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Indigenous rights
I am puzzled why Steve Freeman 
criticises me for making comments 
about Jeremy Corbyn and not 
condemning the Tories (Letters, 
December 5), I wrote a letter 
(November 28), not an article, and 
I do not have to comment on other 
parties if mentioning one leader. The 
Weekly Worker publishes many letters 
and full articles where criticisms 
are made of Corbyn, Corbynism 
and Labour without necessarily 
condemning the Tories!

To reassure Steve, I hate the 
Tories, having been a civil servant 
and PCS union activist for decades. 
I am affected by and appalled at 
their austerity cuts and, through the 
‘protest only’ samba band I set up in 
2011, have marched on 117 protests 
to date, on many causes - most of 
which can be seen as opposing the 
Tories and their policies.

Steve argues as if Labour is the 
only show in town and is therefore 
fostering illusions in it. Just because 
various left organisations have set 
up, then undermined or abandoned, 
alternative parties when they were 
losing control does not settle the 
question of whether trade unionists 
and socialists should set up an 
alternative working class party.

Only 7% of Labour MPs are today 
from a working class background. 
This should matter to socialists. 
Their manifesto mainly benefits the 
middle class and they have increased 
their middle class support, whilst 
losing working class support. This 
matters and those not voting Labour 
should not simply be snarlingly 
dismissed as ‘racists’ because most 
voted ‘leave’. Labour should have 
backed ‘leave’ - if they had, they’d 
have had a landslide on December 
12. But instead they decided to back 
‘remain’ and have had to face the 
consequences electorally.

Typically like many on today’s 
left (who are not exactly increasing 
their membership) he resorts to labels 
instead of answering valid points. 
Many on the far left, like the Labour 
Party, have abandoned the working 
class - ignoring their concerns in 
favour of promoting identity politics 
over class and pretending their 
supposed internationalism isn’t 
actually globalisation. So, because 
I voted ‘leave’ my comments are 
apparently “straight out of the 
Faragean playbook”.

This is lazy. Tony Benn, Bob Crow, 
Arthur Scargill, George Galloway and 
Dennis Skinner were/are all against 
European Union membership, so 
are the usual insults of ‘xenophobe’, 
‘little Englander’, ‘racist’, etc to be 
applied to them also? I’d rather be 
with them than with the billionaires 
for the EU, the establishment, the 
BBC, Blair, Mandelson, Campbell, 
Osborne, Cameron, etc, etc. And, of 
course, Corbyn was anti-EU before 
he caved in to the Parliamentary 
Labour Party right. Had he stuck 
with ‘leave’, the anti-EU vote in the 
referendum would have been much 
higher.

Steve castigates any English 
nationalist sentiment as abhorrent (I’m 
not an English nationalist, of course), 
but welcomes every other form of 
nationalism. What is progressive 
about Scottish nationalism, Steve? It 
isn’t even socialism in one country - it 
is Scottish capitalism setting Scottish 
workers against English, Welsh and 
Irish workers. What about the pro-
European, but anti-English sentiment 
during the Scottish independence 
referendum? Had this been the other 

way round, the English would have 
been portrayed as racist.

How is Scotland an oppressed 
nation (the Barnett formula sees more 
funding allocated to Scottish than 
English citizens)? Just like with the 
EU referendum, the major parties all 
agreed to abide by the result of the 
Scottish independence referendum - 
until the Scottish National Party lost. 
In both cases we were assured the 
result would settle the matter for at 
least a generation.

If Scotland has another 
independence referendum and votes 
for independence, is it true that to 
rejoin the EU (assuming Britain 
actually leaves rather than agreeing 
some form of ‘Brino’) they’d have to 
get their debt levels down by slashing 
spending on public services? The 
SNP want to retain sterling and not 
join the euro. Isn’t that hypocritical? 
Why swap rule by Westminster for 
rule by Brussels? It’s far easier to 
elect MPs of a different party in 
Westminster than to change the entire 
EU political set-up. Cameron tried 
and got nothing.

Reforming the EU is as impossible 
as pulling the Labour Party to the left. 
Remoaners claim by voting Brexit 
we are going over a cliff edge. Here’s 
another one - why queue to climb 
aboard the EU Titanic, just as the life 
rafts are being lowered to let others 
get off (having seen the iceberg, 
which the captain is ignoring)? 
Finally, Steve, how is uncontrolled 
immigration under capitalism 
benefiting the British working class, 
as you claim? I’ve argued previously 
that under a socialist world order 
there’d be far less need for mass 
migration due to war or poverty. 
Those advocating open borders 
under capitalism are promoting 
globalisation and losing the argument 
all over the world - hence their resort 
to insults and labels.

Imperialists used to steal natural 
resources from countries they 
invaded. Now they simply plunder 
trained-up human resources (such 
as doctors and nurses) that their 
countries need more than us - and 
this is celebrated by some on the left! 
What an arrogant, Eurocentric view.

I’ve never had an answer from 
any contributors to my previous 
question: “Do indigenous peoples 
worldwide have any rights at all over 
unprecedented numbers of those 
coming into their country without 
their agreement?”
Dave Vincent
Manchester

Suspended
In July of this year Peter Gregson, the 
initiator of Labour Against Zionist 
Islamophobic Racism (Lazir) and a 
Labour Party activist for 40 years, 
was refused membership of the 
Palestine Solidarity Campaign. The 
rationale given by the PSC executive 
for refusing to allow him to appeal to 
the AGM against this was patently at 
odds with the PSC’s own constitution. 
This is very clear from the motion that 
two PSC comrades, with myself as 
proposer, put down for discussion at 
the PSC AGM to be held in January. 
It was submitted on November 26, 
in good time for the deadline for 
motions.

Transparently for putting this 
motion, I have been suspended 
from the PSC, of which I have been 
a member since 2005. The letter 
from PSC vice-chair Louise Regan 
informing me of this reads in full:

“Dear Mr Donovan
“Following receipt of concerns 

raised regarding your conduct 
as a member of PSC I have been 
appointed as the investigating officer. 
Following a preliminary investigation 
and in consultation with the executive 
committee a decision has been made 

to suspend your membership pending 
the outcome of the investigation.

“The branch secretary and chair 
will be notified of this decision and 
you are therefore requested to cease 
any further activity in the name of 
PSC. I will be in contact with you in 
the next few days to detail the process 
and to allow you to respond to the 
allegations that have been made.”

I have never pretended to be 
a spokesperson for PSC, so the 
demand that I desist from doing so is 
fraudulent. The executive has broken 
the constitution and sought to prevent 
the AGM from holding it to account. 
Ben Soffa of the executive told me 
they have ruled the motion out of 
order. The purpose is obviously to 
knock the motion off the AGM agenda 
and stop this being challenged. So the 
AGM is to be denied the right not only 
to make an informed judgement of the 
actions of the executive, but even to 
rule on its constitutionality.

In the motion we had pointed 
out that the PSC constitution states: 
“Admission to, and where necessary 
termination of, membership ... shall 
be the responsibility of the executive 
committee, to be ratified at the 
following AGM.” This means that 
the constitutional position is that 
someone who applies to join PSC, 
and is refused membership by the 
executive, has the right to appeal to 
the AGM.

There can be no debate about 
this: this is subject to ratification and 
therefore appeal at the AGM, if the 
wording of the constitution means 
anything. If the AGM is denied the 
right to hear an appeal against such a 
decision, it is being denied the right to 
an informed ratification of the actions 
of the executive.

The motion noted that Peter 
Gregson was refused membership in 
July by a decision of the executive. 
When he informed the executive of 
an intention to appeal against this to 
the AGM, Ben Jamal replied: “The 
provisions ... in relation to appeals 
is … only relevant to those who 
have successfully been admitted to 
membership of PSC and subsequently 
had their membership terminated 
or suspended.” So, as brother 
Gregson had not been “admitted to 
membership”, he was “not entitled to 
appeal this decision to the AGM”. Our 
motion, seconded by Jenifer Flintoft, 
had called on the AGM to hear the 
appeal.

In my reply to Louise Regan, I 
stated: “I am somewhat at a loss to 
know what public activity in the 
name of PSC I am supposed to ‘stop’. 
Because, although I support PSC and 
have done for many years, I have not 
to my knowledge engaged in any 
activity ‘in its name’ recently, if ever. 
I hold no elected position in PSC and 
would not presume to speak on its 
behalf.”

I noted that Louise Regan had 
referred to “allegations” against 
me without specifying what they 
were. However, I went on: “But 
circumstances make clear that your 
‘allegation’ is that I put a motion 
in favour of the right to appeal 
against the denial of membership of 
Peter Gregson.” The only objective 
of Lazir is the disaffiliation of the 
Jewish Labour Movement and 
Labour Friends of Israel from the 
Labour Party. This is completely 
compatible with the aims and 
objectives of PSC, and support for it 
is not proscribed.

I therefore concluded that the 
executive was clearly opposed 
to these objectives and actually 
supports the affiliation of these 
Zionists to the Labour Party. I 
stated: “That makes you a de facto 
political agent of these Zionist 
bodies.” I pointed out that the 
PSC executive was in breach of 

the PSC constitution and was 
denying the AGM the right to “an 
informed ratification (or not) of its 
actions regarding Peter Gregson’s 
membership”.

It’s perfectly obvious that the 
purpose of my suspension is to rig the 
January 2020 AGM and to stop this 
motion, which is completely in tune 
with PSC’s constitution, from being 
debated. Therefore it amounted to “an 
act of conference rigging”. I added: 
“The suspension itself is a corrupt act 
and the ‘investigation’ just a charade 
whose purpose is to defend the ‘right’ 
of the PSC executive to behave in an 
unconstitutional and likely unlawful 
manner.”

As I do not want to be complicit 
in such a corrupt breach of the 
constitution, I will not be cooperating 
in any way with this corrupt 
“investigation”. Anyone else who 
“cooperates” or participates in this 
fraudulent “investigation” in any way 
at all is likewise in breach of the PSC 
constitution and actively involved in 
AGM-rigging.

Finally, I declared that the pretence 
of acting impartially was a fraud. I 
have it on good authority that Louise 
Regan is a member of Socialist 
Action, which is a bureaucratic, 
Stalinist cult around a renegade ex-
Trotskyist known as John Ross.

Being ‘investigated’ by a member 
of such an outfit is like being 
‘investigated’ by a body controlled by 
the thug, Gerry Healy - the cult leader 
and rapist who abused the membership 
of the Workers Revolutionary Party 
for many years.
Ian Donovan
Socialist Fight

Far right
Klikauer and Simms go some way to 
characterising the hard right of today 
(‘Pretend language of democracy’, 
December 5). However, there is 
a difference in emphasis from the 
1930s fascists like Hitler and the 
Japanese militarists. They stressed the 
‘civilising mission’: subordinating 
or eliminating ‘unfit’ nations and 
races, in a drive to make an empire, 
a ‘new order’. Today’s hard right are 
much more defensive: they declare 
no empire, they seek to ‘protect’. To 
them, the cultural threat is mainly 
inside their societies - immigrants, 
feminists, sexual freedom. 

The new authoritarians are 
nationalist, border-obsessed, 
sectarian; their enemy list includes 
‘weak’ democrats and ‘divisive’ 
socialists as well as aliens. This hard 
right shares themes of defending 
the national fortress with president 
Trump. For Trump seeks walls, not 
wars. 

His favourite word is ‘deal’ and, 
although it’s backed up with US 
force, Trump would rather sit down 
with strong leaders of individual 
nations than fight them. What’s 
more, he feels that America cannot 
afford another Vietnam war debacle. 
Hillary Clinton may have considered 
intervening in Syria, but Trump 
prefers to ‘keep America great’ by 
making other people pay, not by 
going out for colonies, dependencies 
or international bodies. Trump makes 
his appeal to the fearful and resentful 
who want him to keep the cash and 
the jobs at home.
Mike Belbin
email

Bastards
In my previous letter I argued that the 
US-led intervention in Iraq had no 
defined policy for dealing with the 
collapse of the Iraqi state post-victory 
(November 28).

But Jim Cook points out that 
the whole debacle was based on a 
grand strategy - the ‘New American 
Century’ (Letters, December 5). The 
cheerleaders for this uber-plan of 
foreign policy were Donald Rumsfeld, 
Dick Cheney and John Bolton - all of 
whom had enormous influence over 
president Bush prior to, and during, 
the Iraq disaster. Grand strategies 
are mere ‘castles in the air’, when 
they ignore the concrete realities 
of political, social and economic 
relationships on the ground ...

I stand by my view of the 
occupation of Iraq as ‘clueless’ - Jim’s 
citing of evidence of incompetence, 
malfeasance and corruption 
strengthens my case. The US had a 
strategy: a strategy flawed by blind 
ignorance of Middle Eastern politics 
in general and those of the Gulf states 
in particular. It was doomed to fail.

But I am in full agreement with 
comrade Jim’s view of Rumsfeld and 
his acolytes - bastards!
Robbie Leslie
email
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One more issue
Our fighting fund got a major 

boost this week in the shape of 
a cheque from regular supporter RG 
- for no less than £200! Because he 
didn’t include any explanatory note, 
and because he has often been more 
than generous in the past, I can only 
assume it was to mark his ongoing 
appreciation of the Weekly Worker.

And he wasn’t the only one. 
Both RL and MF made a donation 
of £50 via PayPal, while a further 
£115 came our way in the shape of 
standing orders - thanks go to NH 
(£30), DV and GD (£25 each), LM 
(£15) and JK and SM (£10 each). All 
that comes to £415 this week, taking 
our running total for December up 
to £872. That’s not bad after just 11 
days, when the target is, of course, 
£2,000.

So now we need to build on this 
good start to the month to make up 
for November’s deficit, which I 
reported last week as being £269. 
But now I discover that this total 
was not quite right. It turns out 
that editor Peter Manson had been 

handed £65 in cash from comrade 
PB on the very last day of the month 
and failed to report it in time. Some 
people!

Anyway, that means that the 
November total should have been 
£1,796 - a shortfall of only £204. 
All that means we should surely 
make up for that deficit by the end 
of December. But there’s only one 
more issue of the Weekly Worker 
this year - the December 19 edition 
will, of course, provide you with our 
analysis of the general election and 
what it means for the working class.

Don’t forget - we absolutely 
rely on our supporters to cover all 
our expenses - unlike the capitalist 
media we don’t pull in millions via 
advertising!

Let’s end the year on a high! l
Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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Writing on the wall
With the Brexit Party collapsing about his ears, Nigel Farage is 
thinking about launching the Reform Party. Eddie Ford is amused

W hatever else you can say 
about the general election, 
one thing that cannot be 

doubted is that the Brexit Party had a 
disastrous campaign.

Of course, it is easy to identify 
when the wheels started to come off 
- which was very quickly indeed, 
when Nigel Farage announced on 
November 11 - to stunned silence 
- that the BP would not be standing 
candidates against any of the 317 
sitting Tory MPs. Game over before it 
had even begun. Very unconvincingly, 
if not with a smack of desperation, 
Farage tried to justify his dramatic 
policy change by pointing to a video 
on Twitter of Boris Johnson, in which 
he promised not to ask for or accept 
an extension of the transition period 
for Britain leaving the European 
Union beyond the end of 2020 - just 
as he had previously promised to “die 
in a ditch” rather than extend article 
50 beyond October 31. The prime 
minister also said on the video that he 
wanted to negotiate a “super Canada-
plus” trade deal with no political or 
regulatory alignment with the EU, 
which seems like a pipedream.

Although it was not the kind of 
‘clean’ Brexit that Nigel Farage had 
been championing for the months and 
years before the election campaign, 
he said he could now back Johnson’s 
EU deal - even though 95% of it is 
exactly the same as Theresa May’s 
previous version. That, of course, 
Farage had denounced as “cretinous” 
and “the worst deal in history”. And 
under Johnson’s deal Northern Ireland 
will effectively remain within the 
framework of the EU for the indefinite 
future (therefore requiring two-way 
customs checks, and so on, whatever he 
might say). No wonder the Democratic 
Unionist Party  turned against the Tory 
government.

Exactly as predicted, and as Farage 
must have expected, the Tories did not 
reciprocate in the spirit of generosity 
and compromise - none of their 
candidates stood down, nor was there 
a formal alliance with the BP. It was 
never going to happen. This made 
Nigel Farage look weak and rather 
foolish, and any possible momentum 
that the BP might have gathered 
was instantly blown away. Feeling 
betrayed, some angry candidates 
demanded their money back, after 
having paid £100 to the organisation to 
stand in the election - we were conned.

Logical
There was only one obvious 
conclusion to draw from Farage’s new 
stance. Either you want another hung 
parliament, carrying on the Brexit farce 
- which is clearly not Farage’s aim - 
or logically you vote Tory in order to 
‘get Brexit done’, or at least offer the 
possibility of some sort of resolution. 
For that, the Tories need the biggest 
parliamentary majority possible. A 
hung parliament could possibly lead 
to the cancellation of Brexit by one 
means or another.

That was certainly the conclusion 
of some BP parliamentary candidates, 
who unilaterally stood down to give the 
Tories a better chance. They included 
Rupert Lowe in the Labour heartland 
seat of Dudley North - exactly the kind 
of seat that the party was supposed to 
capture. Paul Brothwood also stood 
aside in the marginal Dudley South, 
announcing that he was backing the 
Tories. As for Stephen Peddie, the 
party’s candidate for Tonbridge and 
Malling in Kent, he openly attacked 
Farage on Twitter - accusing him of 
pursuing a “fantastical and dangerous 

strategy” that saw the BP “evolving 
from a national asset to a national 
threat”. At the same time, one of the 
BP’s main donors - property developer 
Jeffrey Hobby, who donated £10,000 
to the party ahead of the European 
elections in May - switched to the 
Tories, saying the prime minister was 
doing a “fantastic job”. The BP was 
redundant.

Then there were the sensational 
stories about senior BP figures being 
offered peerages and positions if they 
stood down - including claims from 
Ann Widdecombe, the MEP for South 
West England, that she was offered a 
place in a “future Brexit negotiating 
team” by the Conservatives. The latter 
have strenuously denied ever making 
such an offer, effectively calling 
Widdecombe a liar. She might be a 
half-mad political reactionary, but why 
would she lie about such a thing?

Perhaps the ultimate humiliation 
came when three BP MEPs resigned 
the whip. Annunziata Rees-Mogg 
(sister of Commons leader, Jacob 
Rees-Mogg), Lance Forman and Lucy 
Harris urged voters to vote Tory if they 
want to see Brexit completed. Rees-
Mogg - the MEP for East Midlands 
and a former Conservative candidate 
- told journalists that she finds it 
“tragic” that the BP is “now the very 
party risking Brexit”. If you “support 
democracy, support our sovereignty, 
and support Brexit”, she urged, then 
“support the Conservatives and get us 
out of the EU”, as “we need a strong 
‘leave’-supporting government to 
deliver the Brexit 17.4 million voted 
for”. Lance Forman was blunter, and 
more logical still, saying that, whilst 
he welcomed Farage’s decision to 
stand down in seats won by the Tories 
at the last election, it did not go far 
enough - the BP should have stepped 
aside in every Tory target seat. 
Farage’s was a “misguided” strategy, 
he stated, that “jeopardises the chance 
to become an independent country at 
the very moment victory is in sight”. 
After all, if Johnson’s deal is “good 
enough” not to fight the Tories in their 
existing seats, “why on earth are we 
competing with them elsewhere?” A 
good question - why split the ‘leave’ 
vote at all?

In retaliation, Nigel Farage told 
the BBC’s Andrew Neil that the 
three defectors did not understand 
what was happening in the Labour 
seats which the BP was contesting. 
Apparently in Labour marginals, while 
Labour was down 18 points, there 
was no shift in the Tory vote. In fact 
in some constituencies, where voters 
were “unlikely” to go blue, it was 
the Conservatives who were guilty of 
splitting the ‘leave’ vote!

But even businessman and major 
BP donor Arron Banks - as co-founder 
of the Leave.EU campaign, a fellow 
“bad boy of Brexit” alongside Nigel 
Farage - ended up calling upon people 
to vote for the Tories. Naturally, there 
are still true believers in the BP like 
Claire Fox, MEP for North West 
England and a former luminary of 
the Revolutionary Communist Party. 
She has given speeches about how 
no-one truly speaks for democracy 
apart from the BP, even if she does 
admit that, “to be honest, Nigel and 
I are unlikely to agree on a range of 
issues” - especially as “I’ve spent 
my life fighting for leftwing causes”. 
Well by her new friends she shall be 
known. Thirty years ago Fox and co 
might have been counted on the left. 
But that was a lifetime ago. Now they 
are a particularly weird variant of the 
libertarian right. Not remotely leftwing 
at all.

Vehicle
Seeing the writing on the wall for the 
Brexit Party, Nigel Farage is talking 
about setting up the Reform Party - 
having already registered the name. 
This means that he expects the Tories 
to ‘get Brexit done’ in some way in the 
relatively near future, which means 
the name of his party will have far 
less traction - so change it. Whether 
the RP will be a successful vehicle for 
him remains to be seen, though it looks 
extremely doubtful. But, in reality, 
Nigel Farage is a Tory, albeit currently 
in exile. His real home is in the Tory 
Party.

Anyhow, the new party will be 
formally launched after Britain finally 
leaves the EU - whenever that is, 
if it ever happens. In particular, the 
Reform Party will campaign to get rid 
of the House of Lords and introduce 
a proportional voting system - Farage 
told Sky News on December 8 that he 
wants “to change politics for good”. 
He also cast doubt on Johnson’s Brexit 
deal, but he thought there was “still 
time for it to be amended”.

Of course, communists support 
scrapping the Lords and the ‘first past 
the post’ voting system. But we fight to 
go much further - abolish the monarchy 
and all second chambers (elected or 
non-elected), and fight for a federal 
republic. Scrap the standing army 
and all weapons of mass destruction, 
whether nuclear or non-nuclear, 
establish a popular militia, disestablish 
the Church of England, nationalise the 
land, etc, etc.

As for the Brexit Party (not to 
mention any successor grouping), the 
writing is on the wall l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

London Communist Forum
Sunday December 15, 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 2B: ‘Roman imperialism and its decline’.
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk and
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.
Sunday December 22 and 29: No forum.
Radical Anthropology Group
Tuesday December 17, 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: ‘A Christmas fairy tale: the shoes that were danced to 
pieces’. Speaker: Chris Knight.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org.
No vote, no voice
Friday December 13, 3.45pm: School student protest, Guildhall, 
High Street, Bath BA1. Youth have no say over who represents them in 
parliament. Fight for votes at 16 and climate justice!
Organised by Bath Youth Climate Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/473528673368420.
Outcome of the election
Saturday December 14, 11.30am: LRC members’ meeting, RMT HQ, 
39 Chalton Street, London NW1. Win or lose - the LRC is holding a 
meeting for members to discuss what next.
Organised by Labour Representation Committee:
www.facebook.com/LRCofficial.
Post-election: what next?
Sunday December 15, 2pm: Public meeting, Hamilton House, 80 
Stokes Croft, Bristol BS1. Bringing together the activists who have 
worked across Bristol in the election to work out the next steps for real, 
permanent, socialist change.
Organised by Bristol Transformed:
www.facebook.com/events/2415906741865693.
Post-election debrief
Tuesday December 17, 7pm: Public meeting, The George, 40 
Parkholme Road London E8. To discuss strategy following the general 
election, the UCU strikes and building support for the postal workers.
Organised by East London RS21:
www.facebook.com/events/811809145955986.
Universal Credit Action Network
Wednesday December 18, 6pm: Public meeting, The Brady Art Centre, 
192-196 Hanbury Street, London E1. Discuss what we can do to prevent 
the misery that universal credit is forcing upon people.
Organised by Universal Credit Action Network:
www.facebook.com/events/2494549247538227.
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.
Labour’s new economic policy
Thursday January 9, 7.30pm: Monthly meeting, Council House, 
Victoria Square, Birmingham B1. Labour is unwilling to challenge 
capitalism, but another recession looms. Speaker: Michael Roberts.
Organised by Birmingham Trade Union Council:
www.facebook.com/BhamTUC.
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.
Billy Strachan remembered
Wednesday January 15, 7pm: Public meeting, Marx Memorial 
Library, 37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. Billy Strachan (1921-
98) was a communist and campaigner for colonial freedom. Speakers 
include Winston Pinder and David Horsley. Admission £5 (£3).
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.facebook.com/events/2537524563136811.
Palestine solidarity
Saturday January 25, 9:30am to 5pm: Annual general meeting,
Conway Hall, 25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. Members review 
last year’s work, decide future campaigns and elect the executive 
committee.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events/psc-agm-2020.
Remembering Robin Page Arnot (1890-1986)
Thursday February 6, 7pm: Public meeting, Marx Memorial Library, 
37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. First of three weekly talks about 
prominent CPGB educators. Speaker: Mary Davis. Tickets £5 (£3).
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.facebook.com/events/2916854228327624.
Stand Up To Racism
Saturday February 8, 11am to 4pm: Trade union conference, Brunei 
Gallery, SOAS, Russell Square, London WC1. Bringing together trade 
unionists from different industries and sectors to promote anti-racism in 
unions and workplaces. Registration £12 (£6).
Organised by Stand Up To Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/425078621764076.
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.

Looks like the party is over
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The media mincer
Jim Grant of Labour Party Marxists looks back at the Labour leadership’s attempts to conciliate the media

O ne of the benefits of receiving 
dozens of emails from various 
layers of the Labour Party 

during this election campaign is a 
clear sense of the leadership’s overall 
pitch to its own members.

The impression you get is of a siege 
mentality, particularly in relation to 
the media. Thus a mass email with 
Jeremy Corbyn’s name all over it 
the morning after the leaders debate, 
noting that £100,000 had been raised 
after the performance. “If we’re going 
to take on the billionaire media and 
Boris Johnson’s billionaire backers, 
it’s going to take more than that,” 
the Dear Leader wisely noted. At the 
manifesto launch, Corbyn openly 
challenged the bourgeois media to do 
its worst.

This attitude is welcome and 
appropriate, of course, and, as I write, 
the possibility is not excluded that 
it will ‘work’ and cause a dramatic 
upset. There is a real danger, however, 
that it is too little, and far too late - at 
least to make much difference to the 
result of the December 12 election, or 
to the shape of the government that 
emerges from it.

For the Corbyn leadership’s 
attitude to the bourgeois media has 
been conciliatory and occasionally 
cringe-inducing. We have sat through 
far too many attempts to appear 
‘responsible’, when it comes to the 
economy, promises to ‘balance the 
budget’, apologies for their more hair-
raising bits of past leftism.

On the other hand we have 
had attempts to ingratiate, rather 
than detoxify, of which Corbyn’s 
appearance on The last leg in a full-
length, snowy-white pimp coat is the 
most striking; but more generally the 
Corbyn movement has attempted to 
make use of ‘non-traditional’ outlets 
of various sorts, from social media in 
general to encouraging an ecosystem 
of Labour-supporting news sites of 
varying quality (Skwawkbox, The 
Canary and so on). Corbyn and 
McDonnell even showed up in the 
football magazine When Saturday 
Comes, to promote their football-

related manifesto pledges and make 
awkward banter about their Arsenal 
and Liverpool commitments.

It must be said that this strategy 
has not, in the end, succeeded in 
seriously threatening the mainstream 
media narrative. The recent absurd 
non-scandal about whether Corbyn 
watches the queen’s Christmas 
message or not is a case in point: if 
he does not, he is hardly alone in the 
Britain of 2019, so why even respond 
to such frivolous questions? But, even 
if he had demanded the ITV presenters 
stick to serious matters, it would have 
been pitched as his being ‘evasive’. 
The Skwawkbox-type operations will 
denounce this absurd deviousness on 
the part of the mainstream media, 
but they are nonetheless dragged into 
treating such absurdities seriously by 
responding to them.

The clearest example, however, is 
the hysteria over the Labour Party’s 
supposed ‘anti-Semitism’ problem. 
Though the agenda issues ultimately 
from the US state department and - 
concurrently - an Israeli establishment 
facing a pile-up of bad PR from small 
matters like the collective punishment 
of Gazans and unending far-right 
governments, it is the media that 
retails the lies. And lies they are: 
despite years of dragnet-fishing, even 
Jesus could not feed so many hungry 
hacks with such a meagre catch of 
actual anti-Semites.

Throughout this sorry saga, 
Corbyn and co have capitulated again 
and again. These lies have never 
been denounced. Natural justice 
was left in smoking ruins, for the 
sake of looking sufficiently penitent 
before the degenerate persons in 
the press gallery. There might have 
been a rationale for justifying this if 
capitulating had actually worked, and 
the sting had been drawn from the 
issue of Zionism and by extension 
Corbyn’s state-loyalism. It might 
then have gone down in the history 
books like other dishonourable 
compromises, like the mouths Nye 
Bevan stuffed with gold to get the 
national health service set up. Instead, 

lies gave way to grovelling, and 
grovelling to new lies; and ally after 
ally was thrown under the bus. It did 
not work. It was worse than a crime - 
it was a mistake, as was once said of 
Napoleon’s invasion of Russia.

Opportunity
This all goes back to the contradictions 
at the heart of the Corbyn moment, 
and thus to the beginning of his run 
at the leadership four and a half 
years ago. A complacent Labour 
right helped put him on the ballot 
to make the whole affair seem more 
democratic - they had already taken 
steps to turn leadership elections 
into something resembling American 
primaries. This turned out to be an 
epic tactical blunder, and years of 
pent-up frustration - fuelled by anger 
at the manifestly unjust aftermath of 
the financial crisis that saw the elite 
shake out fine, while the rest of us 
suffered - spilled into a spontaneous 
mass movement.

This presented the British labour 
movement with a historic opportunity, 
but it did so at a moment of profound 
weakness. The radical left was divided 
between the remnants of the various 
Marxist grouplets and the even-more-
fissile identity politics that tended 
to replace them. Union membership 
was at a low ebb. The local Labour 
Party organisations, into which these 
new members were thrust, were in 
disarray after decades of bureaucratic 
obstruction. The leadership now 
belonged to the left, but the machine 
and the parliamentary party to the 
right, and so life at the grassroots was 
choked off by the desperate police 
actions of the old guard. In Labour 
Party Marxists, we called - indeed, 
starting before the Corbyn movement 
- for the democratic transformation 
of the Labour Party, but the priority 
for everyone else was a Labour 
government with Corbyn in No10, 
with the result that this institutional 
disrepair has never been addressed 
seriously.

One aspect of that disrepair - 
and a very long-standing one - is 

the weakness of our own media. 
The Labour Party itself has made 
apparently no efforts on this front at all 
- the exhortations of the campaigning 
office into our inbox will have to do. 
The papers and wider output of the 
far left are increasingly dominated 
by delusional cheerleading for 
ephemeral protest movements, often 
of very dubious politics (wide-eyed 
enthusiasm for the protests in Hong 
Kong and les gilets jaunes in France, 
despite the obvious participation of the 
far right, spring to mind). The closest 
thing to a bright spot is probably the 
Morning Star, which has improved in 
quality - admittedly from a very poor 
starting position - but it is hamstrung 
by its absolute unwillingness to 
criticise the Labour leadership at all, 
even when it contradicts other deeply 
held convictions of the Star and its 
Communist Party of Britain, such as 
over Brexit.

The shiny new Corbynista outlets 
are not a long-term solution to this 
problem, because they are over-
fitted to this situation. The refusal 
to confront the question of the 
party and the labour movement’s 
domination by the bureaucracy 
means working around or outside of 
such structures, and in effect means 
the multiplication of fiefdoms. The 
most striking example of this is not a 
media outlet, but Momentum - or, to 
give it its proper name, Momentum 
Campaign (Services) Ltd - proprietor: 
J Lansman. Yet it is equally true of 
The Canary, Skwawkbox and co, 
which are basically beholden to one 
or another member of King Jeremy’s 
court in completely opaque and 
unaccountable ways.

Social media is not the answer 
either, because Facebook and Twitter 
are no less in enemy hands than The 
Daily Telegraph; moreover, it is plain 
that the ‘wild west’ era of content on 
these platforms is coming to an end, 
and moral panics over the far right 
(and even genocide in Myanmar) are 
the thin end of a wedge that implies 
far more pervasive policing of content 
and subservience to the state.

In truth, the bourgeois news media 
is having a sticky moment. It is 
broadly untrusted. Quality of output 
is way down after decades of cost-
cutting exercises; hastily rewritten 
wire copy and industrially extruded 
clickbait predominate. The most 
partisan outlets within it do better - the 
Daily Mail and Fox News, sure, but 
The Guardian reached profitability 
recently on the back of an unending 
drive for donations and, while it is 
hardly our idea of a leftwing paper, it 
is more so than any of its competitors 
- but only within its immediate target 
markets. Various attempts at cordons 
sanitaires around ‘unacceptable’ 
political outcomes - Corbyn, Brexit, 
Trump - have failed. The backlash 
against social media companies, 
meanwhile, is also in full swing.

In theory, this is a promising 
situation for the workers’ movement 
to build up its own organs of mass 
communication. Unlike the bourgeois 
media, workers’ media are dependent 
neither on advertisers nor state 
largesse; they thrive, if thrive they 
do, on the creative energy of our 
movement’s partisans in service 
of our goals and each other. In a 
vibrant, democratic movement, the 
possibilities are very great to supplant 
bourgeois sources as the media of 
first resort; and there is no reason 
why we should stop merely at the 
level of publications. After all, the 
structure of the new internet platforms 
- as this paper has argued repeatedly 
- is determined no less by capitalist 
political economy. We should take 
seriously, for example, this question: 
what would a search engine that 
did not ultimately make money by 
advertising brokerage look like?

Just as Corbyn and co took for 
granted the structure of the Labour 
Party, and left the right in charge 
of its little power bases for far too 
long, so it refused to denounce the 
structurally necessary lies of the 
media. Whatever the December 12 
result turned out to be, that was an 
error in the long-term view, and it 
remains for us to correct it l

‘Unbiased’ BBC: Corbyn’s Photoshopped image
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Russia, Russia, Russia …
The Democrats’ campaign for Trump’s impeachment is a symptom of a sea change, writes Daniel Lazare

Impeachment is supposedly about 
high crimes and misdemeanours. 
But the spectacle currently 

underway in Washington is really 
about a modern version of the Crusades 
- one in which good Americans sally 
forth to do battle with Vladimir Putin, 
the personification of evil in the eyes 
of US Democrats.

If you do not believe it, ask house 
speaker Nancy Pelosi. Trump’s crime, 
she declared in mid-November, was 
not so much advancing his own 
political interests by pressuring 
Ukrainian president Volodymyr 
Zelensky to investigate Joe Biden. 
Rather, it was advancing the interests 
of Russia: “Putin benefited from our 
… holding up of that foreign - that 
military assistance,” she said with 
regard to the $391 million in Ukrainian 
aid that Trump temporarily withheld:

Putin benefited by the action taken 
by the president vis-à-vis Syria and 
Turkey, because they [ie, Russia] 
wanted a stronghold in the Middle 
East, and the president gave 
them that. Putin benefited from 
the president’s comments about 
uncertainty about our support for 
Nato, and the list goes on … With 
you, Mr President, all roads lead to 
Putin.1

Jamie Raskin, a liberal Democratic 
congressman from the Washington 
DC suburbs, followed suit during 
the impeachment hearings a few 
weeks later. Safeguarding American 
elections, he said, is especially 
important “in an international context 
in which Vladimir Putin and other 
tyrants and despots are interfering 
to destabilise elections around the 
world.” Pamela Karlan, a Stanford law 
professor enlisted by the Democrats 
in support of impeachment, agreed: 
“America is not just the last best 
hope,” she testified, “… but it’s also 
the shining city on a hill. And we 
can’t be the shining city on a hill 
and promote democracy around the 
world if we’re not promoting it here 
at home.”

US democracy will not be safe, 
in short, until Americans wage jihad 
against its enemies abroad. This is 
the party line that impeachment is 
propelling to the forefront and one that 
shows how thoroughly Democrats 
have reinvented themselves as the 
party of war, as the battle to retake 
the White House nears its climax. 
It marks a dramatic sea change 
from a half-dozen years ago, when 
Democrats were known as the slightly 
less belligerent half of America’s 
Tweedledum-Tweedledee political 
system and it was the Republicans 
who plumbed the depths of rightwing 
extremism.

To be sure, the Democratic ‘big 
tent’ has long included a bellicose 
neocon wing led by Hillary Clinton. 
But most Democrats worshipped at 
the shrine of Barack Obama, who 
opposed the invasion of Iraq in 
2003, negotiated a sweeping nuclear 
accord with Iran in 2015, and angered 
Benjamin Netanyahu by refusing to 
block a UN security council resolution 
opposing Israeli settlements a year 
later.

One could argue that the 
distinction was largely rhetorical, 
since US support for Israel never 
wavered in the slightest, while 
Obama caved into the Clintonites by 
backing Nato intervention in Libya 
and Saudi-sponsored jihad in Syria. 
Indeed, one could argue that the 2015 
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 
actually made matters worse, because 

Obama felt it left him with no choice 
but to smooth Saudi feathers by green-
lighting the kingdom’s air assault on 
Yemen and turning a blind eye to its 
massive delivery of US-made TOW 
missiles into the hands of al Qa’eda-
led rebels in Syria’s northern Idlib 
province in April 2015.

Still, rhetoric counts for something, 
which is why some on the left can 
perhaps be excused for viewing 
the Democrats as a slightly saner 
alternative to a loony-right ‘Grand 
Old Party’.

Outflanking
But no longer. By outflanking Trump 
on the right on Russia, Democrats are 
now the ones splashing about in the 
fever swamps. The strange new about-
face is evident in everything from 
party members’ boundless paranoia 
towards Moscow to their new-found 
passion for the intelligence agencies. 
Hard as it is to believe, Democrats 
once made a big show of criticising 
the FBI, CIA and NSA. But those days 
are long gone, now that outlets like 
the New York Times and Washington 
Post devote themselves to defending 
the FBI and CIA against charges 
of overstepping their bounds in the 
Russia investigation.

A few examples: in late 2017, 
a Times columnist quipped that 
Republican suggestions that ex-MI6 
agent Christopher Steele’s famous 
‘golden showers’ dossier has been 
discredited is itself “discreditable 
to the point of being dishonest”.2 
(Department of justice inspector-
general Michael Horowitz recently 
determined that Steele’s findings were 
“uncorroborated”, “inconsistent” or 
simply “not true”.3) In early 2018, a 
Times editorial denounced the “wild-
eyed conspiracy theory” that the FBI 
used misleading or faulty information 
to obtain a secret search warrant 
against a Russiagate suspect named 
Carter Page.4 (In fact, Horowitz would 
find 17 “significant errors” in the FBI 
application, including one instance 

of outright falsification.5) When the 
house intelligence committee, led by 
a hyperactive Los Angeles Democrat 
named Adam Schiff, subpoenaed the 
phone records of a reporter named 
John Solomon, one might have 
expected the media to rise as one. After 
all, that is what major news outlets 
did in the past when journalists came 
under threat. But, because Solomon is 
a Russiagate-sceptic, they all stayed 
silent except for the Murdoch-owned 
Wall Street Journal.

It is liberals who are increasingly 
cosy with government prosecutors 
and intelligence agencies while 
conservatives are now the ones who 
go on and on about violations of civil 
liberties and the rise of dangerous 
cold-war rhetoric. Obviously, the 
change did not take place overnight. 
But it was Trump who put it over 
the top by tackling Clinton’s record 
as secretary of state during the 2016 
campaign. Trump’s foreign-policy 
stances were an idiosyncratic mess, 
but what he had to say on Russia, 
Syria and the Ukraine could not help 
but cause those on the left to sit up 
and take notice: “You know, Russia 
wants to get Isis, right?” he said in 
September 2015. “We want to get Isis. 
Russia is in Syria. Maybe we should 
let them do it.” In July 2016, he 
expressed sympathy with Moscow’s 
annexation of the Crimea: “But, you 
know, the people of Crimea, from 
what I’ve heard, would rather be with 
Russia than where they were. And you 
have to look at that also.”6

It was not all that different from 
what the left had been saying since 
2014: ie, that it was the US-backed, 
fascist-led coup in Kiev that had 
caused the Ukraine to splinter and 
that US intervention in Syria was 
helping Isis and al Qa’eda rather 
than hindering them. The overlap 
was enough for the two parties to 
essentially switch sides.

This became clear in the final 
presidential debate, when Clinton 
assailed Trump as Putin’s “puppet”. In 

reply, Trump sputtered: “No puppet, 
no puppet - you’re the puppet.” 
Undaunted, Clinton zeroed in for the 
attack:

It’s pretty clear you won’t admit 
that the Russians have engaged in 
cyber attacks against the United 
States of America, that you 
encouraged espionage against our 
people, that you are willing to spout 
the Putin line, sign up for his wish 
list, break up Nato, do whatever he 
wants to do, and that you continue 
to get help from him, because he 
has a very clear favourite in this 
race. So I think that this is such 
an unprecedented situation. We’ve 
never had a foreign government 
trying to interfere in our election. 
We have 17 - 17 - intelligence 
agencies, civilian and military, 
who have all concluded that these 
espionage attacks, these cyber 
attacks, come from the highest 
level of the Kremlin, and they are 
designed to influence our election. 
I find that deeply disturbing.7

With remarkable fidelity, Democrats 
have followed this up since. Because 
Trump sympathised with some of 
Russia’s positions, because he was 
sceptical that espionage had taken 
place, because he had once joked, 
“Russia, if you’re listening, I hope 
you’re able to find the 30,000 [Clinton] 
emails that are missing”8 - it was 
proof positive that he and Putin were 
secretly in league. The fact that the 
‘intelligence community’ concurred 
meant that it was doubly true and that 
Democrats had a valuable new ally 
in the anti-Trump struggle. From that 
moment on, the two camps closed 
ranks against the outside threat.

Nowhere else has a comparable 
realignment occurred: not in 
Britain, where Boris Johnson has 
successfully squelched a report that 
Russia interfered in the 2016 Brexit 
referendum; not in France, where 
attempts to stir up fears of a secret 

Russian hand in the yellow-vest 
protests have fallen flat; and so on.

Imperial crisis
But America is different. Given 
that the left is nowhere to be found, 
political battles on Capitol Hill are 
exclusively between the near right 
and the far right. By allowing Trump 
to gain the presidency despite losing 
the popular vote, America’s decrepit 
232-year-old constitution has saddled 
the US with a first-class crisis of 
legitimacy, from which there is no 
conceivable escape.

But America is caught up in an 
imperial crisis as well. Grossly over-
extended, it has watched helplessly, 
as a regional power like Russia has 
run rings around it in important battle 
zones such as the Black Sea and 
the Middle East. Given that even a 
strategic retreat is out of the question 
for a crusader state like the US, it 
is reduced to blaming its failure on 
various occult forces abroad and 
at home. Thus, the myth of an all-
encompassing Kremlin conspiracy 
bears a curious resemblance to that 
of an all-powerful Jewish conspiracy 
of a few generations ago, while Putin 
has emerged as the new Svengali - 
“an Oriental Israelite Hebrew Jew”, 
according to George du Maurier’s 
1895 novel, Trilby - who has Trump 
thoroughly in his grip.

Facts do not matter when it 
comes to demonology. The upshot 
is a parade of hawkish impeachment 
witnesses berating Trump for 
cooperating with Putin rather than 
meeting the Russian threat head on. 
Deputy assistant secretary of state 
George Kent compared the neo-Nazis 
of the Ukraine’s Azov Battalion to 
the Minutemen of the American 
Revolution (“Ukrainian civil society 
answered the challenge. They formed 
volunteer battalions of citizens … they 
crowd-sourced funding for their own 
weapons …”); while former national 
security council advisor Fiona Hill 
testified that anyone who questions 
whether Russian interference in 2016 
was as serious as the intelligence 
agencies say it was is “clearly 
advance[ing] Russian interests”.9

Then there was the redoubtable 
Pamela Karlan, who assured the 
house judiciary committee that US 
national interests lie “in making sure 
that the Ukraine remains strong and 
on the front lines, so they fight the 
Russians there and we don’t have to 
fight them here”.

Fight them here? Do Democrats 
really expect a Russian infantry 
landing in Washington DC any time 
soon? Trump is a bully, a bigot and 
an incipient fashion. But it is the 
Democrats who are the party pushing 
for war l

Notes
1. www.youtube.com/watch?v=VgGJ5KDZ4bk.
2. B Stephens, ‘The sleazy case against Mueller’s 
probe’ New York Times November 3 2017.
3. ‘Review of four FISA applications’, 196.
4. ‘The Republican plot against the FBI’ New York 
Times February 1 2018.
5. Office of the Inspector General, US department 
of justice, ‘Review of four FISA applications and 
other aspects of the FBI’s Crossfire hurricane 
investigation’, December 2019, ppvi-xiv.
6. J Johnson, ‘Donald Trump: let Russia fight the 
Islamic State in Syria’ Washington Post September 
25 2015; A Mallin, ‘Trump: Crimea’s people prefer 
Russia, but if he’s elected Putin is “not going into 
Ukraine”’ ABC News July 31 2016.
7. For the full exchange, see www.youtube.com/
watch?v=-qIN1-z_JqQ.
8. www.youtube.com/watch?v=-b71f2eYdTc.
9. Kent’s November 13 testimony before the 
House Intelligence Committee is available at 
www.rev.com/blog/impeachment-hearings-first-
day-transcript-bill-taylor-george-kent-testimony-
transcript. For Hill’s November 21 testimony, see 
www.rev.com/blog/impeachment-hearing-day-5-
transcript-fiona-hill-and-david-holmes-testimony.
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Nice British bobby
Yassamine Mather compares Radio Farda’s reporting of Iran with its touching depiction of Britain 

R ecent protests against the 
withdrawal of state subsidies 
for fuel have seen 200, 

maybe 300, people killed - mostly, 
as far as I can tell, by the security 
forces. This human slaughter by the 
Islamic Republic regime should be 
strongly condemned. Moreover, it 
is the leaders of all its factions who 
share responsibility for the brutal 
suppression. 

However, this has led to some 
bizarre comments from some 
reporters, including one from Radio 
Farda - the Persian-language branch 
of the US government-funded Radio 
Free Europe/Radio Liberty external 
service. It broadcasts 24 hours a day 
from its headquarters in the Czech 
Republic - its parent organisation is 
the US Agency for Global Media, 
based in Prague. The station is forever 
condemning the actions of the Iranian 
security forces.

By way of contrast, last week a 
senior reporter from Farda tweeted 
a short video of a 2010 protest in 
London of students taking over 
Tory Party offices - with a comment 
that the police stood by and did not 
intervene, despite the fact that the 
protestors were damaging property. 
The implication is that in the UK 
the police never mistreat protestors, 
unlike in Iran. There are so many ways 
of replying to such a stupid comment 
that I am not sure where to start. But 
let me mention just a few examples 
of violence on the part of the British 
police and army, which have a long 
history of brutality, especially during 
the colonial era:
 Bloody Sunday, or the Bogside 
massacre, of January 30 1972 in 
Derry, Northern Ireland, when British 
soldiers opened fire on unarmed 
civilians during a protest march 
against the internment of political 
prisoners. Fourteen people died - 
many of them shot at as they were 
running away, or even while trying 
to help the wounded. A number of 
protestors were injured by rubber 
bullets or batons, and two were run 
down by army vehicles. All of those 
shot were Catholics.
 In 1997, only weeks before the 
Good Friday agreement, mass 
protests led to riots and gun battles 
in the nationalist districts of Northern 
Ireland. The protests had started 
when officials gave permission for an 
Orange Order march in Portadown, 
and the Royal Ulster Constabulary 
used brutal, aggressive methods to 
remove nationalist protestors who had 
been blocking the march.

Of course, Northern Ireland had 
been the scene of many examples of 
brutality by state forces, including:
 The 1922 Arnon Street killings in 
Belfast, when six Catholic civilians 
were killed by police, apparently in 
revenge for the killing of a Royal Irish 
Constabulary officer by the IRA.
 In 1969 during a period of sectarian 
rioting, the Royal Ulster Constabulary, 
consisting of pro-British Protestants, 
helped paramilitary loyalists while 
ignoring the plight of republicans. 
During the same period the Battle of 
the Bogside was a three-day conflict 
in Derry between the RUC and 
nationalist residents.

And what about in Britain itself?
 In 1936, during the Battle of Cable 
Street, police horses were used to 
attack anti-fascist protestors.
 In 1984-85 during the miners’ Great 
Strike there were many confrontations 
between striking miners and police. 

One of them was at the Orgreave 
coking plant near Rotherham on 
June 18 1984, in what was later 
called the ‘Battle of Orgreave’. 
Police on horseback charged miners 
using truncheons and many of the 
demonstrators sustained serious 
injuries . Other less well known, 
but also bloody, police attacks took 
place - for example, in Maltby, South 
Yorkshire.
 In 2010 the policing of the 
student protests included the use of 
a controversial technique known as 
kettling, when hundreds of students 
were contained for hours within 
cordons of police officers. During 
a march in Whitehall on November 
24, mounted police on horseback 
launched a vicious attack on the 
demonstrators.

There are plenty of other examples, 
such as the police killing of Kevin 
Gately during the 1974 Red Lion 
Square demonstration, while in 1979 
Blair Peach was killed by an officer 
of the Special Patrol Group during an 
anti-racism demonstration in London. 
In 2009, during protests against the 
G-20 London summit, a bystander, 
Ian Tomlinson, died shortly after 
being pushed to the ground by police.

I know history is not a strong point 
for contemporary reporters, but maybe 
next time the reporter should do a bit 
more research before tweeting.

By the way, Mike Pompeo - the 
former CIA director, who gave us 
waterboarding and ‘extraordinary 
rendition’ (in other words, 
“government-sponsored abduction 
and extrajudicial transfer of a person 
from one country to another, with the 
purpose of circumventing the former 
country’s laws on interrogation, 
detention and torture”1) - is, in effect, 
the boss of Radio Farda.

If, god forbid, I was working for 
that broadcaster, I would be careful 
about implying the unique nature 
of the brutal methods used by tinpot 
dictators such as Iran’s Ali Khamenei. 
As we have consistently pointed out, 
when the world looks away, while the 

upholders of ‘democracy and human 
rights’ themselves pursue violent, 
oppressive policies, they give a green 
light to dictators all over the world 
that such methods are legitimate and 
acceptable.

Media
In comparing policing methods 
in Iran and the United Kingdom, 
our esteemed reporter also does 
not seem to understand that the 
sophisticated, well tried system of 
political propaganda in advanced 
capitalist countries has succeeded in 
indoctrinating large sections of the 
population to accept the status quo. 
And it is no coincidence that the print 
media is owned and controlled almost 
entirely by major owners of capital, 
including in Britain.

There is Rupert Murdoch (owner 
of News International), Nicholas 
Prettejohn (Mirror, Daily Star and 
Daily Express) Viscount Rothermere 
(Daily Mail) and the Barclay brothers 
(Daily Telegraph). These capitalists 
account for over 70% of the newspaper 
market in the UK. Even many regional 
newspapers, previously run locally or 
independently, are now owned by the 
major media companies.

When it comes to other media 
outlets, such as television broadcasters, 
we have, for example, Sky (owned by 
US media conglomerate Comcast) and 
Channel 5 (owned by the US media 
group, Viacom). When it comes to 
the BBC, despite the fact that Labour 
supporters have drawn attention to the 
channel’s pro-Tory bias, especially 
during general election campaigns, 
a minor criticism - in the form of 
Andrew Neil complaining about Boris 
Johnson’s refusal to be interviewed by 
him - led the Tory leader to make the 
following threat: “The BBC licence fee 
could be scrapped under a Conservative 
government and replaced with a pay-
to-watch subscription model.”

There is little diversity in this 
media - mainly it favours the right 
and all outlets support capitalism. 
Between them they have managed to 

convince British workers that their 
economic problems have nothing to 
do with capital’s insatiable appetite 
for profit, the austerity imposed by the 
Conservative and Liberal Democrat 
coalition or even the banking crisis of 
2008.

The media tends to blame low-
paid workers from the European 
Union and elsewhere for taking the 
jobs that few British people would 
ever consider, and for the long queues 
in the national health service (while 
everyone knows that the NHS would 
not be able to function without foreign 
nurses, doctors and ancillary staff). 
The rightwing media insists that the 
only hope for a better life is to leave 
the EU with no deal or a hard Brexit 
- favourite options of a rightwing 
Conservative Party, led by what many 
of them admit is a ‘congenital liar’: 
someone who wants to reduce taxes 
for the rich and is discussing selling 
at least part of the NHS to profit-
making US companies. The media has 
convinced the British working class 
that it is in their interest to fork out 
millions for the queen and the entire 
royal family, not forgetting their entire 
entourage, because tourists would not 
come to Britain if it was not for the 
monarchy.

The last few weeks should have 
taught everyone a lesson about the 
British mainstream media. False 
accusations against the Labour Party 
were repeated without qualification. 
When rabbis and other Jewish citizens 
declared their support for Jeremy 
Corbyn, that largely went unreported 
- despite the fact that in one case they 
held a demonstration right outside the 
BBC headquarters. Irrespective of 
what one thinks of the current Labour 
leader, he is clearly very popular in 
many cities.

On social media you can see that 
almost everywhere he went very 
large crowds gathered to support him, 
yet very little of that made it to the 
mainstream media. Similarly Boris 
Johnson faced angry crowds, and 
had to cancel many scheduled and 

advertised campaigning visits, yet 
once again very little of that made it 
into mainstream media reports.

One of the most bizarre media 
stories of this election occurred on 
December 9, when Tory officials 
briefed media hacks that an advisor 
of health minister Matt Hancock 
had been “punched in the face” and 
pointed the finger at a Labour “thug”. 
Senior correspondents of BBC and 
ITV repeated the story, on the basis 
that it must have be true if it came 
from Conservative central office. 
They only withdrew their comments 
after a video emerged that showed 
the advisor walking into a protestor’s 
arm.

Given the success of the media 
in supporting the rightwing agenda, 
there is not much need for police 
brutality at present. The security 
forces can work in the shadows, 
occasionally spreading false rumours 
about this or that slightly left-leaning 
individual.

Meanwhile in Iran there is 
a different state of affairs. The 
government that was established 
following the 1979 revolution has 
failed to retain any legitimacy and 
it is hated by the majority of the 
population. Of course, the media 
is controlled by various factions of 
the government, but the continued 
disputes between them have meant 
that Iranians are at least well informed 
about the corruption and nepotism, 
leaving no room for illusions.

No doubt if you make a superficial, 
ahistorical comparison of the way 
protestors are treated in Iran and the 
UK, you can establish that right now 
the level of repression, the horrific 
mistreatment at the hands of the regime, 
etc are far more prolific in Iran. I have 
no intention of justifying the Islamic 
Republic’s treatment of protestors, but 
please do not try and glorify the British 
police, army or media l

Notes
1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Extraordinary_
rendition.
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Against US imperialism
Open letter from US-based anti-imperialist activists, scholars, artists and lawyers

A s anti-imperialist activists, 
scholars, artists and lawyers 
located in the United States, we 

stand in solidarity with the peoples of 
Latin America, Africa and Asia in their 
calls to end imperialism, sectarianism 
and neoliberalism, and we view the 
recent protests in Iran within this 
broader international context of 
resistance.

The global turn to the right has led 
to the increasing liberalisation of the 
international economy and worsening 
political repression in countries 
throughout the world. From Bolivia, 
Chile, Colombia and Haiti to Guinea, 
Lebanon, Iraq and Iran, people have 
put their lives on the line to confront 
the twin evils of monopoly capital and 
US imperial domination, manifesting 
in different forms, including coup 
governments, war-mongering and 
sanctions regimes.

As part of the current US imperial 
project, president Trump has imposed 
the most severe sanctions regime in 
world history on Iran, seeking to choke 
the economy of the Islamic Republic out 
of existence. But it is the people of Iran 
who suffer. They no longer have proper 
access to medical supplies, industrial 
equipment and basic food staples. 
The air quality has hit an all-time low, 
resulting in high levels of illness, and 
inflation is worse than it has ever been.

In 2018, the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) developed 
a restructuring plan to address the 
economic shortfalls created by the 
sanctions regime. In this plan, the 
IMF recommended “mobilising 
tax revenue, removing exemptions, 
reducing fuel subsidies, and reforming 
the pension system”, alongside a 
“medium-term debt management 
strategy.” The IMF claimed these 
policies should be pursued “despite the 

challenging domestic and geopolitical 
environment” that the nation faces, 
with the overall objective of supporting 
Iran, as it “transition[s] to a market-
based monetary policy framework”.

Just weeks ago, the Islamic Republic 
succumbed to one of the most severe 
proposals in the IMF plan, announcing 
a more than 100% increase in the cost 
of fuel on the first 60 litres purchased, 
and a 300% increase on anything above 
60 litres. This reduction in subsidies has 
led to massive protests throughout the 
country, because Iranians recognise that 
it would lead to a dramatic and sudden 
decline in their standard of living.

In essence, the United States’ 
imperial sanctions regime has opened 
the space for neoliberal economic 

institutions, such as the IMF, to 
facilitate the ravaging of the Iranian 
economy.

This project is not without its Iranian 
native informants and cheerleaders, 
who serve as functionaries of US 
imperialism. These functionaries seek 
regime change, no matter the cost, 
even though Iran has only recently 
stabilised after the horrors of the Iran-
Iraq war. If Iran loses its sovereignty 
and descends into civil war like its 
immediate neighbours, Iraq and 
Afghanistan, or proxy war like Syria 
and Libya, it is worth the cost, because 
these functionaries stand to profit 
and benefit from war, reconstruction 
and the exploitation of the nation’s 
resources.

Such functionaries are supported 
in their cause by Iranian native 
informants, so-called intellectuals 
who opportunistically appropriate the 
protests under the guise of supporting 
human rights and liberal democracy, 
when in fact what they seek is a return 
to neocolonial governance in the form 
of a US-backed regime, not unlike that 
of the deposed monarchy, or a regime 
led by the National Council of Iran - a 
front organisation for the US-backed 
fringe group, Mojahedin-e Khalq, 
also trained by the CIA to execute the 
demands of the US.

We believe that if the Islamic 
Republic falls under the weight of the 
US sanctions regime or as a result of 
Israeli and American aggression, not 

only will the Iranian nation suffer 
catastrophic losses, but whatever 
form of government that follows will 
be far more violent and destructive, 
considering all the external pressures 
on Iran.

The people of Iran are resisting the 
economic, political and militaristic 
violence imposed on them both by 
international and domestic elites. 
The majority of the Iranian people 
do not seek regime change, because 
they have already lived through two 
monumental events that destabilised 
their lives - the Iranian Revolution 
of 1979 and the Iran-Iraq war that 
lasted from 1980 until 1988. The 
elder generations can still recount the 
horrors that followed the toppling of 
prime minister Mosaddegh during the 
US and British-backed coup of 1953.

Iranians seek economic and 
political stability and, above all, they 
seek to maintain their national and 
individual dignity. We stand by them 
and their calls for domestic reform 
and, as people in the United States, 
we demand the end of the sanctions 
regime and US and Israeli interference 
in the lives of the Iranian people l

Hamid Dabashi
Nasrin Rahimieh
Angela Y Davis
Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz
Robin DG Kelley
Rabab Ibrahim Abdulhadi
Moustafa Bayoumi
Sunaina Maira
Asad Abukhalil
Bill Mullen
Alex Lubin
Joshua Clover
Nada Elia

For the full list of signatories see 
http://bit.do/fjY4q.

Oppose the clerical regime too
Reply to open letter from Hands Off the People of Iran

Dear signatories, Hands Off the 
People of Iran welcomes any 
intervention that opposes the 

threat of war against Iran and we 
agree with you that the most recent 
severe sanctions imposed by the 
Trump administration has caused 
unprecedented suffering for the people 
of Iran.

However, your letter fails to give a 
full picture of the current situation in 
the country, where tens of thousands 
of protestors have been on the streets 
complaining about economic hardship, 
corruption and cronyism - only to face 
the most brutal forms of repression. 
At least 200 demonstrators have lost 
their lives, while thousands have been 
injured, yet the protests continue. It 
is certainly true that the abolition of 
fuel subsidies encouraged by the IMF 
sparked off this latest wave of protests. 
However, your letter implies that Iran’s 
relations with the IMF started only in 
2018 and that, between them, the US 
administration and the institutions of 
neoliberal capital are the only culprits 
in causing the current devastating 
economic situation in Iran.

This is not correct. Leaders of 
Iran’s Islamic Republic espoused 
neoliberal capitalism as early as 1988. 
Immediately after the end of the Iran-
Iraq war the government declared its 
intention to privatise most industries 
and to liberalise and decentralise the 
economy. In 2004 the country’s supreme 
leader, ayatollah Ali Khamenei, revised 

and dismissed important sections of 
article 44 of the constitution, which had 
stipulated that all large-scale industries, 
communication and major financial 
companies, as well as essential services 
such as the rail network, should be 
publicly owned and administered by the 
state.

The following quotation from a 
report by the World Bank is a reasonable 
summary of the country’s contemporary 
economic outlook: “Iranian authorities 
have adopted a comprehensive strategy 
encompassing market-based reforms, 
as reflected in the government’s 20-year 
vision document and the sixth five-
year development plan for the 2016-21 
period.”1 Khamenei has on a number 
of occasions admitted that, almost 41 
years after coming to power, the Islamic 
Republic has failed to deal with the gap 
between rich and poor. The reality is 
that one needs to go further: the gap has 
widened considerably since 1979.

In such circumstances how can those 
claiming to support the Iranian people 
ignore the internal policies that have 
led to this catastrophic situation? How 
can they ignore the daily struggles of 
Iran’s workers against the religious 
state’s capitalist policies? How can they 
ignore the systematic non-payment of 
wages - which has become part and 
parcel of the government’s conscious 
policy of weakening the working class 
in pursuit of further privatisation? 
The political factions of Iran’s Islamic 
regime have been competing with 

each other over the implementation 
of a global neoliberal agenda - let us 
not forget that it was former president 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad - the darling of 
the conservative factions and the man 
who claimed to represent the poor and 
the disinherited - whose government 
was applauded by the International 
Monetary Fund as a model when it came 
to the implementation of restructuring.

Of course, the Islamic Republic of 
Iran never claimed to pursue socialist 
policies, but the new order, established 
following a popular revolution, was 
supposed to bring economic benefits 
to the ‘poor and the disinherited’. The 
reality was quite the opposite.

In explaining the current economic 
disaster in Iran, bourgeois economists 
are quick to point to the rentier nature 
of the economy - the reliance on oil, 
the role of the Revolutionary Guards 
in controlling the black market … 
However, what they fail to point out 
is that this was made possible and 
compounded by the underlying nature 
of Iran’s economic policies: unfettered 
neoliberal capitalism. Expensive cars 
owned by the rich are not a major 
contributor to the ‘psychological 
insecurity’ of the population: low 
wages, job insecurity, systematic non-
payment of wages, spiralling prices, 
food shortages, lack of basic medication 
are. Iran’s super-rich, the one percent, 
are getting richer by the minute, because 
they thrive on neoliberal economic 
policies, implemented with the help of 

the state’s military and security forces. 
The old bourgeoisie keeps referring to 
this stratum as the nouveaux riches, 
amidst complaints about their greed, 
corruption and pitiless exploitation. 
But the reality is that all sections of the 
capitalist class benefited from and relied 
on government ‘restructuring’ policies 
to sack workers and re-employ them 
under temporary contracts. Successive 
administrations watered down the 
post-revolution labour legislation in 
favour of the factory owners. ‘White 
contracts’, where the worker signs a 
blank sheet of paper and the employer 
fills in the contract details, are now the 
norm.

All this has contributed to a massive 
gap between rich and poor. The 
Maseratis driven by sons of ayatollahs 
cost around half a million dollars - the 
equivalent of the monthly salaries 
of 2,500 industrial workers or 2,000 
teachers.

As elsewhere under neoliberal 
capitalism, there is no ‘trickle-down 
effect’. While clerics and their closest 
civilian and military supporters have 
made billions from sanction-busting 
and the black market, ordinary Iranians 
have faced hunger, abject poverty and 
death due to shortage of medicines 
and surgical equipment. No doubt the 
display of grotesque wealth by the 
offspring of ayatollahs is adding insult 
to injury.

Yet your letter fails to criticise any 
aspect of the policies of the Iranian 

regime. On the contrary, you imply the 
fault lies only with “native informants 
and cheerleaders, who serve as 
functionaries of US imperialism”.

As the demonstrators of the last few 
weeks and the student protesters of 
December 7 2019 in Iranian universities 
have rightly pointed out, one can be 
against war and against sanctions, but 
also oppose the rule of neoliberal capital 
so dear to all factions of the Islamic 
Republic. Of course, US imperialism 
and its allies are intent on regime 
change from above and are seriously 
considering options to impose this - 
sanctions, diplomatic pressure, limited 
strikes or perhaps bombing the country 
back to the Stone Age. That is why the 
main enemy is imperialism. However, 
anti-imperialists must also condemn 
the Islamic government’s cynical use 
of external threats to justify increased 
internal repression. In the last few weeks 
the government’s security apparatus has 
been unleashed on workers and the poor 
who are participating in protests and 
demonstrations. Anti-imperialists must 
be in the forefront of defending these 
struggles against both the internal and 
the external enemy.

Unless we do so, we pave the way 
for all manner of reactionaries trying to 
divert these just struggles towards their 
aim of US-funded regime change from 
above l

Notes
1. www.worldbank.org/en/country/iran/overview.
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Fixing the plumbing
You will get nowhere if you do not understand the capitalist mode of production, says Michael Roberts

R ecently, Benoît Cœuré - a 
leading French member of 
the European Central Bank’s 

executive board - delivered an address 
to economics students at the job forum 
of the Paris School of Economics. He 
wanted to explain to the gathered 
students that becoming an economist 
was a great thing to do (and paid well):

For many, a master’s degree is a 
natural step towards a PhD. And 
a PhD is essentially a promise of 
employment. In the United States, 
for example, the unemployment 
rate for PhD economists is about 
0.8% - the lowest among all 
sciences. Not a bad place to start 
from.1

But the money was less important, 
because “your PhD should be fuelled 
by your passion and your love for 
research rather than by hopes of 
earning more money”. That was 
the reason he studied economics 
and worked his way up as an 
economics bureaucrat in the public 
sector - in ministries of economy 
and finance, statistical institutes; in 
international organisations, such as the 
International Monetary Fund, World 
Bank and other development banks, 
and the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development; and 
central banks, such as the US Federal 
Reserve and the ECB. Working in 
these agencies, Cœuré reckoned, “is 
probably as close as it gets to applied 
economics”.

Cœuré’s experience in the public 
sector may be different from those of 
us who worked in the private sector. 
Having done that - in banks and other 
financial institutions in my ‘career’ - 
I know that economic policy advice 
is not the target, but instead ‘how to 
make money’. Economics is geared to 
either corporate strategy for profits in 
production and trade or to investment 
strategy for profits in financial 
speculation.

Models
For Cœuré, economics is “literally 
about taking the models, tools and 
methods that you learn at class to 
help design public policies”. And, as 
a considerable fraction of that work 
then ends up being published as new 
research, “there is a virtuous feedback 
loop between academia and public-
sector institutions … Macroeconomic 
models underpin almost all of our work 
at the ECB,” says Cœuré. That raises 
the question of the utility of models in 
economics.2

Marxist economist Ben Fine has 
attacked mathematical models in 
economics, because they have replaced 
theory.3 “The goal “of modelling 
the economy is fundamentally 
misconceived … a model of the 
economy is not the economy itself”. 
For Fine, mainstream mathematical 
theory is “unfit for purpose”. Models 
have a place, but “their extreme 
limitations need to be recognised”. 
As such, macroeconomics remains 
divorced from what is going on in the 
real economy. For example, the famous 
accelerator-multiplier Keynesian 
model may show the instability in 
capitalism, but it does not show why.

On the other hand, Dani Rodrick 
reckons models are the strength of 
economics. They are what makes 
economics a science. Rodrik 
rejects the view that economics can 
provide “universal explanations 
or prescriptions”.4 All mainstream 
economics can do is “map bits of 
economic reality”. In other words, 

economics is not ‘political economy’ 
in the sense of the classical economists 
and Marx.

Cœuré recognises that models have 
their limitations:

That’s when art, or rather artisanat - 
craftsmanship - comes in. We need 
to interconnect these models, and 
fit them into a general equilibrium 
view of how the euro-area economy 
evolves dynamically - preferably in 
a tractable way.

Unfortunately, the track record of 
general equilibrium models leaves 
much to be desired.

With the collapse of Keynesian 
economics in the 1970s, the 
mainstream concentrated on explaining 
‘business cycles’ or ‘fluctuations’ in an 
economy using ‘modern’ techniques 
of modelling from what it called 
‘microfoundations’. Econometric 
analyses like the Phillips curve were 
ditched, because such ‘correlations’ 
between employment and inflation 
had been proved wrong. The job now 
was not to look at macro or aggregate 
data, but to work out some ‘model’ that 
started with some premises of agent 
(consumer) behaviour or preferences 
and then incorporated some possible 
‘shocks’ to the general equilibrium 
of the market; and then consider the 
number and probability of possible 
outcomes.

Thus were born the Dynamic 
Stochastic General Equilibrium 
(DSGE) models. They were based on 
equilibrium assumptions, because they 
started from the premise that supply 
would tend to equal demand; they 
were dynamic, because the models 
incorporated changing behaviour by 
individuals or firms (agents); and 
they were stochastic, since ‘shocks’ 
to the system (trade union wage 
push, government spending action) 
were considered as random with a 
range of outcomes, unless confirmed 
otherwise. This is now what most 
macroeconomists spend their time 
doing. Forget empirical evidence, 
forget macro data: find a ‘micro’ 
foundation (model) that may help to 
at least offer a guide to what possibly 
might happen.

But DSGE models have proved to 
be worthless in explaining anything.5 
They failed to predict the great 
recession or explain it afterwards, and 
are unable to explain the subsequent 
weak recovery, or long depression. 
And it is not hard to see why. There is a 
total absence of investment or profit as 
‘shocks’ in these models. Everything 
starts with consumer preferences: 
the arch consumer is king, as in the 
neoclassical world, and Keynesian 
aggregate demand is reduced to just 
consumption.

Since the great recession, general 
equilibrium models have lost their 
glamour to some extent. Cœuré quotes 
our recent Nobel prizewinners, Abhijit 
Banerjee and Esther Duflo6:

We, the economists, are often 
wrapped up in our models and our 
methods, and sometimes forget 
where science ends and ideology 
begins. We answer policy questions 
based on assumptions that have 
become second nature to us, 
because they are the building blocks 
of our models, but it doesn’t mean 
that they are always correct.7

This is somewhat ironic. These 
Nobel prizewinners do not use DSGE 
models. Instead they use ‘randomised 
control trials’ (RCT). You see,

... good economics is much less 
strident, and quite different. It is less 
like the hard sciences and more like 
engineering or plumbing: it breaks 
big problems into manageable 
chunks and tries to solve them 
with a pragmatic approach - a 
combination of intuition and theory, 
trial and acknowledged errors.

The plumbing analogy follows closely 
Keynes’s view that economists 
are really like dentists, sorting out 
the aches and pains of capitalism.8 
Unfortunately, as Sanjay Reddy and  
others have pointed out,9 there are just 
as many faultlines in RCT as in DSGE 
models. The Nobel prizewinners’ 
‘economics of poverty’ actually shows 
the “poverty of economics”.10

That does not mean it is impossible 
to use mathematical models, as long as 
they are based on realistic assumptions 
and tested empirically. Marxist 
economics is based on scientific 
method. You start with a hypothesis 
based on realistic assumptions that 
have been ‘abstracted’ from reality and 
then construct a model or set of laws 
that can be tested against the evidence. 
The model can use mathematics to 
refine its precision, but eventually 
the evidence decides. Moreover, 
macro-economics is the world of the 
aggregate, not individual behaviour. 
That delivers measurable data to test a 
theory.11

Political economy
The mainstream economics that 
Cœuré promoted to the Paris students 
as the basis for public policy has hardly 
proved successful in practice. Just 
consider the ECB’s own attempt to deal 
with the banking crash of 2008-10, the 
euro debt crisis of 2011-13 and the 
subsequent attempt to revive the euro 
zone economy. Cœuré claims that “the 
forward-looking nature of monetary 
policy makes the use of models 
indispensable”, but it seems that these 
models have proved to be ‘too simple’, 
and so monetary policy operations 
have become much more complex; 
with “forward guidance in central bank 
speak” and unconventional monetary 
policy like quantitative easing.

Cœuré says: “When we started 
purchasing securities, we had no 
guidance.” But “over time, ECB staff 
have successfully filled this void. 
We now have state-of-the-art term 
structure models that help translate 
changes in the amount of bonds into 
changes in long-term interest rates.” 
Well, maybe.

But the ECB’s economic forward 
guidance on inflation and growth has 
been proved pretty much wrong. The 
ECB has failed to achieve its 2% 
inflation target and real GDP growth 

has persistently fallen below ECB 
forecasts. The long depression has 
defeated mainstream economics.12

Forget forecasting. Cœuré 
recognises that “uncertainty is a 
pervasive feature of our profession”, so 
he dismisses the claim that economists 
failed to predict the outbreak of the 
financial crisis:

This criticism is nonsense. Do 
we expect physicians to predict 
illnesses? We don’t, of course. But 
we expect them to help us cure 
illnesses. Economists should do the 
same. They should be judged by the 
quality of the advice they give.

Again, we get the view that economists 
are like dentists, doctors or plumbers, 
who clear up messes once they have 
happened. But are doctors all that 
matter in human health? Actually, 
improved doctoral skills in treating 
patients once they have become ill 
comes from scientific discovery 
about diseases, biology and the 
environment. Successful drugs and 
medical practices are the result of 
learning what the cause of the illness 
is. In medieval times, doctors applied 
all sorts of useless and dangerous 
treatments (leeches, etc), because they 
did not know about ‘germs’ (bacteria 
or viruses). Cholera was eventually 
abated by a geographical study in 
London, showing it was prevalent 
near bad drinking wells. Malaria and 
smallpox were resolved by discovering 
the carriers of the bacteria in various 
animals. Treatments by doctors then 
followed.

There is no substitute for the ‘big 
picture’. Economists should not be 
doctors, but social scientists - or, more 
accurately, they should develop an 
economics that recognises the wider 
social forces that drive economic 
models: in particular, the social mode 
of production that is capitalism. That 
is, political economy which is mostly 
not taught in universities - and certainly 
not practised in international agencies.

In his address, Cœuré recognised 
that central banks had failed before the 
great recession. This was because their 
models expressed “an absence of a 
meaningful financial sector, which left 
models at a loss to explain the origins 
of the crisis and its consequences 
for the economy”. And “prevailing 
models were built on a standard linear 
Gaussian set-up and hence proved 
inadequate to examine shocks on the 
scale of the global financial crisis”. In 
other words, they assumed a normal, 
steadily growing capitalist economy, 
where there were no underlying 
contradictions that could erupt 
violently.

Remember the words of the then 
Fed chair Ben Bernanke back in 2004, 
just before the great recession. He was 
proclaiming the “Great Moderation” 
that capitalism had become:

... the substantial decline in 
macroeconomic volatility over 
the past 20 years is a striking 
economic development. Whether 
the dominant cause of the Great 
Moderation is structural change, 
improved monetary policy, or 
simply good luck is an important 
question, about which no consensus 
has yet formed. This conclusion on 
my part makes me optimistic for the 
future, because I am confident that 
monetary policymakers will not 
forget the lessons of the 1970s.13

Mainstream economics underestimated 
the depth and length of the long 

depression that followed, where even 
negative interest rates have no effect 
on the ‘real economy’ and where 
attempting to reduce public debt (as in 
the Greek crisis) made things so much 
worse “in the aftermath of the crisis, 
with tragic social consequences”. But 
don’t worry - Cœuré told the students: 
“Our general equilibrium models 
now feature a fully-fledged banking 
sector that accounts for the presence 
of financial frictions and that also 
allows us to analyse the effects of 
macroprudential policies.” And we are 
getting much more data that can help 
economists solve problems: “big data 
and richer and timelier datasets will 
help improve the input to our models.”

Cœuré cited climate change as 
perhaps the most far-reaching of the 
challenges ahead for economists.14 
But he was delighted to tell the 
students that economics was making 
great strides in helping in that area: 
“William Nordhaus was awarded the 
Nobel Prize in Economic Sciences 
last year for integrating climate 
change into macroeconomic analysis.” 
Again, there is a certain irony here. 
For heterodox economist Steve Keen, 
among others, has done an effective 
debunking job on the Nobel laureate’s 
assumptions and forecasts.15 Actually, 
mainstream economics is doing little 
or nothing to come up with a social 
scientific analysis and solutions on this 
literally burning issue.16

Having expressed confidence 
in monetary policy as the tool to 
revive demand - despite evidence 
to the contrary - Cœuré finished by 
reminding his audience that

economics is a social science. 
Models will not take away the 
burden and responsibility of 
making judgements. Economics 
involves much trial and error - you 
have to take decisions in the fog 
when you can barely see your hand 
in front of your face. This makes 
our profession exciting!

Maybe exciting, but also fraught with 
failure in that “fog” - with serious 
consequences l 

Michael Roberts blogs at https://
thenextrecession.wordpress.com.
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Brandishing old ghosts
Jack Conrad argues that in order to effectively combat today’s far right we must begin by rejecting false 
historical analogies

Mainstream liberal opinion has 
been in part dumbfounded, in 
part terrified by the repeated 

electoral successes of the far right: 
Nerendra Modi and the BJP in India, 
Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines, 
Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil; Russia, Japan, 
Turkey, Sri Lanka and Israel can also be 
mentioned. Above all, though, there is 
Donald J Trump, the 45th US president. 
Not only mentally unhinged - the 
poor sod shows all the signs of early-
onset Alzheimer’s - Trump is widely 
condemned for being a purveyor of a 
fascistic white nationalism.1

Europe has proven far from immune. 
The governments of Poland and 
Hungary are far-right. Both Law and 
Justice and Fidesz are anti-communist, 
anti-migrant and anti-gay, and carry 
about them more than a whiff of anti-
Semitism. There are sizable political 
formations still further to their right. 
Jobbik, the second largest party in 
the Hungarian parliament, displays a 
distinct fondness for Miklós Horthy, 
the pro-Nazi collaborator during World 
War II. Jobbik also had close relations 
with the unarmed ‘citizen force’, 
Magyar Gárda Mozgalom. In Poland 
the Konfederacja - a motley collection 
of right libertarians, monarchists and 
national chauvinists - gained 11 seats in 
the Sejm in the October 2019 elections. 
Almost needless to say, Konfederacja 
upholds “Christian values” and 
denounces the international Jewish 
“conspiracy” against Poland.2

Then there is Marine Le Pen’s 
National Rally, the Freedom Party 
in Austria, Alternative for Germany, 

the Danish People’s Party, The Finns, 
Swedish Democrats, the League in Italy, 
Vox in Spain, the Brexit Party, etc - all 
registering 10%-30% in EU elections.

How should this global phenomenon 
- and it is a global phenomenon, 
albeit a complex one, coloured and 
shaped by particular national histories, 
circumstances and dynamics - be 
assessed?

According to many on the 
economistic left - most notably the 
Socialist Workers Party and what 
remains of its International Socialist 
Tendency - this is the 1930s in “slow 
motion”.3 The world is seeing a 
renewed forward march of fascism. 
According to the SWP’s Stand Up to 
Racism (superseding Unite Against 
Fascism) - a popular front backed by 
trade union officials, assorted worthy 
radicals, various religious dignitaries 
and a good smattering of Labour MPs 
- “hate crime and far-right terror attacks 
are at epidemic proportions, and the 
racist and fascist right are experiencing 
the biggest growth in their support since 
the 1930s”.4

True, the ideological precursors 
of many of today’s far-right parties 
include the ‘classic’ fascists of the 
1920s and 30s. Yet hard-core holocaust 
deniers, non-state fighting formations 
and unrepentant Hitler fans are often 
shunned, cold-shouldered, even 
proscribed. Poland barred the American 
Richard Spencer - white supremacist 
and alt-right figurehead. Marine Le 
Pen expelled her own father, Jean-
Marie Le Pen, in an attempt to cultivate 
a less toxic image. Viktor Orbán’s 

Fidesz government oversaw the ban 
on the Magyar Gárda Mozgalom. The 
totally marginalised UK Independence 
Party still excludes former members 
of the British National Party from 
membership.

Assessed
My intention, in this article is to provide 
a historical framework, first by showing 
why a sloppy, catch-all use of the term 
‘fascism’ is dangerous. Then what might 
be called the 19th century precursors 
of fascism will be briefly discussed. 
Fascism is then to be put in its proper 
historical and socio-economic context. 
Next we examine fascism through 
the prism of how it was theoretically 
assessed and explained away by the 
bourgeois establishment. On that basis 
the contemporary situation can perhaps 
be properly assessed.

The term ‘fascism’ has been subject 
to all manner of different definitions 
since it was first coined (Benito 
Mussolini adopted the fasces - a bundle 
of sticks with an axe at their centre, the 
symbol of state power in ancient Rome 
- as the emblem of his movement). 
Mussolini’s formed the ‘Italian Fascisti 
of Combat’ in March 1919 when 54 
people - demobilised soldiers, pro-
war former syndicalists and extreme 
social chauvinists - signed up to his 
programme. Fascism, in the words of 
Il Duce, stood opposed to liberalism, 
the “exhausted democracies” and 
the “violently utopian spirit of 
Bolshevism”.5

Nowadays, on the left, however, the 
word ‘fascism’ has degenerated into 

little more than a throwaway insult. 
London’s Met police force are regularly 
dubbed ‘fascist’ by overexcited 
protestors; the guerrillarist left in Turkey 
describe all the country’s governments 
as fascist since the foundation of the 
modern state by Kemal Atatürk in 
1923; fascism is also casually equated 
with bigoted prejudices, restrictions 
on civil liberties and any and every 
manifestation of national chauvinism. 
So for many fascism is not a future 
danger. It is already here.

Such labelling rallies all manner 
of sundry elements, fills those who 
use it with righteous indignation and 
often provokes a pleasingly spluttering 
response from the intended target. Yet 
it does nothing to reveal the true nature 
of fascism, as it emerged historically 
and functions as a counterrevolutionary 
weapon in capitalist society. Not a matter 
of pedantry or semantics. If fascism is 
sheared of history, if it is reduced to little 
more than something regressive and 
threatening, an object of opprobrium, 
then one cannot methodologically 
distinguish between the role played 
by fascism as it mercilessly destroyed 
the organised working class in Europe 
during the 1920s, 30s and 40s, on the 
one hand, and, on the other hand, the 
suspension of habeas corpus in 1794 
and the suppression of the London 
Corresponding Society and the Society 
of the Friends of the People, 1947 Taft-
Hartley Act and McCarthyism in the 
US, the barrage of anti-trade union 
legislation introduced by Margaret 
Thatcher’s government and her defeat 
of the miners in the 1984-85 Great 

Strike or the June 2016 Brexit vote and 
the election of Boris Johnson as Tory 
leader three years later.

Giving ‘fascism’ a clear, definite 
meaning by rooting it in history 
has nothing to do with any softness 
towards the William Pitt the younger 
and his diehard Tory regime, sympathy 
for senator Joe McCarthy’s anti-
communism, fondness for the police 
kettling of protesters, admiration for 
the Turkish state, endorsement of Boris 
Johnson’s empire 2.0 fantasy, etc. On 
the contrary, labelling fascist what is 
not fascist is a terrible mistake, which 
disarms the workers’ movement against 
any actual, real fascist threat.

For example, in the late 1920s 
and early 30s, ‘official communism’ 
dogmatically classified everything 
and everyone from the Labour left 
to Ramsay MacDonald’s national 
government, and from German social 
democracy to Franklin D Roosevelt, 
under the rubric of fascism or tendencies 
towards fascism. Eg, Roosevelt’s 
New Deal was described by Britain’s 
foremost communist political thinker as 
a “transition to fascist forms, especially 
in the economic and industrial field”.6

Fascism supposedly grew 
organically out of bourgeois democracy. 
According to Dmitry Manuilsky - 
a trusted member of Comintern’s 
presidium - in his report to its executive 
committee, only a liberal “can accept 
that there is a contradiction between 
bourgeois democracy and fascism”.7 
Stalin summed this approach up by 
coupling together social democracy and 
fascism as “twin brothers”.

Enrico  Pram
polini: ‘M

ussolini’s blackshirts’  (1919)
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The ‘third period’ theory led the 
Communist Party of Germany to 
shun any serious united-front strategy 
towards the “social-fascist” Social 
Democratic Party. Not that the SDP 
was going to accept any such offer - 
leaders such as Rudolf Hilferding, Otto 
Wels and Arthur Crispien wanted an 
“aggressively antagonistic line” towards 
the communists. They feared that the 
communists were about to “obliterate” 
them electorally.8 Their determination 
was to defend the Weimar republic and 
fight the Nazis within the bounds of 
legality. Meanwhile, though the Nazi 
vote had fallen by 4%, Adolf Hitler - 
supposedly not especially dangerous 
- got himself lifted into the saddle of 
power by the bourgeoisie. Big business 
generously financed the Nazi Party.9

After January 1933 the Communist 
Party and the Social Democratic Party 
were both subject to eviscerating 
Nazi terror. There were firebombings, 
beatings, assassinations, arrests and 
killings ‘while attempting to escape’. 
A legal ban quickly followed. In March 
1933 Hitler was able to pass an enabling 
bill through the Reichstag - purged of 
social democratic and communist MPs 
- which in effect gave him dictatorial 
powers.

In 1934-35 Stalin’s Communist 
International ‘corrected’ its analysis 
of fascism - first at the 13th plenum, 
and then at the 7th Congress. Georgi 
Dimitrov delivered a new formulation, 
which was duly adopted by all ‘official 
communist’ parties. Dimitrov redefined 
fascism as the “open, terroristic 
dictatorship of the most reactionary, 
most chauvinist and most imperialist 
elements of finance capital”.10

His cure was, though, not much 
better than the original disease. Fascism 
was still viewed as an outgrowth of 
capitalism. But overcoming fascism 
was completely divorced from the 
revolutionary class struggle against 
capitalism.11 Besides blessing 
cooperation with social democrats, the 
door was held open for the forthcoming 
drive towards popular fronts in every 
country - Britain, India, US, France, 
Spain, Chile, etc. That countenanced 
communists aligning themselves with 
the less terroristic, less chauvinistic 
and less aggressive representatives of 
finance capital.

The clever idea was to rely on simple 
arithmetic. Together the communists, 
social democrats and liberals add up 
to a greater total than the fascists. The 
popular front therefore promised bigger 
street demonstrations, a higher vote 
in parliamentary elections and more 
MPs. Soon coalition governments. 
Broadness became the watchword. The 
SWP has applied the exact same logic 
with its Anti-Nazi League, Stop the 
War Coalition, Respect, Unite Against 
Fascism and Stand up to Racism lash-
ups. But it is the liberals who always 
set the limits. They will hardly fight 
capitalism - that is not in their nature. 
The social democrats might fight 
capitalism, albeit in name only - that is 
their nature. Hence the result of popular 
fronts is not greater strength, but 
programmatic collapse. The struggle for 
socialism is discounted or put off to the 
distant future.

From afar Trotsky damned the 
‘fourth period’ as a headlong descent 
into naked class collaboration. He 
ranked Comintern’s new line on a 
par with social democracy’s abject 
failure given the challenge of inter-
imperialist war in August 1914. In a 
phrase, The Marseillaise is drowning 
out The Internationale. The Communist 
International was entering the “social 
patriotic camp”, he thundered.12

In the course of his writings on 
Germany Trotsky arrived at still highly 
relevant conclusions. Fascism is a 
product of capitalist crisis and capitalist 
loss of control over society. Fascism, 
as a system of government, sees the 
effective removal of the bourgeoisie 
from political - not economic - 
power. Strutting thugs, psychopathic 
murderers and rabble-rousers take 

over the leading offices of state. True, 
military dictatorships can see liberal 
and conservative parties disbanded or 
reduced to mere decoration. But army 
generals are unmistakably members of 
the ruling class. The same cannot be said 
of Mussolini or Hitler (though it can of 
Oswald Mosley). However, for the 
capitalist class - or at least key sections of 
the capitalist class - the loss of political 
power is a price worth paying. Fascism 
organises, militarises and unleashes a 
mass plebeian force - the crazed petty 
bourgeoisie, the lumpenproletariat, 
embittered former soldiers - which, 
because of its fanatical ideological 
commitment, is ready to fight for the 
complete destruction of Marxism “in 
all its shapes and forms”. Fascism 
is therefore frequently structured 
internally according to ‘command and 
obey’ military principles. Mussolini ha 
sempre ragione! (‘Mussolini is always 
right’) chanted the blackshirts. Of 
course, fascism carries out its mission to 
“save the nation”, with the connivance 
(sometimes passive, sometimes active) 
of the police, state bureaucracy and 
army high command. Not only is the 
communist vanguard annihilated: the 
mass of the working class is held in a 
“state of forced disunity”.13 Workers 
possess no rights, no ability to 
collectively bargain with employers. 
They are gagged, crushed, atomised.

So the fascist danger goes far 
beyond the usual repression meted out 
by despotic regimes.

Precursors
Doubtless fascism’s intellectual 
origins lie in the late 19th and early 
20th centuries. Social Darwinism, 
the pseudo-science of race, state 
worship, romantic national history, 
anti-Semitism, and the vilification 
of international socialism and the 
organised working class were the 
dominant ideas of the European 
ruling classes prior to the outbreak of 
World War I. Colonial empires found 
justification in racial theory. Romantic 
national history bound masses of 
people at home to the imagined 
community of the state, and social 
Darwinism served to reconcile them 
to the natural, hierarchical social order.

Nevertheless, though fascist 
leaders and their shrill publicists freely 
deployed such ruling class ideas, 
they did so in an entirely demagogic 
fashion. The intention was to carry out 
a (counter) revolution. Clearing the 
path to power always took priority. Any 
ideological manoeuvre, any pose could 
be justified. Hence with fascism there 
is no logically sustained reasoning of 
the kind found in Aristotle and Thomas 
Aquinas, Hegel and Marx. Read Mein 
Kampf, Mussolini’s My autobiography 
or Mosley’s My life. Leaving aside the 
lies and half-truths, the writing is banal 
and full of contradictions. In fact, no 
fascist leader has ever written anything 
of any worth. No surprise - fascist 
ideology “is constantly shifting”: 
“Every pronouncement springs 
from the immediate situation and is 
abandoned as soon as the situation 
changes.”14 Fascism holds to certain 
vague beliefs - leadership, the force 
of will, unthinking discipline, national 
salvation - but there is no fascist theory 
systematically linking proposition to 
practice. Irrationalism is the defining 
characteristic.

By the same measure, however, 
attempts to brand Marine Le Pen a 
fascist because her advisor, Frédéric 
Chatillon, is a “Hitler enthusiast”,15 
describing Viktor Orbán’s regime as 
“soft fascism” due to the demonisation 
of Muslim refugees,16 or claiming that 
Donald Trump’s response to the killing 
of Heather Heyer in Charlottesville 
in 2017 opens the “door to the rise of 
the fascist far right” are desperate and 
entirely misplaced.17 A liberal form of 
irrationalism.

Organisationally, fascism has 
precursors in the anti-liberal and 
anti-socialist counterrevolutionary 
movements of the same late 19th 

to early 20th century period. A 
loose analogy can also be drawn 
between Louis Napoleon Bonaparte’s 
movement and fascism. While not 
pushing his case too far, August 
Thalheimer - a former top leader of 
the Communist Party of Germany 
- did just that and with generally 
rewarding results.18 Thalheimer took 
as his starting point the profound 
insights he found in Marx’s The 18th 
Brumaire of Louis Napoleon and his 
The civil war in France. Leon Trotsky 
too argued that there “is an element of 
Bonapartism in fascism”.19

In 1848 the bourgeois monarchy 
of Louis Philippe was overthrown. A 
popular, working class-led revolution 
restored the republic. However, neither 
the workers nor the bourgeoisie 
proved strong enough to establish 
their rule. The Cavaignac dictatorship 
could arrest Auguste Blanqui and 
suppress the workers, but could not 
establish a stable order. There ensued 
an inherently unstable revolutionary-
counterrevolutionary stand-off 
between the two classes. Under these 
circumstances Louis Bonaparte - 
nephew of emperor Napoleon I - met 
his destiny.

Bonaparte gathered together an 
amorphous layer of decayed elements 
- those whom the French call la 
bohème. Backed by this volatile, but 
manipulatable, social base, Bonaparte 
skilfully constructed a grand coalition.

Before workers and the 
lumpenproletariat he flourished 
revolutionary phrases; the peasants 
were fobbed off with traditional 
family values and the promise of 
renewed national glory. Meanwhile 
Bonaparte quietly aligned himself 
to high finance. In December 1851 
he seized power with the help of the 
French army. The Bonapartist state 
raised itself above society. Bourgeois 
political power ended, but bourgeois 
economic power was rescued from the 
working class threat.

The Boulangist movement was also 
something of a prefiguration. General 
Georges Boulanger was the model 
of the man on horseback appearing 
before a society which longed for 
a saviour. A social demagogue 
controlled by the reactionary right, he 
could though appeal to the working 
classes. He shot to fleeting prominence 
during the late 1880s. Mixing strident 
nationalism with mass agitation 
against parliamentary corruption, 
influential members of the French 
Workers’ Party, including Marx’s son-
in-law, Paul Lafargue, succumbed 
to the illusion that the Boulangist 
third way represented a “genuine 
mass movement”, which could, if 
encouraged, develop a socialistic 
character. Like so many impatient 
leftists Lafargue tried to swim with 
an alien tide. Modern-day Scottish 
nationalism, political Islam, the Yellow 
Vests, the People’s Vote campaign all 
come to mind - ‘After them, us’ being 
the unacknowledged slogan.

Friedrich Engels, for his part, would 
have none of it. He urged the French 
comrades to “fight under their own 
flag” - against both the bourgeois 
political establishment and the 
Boulangists.20

Action Française, established in 
1899, bears an even closer approximate 
resemblance to fascism. It combined 
anti-Semitism with nationalism and 
dynastic royalism. Of key importance, 
though, we have the first ‘shirt 
movement’: ie, rightwing fighting 
squads. The ‘Camelots du Roi’ began 
as Action Française’s street gang and 
in 1917 became a full-blown mass, 
counterrevolutionary militia.

In February 1934 it was part of 
a royalist-fascist bloc - armed with 
revolvers, clubs and razors - which 
invaded the parliament building in 
Paris and put “the smiling, somewhat 
senile” Gaston Doumergue into power 
as prime minister.21 Supported by 
big capital, tycoons such as Ernest 
Mercier, the director of an electrical 

and oil trust, these fighting squads 
howled for the end of the republic and 
‘France for the French’.

The Union of Russian People, 
formed in 1905, likewise mobilised 
declassed elements into fighting squads 
- assisted by tsarist officialdom. With 
the cry of Nicholas II on their lips and 
inaugurating god’s kingdom on earth 
in their hearts, the Black Hundreds 
launched vicious pogroms against 
striking workers, revolutionaries and 
Jews - “Beat the Yids, save Russia” ran 
their “famous slogan”. They wanted 
to “encourage” Jews to “emigrate to 
Palestine”.22

Turning point
World War I marked an epochal 
turning point. Capitalism morphed into 
state monopoly capitalism. The law of 
value, competition and other essential 
laws decline and can only be sustained 
through organisational measures, such 
as state intervention and the arms 
economy. Market forces are partially 
demystified. They are exposed as 
political. Socialism is imminent. When 
it must do, collective capital puts off 
the transition by elevating state power 
above the immediate interests of profit.

Official Europe, especially in the 
defeated countries, emerged from the 
mayhem of World War I thoroughly 
discredited, weakened and riven 
with internal divisions. Our class 
was presented with an unprecedented 
historic opportunity. Bolshevism 
brilliantly led the way. Tragically, 
elsewhere, the organisations of 
the working class either proved 
inadequate or wretchedly backed 
away from the task and sought to 
reconcile themselves with capitalism. 
Bourgeois society was exhausted and 
chronically split. But the working 
class lacked the necessary leadership, 
with which to deliver the final, 
revolutionary blow. Fascism erupts 
as a counterrevolutionary movement 
under these conditions.

Following World War I, virtually 
every country in Europe spawned its 
clutch of fascist groups and grouplets. 
At first they were entirely marginal. 
Mussolini secured not a single MP 
in the 1919 elections. Polite society 
looked down on them with barely 
concealed contempt. Hitler was 
dismissed as a crank. However, the 
unresolved class struggle and the 
inability of the bourgeoisie to rule in 
the old way produced one spasm of 
economic and political dislocation after 
another. The malign aura of fascism 
vanished. Mussolini’s blackshirts and 
Hitler’s brownshirts appeared before 
the ruling class as saviours … albeit 
not on a horse.

Mussolini took power in 1922 at the 
invitation of king Victor Emmanuel 
III - with the active encouragement of 
big capital and the benign neutrality 
of the army assured. The famed 
march on Rome was pure theatre. 
Mussolini knew beforehand that 
the establishment would give him 
a hero’s welcome. A decade later, 
in the aftermath of the 1929 crash, 
Hitler formed a government with the 
willing support of president Paul von 
Hindenburg and the main party of the 
conservative right. He proceeded to 
impose fascism in its most brutal, most 
deranged form.

Not surprisingly, the initial 
response from Marxists was somewhat 
confused. At the 4th Congress of the 
Communist International in 1922 - the 
last attended by Lenin - the victory 
of fascism was blamed in part on 
the inability of the communists to 
resolve the revolutionary situation 
positively - which had in 1919 seen 
the seizure of the factories by the 
workers. “Primarily” fascism served 
“as a weapon” in the “hands of the 
big landowners”, or so went the 
argument. Italy presumably was going 
backwards down a fixed evolutionary 
ladder from capitalism to feudalism. 
The bourgeoisie escaped blame in 
this clumsy schema. They were said 

to be horrified by Mussolini’s “black 
Bolshevism”. Crucially though, 
Comintern failed to come to terms with 
the fact that, with fascism’s triumph, 
the working class had suffered a 
strategic defeat. Fascism could not 
hold for long. A renewed rising by the 
working class must occur - and very 
soon.

Actually fascist success in Italy, 
plus the continued grip of a deep 
socio-economic crisis, stimulated the 
growth of other fascist movements. 
There were inevitably some mere 
imitations - eg, the Romanian 
Fascist Party founded in 1923 and 
George Valois’s Le Faisceau of 1924. 
However, fascism is fundamentally 
a national chauvinist movement. 
That is how it gains a mass base 
- as stressed by Clara Zetkin and 
Karl Radek. Hence the general 
tendency was to aggressively take 
on the trappings, prejudices and 
antagonisms of its own nationalism.

So, Hitler’s National Socialist 
German Workers’ Party was no clone 
of Mussolini’s fascism. The same goes 
for the Austrian Heimwehr, Hungary’s 
Arrow Cross, Spain’s Falangists, the 
ABC and Falanga in Poland, and the 
Croix de Feu and Solidarité Française.

Naturally the German military 
conquest of much of continental 
Europe after 1939 created not only a 
batch of Quisling collaborators, but 
an allure for Nazification amongst the 
fascist groups. Only in Poland did the 
native fascists resist this for any time. 
In general, however, the Germans did 
not elevate their fascist co-thinkers 
into governing satraps. They preferred 
to deracinate them. Many went on to 
serve on the eastern front with military 
units such as the Waffen SS.

A formless anti-capitalism is 
sometimes advocated. Gregor 
Strasser’s wing of the Nazi Party 
dreamt of a return to pre-monopolistic 
conditions and a kind of feudal national 
socialism. Suffice to say, the organised 
working class - trade unions and 
leftwing political parties - along with 
the ideas of Marxism and international 
socialism, were the real enemy, not 
capital.

Having obtained power, fascism is 
obliged to restrain or even silence its 
mass base. Capital has no fondness 
for freelance armies. The blackshirts 
were therefore incorporated into the 
state by Mussolini. Hitler massacred 
his brownshirts. Gregor Strasser 
was murdered during the Night of 
the Long Knives on June 30 1934. 
Fascism is thereby bureaucratised 
and becomes what Trotsky calls 
“Bonapartism of fascist origins”. From 
this bureaucratised position fascism 
brings to bear the whole unmediated 
weight of the state machine against 
any manifestation of working class 
independence. Simultaneously 
fascism acts to temporarily suppress 
contradictions within the ruling class - 
if need be, by recourse to state force. 
Property is usually left untouched, but 
traditional political parties are turned 
into mere husks, dissolved or absorbed 
into the body of the bureaucratised 
fascist movement.

Hence, while fascism strikes in two 
directions - against the working class 
and against divisions in the ruling 
class - it objectively acts to preserve 
the capitalist system of exploitation. 
Fascism is then a particular form of 
anti-socialism and counterrevolution 
under conditions of state monopoly 
capitalism.
Explaining away 
fascism
Not surprisingly, once fascism moved 
from the obscure fringes to the storm 
centre of big-power politics and world 
conflict, it had to be explained - and 
urgently. A wide range of theories 
have been produced - most of which 
are deeply flawed and deserve to be 
dismissed out of hand.

Christian apologists see fascism 
as the direct result of secularisation. 



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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Fifteen theses
1. Besides garbled populist 

propaganda denigrating 
foreigners, corrupt 

establishment politicians, migrants, 
communists, greedy capitalists, 
religious, ethnic and other minorities, 
etc, fascism launches physical force, 
primarily against the organised 
working class.
2. Fascist groups, movements and 
parties form counterrevolutionary 
fighting squads separate from 
the state - this is the essential 
and defining characteristic of 
fascism, a characteristic that 
distinguishes it from other forms of 
counterrevolution.
3. Fascism objectively acts in the 
interests of the capitalist class. 
Fascist organisations are often 
manipulated, financed and directed 
by sections of the state and the 
monopoly bourgeoisie.
4. Fascism grows into mass 
proportions when capitalist society 
is mired deep in crisis, but the 
working class lacks the necessary 
organisation, determination or 
leadership with which to deliver the 
final revolutionary blow.
5. Fascism clears its own path. 
But, once in power, fascist 

parties and fighting formations 
inevitably undergo a process of 
bureaucratisation. The upper layers 
merge with the ruling class. The 
lower elements are simply merged 
into the state machine or, failing that, 
are mercilessly crushed.
6. Under present circumstances in 
Britain, there is no immediate danger 
of a mass fascist movement, let alone 
such a movement coming to power. 
There is no revolutionary situation.
7. It is essential to distinguish 
between individual fascists and 
fascist organisations. People may 
openly or privately admire and/
or seek to emulate Nazi Germany, 
Mussolini Italy or Oswald 
Mosley’s blackshirts. But what 
makes a fascist organisation is the 
intention, or reality, of forming 
counterrevolutionary fighting 
formations.
8. The theory of killing fascism 
‘in the egg’ is completely illusory. 
When it comes to the far right, it 
is a diversion and has led either to 
the leftist futility of squadism or the 
quagmire of popular frontism.
9. Destroying the extreme right using 
force and attempting to silence it 
through terror has patently failed. 

Ditto popular fronts which join the 
left organisationally and politically 
with the bourgeois establishment.
10. Unlike social democrats and 
anarchists, communists do not view 
any tactic as a matter of principle. 
Eg, parliamentarianism or anti-
parliamentarianism. Indeed, when it 
comes to tactics, the only principle 
we recognise is that nothing is 
automatically ruled in and nothing 
automatically ruled out.
11. Tactics employed to counter 
organisations such as the BNP, 
National Front, Britain First, Ukip, 
etc have to be concrete. Therefore 
they have to be flexible and 
constantly changing.
12. We consider the tactic of no-
platforming opponents perfectly 
legitimate. Ditto force and violence. 
Against fascist fighting formations 
it is absolutely correct to defend 
ourselves, using whatever means are 
necessary.
13. By the same measure, peaceful 
tactics, debate and persuasion 
are also legitimate under other 
circumstances. We do not seek 
a ‘civilised’ relationship with 
the extreme right (or with the 
mainstream bourgeois parties, for 

that matter). But communists are 
determined to take away from the 
extreme right what popular base it 
might possess. That primarily means 
a battle for hearts and minds. Not 
that we consider those who vote 
BNP, NF, Britain First or Ukip as our 
‘natural’ constituency.
14. At all times we recognise 
that it is the capitalist state and 
the capitalist class which is our 
main enemy. It is the failures, 
the malfunctioning of declining 
capitalism which give both 
ammunition and sustenance to the 
extreme right.
15. Communists are champions of 
democracy and free speech. We 
are against state bans on political 
parties, including outright fascist 
parties. State restrictions on what can 
and what cannot be said in political 
debate must also be vigorously 
opposed. Any such bans or 
restrictions would inevitably first and 
foremost effect the advanced part of 
the working class. Free speech and 
the widest democracy provide the 
best conditions for Marxism to grow 
and flourish, and for the formation of 
the working class into a future ruling 
class l

By rejecting god, humanity is visited 
by evil. The antidote is obvious - 
take up the cross and restore religion. 
Conservative aristocrats paint 
fascism as a revolt by immature 
masses, the common herd, who have 
been freed from the constraints and 
responsibilities of a properly ordered 
agrarian society. Forlornly they yearn 
for the days when they constituted the 
natural class of governance.

Liberal-leaning evolutionary 
biologists put fascism down to 
the aggression and pack instincts 
supposedly hard-wired into the male 
brain by the supposed conditions in the 
African Palaeolithic some 1.5 million 
years ago - a viewpoint shared by some 
radical feminists.

Psychologists have sought to locate 
the rise of fascism either at the level 
of some mass psychosis or in the 
warped personalities of its leaders. 
Wilhelm Reich argued that humanity 
is “biologically sick” and should free 
itself by discarding sexual repression.23 
Most Freudians disagreed. They 
insisted on entirely speculative 
clinical examinations of fascism’s 
leaders - Mussolini, but most of all 
Hitler. Raymond de Saussure believed 
Hitler exhibited a strong Oedipus 
complex and needed to channel his 
sexual energies in order to conceal 
his impotence from the public: the 
German Reich was a penis substitute. 
Obvious crap and nonsense.

An altogether more insightful, 
semi-Marxist, psychological approach 
is to be found in Erich Fromm’s 
Escape from freedom (1941). Fromm 
sought to understand how millions of 
Germans were captivated by Hitler. 
Capitalist alienation and the reduction 
of the human subject to a mere cog 
in the production process is blamed. 
Fascism answers the need in the human 
soul for a sense of belonging. The fact 
that the working class in Germany 
never reconciled itself to Nazism 
seems to run counter to the thesis. 
Worse, Fromm can offer no effective 
solution, no escape from the dilemma. 
He merely posits a democratic socialist 
society.

Theodor Adorno, amongst others in 
the so-called Frankfurt school, claimed 
to have discovered the ‘authoritarian 
personality’, which was apparently 
rife amongst all classes in Germany. 
This was an integral part of a general 
theory of the period. Liberalism was 
in decay. Capitalism and mass culture 
were producing an overarching 

totalitarian society. The Soviet Union 
was essentially no different. Herbert 
Marcuse believed that fascism was the 
almost inevitable result of monopoly 
capitalism - a view he subsequently 
modified by claiming that, although 
post-World War II western capitalism 
still maintained a democratic outer 
shell, the tendency was towards a grey 
conformity and complete subordination 
of the personality to the needs of 
capital: ie, a totalitarian society. New 
Left radicals in the 1960s US gleefully 
denounced fascist Amerikka!

Establishment figures such 
as Hannah Arendt and Zbigniew 
Brzezinski readily adopted totalitarian 
theory. Its great virtue lay in the 
fact that it directly linked Nazism 
and Stalinism. However, they gave 
the theory a none too subtle twist 
by disaggregating capitalism from 
totalitarianism. Capitalism, in this 
rightwing version of the totalitarian 
theory, is equated definitionally 
with freedom, democracy, choice 
and personal liberty. That capitalism 
flourished under Mussolini and Hitler 
is completely ignored.

As the reader will know, mainstream 
bourgeois society now propagates this 
intellectually barren explanation for 
fascism over the airwaves, in the press 
and in schools and colleges. What 
began as a leftist critique of existing 
conditions has been thoroughly 
colonised by the right and turned into 
its opposite.

Joining fascism and bureaucratic 
socialism together into a single 
phenomenon admirably suited the 
needs of the cold war. Capitalism was 
excused of all blame and the Soviet 
Union was made into a culprit. In the 
hands of Karl Popper, totalitarianism 
became truly superhistorical. Sparta, 
Ch’in China, the empire of Diocletian 
and Calvin’s Geneva are all classified 
under that heading, of course, along 
with Nazi Germany and the Soviet 
Union. Plato, Hegel, Marx and 
Nietzsche form a totalitarian human 
chain that joins the periodic culling of 
the helots to the gas chambers.

Such a philosophy was vital for 
the capitalist system, above all in 
Europe. Fascism was beaten not only 
by the armies of the Soviet Union, the 
USA and Britain: there were radical 
partisan movements and popular 
risings throughout the German empire, 
Yugoslavia, Greece, Albania, Italy, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, France, etc. 
Equally to the point, the capitalist class 

was deeply compromised. Almost 
without exception, the bourgeoisie 
collaborated with fascism, often 
with great enthusiasm. For example, 
in France it welcomed the German 
invasion. Since 1936 the working 
class had made huge gains at the 
expense of capital. The forces of the 
left were feared and hated, but could 
not be crushed by the upper classes - 
the German Nazis would do that job 
though.

The situation in other counties was 
substantially the same. Hence after 
1945 bourgeois Europe was forced 
to reinvent itself. The fascist past had 
to be denied and turned into other. 
World War II became our finest hour, 
a crusade for freedom. The motive 
was to save the Jews, not the British 
empire. Hence totalitarian theory, the 
holocaust industry and the anti-racist, 
anti-fascist declarations of Unesco 
- such the July 1950 declaration on 
race, which scientifically’ supported 
the “ethic of universal brotherhood” 
and the warning that “men and nations 
alike” can “fall ill”.24

Donald Trump, Marine Le Pen, 
Viktor Orbán and Nigel Farage 
are reactionary rebels against the 
carefully constructed post-World 
War II consensus ideology. The 
mainstream bourgeois establishment 
reacts with such hostility, because their 
crude national chauvinism, outbursts 
against immigrants, dog-whistle 
anti-Semitism and blood-and-soil 
nationalism reminds capitalist society 
of its shameful, pre-1945 past. Few 
establishment historians or other paid 
persuaders dare recall how mainstream 
bourgeois opinion promoted social 
Darwinism, race theory, anti-Semitism 
and a brutal arrogance towards 
colonised peoples. And how these 
ideas were blessed from the pulpit and 
enforced with police batons and army 
bayonets.

At this present moment in time, 
there are no effective, serious, fighting 
squads or military lines of command. 
We are neither in a revolutionary nor 
counterrevolutionary situation.

Yes, Le Pen, Salvini, Orbán, 
Farage, have definite sympathies for 
fascism. Many of their founding cadre 
come from post-World War II fascist 
sects. But the strategy is electoralist. 
Tomorrow all that might change. 
However, the 1920s and 30s show that 
fascism does not come from the far 
right alone. Mussolini began on the 
far left. He was editor of the Socialist 

Party’s paper Avanti. Mosley served 
as a Labour minister - one of the first 
recruits to his New Party being AJ 
Cook, the famed miners’ leader. Józef 
Piłsudski made a similar journey: he 
went from Polish left nationalism to 
carrying out his “revolution without 
revolutionary consequences” coup.25 

Second-guessing the future is 
futile. Saying who will and who will 
not be a fascist is a nonsense. Our task 
is to organise against capitalism and 
its defenders as they presently exist, 
not as they might appear if we fail l
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Contradictory impasse
Peter Manson reports on the SACP’s December 9-12 special national congress

T he South African Communist 
Party’s special national congress 
(SNC) is just about to come to a 

close. The SNC was supposed to act 
as a “mid-term review” following the 
last official national congress in July 
2017 - the job of the 800 delegates 
gathering at Ekurhuleni, near 
Johannesburg, was to assess work 
done on the 2017 resolutions.

So what about the decision made 
back then for the SACP to stand 
in elections under its own name, 
independently of the ruling African 
National Congress and under a 
“reconfigured alliance”? Although 
it did contest one municipal by-
election shortly after that congress, 
the policy was quietly dropped, once 
Cyril Ramaphosa replaced Jacob 
Zuma as president the following 
year. The SACP had, of course, 
mobilised against Zuma, condemning 
his nepotism and corruption, and 
claiming that his presidency had 
resulted in “state capture” by 
privileged capitalists.

But, with Ramaphosa at the helm, 
things now look different and it was 
a case of ‘as you were’ in this year’s 
general election, with SACP members 
contesting as ANC candidates. As 
usual, leading SACP figures were 
appointed to the new government - 
for example, general secretary Blade 
Nzimande is once again minister of 
higher education.

Beforehand there was speculation 
that oppositionists at the SNC would 
challenge the leadership’s departure 
from the 2017 decision, but that does 
not seem to have happened. If anyone 
objected to Nzimande’s statement - 
“The central committee says to you 
that one of the primary tasks of the 
period is to build the ANC” - they 
seem to have been very quiet about it.

After all, according to Nzimande, 
things have changed since the 2017 
congress: “We met at a time when 
there was huge political uncertainty, 
even among ourselves as the SACP.” 
And, in case you were wondering, 
“We are not retreating from any 
resolution of ours: yes, we will contest 
elections”. However, he added, “we 
need to reconfigure the alliance”, 
which means contesting “as part of an 
ANC list” (my emphasis). He did not 
explain what that would mean - how 
would that be any different from what 
has happened up to now?

The South African electoral system 
is completely proportional, with each 
party gaining one MP for every 0.25% 
it gains of the total national vote. So, 
if SACP members are elected, they 
would have to be amongst those on 
the official ANC list - they would be 
ANC MPs, just as they are now.

As a concession to those who now 
think it is time for the party to go it 
alone - and perhaps join the ANC in 
a subsequent coalition government - 
Nzimande said: “We would still like 
to contest under one list.” But “If that 
doesn’t happen, it doesn’t happen”: 
the SACP was “not scared of going at 
it alone”. 

There is ever growing 
dissatisfaction with the ANC among 
the majority of South Africans, whose 

dire economic situation has hardly 
improved, if at all, since the final 
demise of apartheid in 1984. On top 
of that, the basic failings of the ANC 
could not be clearer. In addition to 
the recent water rationing, we are 
now seeing a series of daily power 
cuts across the country, following the 
dismal neglect of the country’s basic 
infrastructure. This dissatisfaction 
is reflected in the continual growth 
in official membership of the SACP, 
which is seen as a radical voice by 
large numbers of the poverty-stricken 
population.

As SACP deputy general secretary 
Solly Mapaila has admitted, 
“There is a constituency; it needs 
an appropriate party that is able to 
articulate its concerns.”1 Yes, he 
continued, the current situation had 
been a “big talking point” in the party, 
and “the possibility of contesting 
independently from the ANC”, while 
“still maintaining the alliance”, was 
“on the table”. Mapaila conceded that 
there were many South Africans who 
would vote for the SACP if it were to 
contest elections independently.

But the furthest Nzimande was 
prepared to go was to repeat the 
party’s call for “a change in the 
manner in which the tripartite alliance 
operates”.2 Of course, the SACP 
“must not hand the ANC a blank 
cheque”, when it comes to elections: 
“We need to make it clear that 
there must be an agreement on the 
manifesto for the elections and that 
we would not accept imposed and 
unpopular candidates that represent 
factional interests.” Well, that’s not 
going very far, is it, Blade?

As part of its press coverage, 

the party referred journalists to the 
online version of its publication, 
Bua Komanisi, which carries the 
leadership’s proposals for the SNC.3 
Here it is claimed that the 2017 
congress resolution “did not commit 
the SACP to contest elections on its 
own” (my emphasis), although “it did 
not explicitly exclude this option”. 
However, it then quotes the actual 
resolution, which states: “The SACP 
must actively contest elections.” True, 
“the modality through which we 
contest elections may or may not be 
within the umbrella of a reconfigured 
alliance”, but that was generally 
understood to mean that, either way, 
the SACP would contest under its 
own name.

Revolution?
In his political report delivered on 
December 10, Nzimande said that 
delegates should not fool themselves 
that “any organisation within the 
alliance could be replaced”. After 
all, “The SACP can never be a mass 
organisation like the ANC - and it 
should not”, he said.

How does that tie in with the 
official SACP aim to reach a 
membership target of 580,000 - in 
other words, one percent of the 
population of South Africa? The 
current figure stands officially at 
just over 300,000, but, according to 
the general secretary, most members 
are unemployed. What is more, in 
the words of Mapaila, “The majority 
… are on the verge of suspension or 
even lapsing.” Apparently, this is “a 
sign of inactive branches or districts, 
where leaders are isolated from 
members”.

In other words, it is a situation 
that will be familiar to members 
of the Socialist Workers Party in 
Britain (albeit on a much larger scale, 
obviously): a huge proportion of 
‘members’ have done no more than 
fill in an application form - they pay 
no regular dues and are rarely, if ever, 
seen at party events.

Another highly pertinent question 
is raised in the same issue of Bua 
Komanisi: what about the progress of 
the “national democratic revolution” 
(NDR)? It is worth quoting how the 
SACP ‘official communists’ saw this 
unfolding:

From 1928 until fairly recently, the 
SACP tended to think of the NDR 
as a ‘first stage’, to be followed by 
a ‘second’, socialist ‘stage’. For 
as long as our national democratic 
breakthrough remained relatively 
distant, this rather undialectical 
stagism didn’t constitute a major 
barrier to an effective strategy and 
tactics. Moreover, in the period, 
late 1960s to mid-1980s, the rapid 
advances of national liberation 
movements in which Marxist 
leaderships emerged as key, and 
the unstinting solidarity of the 
Soviet bloc, meant that Marxist 
ideas were broadly hegemonic 
within the ANC leadership and key 
cadre. A fairly smooth transition 
from national liberation towards 
socialism appeared assured.

They go on to say:

In 1995 the SACP formally took this 
position further by arguing for the 
deep, dialectical interconnection 

between the national democratic 
and socialist struggles. The NDR 
could not be advanced, deepened 
and defended without a significant 
advance towards socialism. This 
was encapsulated in the slogan, 
‘Socialism is the future … build it 
now!’ Programmatically, the party 
argued that “build it now” meant 
building momentum towards, 
capacity for, and elements of 
socialism in the present.

However, we have not really 
succeeded in giving content and 
campaigning substance to this 
approach to socialism, with an 
overemphasis on work within 
the executive, legislature and the 
administration. This becomes a 
key strategic task in the current 
conjuncture if we are to avoid 
the Ramaphosa breakthrough 
becoming little more than a futile 
return to 1996.

First of all, what is this “Ramaphosa 
breakthrough”? The current president 
is a former union leader turned 
billionaire capitalist. He notoriously 
called on state forces to take 
“concomitant action” on the very eve 
of the slaughter of 34 striking miners 
in the 2012 Marikana massacre. But, 
more centrally, how on earth is even 
the ‘official communist’ version of 
‘socialism’ supposed to be attained 
following the collapse of the USSR?

The SACP is trapped within a 
highly contradictory impasse. On 
the one hand, it continues to build 
support through its radical talk about 
a completely new social order. On 
the other hand, not only is it one 
that cannot be attained, but South 
Africa is clearly moving in a totally 
different direction. How long will 
the leadership be able to maintain 
its pretence of being able to “build 
socialism”, while at the same time 
upholding the sanctity of the anti-
working class popular front that is the 
alliance with the ANC?

More importantly, how long 
will it be before we see a principled 
opposition developing amongst the 
SACP cadre? l

peter. mansion@weeklyworker.co.uk

SACP will 
not contest 
elections in 
own name
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