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Blocked by George
Given the recent extensive coverage 
in your paper of George Galloway and 
the Workers Party of Britain in relation 
to the Batley and Spen by-election 
and beyond, I thought your readers 
might be interested in my experience 
of the WPB, its leader, and his activist 
supporters in the Communist Party of 
Great Britain (Marxist-Leninist).

In the autumn of 2019, I had been 
a member of the Communist Party 
of Britain for two years, was the 
branch secretary for the Merseyside 
branch and a member of the CPB’s 
Popular Sovereignty Commission 
(PopSovCom). In this latter capacity, 
I was involved with the, rather belated 
attempt to establish a new left Brexit 
grouping, to be called ‘Leave, Fight, 
Transform’. I was tasked with the 
leading role in setting up a public 
launch meeting in Liverpool.

I already had speakers in place for a 
meeting to take place at a well known 
local venue for socialist meetings. A 
representative from Counterfire would 
speak, a sympathetic leading figure in 
Young Labour, plus perhaps myself, 
and with one of our leading local trade 
union comrades to chair. This was all 
well and good, but I decided to be a 
little more bold and imaginative, and 
took it upon myself to contact George 
Galloway online, figuring that his 
presence would likely double, at 
least, the possible attendance. To my 
surprise and delight, in a late night 
messaging exchange, George agreed 
to appear.

The next day, also to my surprise, 
but much less to my delight, leading 
comrades on the CPB PopSovCom 
rejected Galloway as a speaker, on the 
grounds that his presence would upset 
many of our ‘left allies’. I relayed this 
news to George the next day, and he 
expressed disappointment. Looking 
back, perhaps he saw such a meeting as 
a route back into the left mainstream? 
Anyway, during our latest messaging 
exchange I remarked, “We need a new 
party, George.” To which he replied 
simply, “Yep.”

At this stage, before the 2019 
election had been announced, I had 
no idea that such a party was on 
George’s radar, if indeed it was. I 
should also make it clear that I had 
long shared many of Galloway’s 
socially conservative views, and long 
believed that a mass alternative to 
Labour could only be established by 
a party that met the British working 
class where it is ideologically: that is, 
economically leftist, generally pro-
Brexit and patriotic, supportive of the 
family, law and order - and uneasy, 
to say the least, about the increasing 
extremity and domination of the left 
by the proponents of identity politics.

I was well aware of the CPGB(M-L), 
and met their forerunners back in my 
Socialist Labour Party days in the 
1990s. I well remember a day school 
at Bolton Socialist Club, where 
certainly Ella Rule, and possibly Joti 
Brar and others, were present. It was 
after this meeting that most of those 
attending from Manchester decided 
that if the SLP was to be taken in the 
direction that the likes of Harpal Brar 
and Royston Bull wished to take it, 
it was time to exit. Those of us who 
soon resigned from the SLP included 
a member who would reappear in 
my life as a member of the executive 
committee of the CPB 20 years later.

By the time of my contact with 
George over the proposed Liverpool 
meeting, I was also one of a sizable 
number of CPB members who believed 
that a ‘Vote Labour everywhere’ line 
was indefensible, now that Labour had 

adopted a ‘second referendum’ policy 
on Brexit. Most of this oppositional 
group chose to bide their time and 
stay within the CPB, but I was already 
looking for alternatives. This included 
attending a few of the CPGB(M-L)’s 
‘study sessions’ in Liverpool - an area 
where they had no real presence. I 
found these sessions to be dull in the 
extreme. I was not inspired to join 
them, though I remained on good 
terms, it seemed, with the members I 
met, including Joti.

When the general election was 
called and Galloway announced that 
he would stand in West Bromwich, 
initially against Tom Watson, with 
open CPGB(M-L) support, I was 
excited, and did the honourable thing 
in resigning from the CPB in order to 
campaign for Galloway.

All told, I made the relatively 
lengthy trip by train from Liverpool to 
West Brom to campaign with George 
and co on four occasions. It was an 
enjoyable experience, and the derisory 
vote that Galloway ultimately received 
came as a huge disappointment to me.

However, I was surprised to find 
that on the Saturday of my last visit, 
just after I had caught my train back 
to Liverpool, the Workers Party of 
Britain had been formally founded at 
a meeting to which neither I, an active 
campaigner for George on the ground, 
nor another Liverpool supporter, 
a woman who had taken on the 
responsibility for setting up the stall 
every single day, had been invited. 
This particular dedicated female 
comrade left in disgust immediately, 
before the general election result had 
even been announced.

As more news of this semi-
secret meeting was leaked, I became 
increasingly dismayed. It seems that 
this meeting was to be regarded as a 
full congress, with no new one under 
the newly established party rules until 
December 2023. This ‘congress’ also 
‘elected’ a leader (George, naturally 
and rightly), a deputy leader (Joti) 
and a 40-strong members’ council. 
Even worse was the fact that this 
council, which couldn’t be changed 
by the membership for another four 
years, reserved the right to coopt new 
members or to dismiss old members 
on whatever grounds it chose. It also 
got to decide which of the party rank 
and file would be classed as ‘active’ 
members and thus eligible for full 
voting rights. Unsurprisingly, this 
nascent party machine was, apart 
from Galloway, entirely dominated by 
members of the CPGB(M-L).

Despite my strong misgivings 
about the way the WPB had been 
established and the lack of a real 
democratic structure, I still believed 
it was a project worth pursuing. I thus 
joined on day one. I spoke from the 
floor at the inaugural national rally 
in Birmingham in January 2020 and 
again at the Liverpool rally in March.

I actually quit in disgust a month or 
so later when it seemed that I was the 
only member during a Zoom meeting 
who was not called upon to speak/
ask a question (which would have 
been on whether or not our proposed 
Independent Britain should retain 
an independent nuclear deterrent). 
However, I quickly decided that my 
decision to leave had been rather 
hasty. I had already formed the 
opinion that ultimately Galloway and 
his CPGB(M-L) backers would split, 
and still hoped to be inside the WPB 
when that split happened. With this 
in mind, I quickly attempted to re-
establish my monthly direct debit with 
the party.

I found that my membership was 
blocked. The main reason given in an 
email was the informal criticisms over 
the lack of democratic structures and 
transparency that I had raised during 
my brief period of membership.

Then, in the run up to the Batley 

and Spen by-election, I made 
generally favourable pro-WPB 
statements online, established friendly 
relations with some of their new 
recruits, and re-established contact 
with some members who, like me, 
had been involved from the beginning. 
I then tried again to reinstate my direct 
debit and was again blocked, without 
explanation. Two party members 
volunteered to speak at the members 
council on my behalf, but, as I heard 
nothing, I decided just before the 
election to take a chance and contact 
George directly online, reminding 
him of my early involvement, and 
expressing regret that I was not able 
to be a part of his current election 
campaign. His reaction was to block 
me.

Essentially, that was my 
involvement with the WPB over. I 
have never had much respect for the 
CPGB(M-L), but I did greatly respect 
George Galloway. No longer. His 
refusal to give full backing for the 
victimised Batley grammar school 
teacher tells us all we need to know 
about his principles. He was clearly 
quite happy to sacrifice the supposedly 
pro-free speech, pro-worker, anti-
woke credentials of his party when 
he thought it might cost him Muslim 
votes.

How will it all end? Eventually, 
George and the CPGB(M-L) will 
fall out, as recent contributors to 
your paper have pointed out. There 
is no doubt that the WPB is building 
as a party, but growth within a larger 
organisation always poses problems 
for a sect like the CPGB(M-L). Put 
simply, they will win some raw recruits 
for their particular brand of simplified 
Stalinism, probably enough to call 
the whole venture a success once it 
is over, but it will not be enough to 
maintain control of the WPB, should 
it really begin to take off as a viable 
party. Those who come into the WPB 
from the Labour Party, the trade union 
movement or even the CPB will not 
for long stand for less democratic 
rights than they once held within other 
organisations. Appeals will be made 
to Galloway from those who are being 
denied full voting rights, and he will 
be forced at times to choose between 
decent working class activists and 
those who efficiently serve him, in 
a bureaucratic sense, by running his 
party whilst he is busy with his various 
media activities.

The catalyst for implosion may 
simply be over election tactics, should 
another by-election be called soon. 
Will Galloway insist on being the 
candidate, at least if the seat looks 
remotely winnable? The danger here 
is that the WPB starts to look like 
nothing more than George’s latest 
vanity vehicle (he already seems to 
have airbrushed from history the 
recent All4Unity Scottish debacle). In 
Batley and Spen, George mentioned 
his party so infrequently that he may 
as well have been running as an 
independent. Plus, if your aim is to 
replace Labour as the mass party of 
the British working class, then what 
possible purpose is served by making 
the focus of your campaign changing 
the leadership of the Labour Party?

And suppose that for once George 
isn’t the candidate. Ranjeet Brar 
would on the surface be an exceptional 
choice: young(ish), attractive, 
charismatic, a good orator and a heart 
surgeon - a real-life NHS hero. To 
quote George himself, what could 
possibly go wrong? Well, the problem 
is that it would not take the mass 
media long to dig beneath the surface 
gloss, down to the Stalin Society, to 
an affection for the North Korean 
dynasty that is perhaps the model 
for their own family cult, to strong 
support for the IRA, to the heralding 
of the 9/11 attacks as a “blow against 
imperialism” (the final straw for 

Scargill in the SLP). The only reason 
that the media campaign of political 
assassination has not already begun is 
partly because the press did not take 
the WPB campaign in Batley and 
Spen seriously until it was over, and 
partly because George himself didn’t 
much treat it as a party campaign.

How will George react when and 
if his most trusted political lieutenants 
are exposed as ultra-Stalinists who 
believe that every accused old 
Bolshevik in the Moscow trials of the 
1930s was guilty as charged?

Despite his oft-quoted remark that 
“If you don’t run, they can’t chase 
you”, I believe that he will begin to 
run, faster and faster, to put as much 
distance between himself and his 
current leading comrades as possible.
Tony Green
Liverpool

Only thousands
I think Gerry Downing needs to take 
a lot more water with whatever he has 
been drinking during the current hot 
spell. I simply did not say any of the 
things he claims I did in the first three 
paragraphs of his rather bizarre rant 
(Letters, July 22). Nor do I believe any 
of those things.

The feebleness of Gerry’s whole 
approach lies in the fact that he 
appears to attach himself to one 
particular interpretation by one 
particular author on a particular issue 
and takes this to be gospel truth. Does 
he not realise there is a considerable 
debate and controversy about many 
of these historical issues; that there 
are many perspectives, views and 
interpretations as to what happened 
and why? Truth and facts are surely 
multifaceted and multidimensional. 
But not in Gerry’s universe. Surely 
if we are serious Marxists and 
revolutionaries in the 21st century - 
serious about socialist revolution and 
achieving a socialist and communist 
world - we need to weigh up all the 
contradictory, confusing evidence, try 
as far as possible to establish facts and 
from there to develop analysis and 
lessons for the present.

It is telling that Gerry does not even 
attempt any defence of the rightists and 
leftists convicted in the Moscow trials, 
for which there are published volumes 
of detailed documentary evidence of 
their guilt. It is funny, but I have never 
heard any so-called debunker of the 
Moscow trials able to disprove even 
one scintilla of the evidence provided.

In the present day, of course, 
we have the (Trotskyite) Socialist 
Workers Party siding with the 
counterrevolutionaries and western 
imperialism in Cuba against the 
socialist government there. Gerry will 
probably say they are not his kind of 
Trotskyist (and they would probably 
say the same about him). But these are 
the same poisonous berries from the 
same poisonous roots.

Yassamine Mather has described 
the penetration of Israeli intelligence 
into the highest levels of the Iranian 
state and government (‘Mossad’s 
people’, July 8) - something 
you might ordinarily think to be 
impossible, given they are allegedly 
so ideologically and religiously 
opposed to each other. So it’s not so 
strange that Trotsky, Bukharin et al 
conspired with enemies of the Soviet 
state on the crude, calculating basis of 
‘My enemy’s enemy is my friend’.

Regarding the Ryutin platform and 
Kirov theory, this dates right back to 
Boris Nicolaevsky’s ‘Letter of an old 
Bolshevik’, published in 1937. It was 
republished in 1965 as ‘Power and 
the Soviet elite’, with an introduction 
by George Keenan - a US diplomat 
and cold-war warrior advocating 
‘containment’ and the nuclear 
‘roll back’ of Soviet communism. 
Nicolaevsky was an old exiled 
Menshevik and it is widely thought 

that his ‘Letter of an old Bolshevik’ 
was written by one Nikolai Bukharin. 
Are we seeing any patterns and 
consistencies here?

It is a very attractive, neat theory 
that Kirov was a rival to Stalin and 
led the ‘moderate’, consolidationist 
wing of the Soviet Communist Party 
against the more ‘radical’, led by 
Stalin, and hence was assassinated by 
Stalin, who then used the death as a 
pretext for the 1937-38 purge to clear 
out his opponents. There may be some 
truth to some of these political issues 
- evidence actually of real debates 
and differences within the Soviet 
Communist Party, under supposed 
‘Stalinism’. If there was a Kirov-led, 
more moderate, consolidationist, 
democratic wing of the party, I would 
probably have supported it.

Oleg Khlevniuk is a trenchant 
anti-Soviet, anti-communist and anti-
Stalin academic, historian and writer, 
but at least he is a researcher and 
seeker of truth and facts, irrespective 
of whether they are uncomfortable or 
support unfashionable assumptions or 
theories. His book Master of the house: 
Stalin and his inner circle, is based on 
extensive research of the Soviet files 
and other documentary evidence, and 
he concludes there is no evidence to 
support any of the key theses on which 
the whole Nicolaevsky/Bukharin story 
is supposed to be based.

Kirov was apparently horrified 
when he heard some delegates at 
the 1934 congress had put his name 
forward as general secretary - so 
horrified he went straight to Stalin to 
tell him! Hardly a deadly rival or an 
advocate of ‘Stalinism without Stalin’. 
Whilst the motives for the death of 
Kirov are still unclear despite books 
and volumes of research (nonetheless, 
Gerry ‘knows’ what happened!), 
Khlevniuk suggests a simple, credible 
reason may have been the fact that 
Kirov had been carrying on with 
Nikolaev’s wife and was caught in 
the act in the party headquarters by 
Nikolaev, Kirov’s assassin. Whilst 
this too is unproven and probably 
unprovable, it is much more credible 
than the more grandiose conspiracy 
theories fantasised by Trotskyists, 
Mensheviks and their financiers 
and backers in the US secret state 
apparatus, which have long since 
fallen away in the face of the facts and 
evidence.

Occam’s razor suggests the 
simplest and most straightforward 
explanations are usually the best ones 
and, as Khlevniuk makes clear, there 
was no factional division between 
moderates and radicals in the politburo 
in the early 1930s. There was no anti-
Stalin faction in the leadership after 
1929. There was no loss of central 
control. The ‘Great Terror’ was not 
conducted by regional party leaders 
against Stalin’s will (another pro-
Stalin revisionist theory, although 
actually pretty insulting to the real 
Stalin). It was not some form of 
psychotic nightmare which engulfed 
the whole of Soviet society.

The centralised, planned operations 
which took place over 1937-38 had a 
clear beginning and end. They were 
targeted and focused primarily on 
“anti-Soviet elements”, “people of the 
past”, “counterrevolutionary national 
contingents” and very much driven by 
the rapidly deteriorating international 
situation, with impending war with the 
Nazi and fascist states.

Yes, of course, the events and 
numbers were brutal, shocking, 
dramatic and traumatic. Far more 
people were executed in 1937-38 
than previously or subsequently in 
the Soviet state, but in the hundreds 
and thousands - not tens of millions, 
as people like Gerry claim or used to 
claim before the facts and evidence 
emerged after 1991. And the fact 
remains that by the outbreak of war in 
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1941 there were no longer any Nazi 
fifth columns within the USSR or in 
the state or party apparatus.

Yes, innocent people were caught 
up in them. Yes, some people used 
them to settle old scores and personal 
rivalries, to obtain personal advantage 
and promotion, and sometimes to 
deflect blame from themselves. Do 
I defend or excuse the negative or 
excessive aspects of the so-called 
Great Purge? No. Were there more 
humane and democratic alternatives 
available? Possibly.

I do recognise, however, that the 
Soviet government and the Soviet 
Communist Party were fighting to 
defend the essence of the very real 
gains of the Bolshevik revolution and 
Soviet socialism - of Leninism itself - 
against the counterrevolutionary right 
and the ‘left’: a very real existential 
threat. And they conducted this 
through a particularly sharp and intense 
expression of the class struggle. It was 
necessary to destroy the enemy within 
in order to destroy the enemy without 
- the latter, of course, intimately 
connected with the former.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Another sect?
John Smithee has a go at me on the 
grounds that, despite the apparent 
collapse of the Labour Party, “Bernard 
Mattson puts all his eggs in the 
Labour Party basket” (Letters, July 
15). Smithee gives a detailed picture 
- nationally and, for him, locally - of 
just how far down the pan Labour has 
gone, which means “the Labour Party 
is finished”.

Given that his attack on me opens 
with a defence of Tony Greenstein’s 
letter (July 1), which in turn was an 
attack on Eddie Ford and the CPGB in 
general, I assume that he agrees with 
Tony, who says: “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 or high water.”

I will take both positions as being 
a general attack on the position of the 
CPGB on the Labour Party at this time. 
That is, putting all of our “eggs in the 
Labour Party basket” and supporting 
it “come hell or high water”. I must 
admit that, looking at Weekly Worker 
articles over the last few years and 
attending Communist Forums and 
Communist University events, I find it 

difficult to see where evidence of such 
fantasies can lie.

There are, I believe, people who 
say - or maybe only used to say - that 
they had Labour running through 
them like Blackpool in a stick of rock. 
Others, born into a Labour household 
and having been members for many 
decades, have a similar feeling for the 
party. They may even go so far as to 
put all their eggs in the Labour basket, 
come hell or high water! But I haven’t 
seen such folk in the CPGB.

Instead, we have repeated week 
after week, in article after article, in 
multiple spoken contributions, the 
need for a strong Communist Party, 
which we don’t have at the moment. 
The Labour Party is something 
else, as often pointed out using 
Lenin’s formulation: it is a bourgeois 
workers’ party. The bourgeoisie have 
controlled Labour’s leadership from 
its formation. The earliest leaders 
were staunch supporters of the British 
empire and remained so until their 
modern transformation into staunch 
supporters of US imperialism - where 
they are now.

At the same time, we have the 
millions of voters, the hundreds of 
thousands of members (albeit falling 
at the moment) and the connections 
to the major trades unions. Tony and 
John say that it’s time to ditch all that, 
because the “Labour Party is finished”. 
One can wonder at why they came 
to this realisation so late. Wasn’t it 
finished when Ramsay MacDonald 
cut the dole? Wasn’t it finished when 
Tony Blair took us to Iraq? How long 
would it take just to list the betrayals 
and crimes of the Labour leadership?

We need a strong Communist 
Party. We need it to lead the struggle 
to transform the Labour Party. We 
need it to lead the struggle to transform 
the unions. Is this a pipe dream in the 
present circumstances? I don’t think so 
myself: it’s certainly an uphill battle, 
with who knows what twists and 
turns to come. Success will depend 
on a transformation in the British or 
even the world working class. Would 
Starmer, the Labour right, the union 
right be able to stop it? I don’t think so.

Meanwhile, starting from scratch 
- or rather starting with George 
Galloway - Tony and John want to 
build a new party, and perhaps new 
unions. They would look to succeed 
in some new objective conditions that 
would be the same objective conditions 
that the CPGB would need (see above) 

for transformation. But, rather than 
transformation, they want to start from 
a new birth - as if that hadn’t been tried 
so many times already.

Is the Labour Party finished? Who 
knows? Not yet, I believe. But better to 
seek to transform an ailing giant than 
to build another little sect. There are 
more than enough of them already.
Bernard Mattson
email

Accessible
Thank you, Weekly Worker, for 
publishing Marxist economics the way 
that you do.

I enjoyed reading Arthur Bough’s 
linear depiction of Capital (Letters, 
July 8), and the other writers on this 
contentious issue. But I don’t agree 
with his analysis that capitalism isn’t 
on the decline, I much prefer Hillel 
Ticktin’s Leninist/Marxist approach. 
When you are unemployed or are in 
a job and on the receiving end of time 
and motion, it certainly doesn’t feel 
like capitalism is booming!

Another point I would like to make 
is on the CPGB’s approach to ‘high 
politics’. If Trotskyism is top-down 
politics, but the working class are to 
be the next world leaders, the down-
up approach is better - but without 
the eclectic, annotational speak like 
in Socialist Worker. This maybe a 
tactic to gain rapport with the working 
class, but it doesn’t encourage them 
to read Marx. You can read the left’s 
publishings for years and agree or not 
agree with their line, but being in the 
organisation as a member is another 
thing entirely.

Some may say that this is 
contradictory, because reading Marx is 
a top-down activity - these books are 
not simplistic, escapist novels. After 
reading Marx’s major economic works 
and getting familiar with his concepts, 
I have a feeling this is a myth peddled 
by anti-communists. The central line in 
those works is the working class being 
the wealth creators and how they are 
exploited.

Probably the major hurdle in 
reading Marx is the stark reality, 
which may lead some workers after 
a hard day’s work to pursue anything 
but reading how their surplus value 
is extracted! That is why I hold the 
Weekly Worker in high esteem with its 
high debates and polemics presented in 
an accessible way.
Frank Kavanagh
email

Gay acceptability
Is there not a blind spot of our Marxism 
when it comes to gay rights and 
acceptability in the 21st century? We 
need to adhere to the logic of science 
and rational debate.

As a young, gay man growing up in 
the 1980s, I was deeply disappointed 
to find some fringe left revolutionary 
groups telling me that homosexuality 
is a symptom of capitalism! Such a 
philosophy precludes any rational 
debate and discourages a correct view 
on what it is to be gay. It’s an easy 
way out of a refusal to accept what is 
necessary. 

Life in, for example, ancient Greece 
long before capitalism existed wasn’t 
seen in a negative, unnatural light 
and had little influence on Greeks’ 
views of gays in everyday life. This 
is only one example of whitewashing 
over history and how gays have been 
made an excuse for weaknesses in the 
individual. Little is mentioned on the 
left recently about discrimination in 
Russia, Poland, Romania and other 
European countries, let alone African 
and South American.

We should remember that our first 
principle is that everyone should be 
treated as a human being. Our core 
belief is to defend those who are 
vulnerable. However, in recent years 
this counterproductive excuse on the 
left has faded - let’s hope for good.
Ian Reynolds
email

Big Ride for Palestine welcome rally
Sunday August 1, 4pm: Final stage of cycling event, Mile End 
Park, London E3. Over 200 cyclists will complete this four-day 
cycling fundraiser from Bristol, in solidarity with the people of 
Palestine and against the apartheid practices of the Israeli state.
Organised by The Big Ride for Palestine 2021:
www.facebook.com/events/553101659181407.

Afghanistan: 20 years of occupation
Wednesday August 4, 6.30pm: Online discussion of ‘a war that 
should never have happened’. Discuss the failure of the occupation, 
the future for Afghanistan and the west’s strategy in the region. 
Speakers include Tariq Ali, Phyllis Bennis and Malalai Joya.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/stopthewarcoalition.

The fight against imperialism
Thursday August 5, 6pm: Weekly online political education series.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/211467213892082.

Stop union busting on HS2
Friday August 6, 12 noon: Demonstration. Assemble corner of 
Hampstead Road and Roberts Street, London NW1 (near Euston).
Contractors Skanska-Costain-Strabag are breaking the agreement 
with Unite by refusing the union on-site access to HS2 members.
Organised by Unite the Union: 
www.facebook.com/uniteeastmids/videos/948837975963265.

Online Communist University
Saturday August 14 to Sunday August 22: Free online school of 
Marxism. The Weekly Worker goes live for a week, with lots of time 
for debate and discussion. Provisional timetable and registration 
available now. Speakers this year include: Jack Conrad, Kevin Bean, 
Lawrence Parker, Sandy McBurney, Paul Demarty, David Broder, 
Mike Macnair, Marc Mulholland, Moshé Machover, Hillel Ticktin, 
Yassamine Mather, Tina Werkmann, Tony Greenstein, Ian Wright, 
Chris Knight, Daniel Lazare, Anne McShane and Lars T Lih.
Organised by Communist Party of Great Britain and Labour Party 
Marxists: communistuniversity.uk/cu2021-summer.

1971 TUC and the Industrial Relations Act
Thursday September 9, 7pm: Online discussion marking 50 
years since the TUC voted to instruct unions to defy the Industrial 
Relations Act and to resist its restrictions on the right to strike. 
Speakers: John Hendy QC and Carolyn Jones (Institute of 
Employment Rights). Register free.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/events.

Wigan Diggers Festival
Saturday September 11, 11am to 9.30pm: Open-air free festival, 
The Wiend, Wigan WN1. Commemorating Gerrard Winstanley and 
the 17th century Diggers movement with music and political stalls.
Organised by Wigan Diggers Festival:
www.facebook.com/WiganDiggersFestival.

Youth and student school for Palestine
Saturday September 11 and Sunday September 12: Weekend 
school, Resource for London, 356 Holloway Road, London N7.
Become an organiser in the campaign for Palestinian rights.
£5 to enrol. Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/2749965855127210.

National Shop Stewards Network
Sunday September 12, 12 noon: Online pre-TUC rally. The 
pandemic has delivered a bosses’ offensive, including ‘fire and 
rehire’, union-busting, a public-sector pay freeze and further 
austerity. Hear from union leaders and workers how the class has 
fought back with a strike wave that has seen important victories. 
Speakers include Sarah Woolley, BFAWU general secretary.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network:
www.facebook.com/events/369079554731343.

Resist DSEI: stop arming Israel
Sunday September 12, 1pm: Demonstration, Assemble Forest Lane 
Park, Forest Gate, London E7. Protest against the DSEI arms fair, 
where exhibitors include companies supplying Israel with weapons 
to maintain military control over the Palestinian people.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/132054725662203.

20 years of the ‘war on terror’
Saturday September 18, 3pm: Political and cultural event, Conway 
Hall, 25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. To mark 20 years of 
struggle against imperialist war. Speakers and artists include Mark 
Rylance, Alexei Sayle, Lowkey, Tariq Ali, Salma Yaqoob and 
Jeremy Corbyn. Tickets £10.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/215794473744428.

Introduction to radical anthropology
Tuesday September 21, 6.30pm: Daryll Forde seminar room, 
Anthropology Building, 14 Taviton Street, London WC1. 
Introduction to a series of classes on ‘Radical anthropology: what it 
means to be human’. Speaker Chris Knight.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org/evening-talks.

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.

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

Within reach
Once again, right now it’s 

looking as though we’re 
going to be just a bit short of our 
monthly £2,000 fighting fund 
target in July. With £260 coming 
our way over the last week, our 
running total stands at £1,670 - 
meaning we need another £330 
in just three days.

Although we just got there in 
May and June, in April we were 
over £300 short, so let’s not see 
a repeat this month. And, of 
course, reaching that 2K target is 
definitely possible - all we need 
is just a handful of comrades 
to come up with the goods. 
Comrades like GB, who made a 
fantastic bank transfer of £100 a 
couple of days ago!

Then there were monthly 
standing orders from JT (£50), 
DG (£20), GT (£15) and AR 
(£5), plus DB’s really useful 
regular £50 donation via PayPal. 
Another PayPal donor was 
comrade EW (£15), whose 
contribution I overlooked last 
week. Apologies, comrade! 
Finally comrade Hassan came up 
with one of his usual gifts - this 

time a fiver handed to one of the 
Weekly Worker team.

As I say, we can still get there, 
but we need to reach that target 
by Saturday July 31, so basically 
there are two options if you want 
to help us out. First, just click on 
that PayPal button on the website 
and, secondly, make a bank 
transfer (sort code 30-99-64; 
account number 00744310). The 
second option is better, of course, 
as it doesn’t involve any charges 
being deducted.

Please join those who want 
to ensure that the Weekly Worker 
continues to play its essential 
role: providing a vital forum for 
the exchange of views between 
revolutionaries in order to 
construct what remains sadly 
lacking: a principled, democratic, 
Marxist party, capable of bringing 
together the best elements from 
the left l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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YOUTH

Generation Left terrifies right
Eddie Ford calls upon Marxists to take up the challenge to organise the socialist majority of young people

Published earlier this month, 
Left turn ahead? Surveying 
attitudes of young people 

towards capitalism and socialism, 
written by Kristian Niemietz, has 
caused quite a splash. The 71-
page report commissioned by the 
rightwing Institute of Economic 
Affairs is based not least on polling 
done by Michael Hantman and 
Alex Cowley of Forefront Market 
Research of just under 2,000 
participants aged between 16 and 
34 (it classifies those aged 16-22 
as ‘Zoomers’ or ‘Generation Z’ and 
those aged 23-34 as ‘Millennials’).

Firstly, a health warning. Clearly, 
the political agenda of both the 
writer and those who commissioned 
him are clear in terms of the 
questions that are asked and what 
conclusions are drawn. After all, 
Niemietz is the IEA’s head of 
political economy and the IEA itself 
is unapologetic about its mission 
to “further the dissemination of 
free-market thinking” - subscribing 
to a fiercely neoliberal outlook 
that encompasses climate change 
denial and the total privatisation, 
or abolition, of the national health 
service. It is funded by the tobacco 
industry and other dubious sources, 
while some its publications include 
Socialism: the failed idea that never 
dies and Universal healthcare 
without the NHS. But, either way, 
Left turn ahead? makes very good 
reading for socialists and very 
worrying reading for the IEA - as 
Niemietz readily confesses.

Alternatives
Hence we have the pleasing statistic 
that 67% of this entire cohort said 
that they wanted to live under a 
“socialist economic system” - or 
‘millennial socialism’, as it is called 

elsewhere. For the purposes of this 
survey, ‘socialism’ is defined as “an 
economic system whereby business, 
trade and industry is mostly run and 
owned by the government” - which 
the IEA admits is a “simplified 
version” (!) of the dictionary 
definition of socialism, but more on 
that later. The author emphasises the 
point that this is not some fleeting 
fashion - like those politicised in 
the 1960s, who eventually gave 
up their heady idealism (except 
for a small number of refuseniks). 
Indeed, the survey’s introduction is 
subtitled: ‘From generation apathy 
to Generation Left”.

In other words, the IEA is saying 
that these ideas are deeply embedded 
in the consciousness of this age 
group - it is obviously worried that 

what is a generational question at the 
moment could become “a preview 
of what will be the mainstream 
opinion in Britain tomorrow”, 
as the older generation begins to 
wink out of existence. Today, says 
the report, Millennials are “much 
more commonly described as a 
hyper-politicised generation, which 
embraces ‘woke’, progressive and 
anti-capitalist ideas”. Other surveys 
too, the author ruefully notes, 
show that there is “a lot of truth 
in the cliché of the ‘woke socialist 
millennial’”. Yes, “younger people 
really do quite consistently express 
hostility to capitalism, and positive 
views of socialist alternatives of 
some sort”.

For supporters of the market 
economy, argues Niemietz, “this 
should be a cause for concern” 
- but so far, “they have mostly 
chosen to ignore this phenomenon”, 
or discount it as a juvenile 
socialist phase. Yet this is foolish 
complacency “simply not borne 
out by the data”. There are “no 
detectable differences” between 
the views of the Zoomers and 
the Millennials. Alas, concludes 
Niemietz, it is no longer true that 
people ‘grow out’ of socialist ideas, 
as they get older.

As further evidence, look at 
some of the answers to the other 
questions. With regards to housing, 
78% blamed capitalism for the 
crisis. Consequently, this 78% also 
believe that solving it requires large-
scale government intervention, 
through measures such as rent 
controls and public housing. This is 
hardly surprising, as we are dealing 
with a generation for whom it is no 
longer an expectation that they will 
be able to buy a house if they had 
a reasonably paid, full-time job. 
Instead, especially if they live in 
the south-east of England, they are 
forced to rely on the private sector 
and paying rent long-term.

Similarly, 72% support the 
renationalisation of various 
industries, such as energy, water 
and the railways - also believing 
that “private sector involvement” 
would put the NHS at risk, which 
is quite correct. Also unsurprising, 
75% think that climate change is 
a specifically capitalist problem, 
71% agree with the assertion 
that “capitalism fuels racism” 
and 73% believe that capitalism 
creates “selfishness, greed and 
materialism”. Perhaps most 
wonderfully of all, 75% agree 
with the statement that ‘socialism 
is a good idea, but it has failed in 

the past because it has been badly 
done’. I might be from a different 
generation, but would cheerfully 
put myself in the same category - 
socialism it is a great idea despite 
what has been done in its name. In 
the opinion of Niemietz, “the cliché 
that ‘real socialism has never been 
tried’ is not just a cliché: it is also 
the mainstream opinion among 
Millennials and Zoomers”.

Of course, any Marxist knows 
why it has been done badly in the past 
- as we do not believe in socialism 
in one country, nor think that 
backward countries can transition 
to full socialism and communism. 
Nonetheless we have seen a 20th 
century marked by many false starts 
and failed attempts, some of which 
turned very ugly indeed. Yet we still 
have a majority of this generation 
committed to the idea of socialism. 
Much to the frustration of Niemietz, 
very few young people associate 
socialism with ‘failure’ and virtually 
nobody associates it with Venezuela 
- let alone North Korea. Rather, they 
associate socialism with positive 
terms, such as ‘equal’ and ‘fair’ - 
whilst capitalism for them means 
“exploitative”, “unfair”, “the rich”, 
“corporations”, etc. Bad things.

White horse
Naturally, Niemietz does not want 
its results to “mean that supporters 
of capitalism should throw in the 
towel, concede defeat in the battle 
of ideas and just accept that the 
future belongs to socialism” - though 
that would be a quite reasonable 
conclusion to draw, it does have to be 
said. But it does suggest to Niemietz 
that advocates of capitalism should 
take ‘Millennial socialism’ far more 
seriously than they currently do - 
“engage with it, rather than dismiss 
it or deny it exists”.

True, the ‘socialism’ we are 
talking about is very much along 
the lines Niemietz suggests - ie, that 
nationalisation equals socialism, 
and so on. Having said that, the 
situation could be more complex 
than that. If we look at what got this 
generation politicised, it is Black 
Lives Matter, Extinction Rebellion 
and the  Greta Thunberg effect, not 
sensible parliamentary Labourism 
or routine trade unionism. In fact, 
around 40% of Millennials agree 
with the statement that “communism 
could have worked if it had been 
better executed.”

Now, the task for the left is 
to connect with this left-leaning 
generation, which at the moment 
is more an amorphous mass than 

an organised force. Or, as the IEA 
puts it, “none of this means that 
Britain is full of young Marxist-
Leninists” - rather “socialist ideas 
are widespread, but they are also 
thinly spread”.

Proving that “the morons” who 
enabled Jeremy Corbyn to enter 
the Labour leadership contest were 
aptly named, we had a mass influx 
into the Labour Party because 
Corbyn looked like a winner right 
from the very beginning - and after 
he was elected leader in a landslide 
victory, there were two blocs: 
those under 25 who joined in huge 
numbers; and those who came back 
after resigning over the Iraq war 
or New Labour’s enthusiasm for 
privatisation and people getting 
filthy rich. The latter group knew 
the ropes and were in it for the 
long haul. But for many of the 
under-25s their first Labour Party 
meeting was also their last, as it 
was probably dull to the point of 
brain death - with disillusionment 
quickly setting in. So in some ways 
we have a generation who are 
looking for easy answers, regarding 
Jeremy Corbyn or whoever as the 
equivalent of a man on a white 
horse - some sort of saviour.

But for Marxists there are no 
saviours from on high - the answer 
is organisation and political 
consciousness. Of course, a lot on 
the left have been saying similar 
things - thinking it is now their 
chance to recruit hand over fist. 
However, this generation - like 
a lot of people - has an aversion 
to the sects and bureaucratic 
centralism, which is a healthy 
instinct. They will never accept 
the idea that you cannot read the 
publications of other left groups, 
that differences can never be 
expressed in the open, or that you 
have to unquestioningly parrot the 
line of the leadership.

We are not going to easily 
organise masses of young people. 
It is going to be a long battle and 
it is still the case that we have to 
go through the existing left and its 
organisations, not circumvent them 
in some magical fashion, as some 
imagine.

But clearly there has been a big 
change in social attitudes, similar, 
in that sense, to what we saw around 
Bernie Sanders in the US - which 
is not to say that the Democratic 
Socialists of America is the fully 
formed answer. Nevertheless, it 
has organised largish numbers. 
So we need to go beyond ‘click’ 
politics or the politics of protest - 
these are worthwhile activities, it 
goes without saying: clicking for 
Corbyn is better than not clicking 
for Corbyn.

We have to move forwards to the 
idea of a mass Communist Party 
that believes in debate, views it as 
healthy and not a heresy. A party 
which recognises that our struggle 
is not about this or that little part 
of the world: it is a global struggle 
- precisely in accordance with the 
general views of those who will 
be protesting later this year at 
the COP26 climate conference in 
Glasgow.

Climate protestors and 
ecological campaigners are not 
stupid - they know that merely 
marching, or gluing yourself to a 
train, is not enough. Which means 
that these people are receptive to 
socialist and Marxist ideas … and 
organising in order to put them into 
effect l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Online Communist Forum

Sunday August 1 5pm 
A week in politics

Political report and discussion from 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee

Register in advance for this webinar: 
us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_IqHmpIcwQNqg7QIXlWjoTw

Sunday August 8 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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CYBER

The perfect spy
NSO is hugely profitable and closely bound up with the Israeli state and its diplomatic interests. But 
there is far more to spyware than obtaining information on criminals, terrorists and political opponents. 
Paul Demarty explains

Recent revelations about the 
Pegasus spyware software 
will have shocked few people 

familiar with the cyberweapons 
industry. But the story provides 
a timely and disturbing reminder 
of how vulnerable everyone is 
nowadays.

‘Everyone’ is probably the right 
word, given the list of targeted 
phone numbers obtained by the 
Pegasus Project - a consortium of 
investigative journalists and NGO 
activists from Amnesty International, 
The Guardian, Ha’aretz, the 
Washington Post and more. There 
are also no less than 14 current and 
former heads of state or government 
- including Emmanuel Macron of 
France, Cyril Ramaphosa of South 
Africa, and Lebanon’s ill-starred 
Saad Hariri.

Elsewhere, and more commonly, 
governments are the paying 
clients rather than the targets. 
Jamal Khashoggi and his family 
were targeted in the run-up to his 
gruesome assassination by Saudi 
agents. The government of India 
used the software extensively 
against opposition figures, including 
one of the extant Gandhi dynasts, 
and the pacifist Jesuit priest, 
Stan Swamy, who recently died 
awaiting trial on dubious charges 
of Maoist insurrectionism. Several 
opponents and former associates 
of Viktor Orbán’s government in 
Hungary were targeted. The rulers 
of the United Arab Emirates were 
particularly enthusiastic consumers 
of this product, with over 10,000 
phone numbers mentioned in 
connection with Dubai alone.

This has been going on for years 
- in fact, there was a spate of articles 
on the subject in 2016, which, of 
course, were quietly brushed away. 
For all the thoroughness of the 
Pegasus Project’s investigations, it 
is surely inevitable that history will 
repeat itself.

The producers of this malware 
are the Israeli firm, NSO, which 
claims it will sell only to “authorised 
governments … [to] combat terror 
and crime”, and claims to scrutinise 
the human rights records of its 
customers very carefully. Readers 
may look at the list of such people 
above - emirs, Hindutva pogromists, 
those who cheerily butcher 
opponents in the embassy basement 
- and draw their own conclusions 
about that claim.

Israel is, of course, a leading 
economy for such ‘products’. Its 
technology industry is very closely 
associated with its national security 
state, and it is a world leader in 
the high-tech end of the weapons 
industry. This is hardly the first 
time its exploits have hit the 
headlines: it was Israel - most likely 
in collaboration with the US - that 
created the Stuxnet worm, used in a 
truly audacious attack on an Iranian 
nuclear enrichment plant. Though 
that was a state rather than a private 
initiative, the links - here as in other 
areas of the military-industrial 
complex - are very close. NSO was 
founded by alumni of Unit 8200, the 
‘signals intelligence’ arm of Mossad. 
Just as munitions sales from British 
firms to the Saudis have more than 

merely economic value, so the 
provision of such a valuable service 
to Mohammad bin Salman, Narendra 
Modi and so on has real diplomatic 
importance for the Israeli state.

Alarming
What exactly was that service? 
Pegasus is a piece of spyware, 
targeted at Apple iPhones and other 
such devices. It listens for various 
kinds of activity on the phone and 
reports details to carefully-obscured 
internet sites. It is known to have 
access to SMS messages, passwords, 
location and call information.

What is so alarming about this? 
Apple’s iOS operating system has a 
basically well-deserved reputation 
for good security engineering 
practice. Each app is ‘sandboxed’ 
- that is, it runs in a carefully 
controlled environment and has very 
limited access to everything else that 
is going on the phone. An app in a 
sandbox is a little like Jim Carrey’s 
character in The Truman show, who 
lives in a facsimile of a big, wide 
world that in fact only consists of 
a small, strictly controlled one. It is 
always, of course, possible to screw 
this up. Minor inconsistencies tip 
Truman off to the reality that his 
environment is a Potemkin village, 
and he finds a door in the ‘sky’ and 
leaves.

Pegasus was able to get discreet 
access to so many pieces of sensitive 
information, thanks to several 
errors in a category called ‘memory 

corruption bugs’. This is basically 
when there are certain conditions, 
often very arcane, under which apps 
can break out of the ‘sandbox’ - like 
Truman leaving through the ‘door 
in the sky’. At least three such bugs 
are known to have given Pegasus 
access in the past. One in particular 
allowed Pegasus to ‘jailbreak’ the 
device: jail breaking is a feature on 
iOS that allows users to disable a lot 
of the access controls. It is typically 
used by software developers and 
hobbyists who are playing around 
with their phones, but Pegasus 
was able to achieve it without 
users noticing. It is to be assumed 
that other, newer exploits are now 
in use. One such allowed NSO to 
compromise a phone merely by 
initiating a voice call on the popular 
messaging app WhatsApp - it was 
not even necessary for the target to 
accept the call. (Facebook, which 
owns WhatsApp, is considering its 
legal options.)

Many of these bugs are so-called 
‘zero-day’ vulnerabilities, meaning 
that attackers (in this case NSO) 
discovered them before Apple (or 
Facebook, or whoever else), who 
therefore have zero days to respond 
before the vulnerability is exploited. 
It goes without saying that this oh-
so-responsible company, which 
would never aid anyone with a 
bad human rights record and only 
wants to fight “terror and crime”, 
did not report these vulnerabilities 
to Apple - since, of course, that 

would drastically reduce the value 
of software that exploits them. Put 
another way: we know, at least, that 
NSO used these loopholes to hack 
thousands of phones of politicians, 
dissidents and whoever else. We 
have no idea how many run-of-the-
mill cybercriminals were able to 
just rip people off using the same 
methods, simply because our brave 
fighters against ‘terror’ failed to 
alert Apple and get them fixed.

The response to the whole affair 
in the west has been a deafening 
silence, for the most part. A 
few Democratic congressmen 
condemned NSO and suggested 
placing it on the same export 
blacklist as Huawei and others; 
that, however, is a matter for the 
White House, which has so far kept 
silent. Macron could hardly do the 
same, but in the end he demanded 
no more than an Israeli inquiry into 
the matter. Opposition parties in 
India have objected, of course. But 
on the whole the bourgeois world is 
restricted to trying to look angry and 
hoping it will all blow over. Imagine 
that it was a Russian or Chinese 
firm exposed in this way: we 
would presently be in a hurricane 
of demands for onerous sanctions, 
shrieking condemnations and all 
the rest. But for Israel, as for other 
hyper-militarised states, it pays to 
have powerful friends.

Some of the problems posed 
for the left are more subtle, but 
not all. For a start we should have 

no hesitation in condemning the 
manufacture of this new breed 
of weapon altogether. Though 
cyberweapons are not in themselves 
as dangerous as, say, nuclear 
bombs (code does not explode), 
the pervasiveness of computers in 
today’s world (and, for illustration, 
we remind comrades that there 
is a computer in every electrical 
appliance in your home, in your 
contactless credit card, and in 
most modern batteries) massively 
increases the potential impact of 
software exploits. The contents 
of the notorious ‘nuclear football’ 
- the briefcase, in the possession 
of a US presidential aide, brought 
everywhere the commander in chief 
goes - are, so far as we know, strictly 
analogue. But the mechanisms by 
which the president’s instructions 
would reach the missile silos, 
strategic bombers and submarines 
are certainly not. We assume that the 
relevant networks are well locked 
down - but so were those at the 
Natanz facility attacked by Stuxnet.

‘Innocent’ programming errors 
not long ago caused passenger 
airliners to drive themselves into 
the ground, killing hundreds. The 
potential consequences - intentional 
or unintentional - of the industry 
of which NSO is a part, are truly 
terrifying. The killer robots of the 
Terminator franchise remain the 
stuff of science fiction by virtue of 
technological limits and imaginative 
overreach. The automated nuclear 
apocalypse that opens Terminator 2, 
on the other hand, remains so only 
by the grace of god.

Iceberg
Exactly what it would mean to 
destroy this industry, however, is 
another matter. After all, the sort 
of ingenuity employed by NSO for 
fun and profit is the same used by 
principled security researchers to 
fix vulnerabilities. You must first 
know they exist, after all. A whole 
ecosystem exists of companies 
hired to try to ‘break in’, sometimes 
literally (old-fashioned burglary 
and con-artistry are skillsets as 
valuable as low-level coding in 
information security), and make 
recommendations for improvements 
to their clients. So, while we concur 
with Edward Snowden that spyware 
ought simply to be banned, spyware 
is only the tip of the iceberg, and 
a lot of the rest of the iceberg 
cannot simply be banned without 
criminalising the only defences 
humanity has against some of the 
most dangerous kinds of military 
and industrial sabotage in existence.

The true corrupting influence 
here is the military character of 
the industry; we are talking, in the 
end, about arms manufacture and, 
so far as arms manufacture serves 
the purpose of just defence against 
the assaults of reaction, it must in 
the end be tolerated, albeit under 
strict democratic control. The whole 
category of cyberweapons may not 
yet be in danger of abolition, and 
more’s the pity - but abolition is the 
only reasonable final objective for 
communists l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Able to find holes in Apple’s iOS operating system
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IRAN

Anger finds open expression
From Isfahan to Tabriz, Karaj to Tehran, the slogans are clear: ‘Death to the dictator’, ‘Shame on Khamenei’, 
‘Hands off Iran’. Yassamine Mather reports on the upsurge of protests

P rotests over the lack of clean 
water that started in the 
Iranian province of Khuzestan 

have now spread to other parts of 
the country. In Lorestan, Kurdistan 
and Azerbaijan, as well as Tehran, 
demonstrators are showing solidarity 
with the people of Khuzestan and 
the slogans are getting more radical 
every day, On July 26 demonstrators 
in Tehran were shouting: “Death to 
the dictator!”

The water shortage in the 
middle of a predictable heat wave 
in Khuzestan has two causes: 
global warming, as well as human 
interventions in what should be a 
province with plenty of water. Over 
the last three decades, after the Iran-
Iraq war, in what was clearly a series 
of political decisions, Iran’s Islamic 
Republic, wary of the Arab ethnicity 
of sections of the population in 
Khuzestan, built dams designed 
to divert water from this region to 
other provinces. Ironically Iran’s 
Arab population is mainly Shia and 
despite many attempts by Saudi 
Arabia and its allies to strengthen 
the separatist Salafi movement in 
southern Iran, there is no sign that 
the current protests have anything 
to do with foreign interventions or 
support for various jihadi/Salafi 
groups in the region.

Persians and Arabs have shown 
unity in the protests, giving the 
lie to accusations by the regime’s 
supporters that they are organised 
by pro-Saudi separatists or support 
Arab separatism. However, this 
has not stopped apologists for the 
regime blaming ‘foreigners’. The 
regime has a record of violently 
attacking such demonstrations and, 
so far, a handful of people have 
been killed. There have also been 
a number of arrests. However, so 
far we have not witnessed the kind 
of repression we saw during the 
protests of 2018 and 2019, where 
hundreds were killed. The figures I 
normally rely on are from leftwing 
opposition inside the country - the 
only source I trust on such issues. 
(Note that I refuse to quote Amnesty 
International or other such ‘human 
rights’ groups. In my opinion such 
organisations have a political 
agenda and the left should consider 
any claims they make about deaths/

injuries in countries not aligned 
with the foreign policy of the United 
States with utter contempt.)

The protests come at a time when 
the country is facing a series of 
major crises. Covid-19 continues 
to take a heavy toll, vaccinations 
are proceeding at a very slow 
pace, and the outgoing Rouhani 
government is trying (and failing) 
to impose travel bans and lockdown 
in Tehran province and elsewhere. 
Meanwhile, the fear of failure in the 
suspended nuclear negotiations in 
Vienna have led to further price rises 
and the Iranian currency continues 
to fall. Against this background, the 
continuing and fast-spreading strike 
by contract oil workers has shown 
how organised workers can confront 
one of the most brutal dictatorships 
in the region.

The conciliatory tone of the 
supreme leader’s first response to 
the water protests of Khuzestan 
on July 23 could be an expression 
of this weakness. Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei’s Twitter account is often 
used to reflect his reaction to the 
most banal daily events, yet it took 
him more than a week to express an 
opinion on the protests. Last Friday 
he pronounced:

The people showed their 
displeasure … but we cannot 
really blame the people and their 
issues must be taken care of ... 
Now, thank god, all the various 
agencies, governmental and 
non-governmental, are working 
[to resolve the water crisis] 
and should continue with all 
seriousness.

Looking at this statement, you would 
have thought the Islamic republic had 
just come to power and is blaming 
the previous order for the disastrous 
situation. Or perhaps this is somehow 
out of the control of the supreme 
leader and unknown ‘others’ are to 
be blamed. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. The Shia state has been 
in control for over four decades, while 
Khamenei has been supreme leader 
for over 30 years!

However, the $64 million 
question is: why have we not seen 
the level of repression normally 
associated with any protest in Iran 

in the last few weeks, despite the 
hugely supported oil strike and 
widespread protests in all major 
cities? It is certainly not the case 
that the Iranian rulers are divided. 
As I have written before, the 
‘reformist’ and conservative wings 
are converging towards each other 
and that was one of the reasons 
why the presidential elections were 
so lifeless - and, in the end, were 
boycotted by large swathes of the 
population.

Wrong
It is also wrong to assume that 
revolutionary forces are so strong 
and so well organised that the 
massive, ruthless security apparatus 
operating within the Basij, Herassat 
and Pasdaran (all parts of the 
religious state’s repressive forces) 
are incapable of dealing with the 
protestors. I also do not accept the 
idea that it is because we are in a 
period of transition between the 
outgoing Rouhani administration 
and that of Ebrahim Raisi. Security 
forces in Iran have always operated 
independently of the regime’s 
factions and will continue to do so. 
There must be other reasons.

First of all, unfortunately we 
should continue to expect the worst: 
there will be further severe and bloody 
repression. However, in addition 
to that, Iran’s rulers are working on 
more long-term solutions to stop 
protests and their reporting inside 
and outside Iran by limiting internet 
access. On July 26 the Iranian majles 
(Islamic parliament) delayed the 
passing of a controversial bill, aimed 
at “protecting users in cyberspace 
and organising social media”, which 
would have further limited citizens’ 
access to the internet.

The bill is interesting, in that it 
aims to replace foreign social media 
(Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, 
etc) with Iranian versions of these 
platforms, owned and controlled 
by the state, and monitored by the 
security services and armed forces.

It specifies that local and foreign 
service providers must adhere to 
the country’s rules and regulations. 
They must register in Iran and have 
a representative who could be held 
accountable if something Iranian 
regulators see as untoward happens 

on their platforms.
In addition to the widespread 

dependence of Iranians on the 
internet in many spheres, there are 
a large number of internet-based 
companies, many of whom will 
find it difficult to survive without 
access to international platforms. 
For example, Milad Monshipour, 
CEO and co-founder of Tap30, one 
of Iran’s online Uber-like services, 
tweeted on July 25:

This bill can not only restrict 
people’s access to global 
services like those of Google 
and Instagram, but it can also 
veer the digital industry towards 
destruction through creating new 
unclear permits and redundant 
regulations in addition to 
removing data ownership rights.1

A number of Iran-based internet 
companies have already closed 
down, with their staff moving to 
neighbouring countries.

Of course, the main aim of the 
proposed legislation is to increase 
state control. It will criminalise using 
banned services and virtual private 
networks that allow users to bypass 
state censorship of the various 
websites/applications used by most 
Iranians to access ‘western’ social 
media platforms. Users of such 
services can face prison sentences 
and substantial fines.

The proposed internet 
regulatory committee will include 
representatives from Iran’s Islamic 
Revolutionary Guard Corps, the 
Passive Defence Organisation 
and other law enforcement and 
state broadcasting agencies. The 
legislation also specifies that control 
of the country’s internet bandwidth 
must be handed over to the armed 
forces, while the methodology 
for deciding what constitutes data 
privacy must be devised by the 
intelligence ministry in cooperation 
with the armed forces.

Throughout the presidential 
election campaign, Raisi claimed 
he was opposed to any restrictions 
on the internet, but he can always 
blame the conservative-dominated 
majles for passing this legislation. 
It will then be up to the Council of 
Guardians and the supreme leader 

himself to decide whether to approve 
or reject the final version of the bill.

No doubt the conservative MPs 
who came up with this legislation 
are extremely rightwing, but they 
cannot be defined as fascists. As 
much as the Iranian left loves to 
prove its radicalism with its slogans 
about the “fascist Islamic Republic”, 
this cannot be reconciled with any 
serious definition of fascism.

As an example let me remind 
you that UK home secretary, Priti 
Patel, is also seeking to ban various 
social media posts, such as those 
that ‘glamorise’ migrant crossings, 
and I am sure she and her colleagues 
would like to extend such a ban 
much wider if they could. In fact 
Facebook, Instagram and Twitter 
are already effectively imposing 
censorship when it comes to those 
on the left supporting the Palestinian 
cause and condemning Israel too 
forcefully.

We should condemn Iran’s 
repressive Islamic Republic, and 
continue to call for its overthrow, 
but let us not fall for the inaccurate 
terminology used by its rightwing/
reactionary opponents. We are calling 
for a different type of overthrow - 
not one from above, financed by 
the United States and executed with 
Israeli or Saudi help, but one from 
below conducted by the working 
class. We have nothing in common 
with Iran’s reactionary royalist 
supporters, and we must completely 
reject their inaccurate and misguided 
slogans and language.

Meanwhile, protests are 
continuing to spread across the 
country. From Isfahan to Tabriz, 
Karaj to Tehran, the slogans are 
clear: “Death to the dictator”, 
“Shame on Khamenei”, “Hands 
off Iran”. Ordinary people are 
showing unprecedented courage and 
determination in expressing their 
anger. However, there are no obvious 
divisions amongst the rulers, while 
the left is weak, divided and mainly 
in exile. So the suggestion that we are 
witnessing a revolutionary situation 
is in my opinion wishful thinking l

Notes
1. www.aljazeera.com/news/2021/7/26/under-
pressure-iranian-mps-postpone-internet-restriction-
bill.

Screenshot of demonstration against shortage of clean drinking water
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Contradictions intensify
As Trump lays the ground for another presidential run, Republicans impose further restrictions on voting 
rights. Daniel Lazare sees a looming constitutional crisis

More than six months after 
Donald Trump’s January 6 
assault on the US Capitol, 

we now have a better understanding 
of what the event was all about.

Yes, it was an effort to seize hold 
of America’s decrepit constitutional 
machinery and twist it in such a 
way as to alter the outcome of a 
presidential election. No matter how 
inept, impetuous or poorly thought-
out, the episode therefore still 
qualifies as an attempted coup d’état.

But where a coup implies a one-
time power grab, it is now clear that 
January 6 was the opening salvo in 
something more complex: ie, a long 
march through Congress and states, 
aimed at taking power once and for 
all on behalf of the extreme right. 
Republicans may have seemed dazed 
and confused for a day or two, but, 
after pulling themselves together 
and pledging fealty to Generalissimo 
Trump, they have thrown themselves 
into a political offensive that is now 
growing from week to week.

The offensive is multi-
dimensional. One line of attack is 
presidential, as Trump gears up for 
another White House run in 2024. 
Strutting, joking and rambling on 
seemingly at random - but always 
circling back to the main point at 
hand - the ex-president was at his 
most Mussolini-esque in Phoenix, 
Arizona, last weekend, as he raged 
against 2020 as “the most corrupt, 
dishonest and unfair election in the 
history of our country”. Apparently, 
the “Democrats know it, the corrupt 
media … they know it, big tech 
knows it, and, most importantly, we 
the American people know it”. He 
went on:

What’s happening to our 
country is sadly what happened 
to so many others. We are at 
the beginning of a communist 
system. Radicals are seizing 
power and destroying everything 
we hold dear as Americans. And 
it’s happening, and I said it was 
going to happen. They dismantle 
the rule of law, censor speech, 
take over the free press, imprison 
political opponents - you see 
what’s happening all over, look at 
what I’ve been through for years 
- and, of course, hold fake, phony 
elections.

Joe Biden a communist? The man 
who promised a roomful of wealthy 
campaign contributors that “nothing 
would fundamentally change” if 
he became president? Democrats 
will sneer, yet the implications are 
chilling. In the span of a generation, 
Democrats have gone from being 
ordinary opponents to existential 
foes hostile to everything America 
stands for and who must therefore be 
stopped at all costs. This in itself is a 
recipe for civil war.

The other implication is that if 
Republicans lose the next round, 
it will not be because they receive 
fewer votes, but because “the 
radical-left Democratic communist 
party rigged and stole the election”, 
as Trump put it in Phoenix.1 This 
is Trump’s central claim: because 
Democrats tried to use the Russian-
collusion hoax to drive him out of 
office, starting in 2017, they must 
therefore have manipulated the vote 
to deprive him of victory in 2020. 
Hence, Republicans are justified in 
doing everything they can to prevent 
them from stealing another election 

in 2024.
This is also a recipe for civil war. 

Instead of settling matters, January 6 
opened the door to two, three, many 
such election disputes, as America’s 
234-year-old constitution continues 
its downhill slide.

Other lines
But the presidency is not the only 
issue over which the Republican 
offensive is taking place. A second 
line of attack is unfolding on Capitol 
Hill, the scene of this winter’s 
riot, where Republicans voted 
overwhelmingly in late January 
against impeaching Trump for 
inciting insurrection and then, when 
the Democratic majority went ahead 
and did it anyway, voted 43-7 against 
convicting him in the Senate.

Trump was guilty as charged. 
His message on January 6 - “You’ll 
never take back our country with 
weakness. You have to show strength 
and you have to be strong” - sent 
thousands of maddened rightists 
surging past police barricades, as 
members of Congress scurried 
to safety. It resulted in the most 
dramatic breach of constitutional 
norms since the Civil War. But, 
while hundreds of small fry are now 
facing criminal prosecution for their 
role on January 6, Republicans have 
succeeded in blocking any effort 
to hold the instigator-in-chief to 
account, so he can be free to do the 
same thing in the next election cycle.

Meanwhile, Republicans are 
using their near-majority to bring 
Biden’s legislative initiatives to a 
crashing halt in the Senate, while 
sabotaging Democratic efforts to 
launch a formal inquiry into the 
insurrection in the House. Their 

strategy: demand that House speaker 
Nancy Pelosi fill the investigative 
panel with Trump loyalists and 
then accuse her of “politicising” 
the inquiry when she balks. House 
Republican leader Kevin McCarthy 
was at his demagogic best when 
he accused Pelosi of “an egregious 
abuse of power” for blocking two 
fiery Trump stalwarts, while insisting 
that his own motives were pure as 
snow. All he wanted, he insisted at a 
July 21 press conference, was to get 
to the bottom of two vital questions: 
“Why was the Capitol so ill-prepared 
for that day when they knew on 
December 14 they had a problem? 
And what have we done to make sure 
that never happens again?”2

But if McCarthy - an ultra-rightist 
from southern California - was 
really interested in preventing a 
reoccurrence, then punishing Trump 
for inciting the riot to begin with 
would have been a good place to start. 
(Needless to say, McCarthy voted 
against impeachment.) As to why the 
Capitol Hill police were unprepared, 
the answer is obvious: no-one knew 
how to respond to a chief executive 
openly preparing for an assault on 
congressional prerogatives.

Holding Trump to account would 
have been a good way of answering 
that question as well. But McCarthy 
does not want anyone getting to 
the bottom of January 6, because 
he knows that he and his fellow 
Republicans will be implicated if 
they do. For that reason, he is doing 
everything in his power to see to it 
that Congress ends up defenceless in 
the event of another assault.

Finally, there is a third Republican 
offensive underway, this time at the 
state level. It consists of a deluge 

of anti-voting bills, mainly in state 
legislatures in the west and south, 
aimed at scaling back the use of 
mail-in ballots, imposing harsh new 
personal-identification requirements 
- the poor in the US often lack 
drivers’ licences or other forms of ID 
- and limiting the number of polling 
places. Even worse, Republicans 
are expanding the power of activists 
doubling as poll watchers. Currently, 
poll watchers are required to observe 
from a distance and then report any 
improprieties that may arise - which 
they rarely do. But bills likely to pass 
in Texas and other states will allow 
them to range at will throughout 
voting areas, videotaping and 
snapping photos as they scrutinise 
ballots, registration forms and 
tabulation procedures. Opportunities 
for intimidation will be rife. Chances 
to interfere and disrupt will be 
boundless.3

Other state legislative initiatives 
will impose criminal penalties on 
election officials guilty of even 
minor procedural infractions. In 
Republican-controlled Texas, that 
could mean any action that “would 
make observation not reasonably 
effective” for a poll watcher. In 
Florida, it could mean failing to keep 
a ballot drop box under continuous 
supervision. Sending absentee 
ballots to voters who have not 
specifically requested them could 
result in criminal penalties as well.4

The goal is not only to make 
it more difficult to vote, but more 
difficult to hold an election that 
will survive a legal challenge. If, as 
a consequence, Republicans are in 
a better position to challenge state 
election tallies when it comes time 
for Congress to certify the outcome 

in early 2025, then the effect will 
be to throw the election into the 
House, where the party enjoys a 
distinct advantage, thanks to arcane 
voting rules dating from 1803. (The 
12th amendment requires members 
to vote not as individuals, but as 
members of state delegations - a 
boon to Republicans, since they tend 
to control more states due to their 
rural predominance.) Republicans 
would emerge victorious despite 
losing the popular vote, just as they 
did in 2000 and 2016.

It is absurd. But, since such 
language is baked into America’s 
sacred constitution, it is unchangeable 
short of revolution. The upshot 
would be a defeat for electoral 
democracy - the greatest to date - and 
a victory for the notion that ancient 
constitutional machinery must 
prevail over anything resembling 
the popular will. The constitution 
will win, while “we the people” will 
end up crushed beneath a document 
created in their name.

Mob rule
2024 is a long way off, and so is even 
November 2022, so doom-and-gloom 
forecasts may be premature. Still, the 
overall pattern is unmistakable. A 
growing constitutional breakdown 
is what is allowing the ultra-right 
to run riot. After losing the popular 
vote in seven out of the last eight 
presidential elections, Republicans 
know they are in danger of slipping 
into permanent minority status. 
So they have thus resolved to use 
every device that an undemocratic 
constitution provides to maintain 
their grip. This means making full 
use not only of the filibuster, but of 
an Electoral College that favours 
small rural states over large urban 
ones, of a Supreme Court devoted to 
constitutional traditionalism, and of 
a painfully inadequate constitutional 
amending clause that all but closes 
the door to structural reform.

They are also making full use of 
a diffuse power structure composed 
of hundreds of ruling institutions 
- not just the White House, two 
houses of Congress and the federal 
judiciary, but similar quadripartite 
arrangements in nearly all of the 
50 states. It is a leaderless swarm 
that functions as a kind of inertial 
guidance system, in which a 
power centre veering off in one 
direction automatically triggers 
an equal and opposite response by 
the others in the name of ‘checks 
and balances’ and states’ rights. 
For a party controlling 61% of 
state legislatures, the advantage 
in pushing American politics in an 
increasingly conservative direction 
is inestimable.

Biden may think he is the boss, but 
he is really just first among a multitude 
of equals determined to block him 
at every turn. While America’s 
founders equated democracy with 
mob rule, they ended up creating a 
new and expanded form of mob rule 
that is increasingly undemocratic. 
The more unresponsive the system 
grows, the more it is in danger of 
cracking wide open - again l

Notes
1. Donald Trump Phoenix, Arizona, Rally Speech 
Tanscipt Juy 24: https://www.rev.com/blog/
transcripts/donald-trump-phoenix-arizona-rally-
speech-transcript-july-24 (quotes start at 3:51:00).
2. www.youtube.com/watch?v=qp97m7-T_T0.
3. www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-
reports/voting-laws-roundup-may-2021.
4. www.nytimes.com/2021/05/15/us/politics/
republican-voting-bills-poll-workers.html.

Guilty as charged: coup attempt on January 6, Washington DC
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A false dichotomy
AJ Bohrer Marxism and intersectionality: race, gender, class and sexuality under contemporary 
capitalism Transcript Publishing, 2020, pp280, €29.99

Earlier this year I wrote two 
letters to this paper - both of 
which urged comrades to take 

questions of identity politics seriously, 
but on Marxist terms.1 What better 
way to do that than look at a book on 
intersectionality that claims it is not

speaking for either Marxism 
or intersectionality, but rather 
... speaking with, of trying to 
find a way of clearing the space 
for deeper, more productive 
conversations, for thinking new 
horizons, for organizing stronger 
and more resilient movements, 
for being more open and more 
accountable for the deep criticism 
and reflection that changing the 
world requires (pp26-27).

Despite these bold aims, the content - 
as far as intersectionality goes - is not 
exactly mind-blowing to those well 
versed on the subject. As for Marxism, 
it amounts to poor understanding and 
crude, straw-man arguments. Who 
exactly was this written for?

All that said, the book does provide 
an extremely useful footing for a 
Marxist critique of intersectionality 
and modern identity politics - even 
if you do have to rummage around 
to uncover what is really going on 
beneath the surface. Rather than the 
book-length critique that this deserves, 
I will try to highlight the essential 
arguments.

The author, Ashley Bohrer, is quite 
correct when she says: “Those who 
are looking for a deep or systematic 
account of the writings of Marx or his 
collaborator, Engels, are bound to be 
disappointed by the approach I take 
here” (p19). Rather than Marxism, we 
are treated to the scholarly insights of 
‘self-identified’ Marxists and

Marxish thinkers - academics and 
activists who use, deploy, work and 
rework concepts from Marx or the 
Marxist tradition in order to explore 
new problems, expose different 
arrangements of exploitation, 
and excavate the vast and varied 
topography of capitalism (p18, 
original italics).

This is, of course, a major let-down. 
The use of a tame, ‘academic-
friendly’ Marxism that is deployed 
en masse to sociology students on 
their A-level or undergraduate courses 
continues unabated. Bohrer states 
that the “orthodox story” of Marxism 
- the “economically reductionist, 
teleological theory of waged factory 
labor” - is “patently false”, but then 
proceeds to use it to represent Marxist 
thought throughout the rest of the 
book regardless.

The second major error from the 
get-go is the method of the “loving 
critique” (pp22-23). Such a style of 
engagement is common to traditions 
within identity politics, but is totally 
alien to the scientific method of 
Marxism. Allow me to offer an 
‘unloving critique’.

Reimagining
A great deal of effort is spent on 
a historiography that seeks to link 
Marxism and intersectionality together 
through a “shared history”.2 To do 
so Bohrer assembles a motley crew 
of a dozen individuals, who, broadly 
speaking, fit into three categories: 
abolitionists and early black feminists; 
members of the Communist Party 
USA; and intersectionalists, who are 
given a sort of ‘class kudos’, or are 

said to have been inspired or heavily 
influenced by some form of class 
politics.

The author is very clear that 
the exploration of this ‘shared 
history’ is not an argument that “the 
intersectional tradition came from 
Marxism, or developed out of it, or is 
essentially Marxist” (p33). I think it 
is clear that the opposite is true - that 
intersectionality was theoretically and 
organisationally shaped by trends and 
events within the workers’ movement 
- particularly those of US Maoism, 
‘official communism’ and the long 
legacy of Stalinism. This is a heritage 
that takes intersectionality further 
from Marxism, not closer.

The cases Bohrer gives in regards 
to black abolitionists and feminists 
of the 19th century (Maria Stewart, 
Sojourner Truth and Ida B Wells) 
are clearly limited to the politics of 
their time and conditions. While very 
important to the intersectionalists in 
terms of their very early critique of 
‘white’ feminism - of the bourgeoisie 
- for rejecting the struggles of black 
women, from a class point of view 
they are lacking. Their solution can 
be likened to the modern slogan of 
‘equality of opportunity’ - hardly a 
Marxist rallying cry.

As we shall see later with 
intersectionalists, the politics of 
coalition default to these demands. 
You ‘fix’ racism or sexism, so that 
oppressed groups are treated with 
full equality under capitalism - a tiny 
minority of black or woman capitalist 
exploiters and an overwhelming 
majority of black or women workers 
being exploited. This is the logic of 
bourgeois official anti-racism and is 
antithetical to any notion of progress 
(other than for the handful who take 
their new place in the elite).

Bohrer takes the time to relay 
the class pedigree of various 
intersectionalists (Frances Beal, 
Deborah King, ‘Bell Hooks’ and 
Audre Lorde) and, as you might 
expect, they are pitiful. She also 
highlights Angela Davis’s slow but 
steady adoption of identity politics, 
which has been on the increase since 
she left the CPUSA in 1991. Far more 
interesting are the cases of two other 
CPUSA comrades - Louise Thompson 
Patterson and Claudia Jones.

Thompson’s theory of ‘triple 
oppression’ paints a vivid picture of 
the abject poverty and suffering faced 
by black women in New York in the 
1930s, but, more than this, it makes 
the analytical jump that the “most 
exploited section of the American 
working population” consists of black 
women: “Over this whole land, negro 
women meet this triple exploitation 
- as workers, as women and as 
negroes.”3

Of course, there is nothing 
unMarxist about recognising the 
quantitative differences in exploitation. 
The danger comes, however, when the 
general becomes the personal, and the 
additive approach (often caricatured as 
the ‘oppression Olympics’) is replaced 
with a qualitative one. Claudia Jones - 
CPUSA heavyweight, then a member 
of the ‘official’ CPGB (after her exile 
to Britain), and founding organiser of 
the Notting Hill Carnival - expanded 
the concept of ‘triple oppression’ to 
mean just that. As Bohrer outlines,

For Jones, black women’s 
position as superexploited people 
uniquely placed them as “the most 
revolutionary segment of the US 
working class, thereby challenging 

orthodox Marxist postulations that 
industrial (white male) workers 
represented the [revolutionary] 
vanguard” (pp49-50).

The almost anarchistic logic that the 
most oppressed is naturally the most 
revolutionary clearly comes out of 
an understandable frustration with 
the class movement and the wish to 
take short cuts to revolution. It also 
has the distinct flavour of Maoist 
‘vanguard periphery to the mass 
centre’ formulations that would come 
decades later. It therefore seems that, 
while not fully intersectional - which 
requires the rejection of quantitative/
additive oppression in favour of the 
equality of all oppression - it is an 
early example of a bridge between the 
two.

To say that it was ‘the new left/
communist movement what done it’ 
would be too reductive, despite the 
clear influences. In order to work out 
what went so wrong and why - despite 
Bohrer’s claims of spontaneous 
originality and independence, these 
comrades took the path away from 
Marxism - we must make a serious 
analysis of the strategic deficiencies 
and errors of the class movement in 
that period. In the absence of that, this 
historiography does not come close to 
providing satisfactory answers.

Class
Moving on, we are repeatedly 
confronted with implications that 
the Marxist definition of class is 
white/androcentric/Eurocentric. 
Bohrer helpfully reminds us that “the 
perspective that there is something 
uniquely universalizable about 
straight, white, male factory workers 
... is, just simply, undigested racism 
and heterosexism” (p251). Luckily for 
us, such a formulation only exists in 
the minds of intersectionalists.

But Bohrer’s fictional Marxism of 
white Europeans reaches its zenith in 
the proceeding passage:

No Marxist I know of - or at least, 
no Marxist in the north - grounds 
their analysis in, say, the position 
of Bolivian women, using their 
situation - the development of 
capital in Bolivia, its specificities 
over and against other countries 
in the global south - as the base 
situation from which an analysis 
of white, European, working class 
men could be derived, albeit with 
slight tweaks (p169).

These myths have never held 
any credence and come across as 
ridiculous after even the mildest 
engagement with Marxist theory and 
practice. The programme of the Parti 
Ouvrier (dictated by Marx himself) 
states in its excellently to-the-point 
opening line: “... the emancipation 
of the productive class is that of all 
human beings without distinction of 
sex or race”.4 From this it should be 
evident that the assumptions about 

the Marxist “perspective” are a total 
falsehood. But let us indulge ourselves 
in a bit of actual Marxian class theory 
anyway.

The proletariat is the whole 
social class which is dependent 
on the wage. Characterised by its 
lack of ownership of capital or the 
means of production, the proletariat 
consists of not just workers, but their 
families, the unemployed, students, 
etc. Therefore it is not the workers’ 
closeness to the means of production 
which provides the revolutionary 
foundation for socialism, but the fact 
that their separation from the means 
of production objectively drives 
them toward collective organisation. 
This collective organisation cannot 
be achieved on a society-wide basis 
without an equal engagement in 
‘political’ issues that exist both inside 
and outside the workplace.

So what is the intersectional 
solution to this imaginary problem 
of “Marxism’s reliance on an 
overly simplistic characterizations 
[sic] of oppression, grounded in 
a binary understanding of class 
relations”?5 Ditch it, of course! What 
“intersectionality demands” is a

more nuanced discussion of the 
way in which proletarianization is 
experienced and lived in a variety 
of ways - often in ways that give 
certain sectors of the proletariat 
power and privilege over other 
parts - and of the way in which 
that power and privilege is often 
exercised in petty and oppressive 
ways (p175).

Intersectionality adopts soft-
Maoist interpretations of the labour 
aristocracy concept to atomise the 
class antagonism which, in effect, 
says that there are no oppressed and 
oppressors: just different levels of 
oppressed. The labour aristocracy 
concept is decontextualised and taken 
beyond its logical limits, so that the 
bourgeoisie can be oppressed and the 
workers can be the culprits. In this 
way the bourgeoisie can be portrayed 
not as a ruling class, but one that can 
be oppressed just as much as their 
wage slaves. They should put aside 
their petty (class) differences and join 
the fight against real oppression: ie, 
racism, sexism, etc.

Rather than being internally 
divided by its nature, the Marxist 
understanding directly posits the 
objective need of the proletariat 
to achieve solidarity with other 
oppressed groups and peoples through 
the political struggle. The fact that 
reactionary bourgeois ideology and the 
‘divide and rule’ strategy is hegemonic 
is not evidence of the eternal racism, 
sexism, etc of the working class, but of 
the weakness of revolutionary forces 
- the lack of a real and fighting, mass 
Communist Party.

Whilst various forms of labour 
aristocracy do exist, Marxism provides 
a revolutionary solution that does not 
atomise class. The oppressive gains 
made by this labour aristocracy and 
petty bourgeoisie are only temporary 
and subject to the whims of capital or 
its state. The proletarian revolution, 
on the other hand, offers real and 
permanent gains. Why be the toady of 
the ruling class when you can become 
part of the ruling class of the future? 
This applies to racists, sexists, etc, just 
as it does to Israeli Jews and Ulster 
Protestants.

Redefining class itself was never 
going to be enough. Bohrer is clear 

that she does not think “class, as 
an isolatable economic or social 
determination, gives us a privileged 
understanding of capitalism - or at 
least it does not do so any more than 
race, gender or sexuality” (p204). 
Statements like this slip through 
without elucidation as to its explicit 
contradiction with Marxism. Indeed it 
points to perhaps the most important 
theoretical failing of intersectionality - 
even on its own terms. ‘Understanding’ 
capitalism is only one part of the 
jigsaw puzzle.

Intersectionality is very committed 
to telling us the various forms of 
oppression it is against - but what is 
it actually for? Phrases like ‘social 
justice’, ‘liberation’, etc are bandied 
around, but what sticks out like a sore 
thumb is the universal substitution 
of ‘anti-capitalism’, where Marxists 
would employ the word ‘revolution’ 
(or an equivalent term).

It is easy to point to the horrors of 
capitalism and call foul. Indeed Marx 
spent decades systematically analysing 
it in Capital, while Engels gave 
perhaps the most vivid description 
of the reality of industrialisation in 
his Condition of the working class in 
England, and there is no shortage of 
critique in Marx’s writings on India, 
China, US slavery, colonialism, etc. 
While intersectionality too provides a 
negative critique, this generally comes 
in the form of a second-hand analysis, 
which is slightly tweaked to integrate 
the equality of oppressions, etc. Whilst 
much has been made of this ‘lack of a 
theory’ within intersectionality, as far 
as a Marxist critique is concerned, this 
is only a side issue.

Marxism famously began as an 
inversion of Hegelianism. For Hegel, 
society had a universal element that 
represented its needs and it was 
the bureaucracy which provided 
a stabilising force. Marx took the 
opposite view: it was a revolutionary 
force that embodied the dialectical 
will of society - the proletariat. Marx 
and Engels became convinced of the 
universal nature and potential of the 
proletariat to become a revolutionary 
class in the interests of the whole 
society.

This revolutionary theory was not 
born out of pity for the workers because 
they were oppressed as individuals, 
but precisely because they were 
oppressed as a class. Intersectionalists 
claim that they can mediate between 
individual and structural oppressions, 
but this is to miss the point. Outside 
the simple ‘capitalism is bad’ analysis 
there is a clear demarcation between 
individual or group oppression and 
structural oppression - this lies at the 
heart of Marx’s revolutionary theory. 
The oppression of the proletariat - as 
a class - is not only quantitatively 
greater than all other oppressions, 
but it is qualitatively unique in its 
potential. The working class provides 
“a sphere which has a universal 
character by its universal suffering and 
claims no particular right, because no 
particular wrong, but wrong generally, 
is perpetrated against it …”6

This is the basis for Marx’s positive 
analysis. Whilst the irrationality, 
barbarity and inhumanity of capitalism 
are obvious and are expressed in 
many particular ways, this system has 
also developed and made social the 
productive forces, crucially creating 
“a class with radical chains, a class 
of civil society which is not a class 
of civil society, an estate which is 
the dissolution of all estates” - the 
proletariat. A class
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which can no longer invoke 
a historical but only a human 
title; which does not stand in 
any one-sided antithesis to the 
consequences, but in an all-round 
antithesis to the premises of the 
… state; a sphere, finally, which 
cannot emancipate itself without 
emancipating itself from all other 
spheres of society and thereby 
emancipating all other spheres of 
society, which, in a word, is the 
complete loss of man and hence 
can win itself only through the 
complete rewinning of man.7

This does not result in a workerist or 
economistic theory. It is not a case 
of crude ‘class reduction’, which 
argues that struggle against forms 
of oppression not expressed directly 
through class conflict are to be ignored 
in favour of a ‘class, class, class!’ 
approach. It is a basic deployment of 
historical materialism - something to 
which Bohrer argues intersectionality 
is not antagonistic - in opposition to the 
contradictions of existing capitalism.

The undifferentiated ‘people’ 
are incapable of winning change. 
Popular front alliances are only 
capable of reforms within the existing 
system and inevitably become a 
hegemonic ideological expression of 
its hegemonic bourgeois elements. 
The revolutionary proletariat, on the 
other hand, requires real democracy, 
equality and collectivity if it is to 
establish a new society on its own 
terms - “From each according to their 
ability …”

In order to complete its great 
mission to liberate not only itself, 
but the whole of oppressed society, 
organisation within the sphere of 
production is not enough: social 
revolution necessitates engaging 
with society and crucially the state. 
For this the proletariat must win 
revolutionary allies and split the 
forces of counterrevolution. How 
the communists seek to win these 
oppressed but petty bourgeois or 
reactionary forces over to the side of 
the workers without the ditching of 
theory and principle, without political 
prostitution and ‘unholy’ alliances, is 
a matter of Marxist strategy that must 
be explored.

Solidarity
There is a well-known joke on the 
Marxist left that certain comrades tend 
to over-employ dialectics in a purely 
abstract manner, when either they 
have nothing good to say and wish 
to come across as more intelligent 
than they actually are, or they wish 
to conceal their true motives behind 
an incomprehensible wall of logical 
diarrhoea. This is very much the 
case with intersectionality’s so-called 
‘dialectic of difference’.

The Marxist understanding of 
solidarity is painted as a form of 
“lowest common denominator” 
organising, which

seems to require, as political 
principle, that women of color 
ignore grounding elements of 
their lives and their structural 
relationship to capital as a gift of 
solidarity to the white, male, waged 
factory workers, who are never 
asked to reciprocate (p251).

Bohrer characterises the Marxist 
version of solidarity, where all 
differences but class are ignored, 
as “unidirectional”. This is then 
counterposed to a “multidirectional” 
conception of solidarity which 
is realised in the intersectional 
“coalition”. Supposedly, when 
antagonistic social intersections 
are put together, “our creativity can 
spark like a dialectic” (p224). It 
may be true that such a coalition of 
difference would produce some sort 
of dialectic. However, here it is just 
assumed it would be a positive one. It 

is a lot more likely that such a naive 
deployment of abstract dialectics to 
practical politics would lead to conflict 
and the breakdown of said coalitions 
into a number of turf wars between 
oppressed groups.

Interestingly, in rejecting what 
is seen as Marx’s reductive reading 
of Hegel (binary contradictions, 
rejection of the ‘law of the middle’), 
Bohrer denies outright the possibility 
of a society not built on antagonisms 
and conflict. The higher unity of 
communism

seems committed to the notion 
that the reconciled world would 
be one not of difference, but 
of absolute sameness, that the 
path to overcoming the painful 
and oppressive conditions of 
contemporary life lay in divesting 
ourselves of differences for a 
total, unproblematic, utopian unity 
(p216).

And again: “The liberated world, for 
the liberal critic, is one in which our 
differences melt away to reveal the 
underlying fundament of humanity 
shining forth from each one of 
us” (p226). Amazingly, this tiny 
disagreement between the “liberal 
stance” of communists and the ‘truly 
dialectical’ intersectionalists is not 
explored further.

On an organisational level, the 
‘dialectic’ stipulates that coalitions are 
constantly evolving in order to resolve 
the contradictions of embracing 
intra-antagonistic forces. Thus 
these coalitions work on the basis 
of “episodic segregation” and will 
simply absorb or eject interest groups 
as necessary (p253). Each group has 
a veto and, as Mike Macnair has 
previously pointed out, contemporary 
‘Polish parliaments’ such as the 
social forums movement are classic 
examples of the total impotence 
which this method produces.8 As with 
the classic ‘labour must wait’ dictum, 
radical elements will be forced to take 
the back seat and self-censor for the 
benefit of the ‘acceptable’ elements or 
face being purged.

As many comrades will have 
worked out by now, the intersectional 
coalition is nothing more than a 
flashy regurgitation of Dimitrov’s 
1935 strategy. As such, Marxist - 
or pseudo-Marxist - involvement 
in these intersectional coalitions 
produces much the same result: they 
are reduced to a shell of economism 
by leaving non-class oppressions up to 
other ‘interest groups’ (‘community’ 
leaders, the clergy, charities, 
celebrities, bourgeois NGOs, etc).

The obvious quest for ‘realist’ 
achievement will lead to the 
subsumption of revolution by 
reformism, and the theoretical 
ghettoisation of Marxism leads it to 
become a mere academic appendage 
of the trade union movement. After 
all, how can the workers’ movement 
do feminism better than the ‘pure’ 
feminists?

Feminism
Clara Zetkin is portrayed as a classic 
example of Marxism’s futile strategy 
towards non-class oppression - an 
assessment that could not be further 
from the truth. Supposedly “she only 
considers gender and class and she 
severely downplays (to the point of 
near-omission) the sexism of men in 
the working class (p140).

Such lazy bashing deserves to 
be challenged. Whilst it is true that 
there were many struggles that 
women faced within the communist 
movement, Zetkin was in no way 
complacent. She was herself the 
subject of many uncomradely and 
sexist attacks for both her position 
within the German party and the 
Communist Women’s Movement 
(CWM). In response to these attacks 
Zetkin was uncompromising.9 As 
Daria Dyakonova reminds us, she did 

not hold back on criticism against her 
own comrades:

In 1921 she pointed out that 
“leaders all too often underrated the 
importance” of the CWM, because 
“they [saw] it as only ‘women’s 
business’”. Zetkin stressed that 
“in most countries, the gains of 
the movement [CWM] have been 
achieved without support from the 
Communist Party; indeed in some 
instances against its open or hidden 
opposition”.10

Zetkin was particularly scathing in her 
critique of the Second International’s 
attitude towards women’s liberation. 
As one might expect, during the early 
years of Comintern - especially at its 
second congress - she highlighted the 
distant attitude and perhaps the ill-
fated nature of the old international:

It is true that representatives of the 
Socialist Women’s International 
were permitted to attend congresses 
of the Second International. But 
they had no formal right to take 
part in its proceedings. And in the 
International Socialist Bureau the 
Socialist Women’s International 
enjoyed no representation and no 
voice.11

She lambasted the British, Belgian 
and French sections of the Second 
International for their capitulation to 
the demands of bourgeois feminism. 
The demand of universal women’s 
suffrage was treated with “platonic 
parliamentary resolutions” rather than 
real struggle in France. She contended 
that “even today the proposals of the 
social democratic Belgian Workers 
Party lag behind those of even the 
clericals”.12

Zetkin attacked the trade unions of 
Europe, which after the imperialist war 
joined calls with their own bourgeoisie 
for “Women out of the jobs, women 
back to the home!” rather than link 
men and women workers in solidarity 
against their own imperialists, who 
had just sent millions to their deaths in 
1914-18. Zetkin argues that this “gives 
new life to the old petty-bourgeois, 
reactionary ideology of the ‘only true, 
natural calling’ and the inferior worth 
of the female”.13

These absolutely valid (although 
one-sided and selective) criticisms 
of the Socialist International are then 
used as a rallying cry, calling on 
communist women to agitate for their 
respective party’s application to the 
new international.14

The second part of Bohrer’s 
original claim, which implies a lack of 
engagement with racial and colonial 
oppression by Zetkin - head of the 
women’s section of the Communist 
International - is, quite frankly, just an 
insult to our intelligence.

Marxist strategy
The Marxist strategy can be 
characterised by, on the one hand, 
a negative analysis - a critique 
of capitalism and the inability of 
bourgeois solutions to offer any 
meaningful resolution - and, on the 
other, a positive analysis: the ‘good 
news’ that the revolutionary proletariat 
have an interest in the emancipation of 
all humanity and hence the fight for 
socialism as a liberating force.

For the sake of logical argument, 
let us continue to use the Theses for 
the Communist Women’s Movement as 
an example of the Marxist approach.

Following the obligatory critiques 
of the role and position of women 
under capitalism, Zetkin moves on to 
critique the reformist demands of the 
feminists:

In practice, however, realising 
feminist demands results primarily 
in reforming the capitalist order 
for the benefit of wives and 
daughters of the possessing classes. 
Meanwhile, the huge majority of 

proletarian women - the women of 
the toiling people, still unfree and 
exploited - are abandoned, their 
humanity stunted, and their rights 
and interests neglected.

As long as capitalism survives, 
a woman’s right to dispose freely 
of her property and her person 
signifies the final stage of the 
emancipation of property and 
a broadening of the scope for 
capitalists to exploit proletarian 
women.15

Indeed, the further integration of 
women into the capitalist machine 
- bourgeois feminism’s ‘breaking 
the glass ceiling’ - actually has the 
effect of “sharpening economic as 
well as social conflict between the 
sexes”.16 Here we draw parallels 
to the intersectional coalitions: 
bourgeois elements will outright veto 
any demands which contain even 
a modicum of radicalism, leaving 
only reformist demands which will 
only benefit the bourgeois and petty-
bourgeois strata of oppressed groups.

This then sets things up nicely for 
the positive analysis:

Communism, however, the great 
emancipator of the female sex … 
can be realised only through the 
common class struggle of women 
and men of the exploited proletariat 
against the privileges and power of 
men and women of the possessing 
and exploiting classes.17

Thus,

The victory of the proletariat 
through revolutionary mass actions 
and in civil war is impossible 
without the participation of the 
women of the toiling people - 
confident of their goal and of 
the road forward, prepared to 
sacrifice, determined to struggle. 
For they constitute half … of the 
working people, and their role in 
social economy as well as in the 
family is very often decisive for the 
outcome of class struggles between 
exploiters and exploited, as well 
as for the conduct of individual 
proletarians in these struggles. The 
proletarian conquest of power must 
also be the work of convinced, 
communist, proletarian women.18

Clara Zetkin and the women’s 
movements in both the Second and 
Third Internationals were - despite 
their flaws - exemplary of the 
Marxist strategy towards non-class 
oppressions and, in spite of Bohrer’s 
insinuations, were highly effective 
at organising millions of women, 
agitating for revolutionary demands 
for women’s emancipation, as well as 
making real and substantial gains.

Whilst I have given prominence 
to the example of the CWM, it is 
pretty clear that even the early (pre-
1924) Comintern was flailing around 
with strategic formulations in order 
to break the isolation of the Soviet 
republic. If we are to best understand 
the Marxist strategy towards non-class 
oppressions and their link with the 
economic struggle of the workers, the 
pre-October Bolsheviks and pre-1914 
revolutionary social democracy in 
Europe provide the best starting point.

To quote the most well-known 
example of Lenin’s merger formula, 
as translated by Lars T Lih:

... the ideal of the Social Democrat 
should not be a secretary of a 
tred-iunion, but a people’s tribune 
who can respond to each and 
every manifestation of abuse of 
power and oppression, wherever it 
occurs, whatever stratum or class 
it concerns; who can generalise 
all these manifestations into one 
big picture of police violence 
and capitalist exploitation; who 
is able to use each small affair to 
set before everybody his socialist 

convictions and his democratic 
demands and to explain to each and 
all the world-historical significance 
of the liberation struggle of the 
proletariat.19

Whilst we must be clear that 
communists do not rule out tactical 
alliances with reactionary or bourgeois 
elements, the Marxist strategy is clear 
that winning over the petty bourgeoisie 
(splitting the police, army, etc) and 
winning revolutionary solidarity from 
oppressed groups is necessary, but that 
in doing so we must defend the political 
and organisational independence of 
the proletariat. ‘Official communism’ 
turned tactic into strategy, while 
Eurocommunism and intersectionality 
turned it into a principle.

Grasping at straws
This book was always going to fail 
in the attempt to mediate two deeply 
antagonistic theories. Hence in order 
to perform this Sisyphean task Bohrer 
has to reject reality itself in favour 
of academic bastardisations and 
falsehoods relating to Marxism. It is 
sad to see such a waste of paper.

Whilst Marxism offers real 
revolutionary strategy and theory in 
the form of the universal proletarian 
class and its world-historic mission, 
intersectionality is left to grasp at 
straws in order to give itself any 
semblance of meaning:

... how are we to understand the 
oppression of racialized business 
owners or postcolonial elites? How 
are we to understand heterosexism 
in the lives of women and queer 
capitalists, especially when they 
are neither subject to workplace 
exploitation or to the exploitation 
of their socially reproductive labor 
(when, for example, they live 
alone, pay others to do this labor, 
and/or have partners who perform 
this labor)? (p191).

As tempting as it is to give silly 
answers to silly questions, we as 
Marxists should at least provide a 
serious response when we have one. 
The Marxist method shows that in 
the current debate on Marxism and 
intersectionality neither unMarxist, 
crude economism nor blind acceptance 
of intersectionality’s popular front 
principle and abstract identity politics 
provides a useful explanation. 
Instead we need a rethinking, and 
ultimately a strategically coherent, 
mass Communist Party, based on the 
classic Marxist minimum-maximum 
programme, democratic centralism 
and revolutionary discipline - exactly 
what the left currently lacks l

Ollie Douglas
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Human rights illusions
Dave Levy has proposed that Labour should make its disciplinary procedures comply with the European 
Convention on Human Rights. Mike Macnair shows that the project is totally delusional

The Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty’s Solidarity for July 21 
gave two pages to Dave 

Levy of Lewisham and Deptford 
Constituency Labour Party (writing 
in a personal capacity), arguing that 
“the Labour Party’s disciplinary 
processes must be made to comply 
with article 6 of the European 
Convention [on Human Rights]”.1 
He makes a series of nine specific 
proposals, which would in essence 
further judicialise Labour’s 
disciplinary procedures.

This approach is fundamentally 
misconceived. It misunderstands 
what the current relevant ‘human 
rights’ law is; it fails to grasp how far 
the current law has already moved 
away from political democracy; 
and, in consequence, it remains 
within the ‘universe of discourse’ 
of the labour bureaucracy’s regime 
of control, and would in fact hand 
to the right weapons for use against 
the left.

Now it may be that the AWL 
intends to offer a critique of 
Levy’s approach in the next issue 
of Solidarity. But Levy’s mistakes 
are part of the common coin of the 
Labour left (and, indeed, of the left 
more broadly). So they are worth 
criticism here.

What comrade Levy argues is 
that the October 2020 Equality and 
Human Rights Commission report on 
‘anti-Semitism’ in the Labour Party2 
and the Labour Party’s response to 
it was wrong - not because of the 
insufficient evidence to support its 
conclusions or the evidence of bias, 
as other authors have argued,3 but 
because it was legally wrong. He 
states that the EHRC

have failed to meet their duty 
of balancing Human Rights and 
Equality Law, and that this has 
been accepted with alacrity by 
the party’s ‘new leadership’. 
They mention Freedom of 
Speech which is enshrined in 
Article 10 of the European 
Convention but not the Right to 
a Fair Trial (article 6), nor to the 
right to Freedom of Association 
(article 11) - both of which are 
engaged in the politics and good 
governance of a political party.

The task posed is then to make 
Labour’s disciplinary procedures 
‘human rights-compliant’ - in 
particular, compliant with article 6.

Comrade Levy objects that the 
substantive rules under which 
people have been expelled or 
suspended are too broad and vague; 
and that the procedural forms of the 
disciplinary process are unfair - in 
particular because Labour’s national 
constitutional committee (NCC), 
which acts as the judge, receives 
legal advice only from the party (ie, 
the party bureaucracy), which is the 
prosecutor. Both these objections 
are drawn from the thought-world 
of criminal justice: the rules must 
be clear and precise; the judge is 
to be fully independent, and hence 
must hear legal argument from both 
sides.

In order to overcome these 
problems, comrade Levy calls for 
nine numbered points,4 which are a 
mixture of general principles (some 
repetitive) and very specific rules:
(1) The codes of conduct and 
procedures need to be written down 
and made ECHR-compliant.
(2) There needs to be a rule that 

they are to be interpreted so as to be 
ECHR-compliant.
(3) There needs to be a complaints 
department independent of the NEC 
and the leader (Labour’s own Crown 
Prosecution Service).
(4) Suspension should be sharply 
limited to “defined emergency cases, 
where further harm is highly likely 
if the alleged culprit is allowed to 
continue to hold office or attend 
meetings …” and for a limited 
period. The confidentiality clauses 
in suspension letters are “excessive”, 
though “the privacy of others, 
including alleged victims, must be 
respected”.
(5) Sanctions would be decided 
by the NCC, which should have a 
budget and independent legal advice. 
Summary expulsion for supporting 
political organisations not official 
Labour bodies should be abolished.
(6) There should be no “CLP route” 
to a complaint (where complaints are 
initially raised in the CLP).
(7) The process has to be “fair and 
proportionate” to both “complainer 
and accused” and have speed and 
certainty.
(8) The general secretary’s role 
is too powerful; there should be a 
Chief Financial Officer, Head of 
Compliance and Data Protection 
Officer, who should be directly 
accountable to conference and “have 
accountability to the law above 
that of their accountability to their 
employers” - a form of “checks and 
balances, as exist within most private 
sector organisations”.
(9) There should be a ‘Members’ 
Ombudsman’.

After all this, comrade Levy’s 
conclusion is that

... any changes must bring 
Labour’s disciplinary process 
into compliance with the ECHR’s 
rights to a fair trial. Disciplinary 
offences must only seek to 
sanction acts of harassment, crime 
in which the party or another 
member is victim, and crimes 

or misdemeanours as a public 
servant. Personal hostility is also 
unacceptable. Processes must be 
fair, proportionate, offer members 
certainty and a right to an effective 
defence and meet the party’s 
safeguarding responsibilities. 
Factional abuse must stop.

And there should be motherhood and 
apple pie, too.

Convention rights
The European Convention on 
Human Rights was created in 1950 
as part of the early stages of the cold 
war. It is always necessary, since 
confusion on the point is widespread, 
to point out that the ECHR is not 
European Union law, but a separate 
inter-state agreement. There is a 
European Court of Human Rights 
at Strasbourg, which can entertain 
complaints by states against each 
other, or by individuals if states have 
accepted this (the UK signed up to 
this ‘right of individual petition’ 
in 1966). The Human Rights Act 
1998 ‘incorporated’ the ECHR into 
English law.

The convention was in origin one 
of the ways in which ‘the west’ self-
identified against ‘totalitarianism’; 
although the British foreign office 
was central in its creation, the 
colonial office cursed it as potentially 
blocking the normal methods of 
British colonial rule by arbitrary 
imprisonment, deportation, and so 
on.5 Most of its clauses, however, 
have limits and caveats which 
potentially eviscerate the very broad 
rights granted. Comrade Levy relies 
on three provisions and assumes the 
interpretation of a fourth.

Article 6: 1. In the determination 
of his civil rights and obligations 
or of any criminal charge against 
him, everyone is entitled to a 
fair and public hearing within a 
reasonable time by an independent 
and impartial tribunal established 
by law. Judgment shall be 

pronounced publicly but the press 
and public may be excluded from 
all or part of the trial in the interests 
of morals, public order or national 
security in a democratic society, 
where the interests of juveniles 
or the protection of the private 
life of the parties so require, or 
to the extent strictly necessary in 
the opinion of the court in special 
circumstances where publicity 
would prejudice the interests of 
justice.

The remainder of the article is 
concerned specifically with criminal 
charges: that is, ones which lead to 
state punishment (imprisonment, 
fines, etc) and thus have no 
direct relevance to Labour Party 
disciplinary procedures. What is 
striking is the vagueness of the 
‘reasonable time’ rule (which has 
never prevented British courts 
running so slowly that claimants in 
industrial injury cases may be dead 
before their case comes to trial); and 
the extreme breadth of the exceptions 
to the right to public trial.

Article 10: 1. Everyone has the 
right to freedom of expression. 
This right shall include freedom 
to hold opinions and to receive 
and impart information and 
ideas without interference 
by public authority and 
regardless of frontiers. This 
article shall not prevent states 
from requiring the licensing 
of broadcasting, television or 
cinema enterprises.

2. The exercise of these 
freedoms, since it carries with it 
duties and responsibilities, may 
be subject to such formalities, 
conditions, restrictions or 
penalties as are prescribed by law 
and are necessary in a democratic 
society, in the interests of national 
security, territorial integrity or 
public safety, for the prevention 
of disorder or crime, for the 
protection of health or morals, for 

the protection of the reputation or 
rights of others, for preventing the 
disclosure of information received 
in confidence, or for maintaining 
the authority and impartiality of 
the judiciary.

Again notice the extreme breadth of 
the exceptions in paragraph 2 to the 
broad right granted in paragraph 1:

Article 11: 1. Everyone has the 
right to freedom of peaceful 
assembly and to freedom of 
association with others, including 
the right to form and to join trade 
unions for the protection of his 
interests.

2. No restrictions shall 
be placed on the exercise of 
these rights other than such as 
are prescribed by law and are 
necessary in a democratic society 
in the interests of national security 
or public safety, for the prevention 
of disorder or crime, for the 
protection of health or morals, or 
for the protection of the rights and 
freedoms of others. This article 
shall not prevent the imposition of 
lawful restrictions on the exercise 
of these rights by members of the 
armed forces, of the police or of 
the administration of the state.

Again the broad rights granted 
are corralled by equally broad 
exceptions. Notice that the right to 
join trade unions is not accompanied 
by any right to take industrial action.

The fourth article comrade Levy 
uses is article 8, on the ‘right to 
privacy’:

Article 8: 1. Everyone has the 
right to respect for his private 
and family life, his home and his 
correspondence.

2. There shall be no 
interference by a public authority 
with the exercise of this right 
except such as is in accordance 
with the law and is necessary in a 
democratic society in the interests 
of national security, public safety 
or the economic wellbeing of 
the country, for the prevention 
of disorder or crime, for the 
protection of health or morals, or 
for the protection of the rights and 
freedoms of others.

In this case, the ‘right’ itself is 
ambiguous: what is “family life” and 
what is “private … life”, insofar as it 
extends beyond “family life”? What 
is “respect” for one’s home and for 
one’s correspondence? The right 
has been considerably enlarged by 
interpretation beyond its probable 
original sense - notably towards 
protecting a right to privacy of 
business and financial information.6 
But here too we have very broad 
exceptions in the ECHR itself.

I have quoted the text at length 
because the qualifications on the 
rights effectively make the argument 
that the Labour Party is in breach 
of the ECHR rights violently 
implausible.

In the first place, if we look at what 
are probably the real motivations 
of the anti-Semitism witch-hunt, 
the answer is that British national 
security requires the maintenance of 
the British position of subordinate 
ally of the United States. This was 
already recognised by the British 
state core in 1940, and the US 
reminded Britain of its subordinate 
position both at the Bretton Woods 
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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.

The Weekly Worker is licensed by 
November Publications under a Creative 
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial  

4.0 International Licence: 
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

legalcode. ISSN 1351-0150. 

weekly
worker 1358 July 29 2021 11

Notes
1. www.workersliberty.org/story/2021-07-20/how-
get-democratic-due-process-labour-party.home.
2. Available at www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/
inquiries-and-investigations/investigation-labour-
party.
3. Eg, matthewwaterman.medium.com/the-ehrc-
report-on-labour-antisemitism-is-a-mockery-of-
justice-b673133708; newleftreview.org/sidecar/
posts/a-fabricated-crisis.
4. Some of the numbered points contain unrelated 
matters.
5. AWB Simpson Human rights and the end of 
empire Oxford 2004.
6. www.echr.coe.int/documents/guide_art_8_eng.
pdf; Jonathan Sumption in Trials of the state 
(London 2019, pp57-66) is Tory-biased on the 
original meaning but almost certainly right about 
the expansion generally. See also S Moyn Christian 
human rights Philadelphia 2015.
7. On 1940 see N Moss Nineteen weeks Boston 
MA 2003; On Bretton Woods: B Steil The battle of 
Bretton Woods Princeton NJ 2013; and on Suez: DB 
Kunz The economic diplomacy of the Suez crisis 
Chapel Hill NC 1991.
8. There is a convenient summary at www.
alstonasquith.com/super-injunctions-a-brief-history-
of-revealed-cases.
9. Cf D Osler Labour Party Plc Edinburgh 2002 
- although Osler probably overstates the degree 
of innovation of the Blair years relative to Wilson-
Callaghan.
10. ‘Courts are not our friend’ Weekly Worker July 
15.
11. See R Hirschl Towards juristocracy: the origins 
and consequences of the new constitutionalism 
Cambridge MA 2004 - although Hirschl’s account 
of the origins is more about class elites trying to 
retain control and less about US reorientation after 
Vietnam and the post-1968 crises than I would 
prefer. Cf also www.dissentmagazine.org/article/
the-court-is-not-your-friend.
12. Googling ‘Crown Prosecution Service failures’ 
produces about 194,000 hits …
13. Some of this discussion appears in M 
Macnair, ‘Free association versus juridification’ 
Critique No39, pp53-82 (2011); see also ‘Can 
judges be trusted with the common law’: 
judicialpowerproject.org.uk/mike-macnair-can-
judges-be-trusted-with-the-common-law.

negotiation in 1944 and in forcing 
the British out of Suez in 1956-
57.7 British military weaknesses in 
Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya have 
brutally illuminated dependence on 
the USA, and Brexit accentuates that. 
To have from 2015 a Labour Party 
leader who had played a leading role 
in the 2002-04 anti-war movement 
was therefore a present threat to 
British national security - which is 
an explicit exception in the ECHR. 
This, however, while true, is unlikely 
to be openly admitted.

Secondly, the witch-hunt takes 
the form of the accusation that the 
Labour left is anti-Semitic and 
therefore racist. It does so partly 
because ‘Israel’s right to exist’ is 
the ostensible ground of the USA’s 
enormous military aid to the Israeli 
state (which actually reflects US 
geopolitical interests in having 
negative control of the Middle East 
oil taps to strangle, potentially, 
Chinese or Franco-German military 
opposition). Therefore demanding 
acceptance of ‘Israel’s right to 
exist’ is demanding acceptance of 
Atlanticism. It takes this form also 
because the left’s long commitment 
to anti-discrimination has made 
it vulnerable to being accused of 
racism.

But then the consequence is 
that the right of free speech is 
arguably properly overridden by 
“the protection of the reputation 
or rights of others” under article 
10 (2), and the right of freedom of 
association is properly overridden 
by “the protection of the rights and 
freedoms of others” under article 
11(2) - that is, in this case, the right 
of Jews considered as a nation to 
self-determination, and hence of the 
narrower class of Israel-supporting 
Jews to freedom from “harassment” 
under the Equality Act 2010, section 
26. Indeed, this line of argument can 
be justified on the basis of ECHR 
article 14, which comrade Levy does 
not mention:

The enjoyment of the rights 
and freedoms set forth in this 
convention shall be secured 
without discrimination on any 
ground such as sex, race, colour, 
language, religion, political or 
other opinion, national or social 
origin, association with a national 
minority, property, birth or other 
status.

Of course, a court could interpret the 
points the other way. Let us suppose, 
for example, that the Corbyn 
leadership had not been determined 
to conciliate the Labour right, but 
had brought disciplinary proceedings 
against rightwing Labour MPs who 
gave support to the Tories. It is 
likely that a court would in this case 
have found that the Labour Party’s 
disciplinary proceedings violated 
human rights, on the basis that they 
contravened freedom of speech.

The point is that the convention 
itself is so broadly drafted and has 
such wide loopholes that it gives 
an arbitrary power to judges acting 
under it. This is not a model that the 
left could rely on against the abuse 
of disciplinary proceedings and it 
certainly should not be promoted as 
an ideal.

Private
Indeed, the excessive ‘confidentiality’ 
of Labour’s disciplinary proceedings 
can be justified under the terms 
of the convention itself, under the 
proviso in article 6 (1) for secret 
trials if “the protection of the private 
life of the parties so require”. The 
interpretation-expanded right to 
privacy under article 8 supports 
the same interpretation, and has 
been used more widely to erode the 
principle that ‘justice must not only 
be done, but be seen to be done’ 
- as in ‘super-injunctions’, which 

prohibit even revealing that the order 
has been made.8

In the instant context, the 
principle comrade Levy supports, 
that “the privacy of others, including 
alleged victims, must be respected”, 
produces a Kafkaesque regime 
of secret delation, in the style of 
the Venetian Council of Ten, the 
Spanish Inquisition (and the English 
ecclesiastical heresy proceedings 
polemicised against by Christopher 
St German and rejected by the 
Heresy Act 1534) and the 1930s use 
of delation to the GPU (later KGB) to 
settle various private scores. Secret 
delation was, indeed, a recurrent 
grievance under the Roman empire, 
which new emperors themselves 
denounced, and the right to confront 
your accusers was already demanded 
in the Bible. The road to hell is paved 
with good intentions - here, the good 
intentions of the ‘right to privacy’. 
Laying charges against other people 
is inherently a public act, and the 
costs of allowing a right to privacy 
for accusers outweigh any possible 
benefits.

The primacy of private rights 
under the convention is, of course, 
also reflected in First Protocol, 
article 1 - ‘Protection of property’:

Every natural or legal person is 
entitled to the peaceful enjoyment 
of his possessions. No-one shall 
be deprived of his possessions 
except in the public interest and 
subject to the conditions provided 
for by law and by the general 
principles of international law.

It is hard to see how any socialist 
can celebrate the ECHR as providing 
fundamental orienting principles, 
given this commitment to private 
property (in spite of the presence of 
the weasel-words limitations normal 
in the convention).

That said, there is another aspect 
of the private-public distinction in 
the ECHR, which involves some 
limited common ground between 
the convention’s authors and the 
workers’ movement. This is that 
the convention is about the control 
of the coercive power of the state - 
expressed in criminal law, civil law 
and regulatory rules, all of which 
are ultimately backed by the use 
of armed force. Thus corporations 
appear as “legal persons” which have 
human rights, not as public powers 
which need to be controlled. And 
thus the Labour Party and its internal 
disciplinary procedures are not direct 
objects of the convention.

The element of common ground 
with the workers’ movement which 
is involved here is article 11, freedom 
of assembly and association. The 
point is that association is a voluntary 
choice. Freedom of association 
thus necessarily entails freedom of 
disassociation: the right to split. If the 
right to split is fully judicialised, this 
turns the supposedly free association 
into an institution of the state directly 
incorporated by the legal system, 
like a local authority, and association 
becomes unfree.

Think, again, about the case of 
a rightwing Labour MP who gives 
support to the Tory Party against a 
leftwing majority in the Labour Party; 
or who corruptly acts as political 
lobbyist/agent for some capitalist or 
group of capitalists, in ways which 
are technically legal because money 
does not directly change hands - all 
too familiar a problem.9

Do we really want to bar a left-
majority NEC from excluding the MP 
from the party, thereby disassociating 
the party from them, because their 
conduct does not amount to “acts of 
harassment, crime in which the party 
or another member is victim, and 
crimes or misdemeanours as a public 
servant” (comrade Levy’s proposal)?

Do we really want the process to 
be fully-lawyerised, thus implying 

£100,000 potential costs, as in the 
recent claim made by victimised 
members against the party, with 
the result that justice is sold by the 
lawyers?10 That is the practical 
meaning of comrade Levy’s 
proposals for the NCC to be made 
fully autonomous and to have a 
“Head of Compliance”, who has 
“accountability to the law above 
that of their accountability to their 
employers”.

Self-government
We need to start from a radically 
different place: not from the 
principles of judicial supremacy 
and ‘juristocracy’.11 These were 
developed in the ECHR on the basis 
of the US constitutional model as 
part of the ‘western alliance’ system 
at the beginning of the cold war, and 
aggressively expanded from the time 
of the Carter administration (1976-
80).

Instead, we need to start from 
the idea of democracy as self-
government - and the idea of a 
workers’ party, whether the Labour 
Party or a Communist Party, as 
an instrument for working class 
political action independent of the 
capitalist class.

That implies that a workers’ party 
requires self-government as a means 
of taking policy choices without 
dictation by the capitalists’ state, or 
the capitalists’ advertising-subsidised 
media, or a judicial system which 
sells justice to the highest bidder and 
denies it to the lower classes through 
the ‘free market in legal services’.

Self-government as a starting 
point implies the opposite of the 
judicialised regime comrade Levy 
proposes. It implies that Labour’s 
NEC needs to take open political 
responsibility for splitting the party 
by expelling people on political 
grounds, which is what has been 
happening in the ‘anti-Semitism’ 
witch-hunt - not to set up a pretend 
form of pseudo-judicial procedure, 
of the sort it has been operating.

It also implies that comrade Levy 
is exactly wrong to propose the 
abolition of Constituency Labour 
Parties’ disciplinary powers. It is 
a ridiculous waste of resources 
to handle minor local disputes at 
national level, and also denies to the 
local parties the ability to practise 
how to handle disputes in a fair way, 
and face up to the common reality 
of conflicting stories. The proposal 
to create a salaried ‘Complaints 
Department’ - a Labour Crown 
Prosecution Service - would add to 
this cost all the notorious vices of the 
actually existing state CPS.12

For exactly the same reason, 
it is the underlying idea of self-
government which provides a secure 
foundation to the right to open trial, 
and the rejection of the idea of secret 
legal advice given by the party 
to the NCC. Juristocratic ‘human 
rights’ rests on trusting judges to 
act in an unbiased way merely by 
virtue of their position. This sort of 
trust looks unjustified on the basis 
of both historical and international 
experience of judicial behaviour.13 
But, if the principle of trusting judges 
is accepted, they may act in secret. 
Open trial, in contrast, enables lay 
supervision of the judiciary, which 
is impossible where trial is private. 
The same applies with equal force 
to quasi-judicial operations in an 
organisation like Labour. For exactly 
the same reason, where legal advice 
is relied on to prejudice some third 
party under the legal powers of the 
recipient, that advice should be 
disclosed, not kept secret on the basis 
of ‘legal advice privilege’.

The logic of self-government 
tells us what is procedurally wrong 
with the ‘anti-Semitism’ witch-
hunt. Self-government is about the 
working class as a class - and hence, 
the members of unions and parties 

as such - having the right to govern 
themselves and the ultimate right to 
decide. This requires open decision-
making, and the rejection of the 
practice of lying to the class or to the 
membership. Where the ‘leaders’ lie 
to the membership, they deny that 
membership the right to make a free 
choice - just as a fraudster who lies 
to a mark denies the mark the right 
to choose (which is why contracts 
procured by fraud are voidable).

If the Labour Party wants to 
make commitment to the Atlantic 
Alliance a condition of membership, 
it is entitled to do so. It follows 
that the same would be true of the 
party making it a requirement of 
membership to accept the indirect 
form of commitment to the 
Atlanticism, which is commitment 
to Zionism, in the form of the claim 
that “The party is clear that the 
Jewish people have the same right 
to self-determination as any other 
people. To deny that right is to treat 
the Jewish people unequally and is 
therefore a form of anti-Semitism” 
(Code of Conduct, paragraph 12).

What is dishonest and denies the 
membership a real choice - and the 
working class real choice - is for 
the party to claim simultaneously to 
be an Atlanticist and loyalist party, 
as it does by the witch-hunting 
operations, and to be the political 
representative of the working class as 
a whole - as it does by its name, and 
by its affiliate structure, especially 
the affiliation of the trade unions. 
The party needs either to abandon 
the claim to represent the class as a 
whole or to abandon the pre-emptive 
commitment to loyalism, by getting 
rid of witch-hunting operations like 
the old anti-communist witch-hunts 
and the present ‘anti-Semitism’ 
witch-hunt/smear campaign.

The aim of democratic self-
government, then, both in the state 
and in the workers’ movement, 
provides a guiding thread for an 
alternative way of thinking about 
the issues. Comrade Levy’s ‘human 
rights’ approach, in contrast, is 
to stay within the framework of 
Atlanticism and of the Labour 
Party bureaucracy’s dishonest 
‘disciplinary’ operations l
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Official left 
shows little 

sign of basic 
principle

Sir Keir’s ritual sacrifice
Derek James of Labour Party Marxists says the official left’s passive response to the latest upping of the 
witch-hunt is a direct result of careerism and narrow electoralism

A fter the initial pushback 
and protests against the 
proscription of Labour 

Against the Witchhunt, Labour In 
Exile Network, Socialist Appeal and 
Resist, the militant sections of the 
Labour left have been taking stock of 
the significance of this latest purge 
and how to fight back.

The Defend the Left campaign - 
which has already brought together 
a range of groups, including the 
Labour Representation Committee, 
Jewish Voice for Labour, Labour 
Left Alliance, Socialist Resistance, 
LAW, LIEN and Labour Party 
Marxists - is gathering support 
amongst left activists in the party and 
the trade unions. It is a very positive 
initiative and could be the basis for 
an authentic movement against bans 
and proscriptions and in defence of 
free speech and party democracy.

The determined opposition 
of these comrades is in marked 
contrast to the cowardly response 
and the weasel words of the largely 
tamed official left in the Socialist 
Campaign Group of Labour MPs 
and the leadership of Momentum 
and the Campaign for Labour Party 
Democracy. Their combination of 
studied silence, empty platitudes 
and - in the case of some so-called 
left national executive committee 
members, actual complicity in the 
proscriptions - should have come 
as no surprise, yet many are still 
shocked at how far the official left 
has strayed from the basic principles 
of solidarity. But, when all is said 
and done, this should surprise no-
one. The ‘keep your head down and 
hope for better days in the future’ 
approach has been their basic line 
for so long that now they can do 
little else: they have passed the point 
of no return and so remain deaf to 
the warnings that, when their time 
comes, such ‘strategic silence’ and 
appeals to party unity will not save 
them from Starmer’s next round of 
purges.

However, despite opposition 
to the reintroduction of bans and 
proscriptions amongst the militant 
Labour left, there is still much 
confusion about what lies behind 
the Labour leadership’s latest move. 
At recent online meetings of LAW, 
the LLA and the Defend the Left 
campaign, some comrades have 
argued that this is ‘the final battle’ and 
that Starmer is adopting a scorched-
earth policy to completely extirpate 
the left, even at the cost of losing 
the next election. On the contrary, 
the symbolic sacrifice of these four, 
small left groups is an integral part 
of Starmer’s electoral strategy: he 
really does want to be prime minister 
and these latest attacks on the left are 
designed to further that. He wants to 
prove to the capitalist class that he 
can guarantee Labour as a reliable, 
pro-capitalist second eleven.

While the exact timetable of 
Starmer’s purge remains uncertain 
- it seems that, as yet, no comrades 
have been expelled following last 
week’s NEC meeting - the Labour 
leadership is clearly preparing the 

ground for a set-piece attack on 
the left, enjoying maximum media 
coverage during the party conference 
in Brighton. Whatever form this 
takes - a Kinnock-style denunciation 
of Jeremy Corbyn and his expulsion 
from the party, or more direct 
attacks on the ‘official left’, such as 
Momentum - there will be no let-up 
in the witch-hunt, which will surely 
soon extend beyond the militant left.

I’m Spartacus
The question that has arisen in LAW, 
the LLA and other groups is how to 
respond politically and strategically 
to these renewed attacks. LPM 
comrades have argued that the 
left needs to realise that we are on 
the defensive and that this is not 
the moment for a ‘I’m Spartacus’ 
display of individual witness and 
heroism in the face of the witch-
hunt. Good advice - observe basic 
personal and political security: do 
not offer yourselves up as a willing 
sacrifice to the witch-hunters in 
the Labour bureaucracy and their 
collaborators in the local parties 
and trade unions. Think both 
tactically and strategically: Labour 
membership should not be thrown 
away voluntarily, that is for sure; as 
one comrade put it, ‘Don’t desert the 
battlefield when the war is still in 
progress’.

If there is some confusion about 

the immediate perspectives, some 
comrades are making quite serious 
mistakes about how the authentic left 
should respond to the proscription 
of the four socialist groups. For 
example, at a recent LAW members’ 
meeting and on the LLA organising 
group, a minority of comrades have 
argued that Labour is finished and 
that the left should start negotiating 
seriously with other socialist groups 
outside of Labour to form a ‘broad 
left party with a Marxist vanguard’. 
Others have fatalistically argued that 
expulsion is inevitable and that we 
should not cling on to the wreckage 
of a decaying Labour Party.

The alternative these comrades 
offer is a new party ‘like Labour 
was under Jeremy Corbyn’, which 
could ‘remobilise the tens of 
thousands who have left Labour in 
demoralisation and disillusion’. If 
the advocates of the ‘broad left party 
with a Marxist vanguard’ offer us a 
recipe for an impotent political fudge 
that will remain becalmed on the 
side-line, the proponents of a party 
‘like Labour under Corbyn’ are really 
just arguing for a ‘Socialist Labour 
Party’ - in effect a Labour Party mark 
two, which simply reproduces all its 
fundamental political and structural 
flaws.

In response to these positions, 
LPM comrades have continued to 
argue that socialists should stay and 

fight, and not abandon Labour to the 
right. Instead, we say that, despite 
the serious defeat of the left, the 
party still remains a site of struggle, 
where serious socialists and Marxists 
should continue to fight Labour’s 
pro-capitalist leadership. Actually, 
existing Labour simply cannot be 
wished away, no matter how much 
some yearn for a new ‘broad left’ 
party or hopelessly envisage a return 
to the glory days of Corbynism. 
We must continue to take Labour 
seriously and not be seduced by 
either lowest-common-denominator 
projects of ‘broad left’ regroupment 
or simply reproducing a Labour 
Party mark two outside the party - 
the only worthwhile project here is 
one that has the potential to deliver 
a mass Communist Party, not yet 
another marginal irrelevance on the 
fringes of politics.

Refounding
The important question hanging in 
the air all the time at these meetings 
is the nature of Labour as a bourgeois 
workers’ party. Our strategic 
orientation is not that of Socialist 
Appeal, which appears to believe that 
the party can be transformed into an 
instrument for achieving socialism 
through the election of a left Labour 
government.

LPM agrees that the battle within 
the party is vital, but, instead of 
creating illusions in a parliamentary 
road to socialism, we fight for the 
refounding and transformation of 
Labour as a united front of working 
class and socialist organisations. 
This position was overwhelmingly 
adopted by LAW at its recent all-
members’ meeting and shows 
how the reintroduction of bans 
and proscriptions has given us the 
opportunity to place this demand 
higher up the agenda. 

The nature of Labour is also on 
the agenda, because the logical end 
of Starmer’s strategy is a rather 
different type of refounding - in 
effect delabourising the party by 
breaking the link with the trade 
unions and creating a party similar 
in politics and organisational form 
to the Democrats in the US. The 
media chatter about a ‘progressive 
alliance’ with the Liberal Democrats 
and the Greens, and the pushing of 
electoral reform as an issue within 
Labour both point to Starmer 
seeking to finally complete the 
unfinished Blairite project. Taken 
together with the ongoing election 

in Unite for a new general secretary 
- which, if the Labour right’s 
candidate, Gerard Coyne, wins, will 
decisively alter the balance of forces 
within the party - this means we are 
entering an important period for the 
working class movement. Given 
these developments, the militant left 
cannot stand aside from the fight, in 
either the party or the unions.

Throughout the witch-hunt, the 
official left leadership from Corbyn 
onwards has been put to the test 
and found wanting - the current 
attacks are no exception. The 
woeful failure of this ‘leadership’ is 
not simply the product of personal 
cowardice or careerism. Rather it is 
the inevitable product outcome of 
their prime focus on the election of 
a Labour government as the means 
to achieve what they call ‘socialism’, 
and the closely related argument 
that any Labour government is 
better than a Tory government. This 
electoral strategy engenders a deeply 
entrenched Labour loyalism and an 
endemic tendency to compromise 
and prostrate oneself before the 
Labour right. As the whole history of 
this official left has shown, whenever 
they are faced with a choice between 
principled politics and capitulation, 
they always run up the white flag.

We will doubtless have a chance 
to see this strategy of retreat in action 
yet again on Saturday July 31, when 
representatives from the LLA, JVL, 
the LRC and Socialist Appeal will 
put forward a motion to a meeting 
of the shadowy Chatham House left 
network, opposing the proscription 
of LAW, LIEN and Socialist Appeal, 
and calling for LAW and LIEN to be 
admitted to the continuing talks about 
left unity. The oh so responsible 
left trade union leaders and official 
left politicians will be put on the 
spot - the Chatham House rule of 
diplomatic silence notwithstanding 
- and will surely draw the line at 
bringing into their elevated counsels 
the unacceptable, militant left that 
the NEC has ruled to be beyond the 
pale.

Open, public discussions on the 
left about the best way to fight back 
against the pro-capitalist right are 
good; secret talks and manoeuvres by 
leaders behind the backs of the wider 
working class movement are not, 
and principled socialists should not 
be a party to talks that impose such 
secrecy and bind more principled 
comrades to the compromising 
politics of the official left l

LAW picket of Labour NEC, July 20


