conditions in tsarist Russia, 
Lenin’s intolerance and Marxist 
support for dictatorship instead of the 
democratic rule of the working people. 
Both Lenin and Trotsky created a 
totalitarian police state, which Stalin 
later made ample use of. Had Lenin and 
Trotsky not created such a state, it is 
highly unlikely that Stalin would have 
come to power. We need to remember 
that Stalin did not destroy socialist 
democracy in the Soviet Union. Lenin, 
with Trotsky’s help, destroyed socialist 
democracy.

Stalin’s power was not purely 
administrative. Without a powerful 
political narrative no administrative 
advantage could have raised him into 
power. The Stalin group provided this 
by using Lenin’s strategic retreat of 
socialism in one country, which Lenin 
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had turned to after the Brest-Litovsk 
peace with German imperialism - a 
possibility which he raised even before 
the revolution (see his 1915 article on 
‘United States of Europe’ slogan).

While Stalin recognised the 
objective isolation of the revolution, the 
Trotskyist, semi-ultra leftist element, 
continued to prate on about world 
revolution in a period of revolutionary 
ebb-tide. This helped to ensure Stalin’s 
victory. Stalin was probably the right 
man for the job, in so far as he posed 
less danger to the existence of the 
Leninist regime than Trotsky and similar 
individuals. Trotsky was feared in the 
party, especially since his militarisation 
of labour campaign, in which he 
demanded the right to execute workers 
for persistently undermining labour 
discipline. Wanting to shoot workers 
for persistent absenteeism rather than 
sacking them or cutting their wages 
brought on him well deserved censure 
from many party members - and rightly 
so - particularly from trade unionists. A 
man like Trotsky, who wanted the right 
to shoot workers for indiscipline, is not 
a man we should would want to lead 
a socialist state. And so his defeat by 
Stalin was understandable, although the 
latter accentuated the negative features 
of the Leninist, totalitarian police state, 
which Trotsky played a leading role in 
creating.

Leninism led to a totalitarian form 
of socialism and many people on the 
revolutionary left have been thoroughly 
deceived by Trotsky into believing that 
everything started to go wrong after 
Stalin took over the leadership, when 
in fact both Lenin and Trotsky were the 
principal creators of this anti-democratic 
state in the first place - by seizing power 
in a backward country with little initial 
understanding about how to bring about 
socialism under backward conditions, 
without support from revolutions in the 
more advanced countries. This problem 
was made worst by Lenin, who, 
although a student of dialectics, failed 
to recognise the difference between 
contradictions within the revolutionary 
camp and the contradictions between 
the revolution and its enemies. This 
meant that the Leninists tended to view 
all opposition to their monopoly of 
power as counterrevolutionary. Even 
Maxim Gorky, a critical supporter of 
the revolution, was warned by Lenin.

Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin all 
defended the idea of socialism and for 
this they deserve credit. But all three 
deserve censure for the way they went 
about trying to realise the socialist 
idea. The problem with Robin Blick’s 
critique of Leninism in The seeds 
of evil, which Downing refers to, is 
that for Blick criticism of Leninism 
leads automatically to support for 
Menshevism. However, Blick is quite 
right to expose the fact that Lenin, 
with Trotsky’s help, destroyed socialist 
democracy and created a totalitarian 
police state in its place. It is completely 
mendacious and hypocritical for 
Trotsky and his supporters to try and 
give the impression that it was Stalin 
who destroyed socialist democracy, 
when the true culprits were Lenin and 
Trotsky.

Trotsky continued to support the 
Leninist police state until he lost 
power. It was only after losing power 
that Trotsky began to demand the 
democratic socialist society which 
he and Lenin had fought against. All 
the top Bolshevik leaders, including 
Zinoviev and Bukharin, supported 
Leninist totalitarianism and opposed, at 
one stage or another, the development 
of a democratic socialist society. 
Stalin in fact played a minor role in 
the destruction of soviet democracy, 
although he benefited the most from it. 
Like Lenin, he treated the contradictions 
within the revolutionary camp as a 
contradiction between the revolution 
and its enemies.

Downing is right to expose the 
anti-democratic internal regimes of 
organisations like the Socialist Workers 
Party, but they only mirror Leninist 

anti-democratic behaviour. Another 
mistake of Blick in The seeds of evil 
is that he forgot to mention that Marx 
called for a dictatorship, which Lenin 
defended as rule untrammelled by 
any law. By calling for dictatorship 
Marx opened the door to tyranny and 
the abuse of political power, which, 
of course, happened in the Russian 
Revolution under Lenin, Trotsky and 
Stalin. So Marx must share some of the 
responsibility for what went wrong in 
the Russian Revolution.

Indeed, Leninism was so alien to 
the idea of democratic socialist society 
that up until the collapse of the Leninist 
regime in 1991, Gorbachev had no idea 
how to lead the Soviet Union towards a 
democratic, socialist society - a failure 
which led to the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. Twenty-eight years after the 
collapse of the Leninist regime in the 
Soviet Union, most of the Leninist left 
has learnt nothing from this event. They 
continue banging on about Leninism 
without realising that the choice we 
face on the left is between a democratic 
socialist society and Leninist 
totalitarianism.
Tony Clark
Labour supporter

Rate of profit
I agree with Michael Roberts that 
Marx’s law of the tendency of the rate 
of profit to fall (LTRPF) is fundamental 
in understanding capitalist crises 
(‘Marx’s double-edge law’, November 
14). LTRPF has been a subject of debate 
going back many decades. Whilst the 
Socialist Workers Party has an orthodox 
Marxist agreement with Michael 
Roberts view of the LTRPF (he attends 
their annual Marxism), the same cannot 
be said of the rest of the left.

I can remember a debate about 
the LTRPF within the Revolutionary 
Socialist League (better known as the 
Militant Tendency) in the early 1980s 
between the late Andrew Glyn and 
Mick Brooks (representing the RSL 
central committee). Glyn was on his 
way out of the RSL and had come up 
with the idea that the cheapening of 
the units of fixed capital (dead labour) 
in relation to variable capital (living 
labour) would allow capitalism to 
overcome the LTRPF.

Over the last decade the debate over 
the LTRPF has come back to haunt the 
Socialist Party in England and Wales 
(the successor to the Militant Tendency) 
and Socialist Appeal (a split from the 
Militant Tendency in 1992). Peter 
Taaffe, SPEW general secretary, has 
argued against the LTRPF, pointing to 
the huge increase in the mass of profit in 
the last two decades, and argues against 
the ideas of Michael Roberts and the 
likes of Andrew Kliman, that the LTRPF 
was the cause of the 2008 credit crunch. 
Taaffe argues that those who support 
the LTRPF and dismiss the rise in the 
mass of profit are falling into the trap 
set by the theoreticians of capitalism 
that a cut in the share of surplus value 
going to workers is necessary to boost 
the rate of profit and hence get capitalist 
economies moving again.

Then there are the ideas of Socialist 
Appeal theoretician Alan Woods, who 
in his speeches often makes a dig 
at former Socialist Appeal member 
Michael Roberts, by talking about what 
Woods calls the “falling rate of theory” 
(Socialist Appeal believes that capitalist 
crises are caused by an overproduction 
of consumer goods, not the LTRPF).

As Michael Roberts in his article 
points out, the LTRPF eventually 
influences the mass of profit, which 
leads to a downturn or recession in 
the economy. Before that occurs, there 
is usually a tipping point, caused by 
a rise in the amount of surplus value 
going to workers in the form of wage 
rises. The recent fall in the level of 
inflation, together with the coming 
rises in the minimum and living wages 
proposed by both Boris Johnson and 
John McDonnell, will lead to a fall in 
the rate of profit - which will eventually 
lead to a fall in the mass of profit, to be 

followed by a new recession or even a 
collapse in the British economy.

The so-called recovery of the Anglo-
Saxon economies since the credit 
crunch of 2008 has been the weakest 
recovery in the history of capitalism. 
The causes of this were clearly analysed 
in the book Zombie capitalism by the 
late Chris Harman (economics guru of 
the SWP). Even today, we still have 
zombie-banks and zombie-corporations 
- the latter especially present in the 
retail sector. The real cause of Thomas 
Cook’s collapse was a mass of debt that 
it took out to buy a smaller competitor 
in 2015. The only thing that is keeping 
similar zombie-corporations afloat 
is the very low rate of interest (many 
are just servicing the interest on debt 
and not paying back any of the capital 
borrowed).

As Michael Roberts has explained 
on his blog - the possible trigger of a 
new downturn or recession could be the 
huge level of private corporate debt. A 
rise in the level of interest rates, possibly 
triggered by Brexit, could lead to the 
collapse of debt-heavy corporations, as 
Thomas Cook clearly shows.

Marxists must prepare for the 
coming downturn/recession - caused, as 
always, by the LTRPF.
John Smithee
Cambridgeshire

Divide and rule
Yassamine Mather in her article in 
last week’s Weekly Worker correctly, 
in my view, refers to a “general plan 
of divide and rule” in the occupation 
of Iraq (‘Met with maximum force’, 
November 14). She points out further 
that “war and occupation paved the way 
for sectarianism and the subsequent 
horrors of the jihadi ascendency to 
statehood”.

I recall thinking at the time of the 
invasion, and in the first few days and 
weeks after, that all the statements and 
reports from the US, the generals, the 
‘embedded ones’ and so on referred to 
Sunnis and Shias over and over rather 
than Iraqis; or Ba’athists or even, in 
their sublime arrogance, insurgents.

Since, apart from a few opportunist 
diversions, the policy of the Ba’ath 
party and of Saddam Hussein was 
largely secular, this was imposing, 
forcefully, a not necessarily relevant 
layer to the conflict. Sunnis and Shias 
hated Saddam and neither wanted the 
US and its allies hanging around.

A few years later I read Mark Kukis’s 
Voices from Iraq: he, working for 
Time magazine, tried to get something 
like a representative cross-section of 
‘Iraqi voices’. This was not easy, as 
he couldn’t get around much without 
getting killed and his interviewees were 
not keen on being seen talking to an 
American journalist; nevertheless, he 
got some very interesting ‘voices’ (I’d 
be interested to hear of anything better, 
by the way).

A constant theme, reiterated in 
many of the interviews, was the fear of 
looting. Given the deliberate collapse 
of the state, it wasn’t just museums 
and palaces that suffered this fate and, 
given the destitution caused by years 
of sanctions, it was desperate and 
widespread. One respondent said that 
he and his neighbours had to initiate 
their own patrols to protect their mutual 
properties - houses and shops.

In forming such a group they had 
to have a high degree of mutual trust 
and the people they thought they could 
trust most were those from their own 
mosque. This was, I’d guess, a further 
and unsurprising source of sectarian 
separation.

There was more to the sectarian 
divide than that, of course, but the 
policies of the invading and occupying 
forces ramped up sectarian grievances 
and gave the occupiers a ‘divide and 
rule’ for their short-term advantage and 
for everybody else’s long-term sorrows. 
They don’t stop or care, do they? India, 
Rwanda, Cyprus …
Jim Cook
Reading

London Communist Forum
Sunday November 24, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB 
Provisional Central Committee, followed by open discussion and 
reading group: study of Abram Leon’s The Jewish question - a Marxist 
interpretation. This meeting: Chapter I ‘The premises for a scientific 
study of Jewish history’.
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 November 26, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and 
biological anthropology, Daryll Forde seminar room, Anthropology 
Building, 14 Taviton Street, off Gordon Square, London WC1. 
This meeting: ‘Spirits of the rainforest. Self-government through 
polyphonic singing’. Speaker: Ingrid Lewis.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Latin America - Adelante!
Saturday November 23, 10am to 5pm: Conference, Friends House, 
173-177 Euston Road, London NW1. Support popular movements in 
Latin America and the Caribbean. Oppose threats from internal reaction 
and the USA. Includes films, stalls and debate. Tickets £10 (£8).
Organised by Latin America conference:
www.facebook.com/events/396822387614462.
Merseyside Marxist books
Saturday November 23, 11am to 4pm: Bookfair, The Casa, 29 Hope 
Street, Liverpool L1. Find out more about Marxism and Marxist ideas.
Stalls and workshops, admission free.
Organised by Merseyside Marxist book fair:
merseysidemarxistbookfair.weebly.com.
Support university strikes
Monday November 25, 1pm: Rally, Old Eldon Square, Newcastle 
NE1. Support the University and College Union strike over falling pay 
and pensions, insecure contracts, casualisation and unsafe workloads.
Organised by UCU Northern Region:
www.facebook.com/events/796288680824407.
Don’t attack Iran
Wednesday November 27, 7pm: Public meeting, St Helens Church, 
St Helens Gardens, North Kensington, London W10. Say no to Donald 
Trump’s escalation of conflict with Iran. Speakers include Emma Dent 
Coad, Labour candidate for Kensington.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/430126881270769.
Global strike 4 climate
Friday November 29, 11am: UK-wide (and global) student and school 
student demonstrations. Take direct action on the climate crisis and 
ecological catastrophe - system change, not climate change!
Organised by UK Student Climate Network:
www.facebook.com/pg/UKSCN/events.
From Balfour to Banksy
Saturday November 30, 2pm: Film showing, Shere Village Hall, 
Gomshall Lane, Shere GU5. Covers views from occupied Palestine 
and asks what change must come. Producer Miranda Pinch will 
introduce the film and answer questions. Admission £7.50, including 
refreshments.
Organised by West Surrey Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.villagecinema.org/from-balfour-to-banksy.
No to Trump - no to Nato
Saturday November 30, 10.30am to 5.30pm: Counter-summit, 
Bloomsbury Central Baptist Church, 235 Shaftesbury Avenue, London 
WC2. Anti-war voices from Europe and beyond will discuss Nato’s 
nuclear warmongering, its interventionist wars, and how to abolish it. 
Speakers include Tariq Ali and Chris Williamson. Registration free.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/2166624643444305.
Monday December 2, 5.30pm: Protest, High Street, Birmingham B4. 
Oppose Nato leader and climate-denier Donald Trump.
Organised by Stand Up to Racism Birmingham:
www.facebook.com/events/1349062265280015.
Tuesday December 3, 4pm: National demonstration, Assemble 
Trafalgar Square, London WC2, then march to Buckingham Palace. 
Raise voices against the world’s largest nuclear-armed military alliance, 
overseen by one of the most reckless US presidents in history.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/2252408285016137.
Government, state and big business
Tuesday December 3, 7pm: Lecture, Marx Memorial Library, 37a 
Clerkenwell Green, London, EC1. How big business exercises political 
power and how we challenge it. Speaker: Dr Jonathan White. Entrance 
£5 (£3).
Organised by Marx Memorial Library: 
www.facebook.com/events/2324482081096621.
Finance capital
Thursday December 19, 6pm: Capital study session, Jack Jones 
House, 2 Churchill Way, Liverpool L3.
Organised by Merseyside Socialist Theory Study Group:
study4socialism@outlook.com.
Stand with Palestine
Wednesday January 15, 6pm: Protest lobby, Tower Hamlets Council, 
Mulberry Place, 5 Clove Crescent, London E14. Demand the council 
lifts its ban on Palestine solidarity events - free speech on Palestine!
Organised by Tower Hamlets Palestine Solidarity - Jenin Friendship:
www.facebook.com/events/797278194057154.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will.
If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.
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Cancel the monarchy
Andrew Windsor’s bizarre Newsnight interview should strengthen our resolve to fight for a democratic 
republic, argues Paul Demarty

T he travails of Andrew Windsor, 
the Duke of York, have done 
nothing if not to remind us of 

the many sordid temptations that 
await the modern British royal family 
member.

Not the least of these hazards, it 
seems, is the big-ticket BBC interview. 
Ever since Diana Spencer achieved an 
- in retrospect - spectacular reversal in 
her public image by opening up to the 
Beeb, the siren-song of the televised 
puff-piece has enticed the troubled 
members of the Saxe-Cobourgs. 
The nauseatingly deferential media 
treatment of Diana’s sons of late 
reinforces the appeal.

After Andrew’s calamitous 
performance under the not particularly 
punishing questioning of Emily 
Maitlis, some of the shine must 
surely go off the idea. It was a piece 
of television that at times seemed 
to come from a hallucinatory 
netherworld, halfway between Red 
riding and Arrested development. Did 
he really describe Jeffrey Epstein’s 
antics as “unbecoming”? Did he really 
get into the functionality of his sweat 
glands to gird his limp alibi, making 
claims that were falsified by the 
photographic record within seconds? 
The past is a different country, and 
all that; but was it so different that 
the son of the Queen of England 
could have seared indelibly into his 
memory a visit to the Woking branch 
of Pizza Express 18 years earlier? 
For all the ample opportunities of the 
#MeToo era, we doubt there has been 
a more preposterous set of responses 
to allegations of sexual crimes since 
Silvio Berlusconi was in his bunga-
bunga prime.

Far from pulling a Diana and 
recovering some measure of public 
sympathy, then, the good prince has 
come out looking like Nick Griffin 
did on Newsnight all those years 
ago: evasive, shifty, self-pitying, 
conceited. To that must be added the 
charge of oblivious arrogance. He 
seems to have imagined that people 
would immediately see that this was 
all a big misunderstanding, and not 
something that, at the very least, 
reflects poorly on Andrew’s choice 
of friends. Renewed calls for him to 
face the rather sterner questioning of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
are, so far, stonewalled by his office; 
the fact that a Keystone Kop on 
tranquilisers could see through his 
alibis may account for his reticence 
on this point.

Meanwhile, today’s much-
maligned ‘cancel culture’ grinds 
into gear, with charities and large 
companies alike under pressure to 
sever their ties with Andrew, and 
Huddersfield University students 
union seeking to get him removed 
from his honorary position as 
chancellor. In this instance, the case 
for ‘cancellation’ is so watertight that 
even Spiked cannot bring itself to 
object.

Jeffrey’s girls
The back-story to this fiasco bears 
laying out at some length, not least 
because - since we last had cause to 
comment on Epstein’s case some 
four years ago - things have gotten 
more and more bizarre (‘An abuse 
of power’ Weekly Worker January 8 
2015). Jeffrey Epstein was a financier 
of some repute, so far as anyone could 
tell. He was certainly a man with a lot 
of money to slosh around; he clawed 
his way up through the Wall Street 

hierarchy, making his name with Bear 
Stearns in the 1970s, before striking 
out as an independent operator. (In 
the 2000s, a company he operated, 
40% owned by Bear, was heavily 
implicated in the bank’s collapse, 
entangling its dodgy mortgage positions 
with its dealings in the repo market, the 
main source of short-term finance in 
the banking sector. There’s gratitude 
for you … )

Suspicions always clung to his 
operations - particularly his claim to 
manage only the fortunes of those 
with a minimum net worth of $1 
billion. His client list is obscure 
and, given subsequent events, there 
are no doubt many high-net-worth 
individuals who would like it to 
remain so. Nonetheless, he had the 
glamour of success. Coupled with 
his humble origins - the son of a 
teacher and a groundskeeper - this 
seems to have generated a sort of 
Gatsby complex with a 21st century 
twist. Epstein became bewitched by 
the promise of high technology. He 
cultivated important friends at the 
top of the tech business, all of whom 
are now engaged in an undignified 
scramble to play down their 
connections with him (none quite so 
undignified as the Duke of York’s 
march down from that particular hill, 
admittedly). He got sucked into the 
vacuous ‘transhumanist’ milieu, for 
whose neo-gnostic adherents flesh is 
a prison from which technology will, 
sooner or later, liberate us.

In the meantime, of course, 
there was his sexual appetite. He 
is discussed in the media often as 
merely an especially prolific child 
molester, but in a certain sense that 
misses the point. The horror of 
Epstein’s behaviour consists in how 
it overlaps with his other obsessions 
- money and transcending his human 
limitations with technology. Just as 
he hoarded wealth, so he hoarded 
very young women; the proprietorial 
relationship seems to have mattered a 
great deal to him. He wanted an army 
of concubines, rather than a child-
bride; these, of course, were in his 
gift in his relations with other men. 

In the course of New Yorker journalist 
Ronan Farrow’s investigation into 
Epstein’s ties to the MIT media lab, 
he found references in emails to 
Epstein’s habit of bringing groups of 
suspiciously young, diffident women 
to engagements there. This, and many 
other similar reports, renders Andy’s 
see-no-evil act extremely implausible.

The ‘transhumanist’ part of his 
personality, meanwhile, seems to 
have shaded over into a deeply creepy 
eugenicism, whereby those who had 
proven their smarts - say, by rising 
from a working class childhood in 
Brooklyn to vast wealth - had a duty 
to the future of the species to sow their 
oats far and wide. This is the problem 
with calling him a paedophile; he did 
not want sex with pre-pubescents, 
because pre-pubescents cannot bear 
the next generation of little Jeffreys, so 
lumping him in with Michael Jackson 
misses the deeply misogynistic 
narcissism at work, still endemic in 
the upper reaches of the bourgeoisie, 
if not always presenting so garishly as 
in Epstein’s case. It also reduces his 
wretchedness to a mere sexual fetish, 
however pathological; instead, its true 
significance is as an unusually clear 
example of the moral corruption at the 
heart of the capitalist ideology of the 
deserving rich, to whose Nietzschean 
pretensions nothing may be denied.

So it seemed, even when the law 
caught up with him in 2006; charges 
against him of large-scale sexual 
exploitation of minors were whittled 
down by his lawyers to a single charge 
of solicitation with a jail term of 15 
months - not, needless to say, in the 
rough cells of Angola or San Quentin, 
but in an arrangement that barely 
counts as prison at all, together with 
a guarantee of immunity to any of 
Epstein’s ‘co-conspirators’. It was a 
shameful miscarriage of justice, even 
by American standards. Some victims, 
most notably Virginia Giuffre, were 
brave enough to pursue civil remedies 
and, as more and more big names 
got roped in as potential ‘persons of 
interest’ in the case, Epstein again 
found himself in hot water. He was 
found dead, purportedly by his own 

hand, in what may fairly be called 
suspicious circumstances earlier this 
year, provoking a new wave of fallout 
for those close to him in politics, 
business and academia - and British 
royalty.

Randy Andy
Prince Andrew stands out among 
Epstein’s chums primarily for his 
blue blood. Epstein’s ‘meritocratic’ 
outlook biased him towards the self-
consciously innovative wings of the 
capitalist class (high finance in its most 
self-referential era; high technology 
in its post-dotcom bull-run). Some of 
these, however, have a weakness for 
the surviving, domesticated remnants 
of the old ruling elite. They like to go 
shooting in more dignified company 
than the check-shirted backwoodsmen 
who stalk deer in the USA. A prince is 
a good sort of chap to know; he opens 
doors.

Andrew, moreover, is plainly a very 
stupid prince. One could hardly say 
the same of his brother, Charles, who 
is a tactless reactionary, but plainly 
capable of stringing a few thoughts 
together (indeed, it is his insistence 
on doing so that so often gets him into 
trouble). He has positioned himself 
as the modernising member of his 
generation, as opposed to Charles’s 
cod-medievalism; his name is 
attached to endless charities dedicated 
to increasing the ‘entrepreneurialism’ 
of young Britons. He spent many 
years as a trade envoy, during which 
he made many other interesting 
friends. He is an honorary fellow of 
Hugh Hall, Cambridge, in view of his 
“encourag[ing of] enquiring minds in 
business and entrepreneurship”; and 
so on. A prince like Andrew, in other 
words, is an easy mark for a sleaze 
ball like Epstein; a cretinous admirer 
of ‘innovation’ as such, and believer 
in the heroic-individual theory of 
innovation’s aetiology.

Like Donald Trump, Andrew is 
a kind of fake capitalist. Trump has 
business interests, sure, but far more 
modest than his ego; he managed 
to market himself as the strapping 
hero of Reaganism, and his greatest 

success in the decade or two before 
entering the White House was a 
reality TV programme, where he 
strutted around in caricature of an old-
fashioned Big Boss. As for Andrew, 
the life of a trade envoy is full of 
the pretence of making great deals 
happen, and (apparently) of inspiring 
young entrepreneurs. The difference 
is this: Trump knows what he is doing. 
What Trump projects about himself, 
however, Andrew is foolish enough to 
believe about others.

Whether there really is an innocent 
explanation for the picture of QE2’s 
favourite son - formerly nicknamed 
‘Randy Andy’ - with his arm around 
17-year-old Virginia Giuffre (then 
Roberts), we leave to posterity to 
decide. The more important question 
arises, inevitably, of the monarchy 
itself. Andrew’s idiocy, like similar 
disasters, throws a flicker of light 
on how things normally work. We 
learn, for instance, that a serious PR 
man had been brought on board to 
rehabilitate him, given the harm his 
links with Epstein could still do him; 
but that this guru resigned as soon as 
he heard that this interview was going 
ahead, over his strenuous objections.

Very wise, from a career point of 
view; but then in that light we must 
expand our interest to those royals who 
escape, apparently miraculously, all 
public opprobrium. Elizabeth herself 
has not been at the wrong end of a news 
agenda since the immediate aftermath 
of Diana’s death - her resolute refusal 
to be drawn on any political matters 
at all since she rebuked Scottish 
nationalists in the 1970s, beyond 
the ceremonial duties of office, may 
perhaps be her own initiative, but an 
army of communications professionals 
among her courtiers will hardly 
advise her otherwise. The tyranny of 
such types is far more obvious in her 
grandsons by Diana and Charles, who 
have not said anything worth listening 
to in their lives.

PR people are defensive regiments. 
The question is what is being 
defended. With total blandness to the 
obviously desired result, the answer 
must also be plain. If the monarchy 
disappears into the national mental 
furniture, the dignified part of the 
constitution in Bagehot’s schema, 
as indissolubly British as roast beef, 
hobbits, hunting hounds and dancing 
chimney-sweeps, then its function in 
society disappears. That function is to 
guarantee limitless executive power, 
and to mitigate whatever democratic 
measures are foisted on the ruling 
classes by the popular masses. If 
sections of the popular masses love 
them for it, that is even better.

There is an underbelly to that sort 
of power, however; a complicity in 
the exploitation of the rest of us. And 
so, behind the serene embodiment of 
national continuity, we find - in the 
royals - shop-soiled representatives 
of the broader layers of the elite. 
Even if their peccadilloes do not 
stretch to Epsteinian levels of sexual 
impropriety, they must disregard - as 
Andrew did in spectacular style - the 
people crushed under the wheels they 
grease. Let Randy Andy’s discomfort 
remind us (and it is worth noting that 
a cowardly Labour Party still refuses 
to address the constitution seriously) 
that it is long past time to ditch the 
monarchy - equally an apology for 
past barbarism and a guarantee of 
future crimes l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Plainly a very stupid prince
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Open the borders
We should end the distinction between refugees and economic migrants, declares Anne McShane

Labour’s manifesto backtracks 
on the resolution adopted at the 
Brighton conference this year, 

which included a commitment to 
“protect and extend” freedom of 
movement for European Union 
migrants, close detention centres, 
extend the right to vote to all migrants, 
and end restrictions on social welfare 
and housing. With the Tories pledging 
to close UK borders to all excepting the 
most highly skilled migrants, it looks 
like any policies which assist the less 
advantaged will provoke a political 
storm.

But, while the conference resolution 
has many progressive aspects - not least 
the closure of the barbaric detention 
centres, which currently imprison more 
than 25,000 people considered to be 
illegal migrants - it does not deal with the 
fundamental problem of immigration 
controls. It does not propose their 
abolition in respect of migrants from 
outside the EU. And crucially it does not 
propose to end the arbitrary distinction 
between asylum and other forms of 
migration.

As Paul Demarty pointed out in 
his article on the recent deaths of 39 
Vietnamese migrants,1 the plight of 
economic migrants is no less deserving 
than those fleeing political, religious 
and other forms of oppression. This is 
evident in the hundreds of thousands 
on the move today in an attempt to 
find a better life. And they are prepared 
to suffer considerable hardship, take 
enormous risks and hand over large 
sums of money to ‘people smugglers’ to 
get to where they want to go.

The system of immigration controls 
which created the distinction between 
‘genuine’ refugees and economic 
migrants is a profoundly reactionary 
one. It is primarily targeted at preventing 
entry of unskilled labour from counties 
wreaked by imperialist-sponsored wars, 
IMF structural adjustment programmes 
and state failure. The characterisation 
of a refugee is highly restrictive: a 
person who has a “well-founded fear” 
of persecution, based on race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular 
social group or holding of a particular 
political opinion. Asylum-seekers who 
can prove that they face a “serious 
and real risk of serious harm” in their 
country of origin can also be granted 
protection. But this is time-limited and 
can be removed later.

The definition of those who can be 
granted asylum has been restricted even 
further by a 2005 EU directive, which 
allows the governments of individual 
member-states to deem certain countries 
as ‘safe’ - places where there is apparently 
“no serious risk of persecution” and 
where the state guarantees democracy, 
the rule of law, human rights and the 
protection of minorities. Thus the UK list 
for 2018 contains 23 countries that the 
government considers as incapable of 
producing refugees. Former Soviet-bloc 
and African states figure prominently 
in the list, which includes Ukraine, 
Bolivia, India, Nigeria, South Africa and 
Albania, many of which are not exactly 
well known for their positive records 
on human rights and democracy. The 
lists are essentially arbitrary - with each 
EU country having its own list - and in 
reality are based on what migrant group 
is seen as problematic for that state and 
on diplomatic or economic deals.

The safe country policy targets entire 
national groups as bogus asylum-seekers 
and fast-tracks their applications to rush 
them through the system to deportation. 
Only 6% of Albanians, 3% of Georgians 
and under 6% of Nigerians who applied 

for asylum in Europe this year have 
so far been granted it. Does that mean 
that those claims rejected were all fake? 
I do not think so. Nigerian women 
seeking asylum in the UK on grounds of 
forced marriage or sexual violence are 
routinely disbelieved, despite the well 
documented abuse of Nigerian women - 
and the fact that officially the country is 
only considered safe for men.

Georgians persecuted as oppositionists 
to the current Georgian Dream 
government - widely known for its 
mistreatment of political dissidents - 
are rejected, despite proof of political 
involvement and medical evidence 
confirming that they have been tortured. 
The German government has repatriated 
plane-loads of failed asylum-seekers 
to parts of Afghanistan - which it has 
placed on its ‘safe’ list, despite objective 
evidence to the contrary. And it is hardly 
a coincidence that the UK government 
has placed Nigeria on its safe list, given 
that it provides £240 million in military 
aid to its armed forces.2

Georgia has entered into a number 
of trade agreements with the EU, 
and is ever hopeful of membership. 
Albania was in line for accession this 
year, although that now seems to have 
been put on hold. The Irish taoiseach, 
Leo Varadkar, recently criticised what 
he described as “a lot of people from 
Georgia and Albania coming with fake 
documents”, which is a “big driver” of 
the increase in asylum-seekers, he said.3 
The comments were obviously intended 
to increase animosity towards Georgians 
and Albanians, and to intimidate any 
others planning to travel. Varadkar 
promised increased controls at ports and 
airports - and the Georgian ambassador 
to Ireland, George Zurabashvili, 
chimed in to say there are “no political 
circumstances” for a Georgian to seek 
asylum. Another illustration of the 
highly politicised, arbitrary and perilous 
nature of the asylum process for those 
who enter into it.

Credibility
Obviously applicants from allegedly 
‘safe’ countries are at an immediate, 
almost insurmountable disadvantage. 
But all asylum-seekers are viewed with 
deep suspicion by the authorities. The 
key is that they must prove they have 
a “well-founded fear”, and be credible 
in all aspects of their claim. Applicants 
are forced to undergo interviews which 
are stony-faced interrogations, not 
humanitarian assessments. The EU has, 
of course, produced lengthy guidance 
on the need for all state officials to 
exercise sensitivity, be culturally aware 
and have knowledge of the conditions 

on the ground in the country of origin. 
Extensive country of origin information 
(COI) is produced by both states and 
NGOs, much of which will support the 
applicant’s account of their experience. 
But this is often meaningless when 
the test of ‘credibility’ is a weapon 
to be used against the applicant - to 
undermine and deny them asylum. 
Officers conducting the interviews are 
by the nature of the system encouraged 
to find reasons to refuse applications. 
The rejection rate at first instance in 
Ireland in 2018 was 70.3%. This figure 
reflects the European average of 34% 
applicants being granted asylum as of 
September 2019.

So the vast bulk of asylum-seekers - 
more than two thirds - are unsuccessful. 
Again I do not think that this is because 
these are all ‘bogus’ claims. British 
or Irish views of what is credible are 
often substituted for an understanding 
of what would be likely to happen in 
Iraq or Pakistan. Out of date COI and 
disingenuous questioning methods are 
used to undermine the applicant’s claim 
and impossible evidential demands are 
made. It is very difficult, for instance, to 
provide death certificates - commonly 
requested by immigration authorities - to 
prove that family members were killed 
by a regime. For instance, in Nigeria 
there are regular disappearances of 
supporters of national rights movements, 
such as the Indigenous People of Biafra. 
It is widely reported that the bodies of 
people killed by state forces are burned 
and dumped in pits.

In Russia and eastern Europe those 
injured following arrest often do not 
go to hospital for fear of causing more 
problems for themselves, as hospital 
authorities are obliged to report such 
attendances to the police. Rape victims 
in Pakistan, India, Africa and many 
other parts of the world do not tend to 
report the attacks for reasons of safety 
and stigma. Neither do victims of 
homophobic attacks. COI reports from 
Amnesty International and even the 
US department of state show that the 
police are usually not the friends of the 
weak and vulnerable, and victims are 
often further attacked and discriminated 
against.

So victims or their families and 
friends instead borrow money and find 
an agent to take them, in the back of a 
truck, a boat or a flight to somewhere 
safe. While they are undoubtedly 
exploited by agents and placed in 
danger, for those seeking an escape it is 
the only way out. When they arrive in 
Europe, they are forced to recount their 
traumatic experiences in sufficient detail 
to satisfy an immigration official - lack 

of specificity is a common reason for 
refusal. Survivors of torture are expected 
to remember the exact address and 
layout of the police stations where they 
were held and provide the names of their 
persecutors. They are even expected to 
account for why state security did not 
kill them at the time. It is not uncommon 
for cases to be refused on the basis that 
if the threat was really so serious they 
would not be alive. Thus the system, 
in the name of filtering out the ‘bogus’ 
from the ‘genuine’, penalises the most 
traumatised refugees.
Genuine or 
economic?
There is an idea propagated by rightwing 
politicians and media that there is a clear 
division between ‘genuine’ asylum-
seekers and economic migrants - the 
latter are semi-criminals who travel to 
Britain, Ireland and elsewhere to leech 
off the social welfare system, steal ‘our’ 
jobs and homes and generally abuse the 
benefits provided to the genuine. But 
in reality there is not such a clear-cut 
division between economic deprivation 
and persecution.

Poverty makes people vulnerable in 
a wide range of ways. They are often 
forced to borrow heavily to survive 
and then become victims of money-
lending operations and criminal gangs. 
Georgia is a pertinent example of this. 
The country has struggled to survive 
since the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and remains in the shadow of Russia - 
with two autonomous regions, South 
Ossetia and Abkhazia, declaring loyalty 
to Moscow. These conflicts have led to 
the displacement of large sections of the 
population and the creation of shanty 
towns for displaced persons. Individual 
debt has rocketed and recent reports 
state that 64% of the population have an 
official loan contract, including children 
and pensioners. In June 2018 prime 
minister Mamuka Bakhtadze stated that 
630,000 Georgians have a debt they 
are unable to pay off - a third of the 
economically active.

Claims for asylum from Georgia 
often feature people being unable to pay 
loans back to money-lenders and being 
beaten and threatened. The police are 
unsympathetic to their situation - and are 
sometimes in the pay of these criminal 
gangs. Victims state that not only was 
it be useless to make a complaint, but 
dangerous to do so. Despite the official 
anti-corruption reforms adopted as 
part of the process of EU alignment, 
Transparency International ranks 
Georgia as the most corrupt of all eastern 
Europe and central Asia countries.4 
Suicide is on the rise, apparently as a 
result of the incredible pressures of debt. 
So it is mainly Georgian men who leave, 
to escape the tyranny of the money-
lender and in the hope of getting work to 
pay off their debts and provide for their 
families.

There are many more such examples 
of economic deprivation making people 
vulnerable to political and other forms 
of persecution. I know I am preaching 
to the converted when addressing 
readers of the Weekly Worker with this 
argument, so I will not pursue it: suffice 
to say that it is very important that we 
recognise that economic and political 
or social problems are intertwined. 
Wealthy politicians are a rarity in the 
asylum system, usually having direct 
connections or homes abroad.

It may sound very progressive to 
assert that ‘refugees are welcome here’, 
but the problem is that this slogan 
plays into the logic of an inhuman and 
capricious system, which in reality 

operates to prevent the movement of 
the poorest and most vulnerable of 
the world’s population. It reinforces 
notions of the deserving refugees and 
undeserving ‘economic migrants’, 
which generate resentment, division and 
xenophobia. Migrants should not have 
to make special pleading to be allowed 
to enter and become part of the working 
class.

Progressive
I was very impressed by the resolution 
on migration passed by the Second 
International at its 1907 Stuttgart 
congress.5 This was a time in history 
when the major powers were beginning 
to put in place obstacles to movement. 
The 1907 Immigration Act was passed 
by the US Congress, putting limitations 
on who could enter the country. The UK 
had passed the 1905 Aliens Act which 
particularly targeted Russian and eastern 
European Jews. Migrants were usually 
lowest paid labour and were resented for 
the fact that they drove down the wages 
and conditions of indigenous workers.

The Stuttgart congress proposed a 
progressive, internationalist solution to 
the conflicts created by mass migration 
under capitalism. It stood firmly for 
the ending of all border controls on 
refugees and migrants, and demanded 
an end to political, economic and social 
restrictions. Recognising migration 
as an integral part of the capitalist 
system, the congress called for trade 
unions to campaign to recruit migrant 
workers into trade unions alongside 
indigenous workers and to initiate a 
collective fight for equal terms and 
conditions. It advocated the creation 
of an international trade union for 
workers, to forge solidarity and prevent 
the use of one section against the 
other. In other words, migrants should 
be integrated into the working class 
movement as equals in the struggle 
against international capitalism.

One of the problems for asylum-
seekers are restrictions on integration 
and crucially on becoming part of 
the workforce. The Irish government 
was forced to concede a limited right 
to work in 2018 following a court 
challenge. It remains far more difficult 
in the UK. Clearly governments want 
to isolate asylum-seekers from the rest 
of the population and prevent their 
integration. Also asylum-seekers are 
either incarcerated in direct provision 
(Ireland), detention centres (UK) or 
pushed into dreadful housing in hostile 
estates. Resentment against asylum-
seekers and migrants in general is 
exacerbated by these policies.

We must insist that full political and 
social rights are accorded to all migrants 
and that the distinction between asylum-
seekers and other migrants is ended. 
And we need to push for migrants 
to be recruited into all working class 
organisations, housing campaigns, 
tenancy committees, trade unions and 
crucially our political organisations. 
We need a programme that integrates 
migrants in the struggle for socialism l

Notes
1. ‘Another avoidable tragedy’ Weekly Worker 
October 3 .
2. www.theguardian.com/world/2019/may/01/
uk-could-boost-military-support-to-help-nigeria-
defeat-boko-haram.
3. www.irishtimes.com/news/ireland/irish-news/
varadkar-s-comments-on-illegal-immigration-
dangerous-says-rights-group-1.4070902.
4. https://voices.transparency.org/from-
concentrated-power-to-state-capture-
georgias-backsliding-anti-corruption-reforms-
c94d76bb2b21.
5. ‘Reactionary by nature’ Weekly Worker 
November 7.

Migration shoud be about hope
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High politics and the left
Calls to focus on the economy and crude ‘tax the rich’ slogans actually play into the hands of UK capital, 
says Mike Macnair

T he ‘Labour anti-Semitism’ story 
has moved a little way further 
down the news agenda since 

the launch of the general election 
campaign, as the Tories have turned 
their focus to trying to win Labour 
‘leave’ seats. There were only 114 
hits on Google relating to this over 
the last week, as of November 19, as 
opposed to 8.74 million without date 
restriction. But it persists.

On November 14 a group of 24 
‘public figures’ called for no Labour 
vote.1 A response from 14 British Jews 
has so far got much less publicity.2 
On November 18, Jeremy Corbyn 
was attacked at the Confederation of 
British Industry; The Daily Telegraph, 
which ran the story,3 used it as an 
opportunity to dig up video of Corbyn 
at a 2008 Palestine solidarity rally 
embracing a Hamas supporter.

This point is a sharp illustration of 
what we in this paper have said all along 
about this campaign of defamation and 
the Labour leadership’s response to 
it. Corbyn is the underlying target, 
and no amount of throwing allies 
to the wolves (starting with Ken 
Livingstone) will prevent it coming 
home to Corbyn and his role before 
his election to the Labour leadership 
in the anti-war and Palestine solidarity 
movements.

Back in June, Mike Pompeo told a 
private meeting with ‘Jewish leaders’ 
that the US would ‘push back’ against 
a possible Corbyn government.4 

The leaked statement is commonly 
interpreted as a threat against a 
hypothetical Labour government 
which took ‘anti-Jewish’ measures 
(and this is how the Telegraph 
headlined it). But what Pompeo said, 
as quoted by the Telegraph, was:

 
“It could be that Mr Corbyn 
manages to run the gauntlet and 
get elected. It’s possible,” Mr 
Pompeo replied.

“You should know, we won’t 
wait for him to do those things to 
begin to push back. We will do our 
level best. It’s too risky and too 
important and too hard once it’s 
already happened,” he said.

In short, the US state was, as of June 
2019, engaged in measures to prevent 
a Corbyn government happening.

It is fairly clear that the British state 
is also so engaged: the defamation 
campaign would not show the 
stunning degree of media unanimity 
it displays if it were not being steered 
from some arm of the state. Imagine, 
purely for the sake of argument, that it 
was true that there was extensive anti-
Semitism in the Labour Party. The 
truth of a politically controversial 
claim would certainly not generate 
media unanimity of the sort seen in 
this campaign.

This defamation campaign is 
not about actual anti-Semitism; nor 
is it about the casual use of ‘anti-

Semitic tropes’ by the left. It is about 
failure to support unconditionally US 
policy in the Middle East. It is the 
kickback against the European anti-
war movement in the wake of Iraq. 
It deploys the claim that there is an 
existential threat to the state of Israel 
to demand unconditional backing for 
that state in all conflicts it is involved 
in.

It will, in turn, be used to 
denounce objections to the Trump 
administration’s announcement on 
November 18 that the US no longer 
regards Israeli settlement activity in 
the territories occupied in 1967 as 
‘illegitimate’.5

Failure to give this unconditional 
support to the ‘right of Israel to 
exist’ is denounced as discriminating 
against Jews as a nation and hence 
as anti-Semitic. But the ‘right of 

Israel to exist’ is taken to include 
its right to ‘secure borders’ (ie, 
to hold on to the Golan Heights 
and to maintain at least military 
control of the Jordan valley and 
the Egypt-Gaza border), and 
its right to be the only nuclear-
armed state in the Middle East 
- and hence the justification 
of war blockade operations 
(‘sanctions’), and threats of 
direct bombing, against Iran.6

The defamation campaign 
began in France and Germany, 

where the governments actually 
failed to back the 2003 US 

invasion of Iraq; for example, the 
German ‘Anti-Deutsch’ trend first 
got serious media attention over its 
support for that invasion.7 It was 
already well advanced at the time of 
the public proposal in 2015 of the 
proto-smear International Holocaust 
Remembrance Alliance ‘working 
definition of anti-Semitism’ - before 
Ed Miliband had lost the 2015 general 
election, and hence before there was 
even a ballot for the Labour leadership 
for Corbyn to get onto.8

Economism
The Labour leadership’s choice 
to throw allies to the wolves and 
avoid facing down the campaign 
of defamation is based on the idea 
that, as long as Labour sticks to 
economic issues, it can win election 
to government in spite of the media 
pressure on other matters.

Under Corbyn, the main media 
pressures of this sort have been 
two: the ‘anti-Semitism’ defamation 
campaign, and the demand that 
Labour ‘make up its mind’ on the 
Tories’ Brexit referendum stunt and 
all that has followed from it.

But the underlying method is 
not new. In 1992 the Tories did 
campaign on the economic issues 
(Labour’s alleged massive tax 
rises), but also on Labour’s alleged 
softness on immigration. In 1987, 
they emphasised Labour’s policy of 
unilateral nuclear disarmament and 

But, when it comes 
to foreign policy, the 

social-imperialist 
AWL is closer to 

Johnson than Corbyn
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the ‘promotion of homosexuality’ 
by Labour local authorities; and, in 
1983, Margaret Thatcher ran a ‘khaki 
election’ round the South Atlantic 
War. In 1979, Thatcher stood on an 
anti-immigration platform in favour 
of restoring ‘traditional values’, as 
well as against the unions. Political 
scientist RW Johnson later asserted 
that “[Enoch] Powell had won the 
1970 election for the Tories” by his 
infamous anti-immigration ‘rivers 
of blood’ speech. ‘Our traditional 
way of life’ also figured in the Tory 
1951 election campaign … In all of 
these cases, Labour’s efforts to steer 
attention back to economic issues 
failed.

Labour has won elections, in contrast, 
on platforms which emphasised 
‘modernisation’, constitutional reforms 
and the backwardness and class-elite 
character of Tory regimes, as well 
as economic reforms in the interest 
of the working class. It was thus in 
1945. It was thus in 1964. And it was 
thus even under Tony Blair in 1997, 
when any hope of economic reforms 
was radically toned down and health 
and welfare improvements had to 
be conducted in stealth by Gordon 
Brown as chancellor. (Blair, of course, 
later regretted the constitutional 
reforms, and would have preferred to 
push further and faster to the right on 
privatisation …)

As for this time, we shall see. We 
have yet to see Labour’s manifesto, 
and we do not know what agendas 
will shape the last few weeks of the 
election campaign. The media and 
Tories have fairly clearly failed (so 
far) to drive Labour into third place, 
as they hoped to earlier on. But on 
the post-1945 track record, when the 
Tories run culture-wars campaigns 
and Labour sticks to ‘the economy, 
stupid’, we should expect the Tories 
to win.

Far? Left?
It is not only the Labour left which 
is prone to economistic efforts to 
focus attention on economic issues, 
trying to dodge both constitutional 
issues and the Tories’ culture-
wars themes. The far left, when it 
addresses elections, has been prone 
to the very same behaviour (even if 
it is happy to engage in single-issue 
campaigns round a variety of culture-
wars topics). It tends to differentiate 
itself from the Labour left, not by 
proposing an alternative policy to 
shake up the constitution and transfer 
power to the working class, but by 
offering more ‘leftwing’ versions 
of Labour economic policies - and 
perhaps ‘direct actionism’ to get them 
implemented.

Socialist Worker (November 19) 
editorialises that “We must take on the 
rich to win real change”:

Taking on the rich has got to mean 
more than a minor tax increase for 
the most well-off in society. It also 
means taking hold of the social, 
economic and political power in 
order to take on the rule of the rich, 
not just take some of their vast 
fortunes.

There will be huge resistance to 
any attempt to challenge business 
as usual ... The general election 
campaign is only the beginning of 
this fight. It will take a huge battle 
in workplaces and communities 
to deliver the kind of change that 
Corbyn is demanding …

But what, exactly, are the 
constitutional implications of 
“taking hold of the social, economic 
and political power”? They remain 
undescribed - and the real message is: 
back to the streets and to strikes.

Socialist Resistance commented 
on the election on November 5 with 
an article by Alan Davies entitled 
‘Labour off to remarkable start’. The 
content is essentially fan-clubbing 
for the Labour leadership and 

Momentum, concluding:

It is time now for the entire left to 
get behind the Corbyn campaign. 
There will never be a better chance. 
We have the real possibility of 
electing a radical Red-Green 
Labour government - as everyone 
is saying - just before Christmas!

Since that piece SR has had no further 
comment on the election.

Revolutionary Socialism in the 
21st Century issued a steering group 
statement on November 3 under 
the headline, ‘Fight for a Labour 
government’. This was a bit more 
sceptical of Labour policy than SR 
was, but its scepticism is more from 
the street-street-street perspective:

We have been critical of many 
aspects of Corbynism in recent 
years, and continue to be so …

All of this has real consequences 
for how we engage with the 
Corbyn project - we intend to 
support the Corbyn leadership 
from a principled, internationalist, 
leftwing position, and be open 
about disagreements. We want 
to ensure that good conference 
policies are reflected in the 
manifesto ... A Corbyn government 
will be confronted by the class 
nature of the British state and we 
need to be ready.

The campaigning we do and 
the networks we build will also 
provide the basis for resistance if 
Johnson wins despite all our efforts 
…

For these reasons, we cannot 
subordinate all other activity to 
the electoral campaign. We will 
continue to support strikes ... We 
will focus on campaigning, where 
we are involving people in taking 
control of their future. Voting alone 
is not sufficient …

On November 15, RS21 featured 
an article by Hanna Gál on ‘Labour 
manifesto - what the grassroots 
membership demands’. This ‘does 
what it says on the tin’ by summarising 
recent Labour conference decisions, 
which may or may not make it into 
the manifesto, plus some proposals 
from campaigns outside Labour. 
This is less tailist towards the Labour 
leadership than SR is, but remains 
tailist towards Labour conference and 
the ‘single-issue campaigns milieu’.

Loyalism
An extreme form of the phenomenon 
is one which presents itself as non-
economist. This is the approach of 
the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty 
(better called ‘Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberalism’). Ordinary economism 
consists in having commitments - say, 
opposed to the monarchy, or to British 
policy in the Middle East - and keeping 
stumm about them when it comes to 
elections. The AWL’s version is to 
give actual ideological support to the 
liberal wing of the capitalists’ foreign 
policy (albeit under weasel-word 
formulations of ‘non-opposition’) in 
order to (imaginedly) clear the way 
for the economic demands which will 
be ‘real socialism’.

It is through this policy that the 
AWL has, in fact, been a persistent 
supporter of the campaign of 
defamation round ‘anti-Semitism’ 
throughout this entire period. Indeed, 
if it were not for the fact that Israeli and 
US Zionists originated this approach 
as the concept of ‘new anti-Semitism’ 
in the 1970s, one might imagine that 
the AWL was the actual originator of 
the defamation campaign in Labour; 
it is certainly among the pioneers in 
this country.9

And there it is again in the 
‘election special’ of the AWL’s 
newspaper Solidarity (November 6). 
The editorial, ‘Regrouping the left’, 
accuses the large majority of the left of 
“a susceptibility to conspiracy theories 

and an anti-Semitism”. A ‘Briefing’ 
on ‘Labour and anti-Semitism’ (p13) 
denounces the description of the 
Zionist settler-colonial project as a 
form of racism and concludes: “The 
Labour leadership hasn’t yet faced up 
to the problem of that ‘new’ form of 
anti-Semitism ...”

Similarly, ‘The Berlin Wall and 
socialism’ asserts that ‘We rejoiced 
at the coming-down of the Berlin 
Wall and the old USSR, and we still 
rejoice”. Workers, it argues, gained 
“liberty to organise, to think, to 
discuss and thus to learn” - even if 
most of them lost their jobs under 
‘shock therapy’.

The point is not that the eastern 
bloc was a model; it is that seeing 
its fall as a simple triumph for the 
working class should by the late 
1990s have been obvious rubbish, and 
repeating it in 2019 can only be to 
signal loyalty to the ‘western’ policy 
and to the dominant bourgeois media 
narratives. For what is the ground 
cleared by rejecting any sort of anti-
imperialist or anti-war commitments, 
and refusing to recognise that the end 
of the Soviet bloc has not been an 
unqualified good?

Several other ‘Briefings’ do not 
offer positive policy, but almost 
entirely negative critiques only of 
current arrangements or policy. Such 
are ‘Democracy, not e-surveys’ (all 
about the Labour Party); ‘A national 
education service’ (the headline 
is Fabian centralism); ‘Replacing 
universal credit’; ‘High finance: take 
back control’ (demanding public 
ownership, but mainly on the current 
order); ‘Johnson’s Trump-Brexit’; 
‘Why public ownership?’ (against 
privatisation, plus Connolly on the 
limits of nationalisation). Some 
do offer positive policy, but rather 
general. Thus ‘Why socialism’ (the 
back page).

Some are merely support for 
Labour Party conference policy: 
thus ‘Free our unions’; ‘Restore the 
NHS’; ‘Housing should be a right’; 
and ‘A socialist green new deal’ 
(Labour conference policy, plus 
nationalising the finance sector). 
Similarly, ‘Why not tactical voting?’ 
makes a useful argument, but one 
any traditional Labour leftwinger 
could have made.

What this leaves us with is two 
briefings. ‘The EU - remain and 
transform’, makes a variety of 
supportable demands. But it is within 
the 1990s-2000s ‘rights’ framework, 
calling for their ‘levelling up’. And, 
conversely, it does not call for the 
overthrow of the treaties and their 
entrenchment of ordo-liberalism, or 
make any mention of the Viking and 
Laval anti-strike decisions, which show 
the limits of the ‘rights’ framework.

Free movement
Finally, there is ‘Why free movement’. 
This last makes correct points about 
the fact that immigration controls 
actually tend to depress wages and 
conditions by making it hard for 
migrant workers to organise. But it 
also runs with marginalist arguments 
for the benefits of migration on 
average.

The solution it offers to housing 
shortages, moreover, is to “tax the 
rich to improve social provision” - 
“Tax the rich” is a favoured AWL 
slogan. The problem with it is that it 
assumes that the rich will be there to 
tax. Leave aside the flight of capital 
(noticeable in the 1976 ‘IMF crisis’, 
in the Mitterrand government in 
the 1980s, for example). Radical 
socialisation policies (nationalisation 
of the banks and finance, and so 
on) would logically imply fewer 
of ‘the rich’ to tax. The question of 
housing and the management of this 
and all other resources would then 
require direct planning of production 
in natura. And this need, in turn, 
requires some much more serious and 
sophisticated response to the history 

of Stalinism and its fall than is offered 
in the ‘Berlin Wall’ briefing.

We can take this issue further. 
Britain is in (enormous) trade deficit 
on ‘visible’ goods (food, and so 
on).10 The deficit is partly made 
up by financial services (direct or 
through British controlled tax havens) 
skimming surplus from the world. 
Hence, for example, the Financial 
Times November 19 leader headline 
that ‘UK politicians must set out the 
future for finance’, commenting that 
“ensuring a prosperous future for one 
of Britain’s world-class industries 
must be a priority”.

“The rich” exist to be taxed mainly 
because of these financial operations. 
These are directly at the expense of 
‘third world’ countries. And they 
are mostly dependent on special 
exemptions for London in US anti-
offshore and anti-money-laundering 
legislation. The exemptions, in turn, 
are in practice conditioned on British 
support for US policy. To demand 
‘tax the rich’ as the deus ex machina 
to deal with resource problems is to 
accept implicitly that London should 
continue to skim resources from 
global transactions at the expense of 
rest of the world.

The briefing goes on to insist that, 
while the movement should support 
solidarity in order to fight for people 
not to have to migrate just to survive, 
solidarity “will not dispel war and 
poverty overnight, In the meantime 
we should not turn away the people 
trying to flee horrors.” True enough. 
But where are the horrors coming 
from?

Some, no doubt, are results of 
human-induced climate change. 
But the major immediate sources 
are refugees from the Middle East, 
fleeing the effects of US (and British) 
‘sanctions’ against Iran; of Cameron’s 
and Sarkozy’s (and the US’s) 
destruction of the Libyan state; of the 
Saudi-sponsored Islamists in Syria 
and the interventions of the US and its 
allies at different times on both sides 
of the civil war; of the British and US-
armed and backed Saudi invasion of 
Yemen; and so on.

More widely, ‘economic migrants’ 
are fleeing from impoverishment 
caused by International Monetary Fund 
‘structural adjustment’, ‘austerity’ 
programmes and similar operations. 
The purpose of these programmes is 
to secure the repayment (or at least 
partial repayment) of debts owed to 
banks in the New York, London, and 
so on. Default on these debts - highly 

desirable - would damage chiefly “the 
rich” the AWL want to tax.

In short, suppose for the sake of 
argument that the AWL’s loyalism on 
international questions had cleared 
these off the table to allow focus on 
the ‘economic issues’ (in reality its 
line merely lends political support to 
the Labour right). The consequence 
would actually be that these issues 
came back to haunt people who used 
this approach - because the long-
term decline of British industrial 
capital means that the economy as it 
presently exists is deeply involved 
in parasitising on the rest of the 
world, for which purpose being a US 
sidekick is essential.

The AWL, then, is even more 
economistic than the Labour 
leadership or the rest of the far left. 
Its loyalism sets it free to promote 
not socialism, but a social democratic 
utopia - mainly composed merely 
of vague claims and Labour Party 
conference policies - which depends 
on London continuing to exploit the 
rest of the world l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. ‘Labour antisemitism row: public figures say 
they cannot vote for party under Corbyn’ The 
Guardian November 14.
2. ‘A vote for Labour is not a vote for 
antisemitism’ The Observer November 17.
3. ‘Jeremy Corbyn challenged at CBI to prove 
Labour isn’t “for the many but not the Jew”‘.
4. ‘Mike Pompeo pledges to “push back” if life 
becomes difficult for UK Jews under a Corbyn 
government’ The Daily Telegraph June 9.
5. ‘US settlement move endorses “law of the 
jungle” - Palestinians’; BBC news of November 19 
also contained discussion of the US decision and 
its background. ‘Illegitimate’ was already a weasel 
word to avoid the conclusion of the UN and most 
international lawyers that the settlements were 
illegal, under the 1949 Geneva Convention.
6. Defensible borders: http://jcpa.org/requirements-
for-defensible-borders. Iran’s ‘existential threat’ 
to Israel: 656,000 hits on Google; see, for 
example, www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-
chaos/2019/01/24/irans-revolution-40-years-on-
israels-reverse-periphery-doctrine (January 24); 
https://besacenter.org/perspectives-papers/israel-
existential-challenge (September 4).
7. S Erlanger, ‘“The Anti-Germans” - the pro-Israel 
German left’ Jewish Political Studies Review No21 
(2009): http://jcpa.org/article/the-anti-germans-the-
pro-israel-german-left. The same source shows that 
witch-hunting over alleged anti-Semitism among 
Palestine campaigners in Die Linke was already in 
full spate by 2008.
8. www.holocaustremembrance.com/working-
definition-antisemitism.
9. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_antisemitism 
is on the whole favourable to the concept, but does 
make clear its origins. The AWL took it up in the 
mid-1980s.
10. Figures for 2018-19 available at www.ons.gov.
uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/
bulletins/uktrade/april2019#the-total-trade-deficit-
widened-in-the-12-months-to-april-2019.
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Vote Mark Serwotka
Dave Vincent  gives his take on the PCS general secretary election and the factional background

How many unions have an 
election for their general 
secretary where all the 

candidates are from the left of the 
union - and where two candidates are 
female and the current incumbent a 
male? That truly places the Public and 
Commercial Services Union as the 
most left-led in the TUC, surely?

I retired in November 2018 after 
44 years service as a civil servant, 
and 35 of those years, right up to my 
retirement, were as branch secretary 
of the largest branch in the ministry of 
justice (MOJ). I attended every single 
conference of the CPSA, forerunner of 
the PCS, then the PCS itself over that 
period, became a leading left (but non-
faction) conference speaker - I was the 
only independent candidate to ever 
get (and kept getting) elected to the 
MOJ group executive committee. I am 
now active in the PCS retired section 
and know all three candidates. I stood 
for the executive of the PCS itself for 
years, but there has never been a single 
independent elected to the NEC since 
its creation in 1999 - you have to be in 
a faction to have any chance of getting 
on. I have reported on PCS elections 
and conferences for the Weekly Worker 
over a number of years - and I wish the 
paper carried more such reports from 
other union activists.

Anyway, ballot papers are now out 
and voting closes on December 12, 
so PCS members will learn who is 
their general secretary as well as who 
will form the government on Friday 
December 13!

PCS was created in 1999 and 
after a court battle that upheld Mark 
Serwotka’s election over notorious 
rightwinger Barry Reamsbottom, and 
Mark has been our general secretary 
ever since. He was even elected 
unopposed last time (elections are 
every five years), yet now faces two 
female challengers also from the 
left: Marion Lloyd, a member of 
the Socialist Party in England and 
Wales and of the Broad Left Network 
(a grouping within the Left Unity 
faction, whose agreed candidate is 
Mark himself); and Bev Laidlaw of 
the Independent Left faction, whose 
dominant group is the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty.

Mark’s occupation of the role for 
20 years is the biggest factor against 
him, as was demonstrated in my own 
branch’s special general meeting in 
September. Only Marion and Mark 
were put forward, and Mark only 
secured our nomination by just one 
vote. Bear in mind that ours was 
one of the very first MOJ branches 
to back Mark when he first stood as 
the socialist candidate against full-
timer Hugh Lanning (and Barry 
Reamsbottom). Mark got threats and 
abuse back then for ‘splitting the 
vote’ and allowing Reamsbottom 
the chance of getting in again. Mark 
stood on a socialist platform and won 
- being promoted by the then Socialist 
Caucus.

So, despite our solid backing for 
Mark from the start, he only got our 
2019 nomination by one vote - why? 
The members who spoke against him 
have often been seen on picket lines 
and regularly attend union meetings, 
so they cannot be dismissed as 
rightwing. They expressed the view 
that Mark has been GS for too long 
now and want a change - they blame 
him (unfairly in my view) for the 
failure to stop most office closures, 
job cuts and pay freezes. They just 
think someone else may do better and 
should be given the chance.

Across the union Bev Laidlaw 

received the nominations of 16 
branches, while Marion Lloyd had 
39 and Mark Serwotka 62. But that 
does not mean that this is a foregone 
conclusion, as the Independent Left 
candidates deliver and attract far 
more votes than the small number of 
nominations for Bev Laidlaw suggest.

For example, the assistant general 
secretary election in May also had 
three candidates. Chris Baugh, the 
incumbent, of Left Unity (SPEW) 
had 85 branch nominations and won 
5,796 individual votes, while Lynn 
Henderson (publicly backed by Mark 
Serwotka) had 39 nominations, but 
picked up 5,588 votes, and John 
Moloney (Independent Left and AWL) 
had just 21 branch nominations, yet 
he won with 6,211 votes.

The conclusion is that Left Unity 
does not deliver as many votes as 
you would expect from its far higher 
number of nominating branches - John 
Moloney’s election address is said 
to have attracted far more ordinary 
members. One matter arising from the 
AGS election that is counting against 
Mark is his then open advocacy of 
PCS national president Janice Godrich 
for this position and his open criticism 
of incumbent Chris Baugh with no 
evidence given to support it. Janice 
stood down due to ill health, so Mark 
then campaigned for Lynn Henderson. 
Long-serving activists remember how 
Reamsbottom interfered in Mark’s 
election, and do not like his own 
interference as general secretary in 
this year’s AGS election.

Policies
Both Bev and Marion are long-
serving CPSA/PCS activists. As NEC 
members, they have been involved 
in various campaigns against office 
closures and job cuts and for pay 
rises; they have led strikes and often 
addressed union conferences. So what 
are the differences, as laid down in 
their election statements?

General secretary’s salary: When 
Mark first stood in 2000, he made a 
pledge not to accept the GS salary in 
full, pledging to refund the difference 
with his previous wage as a civil 
servant. He maintained this pledge - 
with ever decreasing donations back 

to PCS for just a few years - but then 
it all stopped. This is mentioned by 
Marion in her address.

Both Bev and Marion say they 
will fulfil Mark’s original pledge if 
elected, and John Moloney, in his 
campaign for AGS, stated that Mark’s 
salary of more than £90,000 is in the 
top 5% of UK salaries - as are those 
of many other trade union general 
secretaries. As for Mark himself, he is 
silent on the matter.

Labour Party: PCS is not affiliated 
to Labour (or any party) despite 
the Independent Left arguing for 
this (I argued against at several 
PCS conferences). Curiously, Bev 
simply states: “We can - and should 
- lobby politicians on the basis of our 
members’ interests, but, rather than 
relying on the personal friendships of 
individuals in the Labour Party (a clear 
dig at Mark) to get our way, we should 
seek concrete policy agreements ...”

Mark’s address states: “We have 
persuaded Labour under Jeremy 
Corbyn to commit to many positive 
changes, including a return to UK-
wide pay bargaining, which will 
provide fair pay increases for all civil 
and public servants, creating 5,000 
extra jobs in the DWP and massively 
increasing resources for the HMRC.”

Marion, supporting a Corbyn-led 
government, also says: “We should not 
support MPs who have attacked our 
jobs and conditions. Mark Serwotka 
has placed his personal loyalty to 
the Labour Party above members’ 
wishes.” Personally I would apply that 
to the leaders of all Labour-affiliated 
unions. She goes on to say: “I will 
ensure that we retain an independent 
political voice. I oppose Labour Party 
affiliation unlike my opponents. I will 
work with those in the UK parliament, 
the Scottish parliament and the Welsh 
assembly who support us.” To be fair 
to Mark, he has publicly stated he is 
not seeking PCS affiliation to Labour.

Curiously, none of the candidates 
state PCS policy - which is to urge 
PCS members to vote for a Corbyn-
led government! Why not? They know 
that most PCS activists (let alone our 
ordinary members) are dead against 
affiliation and that many do not like 
Jeremy Corbyn, and also recognise 

that the government is our employer, 
whichever party is elected. They also 
know that the last Labour government 
did us no favours.

Industrial action: Bev rightly 
condemns PCS’s usual national 
campaign of one-day strikes, held 
months apart, as being just protest 
and posturing, and favours targeted 
action by key workplaces (something 
I argued for years at PCS conferences 
and was opposed).

Marion also takes much the same 
line as Bev - despite being a member 
of the NEC that supported these 
dismal failed campaigns of the past, 
as Bev points out. For Mark though, it 
is about greatly increasing members’ 
participation in strike ballots (there 
have been two recent failures to 
reach the legal requirement of 50% 
participation despite the majorities in 
favour of action).

Strategy
I would argue that we should offer an 
industrial action strategy members 
believe will work. That is the reason 
why other unions have had resounding 
strike votes, whereas PCS has failed 
to get the necessary 50%. I also do not 
believe that ‘PCS alone’ action, on 
the scale necessary, will be supported 
by most members  - I made that point 
at my last few conferences and have 
been proven right.

The problem is not just low member 
turnout in industrial action ballots, 
but also low union membership. Bev 
and Marion castigate Mark for PCS’s 
failures to win strike ballots, but they 
omit to mention that a July 2019 
report on the region they are both 
active in - Yorks and Humber - stated 
that union membership stands at just 
49.36% (it is even lower in the largest 
workplaces) and their regional strike 
ballot turnout was just 46.5%. When 
they deliver better results in their own 
region, they can lambast Mark.

It is not the fault of PCS that other 
(Labour affiliated) public-sector 
unions promised to deliver united 
action at successive TUC congresses, 
but failed to do so.

As I have said, all three candidates 
are on the left and have decades of 
CPSA and PCS activism behind them. 

All have addressed conferences, led 
strikes and other campaigns, and 
helped make PCS the progressive 
union it is today.

My opposition to Bev Laidlaw 
is partly that the Independent Left 
leading lights (Bev excepted) 
do not get on with activists who 
disagree with them (unless it is just 
me they don’t like) and I am not 
happy about the IL occupying both 
the AGS and GS posts for such a 
small faction.

My problem with Marion is that 
SPEW has dominated PCS since 
its formation in 1999. It formed 
an electoral pact with the tiny 
PCS Democrats to its right to keep 
IL candidates off the NEC, even 
though the original justification 
for the pact was to keep the 
‘moderates’ out. I disagree with 
SPEW using its PCS influence to 
get its members into (unelected) 
full-time positions and, as Bev has 
said, Marion previously supported 
all the positions Mark has argued 
for - if she had disagreements, 
activists were not told about them.

Mark is too close to the Labour 
Party, but so many activists in other 
unions have said they wish they 
had Mark as their general secretary. 
He has always been brilliant on the 
BBC’s Question time and other 
programmes, and really inspires 
people at rallies and protests. His 
workload is incredible. I do not blame 
Mark as an individual for the fact that 
members have not voted in sufficient 
numbers in recent strike ballots; 
for the fact that other unions failed 
to unite with PCS; or for our ‘PCS 
alone’ action (that Bev and Marion 
always supported), which has failed 
to deliver success. It is close, but, 
along with the majority of members 
at our nomination meeting, I would 
back Mark, but I have no vote as a 
retired member.

A number of PCS activists are 
utterly dismayed at the disunity of 
the left and how toxic the comments 
on the GS election have been on the 
PCS members forum. Now I hear that 
followers of Bev and Marion have 
each been calling on the other female 
candidate to stand down l

Three left candidates, but it should be obvious who to support
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Regime faces new crisis
Tehran has blocked the internet in a desperate attempt to suppress protests, reports Yassamine Mather

Over the last five days, tens of 
thousands of Iranians have 
protested against the hike in 

the price of oil, following an official 
statement issued by the country’s 
‘economic coordinating committee’, 
which issued the following 
restrictions: each motorist is allowed 
to buy 60 litres of petrol a month at 
15,000 rials (£0.10) a litre, but each 
additional litre will then cost 30,000 
rials. The announcement came as a 
shock to Iranian drivers, who until 
this week could buy up to 250 litres of 
fuel at 10,000 rials per litre.

According to the government, 
the revenues gained from fuel will 
be used for cash payments to low-
income households. The Iranian 
president, Hassan Rouhani, claimed 
on November 16 that 75% of citizens 
were currently “under pressure” and 
the extra revenue from the petrol 
price hike would go to them and not 
the treasury.

However, from the beginning there 
was a problem: no-one believes claims 
about helping the deprived from a 
government presiding over a system 
riddled with corruption and nepotism. 
Every day Iranians suffering from lack 
of food, medicine and basic goods, 
through a combination of sanctions 
and economic mismanagement, hear 
about multi-billion-dollar corruption 
cases and money sent abroad by 
unscrupulous capitalists - many of 
them close allies of one or other 
faction of the regime.

Iran’s oil minister and the 
country’s ambassador to the UK both 
claimed that the measures were good 
for “the environment”. Although there 
is no doubt that Iran’s heavy traffic 
is creating pollution, who believes 
claims like that from a government 
that is failing to take a responsible 
position regarding nuclear waste and 
radiation? A government whose lack 
of environmental policy has led to 
catastrophic weather conditions in the 
south of the country? A government 
that stands idly by, as major lakes dry 
up, while water from rivers is diverted 
to the highest bidder?

Neoliberalism
Of course, no-one should underestimate 
the effect of US-imposed sanctions on 
Iran, the subsequent reduction in the 
country’s oil exports and the fall in 
value of Iran’s currency.

According to the International 
Monetary Fund, Iran’s economy 
is likely to contract by 9.5% this 
year, mainly as a result of sanctions. 
However, we should also remember 
that successive Iranian governments 
have shown complete willingness to 
adhere to every dictate of the IMF 
and global capital. Earlier this year 
hundreds of thousands of Iranians 
received the following text message 
from government agencies: “Dear 
head of household, your subsidies have 
been eliminated.”

This was a reference to the monthly 
cash subsidies paid by the government 
to many families. The government 
claims that in order to determine 
whether a household is still eligible 
to receive them, it will now take into 
account all income and assets, as well 
as the ability to spend - for example, 
the number of foreign trips undertaken.

The government’s economic 
advisors - mainly enthusiastic 
adherents to neoliberal capitalism - 
have argued that the near-universal 
handout is not an optimal safety net 
for low-income families. In February 
2018, Ali Larijani, the speaker of the 
Iranian parliament (Majles), stated 
that supreme leader Ali Khamenei 

had personally called for “structural 
reforms” to Iran’s budget. Note once 
again the contradiction between 
this adherence of the entire regime 
(including all its factions) to the 
dictates of global capital on economic 
issues, while repeating anti-US slogans 
ad nauseum.

Showing unbelievable levels of 
stupidity and ignorance, sections of 
the Iranian opposition are calling on 
western governments and human 
rights organisations to support the 
protestors in Iran. They do not seem to 
be aware that:
 These are to a large extent economic 
protests turned political because of the 
Iranian state’s violent response.
 Sanctions imposed by the west 
have played a significant role in 
impoverishing ordinary Iranians - as 
opposed to those close to government 
officials, who have often benefited 
from sanctions.
 Successive Iranian administrations 
(‘reformist’ and conservative), who 
have followed every IMF and World 
Bank dictate to the letter, have been 
instructed to remove subsidies, so that 
they can truly be accepted as flag-
bearers for a neoliberal economy.

Given the above, do you really 
think these government and their 
‘human rights’ organisations care 
about the killing of innocent Iranians? 
Who do you think came up first 
with the concept of abolishing state 
subsidies? Where in the world have 
they supported those demonstrating 
against economic hardship caused by 
abolition of subsidies?

The reality is that most 
Iranians cannot make ends meet. 
Unemployment is rising and university 
graduates cannot find work in line with 
their qualifications - many of them 
have three or four temporary low-paid 
jobs, often including work as Uber-
type drivers. The increase in the price 
of fuel will have an effect on them, 
obviously. Crude oil is currently selling 
at $62 a barrel and, although Iran is one 
of the world’s largest oil producers, it 
has limited refining capacity, while 
sanctions have made it difficult to 

obtain spare parts for oil plants.
No doubt the country’s budget 

deficit has left Rouhani’s government 
little room to manoeuvre, but, even 
under these circumstances, announcing 
such a drastic rise in the price of fuel 
was inevitably going to lead to protests, 
and clearly the state and its security 
forces had been making preparations 
for the inevitable demonstrations, etc.

Internet
On November 16 alone Iranians 
uploaded hundreds of videos of 
protests, ranging from cars blocking 
highways to demonstrators shouting 
slogans and setting fire to pictures of 
Khamenei. The following morning the 
government attempted to close down 
the internet, but it did not succeed 
entirely. By November 19, 65 hours 
after the initial imposition of the 
shutdown, the last remaining networks 
were being cut and connectivity to the 
outside world fell further to around 
4%.

The Iranian government’s inability 
to shut down the internet completely 
has raised some important questions. 
Generally speaking, governments need 
help from internet service providers 
(ISPs) and some countries, such as 
China, exercise much more control 
in regulating the ISPs, regularly 
disconnecting the internet in various 
regions.

When a government orders ISPs 
to disable their service, internet 
disconnection can happen in a number 
of ways. They could shut down or 
unplug devices, such as routers and 
servers, or change the domain name 
system (DNS), which regulates IP 
addresses. This is known as a ‘digital 
kill’, which can serve to allow selective 
government services to stay open.

Every device on the internet, 
including servers for websites and 
social media, has an IP address and 
the DNS acts like a street map, where 
the address is used to find a particular 
location. When a user wants to access 
a website, a translation occurs between 
what the user has entered in his/her 
computer’s web browser and the 

machine-friendly address necessary 
to translate the webpage. If an ISP 
provider or government stops this map, 
it basically prevents the internet from 
finding addresses.

So it is important to learn the lessons 
from the way the Iranian government 
attempted to close down the internet. 
Many activists on the left have illusions 
about the mobilising power of social 
media, but we have to be aware that, 
if and when the state finds it necessary 
to stop the left organising via social 
media or email, it will be very easy 
for governments in advanced capitalist 
countries to do that, even beyond their 
own borders.

There is no doubt the current 
protests are widespread and by all 
accounts most of the protestors are 
from the poorer sections of society. 
Despite the online shutdown, I have 
seen footage of demonstrations 
in several towns and cities, but 
surprisingly there are few reports of 
protests in Tehran - although small 
towns close to the capital have been 
the scene of violent clashes. Footage 
posted on social media suggest that 
up to 200 protestors have been killed 
since November 16.

The Security Emergency Centre of 
Iran’s interior ministry accused some 
internet users of “rumour-mongering” 
and “spreading lies” about the protests. 
On November 18 Rouhani claimed 
that protests had been few and far 
between - clearly a lie. He also warned 
motorists who have blocked major 
roads that CCTV footage will be used 
to prosecute them.

As the first footage of protests 
appeared, supporters of Khamenei 
in the conservative factions of the 
regime were claiming that the ‘unwise’ 
initiative taken by the Rouhani 
government was because he wants 
to resume nuclear negotiations with 
the United States - Khamenei had 
no knowledge of the latest moves, 
according to these people. Allegedly 
Rouhani was hoping that the protests 
would demonstrate how sanctions are 
damaging the economy and that they 
would encourage the supreme leader 

to engage in talks with the US and its 
allies.

Such claims were disproved on 
the morning of November 17, when 
Khamenei appeared on television 
confirming his support for the fuel 
price hike. He stated that most Iranians 
have a “comfortable life”, compared to 
other people in the region. Of course, 
it is difficult to grasp what Khamenei 
meant by a “comfortable life”, but 
this prompted speculation that he was 
comparing Iran with Syria and this 
was a (not so veiled) threat to declare 
a state of emergency, paving the way 
for the Revolutionary Guards to take 
power.

US reaction
Amos Harel, writing in Haaretz, was 
typical of a number of commentators, 
when he posed the following question: 
“Iran’s protests are just what Trump 
wants. So why is he silent?”

According to Amos,

The Trump administration seems 
to be no more involved, at least 
for the time being. The president is 
preoccupied with tweeting against 
the Democrats, who have begun 
impeachment proceedings against 
him, and hasn’t had a chance to 
make time for Iran-related matters.1

However, that does not mean that 
supporters of US-style regime change 
in Iran have kept quiet.

There have been endless 
commentaries on Saudi, US and 
Israeli-financed TV stations by so-
called ‘experts’. Listening to their 
comments is like watching paint dry. 
They have no real information about 
what is actually going on Iran. They 
just keep on repeating their irrelevant, 
out-of-date views, still supporting 
sanctions - and, in the case of hard-
line royalists, war - against Iran, 
as if sanctions had no role in the 
devastating economic situation that 
has led to increasing poverty and 
hardship.

As I have reported, there are 
hundreds of videos of protests in Iran, 
showing people shouting “Death to 
Khamenei”, and videos of security 
forces opening fire on protestors. But 
I have seen just one video showing 
people shouting pro-shah slogans. 
There are around 20 of them and they 
do not look very enthusiastic - it is 
almost as if they had been paid to do 
it. And none of the onlookers around 
them repeat those slogans. It is all 
very bizarre, but the royalists keep 
posting the same video, claiming that 
so many protests are pro-shah.

Do they think people are stupid? 
Apart from anything else, don’t they 
realise that people blame them - the 
advocates of ‘regime change from 
above’ - for supporting existing 
sanctions and calling for yet more, as 
much as they blame Rouhani and the 
rest of the regime.

At this stage it is difficult to predict 
what will happen to these nationwide 
protests. If the Iranian government 
had hoped that imposing censorship 
by blocking the internet will stop the 
riots spreading, they have already 
been proved wrong. On the other 
hand, if agents of the CIA are among 
those turning ‘peaceful protests’ into 
violent acts of destruction, Iran could 
be moving towards civil war - between 
the Islamic regime and reactionaries, 
as well as genuine protestors l

Notes
1. www.haaretz.com/middle-east-news/iran/.
premium-iran-s-protests-are-just-what-trump-
wants-so-why-is-he-silent-1.8137829.

Mainly the poorer sections of society
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Two impossibilities
Neither a one-state solution nor a two-state solution is feasible, argues Moshé Machover. This article is 
based on his talk at Communist University 

I t is generally accepted - except by 
people who know better - that there 
are just two possible resolutions 

to the Israeli-Palestinian national/
colonial conflict: either a two-state 
or a one-state solution. But that is a 
false dichotomy - although there are 
several things that these two supposed 
solutions have in common.

I will start with these common 
features, and then I will go on 
to explain in what way there are 
profound differences between them. 
Both are bourgeois democratic 
schemes, and by this I mean two 
things. First, they envisage a 
resolution in which the resulting state 
or states will be capitalist. They do 
not project a socialist outcome. This 
is not in general a drawback - I am not 
arguing here that all national/colonial 
conflicts can only be resolved through 
socialism. However, I argue just that 
in this particular case: there is no 
capitalist resolution to this conflict.

These ‘solutions’ are also bourgeois 
or bourgeois-democratic in another 
sense: they do not assign any special 
role to the working class. In fact, they 
do not mention class at all. Yet, even 
where a national/colonial conflict 
can be resolved without socialism, it 
is still the case that socialists should 
insist on the working class organising 
separately on its own terms and with 
its own demands.

Both of these supposed resolutions 
to this conflict were originally 
raised by the Palestinian liberation 
movement - specifically by the 
Palestine Liberation Organisation as 
led by Fatah, which is the dominant 
organisation in the PLO. Both are 
not only confined to capitalism, but 
they are also confined to the Israel-
Palestine box: that is to say, they 
do not in any way connect with the 
general region - the Arab east, in 
which the Israel-Palestine box is 
embedded and in which this conflict 
is also embedded.

I think this disqualifies both of 
them as socialist positions, because, 
as my comrades and I, in Matzpen, 
have have been on record as saying, 
since 1966 (that is to say, even before 
the 1967 June war), the resolution to 
this conflict must be regional and it 
must be socialist - for reasons to do 
specifically with this case, not for any 
general theoretical reasons.

Here the similarities between these 
two supposed resolutions ends and 
I will examine below the profound 
differences between them. Just to 
give you the bottom line in terms 
of political positions, the two-state 
supposed resolution is a deception 
and should be exposed. Until some 
time ago you could say that some 
people supported it out of ignorance. 
It looks good, so why not support it? 
Now this is no longer possible.

It is not the case that everyone who 
supported it did so out of evil motives 
or a wish to deceive. Some people 
did so, and still do, because they are 
captives within the dichotomy. They 
think that either one state or two 
states can happen and, since for good 
or bad reasons they cannot support 
one state, they are stuck in the two-
state paradigm - probably against 
their better judgment. I do not want 
to mention any particular groups or 
individuals, but you probably know 
whom I mean.

On the other hand, the people who 
advocate the one-state solution (so-
called) are often well-meaning and 
well-motivated, who are not putting 

it forward in order to deceive. While 
these people are not our enemies, I do 
not think socialists should propose a 
resolution to the conflict that does not 
work. So I think it is not something 
that should be advocated as a solution.

The origin of the one-state 
resolution is in the old period of Fatah, 
dating from about 1969. I would refer 
you to my article, ‘Palestine/Israel: 
Belling the cat’ (Weekly Worker 
December 12 2013). Here you will 
find certain historical quotations as to 
the origins of these various ideas, as 
proposed by accredited PLO officials 
and spokespeople.

The proposed formula was 
a “secular, democratic, unitary 
Palestine”. Now, the wording here is 
important. In 1969, the Palestinian 
nationalist movement regarded 
Palestine as forever the homeland of 
one national group: the Palestinian 
Arabs - it was an Arab country. 
However, they came to the conclusion, 
in the face of reality, that the Zionist 
settlers could not be dislodged. They 
are there to stay. So they reasonably 
thought that they should propose 
a solution that would incorporate 
them. But, being stuck in a nationalist 
mindset, they could not accept the 
idea that what had crystallised in the 
occupied part of Palestine, in Israel, 
was a national formation, a settler 
nation. This is not unique - there are 
other settler nations in the world - but 
this was a settler nation still in the 
process of colonisation, which made 
it even harder to accept.

So the PLO related to this 
particular settler nation as a religious 
entity - hence the word, “secular”. 
The future Palestine is going to be 
Arab in national character, but it is 
going to be secular: it is going to allow 
equal religious rights and freedom of 
religious worship to all concerned - 
Jews, Christians and Muslims.

Paradoxically, in relating to the 
settlers not as a new nation, but 
just as part of Jewry, they accepted 
implicitly the diametrically opposed 
stance of Zionism, which also regards 
the Israelis just as part of Jewry, not a 
new nation. Except that, according to 
Zionist ideology, all Jews around the 
world constitute a nation. However, 
this was 1969, remember - it was at 
the height of the Vietnam war and 
the PLO was no doubt inspired by 
the Vietnamese struggle against 

colonialism, although in very different 
circumstances. The inspiration and 
ideas they got from Vietnam were 
very unhelpful and in fact soon led to 
disaster.

Two states
Then in circa 1974, having realised 
that this secular, democratic Palestine 
was not going to happen - the means 
that they had envisaged to achieve it 
were not working - the Palestinian 
movement came up with the idea of 
two states. Originally, in the 1970s, 
the Israeli leaders rejected it outright. 
This was connected to the basic, long-
term strategy of Zionism. They were 
not going to allow anything like a 
sovereign Palestinian state alongside 
Israel.

In the late 1970s, comrade 
Emmanuel Farjoun and I wrote a set 
of theses, in which we pointed out 
the long-term strategy of the Zionist 
movement. These theses are available 
on the Matzpen website.1 We quoted 
a speech by Moshe Dayan, who was 
then Israeli minister of defence. This 
is what he said:

Fundamentally a Palestinian state 
is an antithesis of the state of 
Israel: that is to say, the two are 
incompatible. The basic and naked 
truth is that there is no fundamental 
difference between the relation 
of Arabs from Nablus to Nablus 
[in the West Bank] than there is 
of the Arabs from Jaffa to Jaffa 
[a formerly Arab town in what 
became Israel, which is now a 
suburb of Tel Aviv] ... And if today 
we set out on this road, and say that 
the Palestinians are entitled to their 
own state because they are natives 
of the same country, and have the 
same rights, then it will not end 
with the West Bank. The West 
Bank, together with the Gaza Strip, 
do not amount to a state ... The 
establishment of such a Palestinian 
state will lay a cornerstone to 
something else.

And he ends up by saying: “Either the 
state of Israel or a Palestinian state.”

So this is unambiguous. And I 
can quote earlier texts from leading 
Zionists, including David Ben-
Gurion, who was one of the most astute 
strategists of Zionist colonisation, 
saying that eventually we need to be 

able to colonise - to settle, he says - in 
the whole of “Eretz Israel” (the land 
of Israel, aka Palestine). But there was 
now mounting pressure on Israel to 
reach a settlement.

By the way, a major difference 
between the two ideas, of one state 
and two states, is that the two-state 
solution fundamentally presupposes 
an international agreement between 
Israel and the Palestinian movement. 
It does not require the overthrow of 
the existing regime of Israel and is not 
a revolutionary idea in any sense. But 
even that Israel would not allow.

But there was a growing pressure 
internationally for Israel to agree 
and therefore, eventually, it accepted 
the idea - in name only: it was a 
deception right from the start. It was 
this that led eventually to the 1991 
international conference in Madrid, 
where the Palestinian movement was 
not officially represented because 
Israel demanded that the Palestinian 
viewpoint could only be expressed by 
Jordan. But behind the scenes there 
were negotiations directly between 
Israeli diplomats and Palestinian 
leaders in Oslo. This led to the Oslo 
accords, which were finalised in 1993.

Now, many people think that the 
Oslo accords were about two states, 
but this is a deception. There was 
not a word in the agreed text about 
a Palestinian state in any part of 
Palestine. Moreover - and even more 
importantly - there is not a word about 
ending the Israeli colonisation of the 
West Bank. You would have thought 
at least, if Israel was seriously aiming 
for a Palestinian state, then it would 
stop encroaching on and stealing 
Palestinian land. What happened 
during the Oslo accords has been 
compared to two people negotiating 
over how to divide a pizza, while 
one of them is eating it bit by bit - an 
apposite metaphor for what happened.

In fact since Oslo we have seen 
the increasing colonisation of the 
West Bank. In other words, it was 
a deception. But now I think the 
usefulness of that deception is 
coming to an end, because the Israeli 
government is openly admitting that it 
intends to annex parts of the West Bank 
- not the whole of it, because there are 
too many Arabs there. You see, the 
problem for the Zionist colonisation 
project is that they want that land, but 
they do not want the people. This is 

an important characteristic of certain 
types of colonisation: what Marx 
called “colonies, properly so-called”.

It is significant that, following the 
1967 war, Israel almost immediately 
annexed two parts of its conquest: 
Jerusalem and the Syrian Golan 
Heights. In the case of Jerusalem it 
was for ideological reasons, because it 
has always has been a key part of the 
Holy Land. But it took the precaution 
of first ethnically cleansing the Golan 
Heights, leaving there only the Druze 
community - who, according to Israeli 
ideology, are, uniquely, not regarded 
as Arabs.

The Druze are, in fact, an Arab 
religious community, but it is the 
second of two religions that Zionism 
has falsely claimed is a nation - the 
first, of course, being the so-called 
Jewish nation, which is spread around 
the world. But this deception allows 
Israel to state that the Druze are not 
Arabs, and could be left in place as a 
minority in the Syrian Golan Heights, 
from where more than 100,000 
inhabitants were ethnically cleansed 
before Israel annexed it formally.

And now Israel intends to annex 
parts of the so-called ‘Area C’, which 
is a big chunk of the West Bank, 
although more rural and less inhabited, 
while the more densely populated 
areas will not be formally taken 
over just yet. This is now becoming 
official Israeli policy. Members of the 
government recently wrote a letter 
to members of US Congress, urging 
them not to support the two-state 
‘solution’, which is now dead. So now 
the deception is coming to an end and 
anyone who still supports it should be 
denounced or at least exposed.

One state
Why do some good people still adhere 
to the ideas of two states? Because, as 
I have pointed out, they can only see 
one alternative: a one-state ‘solution’, 
which they reject.

Now, a one-state solution means 
one of two things. Either Israel will 
annex the whole of the West Bank - at 
least that will produce one state and 
then we can fight for equal rights. 
This is obviously a very dangerous 
recommendation, when viewed in 
this way. Can a democratic, equitable 
solution to the conflict be achieved 
by first of all Israel annexing the 
whole of the occupied Palestinian 
territories? Or else, alternatively, the 
Israeli Zionist regime must first be 
overthrown.

But people are afraid to say that. 
Imagine Jeremy Corbyn declaring 
that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 
should be resolved by first of all 
overthrowing the main obstacle, the 
Zionist regime. Clearly the Zionist 
regime is not going to accept any 
one-state solution which enshrines 
anything approaching equal rights.

It is true that my position is one 
of pessimism, but please do not 
misunderstand me. It is not pessimism 
of the will: it is just that I have no 
grounds for spreading optimism - false 
optimism. I think the situation is dire 
and the likely prospects, in the near 
and medium future, are also dire. I am 
optimistic, of course, in the long run, 
but, given my age, I realistically do 
not expect to see a positive outcome 
in my lifetime.

The thing about the so-called 
one-state solution is that it is 
actually revolutionary. Given current 
circumstances, a state leading to 
not only equal individual rights, 

Solidarity matters ... but there has to be a long-term strategy



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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but equal national rights, cannot be 
established. There is one oppressing 
nation and another oppressed people 
- the Palestinian Arabs, who are part 
of the pan-Arab nation. But anything 
leading to equality would require 
the overthrow of the Zionist regime, 
which is why I say it is a revolutionary 
solution.

How did Fatah originally envisage 
a secular, democratic state, when 
the PLO still advocated a one-state 
solution? This is a quotation from 
1969:

A popular war of liberation, aimed 
at the destruction of the racist 
imperialist state, will create new 
conditions that make new Palestine 
possible. In this process, the 
alternatives presented to the Jews 
of Palestine are drastically changed 
and instead of security of the state of 
Israel, instead of being thrown into 
the sea [the reactionary PLO position 
before 1967], this revolution offers a 
new set of alternatives: the insecurity 
of an exclusive, racist Israel versus 
an open, safe and tolerant Palestine 
for all its patriots. The Palestinian 
revolution thus aims in the long run 
to recruit Jewish Palestinians, as 
well as non-Jews, in its liberation 
forces as an important step towards 
its final goals.

Note, by the way, that the person 
using the word “revolution” is a 
senior Fatah spokesperson. This is 
an unsigned programmatic paper, 
endorsed by the organisation, but I 
know the person who wrote it. His 
name is Nabil Sha’ath, with whom I 
had friendly discussions back in the 
1960s and 70s.

However, in the above statement 
we see the Vietnam paradigm. When 
these words were written, American 
forces were in Vietnam, where 
guerrillas fought against the invading 
force. But imagine resistance to the 
United States inside US territory from 
bases in Mexico. How much success 
would you predict for this?

It would be a non-starter, but the 
equivalent of that is what happened, 
unfortunately and tragically, to the 
Palestinian guerrilla movement, 
which thought that fraternal Arab 
states would aid them. But they were 
stationed in hostile territory, in Jordan; 
and the result was Black September 
in 1970. The Palestinian guerrilla 
movement was slaughtered and 
decamped from Jordan to Lebanon.

So the Vietnam paradigm did not 
work. But now many people - not the 
official Palestinian movement, but 
many progressive-thinking people 
around the world, including in Israel 
- have returned to the one-state idea. 
However, this time it is not the Vietnam 
paradigm, but another one: the South 
African paradigm. Things are going to 
be like South Africa - another rainbow 
nation will be created.

Colonisation
A lot of well-wishing, right-minded, 
good people - some of them my friends 
and comrades - believe in this, but in 
my opinion we cannot avoid looking 
at the situation from a Marxist point 
of view. Not all colonisations are of 
one type. There are differences. Marx 
distinguished between three types in 
Capital volume 1.

First there are “plantation colonies 
for exports only”. He gives one 
example - the West Indies. Secondly, 
there are colonies “in rich and well 
populated countries … given over 
to plunder”: for example, Mexico 
and India. And, thirdly, he writes 
about colonies “properly so-called”: 
for example, New England. Karl 
Kautsky, a leading Marxist of the 
Second International, forgot about 
plantation colonies at the beginning 
of the 20th century. He mentioned 
just “exploitation colonies”, which 
correspond more or less to places 
like India and Mexico - and “work 

colonies”, where the direct producers 
are settlers themselves.

Now there are two differences 
between Kautsky and Marx. Whereas 
Marx distinguished between three 
types and Kautsky only two, Kautsky 
was quite complimentary about work 
colonies. By contrast Marx is scathing 
about them. If you read what he says 
about the colonies of New England, 
he is angry about the way they treated 
the natives.

There are few laws in history, 
but one law that I can, without any 
hesitation, formulate is that, wherever 
what Kautsky called “work colonies” 
takes place in modern times, a new 
settler nation comes into existence. 
This has happened everywhere - 
it happened in New England, it 
happened in Australia and New 
Zealand, and it happened in Palestine.

By the way, what Kautsky calls 
work colonies are more or less 
what academics in post-colonialist 
discourse call ‘settler colonies’. But 
be careful, because not all academics - 
especially those who are not Marxists 
- make the crucial distinction 
concerning who the direct producers 
are. Kautsky does make it, when 
he points out that it is the settlers 
themselves who do the work.

And that applied to Zionist 
colonisation from the start - they 
actually planned it that way. In the 
early documents of Zionism Theodor 
Herzl, the founder of the Zionist 
movement, said: “We shall get rid 
of the penniless population. We 
shall provide them employment in 
bordering countries, but deny them all 
work in our country.”

He wrote this before actually 
deciding where this was going to take 
place: it was not yet clear that it was 
going to be in Palestine: there were 
other ideas - about east Africa, for 
instance. The main perpetrators of this 
form of colonisation were the socialist 
Zionists. But that is not surprising 
- many ‘socialists’ in the early 20th 
century favoured colonisation. But, 
remember, today we are living in the 
post-colonial era, while, at the 1907 
Stuttgart conference of the Second 
International, for instance, there was a 
strong current in favour of endorsing 
a pro-colonisation movement. 
Kautsky had a big problem in getting 
this proposition rejected - there was 
a large minority that supported it. In 
other words, the Zionist socialists 
were not exceptional in supporting 
colonialism: it was quite widespread.

But the basic point is that the type 
of political economy in apartheid 
South Africa was very different from 
Zionism. The main direct producers 
were the oppressed, indigenous black 
population. The apartheid regime 
could not do without them.

Arguably, two things brought the 
apartheid regime down. Yes, whatever 
people say about sanctions and the 
international movement against 
apartheid, they helped. But two things 
that actually brought the regime down 
were, firstly, the class struggle inside 
South Africa - the regime could not 
forever deny elementary rights to 
a huge majority of the population; 
secondly, there was the military defeat 
in Angola, mainly with the help of 
Cuba. These two things actually tolled 
the bell for the apartheid regime.

There is nothing like that scenario 
in the case of Palestine and Israel. I 
cannot see any way of overthrowing 
the Zionist regime without the consent 
and participation of the Hebrew 
working class - which is highly 
unlikely in the present situation. The 
problem is that the majority of the 
Israeli masses - the working class and 
its allies - are Hebrew, not Palestinian. 
The latter are externalised, just as, 
unlike in Vietnam, they were when 
they were fighting the guerrilla war.

But why should the Israeli working 
class in the present circumstances 
accept a capitalist ‘one state’, in which 
it would still be an exploited class, but 

in which it would lose its currently 
existing national privileges? They 
see quite plainly that establishing a 
single state would be against their 
present interests - if it is capitalist, 
which is what is on offer. They will 
resist such an outcome to the death. 
And remember: Israel is a nuclear 
power. There is no way I can see 
that it is possible to implement a one 
state so-called solution in the existing 
circumstances.

Arab revolution
There is a possible scenario, however 
- a theoretical possibility - in which 
the Israeli working class would accept 
the overthrow of the Zionist regime. 
Imagine a regional revolution: the 
working class taking power in Egypt, 
in Iraq, in Syria; and inviting the Israeli 
working class to be partners. I am not 
saying that this will surely happen, but 
it is at least a possibility, albeit one that 
would require many prerequisites. In 
this situation it would be a good deal 
for the Israeli Hebrew working class. 
It would exchange its current status 
- as an exploited class with national 
privileges - for one in which it is part of 
a regional ruling class without national 
privileges.

As I have said, I am certainly not 
an optimist in the medium term, but I 
do not see any other way in which the 
conflict can be resolved. However, I am 
talking about something that is both a 
socialist resolution and a regional one 
and I do not think there is any other 
way - socialism in one country is a 
joke, especially in a country like Israel/
Palestine. It would have to be at least 
on a regional scale.

Of course, this would require a lot 
of preparation. For decades, I have 
been participating in attempts to form 
a regional organisation of Marxists, 
which I think must be a precondition 
- an organisation which prepares the 
ground for the kind of resolution I am 
talking about (I cannot say I have been 
too successful, although there have 
been some beginnings).

By the way, although the Hebrew 
working class is not very sympathetic 
to the Palestinians, because it regards 
them as a danger, there have been very 
clear signs of solidarity and sympathy 
with the Arab working class in Egypt, 
Iraq and Syria.

In the mass demonstrations of 2011, 
the biggest in Israel’s history, one of the 
most popular slogans in Hebrew was: 
“Tahrir Square is here in this town”. 
True, there was no discussion of the 

occupation of Palestinian land, but 
there was a clear feeling of solidarity 
with the Egyptian working class. 
Another of the popular slogans was 
against “Mubarak, Assad, Netanyahu” 
- nobody seemed to oppose it. So there 
is a glimmer of hope, although I do not 
say more than that.

So what I am saying is that, while 
a one-state resolution might be well-
meaning and it is not a good idea to 
denounce it, it is utopian. It is not 
going to happen and therefore it is 
wrong for Marxists to advocate it. 
The road to the heart of the Hebrew 
working class goes through Cairo and 
Baghdad.

By the way, the Socialist Workers 
Party, which is supposed to be Marxist, 
does advocate a one-state ‘solution’. 
And what paradigm does it present? 
South Africa. The comrades should 
know better. It sounds progressive, 
it is progressive and I wish it could 
happen: one state with equal rights for 
all, even a capitalist one, would be a 
huge improvement on the existing 
situation. But it is utopian, and 
Marxists do not advocate utopia.

I think, as opposed to proposing 
utopian resolutions, Marxists should 
raise demands as a challenge to the 
existing structure:
● Equal rights, individually and 
nationally, for all in the area of Israel/
Palestine. At the moment such rights 
do not exist.
● Israeli withdrawal from the 
occupied Palestinian territories. 
Israel is not going to withdraw, but it 
is correct to demand it because this 
exposes the Israeli occupation.
● The right of return of the Palestinian 
refugees. This is a progressive, just 
demand that puts Israel on the back 
foot. The Zionists object to it because 
it would end the Jewish character of 
Israel. Did they think about that when 
they started to colonise Palestine? 
When they destroyed the previous 
character of Palestine, which was an 
Arab country? And they claim the 
right of ‘return’ for the Jews, claiming 
they were expelled from Palestine 
by the Romans. Actually that never 
happened - it is a historical invention, 
a mere fiction. But their ideology 
says that the Jews were expelled 
about 2,000 years ago and now they 
claim the right to return - but not for 
the Palestinians after just 70 years! l

Notes
1. https://matzpen.org/english/1976-08-08/the-
national-movement-in-the-arab-east/.
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First things first
It’s that time of the month 

when our fighting fund 
receives a massive boost, 
thanks to the three-figure 
standing orders from KB, PM 
and SK, together with the 
slightly more modest, but still 
extremely generous, monthly 
contributions from MM (£75), 
GB (£50), TR (£40), BK (£20) 
and TB (£10).

Would you believe it? Those 
standing orders alone came 
to no less than £695, and they 
were augmented by the fantastic 
£100 bank transfer from JS and 
the regular £25 PayPal donation 
from US comrade PM. Despite 
the fact that there were no 
cheques this week, the Weekly 
Worker is now better off by 
£820 and our running total for 
November stands at £1,416.

That’s not bad at all, seeing 
as the monthly target is £2,000 
and we still have 10 days to go. 
In other words, another £584 is 
still needed, but we now have a 

great opportunity to end 2019 
with a surplus. Not that I want 
to speak too soon - first things 
first. We must make sure we 
get there in November and then 
do the same thing again next 
month.

But let’s concentrate on 
this month first. Are you one 
of those who appreciates our 
paper week after week, but 
never gets round to contributing 
a little something? If so, now 
would be a good time to break 
with the past! To donate online, 
make your payment to account 
number 00744310, sort code 
30-99-64, or else click on that 
PayPal button. And, of course, 
we still accept cheques and 
postal orders l

Robbie Rix
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Broadband and ‘communist schemes’
Despite Corbyn’s retreats, we call for a Labour vote, writes David Shearer of Labour Party Marxists

Labour’s manifesto contains, 
as expected, a commitment to 
provide full-fibre broadband 

free of charge to every household by 
2030.

The manifesto, published on 
November 21, pledges to replace 
copper cables, etc, with fibre-optic, 
which will allow speeds of around 
10 times faster than even the current 
allegedly “ultrafast” connections. 
Only around 8% of UK premises 
are currently connected to full-fibre, 
compared to 98% in South Korea, for 
example. Labour estimates that the 
new broadband programme will cost 
£20 billion, to be partly financed by a 
tax on tech companies.

Of course, the Tories have 
condemned this as yet another example 
of Labour’s ‘irresponsible’ spending 
commitments, but they, along with 
substantial sections of business, 
say that it also points to the party’s 
continued attachment to ‘outdated’ 
nationalisation schemes - it will 
involve taking over BT’s Openreach 
broadband division. And what is this 
about providing it free of charge? It 
was this that prompted Boris Johnson 
to condemn the proposal as a “crazed 
communist scheme”.

As for culture secretary Nicky 
Morgan, she said it was a “fantasy 
plan” - Corbyn will “promise 
anything, regardless of the cost to 
taxpayers and whether it can actually 
be delivered”. She did not actually 
say why it cannot be delivered. 
Although the Centre for Economics 
and Business Research said that such 
a programme would hugely “boost 
productivity” and provide half a 
million extra jobs, the Internet Service 
Providers Association declared it 
would “fundamentally jeopardise” 
more than 600 companies.

For her part, Carolyn Fairbairn, 
director general of the Confederation 
of British Industry, said the 
prospect of “mass nationalisations” 
under Labour would “frighten off 
investors”. Of course, compared to 
the post-war programme implemented 
by Labour - and maintained by 
subsequent administrations, both 
Labour and Conservative - the state-
owned sector will remain decidedly 
small. True, Labour has come out 
for the renationalisation of water 
and rail services, but what about 
gas, electricity, local bus services, 
Royal Mail, as well as BT’s entire 
telecommunication system?

What did privatisation actually 
mean in practice? Well, water, gas 
and electricity are typical. In each 
case rival companies are making 
use of the same national facilities 
and network provided by the former 
single, state-owned company. As for 
the railways, private companies are 
running the trains, but they are all 
allegedly competing with each other 
by sharing British Rail’s original 
lines and stations. Privatisation was 
supposed to mean greater efficiency, 
but that has hardly been the case with 
the railways, as everyone knows.

Then there is the national health 
service. Because the idea of free 
healthcare, available to all, is so 
overwhelmingly popular, the Tories 
claim that they cherish the NHS as 

much as anyone else - although, of 
course, many subsidiary services have 
actually been privatised. And Labour 
has also pledged to provide free 
dental checks for all - over the recent 
period the majority have had to pay 
for it. This too has been condemned 
by the Tories - after all, many people 
‘can afford it’, so why shouldn’t they 
have to pay? Obviously you could 
say the same thing about healthcare 
in general, but for the time being they 
are keeping quiet about that one.

In a sense, however, Johnson is 
right to describe the provision of free 
services to all as “communist”: ie, 
the needs of one and all being met 
collectively. And, in this day and 
age, the internet is a very basic need, 
upon which the entire population 
depends, at least indirectly. Even 
under the current system of capital, it 
has become almost as essential as the 
air we breathe (it goes without saying 
that, if the bourgeoisie could think of 
a way of making a profit out of that, it 
would do so).

So Labour’s plans for free 
broadband for all should be 
unreservedly supported. However, it 
clearly remains the case that, despite 

Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership, the party 
is committed merely to delivering 
reforms under capitalism. Corbyn 
himself went out of his way to assure 
the CBI at its conference last week 
that he was “not anti-business”. 
Unfortunately, Johnson’s claim 
that Labour “wants to overthrow 
capitalism” is the opposite of the 
truth.

Class force
Despite Corbyn’s insistence on 
the November 19 TV debate with 
Johnson that he is on the side of the 
many thousands who are struggling, 
while “tax cuts are handed to the 
rich”, he constantly avoids expressing 
such a sentiment in clear class terms, 
let alone advocating a society run by 
the working class. When he says he is 
“not anti-business” (or anti-capitalist), 
we should believe him. Yes, Labour 
might raise corporation tax back up 
to 2010 levels, but “no higher” - that 
was the year when the Tories’ David 
Cameron took over from Labour’s 
rightwing leader, Gordon Brown.

In that TV debate the final question 
posed to both Corbyn and Johnson 
was about which political leader they 

admired most in the world. His reply 
was “the UN general secretary”, who 
is “trying to bring the world together”. 
Not much class differentiation in that 
one.

In my view, Corbyn did come over 
better - in general he answered more 
precisely and kept to the point, whereas 
Johnson went on and on about Brexit 
and would not stop speaking when 
the presenter tried to move on to the 
next question. He kept stressing how 
Corbyn was refusing to state which 
way he would campaign in Labour’s 
proposed second Brexit referendum, 
and on that one he was certainly right 
- no matter how many times he was 
asked, Corbyn repeated the line that he 
would put the newly negotiated deal to 
the public and let them decide between 
that and ‘remain’. After all, irrespective 
of how brilliant the new deal is, the 
Labour establishment will side with the 
remainers, so how can he come out for 
‘leave’ in any shape or form?

Earlier the presenter mentioned 
Labour’s alleged anti-Semitism 
problems - she quoted the Board of 
Deputies of British Jews to the effect 
that Labour was “a cesspit of anti-
Semitism”. Instead of condemning 

this outright lie, Corbyn came out with 
the usual stuff about Labour being 
opposed to all forms of racism 
and acting forcefully against those 
in the party who express it in any 
way.

A snap YouGov poll afterwards 
found that, after removing the ‘don’t 
knows’, 51% thought Johnson had 
performed better and 54% that he came 
over as “more prime ministerial”, as 
well as “more likable”. But Corbyn was 
considered “more trustworthy” by 45%, 
as against 40% for Johnson, while 59% 
(against 25% for Johnson) thought the 
Labour leader was “more in touch” with 
“ordinary people”.1 But the Tories are, 
for the moment at least, still maintaining 
their clear lead in all the polls.

It goes without saying that we will 
vote Labour on December 12. But, 
irrespective of the result, the fight 
for the total transformation of Labour 
into a united front of all organisations 
committed to the working class will 
continue l

Notes
1. https://yougov.co.uk/topics/politics/articles-
reports/2019/11/19/who-won-itv-general-election-
debate.
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