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Manipulation
Jim Creegan takes issue with my 
scepticism vis-à-vis Christine Blasey 
Ford and her charge that Supreme 
Court justice Brett Kavanaugh tried 
to rape her when both were in their 
teens (Letters, June 24, replying to 
my article, ‘Paralysis of the ruling 
elite’, June 17). Since he regards 
Ford as “eminently believable”, 
please permit me to explain why I 
disagree.

Ford’s testimony was indeed vivid 
and compelling - that’s why TV 
audiences hung onto her every word. 
But, while her memory seemed to 
be near perfect with regard to the 
alleged attack itself, even though it 
took place more than three decades 
earlier, it turned vague and hazy 
when it came to certain attendant 
details, such as the location of the 
house in which the incident occurred, 
how she got there, how she travelled 
the half-dozen miles back home, 
etc. Comrade Creegan attempts to 
explain this away by noting that 
“Rape is seldom attempted in the 
presence of witnesses, and the only 
other person said to have been at the 
crime scene was a male classmate 
of Kavanaugh’s, Mark Judge, 
whom Blasey Ford alleged to be 
his accomplice.” Hence, “Judge’s 
subsequent failure to remember 
the event was therefore hardly 
remarkable.”

Yes, but Judge didn’t merely 
fail to remember - he dismissed 
Ford’s account as “absolutely nuts”. 
Moreover, a friend of Ford’s who 
accompanied her to the party also 
says that it doesn’t make sense. As 
the friend, Leland Keyser, later told 
a couple of reporters for The New 
York Times, “It would be impossible 
for me to be the only girl at a get-

together with three guys, have her 
leave, and then not figure out how 
she’s getting home. I just really 
didn’t have confidence in the story.”

The Times reporters also noted 
that Ford’s friends tried to pressure 
Keyser, a recovered alcoholic, into 
backing up Ford’s account. “Maybe 
one of you guys who are friends with 
her can have a heart to heart. I don’t 
care, frankly, how fucked up her life 
is,” one texted. Another suggested 
publicising Keyser’s “addictive 
tendencies”, adding: “Perhaps it 
makes sense to let everyone in the 
public know what her condition is.”

This certainly doesn’t reflect well 
on Ford. Then there’s the sworn 
statement by Ford’s ex-boyfriend, 
which is damning as well. I didn’t 
mention the statement for lack of 
space, but now it seems more than 
apropos. In it, the boyfriend, who 
asked that his name be withheld, 
testified that Ford, in their six years 
together, “never brought up anything 
regarding her experience as a victim 
of sexual assault, harassment or 
misconduct” and “never mentioned 
Brett Kavanaugh” either. Although 
she later told friends that the rape 
attempt was so traumatic that it left 
her with a fear of enclosed places 
and thus a fear of flying because 
an airplane is “the ultimate closed 
space, where you cannot get away”, 
the boyfriend recounted that she 
“never indicated a fear of flying”, 
even though they once toured 
Hawaii by plane; and she never 
mentioned a fear of enclosed places 
despite subsequently moving into “a 
very small, 500-square-foot house 
with one door”. While Ford, who has 
a doctorate in psychology, testified 
that she had never taken a lie-
detector test, the boyfriend said she 
once coached a close friend on how 
to take one, back when the friend 
was applying for a government job.

Is Ford’s credibility really as 
unimpeachable as supporters claim? 
Perhaps not. Then there’s the fact 

that she never told anyone about the 
allegedly traumatic sexual encounter 
until it came out in psychotherapy 30 
years after the fact. Could it be that 
what we are presented with here is 
a typical example of therapeutically 
induced ‘recovered memory’ that 
may seem powerful and convincing 
at the time, but is riddled with so 
many contradictions and loose 
threads that it would never survive a 
serious cross-examination in a court 
of law? This also seems more than 
possible.

I apologise for burdening British 
readers with details about what 
must seem like a minor incident in 
a faraway land. But the Kavanaugh 
hearings were important because they 
showed how an otherwise bankrupt 
political party could use its alliance 
with corporate media to shape and 
control public opinion. Facts were 
manipulated and dissidents shouted 
down in a way reminiscent of both 
Russiagate and the phony brouhaha 
over Jeremy Corbyn’s alleged anti-
Semitism a couple of years later. It 
doesn’t matter whether Kavanaugh 
is conservative and Corbyn leftwing 
- the media manipulation in both 
cases is the same.

Jim and I have clashed over the 
Democrats before. He argues that 
the party may be headed for a split 
and that the breakaway faction could 
conceivably provide the nucleus 
for the emergence of a genuine US 
labour party. Not only do I regard 
this as far-fetched, but I believe the 
theory leads him astray by causing 
him to go soft on the party’s liberal 
wing - the source of all his prayers 
and hopes. But he should think twice 
about rushing to the defence of St 
Christine and all she represents. Yes, 
Democrats may seem like the lesser 
evil in certain respects. But they’re 
just as bad as the Republicans in 
other regards and in some areas are 
even worse.

Media manipulation is one of 
them, as both Kavanaugh and the 
uproar over Russian collusion 
illustrate.
Daniel Lazare
USA 

Infuriating
I found Daniel Lazare’s article on 
the self-immolation of US liberal 
commentator Jeffrey Toobin both 
interesting and infuriating (‘Paralysis 
of ruling elite’, June 17).

What annoys is Daniel’s idea that 
Donald Trump used ‘lynching’ as a 
neutral term in regards to geo-politics 
in Ukraine. The term has massive 
resonance in the United States as a 
form of extra-judicial murder. Trump 
clearly used the term in that context, 
along with all its baggage.

Comrade Lazare cites a little of the 
Oxford English Dictionary definition 
of the term - “subjecting a person to 
verbal/physical attack; publication of 
an attack on a person, vilification”. 
The Chambers Dictionary is more 
succinct and direct in its definition 
- “to judge and put to death without 
the usual forms of law”.

The great democratic and rule-
of-law-driven United States has 
a sad history of these murders. 
Decent, honest folk dragged out of 
their homes to be strung up on trees 
as ‘strange fruit’. And suspected 
malefactors removed from police 
custody and despatched on a lamp 
post before due legal process was 
done.

Think on, comrades.
Robbie Leslie
email

Not revolutionary
Donald Parkinson fails to prove his 
assertion, in relation to the demands 
of the minimum programme of 
the Parti Ouvrier for the 1881 

French legislative elections, that “if 
instituted in totality they would entail 
a break with capitalist rule over the 
state and establish the political rule 
of the proletariat” (‘Build on solid 
foundations’, June 24).

Many of the demands have been 
met. There is now, in most developed 
capitalist countries, enough 
freedom of the press, meeting and 
association for a party committed 
to the maximum programme to be 
formed and operate. Church and 
state have been separated in France 
since 1906. True, the national debt 
has not been suppressed, but how 
would that help achieve the political 
rule of the proletariat? Standing 
armies still exist, but their abolition 
is never going to be achieved under 
capitalism (though I believe Costa 
Rica has not had a standing army 
since 1948) and, if the working class 
was strong enough to impose it, they 
would be strong enough to win an 
election to implement the maximum 
programme. As to control of the 
police by local authorities, isn’t that 
fairly widespread in the US?

Most of the economic demands 
have been met too, the exception 
being that state industries are not run 
by those working in them. But, even 
if this was implemented, the workers 
would have to run these industries 
on capitalist lines, producing for sale 
on the market with a view to making 
a profit and so have to ‘exploit 
themselves’ as it were.

Instead of trying to read something 
‘revolutionary’ into that minimum 
programme, why not defend it for 
what it was - measures to try to 
improve the lot of workers under 
capitalism? I would guess that’s how 
Marx saw it.

As it turned out, over time the 
minimum programme became the 
maximum programme of parties 
like the POF and they eventually 
evolved into mere democratic and 
social reform parties (allowing 
Bernstein to point out that the 
emperor was naked). A good reason, 
I suggest, why a party aiming at the 
common ownership and democratic 
control of the means of production 
by society as a whole should not 
have a minimum programme 
(nor, of course, a ‘transitional 
programme’ - the same thing, only 
more unrealistic).
Adam Buick
email

Incoherent
Rarely have I read such an 
incoherent article as Eddie Ford’s 
‘Blue and red walls crack’ (June 24). 
It encapsulates all the problems with 
the CPGB’s strategy towards the 
Labour Party and its understanding 
of racism.

Eddie questions the decision 
of the Labour Campaign for Free 
Speech to withhold support from 
Labour candidate Kim Leadbeater 
in the Batley and Spen by-election 
on July 1. Permit me to correct one 
misapprehension on Eddie’s part. 
The LCfFS is a labour movement 
campaign, not a Labour Party 
campaign. And the reason for our 
decision is quite clear and can be 
found in Dan Hodge’s article in the 
Mail on Sunday: ‘Who’s spreading 
the poison that could put the final 
nail in Keir Starmer’s coffin?’ (June 
20).

The article quotes “a senior 
Labour source”, saying: “We’re 
haemorrhaging votes among 
Muslim voters, and the reason for 
that is what Keir has been doing 
on anti-Semitism ... He challenged 
Corbyn on it, and there’s been a 
backlash among certain sections of 
the community.” Faced with nothing 
to challenge the Tories with, and 
facing almost certain defeat on July 

1, Starmer has taken the decision to 
play the race card in order to win the 
white working class vote.

Yet what was Eddie Ford’s 
reaction to this statement? “This 
might or might not be the case. 
The language is vague and it could 
be a simple statement of fact.” 
This is unbelievable. Compare 
this to dissident Tory columnist 
Peter Oborne, who described the 
statement as being “among the 
most poisonous political briefings 
in recent times. With Labour facing 
defeat in next Thursday’s Batley 
and Spen by-election, a ‘senior 
official’ from the party turned on 
Muslim voters, accusing them of 
anti-Semitism“ (Middle East Eye 
June 25).

This suggests that the CPGB has a 
problem understanding what racism 
is. Muslims haven’t objected to a 
campaign against anti-Semitism, but 
a campaign supporting Zionism and 
Israeli apartheid. And also for that 
matter the vicious communalism 
and racism directed at the Kashmiri 
people by Narendra Modi’s BJP 
government. There is no evidence 
that Muslims are any more anti-
Semitic than white British people. 
What they are able to do more easily 
than white people is see through 
the phony nature of Starmer’s 
opposition to ‘anti-Semitism’.

The Labour campaign in Batley 
and Spen is a replica of the one 
that Labour MP Phil Woolas fought 
in Oldham West and Saddleworth 
in 2010, which was to “make the 
white folk angry”. In that case the 
high court threw Woolas out of 
parliament for lying about his Lib 
Dem opponent. The Labour right 
threw a hissy fit when Harriet 
Harman, quite correctly, suspended 
Woolas from the party. All those 
who were later to lead the fake ‘anti-
Semitism’ campaign surfaced to 
express their righteous indignation.

John Mann, the Tory’s ‘anti-
Semitism tsar’, leapt to Woolas’s 
defence. As the Financial Times 
reported, “Among those to have 
spoken out in support of Woolas 
was John Mann, a close friend of 
his.” (November 9 2010). Another 
was Tom Watson, who wrote: “I’ve 
lost sleep thinking about poor old 
Phil Woolas and his leaflets.”

Eddie Ford has the audacity to 
accuse the LCfFS of “profound 
strategic disorientation”, when 
the disorientation is all his own. 
We refuse to back overtly racist 
Labour campaigns, which seek to 
divide the working class on grounds 
of race, religion or colour. Our 
support for Labour candidates is not 
unconditional. Racism is a border 
we are not going to cross. The 
Jewish Labour Movement refused 
at the last election to support Labour 
candidates who were not Zionists. 
Why should the left unconditionally 
support Labour candidates, however 
racist and reactionary? This is 
disarming the working class, not 
strengthening it.

Contrary to Eddie Ford’s jibe, we 
are quite clear that we are a campaign 
for free speech. However, even 
free speech has its limits. My own 
position is that free speech does not 
include fascists’ right to advocate 
violence against racial and religious 
minorities or their dehumanisation. 
The CPGB stands in the tradition of 
radical bourgeois democrats such as 
John Stuart Mill and Voltaire, but I 
prefer the tradition of anti-fascism, 
as summed up in the slogan, ‘No 
Pasaran’.

Eddie Ford describes the Labour 
Party as a united front of a special 
kind. My own view is that such 
a formulation is just a rhetorical 
device to say that you support a 
reformist Labour Party, come hell 
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CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee

Register in advance for this webinar: 
us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_MA78RwDKQpSY4LmjI-0FBw

Sunday July 11 5pm 
A week in politics

Political report from CPGB’s 
Provisional Central Committee and discussion

Previous OCFs can be viewed or heard at these places: 
YouTube: www.youtube.com/c/communistpartyofgreatbritain 

Soundcloud: soundcloud.com/cpgb-pcc 
Spotify: open.spotify.com/show/412z90d6iSHN3bqwxAaP8h 

Apple Podcasts: 
podcasts.apple.com/nl/podcast/marxist-report/id1494068795

Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk and 
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk

For further information, email Stan Keable at 
Secretary@labourpartymarxists.org.uk
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or high water. That may be correct 
in most circumstances. However, 
there is no united front in support of 
racism - ever.

Let us be clear on where 
the statement about Labour 
“haemorrhaging votes among Muslim 
voters” came from. (Angela Rayner 
initially called for an investigation. 
This was quickly dropped and the 
reason is clear.) The term, “senior 
Labour source”, is code for either 
Starmer’s office or Starmer himself.

Socialism will not be advanced 
one jot or tittle by supporting this 
reactionary representative of the 
British state.
Tony Greenstein
Brighton

Welcome, HS2
I must take issue with Eddie Ford’s 
facile rejection of HS2 (‘Blue and 
red walls crack’, June 24). He 
implies the new railway is being 
built “to knock 20-30 minutes off 
a journey from Birmingham to 
London”, and that HS2’s role will 
be like Concorde: “to enable the 
wealthy elite to jet off to New York 
at more than 30 times the cost of the 
cheapest option”.

HS2 is not just a route from 
London to Birmingham. Contracts 
are already in place for phase 2a to 
Crewe, and the bill for the western 
leg of phase 2b to Manchester will 
be introduced next year. The eastern 
leg of Phase 2b will go to Leeds, 
and HS2 trains will also serve 
destinations further north on the 
conventional rail network.

The primary purpose of HS2 is 
not faster journeys, but to expand 
the rail network. By providing 
new capacity for inter-city trains 
on HS2, the existing network will 
be able to boost local and regional 
services and increase freight traffic. 
It is far cheaper to build a new 
line than to add tracks to existing 
routes, passing through heavily 
developed urban areas. Once this is 
understood, it makes sense for the 
new line to incorporate the latest 
rail technology, which includes the 
ability to travel at up to 250 miles 
per hour.

The fares for journeys on HS2 
are yet to be decided. But, given the 
large number of seats on each train 
and the high frequency of services, 
it is clearly meant for routine use 
by the general population rather 
than “the wealthy elite”. Fare 
differentials on HS1 in Kent may 
provide a guide - here you pay 
around 16% more to use the high 
speed services.

There is an assumption on the 
left that we should campaign to 
stop HS2; that it is a waste of 
public money and an ecological 
disaster. The facts do not support 
these assertions. Rail travel can be 
the most environmentally friendly 
mode of transport and I cannot wait 
for my first trip on HS2.
Vernon Price
Crewe

So be it
Bruno Kretzschmar is well known 
as a regular - almost weekly 
- correspondent to the Weekly 
Worker who has a history of quirky 
takes on unusual topics. I was 
surprised to see, therefore, that he 
is calling for a restriction on topics 
discussed, including unidentified 
aerial phenomena and “such gush” 
(Letters, June 24). Perhaps Bruno 
has not quite thought this through, 
as more than a few of his previous 
letters have covered what could be 
termed outlandish topics or more 
mainstream questions in a quirky 
manner.

To remind ourselves I was 
looking at science writer Martin 
Gardner’s Science: good bad and 
bogus (1983), where black holes are 
viewed with some scepticism, as is 

the Big Bang. Both of these are now 
a part of conventional science, as 
people have looked at the evidence 
provided by much more powerful 
telescopes and so on. If the debate 
had been closed down 30 years ago, 
then obviously these discoveries 
would never have been made.

Bruno must also be aware that 
in the social sciences certain topics 
are more or less taboo: ranging 
from research into IQ and race 
to match-fixing in professional 
football. I recently became aware 
of a PhD candidate who wanted to 
do research on people interested 
in ‘detransition’ and the thing was 
viewed as potentially making too 
many waves for the university rather 
than on its intellectual veracity.

The simple point is, as Marx 
mentioned in his 1865 ‘Confession’, 
“nothing human is alien to me” and 
“doubt everything”, which seems 
good advice to me.

The last thing we need in this 
period of cultural relativism and 
‘woke’ culture is restrictions on 
thought and if that means putting 
up with some barmy ideas on the 
journey - so be it.
Ted Hankin
email

Visionary
I was fascinated by Tony Clark’s 
anti-Posadas proposition that UFO 
space visitors may not in fact be 
benign and ancient - which “clearly 
reveals that humans were genetically 
engineered from homo erectus into 
homo sapiens as slave-workers for 
the aliens” (Letters, June 17).

Why on heaven or earth would 
beings which can traverse at least 
one universe and conquer light speed 
to reach the outer reaches of this 
galaxy need genetically modified 
homo erectus slave labour? What 
was it that our distant primitive 
forebears could do that they and the 
aliens’ unimaginable technologies 
could not do? The need for physical 
labour of the kind suggested by 
slave labour would surely have been 
dispensed with long before they 
started traversing multi-universes. 
Even I do not envisage coal-fired 
spaceships, but even if we could 
have them, would our homo erectus 
forebears understand the technology 
of wielding a shovel, for example? 
Their use of very primitive tools 
would surely have been something 
even a most basic machine could 
handle.

Bruno Kretzschmar’s comment, 
on the other hand, condemning any 
consideration of such flippancies 
and irrelevancies really doesn’t 
understand what such speculations 
have to do with Marxism (Letters, 
June 24). Marxism is a scientific 
platform, upon which the study of 
anything is capable of consideration 
on the basis of dialectics and 
materialism. Art, design, human 
endeavour, religious thought of 
all sorts, human grasping for 
understanding of the earth - and the 
universe. Everything from theories 
of a flat earth to an inner earth, of 
‘space gods’ and wooden gods. 
Consideration of our attempts to 
make sense of the place we occupy 
is the very essence of what Marxism 
is. Of course, we shall comment on 
them and put forward analyses and 
perspectives based upon the science 
of human thought and the material 
conditions in which it develops. I 
think comrade Bruno misses the 
point and the appreciation of human 
speculation and ceaseless search for 
answers.

It reminds me of the arguments 
within the Soviet leadership about 
film, Freud and ‘modern art’ - even 
of humour and its relevance to the 
social reality of class struggle. Too 
many of that bunch thought like 
Bruno. Anyone who has ever seen 
the clip of Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin 

watching a Charlie Chaplin film in 
an endeavour to get them to support 
Soviet film-making will understand 
what I mean - shades of the three 
wise monkeys come to mind.

Juan Posadas was visionary 
in his consideration of aspects of 
humanity, spirituality and deeper 
understanding of a communist earth, 
as it affects not just humankind 
but all life. His ‘here and now’ 
perspectives, on the other hand, are 
based upon the inevitability of what 
he called ‘the workers’ states’ and 
imperialist nuclear war - the call 
for a pre-emptive nuclear strike by 
the workers’ states. His preparation 
of the Posadist international for the 
period before and after the nuclear 
war led to a highly distorted ultra-
cult organisation, based upon 
monolithic centralism, together 
with fearful internal party discipline 
and demands upon its cadres.
David John Douglass
South Shields

Strange logic
Gerry Downing’s comment (June 
17) on my letter the previous week 
is strange indeed, and I find it hard 
to figure out its logic. Conceding 
that something has happened 
implies that one has up till then tried 
to deny it. But it is no concession 
to state that Iran and Russia saved 
Assad’s murderous tyranny from a 
popular uprising, or that the US gave 
support to the Syrian opposition up 
to a point without actively seeking 
to overthrow the regime. A factual 
account of events is one thing: value 
judgments another. 

There was surely a strong aspect 
of class struggle in the uprisings 
of the Arab spring, especially in 
Tunisia, Egypt and Syria. But in 
the inter-imperialist rivalry which 
tore Syria apart, all the intervening 
states and their allies from abroad 
have been on the same side of the 
barricade. Unfortunately, a number 
of people on the left have in recent 
years thrown out the spirit of 
Zimmerwald altogether, and started 
to look at the world through the 
lenses of geopolitical campism. 
Hannu Reime
Helsinki

Not so stupid
Fallout from Brexit continues to 
hit the UK economy hard. Since 
December 2019, 1.3 million 
migrants have returned to their 
home countries in eastern Europe.

According to the Daily Mirror 
on June 21, UK bosses “face the 
worst staffing shortages in two 
decades”. Given that the trade 
unions in the UK are useless, it is 
no wonder that more than 17 million 
people voted for Brexit in the 2016 
referendum. The reasoning was that 
Brexit would mean migrant workers 
going home, causing a shortage of 
workers, which would lead to a rise 
in wages of British workers.

According to the Mirror, 
there is a shortage of 190,000 
hospitality workers; 70,000 lorry 
drivers, 40,000 nurses and 500,000 
agricultural workers. Apparently, 
there could be a shortage of pigs in 
blankets this Christmas because of a 
shortage of meat-processing factory 
workers, given that EU nationals 
once accounted for up to 80% of 
staff at some sites. All this is leading 
to a rise in wages. According to the 
recruitment website, Reed.co.uk, 
average salaries in catering and 
hospitality have risen by 18%, with 
retail increasing by 10%.

The vote for Brexit therefore 
seems logical - the migrants have 
returned home, leading to a shortage 
of staff and a subsequent rise in 
wages. So those workers who voted 
for Brexit were not so stupid as 
many on the left first thought.
John Smithee
Cambridgeshire

Bust the transport pay freeze
Friday July 2, 6pm: Public meeting, Maldon Hotel, Newgate Street, 
Newcastle NE1. Defend rail services and jobs. Speakers include RMT 
general secretary Mick Lynch and Laura Pidcock (Peoples Assembly).
Organised by RMT Newcastle Rail and Catering Branch: 
twitter.com/RMTNRC.
NHS birthday protests
Saturday July 3: Demonstrations demanding NHS pay justice, patient 
safety and an end to privatisation.
Basildon: Assemble 11am, Basildon Hospital, Nethermayne, Basildon 
SS16. March to town centre. Organised by Essex NHS Workers:
www.facebook.com/events/2027668570717931.
Blyth: Assemble 11am, Market Square, Blyth NE24. March to Ridley 
Park. Organised by Keep Our NHS Public North East:
www.facebook.com/events/4273531895992159.
Bristol: Assemble 11am, College Green, Bristol BS1. March to Castle 
Park. Organised by NHS Workers Say No Bristol:
www.facebook.com/events/514479356360452.
Colchester: Assemble 12 noon, St Botolph’s Priory, Colchester CO2.
Organised by Essex NHS Workers Say No:
www.facebook.com/events/379322786834903.
Ipswich: Assemble 11am, Christchurch Park, Fonnereau Road, Ipswich 
IP1. Organised by Suffolk NHS Pay Justice Hub:
www.facebook.com/events/681633979296062.
Leicester: Assemble 1pm, Gallowtree Gate, Leicester LE1.  
Organised by Save Our NHS Leicestershire:
www.facebook.com/events/896810170914645.
London: Assemble 12 noon, University College Hospital, Gower Street, 
London NW1. March to Parliament Square.
Organised by NHS Workers Say No to Public Sector Pay Inequality:
www.facebook.com/events/530053088180070.
Manchester: Rally 11am, Piccadilly Gardens, Manchester M1.
Organised by Greater Manchester Keep Our NHS Public:
www.facebook.com/events/316366029976303.
Newcastle: Assemble 11.30am, Royal Victoria Infirmary, Newcastle 
NE1. March to Greys Monument.
Organised by North East Health Workers’ Network:
www.facebook.com/events/382279803209722.
Norwich: Assemble 2pm, Chapelfield Gardens, Chapel Field Road, 
Norwich NR2. Organised by Norwich People Before Profit:
www.facebook.com/events/1804002196426331.
Nottingham: Assemble 11.30am, Old Market Square, Nottingham NG1. 
March to the Forest Recreation Ground.
Organised by Unison Nottingham University Hospitals branch:
www.facebook.com/events/781649955882557.
Reading: Assemble 12 noon, Royal Berkshire Hospital Reading RG1. 
March to Forbury Gardens in town centre.
Organised by Unite South East Region:
www.facebook.com/events/426187525565141.
Sheffield: Assemble 12 noon, Barker’s Pool, Sheffield S1.
Organised by Sheffield-NHS Workers Say No:
www.facebook.com/events/1735005510012776.
End US-UK role in occupation of Palestine
Sunday July 4, 1pm. Protest outside US embassy, Nine Elms Lane, 
London SW11. Demand an end to the joint US-UK complicity in Israel’s 
occupation of Palestine.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition and Democratic Socialists of 
America UK: www.facebook.com/events/333475508237850.
Riddles in African orature
Tuesday July 6, 6.30pm: Online talk presented by Helen Nde. Riddles 
constitute an oral art form that occupies an important and complex role 
in traditional African societies, not quite child’s play.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group - register at
radicalanthropologygroup.org/evening-talks.
USA 1918-39: depression and new deal
Thursday July 8, 6pm: Weekly online political education series.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/211467213892082.
Student protest for Palestine
Friday July 9, 4pm: Demonstration. Assemble Malet Street, London 
WC1. Students and staff demand universities divest from all companies 
complicit in Israeli violations of international law, sever links with 
complicit Israeli institutions and sign the apartheid-free pledge.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign Youth and Students:
www.facebook.com/events/904408130119235.
Lift all Labour expulsions and suspensions
Tuesday July 20, 12 noon: Lobby the Labour Party’s NEC meeting, 
Party HQ, 105 Victoria Street, London SW1. Restore the whip to Jeremy 
Corbyn; restore all suspended CLPs; restore party democracy.
Organised by Labour In Exile Network:
www.facebook.com/LabourInExileNetwork.
Online Communist University
Saturday August 14 to Sunday August 22: Online school of Marxism. 
The Weekly Worker goes live for a week, with lots of time for debate and 
discussion. Timetable and registration available soon.  
Speakers this year include: Anne McShane, Kevin Bean, Jack Conrad, 
Paul Demarty, Mike Macnair, Yassamine Mather, Lawrence Parker, 
Sandy McBurney, Marc Mulholland, David Broder, Chris Knight, Moshé 
Machover, Hillel Ticktin, Tina Werkmann, Tony Greenstein, Daniel 
Lazare, Ian Wright and Lars T Lih.
Organised by Communist Party of Great Britain and Labour Party 
Marxists: communistuniversity.uk.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will.
If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.
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ELECTION

George’s modest flutter
The return of the British left’s most eccentric celebrity has provided an interesting twist - but can he 
succeed? Paul Demarty looks at the Batley and Spen by-election
The Batley and Spen by-election 
has brought out the usual array of 
oddball candidates.

The Monster Raving Loony 
Party’s is present and correct; so is 
Anne Marie Waters of For Britain 
- the counter-jihadist splinter from 
the UK Independence Party, which 
is notable for enjoying the support 
of both Tommy Robinson and 
Morrissey from The Smiths. Far and 
away in front of such candidates, in 
the only poll to have been conducted 
in the constituency, is an old friend of 
ours - ‘gorgeous’ George Galloway, 
standing for the first time under the 
flag of the party he now leads, the 
Workers Party of Britain.

The WPB, according to the Daily 
Mail/Survation poll, is on course to 
pick up 6% of the vote, comfortably 
retaining Galloway’s deposit and 
pushing the Liberal Democrats into 
fourth place. More importantly, the 
Tories lead Labour by exactly 6 
points. Though a general miasma of 
impending doom shrouds Labour’s 
candidate, the inconsequential Kim 
Leadbeater, it would be a special 
headache for Kier Starmer if 
Galloway were to rob her of the seat 
occupied by her sister, Jo Cox, until 
the latter’s brutal murder by a far-
rightist lunatic.

We shall take a closer look at 
the problems posed for Labour in 
a moment, but it seems worthwhile 
to reintroduce Galloway and his 
Workers Party to readers. Galloway 
is a man out of time: almost the last 
relic of a certain cold war ‘type’ - the 
fellow-travelling Stalino-Labourite. 
After the end of the cold war, 
although he described the collapse 
of the Soviet Union as the biggest 
disaster of his political life, the then 
Labour MP for Glasgow Kelvin 
was tolerated, for a time, as an 
eccentric who was good at keeping 
people in line. But his vigorous anti-
imperialism put him on a collision 
course with Tony Blair following the 
invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. 
After he openly called for soldiers to 
disobey orders, he was expelled from 
Labour.

The Socialist Workers Party, 
flush with the success of the mass 
anti-war demonstrations, seized the 
opportunity to conclude an alliance 
with Galloway, along with ‘Muslim 
activists’ who were originally 
supposed to include the Muslim 
Association of Britain (the British 
affiliate of the Muslim Brotherhood), 
but before long consisted of little 
more than a few petty bourgeois 
opportunists in especially Bengali 
and Pakistani neighbourhoods of 
the cities. This was Respect; its own 
greatest achievement was electing 
Galloway as an MP in Bethnal 
Green and Bow, humiliating the vile, 
warmongering Blairite, Oona King, 
in 2005.

This motley alliance was not to 
last, however. The SWP - which 
had gleefully abandoned plank after 
plank of its politics to make the thing 
work - did not reap any rewards from 
the endeavour, and opportunistically 
flounced out in 2007. Respect limped 
on without them, and scored one 
more great victory, electing Galloway 
again (he had been defeated in 2010) 
- this time in a Bradford by-election. 
That was not to last either, and in 
2015 he was defeated, after having 
apparently alienated all of his staff.

The Galloway playbook has 
a particular shape to it. He is, it 
should be said first of all, a talented 
politician in many respects. He does 

not always come across well in a 
video setting, but as a stump speaker 
he has few equals in his generation. 
(It is worth remembering that, for all 
Nigel Farage’s great national profile, 
he has never won a first-past-the-post 
parliamentary election on his small-
party tickets, as opposed to George’s 
two.) His personal charisma can 
go a long way to upsetting the lazy 
incumbent Labour establishment.

The other part is more a matter 
of ‘low’ politics. He has gotten very 
good at ingratiating himself with 
local Islamic milieux and mosques. 
He can very rapidly bootstrap a 
campaigning apparatus on the basis 
of his open Islamophilia, as well as 
his strong record of opposition to 
wars in the Middle East and support 
for Palestine.

Song and dance
Perhaps here is the point to discuss 
the ‘controversies’ around the Batley 
and Spen campaign. Leadbeater 
made a big song and dance about 
being ‘chased’ down the road by 
an ‘aggressive’ man who clearly 
opposed gay-friendly teaching in 
schools and wanted her to know 
about it. The campaign insinuated 
this man was a Galloway supporter, 
with no evidence (he later turned 
out to be a chap from Birmingham, 

where a similar controversy raged 
between conservative religious types 
and local schools a few years ago). 
Leadbeater laughably tried to link 
the perfectly acceptable practice of 
heckling politicians (she will get a 
lot of that in parliament!) to the death 
of her sainted sister - the difference 
between ‘asking a question’ and 
‘repeatedly stabbing and shooting 
someone’ is apparently beyond her 
innocent mind.

Somewhat more serious is the 
subsequent incident where Labour 
canvassers were accosted by a few 
Asian youths and pelted with eggs. 
We would not consider egging as 
protected political speech (although 
who amongst us has not gotten 
carried away on Halloween once or 
twice … ?), unlike the homophobic 
heckler. Yet the same insinuations 
of implied fatal violence (“I was 
terrified they were going to pull out a 
knife”, one man told The Guardian) 
and blaming of Galloway was 
repeated. Galloway, needless to say, 
denies any involvement.

What is peculiar is how little has 
been made of his ticket: the Workers 
Party. We have written about this 
peculiar organisation before,1 but 
the key takeaway is that - with a 
moment’s investigation - it becomes 
clear that the group consists of 

Galloway, on the one hand, and the 
Communist Party of Great Britain 
(Marxist-Leninist) on the other. 
The CPGB-ML is a sect of ultra-
Stalinist true believers, defenders of 
the Moscow trials and the conjecture 
that Trotsky was a western 
intelligence asset, who was, in any 
case, murdered by a disaffected 
follower - and so on. The alliance 
with Galloway was founded on their 
common Brexitism, to the point that 
both backed Farage’s Brexit Party at 
times. It seems baffling that nobody 
has bothered to ask George what he 
makes of the opinions of his deputy 
leader, Joti Brar, on the great purges.

Instead there has been some 
lukewarm ‘Terf wars’ controversy 
- Galloway seems to take the trans-
exclusionary radical feminist line on 
keeping ‘women’s only’ spaces and 
services limited to natal females. 
This is of a part with his opportunistic 
Catholicism (it is rather useful, 
when getting imams on board, to 
be able to tell them what the Labour 
candidate will not - that abortion is 
murder and faith groups should be 
able to teach their own morals in 
their schools …). We do not expect 
this to make much difference to the 
outcome, partly because Galloway 
has already demonstrated that he 
is cancellation-proof, and partly 

because the election is in West 
Yorkshire, not Shoreditch, and the 
usual run of liberal shibboleths do 
not necessarily cast the same pallor 
of death in a constituency that voted 
heavily for Brexit in 2016.

Whether or not the WPB does as 
well as the Survation poll suggests, 
you, the reader, will know. I can only 
guess, but from where and when 
I write, the signs are not good for 
Labour. Already facing a chauvinist 
backlash all along its ‘red wall’, it now 
has - for the first time in the Starmer 
era - a real risk of an election-moving 
showing for forces to its left. It turns 
out that you cannot just purge and 
smear people without consequences: 
those you take for granted - such 
as Muslim voters looking for a 
little shelter from relentless state 
harassment - are apt to be swept off 
their feet by somebody who does not 
concoct relentless accusations of anti-
Semitism against you.

All Labour seems to have in 
reserve is the gimmick of putting 
up Saint Jo’s sister as a candidate 
(the lesson seems to be that the 
Cox cult is rather more intense 
among the smelling-salts brigade 
of Westminster than on her old 
patch), and then empty accusations 
of ‘bullying’ with distinct racial-
religious overtones. But if Islam-
panic is your bag, why would you 
vote for a wet, whining nonentity, 
when you could have your choice of 
a Tory or a whole rainbow of far-right 
cranks further down the ballot paper? 
Never mind the fact that, at the same 
time as Islam-baiting Galloway’s 
campaign, Leadbeater’s supporters 
distributed leaflets in Muslim 
areas highlighting Boris Johnson’s 
chumminess with Narendra Modi, 
thus alienating those hailing from the 
rest of the subcontinent.

Like so much of the present state 
of Labour, it all just does not add up to 
anything. The party lurches from one 
asinine gimmick to the next, incurring 
all the costs and reaping none of the 
rewards. The commentariat issues 
the usual advice about messaging 
and not losing touch with ‘ordinary 
people’, but no pollsters’ tweaks 
will resolve the issue that Labour is 
divided quite as acrimoniously as it 
ever was under Jeremy Corbyn and, 
by all appearances, nothing short 
of dissolving the party and electing 
another will do to return it to the full 
and stable control of the right. Until 
then, Galloway can cause merry 
mayhem on the left flank and in 
Muslim/south Asian communitarian 
circles; and the Tories can safely 
assume that Labour’s ‘patriotic’ 
dress-up routines will meet the 
derision they deserve on the doorstep.

It is precisely because Starmerism 
has not succeeded in its aims - and 
may therefore be forced into more 
dramatic methods to achieve them 
- that the Galloway/WPB effort is 
somewhat premature. Galloway 
can hardly be blamed for it - it was 
the Corbyn leadership that was 
too cowardly to readmit him to 
membership. So long as there is any 
fight to be had in the Labour Party, 
attempts to replace it with ‘left’ clones 
(never mind Brexit-bonkers variants, 
staffed by Stalin-worshippers) are 
worse than useless l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1.  ‘George’s marvellous medicine’, February 13 
2020: weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1286/georges-
marvellous-medicine.

Give Sir Keir a kicking and get yet another Tory MP
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FREE SPEECH

A meeting of two halves
We are a campaign for free speech: good. But we are not a Labour campaign: bad. Derek James of Labour 
Party Marxists reports

The Labour Campaign for Free 
Speech all-members online 
meeting had three important 

items on its agenda when it met 
on Wednesday June 30. The 
campaign’s constitution was passed 
nem com, but the two other issues 
- namely, whether the campaign 
stood for unrestricted freedom of 
speech and publication, or adopted 
a ‘free speech, but’ position; and 
the LCfFS steering committee’s call 
not to back the Labour candidate in 
the Batley and Spen by-election - 
took up the bulk of the meeting and 
engendered an energetic debate.

The nature of the campaign was 
discussed in a consideration of two 
amendments to the campaign’s 
charter, moved by Tony Greenstein 
and Kevin Bean respectively. Whilst 
comrade Bean wanted a campaign 
that stood for “unrestricted freedom 
of speech and publication”, comrade 
Greenstein’s amendments drew on 
the ‘no-platforming’ position that 
is now quite dominant on the left 
and which other comrades also 
advanced during the meeting. He 
argued that free speech “does not 
include the right of fascists and 
organised racists to hold meetings 
or marches whose sole purpose is 
to demonise and advocate violence 
against racial or other minorities ... 
or the right to incite racial hatred or 
advocate the harm of others because 
of their protected characteristics 
(race, disability, sexual orientation, 
gender, etc).” Comrade Greenstein 
based much of his case on what he 
understood of the ‘beat the fascists’ 
traditions of ‘official communism’ 
in the late 1920s and 1930s, as well 
as the popular frontist Anti-Nazi 
League in the 1970s. Amazingly, 
he claimed that such tactics had 
defeated the far right in the past and 
could do so again. As if Hitler was 
stopped by the street battles fought 
by communist militants in Germany. 
As if the National Front vote had 
not been incorporated electorally by 
Margaret Thatcher’s Tories in 1979.

Fascism is not about tiny groups 
of crazies hatching into mass 
proportions and taking over state 
power because the left did not kill 
them ‘in the egg’. No, fascism, 
if it is to be a serious threat, gets 
the backing of key sections of the 
capitalist class and the capitalist 
state itself. That is what happened 
in Germany in 1933 - but did not 
happen in Britain. Why? Because 
the working class here was never 
- well, in the 20th century - in a 
serious position to take power. 
If it were, then our main enemy 
would certainly not be deranged 
organisations such as the NF, BNP, 
Britain First, For Britain, English 
Democrats, etc. No, it would be the 
capitalist class and the capitalist 
state. Prioritising, fetishising, 
fascism and fascists is a diversion. 
Defend ourselves? Yes. Defend 
migrants and minorities? Yes. But 
always have clear strategic aims.

Marxist tradition
In putting his amendment, 
comrade Bean drew on the Marxist 
tradition, which opposes all state 
and religious censorship and 
restriction. He stressed that, for 
Marx, unrestricted free speech was 
central to the political project of the 
self-emancipation of the working 
class, because revolutionary politics 
requires the fullest democracy 
and freedom to express ideas and 

disagreements: the struggle against 
capitalism is necessarily predicated 
on winning the battle of ideas within 
the working class movement itself.

These general arguments should 
be widely accepted within left 
politics, but, for comrade Bean, 
problems arose with the ‘free 
speech plus restrictions’ approach: 
who defines the categories of such 
restrictions? Are they based on the 
‘protected characteristics’ of current 
law, as defined by the state and 
its official multiculturalism? Our 
experience of the ‘anti-Semitism’ 
witch-hunt should alert us to the 
ways that such categorisations of 
‘offence’ and ‘hate’ can be used to 
silence political opposition to the 
current status quo. Furthermore, 
in arguing for restrictions on 
freedom of expression, are we 
not supporting the right of the 
state to police political and social 
debate, or giving institutions the 
power to ‘cancel’ controversial 
ideas in the interests of preventing 
offence and distress to groups with 
‘protected characteristics’? In this 
way we actually help to provide a 
justification for the very laws and 
restrictions that will be directed 
against us.

Comrade Bean suggested that the 
most popular iteration of the ‘free 
speech, but …’ argument concerns 
racism and fascism - and this 
indeed proved to be the case during 
the meeting. He argued that ‘no 
platforming’ racists and fascists has 
been elevated almost into a principle 
by many on the left, with the result 
that, for some, this form of ‘no 
platforming’ has, in effect, become 
a call for state bans or other official 
action. Many of the arguments for 
‘no platforming’ are based either 
on an inaccurate understanding of 
the history of pre-1939 Europe or 
on the very different experience 
of post-war anti-fascist or anti-
racist movements. Even during the 
periods of virtual civil war in the 
1920s and 1930s, when the Nazis 
and fascists attempted to smash 
the organised working class, the 
labour movement did not simply 
defend itself physically, but also 
went on the political offensive to 
undermine support for the right by 

countering their ideas and fighting 
for socialism and working class 
power. Physical force, whether 
defensive or offensive, is perfectly 
legitimate as a tactic, but so too is 
debate and political persuasion that 
offers an alternative to the dead end 
of fascism.

Comrade Bean concluded by 
arguing that bigoted and reactionary 
viewpoints must be fought in 
the open, not via bureaucratic 
cancelling, safeguarding or safe 
spaces policies, or through the 
revolutionary posturing of ‘no 
platform for racists and fascists’. 
We have confidence in our project 
to win the working class and 
the oppressed to a movement to 
overthrow capitalism. Moreover, 
building such a working class 
movement ultimately rests on a 
serious battle of ideas, and so the 
struggle for revolutionary politics is 
inextricably linked to the demand for 
unrestricted freedom of expression, 
publication and organisation.

These themes were rehearsed 
by other speakers in their various 
ways during the debate. Graham 
Bash was typical of many comrades 
supporting Tony Greenstein, who 
made their case by drawing on 
the historical experience of anti-
fascism: comrade Bash rejected 
arguments about a battle of ideas 
and stressed that “Mosley’s ideas 
were beaten through physical 
confrontation on the streets, not 
through debate”. In a similar vein Ian 
Donovan grounded his arguments, 
as did others, in the growth of 
the far right internationally in 
recent years: the real danger they 
posed to the working class made 
it “obligatory to smash up fascist 
meetings in defence of our free 
speech”. Another comrade took 
up the idea of a clear and present 
danger by suggesting that the 
question of fascism was not simply 
historical, but was now serious and 
immediate. He claimed that “the 
purpose of fascism is to exterminate 
the left” and that it is “being made 
ready for use by the ruling class. 
The events in the White House and 
Ukraine show that this is a concrete 
issue, not an abstraction.”

Those comrades who supported 

the ‘unrestricted freedom of 
expression’ amendment focused 
on the basic principles of Marxism 
and the traditions of the labour 
movement. Bob Davies argued that 
support for free speech is primary. 
If we argue for restrictions, who 
decides and where do we draw 
the line? Tina Werkmann took 
up this point and broadened it to 
consider how Marxists believed in 
the potential of people to change 
their minds. “We have much better 
arguments,” she said, and “we 
can convince those who might 
support the right that socialism is 
a solution”. John Bridge agreed, 
emphasising the point that 
accusations of ‘liberalism’ against 
the ‘unrestricted’ formulation were 
somewhat misplaced. The phrase 
is taken from the programme of the 
Russian Social Democratic Labour 
Party adopted at its 2nd Congress 
in 1903. Were Lenin, Plekhanov 
and Trotsky mere bleeding heart 
liberals? Hardly. The comrade also 
cited the case of Ricky Tomlinson, 
one of the Shrewsbury pickets, who 
had previously been a National 
Front member, but had been won 
over to the left. “I suppose someone 
had an argument with him, rather 
than simply introducing him to the 
pavement,” he quipped.

When the amendments were put to 
the vote, the proposal to incorporate 
unrestricted freedom of expression 
was passed by 28 votes to 18 with 
seven abstentions. This means that 
the LCfFS now has a clear, coherent 
position which can provide a solid 
basis for its campaigning activity in 
support of free speech, within both 
the labour movement and society 
more generally.

Labour vote?
Whilst the bulk of the meeting was 
taken up with this important issue, 
there was also a brief discussion on 
the following emergency motion, 
submitted by Labour Party Marxists, 
which opposed the position the 
LCfFS steering committee took on 
the Batley and Spen by-election1: 

This membership meeting of 
the Labour Campaign for Free 
Speech calls for a Labour vote 

in the July 1 Batley and Spen 
by-election. We disassociate 
ourselves from the politically 
disorientated June 22 steering 
committee statement, refusing to 
support a Labour vote.

In the entire history of the 
Labour Party there have been 
very few candidates, let alone 
MPs, who have held to genuinely 
principled socialist positions. The 
vast bulk of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party have been pro-
capitalist and pro-imperialist. 
There has been a long and sorry 
history of pro-Zionism too.

Kim Leadbeater is no different 
in this respect. The reason the 
LCfFS supports a Labour vote in 
Batley and Spen has nothing to 
do with her personal qualities or 
how she was selected.

Our electoral tactics flow from 
our goal of winning the battle for 
free speech in the Labour Party. 
We are a Labour Party-focused 
campaign. Of course, supporting 
a non-Labour vote cannot be 
ruled out in principle. But there 
is no compelling reason to opt for 
another candidate in Batley and 
Spen.2

In moving the motion, Andrew 
Kirkland argued that the steering 
committee had gone half way 
towards supporting another party. 
What did this refusal to support 
the Labour candidate mean? Was it 
a call not to vote Labour in Batley 
and Spen, and instead plump for 
another candidate, such as George 
Galloway of the Workers’ Party of 
Britain? Or was it merely calling for 
an abstention? He believed that the 
issue of free speech had dominated 
the party over the last year, and we 
must extend the fight to other issues, 
and call for greater democracy in 
the party. We must avoid scoring 
own goals.

It is nothing new that by-election 
candidates have dreadful politics. 
The Parliamentary Labour Party is 
loaded with pro-imperialist, pro-
capitalist and pro-Zionist MPs. Yes, 
Leadbeater was imposed from above, 
but we do not call for a Tory victory 
in elections. There is, after all, no 
possibility of George Galloway 
winning. Nor the Alliance for Green 
Socialism’s Mike Davis. No less to 
the point, neither of these candidates 
stand on a programme that points in 
the direction of the mass Communist 
Party that objective circumstances 
cry out for.

After a limited discussion because 
of time constraints, the motion was 
defeated by 24 votes to 16, with four 
abstentions (including Jackie Walker 
and Tina Werkmann). Lots of those 
attending did not vote.

So, LCfFS has adopted a 
clear position on free speech: it 
is a campaign for free speech … 
without the self-defeating ifs and 
buts. That is good. But is it a Labour 
campaign? Moralism, knee-jerk 
reaction and the sterile politics of 
purity won out over a clear strategic 
orientation. That is bad. A Labour 
Campaign for Free Speech that 
does not put Labour at the core of 
its work is a completely pointless 
exercise l

Notes
1. ‘Blue and red walls crack’ Weekly Worker June 
24: weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1353/blue-and-red-
walls-crack.
2. labourfreespeech.org.uk/statement-on-batley-
spen-by-election.
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USA

Desperately clinging on
The Putin-Biden summit illustrates one thing above all: US hypocrisy. Daniel Lazare looks at election 
interference and the debacle in Afghanistan

The June 15 Biden-Putin summit 
may not have resulted in any 
major political breakthroughs, 

but it still accomplished something 
important. It put on display for all 
the world to see a political culture 
that is uncritical, self-absorbed and 
dangerously detached from reality.

No, the culture was not Russia’s. 
Vladimir Putin performed as 
expected in Geneva. Pleased that 
Biden was meeting him halfway, he 
was nonetheless wary and cautious, 
as he defended his crackdown on 
Alexei Navalny, accused America 
of double standards on human rights 
and fielded absurdly belligerent 
questions from US press outlets 
like CNN (“So my question is, Mr 
President, what are you so afraid 
of?”).

Rather, the political culture 
on display was that of the United 
States. The difference was evident 
from the moment Biden stepped up 
to the podium. Where Putin invited 
a wide range of news organisations 
to his press conference - Russian, 
American, Canadian and European 
- the American side only invited 
reporters from the US. Where 
the Russian president called on 
journalists at random from all sides, 
Biden let it slip that his questioners 
were preselected (“As usual, folks, 
they gave me a list of the people I’m 
going to call on”). Where Putin had 
to deal with hostile attacks, Biden 
received nothing but softballs that 
even he could hit over the fence.

As bad as all this was, the river of 
clichés that followed was even worse. 
Biden began by bragging about what 
he told his Russian counterpart about 
American character:

I … told him that no president of 
the United States could keep faith 
with the American people if they 
did not speak out to defend our 
democratic values, to stand up 
for the universal and fundamental 
freedoms that all men and women 
have in our view. That’s just 
part of the DNA of our country. 
Human rights is going to always 
be on the table, I told him. It’s 
not about just going after Russia 
when they violate human rights. 
It’s about who we are. How could 
I be the president of the United 
States of America and not speak 
out against the violation of human 
rights?

Jaws dropped. After all, America’s 
record of human-rights atrocities is 
by now well known: slavery, mass 
slaughter of native Americans, 
violent suppression of organised 
labour, as well as a tradition of 
highly-ritualised public lynchings 
that is unique among advanced 
industrial nations. In 1915, a black 
17-year-old farmhand named Jesse 
Washington was stabbed and beaten, 
as he was led in chains through 
the streets of Waco, Texas. He was 
castrated, coated with oil, and then 
raised and lowered over a bonfire 
for two hours while more than ten 
thousand people looked on. Picture 
postcards of Washington’s charred 
body were printed up, so that Waco 
residents could mail them to relatives 
and friends. In 1934, thousands of 
people gathered in Jackson County, 
Florida, to watch the lynching of a 
black 23-year-old agricultural worker 
named Claud Neal and then stab his 
corpse with sticks and knives, as it 
was dragged behind a truck.

All this occurred despite America’s 

supposedly exceptional DNA - 
as, of course, would subsequent 
US endeavours like Vietnam, the 
invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq, 
and the destruction of Libya, Syria 
and Yemen.

Biden went on:

I made it clear to president Putin 
that we’ll continue to raise issues 
of fundamental human rights, 
because that’s what we are. That’s 
who we are. The idea is: “We hold 
these truths self-evident that all 
men and women ...” We haven’t 
lived up to it completely, but 
we’ve always widened the arc of 
commitment and included more 
and more people.

So not to worry, because it’s onward 
and ever upward.

Interference?
But then came the most astonishing 
statement of all. After recounting 
how he told Putin with regard to 
alleged Russian interference in 2016 
that “we will not tolerate attempts to 
violate our democratic sovereignty 
or destabilise our democratic 
elections”, Biden said:

Let’s get this straight. How would 
it be if the United States were 
viewed by the rest of the world 
as interfering with the elections 
directly of other countries and 
everybody knew it? What would 
it be like if we engage in activities 
that he’s engaged in? It diminishes 
the standing of a country that is 
desperately trying to make sure it 
maintains its standing as a major 
world power. And so it’s not just 
what I do. It’s what the actions 
that other countries take - in this 
case Russia - that are contrary to 
international norms.

Again, jaws dropped clatteringly to 
the floor, for the simple reason that 
the US has spent the entire post-war 
period virtually doing little else other 
than intervening in other people’s 
elections. In 2018, a journalist 
named William Blum counted up 
29 states whose elections the US 
had fixed, bought or otherwise 
interfered with, often repeatedly. 
They include Italy in 1948, when the 
US funnelled money to the Christian 
Democrats to prevent a communist 
victory; Iran in 1953, when the 
CIA helped overthrow prime 
minister Mohammed Mossadegh; 
Japan in 1958, when the agency 
mobilised against the Socialists; 
and Afghanistan in 2004, when US 
ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad did 
the rounds of presidential candidates 
in Kabul, pressuring them to 
withdraw, so that Washington 
favourite Hamid Karzai would have 
a clear path to victory.1 In 2020, 
Dov H Levin, a political scientist 
at the University of Hong Kong, 
counted up 81 separate elections 
in which the US intervened 
between 1946 and 2000 alone.2

Indeed, former CIA 
director R James 
Woolsey cheerfully 
owned up to 
America’s rich 
record in a 2018 
a p p e a r a n c e 
on Rupert 
Murdoch’s Fox 
News. When 
asked whether 
the US ever 
intervened in 

foreign elections, he replied: “Oh, 
probably, but it was for the good 
of the system in order to avoid 
communists from taking over - for 
example, in Europe in 47, 48, 49, the 
Greeks and the Italians ...”

“We don’t do that now. We 
don’t mess around in other people’s 
elections,” interjected host Laura 
Ingraham. To which Woolsey 
laughed and said: “Well … only for 
a very good cause in the interests of 
democracy.”3

That’s right: America may 
violate democracy, but it’s always 
for democracy’s own good. The 
Clinton administration thus thought 
nothing of intervening in the 1996 
Russian presidential election by 
providing Boris Yeltsin with a 
bipartisan team of US campaign 
experts and arranging a $10.2 billion 
International Monetary Fund loan 
to stabilise his government. Since 
Yeltsin was America’s man, it was 
A-OK. Time magazine published 
a cover story entitled “Yanks to 
the rescue: the secret story of how 
American advisors helped Yeltsin 
win”,4 while Hollywood even made 
a movie about it called Spinning 
Boris, starring Jeff Goldblum and 
Liev Schreiber.5

Yet, when a St Petersburg 
company with no known links to the 
Kremlin purchased $45,000 worth 
of Facebook ads, showing, among 
other things, Satan arm-wrestling 
Jesus, with a caption saying, “If I 
win, Hillary wins”,6 the outcry was 
deafening, even though there was no 
evidence that the firm had succeeded 
in swaying a single voter. John 
McCain called it “an act of war”, 
Hillary Clinton said it amounted to a 
“cyber 9/11”, while New York Times 
columnist Thomas L Friedman 
described it as “a Pearl Harbour-
scale event”!7

Where other countries must put 
up with electoral manipulation that 
is all too real, the US goes into 
hysterics about Kremlin interference, 
even though there is no persuasive 
evidence that it even exists. This is 
the amazingly one-sided world view 
that Biden put on display in Geneva. 
It is a world view clearly shared by 
the entire White House press corps, 
since none of the reporters raised 
his or her hand in response; and 
by the corporate media generally, 
which has not said a word about 
them in the days since.8 For all who 

have eyes to see and ears to hear - 
which is to say everyone outside of 
official Washington - it is plain that 
a dangerous force is at work in the 
world, one incapable of weighing 
its own actions in even a halfway 
objective fashion.

Downhill slide
But why now? Why is Biden uttering 
such words at this moment, and what 
do such sentiments portend? Here is 
a brief attempt at an answer.

While American exceptionalism 
is as old as the republic, there is 
no doubt that the concept acquired 
a particularly aggressive spin in 
the 1990s and noughties. This is 
when secretary of state Madeleine 
Albright described America as “the 
indispensable nation”, because “we 
stand tall and we see further than 
other countries into the future”; and 
when Republican fixer Karl Rove - 
by this point a top advisor to George 
W Bush - informed a reporter that 
people like him live “in what we 
call the reality-based community”, 
composed of those who “believe that 
solutions emerge from your judicious 
study of discernible reality”.

But, Rove went on:

That’s not the way the world 
really works any more. We’re an 
empire now and, when we act, 
we create our own reality. And, 
while you’re studying that reality 
- judiciously, as you will - we’ll 
act again, creating other new 
realities, which you can study too, 
and that’s how things will sort 
out. We’re history’s actors - and 
you, all of you, will be left to just 
study what we do.9

America was so powerful back in 
its imperialist heyday that it could 
fashion reality to its own liking. In 
proclaiming that “America is back”, 
Biden is therefore proclaiming that 
all the old hegemony is back - 
along with such accompaniments 
as American exceptionalism, 
a wilfully-blinkered view of 
international relations and an 
attitude not merely of ‘my country 
right or wrong’, but of ‘my country 
right - forever’.

But this is why such rhetoric 
rings so hollow. In fact, US power 
has been in a growing crisis since 
the 2008 financial meltdown - 
and then a series of disastrous 
interventions in 2011-15 that let 
loose a tidal wave of chaos and 
violence, from Libya to Yemen 
and the Ukraine. The January 6 
insurrection marked a new stage in 
the bumpy downhill slide, while the 
fact that the Biden administration’s 
reform programme is now bottled 
up on Capitol Hill due to a wildly 
undemocratic provision known as 
the Senate filibuster means that 
the breakdown can only intensify. 
Among centrist politicians like 

Angela Merkel and Emmanuel 
Macron, fear is growing that 

the Biden administration will 
turn out to be the interregnum 
between one bout of Republican 
craziness in 2017-21 and an 
even more extreme version 

due just a few years 
hence.

Then there is 
Afghanistan. 
A l t h o u g h 
no-one in 
Washington 
is eager to 
talk about 

it, US withdrawal after 20 years of 
warfare - intervention that Biden 
personally championed as chairman 
of the Senate foreign relations 
committee - is fast turning into a 
Vietnam-style rout. A couple of 
weeks ago, The New York Times 
reported that Taliban fighters have 
entered two provincial capitals 
after overrunning dozens of rural 
districts and capturing hundreds 
of government troops. It said that 
“government troops are low on 
morale and are frequently besieged 
in isolated outposts and bases that 
can be resupplied only by the Afghan 
airforce” - which is itself grinding 
to a halt, as US military contractors 
and maintenance specialists begin 
pulling up stakes.10 A few days 
earlier, the Times reported that the 
Pentagon has begun drawing up 
plans to send in armed drones and 
war planes from US airbases in 
the Persian Gulf in the event “an 
extraordinary crisis” follows on 
the heels of an American pull-out, 
“such as the potential fall of Kabul, 
the Afghan capital, or a siege that 
puts American and allied embassies 
and citizens at risk”.11

Biden has privately confessed to 
being haunted by a “fall-of-Saigon 
scenario”.12 That is understandable, 
since it took years for the American 
war machine to recover from scenes 
of military helicopters lifting off 
from the rooftop of a besieged US 
embassy. If it happens again less 
than half a century later, then the 
blow to imperial pride and self-
confidence will be a dozen times 
worse.

Let us be clear - Biden will not 
survive a second such collapse. Sure, 
his administration will continue 
limping along. But Congress will 
erupt in a chorus of ‘We told you so’, 
as Republicans lay waste to every 
White House initiative that comes 
across their desk. A Democratic 
rout in the 2022 midterm elections 
in such an eventuality is a foregone 
conclusion. So is a Trump victory in 
2024 - assuming America’s obese 
wannabe Mussolini has not perished 
by that point from heart disease or 
a stroke.

History, in short, is closing in, no 
matter how much Biden closes his 
eyes to its complexities. He may 
think that US hegemony is back, but 
reality has other things in mind l

Notes
1. williamblum.org/aer/read/156.
2. usatoday.com/story/news/politics/
elections/2020/09/04/u-s-interferes-more-elections-
than-russia-meddling-author-says/5700657002.
3.  Quote starts at 4:35 at www.youtube.com/
watch?v=SpWai3kZ-gM&t=14s.
4. content.time.com/time/
covers/0,16641,19960715,00.html.
5. The trailer is available at www.youtube.com/
watch?v=nm-50K-XELY.
6. nytimes.com/2017/11/01/us/politics/russia-2016-
election-facebook.html.
7. theintercept.com/2018/02/19/a-consensus-
emerges-russia-committed-an-act-of-war-on-par-
with-pearl-harbor-and-911-should-the-u-s-response-
be-similar.
8. The sole exception was the NBC News website, 
which ran a spirited critique by a Russian-American 
journalist named Lev Golinkin. But the silence has 
otherwise been complete. See nbcnews.com/think/
opinion/why-biden-s-american-election-meddling-
comments-geneva-were-such-ncna1271316.
9. Although the reporter attributed the comments 
to an unnamed White House aide, the consensus 
now is that Rove was the author. See nytimes.
com/2004/10/17/magazine/faith-certainty-and-the-
presidency-of-george-w-bush.html.
10. nytimes.com/2021/06/20/world/asia/afghanistan-
kunduz-taliban.html.
11. nytimes.com/2021/06/17/world/asia/afghanistan-
military-casualties.html; nytimes.com/2021/06/09/
us/politics/afghanistan-airstrikes-us-troop-
withdrawal.html.
12. nytimes.com/2021/04/13/us/politics/biden-
afghanistan-withdrawal.html.
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What Mao Zedong began
Now celebrating its centenary, the Communist Party of China presides over a strange hybrid social formation. 
Eddie Ford looks at its evolution

As many readers will have 
noted, July 1 is the official 
anniversary of the founding 

of the Communist Party of China by 
Chen Duxiu and Li Dazhao.

Actually, you could argue that the 
CPC was not properly constituted 
until it held its first national congress 
over the week starting July 23 1921 
- which was not attended by either Li 
or Chen (the latter later became close 
to Leon Trotsky). At the time, the 
CPC had 57 members, but only two 
were at the proclamation ceremony 
of the People’s Republic of China 28 
years later - Mao Zedong and Dong 
Biwu.

But now the CPC now has nearly 
92 million members - a phenomenal 
growth by any assessment. Of course, 
the CPC is the “leading” party in the 
PRC, the most populous country in 
the world, with the second biggest 
economy and the largest in terms of 
exports. And, depending on who you 
want to believe, if you draw a straight 
line from where we are now into the 
future, China is ‘destined’ to become 
the world’s largest economy in terms 
of gross domestic product in about 10 
years or so - some argue that because 
of exchange rates it has already done 
so. More seriously, however, it is still 
considerably behind the US. But, 
having said that, since 1949 - after a 
devastating civil war and imperialist 
invasion - it has gone from one of 
the poorest countries in the world 
to now ranking amongst the middle 
countries with clear ambitions to 
become an advanced country, using 
the strength of the state.

The CPC was, of course, 
influenced by the Bolsheviks, who 
not only banked on revolution 
in Germany, but as part of their 
global strategy sought to encourage 
national liberation movements 
everywhere - especially in the east, 
mainly through the good ministries 
of the Far Eastern Bureau and the Far 
Eastern Secretariat of the Communist 
International. This included, needless 
to say, British India and also China 
- where Comintern agents found a 
ready reception and the CPC was 
soon growing in leaps and bounds.

The party joined the Kuomintang 
(KMT) led by Sun Yat-sen and 
became its left wing. Sun is still 
regarded as the state founder of 
the PRC and, indeed, he stated that 
“our principle of livelihood is a 
form of communism”. If you go to 
Tiananmen Square, you will find 
huge portraits of both Mao and Sun. 
Suffice to say, in 1927 Sun Yat-sen’s 
successor, generalissimo Chiang Kai-
Shek, massacred many thousands 
of communists in Shanghai and 
proceeded to do the same throughout 
KMT-controlled China.

As a result of all that, the CPC 
evolved in a very peculiar direction. 
Having started life as a thoroughly 
urban and proletarian party, its cadres 
were sent out to the countryside. 
In one of Mao’s early writings 
- ‘Report on an investigation of 
the peasant movement in Hunan’ 
(March 1927) - he is basically urging 
an orientation to the countryside. 
Of course, the Bolsheviks also had 
such an orientation - Lenin actually 
described the Russian Revolution as 
a bourgeois revolution, or peasant 
revolution, given that the peasantry 
represented the vast bulk of the 
population. But it was going to be 
led by a working class party - which 
meant that the party did not have 
the aim of recruiting a mass base 

in the peasantry. Yes, naturally, it 
was willing to recruit agricultural 
workers, but programmatically 
it was not going to transform the 
Bolsheviks into a ‘people’s party’ - 
that was precisely the agenda of the 
Socialist Revolutionaries. The SRs 
had a base in the cities, true, but were 
fundamentally a peasant party.

In other words, the Bolsheviks 
remained a proletarian party - while 
the CPC essentially transformed 
itself into a peasant party, especially 
with the creation of the Red Army 
that in due course became the 
People’s Liberation Army. Now 
you had a peasant army fighting 
a combined war against both the 
Japanese imperialist invaders and - 
despite Mao’s rhetoric - the KMT. 
In reality, the KMT was not going 
to welcome communists as allies 
- rather they would once again 
shoot them. Thus Mao fought a 
classic guerrilla warfare campaign. 
If you were outnumbered, then 
you retreated - and retreated and 
retreated, if necessary, seeing how 
China is an immensely large country 
with plenty of places to hide out. 
Wait for the enemy to over-extend 
itself, get worn out - then strike.

As history shows, Mao built a 
red base, which secured him the 
leadership of the CPC and saw him 
march into Beijing at the head of 
the PLA in March 1949 and then 
proclaim the People’s Republic on 
October 1. That was clearly a huge 
global event. It opened up a new 
chapter in the global politics of the 
20th century and, in fact, you can 
still talk about it reverberating into 
the 21st century.

Peasantry
So what sort of a party was the CPC 
in 1949, as opposed to 1921 or 1927? 
After all, the party had proletarian 
origins and a cadre educated in 
some sort of Marxism - albeit of an 
increasingly Stalinite variety. Yet 
here was a Communist Party that 
organised peasants on a mass scale 
and then used them to surround the 
cities.

The regime introduced by Mao 
and his comrades in 1949 was a 
classic ‘people’s democracy’ - it 
recognised the continuation of 
capitalism, peasant agriculture and 

a multi-party system. Just like the 
regimes in eastern Europe at the 
same time, there was a big difference 
between what the programme said 
and what the reality was intended 
to become. To this day, there 
are eight legal parties in China - 
including an official party for the 
bourgeoisie! That is, very much 
along the lines of countries like 
the German Democratic Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland. In the west, 
we are constantly told that they were 
‘one-party states’ - and in a certain 
sense they were - but not according 
to their constitutions, which is worth 
noting.

Another significant factor is, of 
course, Mao’s rift with the Soviet 
Union - which can be principally 
traced back to the disastrous Great 
Leap Forward, when Mao attempted 
to industrialise China at double-
quick speed based on small industry 
- which inevitably led to starvation 
and chaos, and Mao’s temporary 
demotion. China also came to object 
to Khrushchev’s 1956 ‘secret speech’ 
and to so-called de-Stalinisation. 
Therefore we had the first wave of 
‘anti-revisionist’ communist parties 
or groups, which should not be 
confused with later explicitly Maoist 
organisations. One example is the 
Communist Party of India (Marxist), 
which is an anti-revisionist, anti-
Khrushchev party - not a Maoist one.

However, Mao came back big 
time with the Cultural Revolution 
- which had the designated aim of 
uprooting ‘bourgeois culture’. Hence, 
Shakespeare, Balzac, Pushkin, 
Beethoven and so forth were, in 
the name of ‘Marxism-Leninism’, 
denounced as miserable specimens 
of “bourgeois degeneration”. The 
traffic light system was changed, so 
that red meant ‘go’, not stop - leading 
to innumerable road accidents and 
fatalities. Of course, as we all know, 
Karl Marx had a lifelong admiration 
for Balzac and Shakespeare, and 
Lenin loved Beethoven and Pushkin. 
Perhaps Marx and Lenin were also 
symbols of bourgeois culture.

Anyway, you could say, so far, 
so crazy - but then we had the 
famous 1972 meeting between 
Mao and Richard Nixon. This was 
at a time, of course, when many 
on the left were denouncing Nixon 

as a fascist because of the Vietnam 
War, Watergate, ubiquitous secret 
service surveillance, police brutality 
against protestors, and all the rest 
of it (the Communist Party of Cuba 
commissioned some unfortunate 
soul to draw a swastika over the 
‘x’ every time Nixon’s name was 
mentioned in its official paper). We 
all know the results of Nixon’s and 
Kissinger’s chin-wag with Mao 
and Chou En-Lai, China’s prime 
minister. Beijing started to block 
Soviet aid to Vietnam. Disgustingly, 
general Pinochet’s 1973 coup 
against the government of Salvador 
Allende was welcomed by China. 
When we had the attacks on the 
Communist Party of Portugal after 
the 1975 Carnation Revolution, the 
Maoists lined up with the far-right 
counterrevolutionaries. Similarly, 
in Turkey they aligned themselves 
with the Grey Wolves - who used 
machine guns to attack the May Day 
demonstration in Istanbul attended 
by over half a million people. There 
was the same phenomenon again 
in southern Africa, with Beijing 
sponsoring anti-communist/anti-
Soviet outfits like Unita in Angola 
and Renamo in Mozambique - all 
wretched offspring of the Mao-
Nixon rapprochement.

But the big change in direction 
came with Deng Xiaoping. During 
the Cultural Revolution he had 
been fiercely denounced as a 
‘capitalist roader’ in the company 
of Khrushchev and was sent into 
exile in the rural Jiangxi province. 
But after Mao’s death in September 
1976 and the return of Deng to 
the highest echelons, we had the 
start of the capitalist road for real. 
Deng first of all decollectivised 
the communes, which were broken 
down into individual units. Deng 
then moved to encourage capital to 
come into the country from places 
like Hong Kong and Macau, mainly 
from rich Chinese ‘patriots’. The 
flow of capital allowed the country 
to take off economically. You no 
longer had the ‘iron rice bowl’ 
or secure employment, but wage-
labour and wage-slavery. What 
allowed China to really take off 
economically was the US and the 
west permitting it to join the World 
Trade Organisation in December 

11 2001. The deal was that China 
would allow foreign capital to buy 
up its top companies and banks. 
Beijing made the promise - but 
never delivered. China became the 
workshop of the world and the 
second largest economy. Maybe it is 
too late now for the US and the west 
to stop the rise of China. Maybe not.

Complex
With China, we are presented with 
an extraordinarily strange hybrid 
social formation - frankly, I would 
be hard pressed to tell you what the 
mode of production is.

Ye v g e n i  P r e o b r a z h e n s k y 
famously wrote in the mid-1920s 
about the contradiction in the Soviet 
Union between what he called the 
emerging socialist - or communist 
- mode of production, and the 
capitalist mode of production (ie, 
peasant agriculture). Such things are 
always complex and, in the case of 
China, mind-meltingly so - not least 
because of the version of history 
promulgated by the CPC. That party 
decided not to go down the road 
of de-Maoification, akin to what 
happened in the Soviet Union. Mao 
was not going to suffer the same 
fate as JV Stalin, who officially 
ceased to exist apart from a small 
plaque on the Kremlin Wall (which 
you could easily walk past without 
noticing). Under Khrushchev you 
could not find a book or pamphlet 
by Stalin for love or money and the 
only statues of him were in Georgia.

By contrast, the Chinese version 
of history still has Mao - he has not 
been expunged. He is the founder 
of the PRC, no hiding that fact, and 
leader from 1949 to 1976. You get 
a history of continuity, expressed 
in the official ideology of the CPC 
today, which is described in its 
constitution - take a breath - as 
“Marxism-Leninism, Mao Zedong 
Thought, socialism with Chinese 
characteristics, Deng Xiaoping 
Theory, the Three Represents, the 
Scientific Outlook on Development, 
and Xi Jinping Thought”.

Is China a different sort of society 
because of its very long history, 
stretching back many thousands of 
years? Well, yes, in some respects. 
But the idea that the export of capital 
from China to somewhere like Africa 
is benign has to be rejected - it has 
absolutely no commitment to any 
form of proletarian internationalism, 
as we have previously seen in this 
article. Beijing exploits workers, who 
are a slave class in China - there is no 
democracy, the working class having 
no independent representation or 
organisations.

The one thing you can say with 
confidence is that China cannot be 
classified in any reasonable terms 
as a ‘workers’ state’, deformed or 
otherwise - unless you want to do 
grievous injury to the definitions and 
categories of classical Marxism. On 
the other hand, describing China as 
a capitalist country pure and simple 
is deeply problematic. If you want 
to look at China and simplify things 
a little, you could do worse than 
draw upon some of the writings of 
Preobrazhensky as a starting guide. 
That is, to talk about the capitalist 
mode of production on one side 
and state organisation on the other. 
The two are not in automatic 
correspondence: indeed there is 
contradiction, even antagonism l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

CHINA

Mao declares the founding of the People’s Republic on October 1 1949: now capitalist roaders 
are firmly in charge
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IRAN

Workers unite in huge protest
Yassamine Mather welcomes the post-presidential election upsurge in strikes
A strike that started amongst 

one section of oil workers 
in southern Iran has spread 
to all oil exploration, refinery 
and petrochemical plants in 
the country, and is gaining 
widespread support from other 
workers too.

Throughout the 20th century 
Iranian oil workers have played 
an important political role in 

the struggles of the Iranian 
people, demanding not only the 
nationalisation of oil production 
in the 1950s, but participating in 
action against the shah’s corrupt 
regime. The nationwide oil 
strike before the February 1979 
uprising played a significant role 
in its overthrow.

Since coming to power, the 
Islamic Republic regime has been 

very wary of the importance 
of these workers, doing its 
utmost to weaken their power 
by privatising large sections of 
the oil industry and deploying 
hundreds of contractors. The 
regime’s current divide and rule 
policy aims to impose a large 
number of contractors and 
separate contract workers from 
permanent employees.

However, for the first time 
this century Iran’s oil workers 
have managed to overcome 
these divisions and through 
astute use of social media over 
the last couple of weeks have 
succeeded in organising what 
is increasingly looking like a 
widespread national workers’ 
protest. Their alliance with 
Haft Tappeh sugarcane 

workers and teachers is a 
significant development, 
coming at a time when US-
imposed sanctions, as well as 
widespread corruption and 
incompetence, have made life 
unbearable for the Iranian 
working class. Hands Off the 
People of Iran will continue to 
publicise these struggles and 
support all Iranian workers l

Statement from the Council for Organising Protests by Oil Contract Workers

We, the contract oil workers 
in refineries, petrochemical 
and power plants, went 

on strike on June 20, as we had 
announced. Tens of thousands of 
our colleagues are currently on 
strike, and those who are permanent 
employees in the oil industry will 
come together in July. Meanwhile, 
during the same period, we have 
gained support from workers in the 
port of Assaluyeh. So far, we are 
doing well and we welcome all such 
support.

Friends, the oil workers’ central 
demand, both in the formal sector 
and the contract sector, is wage 
increases. We workers will no 
longer tolerate poverty, insecurity, 
discrimination and inequality, 
and the deprivation of our basic 
human rights. As we have stated, 
as a result of staggering price 
rises, no workers’ wages should be 
less than 12 million toman. At the 
same time, our colleagues have the 
right to demand salary increases 
in accordance with their levels of 
work expertise. Our colleagues 
who are permanent employees of 
the oil industry are also protesting 
against the daily decrease in their 
purchasing power and the state 
of their wages in 1400 [2021-22], 
which is in fact an attack on their 
lives and livelihood.

Dear colleagues! Our unity in 
struggle and the fact that so many 
have joined the strike makes us very 
proud and we express our thanks 
to everyone. However, we must 
try to consolidate this alliance in 
advancing our protests.

We must prevent any kind of 
division and intrigue by doing our 
utmost to advance the struggle. We 
should continue making collective 
decisions - we cannot leave the 
struggle to a few individuals who 

are announcing campaigns in our 
defence here and there, allowing 
them to make all the decisions. 
Rather, by being present and 
staying in workers’ dormitories 
and planning protest rallies in front 
of refineries and oil centres, or by 
actively participating in the groups 
we have on social media, we should 
be actively involved every day 
in deciding how to advance our 
struggle.

This is an important lesson that 
we have learned from the Haft 
Tappeh sugarcane workers, and we 
must know that only in this way, 
and through council and collective 
decision-making, can we prevent 
possible divisions and clashes 
imposed from above. Do not let 
them mislead us with promises and, 
as we have warned, if our demands 
are not met by the end of next 
month, we must prepare for wider 
protests.

Dear colleagues! During the 
last few days of striking, some of 
our colleagues left their workplace 
and returned home, but some of 
us have remained in workers’ 
dormitories. The reason for this is 
that we want to pursue our demands 
through maximum presence. 
Ruthless employers are firing day 
labourers and preparing to hire 
new workers. Therefore, if we 
stay in the dormitories, the 
employers will not have a 
place to house the new 
workforce. At the same 
time, because of our 
presence, they will not 
dare to fire us and carry 
out such conspiracies. 
From this day on, our 
recommendation is to 
return after a week of 
visiting the family and then 
remain at the workplace, 

while continuing our strike. 
Our daily presence in front of 
petrochemical plants, refineries 
and power plants is putting more 
pressure on the employers and 
helping us pursue our demands.

A number of colleagues who are 
day-contract workers in the Tehran 
refinery have been arrested. We 
must call for their release and the 
reinstatement of the 700 workers 
who have been sacked because of 
the strike.

Our strike is nationwide and we 
must respond to any attacks with a 
united front.

In addition to an increase in 
wages, we are asking for 10 days 
leave for every 20 days of work, 
so that we can visit our families 
and get away from these deplorable 
conditions.

In addition, we contract workers 
need job security. Currently we 
have none, despite our health and 
lives being in constant danger 
through working in hazardous 
environments.

The living c o n d i t i o n s 

in the workers’ dormitories are 
appalling and there is no adherence 
to basic health and safety rules in 
the workplace. The laws governing 
special economic zones (where some 
oil refineries and exploration fields 
are situated) only serve the interests 
of the worst kind of capitalist bullies, 
to ensure their total dominance over 
workers. We demand a curtailing 
of the contractors’ unlimited power 
and permanent contracts for all 
workers. We are calling for the 
abolition of special economic laws 
governing these zones, which pave 
the way for the imposition of severe 
military-style security measures in 
the oilfields.

Finally we want to address the 
Iranian people. Our thanks to fellow 
workers, our comrades at Haft 
Tappeh Sugarcane plant, as well 
as teachers’ unions, associations 
of retired employees and student 
organisations which have been 
supporting us with their statements. 
Have no doubt that this solidarity 
gives us oil workers the strength we 
need.

The demand for wage increases is 
not just a demand put forward by oil 
workers: we know that all workers 
- teachers, retirees and other wage-
earners - have the same demand. 
Therefore we expect the support and 
encouragement of fellow workers. 
Please protest against the dismissal 
of 700 of our fellow workers and 
demand their reinstatement l

Translated and distributed by Hands 
Off the People of Iran

Send solidarity messages via        
office@hopoi.info to: Council for 
Organising Protests by Oil Contract 
Workers

Affiliate to Hopi at hopoi.org.

Oil and gas industry is full 
of dangers: accident rates 

are appalling 

Demands for higher wages 
and better conditions
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ECONOMY

Threat of a new slump 
There has been much exaggerated talk of the dangers of inflation. But, if interest rates rise, Michael Roberts 
sees the zombie corporations getting into real trouble

Inflation of the prices of goods 
and services is good or bad news, 
depending on your relation to the 

means of production. For labour, 
with no ownership of those means 
of production and only making a 
living from selling its power to work, 
inflation is not good news, because it 
eats into real incomes by increasing 
the prices of necessities.

Currently, as the major economies 
come out of the pandemic slump, 
employers are increasingly 
complaining that they cannot get staff 
to return to their low-paid jobs in the 
leisure, hospitality and other service 
industries. They are being forced to 
up wage rates to attract people back 
into work that offers little satisfaction, 
poor conditions, no unions, no sick 
pay, no holiday pay, etc.

The prospect of higher wages 
sounds like good news for layers of 
workers previously on minimum 
wage levels or even below. But 
higher wages are a monetary or prices 
illusion, if at the same time prices 
for food and other necessities start 
to rise sharply. And that is what is 
happening. The official US inflation 
rate hit 5% year on year in May. This 
was the highest reading since August 
2008. It is the same story in the UK 
and Europe. Even though the level of 
inflation is only about 2%, that rate is 
the highest for over seven years.

The rate is partly the result of 
‘base effects’: ie, the rate dropped 
sharply during the pandemic slump 
and prices have just bounced back 
in the last few months. But it is also 
the result of sharp rises in commodity 
prices (agricultural products, metals 
and energy), driven by a slow return 
to production of these goods globally 
and also a partial breakdown in the 
international ‘supply chain’ of trade 
caused by lockdowns and restrictions 
on movement. In effect, there are 
‘bottlenecks’ in supply that make it 
difficult to meet rising consumer and 
producer demand.1 That is driving up 
the rate of inflation in prices.

It may be bad news for labour, 
but ‘moderate’ inflation is not bad 
news for capital. Companies like a 
little inflation, because it gives them 
some leeway to raise prices to sustain 
profitability in competition with 
others. But what capital does not like 
is accelerating inflation. That delivers 
a host of problems. Raw material 
prices become uncontrollable, 
employees start demanding higher 
wages and there is a serious risk that 
interest rates start to rise, making 
borrowing more expensive. So 
inflation of prices as such is not an 
issue for capitalists: what they hate 
are two things that might arise from 
accelerating inflation: rising wages 
and rising interest rates. The former 
eats directly into profits at the bottom 
and the latter drives up borrowing 
costs and so clips profits off from the 
top.

Now Keynesians argue that wage 
rises are good news for all, workers 
and capitalists, as higher wages will 
boost ‘effective demand’ and get 
economies going. But they also hint 
that capitalists need not worry about 
higher wages, because if ‘wage-
push’ inflation follows (ie, capitalists 
raise their prices in response to wage 
increases), workers will eventually 
lose with one hand in real terms 
what they gain with the other - 
and profitability for capital will be 
preserved. This circuitous argument 
allows Keynesian theory to claim that 

wage rises are good and will not hurt 
capitalists - but at the end of the circuit 
of argument, we find that it is labour 
that loses or at least gains nothing.

Wages
However, as Marx explained in his 
famous debate with trade unionist 
Thomas Weston on whether wages 
will cause price rises,2 this argument 
is really anti-labour and workers 
should not fall for it. Moreover, wage 
rises mean lower profits, other things 
being equal, not higher prices. That is 
why capitalists oppose wage rises to 
the bitter end, despite the Keynesian 
calls.

You see, it is profitability that 
decides investment and production, 
not ‘effective demand’. As Marx said, 
wages are the dependent variable, not 
the determining factor in capitalist 
production: “the rate of accumulation 
is the independent, not the dependent, 
variable; the rate of wages the 
dependent, not the independent 
variable”, and “The rise of wages … 
is confined within limits that not only 
leave intact the foundations of the 
capitalistic system, but also secure its 
reproduction on a progressive scale”. 
In other words, wage rises cannot rise 
to the point that they seriously threaten 
profits. If they do, governments will 
intervene with so-called ‘incomes 
policies’ to control wages and impose 
taxes to reduce income gains - by the 
way, policies in the past that were 
supported by Keynesians to control 
wage-push inflation.

The current data on wages in the 
US are distorted because those who 
have been made unemployed during 
the pandemic were generally the 

lower-paid, while the professional 
and manufacturing sectors were able 
to boost wages somewhat. The current 
figures reflect this narrow base for 
wage increases. But overall, so far, 
employee costs for capitalists are not 
rising at any faster rate than before 
the pandemic (in the US at about 3% 
a year). Given that inflation is now 
4%-5% in the US, average real wages 
are actually falling (even though the 
higher-paid are doing okay).

So far, financial markets are not 
too worried about rising inflation. 
What matters to them is whether 
central banks will start to raise the 
short-term ‘policy’ interest rate that 
sets the floor for all interest rates 
charged for borrowing money to 
invest, produce and speculate. So far, 
financial markets have been reassured 
by the likes of the Federal Reserve, 
the European Central Bank and the 
Bank of England that there will be no 
move to hike interest rates.

Thus, the US stock market hit 
yet another all-time high last week 
and long-term bond yields (the main 
interest rate for corporations), after 
jumping a little on the latest inflation 
rate figure, fell back again after the 
Fed claimed that the current inflation 
shift was ‘transitory’ and inflation 
would eventually settle back to pre-
pandemic levels near the Fed’s own 
target of 2% a year.

However, it seems that the Fed is 
not so sure of this ‘transitory’ future. 
At its latest interest rate meeting, 
Fed officials were divided on their 
forecasts for inflation over the next 
few years. The consensus view was 
that the ‘core inflation’ rate (ie, after 
discounting food and energy - hardly 

unimportant items for workers!) 
would jump to 3% this year, but then 
fall back to 2.1% in 2022 and 2023, 
even as the economy reached ‘full 
employment’ and maximum capacity. 
So the consensus, as expressed by Fed 
chair Jay Powell, was that there would 
be no need to raise the Fed’s policy 
rate until well into 2023.3 However, 
several Fed regional presidents 
seemed less sure that inflation rates 
would drop back and, given the 
supply ‘bottlenecks’ and the ‘sugar-
rush’ in consumer demand,4 they have 
talked of an earlier move on rates.

And this is the point. As I have 
argued above, capitalists, whether in 
productive or speculative sectors, are 
not really worried by inflation, as it 
affects them little. What worries them 
and their decisions on investment 
in productive sectors or continued 
speculation in financial assets is 
interest rates, which affect the cost 
of borrowing relative to profitability 
in the ‘real’ economy and to prices in 
stocks and bonds.

Indeed, as I have argued before,5 
inflation in goods and services 
actually tends to slow or even 
disappear in capitalist economies, 
where the production of new value 
added slows in growth and leads to a 
reduction in demand from capitalists 
and workers. That is the tendency 
of the last 40 years, for example, in 
the major economies, as the growth 
in the productivity of labour has 
declined and average profitability 
of capital has dropped. The inflation 
rate has fallen and efforts by central 
banks to achieve ‘moderate’ inflation 
of, say, 2% a year have failed in the 
US, Europe and Japan. Short-term 

interest rates - generally influenced by 
central banks - have dropped towards 
zero, while long-term rates, more 
endogenously determined by market 
forces, have also dropped to historic 
lows, not seen since the 1930s.

It is interest rates that matter, 
because corporate debt is at a record 
high in most major economies, 
while stock markets ride on a flow 
of borrowed money. So any jump 
in the cost of borrowing could be 
devastating to many companies and 
trigger a stock and bond market 
collapse.

I have discussed before the fact 
that between 15% and 20% of 
companies in the major economies 
are barely covering the debt servicing 
costs with the profits they are making. 
According to Bloomberg, in the US 
almost 200 big corporations have 
joined the ranks of so-called zombie 
firms since the onset of the pandemic 
and now account for 20% of top 3,000 
largest publicly-traded companies - 
with debts of $1.36 trillion. That is, 
527 of the 3,000 companies did not 
bring in enough to meet their interest 
payments!

Debt servicing costs have been 
falling on average, even though debt 
is piling up. That is because of the 
sharply falling cost of borrowing. If 
that scenario should start to reverse, 
then the possibility of corporate 
bankruptcies and a financial crash 
becomes a probability. The US 
corporate debt servicing ratio (debt 
costs to corporate income) has jumped 
to a 20-year high in the pandemic. And 
if corporate bankruptcies (currently 
very low) start to emerge, the banking 
system may come under pressure.

Recently, the Federal Reserve 
conducted a ‘financial stress test’ on 
US banks.6 It found that nearly all 
were in good shape with plenty of 
spare capital to cover any loan losses 
- certainly compared to before the 
global financial crash of 2008-09. 
They were in such good shape that 
they could plan to pay shareholders 
increased dividends and buy back 
shares to boost prices. However, while 
the large ‘retail’ banks seemed in 
good shape, it was less so for the huge 
investment banks, which provide 
funds for speculation in financial 
assets and speculate themselves. They 
are required to have higher capital 
ratios (capital relative to loans and 
financial assets) and the gap between 
the minimum requirement and their 
ratios is much less.

Accelerating inflation may be an 
issue right now in the US and other 
recovering capitalist economies, and 
it certainly bites into any recovery in 
labour incomes. But for capitalism 
profitability is the real benchmark and 
that can be hit by wage rises, on the 
one hand, and interest rises, on the 
other. If it is, that is the basis for a new 
slump l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
thenextrecession.wordpress.com

Notes
1. businessinsider.com/employment-outlook-labor-
shortage-similar-supply-constraints-bottlenecks-
factories-jpmorgan-2021-5.
2. thenextrecession.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/a-
marxist-theory-of-inflation.
3. ft.com/content/0bf83e29-5ee2-415e-9e03-
0edb38218bf3.
4. See thenextrecession.wordpress.com/2021/03/21/
the-sugar-rush-economy.
5. thenextrecession.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/a-
marxist-theory-of-inflation.
6. See ft.com/content/c4f446b1-a71d-4656-a81f-
f2bcaf97c9ba.

John Maynard Keynes: wage rises are good, and capitalists can always raise prices
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Discussion not permitted
Supposedly, debating a motion on ending the illegal occupation of Gaza and the West Bank and imposing 
sanctions on Israel would make Jews in the Labour Party feel ‘unsafe and unwelcome’. Tony Greenstein 
reports on Labour’s silencers

Last week Goldsmid and Hove 
Park branch in Brighton passed 
this motion, to be moved at 

the next scheduled meeting of the 
Hove and Portslade Constituency 
Labour Party:

The Hove and Portslade CLP 
call upon the leader of the 
Labour Party and the shadow 
foreign secretary to strongly 
urge the government to:
1. Call on the Israeli government 
for an end to its violation of the 
human rights of Palestinians 
and for an end to the illegal 
occupation of the Gaza strip and 
the West Bank.
2. Impose legal sanctions on 
Israel for its repeated violations 
of international law, and, in 
particular, place an embargo on 
arms sales and end trade with 
illegal settlements.

Support for sanctions against Israel, 
as with South Africa in a previous 
era, is hardly controversial in 
the Labour Party. A survey by 

YouGov in March 2021 found that 
61% of Labour members support 
boycott, divestment and sanctions 
against Israel, while only 8% are 
opposed (even though the survey 
questionnaire called it ‘boycott, 
diversity and sanctions’!).

Even Keir Starmer, the Labour 
leader who supports Zionism 
“without qualification”, has not, 
as far as I know, claimed that 61% 
of Labour Party members are anti-
Semitic. Perhaps the purge is about 
to take on new dimensions.

In the normal course of events in 
the CLP, democracy would take its 
course and the motion would have 
been discussed at the next general 
committee meeting. However, led 
by their pro-privatisation MP, Peter 
Kyle, the Zionists immediately 
sought to stop the motion from even 
being discussed. Kyle is vice-chair 
of Labour Friends of Israel - which, 
as Al Jazeera’s documentary, ‘The 
lobby’, demonstrated, is both 
funded and controlled by the Israeli 
embassy.1 In addition, the political 
education officer of Hove is Jon 

Pike, a Zionist fanatic and member 
of Engage - a group formed in 
opposition to the Association of 
University Teachers (which is now 
part of the UCU) and its support of 
the academic boycott of Israel in 
2005.

One of the characteristic 
features that distinguishes the left 
from the right in the Labour Party 
is the attitude to democracy. I 
know of no example where the left 
has banned the right from moving 
a motion. But what we are seeing, 
both locally and nationally within 
Labour, is an attempt by the right 
to clamp down on all discussion 
and debate. And always the excuse 
is ... the Jews! We have become the 
right’s political football - pawns on 
their chessboard.

In Israel the police use tear gas, 
water cannons, bullets and batons 
against government opponents if 
they are Palestinians. Palestinians 
cannot demonstrate without 
the dogs of war being let loose 

upon them. For example, three 
worshippers at the Al Aqsa 

mosque lost an eye when the Israeli 
police invaded, firing sponge-
tipped bullets directly at them.

Of course, the Labour right 
does not shoot its opponents - at 
least not yet! It simply forbids 
the discussion of certain topics. 
It even outlaws motions calling 
for freedom of speech! Regional 
officials literally pull the plug on 
Zoom meetings they do not like.

The Goldsmid and Hove Park 
resolution was prevented from 
even being discussed by a certain 
Kim Bolton. In the minutes of the 
executive committee she states: 
“As CLP chair, on the advise [sic!] 
of Scott Horner, Labour South 
East officer, I rule the motion on 
sanctions against Israel out of 
order.”

Scott Horner’s email had stated:

While we encourage comradely 
debate, I feel that this discussion 
would act as a flashpoint for the 
expression of views that would 
undermine the party’s ability to 
provide a safe and welcoming 

LABOUR

Anti-Zionism is not anti-
Semitism. A truth that 

cannot be told too often
 

Tony Greenstein: Labour 
establishment actually 
peddles anti-Semitism



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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space for all members, in 
particular Jewish members [my 
emphasis].

I support that view. The 
motion from Goldsmid and 
Hove Park branch requesting 
sanctions against Israel risks 
opening a debate that will stir up 
internal conflict in our CLP and 
may lead to further anti-Semitic 
behaviour.

At a branch level it may be 
a safe space can be created to 
debate this motion. That will 
not be the same in the CLP GC 
meeting.

Real anti-Semitism
Exceptionalising Jews in this way 
as especially vulnerable if Israeli 
war crimes are debated (has this 
ever been applied to resolutions 
on other oppressive states?) is 
clearly and obviously anti-Semitic. 
It assumes that Jews form one 
monolithic bloc. That Jews all 
think the same way, when it comes 
to Israel. This is the continuation of 
the idea of the ‘wrong sort of Jew’.

But, of course, it is not about 
Jews at all. It is about British 
foreign policy in the Middle East, 
which is based on Israel’s role 
as a strategic watchdog, and its 
industrial-military complex.

How, you might ask, does a 
resolution calling for sanctions 
against Israel make Jewish people 
in Britain feel unsafe? The attitudes 
of British Jews to Israel survey in 
2015 showed that 24% supported 
sanctions against Israel and 66% 
were opposed. But amongst secular 
Jews this rose to 40% and amongst 
under 30s support for sanctions 
was 41%.

So the reactionary non-Jew, Kim 
Bolton, decided that she knows 
better than British Jews themselves 
as to what is and what is not anti-
Semitic. Some might say that this 
kind of arrogance is, in itself, a 
demonstration of racial supremacy.

According to the IHRA 
misdefinition of anti-Semitism 
that was foisted on the Labour 
Party, “Holding Jews collectively 
responsible for actions of the 
state of Israel” is anti-Semitic.2 
That is one of the few things in 
the IHRA we can agree on. It 
therefore follows that saying that 
Jews will suffer from some kind of 
trauma if sanctions against Israel is 
discussed assumes that they bear 
some responsibility for what Israel 
does. Bolton is hoist by her own 
petard.

If Bolton had any integrity 
or honesty, she would resign 
forthwith - along with the rest 
of her executive committee. But 
in the present purge, when lies 
and dissembling become the new 
truth, integrity and honesty among 
Labour’s right is as rare as snow in 
the Sahara.

Bolton and Horner are also anti-
Semitic for assuming that Jews are 
uniquely incapable of debating the 
question of Israel rationally. What 
is shocking is how Jews are treated 
by the right as their moral alibi. 
This is how Jews were used by 
French colonialism in Algeria - as 
intermediaries and scapegoats.

Imagine that there was a debate 
on Ulster becoming part of a united 
Ireland. Northern Ireland was a 
Protestant supremacist state, just 
as Israel is a Jewish supremacist 
state.3 Would anyone rule out the 
motion on the grounds it would 
offend Protestants? So why the 
pretence that Jews would be 
offended if sanctions against Israel 
were discussed.

The real question is: what have 
Bolton and Kyle got to hide? And 
the answer is, of course, quite a lot. 
How do you defend the military 
arresting, blindfolding and beating 
children as young as 12 in the 

middle of the night? You don’t. 
You cry, ‘Anti-Semitism!’

Both B’Tselem and Human 
Rights Watch4 have this year 
described the Israeli regime as one 
of apartheid. Imagine 30 years ago 
a motion calling for sanctions on 
South Africa being ruled out of 
order because white people might 
be offended.

The racist right - not just in 
Britain, but in Germany too - carry 
around with them guilt about their 
role in the holocaust. They relieve 
their consciences on the backs of the 
Palestinians, who are caricatured 
as the new Nazis. In Germany, 
Alternative for Germany (AfD), 
a far-right party which contains 
neo-Nazis, pushed for legislation 
making BDS illegal. Whilst 
many of their members deny the 
holocaust altogether, it nonetheless 
describes itself as “Israel’s one true 
friend in parliament”. I have no 
doubt that Kim Bolton would find 
a home in the AfD!

Jews today are seen as a stand-
in for the holocaust dead, whereas 
the truth is that to most Jews the 
holocaust is a memory kept alive by 
the way Zionism uses it politically 
as a justification for its war against 
the Palestinians.

If Labour was a democratic 
party, Horner would be dismissed. 
As for Bolton, local Labour 
members should take steps to 
remove an open racist from being 
chair. She was also in the chair at 
the November 2020 meeting of 
Hove Labour Party, where she took 
the decision to ban a resolution 
from a Unite branch calling for the 
reinstatement of Jeremy Corbyn. 
Bolton simply left it off the agenda 
and did not even bother to inform 
members that such a resolution 
existed. When challenged by Unite 
delegate Ben Armstrong, she then 
explained why she had not tabled 
the motion as part of the agenda. 
Apparently it was not “competent”. 
That was later condemned 
unanimously by Brighton and 
Hove Trades Union Council at 
its 2021 annual general meeting, 
which demanded free speech for 
trade unionists.

The excuse given by David 
Evans, the unelected general 
secretary of the party, for ruling that 
motions supporting Corbyn were 
‘non-competent’ was that Jews 
might be offended! The assumption 
that Jews are all rightwing bigots 
in hock to nonentities like Evans 
(who previously suggested that 
the Labour Party should dispense 
with members and simply have 
supporters) is also anti-Semitic.

Those of us with longer 
memories in Brighton and Hove 
remember Jewish councillors 
like the late Jo Townshend who 
considered himself anti-Zionist. 
Anti-Zionism has always been 
strong amongst Jewish socialists 
in the Labour Party. Supporters of 
Poale Zion (now the Jewish Labour 
Movement) have always been in a 
minority for the simple reason that 
if you are a Jewish racist the Tory 
Party is your natural home.

What about criticism of the 
oppressive actions of the Israeli 
state? Take the video showing a 
routine search, in the early hours 
of the morning, of a Palestinian 
home.5 This happens to thousands 
of Palestinians each year, who have 
no recourse against this behaviour. 
Children are expected to get out 
of bed in the middle of the night. 
This is what is called a ‘training’ 
exercise, whose sole purpose is to 
intimidate the population.

The documentation of 
Israeli human rights abuses is 
commonplace today. The idea 
that Jews will be upset by such 
discussion suggests that Jews are 
especially fragile. See for example 

the latest Amnesty Report in The 
Guardian.6 But the idea that they 
will be upset by criticism of such 
behaviour is itself anti-Semitic. 
If there are some Jews who are, 
so what? They deserve to be 
offended and left to ask simple 
questions - such as whether they 
would like it if they and their 
families were subjected to such 
behaviour.

Streatham
Fortunately, however, some Labour 
branches - even those controlled by 
the right - are continuing to discuss 
such matters. Streatham Labour 
Party, which is controlled by the 
right wing, has unanimously passed 
a resolution supporting sanctions 
on Israel, for instance. The all-
members meeting (AMM) was 
attended by over 250, but even this 
group of Starmer loyalists realised 
that Labour cannot abstain from 
calling for justice and peace in 
Palestine.

Perhaps there are no Jews in 
Streatham? Or maybe they are 
made of sterner stuff? Who knows, 
but I have not heard of any fleeing 
Streatham in terror!

This is the agreed motion:

Streatham AMM welcomes the 
announcement of a ceasefire in 
Palestine/Israel and a halt to the 
deaths of civilians.

This AMM notes that the 
ceasefire does not address the 
incidents that triggered the recent 
round of fighting and the serious 
underlying issues it revealed.
1. The attempted seizure of 
Palestinian homes in Sheikh 
Jarrah by militant Israeli settler 
organisations, while Palestinians 
are denied rights to their property 
seized by Israel following the 
Nakba.
2. The attack on rights to 
religious observance by assaults 
on worshippers in the Al Aqsa 
mosque.
3. The intimidation of 
Palestinians by denial of the 
right to assemble in the open 
space by the Damascus Gate.
4. The deep and pervasive 
inequality in ’48 Israel that led 
to unprecedented uprisings in the 
Al Aqsa Damascus Gate, and the 
deep and pervasive inequality in 

’48 Lydd, Yafa and other ‘mixed 
cities’.
5. The failure of Israeli police 
to defend Palestinian citizens of 
Israel against violent assault by 
ultra-rightwing Jewish mobs.
6. The continuing immiseration 
caused by the blockade of 
Gaza and the intensification 
of misery resulting from the 
destruction of so much property 
and infrastructure by the recent 
bombardment.

This AMM believes that 
progress can only result from 
negotiations but that negotiations 
in good faith will not happen 
while Israel feels it has external 
support from Europe and the US 
for its intransigence.

Consequently this AMM 
proposes that the Labour 
leadership put pressure on 
Israel to negotiate a settlement 
that enshrines the rights of 
Palestinians in Israel, the 
occupied territories and the 
diaspora, as well as the rights 
of Jewish Israelis to a peaceful 
life, whether through a one-
state, two-state or any other 
arrangement. The leadership 
should:
1. Support the Palestinian call 
for Boycott, Divestment and 
Sanctions.
2. Call for the end of arms sales 
to and from Israel.
3. Support the ICC7 in 
investigating war crimes by all 
parties in the conflict.
4. Demand an immediate end to 
the settlement programme.
5. Support Palestinians who 
are seeking immediate free and 
fair elections to the Palestinian 
Authority l

Notes
1. See aljazeera.com/program/
investigations/2017/1/10/the-lobby-young-friends-
of-israel-part-1.
2. holocaustremembrance.com/resources/
working-definitions-charters/working-definition-
antisemitism.
3. See the recent B’Tselem report: btselem.org/
publications/fulltext/202101_this_is_apartheid.
4. hrw.org/report/2021/04/27/threshold-crossed/
israeli-authorities-and-crimes-apartheid-and-
persecution.
5. www.youtube.com/watch?v=oHRj-
GF5dwg&t=50s.
6. theguardian.com/world/2021/jun/24/amnesty-
catalogue-of-violations-by-israeli-police-against-
palestinians.
7. The International Criminal Court.
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You did it!
As I’ve been predicting for 

the last couple of weeks, it 
was going to be a close call as 
to whether we would reach our 
£2,000 fighting fund target this 
month. But I must admit that I 
wasn’t expecting anything as 
close as what we actually got. 
Would you believe it? We ended 
up with £2,012 - £12 to spare!

Obviously I would have 
preferred to get there a bit more 
comfortably, but you can’t 
complain, can you? The fact is, 
our readers are continuing to 
support us - that’s also reflected 
in the increase in subscriptions to 
above pre-pandemic levels, now 
that we’re printing again.

The bulk of donations over 
the last seven days came, as is 
usually the case, in the form 
of standing orders. Thanks this 
week go to comrades JT and JC 
(£50 each), DG (£20), GT and 
MW (£15), VP and AR (£10). 
And, of course, that last comrade, 
AR, is renowned for his two 
regular methods of contributing 
to our fund - the second being 
a £5 monthly PayPal donation, 

which we always receive within 
a day or so of the standing order.

Other PayPal donors were 
LC and DB, who both came 
up with their usual monthly 
£50. Brilliant, comrades! Then 
there was a bank transfer from 
comrade BK, who also likes to 
help us out on a regular basis, 
and comrade DL sent us a cheque 
for £10 (yes, that’s right - they 
still exist!). Finally, comrade 
Hassan is continuing to support 
us by handing cash to one of our 
comrades, and so another £15 
came our way from him.

Well, all that amounted to 
£325, which was added to the 
previous running total of £1,687, 
producing that final total. Mind 
you, there were only 30 days in 
June, so maybe that extra day 
in July will be enough to see us 
home a bit more comfortably 
next time! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund



Standing order
To ______________________________________________________________________ Bank plc ___________________________

Branch address _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Post code ______________________ Account name __________________________________________________________

Sort code _____________________________________________ Account No ________________________________________

Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds A/C No 00744310 sort code 30-99-64, the sum of ___________ every month*/3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on ________________________ This replaces any previous order from this account. (*delete)  

Date _________________________  

Signed _______________________________________________ Name (PRINT) ___________________________________ 

Address ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Name:______________________________________

Address:_____________________________________

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

Tel:________________________________________

Email:______________________________________

Sub: £/€ ____________________________________

Donation: £/€ ________________________________

Subscribe
 6m 1yr Inst.
UK £30/€35 £60/€70 £200/€220
Europe £43/€50 £86/€100 £240/€264
Rest of £65/€75 £130/€150 £480/€528
world

New UK subscribers offer: 
3 months for £10

UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and 
save £12 a year. Minimum £12 every 3 

months... but please pay more if you can.

Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ at:  
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, 

 London WC1N 3XX

No 1354 July 1 2021

Hounded by 
a media she 

hated but 
craved

A troublesome princess
On July 1, the estranged princes, William and Harry Windsor, together with members of the Spencer 
family, will gather in the grounds of Kensington Palace to unveil a statue in honour of Diana, Princess 
of Wales, by Ian Rank-Broadley. Commissioned in 2017 to mark the 20th anniversary of her death on 
August 31 1997, the unveiling coincides with what would have been her 60th birthday. Here we republish 
what Jack Conrad wrote for this paper on September 4 1997

For the hypocritical ‘royal 
family’ and its equally 
hypocritical Church of England, 

the living Diana Windsor was an 
embarrassment and a disgrace. And 
yet because of popular opinion and 
pressure the same establishment 
institutions feel compelled to go 
along with her secular canonisation.

The inhumanity, the alienation, 
the sickness at the heart of official 
British society was suddenly and 
starkly revealed by the accident 
beneath the Pont de l’Alma, which 
killed Diana Windsor, Dodi Al Fayed 
and Henri Paul, the hapless - and 
initially unnamed - driver of their 
armour-plated Mercedes.

There is little point discussing 
here the facts of the case. That 
has been done in nauseating and 
seemingly never-ending detail by 
the mass media. However, as Lenin 
famously argued in What is to be 
done?, our politics are concerned 
with every class, every stratum, 
every issue. Only syndicalists and 
strikists imagine working class 
politics are confined to the terms and 
conditions whereby wage slaves are 
forced to sell their labour-power. We 
communists can and must provide a 
working class response to what was 
beyond doubt a major social and 
cultural event.

Diana Windsor, nee Spencer, 
is not merely a divorced, semi-
detached and now dead royal. Her 
brief 36 years epitomise the struggle 
and fate of a 20th century personality, 
who by chance and/or design has 
been iconised and thus commodified 
and sold by the uncontrollable, all-
pervasive power of capital.

The life of Diana Windsor has 
typically been likened to that of a 
modern fairy-tale. But her story was 
no Mills and Boon romance. It was a 
tragedy which saw a young woman 
mirror, suffer from and help create 
the dominant values of her time.

This she did not so much because 
in herself she was an outstanding, let 
alone historic, personality. On the 
contrary, Diana Windsor was very 
ordinary. True, she was born into the 
aristocracy, married into royalty and 
consorted with the mega-famous and 
mega-rich; and yet in many ways she 
had something in common with the 
atomised, apolitical ‘little people’, 
who, given the opportunity, would 
flock to see her and who daily paid 
their 30p in order to read about her 
scandalous doings and admire her 
unconventionally beautiful image. 
In death a sort of cross between Eva 
Peron and Marilyn Monroe, she is 
still lapped by the same sentimental 
adulation.

In the crowd Diana Windsor 
found surrogate love, affection and 
acceptance - emotions denied her 
first during childhood and then in 
her adopted official family. In her the 

crowd detected what it interpreted as 
genuine warmth and empathy. For 
many millions she represented a soul 
in a soulless world.

Academically no high flyer, 
she failed all her O levels - twice! 
In other words, in terms of formal 
educational achievement she was 
well below the national average. 
For the haute aristocracy she was fit 
only for breeding. After a year at the 
Institut Alpin Videmanette, a Swiss 
finishing school, she bided her time 
helping out at the Young England 
nursery in Pimlico. It was then that 
she came to the attention of Charles 
Windsor. He was in need of a virgin 
bride and an heir (and a spare). The 
spineless creep was bullied by a 
domineering father into courting 
and then wedding the naive, shy and 
slightly gawkish teenager.

As painfully detailed in Andrew 
Morton’s book, Diana: her true 
story, the marriage was a sham. Any 
ability to feel and give love Charles 
Windsor possessed after his crippling 
upbringing was concentrated on his 
old girlfriend, Camilla Parker Bowles 
- with whom he kept in constant 
touch, even while on honeymoon 
on the royal yacht, Britannia. There 
were indeed three in the marriage. 

Diana had found her prince, but he 
turned out to be a cold-blooded, 
unfaithful toad. The suggestion 
that this pompous and profoundly 
stupid individual found his wife 
intellectually inferior is laughable. 
Charles Windsor is a stuffed shirt 
who talks to plants, worships an 
illusory past and butchers helpless 
wildlife simply for fun.

Not surprisingly, union with 
such a dishonest and dysfunctional 
man saw her fragile and complex 
personality drift into crisis. After the 
birth of her second son she suffered 
from post-natal depression and then 
bulimia. In an age when official 
religion carries no conviction, solace 
was sought in the alternative religion 
of mystical gurus, clairvoyants, 
magic crystals, intestine-cleaning 
sessions, counselling and shopping.

Nevertheless, the woman 
discovered an inner strength and 
developed a certain intuitive guile 
and intelligence. Instead of fading 
away into obscurity and oblivion, 
she found the courage and means 
to fight back - first, against her 
estranged husband and then, in the 
aftermath of their legal separation 
and final divorce, the whole royal 
establishment. It was not for nothing 

that she branded them the ‘enemy’.
Her main weapon was to build, 

sustain and flaunt a popularity rating 
far above any member of the fuddy-
duddy ‘firm’. Here we find the source 
of the ‘love-hate’ relationship with 
the tabloid press and the paparazzi. 
Diana Windsor had to market 
herself. She did so, on the one hand, 
as a member of the international jet-
set, leader of fashion and friend of 
the famously famous. On the other 
hand, there was - for a swathe of 
reactionary opinion - controversial 
charity work. Instead of spreading 
herself oil-thin with hundreds of 
‘good causes’, she concentrated 
on what was or could be made 
high-profile - Aids, landmines, the 
young homeless. But philanthropy 
and prostitution are both inherently 
alienating and must in due course 
warp one’s perceptions.

The eye of the camera always had 
to be on her. She gorged on publicity, 
but at the same time needed to 
believe she hated it. Keeping a 
commodity in short supply is the 
best way to ensure a high price. So 
on the early morning of August 31 
1997, instead of travelling slowly 
in the ubiquitous limousine with the 
anonymous black-tinted windows 

- like most diplomats, dictators and 
film stars - she and her playboy 
companion chose to play a 120mph 
cat-and-mouse game through the 
streets of Paris.

When I heard the news of her 
death, I frankly admit my initial 
suspicion was that MI5 - or some 
other shadowy arm of the state - 
had bumped off what Buckingham 
Palace evidently regarded as a loose 
cannon. Who will rid me of this 
troublesome princess?

Of course, a conspiracy was highly 
improbable. Nevertheless, stranger 
things have happened. Certainly for 
the ‘royal family’ and its Church of 
England, the living Diana Windsor 
was an embarrassment and a disgrace 
- her relaxed style, her Martin 
Bashir confessional interview, her 
sexual liaisons, her semi-political 
damnation of the “hopeless” John 
Major government. And yet, because 
of popular opinion and pressure, the 
same establishment institutions were 
reluctantly compelled to go along 
with her secular canonisation.

In the days following the crash 
there was a desperate search for the 
guilty. Who could be blamed? Was 
it the BMW riding wolves who sped 
after Di and Dodi, the intoxicated 
driver, the tabloid buying public, the 
cult of royalty?

In my view even a bourgeois 
republic is preferable to the anti-
democratic monarchy. But, in 
aiming to abolish the monarchy, 
communists do not lose sight of their 
main aim - positively superseding a 
capitalist system that commodifies 
everything and every relationship. 
We programmatically link ending the 
present political system with ending 
the present socio-economic system.

Mario Brenna made a cool 
£3 million from selling the first 
pictures of Diana kissing Dodi on 
board the Fayeds’ luxury yacht to 
the Sunday Mirror and then the 
Daily Mail and The Sun. Reports 
of the paparazzi setting a starting 
price of £200,000 for film of Diana 
Windsor, trapped, unconscious and 
dying in the mangled wreckage of 
her Mercedes speaks volumes about 
the perverted, alienated values of this 
inhuman system l

A marriage: but not one made in heaven


