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Not persuasive
Foppe de Haan’s latest response 
in our exchange on the question of 
the ‘professional managerial class’ 
and meritocracy (‘Addressing the 
central issues’, September 30) 
is unfortunately weaker than his 
original intervention (‘Appeals of 
class society’, May 20). As Jim 
Nelson said last week (Letters, 
October 7), comrade de Haan fails 
to define his terms clearly, with the 
result that the argument sprawls 
and largely does not respond to 
my objections in my ‘Centrality of 
class’ article (June 3).

If anything, this indeterminacy 
involves comrade de Haan 
redefining things in a way which 
collapses the concept of ‘class’ 
into all forms of oppression and 
inequality. And, as I said in my 
June 3 article, the state as such 
disappears from view. Indeed, 
he writes that “our movement is 
substantially to blame, because we 
were (and most of us still are) far 
too focussed on the question of 
gaining state power”.

There is a really serious political 
problem here. This is that, although 
the theoretical route is different, 
the practical conclusion is British 
Eurocommunism, as manifested 
around the 1984-85 miners’ strike: 
that is, that the actual warts-and-all 
trade union movement and strike 
action is to be subordinated to a more 
perfect anti-racist, feminist, etc, 
movement with pre-commitments 
to opposing the small use-value 
privileges of men, etc. The problem 
with this approach is demonstrated 
precisely by that struggle. When 
the miners took action, the lead 
they gave mobilised not just the 
actual strikers, but women of the 
pit communities and an enormously 
broad, male and female movement 
across the UK. What was lacking 
was explicit political solidarity 
against the manoeuvres of the 
British state, of the sort that had 
characterised the miners’ strikes 
of 1972 and 1974 and the ‘Free the 
Five’ strike movement of 1972.

The reason why this was 
lacking was primarily that the 
old Communist Party, which had 
done an enormous amount of the 
legwork in the mobilisation of 
solidarity against Ted Heath, had 
in the meantime been captured 
by a leadership informed by 
Eurocommunism and the belief that 
strike struggles over wages, etc, 
were infected with male privilege. 
Moreover, the Euros had entered 
into a commitment to broad-
frontism and constitutionalism, 
which implied opposition to the sort 
of challenge to the state power as 
such, which had happened in 1972-
74. With the Communist Party 
disarmed and the left groups too 
small and divided to be effective 
(and also disarmed by their tailism), 
the strike ended in a defeat which 
might have been avoided.

The theoretical issue which 
underlies the point is about 
the fundamentals of Marxism. 
Because the proletariat as a class 
is separated from the means of 
production, workers cannot simply 
withdraw (unlike dentists, who 
withdrew individually from the 
NHS), but need to create collective 
organisations to defend their 
interests against the capitalist class 
- trade unions, co-ops, mutuals, 
political campaigns, collectivist 
political parties. These collectivist 
organisations - warts and all - are 

capable of mobilising far wider 
forces behind their struggles (as the 
National Union of Mineworkers did 
for some months), and of posing an 
image of cooperation in a future 
society (as the organisations of the 
Second and Third Internationals 
did at different times and different 
places). The fact that much of the 
time they don’t do so does not alter 
the point. This capability is in spite 
of small use-value privileges of one 
sort or another of the kind comrade 
de Haan plays up. In contrast, 
the ‘privilege-based’ movements 
have proved - repeatedly - to be 
incapable of sustaining this sort of 
solidarity and inspiration.

The one point at which comrade 
de Haan directly responds to my 
argument is in relation to the 
question whether capitalism is in 
decline (he argues it isn’t) and the 
role of the state (he argues that state 
intervention is good for capitalist 
society). This is an issue worth 
discussing, but comrade de Haan’s 
account of it in his September 30 
article is too historically ill-
informed for it to be actually useful 
to engage with it in depth as an 
argument; so I will merely point out 
that I do not find what he has to say 
on these issues persuasive.
Mike Macnair
Oxford

Reductionism
I have no idea why Arthur Bough 
thinks the definition of ‘trolling’ is 
taking exception to his vulgarisation 
of Marxism (Letters, October 7).

There is a reason that Marx 
required three volumes and 
more to arrive at a satisfactory 
understanding of capital formation. 
There is a reason he had to start 
with simple commodity production, 
and work things out from there. 
This is because capital formation 
cannot be understood without 
preceding historic circumstances, 
without unravelling all the inner 
connections. He didn’t do it so 
people like Bough can produce 
superficial reductionism.

To say that competition drives 
accumulation is an abandonment of 
the Marxist method - it operates at 
the superficial level. You might just 
as easily conclude that accumulation 
drives competition. Or you could be 
more reductive and say that human 
nature drives accumulation, or 
that scarcity drives accumulation. 
Bough’s reasoning is along these 
lines, and he raises tiresome detours 
and superficial objections.

In actual fact Marx writes 
in volume 3 of Capital that 
capitalists share a kind of fraternal 
relationship during good economic 
periods, but when they begin to 
share losses competition manifests 
in a more antagonistic way. For 
Marx, competition is derivative. 
Of course, it has its own logical 
properties and implications. We 
could quote him here as an example: 
“... so it is that a fall in the rate of 
profit calls forth a competitive 
struggle among capitalists, not 
vice versa.” But that in itself is a 
superficial methodology, because 
quotes need the full context, which 
require following all the logic and 
threads previously described.

Bough is both vulgar and 
tiresome and that is enough from 
me!
Maren Clarke
email

Authoritarian
I strongly object to Arthur Bough’s 
use of the word ‘trolling’ in two 
separate responses in relation to 
his debate with Maren Clarke. The 
term is unpleasant and offensive, 
and a crude attempt to shout and 

shut down someone who disagrees 
with him. It is therefore a form of 
bullying.

Moreover, it is simply not 
true as a description of Maren 
Clarke’s contributions. Maren 
writes concisely, insightfully 
and effectively and makes a lot 
of persuasive arguments. Arthur 
Bough is clearly well immersed in 
all volumes of Capital and writes 
at considerable, perhaps excessive, 
length - although Maren Clarke 
appears even better read, to have 
understood it better and certainly 
how to apply it.

I do read Arthur’s lengthy 
contributions as carefully as I can, 
although I am always made to 
wonder - being faced with the daily 
grind under the capitalist economic 
and social system and thinking 
about what we and I can do to help 
overthrow it - what the present-day 
political significance might be of 
Arthur’s various points, arguments 
and quotes; what relevant political 
conclusions, strategies and actions 
might possibly stem from them. I 
suspect none whatsoever.

On a different matter, I welcome 
Jennifer Wilkinson’s letter 
(September 30). I am no anti-
vaxxer: I have had both Covid 
jabs, always have the flu vaccine 
and will shortly have the Covid 
booster. But I do worry about just 
how quickly the Covid vaccines 
have been produced and the track 
record of all so-called ‘wonder 
drugs’ throughout history. Jennifer 
is right to point to the incredibly 
long lists of side effects associated 
with virtually all medications and 
deciding to take any must be a 
matter of judgment and informed 
choice, based on an assessment of 
the balance of respective risks.

I am also extremely concerned 
about giving any vaccine to groups 
of the population who will not 
benefit directly from it, such as 
younger people and especially 
children. Jennifer points to the 
uncomfortable truth that the vast 
majority of deaths from Covid were 
very old people, for whom death will 
not have been a complete stranger, 
and older people with underlying 
chronic health conditions - a lot 
due to lifestyle. Yes, a lot of other 
people died from Covid as well, but 
younger people can and do die for a 
whole host of reasons and factors. 
It is shocking, tragic and upsetting, 
but it is a part of life.

I too was shocked and appalled 
by how the government could so 
easily suspend and remove a whole 
raft of basic democratic rights and 
civil liberties, especially freedom 
of association and movement. 
The turning off and on of various 
lockdown measures over the past 
18 months seemed to me to be the 
government and central authorities 
playing with their new-found 
powers and toys, and they seemed 
to exhibit a certain sadistic pleasure 
in doing so. Certainly, if I never 
see or hear the death-warmed-up 
figures of Chris Whitty and Patrick 
Vallance pronouncing in funereal 
and depressing tones the need for 
continued indefinite restrictions it 
will be far too soon.

Even worse in my opinion were 
certain sections of the left also 
advocating repeated, renewed and 
longer lockdowns. What planet are 
these people on? I don’t suggest 
they did because secretly they 
hope to exercise such dictatorial 
powers one day, but I do think they 
wanted to appear ‘responsible’ and 
‘on the right side’ in a ‘national 
emergency’, in which ‘we are all in 
this together’.

I supported the first lockdown - 
which wasn’t really a lockdown, as 

it was conducted with the consent 
and solidarity of the great majority 
of people. There was simply no need 
for coercive measures or aggressive 
policing. That first ‘lockdown’ 
achieved a massive slowdown of 
the spread of the virus and provided 
the necessary breathing space for 
other actions to be implemented, 
which would have made the country 
more resilient and able to manage 
and absorb the pandemic - actions 
which were never taken (perhaps 
because the government got the taste 
for being able to shut down and start 
up the country at will, switching 
democratic rights and freedoms on 
and off like a tap). I and most people 
in my work and community settings 
wanted the first ‘lockdown’ to go on 
for longer, to get the numbers right 
down, to make this genuine national 
effort really effective.

Having lifted the first ‘lockdown’ 
too early, subsequent lockdowns 
were inevitably far less supported, 
implemented or effective, were 
increasingly counterproductive 
and pointless, were backed up 
by authoritarian, coercive state 
measures and should never have 
been supported by anyone on the 
left, by democratic or progressive 
opinion. They now carry some 
responsibility for any future major 
restrictions on basic democratic 
rights and freedoms, including the 
latest Policing and Sentencing Bill.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Reversion
On October 6, the Government 
followed through on its planned £20 
weekly slash to all universal credit 
claims. The reduction is equivalent 
to 25% of many single claimants’ 
personal income. But that’s 
excluding rent and the vast majority 
of private renters will now be 
squeezed even harder - substantial 
parts of this standard allowance 
are relied upon to stop the gap 
in the amount of rent that can be 
claimed, which is capped for renters 
in the private sector. Meanwhile 
the moratoriums on evictions have 
already ended in all parts of the UK.

Along with the closure of the 
furlough and ‘Self-Employment 
Income Support’ schemes on 
October 1, and other welfare benefit 
rule ‘easements’ coming to pass, the 
short-lived parliamentary consensus 
to attempt to protect the hundreds of 
thousands from some of the darkest 
economic impacts of Covid is now 
well and truly over.

In fact, the 25% cut pales in 
comparison with some of the other 
barbarism that has either been let 
back off the chain or which has 
been brewing all this time. There 
are those claimants who never even 
had the 25% increase: for the most 
part, those who are unable to work 
long-term due to disability and their 
carers. The average such claimant 
is already roughly £1,500 worse 
off than their UC counterparts (and 
over £2,000 for carers).

Disabled people who claimed UC 
at any time since the start of 2020 
have often missed out altogether on 
additional amounts for being ‘not fit 
for work’, worth £341 every month. 
They are underpaid by up to an eye-
watering £7,500 (and counting) 
since the start of Covid restrictions 
- a political scandal that is as little 
spoken about as it is understood.

On July 31 the Department for 
Work and Pensions regained the 
authority to deem self-employed 
workers to be earning the minimum 
wage (£8.91 per hour) for 35 hours a 
week when in fact they aren’t - if the 
DWP believes their line of work is 
no longer affected by Coronavirus. 
That’s a heavy hit of up to £1,351 

every month from your UC 
payments - potentially ending tens 
of thousands of claims at the press 
of a button.

Despite superficial media 
interest, the biggest political 
controversy leading up to the £86.67 
cut to standard allowances was 
when Thérèse Coffey, secretary of 
state for work and pensions, gaffed 
that it’d only be about another two 
hours of work for someone earning 
around the minimum wage to make 
up the loss.

Mathematically speaking, she 
was wrong. Most UC “customers” 
(the actual DWP terminology) see 
63% of their earnings clawed back, 
as Angela Rayner and others pointed 
out, so the lowest earners need more 
like a full additional working day 
to make up for the loss. The more 
pernicious logical truth to Coffey’s 
statement was uncontested: that it 
is up to claimants themselves to 
keep their heads above increasingly 
troubled water.

40% of UC claimants simply 
don’t have a boss to beg for an extra 
day’s work from each month. Over 
1.3 million people on UC either have 
an acknowledged disability or care 
for someone who does, relieving 
them of the expectation to find 
waged work. Add to this another 1.2 
million who either juggle the same 
needs around part-time work or are 
working 35 hours per week already 
anyway.

UC simply isn’t ‘social security’ 
in the conventional sense of the 
term. We should at least give 
the Tories credit where credit is 
due: they always said they would 
overhaul the benefits system, and in 
myriad ways they have. In UC and 
its various pock-marked iterations 
over the last eight years, successive 
Tory and Tory-led governments 
have completed a cultural shift in 
how benefits are ‘delivered’.

In the Tory imagination, even if 
less often in reality, UC is the ethical 
lubricant of a fibre-optic-broadband 
labour exchange. Its function is to 
tie together the loose ends of the gig 
economy’s worst deficits by speed 
dating un(der)employed workers 
with a rotating offer of insecure 
work or technocratic punishment. 
It’s an up-and-running system of 
workfare, and the £20 cut is not an 
aberration, but a reversion to type. 
If it helps to depress wages in an era 
of unprecedented labour shortages, 
then the Tories will have more of it 
and more often.

Communists don’t believe that 
fixing UC fixes the problem. There 
are surely a few simple tweaks that 
can be made to take some of the sting 
out of things for a very great many 
people, but we should go further. 
The principle of social security has 
been all but defeated in this society 
that turns toward barbarism over 
and over again.

But neither is it enough to 
simply call for the abolition of UC 
- anti-politics can win votes, but it 
won’t change society. To radically 
address the problems of social 
security requires looking radically 
at the causes of its need: the wage 
system in all of its incoherence and 
irrationality, and the foul attitudes 
that society takes toward those with 
different needs like the disabled and 
their carers.

Marx’s Critique of the Gotha 
programme famously ran the line, 
“From each according to his ability, 
to each according to his needs!” 
It’s well overdue that communists 
make concerted efforts to explain 
what this would mean in the 21st 
century, so that one day that phrase 
can finally be realised.
Alastair Thomas
email
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WITCH-HUNT

Fighting for jobs, pay and conditions
Friday October 15, 3pm: Rally, Grey’s Monument, Grainger Street, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1. As fuel, energy, food and housing 
costs rise, demand action on pay, jobs and an end to fire and rehire. 
Speakers include Andy McDonald MP.
Organised by Unite and People’s Assembly North East:
www.facebook.com/events/910782352866517.
Festival of resistance
Saturday October 16 and Sunday October 17: Conference, 
Kashmir Conference Centre, Carlton Road, Nottingham NG3. 
Workshops, plenaries and debate on forming a new left political 
party. Speakers include Chris Williamson, Jackie Walker, Dr Bob 
Gill, Ilan Pappé, Marc Wadsworth and Joti Brar.
Tickets: one day £25 (£10), both days £40 (£20).
Organised by The Resistance Movement:
www.facebook.com/events/835707257119662.
Mobilising the anti-racist majority
Saturday October 16 and Sunday October 17: Online 
international conference. Fighting all forms of racism, Islamophobia, 
anti-Semitism and opposing the far right and fascism. Speakers 
include Diane Abbott MP, NEU joint general secretary Kevin 
Courtney and PCS general secretary Mark Serwotka.
Registration free. Organised by Stand Up To Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/771553343534173.
Introduction to radical anthropology
Tuesday October 19, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and 
biological anthropology. This talk is online-only via Zoom.
‘Red memory: the poetics of menstruation’. Speaker: Amy Bobeda.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org/evening-talks.
Rank and file organising in construction
Wednesday October 20, 5.30pm: Unite conference fringe meeting, 
The Green Room, 78 Duke Street, Liverpool L1. Union organising 
in construction, past, present and future. Speakers include Ricky 
Tomlinson and John McDonnell MP.
Organised by Blacklist Support Group:
www.facebook.com/groups/blacklistSG.
Defend the right to asylum
Saturday October 23, 12 noon: Demonstration. Assemble Italian 
embassy, 14 Three Kings Yard, London W1. March to Maltese 
embassy then the home office. Demand safe status for all asylum 
seekers and refugees, irrespective of their method of arrival.
Organised by Amnesty UK Europe:
www.facebook.com/events/986848198554142.
March for Assange
Saturday October 23, 1pm: Demonstration. Assemble Portland 
Place, London W1. March to the high court in The Strand.
The October 27 appeal hearing must uphold the decision to refuse 
extradition - an essential step to the freeing of Julian Assange.
Organised by Don’t Extradite Assange Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/247420953949151.
Marxism and science
Thursday October 28, 7pm: Online panel discussion. The nature of 
scientific ‘facts’ and our understanding; the processes for acquiring 
this understanding and applying that knowledge.
Speakers: Professor Helena Sheehan (Dublin City University), 
Dr Leo Impett (Durham University), Dr Rox Middleton (Bristol 
University), Dr Liam Shaw (Oxford University) and Dr Joel 
Hellewell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine).
Registration free. Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/334.
Revolution Festival 2021
Friday October 29 to Sunday October 31: Socialist Appeal annual 
school, Friends House, Euston Road, London NW1. Thirty talks 
around the theme of ‘Socialism in our Time’. Tickets: £5 to £30.
Organised by Socialist Appeal: revolutionfestival.co.uk.
Day of action for climate justice
Saturday November 6. Protests organised by the Cop26 Coalition, 
as world leaders meet in Glasgow for the Cop26 Climate Summit.
Glasgow: Demonstration. Assemble 11.30am, Stewart Memorial 
Fountain, Kelvingrove Park, Glasgow G3. March to Glasgow Green.
www.facebook.com/events/344283064113490.
London: Demonstration. Assemble 12 noon, Bank of England, 
Threadneedle Street, London EC2. March to Trafalgar Square.
www.facebook.com/events/1321222944961890.
Stand up for Palestine
Tuesday November 9, 7.30pm: Comedy fund raiser, Museum of 
Comedy, St George’s Church, Bloomsbury Way, London WC1 and 
online. Tickets £18 (£16) or £12 online.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/602075454480500.
Socialism 2021
Friday November 19 to Sunday November 21: Socialist Party 
annual school, Queen Mary University, Mile End Road, London E1. 
Forty workshops around the theme ‘Capitalism is rotten - how can 
socialist ideas change the world?’ Some workshops also on Zoom.
Tickets: one day £20 (£10), weekend £30 (£16).
Organised by Socialist Party in England and Wales:
www.socialism2021.net.
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.

Double standards
If there is free speech for gender-critical feminists, asks Tony Greenstein, 
why does this not apply to critics of Zionism?

Kathleen Stock is a gender-
critical feminist. She believes 
that there are fundamentally 

two sexes - male and female - and 
that gender cannot change biological 
facts. She believes that someone who 
possesses male genitalia cannot be a 
woman or have access to women-
only spaces, such as refuges, toilets 
and prisons.

Kathleen’s views can be seen 
here alongside other feminist 
philosophers and writers. My own 
views on the subject are irrelevant, 
in so far as I am neither a woman 
nor trans! For what it is worth, I find 
it difficult to accept that a man can 
simply declare he is a woman for 
that to be an accepted fact. I have 
little doubt that some men will self-
declare in order to gain access to 
vulnerable women.

On the other hand, I have 
considerable doubt that one can 
simply declare that there are two 
sexes and nothing in between. But 
the point is that there is a debate 
to be had. The attempt by some 
students at Sussex University to 
harass or intimidate Kathleen off 
campus and to demand her sacking 
is reprehensible.

As Kathleen says, “Universities 
aren’t places where students should 
just expect to hear their own thoughts 
reflected back at them. Arguments 
should be met by arguments 
and evidence by evidence, not 
intimidation or aggression.”

That must be right. Students 
who expect to be comforted in their 
views, whether it be support of Israel 
and Zionism or gender politics, must 
expect to be challenged and if they 
are not up to it then they should not 
be at university.

To those trans activists who claim 
that Kathleen is a threat to their 
safety, one is tempted to say that she 
is a threat to their intellect. There is 
no credible argument that the slight 
figure of Kathleen Stock poses a 
physical threat to any student.

However, when it comes to 
professor David Miller of Bristol 
University, things are rather different. 
The contrast between the coverage 
of Miller and Stock is remarkable, 
and the stench of hypocrisy is 
overpowering. In contrast to the 
common line on David Miller, there 
is a united front of the establishment 
press that Kathleen Stock has been 
the subject of bullying.

The All Party Parliamentary 
Group wrote to Bristol University 
alleging that David Miller was a 
threat to Jewish students no less 
than four times. It beggars belief 
that David’s slight figure is a threat 
to anyone, let alone the Jewish 
American princesses and divas of 
Bristol University. Still less Bristol 
Jewish Society’s chair, David Isaacs.

For once the BBC got it 
right when it reported: “Bristol 
University: professor David Miller 
sacked over Israel comments.” This 
is what is so outrageous. David was 
sacked for his political opinions, 
which were twisted into an attack on 
Jewish students, because Israel calls 
itself a “Jewish state”.

David called for an “end to 
Zionism”, not an end to Jews, at a 
meeting of the Labour Campaign 
for Free Speech. He also criticised 
the Israeli-funded Union of Jewish 
Students. How was this interpreted? 
According to the BBC again, this 
was “inciting hatred against Jewish 
students”. Why? Israel is a foreign 
state. If Jewish students want to 
support this cesspit of racism, it is 
up to them, but why did David’s 
comments ‘threaten the safety’ 

of Jewish students any more than 
Kathleen Stock ‘threatened the 
safety’ of trans students?

Indeed according to The Tab, 
Bristol University’s student 
newspaper, “Bristol Uni’s professor 
David Miller is under police 
investigation following remarks 
allegedly made during his lectures.”1

In a statement Avon and Somerset 
police confirmed the investigation 
into “a hate crime or hate incident 
taking place during lectures at the 
University of Bristol.” Strangely, 
the allegation of hate speech against 
Kathleen Stock is exactly what trans 
activists are alleging, yet are Sussex 
police investigating her comments? 
Quite the contrary. They are 
investigating those who threatened 
Kathleen Stock.2

Threat to Israel
The double standards are so obvious 
you would need to be blind and stupid 
not to notice them. Yet the reasons 
are clear enough. What Kathleen 
Stock has said is an example of what 
might be called identity politics and 
poses no threat to the system we 
live under. David Miller, by way of 
contrast, by challenging Zionism, 
the ideology of apartheid Israel, 
threatens our and the United States’ 
relationship with that state. That and 
that alone explains the difference 
in treatment. Jewish students are 
therefore wheeled out (or rather 
Jewish Zionist students are paraded) 
as a soft rationalisation for what is a 
political position: support for Israel, 
right or wrong.

Did David Miller threaten to 
go round to visit any individual 
student? Did he threaten any 
individual student? Of course not. 
The threat to their personal safety 
is entirely in their minds. When 
over 100 MPs and peers - including 
shamefully Caroline Lucas - wrote to 
Bristol University’s cowardly vice-
chancellor, Sir Hugh Brady, saying 
that David Miller had been “inciting 
hatred against Jewish students on 
your campus”, they were lying. 
David Miller was no more inciting 
hatred than Kathleen Stock.

David’s dismissal is a clear 
and obvious attack on freedom of 
speech, yet Bristol University has 
complied with the demands of the 
political establishment, while the 
press and police are doing their best 
to heighten the animosity towards 
him.

This is not fanciful. The Jewish 
Chronicle, as is to be expected, 
was crowing about the dismissal, 
but it made it clear in its leader that 
“Miller’s sacking should be the 

beginning, not the end”, and that 
this was never about the safety of 
Jewish students, but the politics of 
anti-Zionist lecturers:

The dismissal of David Miller 
matters not because it is the 
end of the affair, but because 
(irrespective of whether he 
chooses to fight) it should mark 
a beginning - the point at which 
cranks like him start to notice 
that the tide is turning and their 
universities will no longer be 
able to offer them a safe space 
from which to spread their toxic 
poison.3

What the Jewish Chronicle under 
its Islamophobic editor, Stephen 
Pollard, means by ‘crank’ is anyone 
who opposes the racism inherent in 
a Jew settler-colonial state.

In a front-page article the 
Chronicle claimed that “Miller 
is gone, but he is only tip of the 
iceberg”, and that “Analysis of the 
signatories to a letter supporting 
the disgraced professor reveals 
academics in 74 separate British 
institutions.” The implication is 
obvious. David Miller’s sacking is 
the beginning of a process whereby 
socialist and leftwing lecturers - in 
particular anti-Zionists - will be 
under threat of dismissal if they 
open their mouths too widely.

But what is missing at the moment 
is any response from David’s trade 
union, the University and College 
Union. It has been totally silent on 
this threat to academic freedom, 
despite its own official policy for a 
boycott of Israel. The UCU appears 
to have no position, which is utterly 
shameful.

However, I am pleased to say that 
Scottish UCU has agreed a policy on 
David Miller, which:

n Condemns the attack on 
professor David Miller by 
Zionist lobby groups and the call 
for his dismissal from Bristol 
University following his address 
to the online conference held by 
the Labour Campaign for Free 
Speech on February 13;
n Calls on Bristol University 
to defend professor Miller, his 
academic freedom and right to 
free speech;
n Mandates UCU officers, in 
liaison with the Bristol UCU 
branch and UK officers, to 
write to the vice-chancellor of 
Bristol University expressing 
our outrage at the treatment 
of professor Miller and the 
inadequate response so far in his 
defence;
n Agrees to promote campaign 
material to members to encourage 
support for David Miller.4

It is to be hoped that the UCU 
nationally comes off the fence and 
defends not just David Miller, but 
the principle of free speech and 
academic freedom.

The difference is that the Scottish 
Palestine Solidarity Campaign 
is supporting David, whilst the 
Socialist Action-controlled PSC has 
nothing to say! l

Notes
1. twitter.com/thetab/
status/1374760419810635776.
2. See, for example, www.
brightonandhovenews.org/2021/10/07/
university-backs-feminist-professor-accused-
of-transphobia.
3. www.thejc.com/comment/leaders/miller-
s-sacking-should-be-the-beginning-not-the-
end-1.521142.
4. www.ucu.org.uk/article/11508/UCU-
Scotland-Congress-2021.
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NHS

A market opportunity
What’s behind the campaign for face-to-face consultations? James Linney gives a GP’s view

There have been growing calls 
for general practitioners in the 
national health service to return 

to pre-pandemic ‘business as usual’; 
it is being led unsurprisingly by the 
more rightwing, reactionary media 
corporations and most loudly of all 
by the Daily Mail, with the launch 
of its campaign to “make GPs see 
patients face to face again”.

Several articles since have 
claimed that GPs have abandoned 
patients by not opening their doors 
to see them face to face and that 
remote consultations increase the 
risk of missing important diagnoses. 
The Mail recently declared a 
victory when Boris Johnson and 
current health secretary Sajid Javid 
supposedly voiced support for the 
campaign. We were told:

By slashing bureaucracy, [Javid] 
hopes far fewer patients will have 
to make do with telephone or 
online consultations, reducing the 
risk that serious health conditions 
could be missed. But the health 
secretary will warn doctors that 
those who continue to provide an 
unacceptably low level of face-
to-face access will be held to 
account.1

We are given no details as to how 
Javid will go about reducing the 
bureaucratic burden on GPs, but I 
expect that this next logical question 
is irrelevant to a Mail journalist 
looking for nothing more than a 
striking headline.

The Daily Mail is not alone in 
giving voice to the growing backlash 
against primary care. For example, a 
recent Spectator article, titled ‘Why 
are doctors still hiding behind Zoom 
screens?’,2 asks:

 
What possible justification can 
GPs give for not resuming in-
person appointments? … GPs 
seem to be dragging their feet. 
Sure, I get it, working from 
home has been a breath of fresh 
air for many people. It’s shown 
them a different way of working. 
But medicine isn’t like a job in 
marketing. It’s serious.

Worse still is a vile article by Allison 
Pearson of The Daily Telegraph, 
titled ‘GPs are improving their work-
life balance while worsening the 
life-death balance of everyone else’, 
which spewed forth the following: 
“As long as social distancing is 
maintained in surgery waiting rooms, 
there will be no return to normal 
face-to-face service. I’m sorry to say, 
that seems to suit a lot of GPs just 
fine.”3

I could go on, but I already feel 
soiled for having quoted from these 
articles. Besides we get the picture: 
it is apparently good times for those 
cowardly, lazy GPs, who get to 
work from home in their pyjamas, 
while people suffer because their 
illnesses go undiagnosed. And 
anyway the pandemic is over, now 
that we all have been vaccinated. 
Clearly, gone are the days of the 
rightwing media and Tories having 
to pretend to value the NHS by being 
pictured mimicking the very real and 
moving demonstrations of working 
class solidarity that have been and 
continue to be shown up and down 
the UK.

It is easy enough to dispel the 
clear untruths voiced by these stories. 
For example, Martin Marshall, Chair 
of the Royal College of General 

Practitioners, said: “Huge numbers 
of GP appointments are being 
made every day, almost half on the 
same day they are booked. It’s a 
misconception that GPs and other 
members of our team aren’t seeing 
patients face to face.”4

NHS Digital’s most recent data 
reveals that 58% of GP appointments 
were carried out face to face in 
August, the first full month since 
most legal restrictions were lifted in 
England,5 compared to 80% before 
the pandemic. Early in the pandemic 
NHS England issued guidance for 
all GP surgeries to switch to a ‘total 
triage’ model of consultations; 
meaning that all consultations were 
by default initially a telephone 
assessment, but, if it was deemed 
necessary, the patient would, 
following this consultation, be asked 
to attend surgery for a face-to-face 
examination. This would be done 
in a way to maximise patient safety: 
namely by keeping the waiting 
rooms as empty as possible and 
allowing the consultation rooms and 
equipment to be cleaned in between 
appointments.

For those patients confirmed to 
have Covid and needing assessing 
- or with symptoms suggestive 
of Covid, but not yet confirmed - 
special GP ‘hot sites’ were set up. 
Here the patients could be kept 
separate from other, non-Covid 
patients, whilst the clinicians could 
take extra precautions to prevent the 
virus spreading. While they continue 
to operate in most NHS clinical 
commissioning groups (CCGs) 
across the country, the speed and 
efficiency by which these hot sites 
were set up was truly impressive 
and they have undoubtedly played 
an important role in preventing any 
Covid spread within surgeries. They 
were/are run by primary care staff, 
providing admin, nursing and GP 
cover.

In May this year NHS England 
updated its total triage advice, now 
stating that patients should be offered 
face-to-face appointments if this is 
their preference, unless there is a 
good clinical reason not to do that 
(ie, if they have or are suspected of 
having Covid). So why, you might 
ask, are so many primary care 
appointments still being carried out 
remotely?

Utter failure
The first and obvious answer 
(obvious, that is, unless you are a 
member of the UK government or its 
compliant army of journalists) is that 
the Covid pandemic has not gone 
away and all current data confirms 
what has been true throughout the 
pandemic: that the UK government’s 
response to it has been an utter 

failure.
Since July there have been on 

average about 35,000 new cases 
recorded every day. These numbers 
are comparable to December 
2020-February 2021, when the 
UK was in full lockdown and the 
virus was at its most deadly. The 
incidence of daily new confirmed 
cases (per million of the population) 
in the UK remains way above that 
of USA, India, Italy, Spain, France, 
Germany and pretty much most of 
the world. For the past two months 
the daily deaths from Covid have 
been hovering around 140 - still 
significant and tragic, but much less 
than during the period compared 
above, where the daily deaths were 
pushing 1,000 each day and peaked 
at 1,824 (January 20).

The reason for the difference is 
obviously the impact the vaccination 
programme has had. It is a programme 
with huge logistical implications, 
which was set up and run by 
already dangerously understaffed 
GP surgeries. The amazing success 
of this vaccination programme was 
down to the hard work of primary 
care staff and the volunteers 
who came to help - not the Tory 
government, which has since tried 
to hijack its success in an attempt to 
distract from the inconvenient truth 
that its own negligence has led to so 
much suffering.

Currently 78% of people over 
the age of 12 have received two 
vaccination doses and the booster 
programme to give everyone a third 
jab is now well underway. Thankfully 
this has meant that the Delta variant, 
which continues to account for 
most cases in the UK, whilst being 
more transmissible (and more likely 
to result in a severe illness in the 
unvaccinated), is currently resulting 
in significantly fewer hospitalisations 
and deaths.

However, as long as the 
number of cases in the population 
remains high, the situation remains 
unpredictable. High prevalence 
means more opportunities for the 
virus to mutate, either domestically 
or internationally, into a more 
deadly and/or resistant version. Of 
course, this risk is not something that 
keeps the ruling class up at night: 
the pandemic has confirmed once 
again that unnecessary deaths of the 
working class on a mass scale are 
nothing more than an inconvenience 
when you are trying to protect the 
needs of capital and maintain the rate 
of profit.

For everyone else though, Covid is 
still a very real, deadly and potentially 
catastrophic reality. Vaccines have 
been crucial in reducing the number 
of deaths, but even being vaccinated 
is no guarantee against contracting 

a very debilitating illness that has 
the potential to result in chronic 
mental-health problems and physical 
disability. Given all this, hands up all 
those who, this winter, wants to go 
sit for an hour in a poorly ventilated, 
packed GP surgery, squeezed into 
a room full of people (vaccinated 
and not), many of whom will be 
expressing the upper respiratory 
symptoms typical of the Delta 
variant of Covid? For anyone stupid 
enough to have their arm raised, I 
bet you a million pounds you won’t 
bump into the likes of Boris Johnson, 
Sajid Javid or Allison Pearson while 
you are there!

Our health
Primary care staff are not trying to 
control the flow of patients so they 
can chill out at home. They are doing 
it so they can prevent GP surgeries 
once again becoming major sites for 
Covid spread. Nurses, receptionists, 
GPs, cleaners and healthcare 
assistants have all continued to work 
throughout the pandemic under 
conditions of risk and stress. The 
same Tory politicians now accusing 
GPs of cowardice have spent the last 
18 months allowing tens of thousands 
of people to die - either through gross, 
incompetent mismanagement of the 
pandemic or, worse, by preferencing 
profit over people’s lives.

Meanwhile NHS staff, along with 
millions of other workers, have been 
turning up to work - initially with 
no personal protective equipment, 
and ever since with the absolute 
minimum. The vast majority of 
surgeries only actually ‘closed their 
doors’ for the few months after Covid 
arrived and started spreading in the 
UK, but even then patients were 
coming to surgeries by appointment. 
The pandemic has meant that the 
already unsafe demand for GP 
appointments has now reached 
disastrous levels. Although fewer 
patients have been seen face to face, 
the overall number of appointments 
has continued to increase. GPs 
delivered 31% more in June this 
year than in June 2019.6 They were 
already an unsafe number of patient 
contacts, averaging 41 per day in 
2019,7 but this number must now be 
pushing 50. Another factor at play is 
that despite the government promise 
of 6,000 more GPs by 2024, the trend 
is in the opposite direction: there are 
now 600 fewer GPs compared to 
before Covid. What is more, a recent 
survey found that 51% of GPs said 
they are currently suffering from 
depression, anxiety, stress, burnout, 
emotional distress or another mental-
health condition.8

The point here is not just that GPs 
should have a less stressful job: that 
would be for the benefit of every 

patient - who, after all, wants to be 
the 48th person speaking to or seeing 
a stressed doctor or nurse, who has 
not had time to have a break and who 
is in the 10th hour of their working 
day?

The one part of the Daily Mail 
campaign I do agree with is that 
patients should be able to have the 
possible option of a face-to-face 
appointment with their GP. This will 
not always be necessary, and many 
patients will opt for a telephone 
consultation (for example, people 
with mental-health conditions may 
prefer a telephone consultation, with 
perhaps a follow-up to simply discuss 
investigation results or treatment 
response). But, of course, a person 
with new physical symptoms should 
ideally always be seen in person - a 
physical examination is crucial in 
these circumstances, as things get 
missed otherwise.

Speaking personally, the other 
bonus of seeing patients in person 
is one of the reasons to choose to 
become a GP in the first place: 
being able to build a meaningful 
relationship with your patients. A day 
full of telephone consultations is far 
more stressful and ultimately much 
less satisfying. But such face-to-
face appointments must be delivered 
in a safe environment, allowing for 
sufficient time between patients for 
the cleaning of the rooms and social 
distancing. This will inevitably result 
in fewer patients being dealt with 
each day, and longer waiting times to 
see your GP … well, at least this will 
give the Daily Mail something else to 
campaign about.

Of course, there are more sinister 
things at play in the campaign for 
more face-to-face appointments 
than allowing Tory politicians the 
opportunity to deflect blame or give 
the rightwing press an opportunity 
to vent some of the poisonous bile 
that passes for journalism. It is 
simply another part of the continuing 
partnership between the government, 
private health industry and media 
corporations; their real campaign has 
been to undermine the very existence 
of the NHS. Hence its chronic 
underfunding and the ongoing 
privatisation - a process which has 
been vastly expanded during the 
pandemic and threatens the NHS on 
all fronts.

The Tories, whilst happy to 
pretend to hold the NHS dear 
when it gives them some political 
credence, actually see it as a still 
largely untapped market opportunity. 
Further, ideologically the idea of the 
equal provision of free healthcare 
for all at the point of need has at its 
centre a socialist kernel, which, of 
course, they find an abomination l
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3. www.telegraph.co.uk/
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4. www.rcgp.org.uk/about-us/news/2021/
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Across the entire spectrum
Whistleblower Frances Haugen said what people wanted to hear. Daniel Lazare scoffs at the moral panic 
over Facebook and Instagram

In 1910, a dangerous new form of 
media began invading America, 
and the famous social worker, 

Jane Addams, hastened to sound the 
alarm:

... while the occasional child 
is driven distraught, a hundred 
children permanently injure 
their eyes … and hundreds more 
seriously model their conduct 
upon the standards set before 
them on this mimic stage. Three 
boys, aged nine, 11 and 13 years, 
who had recently seen depicted 
the adventures of frontier life, 
including the holding up of a 
stage coach and the lassoing of 
the driver, spent weeks planning 
to lasso, murder and rob a 
neighbourhood milkman ...1

The insidious new threat? 
Nickelodeons - those tiny movie 
theatres that were springing up by 
the thousands in crowded immigrant 
neighbourhoods and allowing 
children with five cents in their pocket 
not only to watch bad guys robbing 
stage coaches (and good guys riding 
to the rescue), but comedies, ghost 
stories and tearjerkers. Nickelodeons 
disappeared around 1915, when 
movies got bigger and theatres got 
fancier, but they marked an important 
stage in the development of a mass 
cinematic audience.

Yet Addams - who, for unknown 
reasons, is still revered as a secular 
saint in certain quarters - was 
convinced they were leading 
American youth to perdition, along 
with other sins, such as alcohol and 
vaudeville.

More than a century later, 
America’s latest hate campaign 
against the online platforms, 
Facebook and Instagram, shows 
that her prudish spirit lives on. 
Newspapers are filled with stories 
about how the two Mark Zuckerberg 
properties are responsible for 
everything from eating disorders 
and teenage suicide to terrorism, the 
January 6 uprising on Capitol Hill, 
anti-vaxxers and ethnic conflict from 
Ethiopia to Myanmar.

Such charges are as ridiculous as 
anything Addams had to say about 
the old one-reelers. As a strangely 
clear-eyed New York Times analysis 
noted, “…there is an inconvenient 
fact that critics have overlooked: No 
research - by Facebook or anyone 
else - has demonstrated that exposure 
to Instagram, a Facebook app, 
harms teenage girls’ psychological 
wellbeing.”2

Indeed, internal Facebook 
research that whistleblower Frances 
Haugen chose not to mention 
indicates the opposite: ie, that 
Instagram is actually more likely to 
make teenage girls feel better about 
themselves than worse. A Harvard 
study has similarly determined that 
most US teens regard their social-
media experiences as “predominately 
positive”, while a Pew survey has 
found that up to 81% of teenagers 
report that social media makes them 
feel more connected, better able to 
interact with a more diverse group of 
friends, and more confident that they 
will have friends who support them 
when times get tough.3

What is more, there is no reason 
to think that Instagram should make 
teenagers feel bad, since nothing 
about it is intrinsically negative. 
After all, all Instagram does is allow 
users to post photos of the latest 
goings-on in their lives - their hot 
new clothes, hot new boyfriends, 

hot new restaurants, whatever. 
While such images can certainly 
trigger jealousy and resentment, 
they can trigger lots else besides: 
eg, approval, enthusiasm or 
indifference. Why assume that one 
is more common than the other, 
when there is no empirical reason 
that we should?

Political agenda
So what then is the Facebook furore 
really about? On the one hand, it 
is yet another example of the sort 
of mass moral panic that regularly 
crops up in America - whether the 
subject is communist infiltration, 
depraved comic books (a big 
concern in the early 1950s, believe it 
or not), raunchy rock lyrics, satanic 
ritual abuse or dark Russian plots 
“to provoke and amplify political 
and social discord”, to quote the 
2019 Mueller Report. The pattern is 
nearly always the same. Citizens are 
outraged and horrified. Newspapers 
rush to print the lurid details. 
Congressmen thunder and denounce. 
It is all as American as lynch mobs 
and apple pie.

But invariably there is a political 
agenda lurking somewhere in the 
background. After all, Joe McCarthy 
was not just a liar, a bully and a 
drunk, but a political strategist with 
a clear objective in mind, which was 
to purge the US power structure of 
communist influence left over from 
the Popular Front of the 1930s and 
40s. The same goes for Russiagate, 
the 21st century neo-McCarthyite 
update that dominated the news cycle 
for most of the Trump years. Despite 
being 99% nonsense, it had a clear 
goal as well: to drive a president 
out of office because the CIA, the 
corporate media and the foreign-
policy establishment regarded him as 
less than totally hostile to a Kremlin 
leader they saw as public enemy 
number one.

So what is the political 
agenda behind ‘Zuckergate’? For 

Republicans, the answer is easy. 
Since Silicon Valley fairly overflows 
with the kind of liberal techies that 
supporters in the south and midwest 
love to hate, then bashing away at 
Facebook and Instagram is a no-lose 
proposition. But, for Democrats, it is 
more complicated. After all, techies 
are their kind of people - educated, 
affluent and, in general, centre-left. 
So why single them out?

The answer goes back to 2016, 
when Facebook allowed a company 
known as the Internet Research 
Agency (IRA), based in St Petersburg, 
Russia, to purchase $44,000 worth 
of ads targeting Hillary Clinton’s 
presidential campaign. Never 
mind that the ads were hopelessly 
amateurish, that no connection with 
the Kremlin was ever established, 
or that it is not even clear that they 
were meant to sway the election in 
the first place. The only thing that 
mattered was that Clinton’s loss 
could not possibly be the Democrats’ 
fault (or the fault of America’s 
sacred constitution, even though 
Hillary won by nearly 2.9 million 
popular votes, only to be undone 
by an ancient constitutional device 
known as the Electoral College that 
is impossible to remove). If it was 
not their fault, then it had to be the 
fault of someone else - someone 
dark and sinister and unAmerican. 
This meant Vladimir Putin, Trump 
himself (whom Clinton regarded as 
little more than a Russian ‘puppet’) 
and, finally, Facebook for allowing 
itself to be turned into an instrument 
of foreign domination.

When a Facebook executive 
named Rob Goldman dared suggest 
that it was much ado about nothing 
due to the IRA’s minuscule ad budget, 
Zuckerberg ordered him to apologise 
and then fired him outright.4 He 
would do anything to get his 
company out of the Democratic line 
of fire. Yet nothing worked.

This is why Frances Haugen was 
assured of a ready audience when she 

left Facebook and went public with 
her in-house revelations - because 
Democrats are always happy for 
an excuse to whale away at their 
favourite target. She told the Dems 
exactly what they wanted to hear: that 
Facebook is greedy because it tries to 
win over teenage customers without 
regard to the harm that platforms 
like Instagram might cause; that it 
promotes discord and division by 
permitting material that is angry and 
polarising; that it is irresponsible 
because it fails to shut down drug 
cartels and human traffickers; that 
it allows anti-vaxxers to spread lies 
and misinformation; and so on.

But are newspapers divisive 
because they tend to highlight 
bad news rather than good? Are 
filmmakers psychologically 
destructive because they fill 
the screen with people who are 
impossibly gorgeous and charming, 
thereby causing the rest of us to 
feel lonely and inadequate? In the 
1990s, the island nation of Fiji 
suffered a wave of teenage anorexia 
when satellites began beaming 
in glamorous television shows 
like Melrose Place and Beverly 
Hills 90210.5 That is probably 
worse than anything Facebook or 
Instagram has ever came up with, 
yet no congressmen went hunting for 
executive scalps as a consequence. 
No-one saw any political percentage 
in doing so, whereas now they see 
plenty.

Constitution
Other factors are also at work. If 
America is especially prone to moral 
panics of this sort, it is because an 
absence of a party structure means 
that politicians are less interested 
in programmes than in appealing to 
the mob. Where democracy is about 
reason and ideas, an increasingly 
sub-democratic system like that of 
the US is concerned with feelings, 
fads and grandstanding.

Yet another factor is one 

that is even less recognised: the 
judicialisation of civil liberties. Since 
free speech is more or less guaranteed 
by the first amendment (“Congress 
shall make no law respecting 
an establishment of religion, or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; 
or abridging the freedom of speech, 
or of the press …”), protecting it is 
entirely in the hands of the courts. 
The effect, therefore, is to let the 
elected branches off the hook, 
leaving members of Congress free 
to do or say whatever they wish 
with no regard to the consequences. 
Just as a certain school of thought 
holds that mandatory seatbelt 
laws encourage motorists to drive 
more recklessly rather than less by 
reducing risk, an all-powerful Bill 
of Rights encourages Congress to 
behave more recklessly by doing 
the same with regard to civil rights. 
The constitution may leave free 
speech judicially impregnable, but 
politically it renders it more and 
more vulnerable.

This is why Blumenthal feels free 
to attack a free-speech platform like 
Facebook: he figures that his friends 
at the American Civil Liberties 
Union will give him a pass and that 
he will only reap the benefits of 
attacking an unpopular scapegoat. 
It is why Senator Ed Markey, a 
Massachusetts Democrat, feels free 
to accuse Facebook of “invading our 
privacy, promoting toxic content, 
and preying on children and teens”, 
while also basking in the praise of 
the ACLU. The constitution allows 
politicians to behave as absurdly and 
irresponsibly as they wish, because 
free speech is not their concern. It is 
only the concern of the courts.

This has led to a curious inversion. 
Traditionally, Republicans are hostile 
to civil liberties, while Dems are 
the opposite. But a Pew survey this 
summer revealed a strange reversal. 
When asked whether the federal 
government should reduce false 
information online, even if it means 
limiting freedom of information 
overall, the number of Republican 
or Republican-leaning adults saying 
‘yes’ fell from 37% in 2018 to 28% 
today - a one-fourth drop. But the 
number of Democrats saying ‘yes’ 
rose from 40% to 65% over the same 
period - an increase of more than 
half.

Thanks to Russiagate, the MeToo 
movement and cancel culture in 
general, all this is a sign that the 
Dems are emerging as the anti-free-
speech party, while the Republicans, 
in certain respects, are emerging as 
pro-free speech. It is an indication 
that authoritarianism is no longer 
confined to a single party, but is now 
spreading across the entire bourgeois 
spectrum l

USA
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Facing ecological meltdown
Eddie Ford is not surprised to learn that Britain is one of the world’s most nature-depleted countries

Would you believe it? Far from 
being a green and pleasant 
land, a new study shows 

that Britain is one of the world’s most 
nature-depleted countries, having an 
average of about half its biodiversity 
left - far below the global average 
of 75%. Indeed, when it comes to 
diversity, the UK is the worst among 
the G7 group of nations and in the 
bottom 10% globally, with some 56% 
species in decline and 15% threatened 
with extinction. Once again, Britain is 
a world-beater.

For anyone with a passing 
knowledge of ecology and history, 
this is hardly surprising news - 
plus you can see it for yourself 
everywhere. The steady and relentless 
despoliation of nature, which is more 
than something beautiful to look 
at: it is an integral part of who we 
are as human beings and ultimately 
provides our basic needs - or at least, 
it should do. By this criterion, Britain 
is failing on all fronts, especially when 
you consider that a figure of 90% 
remaining biodiversity is considered 
the “safe limit” to prevent the world 
from tipping into an “ecological 
meltdown” - in the words of professor 
Andy Purvis of the Natural History 
Museum in London, which conducted 
this latest research.

His team have used a new tool 
called the Biodiversity Intactness 
Index to estimate the percentage 
of natural biodiversity (animals, 
plants, fungi and soil micro-
organisms) that remains across the 
world and in individual countries. 
This index revealed that throughout 
the developing world biodiversity 
tends to be at a high level, but is 
often falling rapidly. By contrast, 
biodiversity has been stable in much 
of the developed world for the past 
20 years, but has been at a low level 
throughout that period - with the UK, 
of course, right near the bottom of 
this list. Nowadays, over two-thirds 
of Britain is used (or misused) for 
agriculture and 8% has been built on, 
leaving little room for what passes 
for nature. Also unsurprisingly, in the 
remoter areas of northern England, 
Scotland and Wales, biodiversity is 
less reduced than in areas such as 
south-east England, which is more 
built-up and farming methods have 
tended to be more intense.

Having said that, all you need 
to know is that Britain - unlike a lot 
of Europe - has an unprecedented 

record of chopping down trees and 
establishing agriculture. This is 
something that started about 5,000 
years ago in the Neolithic period, with 
the transition from hunter-gathering 
to cattle and to crop production. 
Then, to make things even more 
toxic, add industrial capitalism that 
began with a combination of water 
and wood power (before moving on 
to coal and steam). The iron industry 
needed fast moving streams and 
rivers to turn water mills and wood 
was the fuel used to smelt iron ore 
- a process leading to the coppicing 
of large swathes of woodland. Then 
there is ‘normal’ agriculture. With 
the enclosures, the growth of meat-
culture  and the aggressive pursuit of 
monoculture - sustained, especially 
since the 1950s and 60s, by a regime 
of artificial fertilisers and chemical 
pesticides (ie, insecticides). This 
combination brought death to much 
of the countryside along with streams, 
rivers and aquifers. Not only were 
insects wiped out: so were birds, 
mammals, fish and invertebrates. If 
they were not poisoned, they starved.

Some readers might remember 
well the awe-inspiring, seasonal 
murmurations of starlings when the 
sky used to go dark - not just for a 
few seconds, but for minute after 
minute, as they flew south, deep into 
Africa. Sadly, we no longer see such a 
magnificent sight nowadays.

Protection
In that context, it is worth noting the 
call by Chris Packham, the popular 
conservationist and TV presenter, 
for the royal family to “step up” 
by committing to the rewilding of 
their own estates. At the weekend he 
delivered a petition signed by more 
than 100,000 people to the gates of 
Buckingham Palace, accompanied 
by more than 100 school strikers. 
It need hardly be said that the 
monarchy is still one of the UK’s 
biggest landowners. According 
to calculations by the rewilding 
campaign group, Wild Card, it owns 
more than 323,748 hectares (800,000 
acres) of land - including the crown 
estate, which is equivalent to double 
the area of Greater London or 1.4% 
of the UK.

However, it appears that Packham’s 
activism is not popular with everyone: 
he was the victim of an arson attack 
just before his march on Buckingham 
Palace - the latest in a campaign of 

harassment over a number of years. 
This is hardly surprising, given his 
constant battles against the great 
and good - and others, like the 
National Trust, Forestry Commission, 
landowners, developers, foxhunters, 
grouse-shooters, etc.

Packham is the mildest of mildest 
reformers. His rewilding proposals 
amount to the merest tinkering - 
wildwashing. Not only does he 
steer clear of calling for abolishing 
the monarchy as an inherently 
undemocratic institution: he fails to 
squarely address how the patterns 
of land ownership in the UK, not 
least the Crown Estates, resulted 
from hundreds of years of robbery, 
terrorism and violent expropriation 
of peasant farmers. Indeed he appears 
to blame overpopulation for the 
ecological  crisis.

Certainly when it comes to 
rewilding, a good place to start are the 
grouse moors and upland sheep runs. 
We say, let it go, stop vandalising 
the countryside, whether that means 
planting trees or just letting nature 
take its course. For an object lesson in 
what not to do, look at the supposedly 
beautiful Lake District - what an 
obscenity. The virtual total lack 
of trees is a direct result of human 
action, either because of the constant 
grazing of sheep or deliberate burning 
- which you have to do in order to 
make the place fit for shooting stupid 
game birds. Horrendously, more than 
three-quarters of a million acres of 
Britain’s national parks are covered 
by intensively-managed grouse 
moors, which leave nature utterly 
impoverished.1

The Natural History Museum’s 
bleak assessment was released just 
before the virtual UN Biodiversity 
Conference, or Cop15, that began 
this week and was hosted by none 
other than China. The Convention on 
Biological Diversity was originally 
signed at the Rio Earth Summit 
in 1992 and later ratified by 195 
countries - not including the United 
States, it almost goes without saying 
- plus the European Union as a body. 
It has two supplementary agreements 
- the Cartagena Protocol and Nagoya 
Protocol - and its first ‘Conference of 
the Parties’ was held in the Bahamas 
in 1994, with the last taking place in 
Egypt in 2018.2

The CBD wants to protect the 
diversity of plant and animal species 
and ensure natural resources are used 

sustainably - also aiming to achieve 
“fair and equitable sharing” of 
benefits from natural genetic material 
used in everything from medicines 
to new crop species. In practice, that 
means aspiring to make sure various 
indigenous communities and countries 
that are home to biological riches 
actually benefit from their use. The 
overall aim is to establish firm goals 
that would halt the loss of wildlife 
and the degradation of habitats that 
threatens to reach crisis levels across 
the entire planet in the near future. 
Over the past three decades, countries 
have agreed a series of plans under 
the CBD to protect nature at the 
global level. More than a decade ago 
negotiators agreed goals to preserve 
plants and species in the decade from 
2010 to 2020.

But, with depressing predictability, 
the ‘international community’ failed 
to fully meet any of the 20 targets, 
which included protecting coral reefs 
and tackling pollution - definitely a 
bad start.

President Xi Jinping himself 
attended the online Cop15 meeting 
via a video link, where he pledged 
$232 million for a new fund to 
protect world biodiversity - saying 
that China “will take the lead” on this 
matter. He announced that the country 
would establish a number of national 
parks as part of growing efforts to 
protect the country’s biodiversity and 
natural treasures. Xi also talked about 
“accelerating” the development of 
wind and solar power in China.

Crisis
There is, of course, much speculation 
about whether he will actually turn 
up at Cop26, though in some ways 
you could hardly blame him for not 
bothering, if all he gets is hypocritical 
western fingers pointing at him. 
But the backdrop to the Glasgow 
conference is distinctly gloomy. In 
its annual World energy outlook, the 
International Energy Agency has said 
that the current plans to cut global 
carbon emissions will fall 60% short 
of their 2050 net zero target. The 
organisation argues that the changes 
necessary to reach that target require 
up to $4 trillion in investment over the 
next decade alone. Meanwhile, China 
seems to have plans to build more 
coal-fired power plants - meaning that 
Beijing might rethink its timetable to 
slash emissions, perhaps invalidating 
Xi’s fine words at Cop15.3

After a meeting of the National 
Energy Commission, the Chinese 
premier of the State Council, Li 
Keqiang, issued a statement stressing 
the importance of “energy security” 
and the enhancement of “the capacity 
for energy self-supply”. He went on 
to say that, “given the predominant 
place of coal in the country’s 
energy”, it is “important to optimise 
the layout for the coal production 
capacity, build advanced coal-fired 
power plants as appropriate in 
line with development needs and 
continue to phase out outdated coal 
plants in an orderly fashion”. This 
was said after large swathes of the 
country were plunged into darkness 
by rolling blackouts that hit factories 
and homes, with as many as 20 
provinces experiencing the crisis to 
some degree. According to the South 
China Morning Post, stocks of coal 
used to generate electricity stood at 
a record low of just 11.31 million 
tonnes as of September 21.

Hence Li’s rhetoric about a new 
“phased timetable and roadmap 
for peaking carbon emissions”, 
following reports that China has 
ordered its two top coal-producing 
regions, Shanxi and Inner Mongolia, 
to “combat” the country’s power 
supply crisis. In other words, step up 
production by any means necessary. 
Beijing had previously set out plans 
to be carbon-neutral by 2060, with 
emissions peaking by 2030 - a goal 
experts say would involve shutting 
600 coal-fired power plants. But 
that seems unlikely unfortunately, 
given the escalating energy crisis, 
which has been exacerbated in recent 
days by major flooding in northern 
Shanxi, one of China’s top coal-
producing regions - forcing at least 
60 mines to suspend production and 
the evacuation of more than 120,000 
people.

President Xi Jinping has promised 
to stop building coal plants abroad. 
But, when it comes to home, it is a 
very different picture l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk
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What appears to be pristine nature is, in fact, profoundly denatured
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The wealth of nature
There are still those who merely offer a mirror image of bourgeois ideology, with the claim that workers 
create all the wealth. Jack Conrad argues that nature more than contributes: it is primary

Tony Cliff’s original, 33-strong, 
Labour Party-embedded, 
Socialist Review Group not only 

evolved through the International 
Socialists into today’s largely paper-
membership Socialist Workers 
Party: it spawned a couple of dozen 
imitators, clones and breakaways in 
other countries besides.

True, most of the SWP’s ‘sister 
organisations’ have disappeared, 
gone native or survive as nothing 
more than micro-sects. Going 
through the International Socialist 
Tendency and its national sections is 
an uninspiring exercise. Other than 
broken links, what is ‘real’ amounts 
to a pot pourri of shrill liberalism, 
routine trade unionism, crass tailism 
and bowdlerised Marxism. Eg, when 
it comes to nature, there is a similar 
problem on display.

For many years, for decades, the 
SWP’s Socialist Worker carried this 
formulation in its ‘What we stand 
for’ column: “Workers create all 
the wealth under capitalism. A new 
society can only be constructed 
when they collectively seize control 
of that wealth and plan its production 
and distribution according to need.” 
(Proposition 1).

Sister and former sister IST 
organisations still loyally present, 
champion, uphold their own versions 
of this proposition. Five examples.
1. In the United States the now 
liquidated International Socialist 
Organization: “Workers create 
society’s wealth, but have no control 
over its production and distribution. 
A socialist society can only be 
built when workers collectively 
take control of that wealth and 
democratically plan its production 
and distribution, according to 
present and future human needs 
instead of profit.”1

2. Its diminutive, IST rump, Marx 
21, likewise declares: “We believe 
that workers create all the wealth 
under capitalism, which is a system 
run by a tiny, wealthy elite. A new 
society can only be constructed 
when we, the workers, collectively 
seize control of that wealth and 
plan production and distribution 
according to human need.”2

3. Up north, in Canada, the 
International Socialists have: 
“Capitalist monopolies control 
the earth’s resources, but workers 
everywhere actually create the 
wealth.”3

4. Down under, in Australia, there 
is Solidarity: “Although workers 
create society’s wealth, they have 
no control over production or 
distribution.”4

5. Then, finally, in terms of 
our potted IST survey, we have 
Workers’ Democracy in Poland 
(formerly Socialist Solidarity). 
Exactly in line with all the others 
we are told: “While workers create 
social wealth, they have no control 
over the production and distribution 
of goods. In pursuit of increasing 
profits, global capitalism, cultivated 
by corporations backed by the power 
of the strongest and richest countries 
in the world, leads to a progressive 
stratification of income.”5

For those unacquainted with 
the ABCs of Marxism these 
formulations might appear 
perfectly acceptable. Yes, they are 
superficially anti-capitalist and 
apparently militantly pro-working 
class. But, as we have repeatedly 
argued, there is a problem.6 It lies not 
with the call for the working class to 

“collectively seize” control of the 
wealth they create and then “plan 
its production and distribution”. 
No, the programmatic poverty, the 
economism, of the IST tradition 
announces itself in the very first 
sentence: “The workers create all 
the wealth under capitalism” … or 
words to that effect.

The fault is twofold. Firstly, the 
IST statements are simply wrong. 
Workers do not create all wealth 
under capitalism. Secondly, it treats 
workers merely as wage-slaves, 
the producers of commodities - not 
feeling, thinking, emotional human 
beings7 - a mirror image, in effect, of 
capitalist political economy.

Wealth
Let us discuss wealth. To do that 
we must first outline some basic 
Marxist concepts.

Wealth for capital concerns value, 
surplus value and accumulated 
surplus value - its general form 
being money. Marx gives this simple 
algebraic formula: M-C-M′. This 
movement sees the capitalist laying 
out money to purchase commodities 
in order to realise more money in 

the market. In the embryonic form 
of mercantile capitalism, the secret 
of making something out of nothing 
is to be found in the existence of 
distinct ‘world economies’. A ‘world 
economy’ being an economically 
autonomous geographical zone, 
whose internal links give it “a certain 
organic unity” (Ferdinand Braudel).8

The merchant’s ships, wagons 
and pack animals join and exploit 
each separate ‘world economy’. Eg, 
Muslim Arab traders bought cheap 
in India and China and sold dear to 
Christendom (Byzantine in the east 
and Europe in the west). Merchants 
parasitically acted as intermediaries 
between such spaces. Mark-ups 
on spices, silks and ceramics were 
fabulous. Way beyond the cost of 
transport. There were no socially 
determining capitalist relations of 
production. Unequal exchange was 
the key to the merchant’s wealth and 
capital accumulation.

Under fully developed capitalism, 
however, surplus value derives 
from the surplus labour performed 
by workers during the process of 
production. Hence this (extended) 
formula for the circuit of money: 

M-C…P…C′-M′.
Through repeated acts of 

parliament, state terrorism and 
relentless market competition, the 
direct producers had been separated 
from the means of production. Small 
peasants and petty artisans fall into 
the ranks of the proletariat and 
have to present themselves daily, 
weekly, monthly for hire. It is that 
or grinding poverty. Yet on average 
capital purchases labour-power at 
a ‘fair’ market price. As sellers of 
that commodity - labour-power - 
workers receive back its full worth. 
Again on average. Wages buy the 
means of subsistence necessary for 
the production and reproduction of 
the worker as a wage-slave. Only as 
human beings are they robbed.

Of course, capital, as an 
individual entity in its own right, has 
no concern for the worker. Capital, 
because it is only interested in self-
expansion, would compel workers 
to work for 24 hours a day and seven 
days a week if such a feat were 
physically possible. Nor has capital, 
again as capital, any particular 
concern for the commodity created 
by the combination of labour-power, 
the instruments of labour and raw 
materials - albeit brought together 
under its auspices. The resulting 
commodity could be of the highest 
quality or complete rubbish. But, as 
long as it sells, and sells at a profit, 
that is what counts. Hence, for 
capital, wealth comes in the form of 
value, surplus value and above all 
money. In other words, exchange-
value.

The slackers, the parochial, 
the small fry are gobbled up or 
driven out of business. To survive, 
capitalists are, therefore, compelled 
to lay out money in order to realise 
more money … and not just once, 
not just twice, but endlessly, time 
after time. Growth and overcoming 
all barriers to growth becomes the 
cult which they must fanatically 
serve. Capital rises above the 
capitalists themselves: it becomes 
their demonic master, their “real 
god”.9

Of course, for the capitalists, 
as individuals, wealth also comes 
in the form of use-values. Despite 
the myths of Max Weber and the 
so-called Protestant work ethic, 
no-one should imagine them living 
an ascetic, self-denying existence, 
which sees all profits ploughed back 
into production, and using money to 
make more money.

Capitalists indulge themselves … 
and often to extraordinary excess. 
Billionaires buy up private islands, 
football clubs, famous art works, 
entertain aboard luxury yachts, 
rocket off into near space and flit 
from one sumptuous residence to 
another. Even when it comes to 
mere CEOs, Lear jets, chauffeur-
driven limos, English butlers, 
Pilipino maids, Saville Row suits, 
vintage wines, trophy wives and 
the right to grope female employees 
are considered mere perks of the 
job (yes, most of them are male, 
sociopathic and aggressively self-
entitled). Meanwhile, half the 
world’s population has no ready 
access to clean drinking water.

Use-value
So, for capital, wealth is self-
expanding money or value. But, 
for the human being, wealth is use-
value - what fulfils some desire, 
what gives pleasure, what it useful. 

Because use-value so obviously 
relies on subjective judgement, 
Marx quite correctly gave the widest 
possible definition. Use-value, he 
said, must satisfy a human need of 
“some sort”.

Whether these needs arise 
from the “stomach or from fancy” 
makes no difference.10 Use-
value is therefore not just about 
physical needs: it encompasses 
the imagination too. Indeed, a use-
value may be purely imaginary. Its 
essence is to be found in the human 
being rather than the thing itself. The 
consumer determines use-value (ie, 
utility).

Obviously use-values are bought 
on the market for money and come 
in the form of commodities produced 
through the capitalist production 
process. However, capital not only 
has an interest, a drive, to exploit 
labour and maximise surplus labour. 
In pursuit of profit, capital also seeks 
to maximise sales and therefore to 
expand consumption. Capitalists, 
in department I, sell raw materials 
and the instruments of labour to 
other capitalists: steel, electricity, 
machine tools, computer chips, etc. 
Capitalists in department II sell 
the means of consumption to other 
capitalists … and to workers too 
(food, clothing, housing, drink, etc).

While the individual capitalist, 
the particular capital, attempts to 
minimise the wages of the workers 
they employ, capital as many 
capitals, capital as a system, pushes 
and promotes all manner of novel 
wants and artificial needs. Hence 
celebrity endorsements, influencers 
and the huge advertising sector, 
which works day and night to 
transform the “luxury goods of the 
aristocracy into the necessities of 
everyday life”.11 That, and the class 
struggle conducted by workers 
themselves, combine to constantly 
overcome the barrier represented by 
the limited purchasing power of the 
working class.

Part of what the working class 
produces is therefore sold back to the 
working class … and historically on 
an ever-increasing scale. That way, 
workers manage to partially develop 
themselves as human beings. Not 
that their needs are ever fully met. 
There is a steady stream of the 
latest must-haves. Capital, capital 
accumulation and the lifestyles of the 
rich always run far ahead. The lot of 
the working class therefore remains 
one of relative impoverishment and 
“chronic dissatisfaction” (Thorstein 
Veblen).12

Workers and capitalists alike 
consume use-values that come in 
the form of commodities and from 
the sphere of capitalist relations 
of production and the exploitation 
of wage labour (there are, though 
we shall not explore it here, non-
commodity use-values, such as 
domestic labour - cleaning, cooking, 
looking after the kids, maintaining 
the car, putting up shelves, 
decorating, etc).

Doubtless, once again workers 
and capitalists alike also consume 
some commodities that, directly 
or indirectly, come from peasant 
agriculture, the individual service-
provider or the self-employed 
artisan. Eg, when visiting India, 
I love to quench my thirst by 
stopping to drink the water from 
one of the fresh coconuts sold along 
the roadside; likewise I buy my 
newspapers from the newsagent next 

Money, money, money ... that is capitalist wealth
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door; I get my shoes repaired by the 
cobbler from up the road. Such little 
businesses produce use-values and 
therefore, by definition, wealth too. 
With such examples in mind - and 
there are millions of them in Britain 
alone13 - it is surely badly mistaken 
to baldly state that “workers create 
all the wealth under capitalism”.

In theoretical terms, forgetting 
or passing over petty bourgeois 
commodity production is a mote, a 
mere speck of dust in the eye of the 
IST. But there exists a beam.

In his Critique of the Gotha 
programme Marx is quite explicit: 
“Labour is not the source of all 
wealth.”14 There is nature too.

Marx writes here against the first 
paragraph of the draft programme 
of the newly established German 
Social Democratic Party. It has a 
strangely familiar ring. A ghostly 
anticipation of the IST: “Labour is 
the source of all wealth and culture 
and, since useful labour is possible 
only in society and through society, 
the proceeds of labour belong 
undiminished with equal right to all 
members of society.”

Some necessary background.
The Gotha unity congress in 

1875 represented an unprincipled 
unification, joining together 
Lassallean state socialists and the 
Eisenachers - the followers of Marx, 
led by August Bebel and Wilhelm 
Liebknecht. Marx, supported unity, 
yes, but not unity which involved 
weakening the programme. Note, 
the Lassalleans, not least because 
of their dictatorial internal regime, 
were in decline, their trade unions 
broke away and various splits joined 
the Eisenachers. And concessions 
there had been: eg, “producer 
associations assisted by the state” ... 
Not in itself a disaster, but the central 
role accorded to the state and state 
aid nostrums left the door ajar for a 
“Bonapartist state-socialist workers’ 
party” (Engels 1887-88).15

It should be added that Marx was 
probably eager, primed, itching to 
write his Critique due to Mikhail 
Bakunin. In his Statism and anarchy 
(1873) Bakunin portrayed Marx 
as a German nationalist and an 
“authoritarian” worshiper of state 
power. Not only that: Marx was 
said to have been responsible for the 
programme and every step taken by 
the Eisenachers since day one. Eg, 
“The supreme objective of all his 
efforts, as is proclaimed to us by the 
fundamental statutes of his party in 
Germany, is the establishment of the 
great People’s State (Volksstaat)”.16

As a canny political fighter 
Marx chose to point the finger 
of blame at Ferdinand Lassalle 
(1825-64). Lassalle was the real 
German nationalist and worshipper 
of state power. He had secretly 
offered to do a deal with Otto von 
Bismarck. That way, the Bismarck 
state would have gotten its “own 
bodyguard proletariat to keep the 
political activity of the bourgeoisie 
in check”.17 Marx credited Lassalle 
with being the spiritual father of 
the Gotha programme, including 
the above-quoted first paragraph. 
Unfair, perhaps - Lassalle was dead, 
killed in a silly duel.

More to the point, Marx’s own 
pupils - ie, Bebel and Liebknecht 
- were quite capable of making 
such an elementary blunder all by 
themselves. No help, no prompting 
from Lassalle and his state socialists 
was needed. But, by blaming 
Lassalle, Marx was able to give 
his comrades an escape route, 
a route which, if taken, would 
simultaneously save their blushes 
and draw a clear line of demarcation 
against Lassallean state socialism.

Reflux
Neither Tony Cliff, Duncan Hallas, 
Chris Harman, John Rees, Lindsey 
German, Martin Smith, Alex 

Callinicos, Charlie Kimber nor Amy 
Leather were cribbing from Lassalle 
... or Bebel and Liebknecht for that 
matter. That is to state the obvious.

No, we have a clear case of 
historical reflux, opportunism 
recurring, economism spontaneously 
resurfacing - as it inevitably does, 
given the material conditions 
of capitalism and the oppressed 
position of the working class.

Incidentally, economism needs 
defining here - that is, if we are 
going to have a serious discussion. 
Economism is, in essence, a 
bourgeois-imposed outlook, which 
restricts, narrows down the horizons 
of the working class to mere trade 
unionism … that or, more commonly, 
it simply denies or belittles the role 
of high politics and democracy 
in the struggle for socialism and 
communism. So, regrettably, the 
IST and its SWP mothership are 
hardly alone. Economism is an all 
too common malady.

Not, of course, that economism 
denies politics. The problem is that, 
when the economistic left takes 
up politics, it is not the politics of 
the working class and necessarily 
therefore orthodox Marxism. No, 
it is, instead, the politics of other 
classes and other ideological trends: 
left social democracy, the trade union 
bureaucracy, liberalism, greenism, 
feminism, black separatism, petty 
nationalism, etc.

Economism is therefore a parody 
of Marxism: one-dimensional 
Marxism. Genuine Marxism strives 
on every front to organise, mobilise 
and politically arm the working class 
so that it can become the ruling class. 
Proletarian socialism can never 
come about through tailing whatever 
moves. Socialism is the victory of 
the working class in the battle for 
democracy and the first stage in the 
transition to a communist society.

Anyway, back to Marx. In 1875, 
he savaged the “hollow phrases” in 
the Gotha programme about “useful 
labour” and all members of society 
having an “equal right” to society’s 
wealth. There is useless labour 
- labour that fails to produce the 
intended result. Furthermore, every 
society needs a surplus to reinvest 
in production and infrastructural 
projects or in cases of emergencies. 
Hence, for Marx, not all production 
can be, or should be, returned 
“undiminished” to the producers.

As for equality, people are not 
equal in their abilities. Nor in their 
needs. The first stage of communist 
society will operate according to the 
principle of work done; but, once 
fully mature, it will inscribe onto its 
banner these splendid words: “From 
each according to their ability; to 
each according to their needs.”

What about the claim that “labour 
is the source of all wealth” serving 
as an indictment of capitalism? If 
anything, the opposite is the case. 
Displaying great profundity, Marx 
argues as follows:

[T]he bourgeoisie have very 
good grounds for ascribing 
supernatural creative power to 
labour; since precisely from the 
fact that labour is determined 
by nature, it follows that man, 
who possesses no other property 
than his labour-power, must, 
in all conditions of society and 
culture, be the slave of other men 
who have made themselves the 
owners of the material conditions 
of labour. He can work only with 
their permission, hence live only 
with their permission.18

No less to the point, what did 
Marx have to say about nature? He 
emphasised: “Nature is just as much 
the source of wealth of use-values 
(and it is surely of such that material 
wealth consists!) as labour, which 
itself is only the manifestation of 

a force of nature, human labour-
power.”

He goes on to explain that 
“insofar as man from the outset 
behaves towards nature” - what 
he calls the “primary source of all 
instruments and objects of labour” - 
as an “owner, treats her as belonging 
to him, his labour becomes the 
source of use-values, therefore also 
of wealth”. The same gendered 
metaphor occurs elsewhere again 
and again in order to depict the 
twofold source of wealth. Eg, in 
Capital, Marx approvingly quotes 
William Petty: “Labour is its father 
and the earth its mother”19

Sunshine and water, air and soil, 
plants and animals are all ‘gifts 
from nature’. Human beings too are 
part of nature and, just like every 
other living thing, rely on nature in 
order to survive. Humanity applies 
itself to nature and in the process 
of production often banks on the 
direct actions of nature. Eg, though 
a natural product, wheat is selected, 
sown and harvested by labour; yet 
it germinates in the soil and needs 
both rain and sunshine if it is to grow 
and duly ripen. So the two forms of 
wealth conjoin. Yet, despite that, for 
the laws of capital, what gives the 
wheat value is not what is supplied 
by nature. That has use-value, but 
not value. Value derives from the 
application of labour-power alone.

Wonders
There is a another - a spiritual, 
or artistic - dimension to the use-
value of nature that should never be 
underestimated.

There is a pleasure in the pathless 
woods,

There is a rapture on the lonely 
shore,

There is society, where none 
intrudes,

By the deep sea, and music in its 
roar:

I love not man the less, but Nature 
more.

(George Gordon, Lord Byron, 
Childe Harold’s pilgrimage - 1812)

I am unable to match such poetic 
heights. Nevertheless, I too am 
constantly inspired, humbled, 
uplifted by the wonders of nature: 
the evening sunset I see through 
my office window, the mists of 
autumn mornings, exploring my 
local heathland, the thunderstorms, 
as they roll over London. All are 
wealth for the human being.

So wealth cannot be limited to the 
products of human activity alone. 
Wealth must include every form of 
consumption which produces human 
beings in one respect or another. 
Michael Lebowitz rightly considers 
this of particular significance: 
“Marx’s identification of nature 
as a source of wealth is critical in 
identifying a concept of wealth that 
goes beyond capital’s perspective”20

Capital, as we have shown above, 
has but one interest - self-expansion. 
Capital has no intrinsic concern 
either for the worker … or nature. 
And, especially over the last 150 
years, and increasingly so, capitalist 
exploitation of nature has resulted in 
wanton destruction. Deforestation, 
the erosion of topsoils, the spread 
of deserts, CO2, methane and other 
greenhouse gas emissions - all 
grow apace. Countless species 
of plants and animals have been 
driven to extinction. Instead of 
cherishing nature, there is greed, 
plunder and recklessness. Oil is 
prodigiously devoured through the 
car economy, business executives 
jet off to meetings, while railway 
prices are hiked, and nuclear power 
is presented as the salvation from the 
danger of runaway climate change.

The working class presents 
the only viable alternative to the 
destructive reproduction of capital. 

First, as a countervailing force 
within capitalism - one which has 
its own logic, pulling against that 
of capital. The political economy of 
the working class brings with it not 
only higher wages and shorter hours. 
It is responsible for health services, 
social security systems, pensions, 
universal primary and secondary 
education … and measures that 
protect the environment. Wealth, 
for the working class, is not 
merely about the accumulation and 
consumption of an ever greater 
range of commodities.

Besides being of capitalism, the 
working class is uniquely opposed 
to capitalism. The political economy 
of the working class more than 
challenges capital. It points beyond 
capital - to the total reorganisation 
of society and, with that, the ending 
of humanity’s strained, brutalised, 
crisis-ridden relationship with nature. 
Socialism and communism do not 
raise the workers to the position where 
they own the planet. Mimicking the 
delusions associated with capitalism 
- as witnessed under bureaucratic 
socialism in the Soviet Union - brings 
constant disappointment, ecological 
degradation and the certain revenge 
of nature. Humanity can only but be 
the custodian.

Marx was amongst the first to 
theorise human dependence on 
nature and the fact that humanity 
and nature co-evolve. He warned, 
however, that a metabolic “rift” 
had occurred, which threatened 
the nature-imposed conditions 
of human existence. Capitalism 
crowds vast numbers into polluted, 
soulless, crime-ridden concrete 
jungles. Simultaneously, the ever 
bigger farms of capitalist agriculture 
denude nature with mono-crops, 
the ripping up of hedgerows and, as 
highlighted by Rachel Carson back 
in the early 1960s, the chemical 
death meted out to “birds, mammals, 
fishes, and indeed practically every 
form of wildlife”.21

The Marx-Engels team wanted to 
re-establish an intimate connection 
between town and country, 
agriculture and industry, and 
rationally redistribute the population. 
Mega-cities are profoundly alienating 
and inhuman. The growth of ever-
sprawling conurbations has to be 
ended and new spaces made inside 
them for woods, parks, public 
gardens, allotments and small farms. 
Doubtless, while this programme 
has great relevance today, not least 
given the code-red climate crisis, it 
is very hard to imagine the capitalist 
class, with its short-termism and 
manic fixation on generating 
profits, willingly going along with 
such far-reaching measures. But 
under conditions of socialism and 
communism such ideas will surely 
be put into practice.

Our aim is not only to put a 
stop to destruction and preserve 
what remains. Of course, the great 
rain forests of Congo, Indonesia, 
Peru, Columbia and Brazil must 
be safeguarded. So too the much 
depleted life in the oceans and seas. 
However, more can be done. The 
riches of nature should be restored 
and where possible enhanced. 
Grouse moors and upland sheep 
runs are obvious prime targets for 
rewilding in a Britain with its “very 
striking - and worrying” low levels 
of biodiversity (Natural History 
Museum report).22 The wolves 
should sing again.

But we can think really big. 
Mesopotamia - now dry and dusty - 
can be remade into the lush habitat 
it was in pre-Sumerian times. The 
Sahara in Africa and Rajputana 
in India were once home to a 
wonderful variety of fauna and flora. 
The parched interior of Australia 
too. With sufficient resources and 
careful management they can bloom 
once again.

The aim of such projects would 
not be to maximise production 
and churn out an endless flood 
of products. Hardly the Marxist 
version of abundance. On the 
contrary, the communist economy 
has every reason to rationally 
economise and minimise all 
necessary inputs.

The “enormous waste” under 
capitalist social conditions outraged 
Marx. The by-products of industry, 
agriculture and human consumption 
are squandered and lead to pollution 
of the air and contamination of 
streams, rivers and lakes. Capital 
volume three contains a section 
entitled ‘Utilisation of the extractions 
of production’. Here Marx outlines 
his commitment to the scientific 
“reduction” and “re-employment” 
of waste.23

In place of capitalism’s 
squandermania and Stalin’s cult 
of steel, coal and cement, there 
comes with communism the human 
being, who is rich in human needs. 
However, these needs are satisfied 
not merely by the supply of things: 
they are first and foremost satisfied 
through the concert of human 
interconnections and a readjusted 
and sustainable relationship with 
nature.

At the heart of the Marxist 
project is therefore the richest 
development of human beings: 
individuals who have developed 
their capabilities and capacities, 
so that there is a full working 
out of all innate and acquired 
potentialities l
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IRAN

Honouring the victims
On October 9 a group of Iranian revolutionaries, now mainly based in North America and Europe, organised 
an online meeting to commemorate the 1988 massacre of political prisoners. Among the speakers were 
Yassamine Mather, Shahin Chitsaz and Mike Macnair. 

In recent years - especially 
since the start of the nuclear 
confrontat ions/negotiat ions 

between Iran’s Islamic Republic and 
western governments - the plight 
of political prisoners, tortured in 
Iranian prisons, as well as those 
executed by the Iranian regime, has 
gained prominence.

The Trump and Biden 
administrations in the US, as 
well as those in several European 
countries, have suddenly realised 
that the current Iranian president, 
Ebrahim Raisi (who became head 
of the judiciary in 2019 before his 
‘election’ as president this year), 
was personally involved in the 
mass execution of Iranian political 
prisoners in the 1980s. This is 
ironic, since from the time of these 
executions until the recent nuclear 
debacle, the imperialist powers 
could not have cared less about the 
fate of leftwing political prisoners 
in Iran. In fact claims of concerns 
expressed by such governments in 
relation to ‘human rights’ in Iran or 
anywhere else are always directly 
linked to imperialist interests. 
Obedient allies are exempt from 
any such concern. For example, 
currently Saudi Arabia and Israel 
are hardly mentioned when it comes 
to ‘human rights violations’. In 
fact it is amazing that after all the 
revelations about the USA’s own 
record in Guantanamo, Abu Ghraib, 
etc, anyone could believe the west’s 
‘concern for human rights’. Yet, 
despite this, even some Iranians 
who claim to be leftwing still have 
illusions in the possible role of the 
US and its allies in replacing the 
current regime.

The execution of leftwing 
political prisoners in Iran in the early 

1980s was of little interest to western 
governments. They had considered 
the entire opposition to the shah 
as a threat to their own interests 
and, following his overthrow in the 
1979 revolution, they considered an 
Islamic government in Tehran to be 
a better option than the continuation 
of the mass unrest, which could have 
resulted in much greater influence 
for the ‘official communists’. That 
was still during the cold war, of 
course, so the fact that that the 
Islamic government was executing 
leftwingers was, as far they were 
concerned, for the best.

There were far more important 
issues to worry about: the taking 
of hostages in the US embassy in 
Tehran, the ex-shah’s travels in 
search of sanctuary, the start of the 
war with Iraq. Hopefully Saddam 

Hussein’s forces were going to 
bring down the Iranian regime. The 
Islamic Republic’s human rights 
record did not matter an iota in 
this context. For example, supreme 
leader Ruhollah Khomeini’s fatwa 
against the Kurdish people dates 
back to this period, but no western 
government batted an eyelid.

When it comes to the late 1980s, 
let us remember the political 
context of the relations between 
Iran and western governments 
in this period. The years 1985-
87 coincide with what was called 
‘Irangate’ or the ‘Iran contra affair’. 
This was a political scandal in the 
US that occurred during the second 
term of the Reagan administration, 
when senior officials secretly 
facilitated the sale of arms to the 
Islamic Republic, despite an official 

embargo. The administration 
wanted to use the proceeds of the 
arms sale to fund the Contras in 
Nicaragua.

August 1988 saw the end of the 
Iran-Iraq war after Khomeini had, in 
his own words, “drunk the poison” 
of signing a peace agreement 
with Saddam Hussein, who was 
considered a major US ally at the 
time. Iran was now embarking 
on post-war ‘reconstruction’ and 
European firms were eager to 
enter into economic trade and 
development deals with Tehran, so 
‘human rights’ was the last thing 
they were worried about.

A series of state-sponsored 
executions of political prisoners 
across Iran started in July 1988 
and lasted for approximately five 
months. While the exact number of 

those killed remains something of a 
mystery, there is no doubt that the 
figure runs into the thousands.

Shortly before the executions 
commenced, Khomeini issued 
a secret order to set up ‘special 
commissions’ with instructions to 
execute members of the People’s 
Mojahedin Organisation of Iran as 
mohareb (those who war against 
Allah) and other leftwingers as 
mortad (apostates from Islam).

The “treacherous” Mojahedin “do 
not believe in Islam” and they are 
actually “waging war on god”, as well 
as “collaborating with the Ba’athist 
Party of Iraq” and “spying for 
Saddam against our Muslim nation”. 
It was therefore decreed that those 
prisoners who “remain steadfast” in 
their support for the Mojahedin are 
“condemned to execution”.

The administration of the 
executions was implemented by a 
four-man commission, later known 
as the ‘death committee’. Members 
included Ebrahim Raisi, who was 
then deputy prosecutor general. 
But it is not just the fact that he 
was one of the judiciary: it was his 
signature that appeared on a number 
of authorising documents. In 2018 
Raisi broke his silence on the whole 
question and publicly defended the 
mass killings.

Of course, Raisi is not the only 
guilty party: anyone who had any 
government or senior religious 
post in that period knew about the 
executions, either before they began 
or shortly afterwards. In other words, 
all those who have been in power 
since the late 1980s or who are 
currently in power - including those 
who belong to the ‘reformist’ faction 
of the regime - are also responsible l

YM

Witness
I first encountered Raisi on August 

31 1988 in a so-called ‘court’ 
that was issuing death sentences 
for political prisoners. I faced my 
accusers, who, seated from left to 
right, were:
n Prosecutor Morteza Eshraghi, 
who is currently an advisor to the 
judiciary.
n Prosecutor general Hossein-
Ali Nayeri, who was in charge of 
issuing death sentences.
n Ebrahim Raisi, currently Iranian 
president.
n Another two whose names I do 
not know.

Next to them was the religious 
judge.

During the inquisition, Nayeri 
asked me if I was a Muslim. My 

initial reply was that I do not answer 
such questions, as it relates to my 
private views and I do not intend 
to be part of any inquisition. The 
prosecutors insisted that I had to 
answer and I knew from reports 
of hangings earlier that day that 
there was no choice but to give a 
straightforward political reply. So 
I tried to remain calm and said: “I 
have no religion, I am not a Muslim 
and have never been a Muslim.”

Nayeri continued questioning 
in a very bad-tempered way and 
asked me to recite the names of the 
12 Shia Imams. I replied that I only 
knew a few of their names, such as 
Ali, Hassan and Hossein, and this 
made Nayeri even angrier, because 
I had not used the term ‘Imam’ in 

referring to these people. He rose 
from his chair and shouted: “Imam 
Ali, Imam Hossein, Imam Hassan!”

I shrugged my shoulders 
and within a minute Raisi - the 
newcomer and second-rate 
prosecutor - repeated the words of 
his boss, Eshraghi: “Insulting the 
Imam is a crime.”

I am making this statement to 
emphasise that:
(1) Prisoners who survived, such 
as myself, witnessed Raisi’s 
participation as a leading member of 
the death squads, presiding over the 
trial of political prisoners.
(2) Even then he acted very much 
like the second in command, taking 
his lead from Nayeri and Eshraghi l

HI

Mass executions of political prisoners began in July 1988 and carried on for five months. No-one can be certain of how many died, but the total must run into many thousands
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Fill in a standing order form  
(back page), donate via our  
website, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker

Extra needed
Readers might have noticed 

that the energy crisis has 
affected one particular product 
upon which the Weekly Worker 
depends: paper.

That means, of course, that 
what we have to pay to our 
printers is going to increase very 
soon and that we will need to raise 
more money. Which leaves us 
with two options: firstly, increase 
the cover price for punters on 
the streets, at bookshops and on 
demonstrations; and, secondly, 
raise our monthly fighting fund 
target, which currently stands at 
£2,000.

While our printers have 
informed us that what they 
charge will have to be upped, we 
have to negotiate by how much. 
But, whatever the outcome, I 
think it’s almost certain that, 
while raising the price of 
subscriptions is an option, very 
soon, I think, I’ll be asking you 
for more when it comes to the 
fighting fund.

Anyway, watch this space 
on all this. In the meantime, 
let’s make sure we reach the 

£2K target. At the moment 
we’re lagging a bit behind the 
going rate for October, since, 
after almost exactly two weeks, 
we’ve only raised £590. Of 
course, I’m expecting to receive 
a good few substantial standing 
orders in the third week of the 
month, but we still need readers 
and supporters who don’t have 
one to play their part.

Amongst those this week 
were MF, SB and RL, who 
each paid a magnificent £50 via 
PayPal (along with BH, who 
chipped in with a tenner). Then 
there were the standing orders 
already received in week two: 
thanks go to PB (£60!), NH 
(£30), GD, BO and DV (£25 
each), and SM (£10). All in all, 
£335 came our way over the last 
seven days, but now we need to 
up our game.

Please do what you can! l
Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

March 1979: women protesting against imposition of the veil

Survivor
I was a political prisoner who survived 
the massacres of the 1980s. As a 
member of a Marxist organisation, I 
was arrested as a student in 1983 and 
sentenced to three years in prison. 
I was supposed to be released in 
1987, but prisoners had to accept 
a number of conditions for their 
release, including the expression 
of remorse and rejection of the 
organisation they were affiliated to. 
However, because I believed that 
such an act was contrary to the ideals 
that my comrades and I had fought 
for - ideals for which many had been 
imprisoned, tortured or executed - I 
refused to accept these conditions 
and remained a prisoner until 1990.

In the bloody decade of the 1980s, 
many other prisoners did not give up 
on their politics and were handed 
over to the death squads. Tens of 
thousands were buried in unknown 
mass graves and to this day many 
families have no information about 
the fate of their loved ones. Such 
executions, along with routine 
torture, cast a shadow over society 
- anyone who opposed the regime 
knew what punishment awaited 
them. The aim was to create an 
obedient, brainwashed population, 
with no independent identity.

It should be noted that the 
regime’s treatment of women, both 
in prison and outside, is rooted in 
the sexualisation and misogyny of 
Islamic ideology, which recognises 
patriarchal ownership of women’s 
bodies and minds as an inalienable 
right. Thus, the large presence of 
militant and political women in 
society was contrary to the backward 
Islamic ideology that called upon 
women to be obedient. In order 
to establish Islamic ideology and 
reproduce religious patriarchy, the 
regime had to start by suppressing 
women, forcing them to wear a 
hijab and to act only as subdued 
housewives. The biggest obstacle 
to this gender-based repression 
was female political activists, who 
bravely resisted Islamic rule. In fact, 
the huge wave of active participation 
of women in the 1979 revolution had 
frightened the regime.

Here I would like to mention the 
special circumstances that women 
prisoners experienced because of 
their gender. Humiliation, slander 
and verbal and behavioural sexual 
harassment were quite common. 
Contraceptive pills found in 
revolutionaries’ homes were used to 
justify attacking women prisoners. 
In court and during interrogation, 
women were insulted and humiliated 
for any reason.

The fear of rape was another 
psychological form of oppression 
suffered by women prisoners. Those 
sentenced to death were said to have 
been raped before being executed. 
So, for a girl sentenced to death, 
the execution she awaited was 
accompanied by a fear of such rape, 
which was always present in prison. 
When we were taken to the dark 
cells, many were terrified of what 
might happen to them and some 
were indeed possibly raped.

Despite the regime’s efforts to 
rely on the fragility of human beings, 
resistance under torture to the point 
of death was common. Neither 
torture nor solitary confinement and 
the threat of rape could extinguish the 
fire of resistance against this regime 
of murder, looting and oppression.

Between 1983 and 1984, another 
method of torture used against us 
was to place women inside coffins 
- many were forced to sit for long 
hours inside coffin-shaped boxes. 
Meanwhile, Quranic verses were 
played out very loudly over the 
loudspeaker. At the same time, they 
were sometimes beaten, punched, 
kicked and whipped. No speaking 

was allowed. Prisoners’ use of the 
toilet was limited to three times a 
day, under the supervision of guards. 
Some women lived under conditions 
of such vicious mistreatment for 
months, night and day.

In addition, the regime used 
‘motherhood in prison’ as a special 
form of psychological and physical 
torture against women. Some of 
the women were pregnant at the 
time of their arrest, while others 
were imprisoned along with their 
newly born child. Pregnant women 
prisoners were threatened with the 
handing over of their babies to a 
Hezbollah family after giving birth, 
because they were not worthy of 
caring for their children themselves. 
This group of women had very 
miserable experiences during 
pregnancy, which in some cases led 
to miscarriage. The fact that they had 
to raise their children in prison was a 
terrible trauma in itself, and it caused 
additional physical, psychological 
and emotional damage.

When my sentence ended, I 
became one of the “liberties”. At 
that time we used that term in prison 
for those whose sentences had 
expired, but who did not give up on 
their principles and thus remained 
imprisoned. I was released from 
the custody of judges and sent to 
closed rooms with more difficult 
conditions. There were several such 
closed rooms, where large numbers 
of prisoners were housed together. 
We were not allowed to use the 
toilets more than four times a day, 
and they were available for only half 
an hour for 30 to 40 prisoners each 
time. This short period also had to 
be used for taking a shower, and for 
washing dishes and clothes.

A friend of ours, who had 
protested against the lack of 
toilet time, was summoned for 
questioning. Amin Hosseinzadeh, 
a ministry of intelligence official, 
told him that steps were being taken 
to improve our situation and that 
our problems would be resolved 
soon. In fact, Hosseinzadeh was a 
brutal person and had a hand in the 
massacre of prisoners himself, but at 
the same time he pretended that the 
cells would soon open up and our 
problems would be reduced!

We were in the same closed 
rooms for several months, and in 
July 1988 several armed guards 
came in and ordered us all to wear 
a hijab. We were all asked which 
organisation we belonged to. Those 
whom they disliked, or those named 
in the reports given to them by prison 
guards, were ordered to leave the 
room and wait. I was one of them 
and we were all taken to an isolation 
cell.

A prisoner next to my cell, who 
had had access to a newspaper, 

informed me that the regime had 
accepted a ceasefire with Iraq. I heard 
from another prisoner that a group of 
young women from the Mojahedin 
had been secretly executed. But 
in general our connections to the 
outside world were cut off - no 
newspapers, no visiting, and those 
who were sick were not even taken 
to the prison’s health centre.

A few weeks later I and a few 
others were taken from solitary 
confinement to the ‘court’, which 
was made up of a handful of people 
who decided our fate following a 
few questions related to our political 
positions and beliefs. The prisoners 
called it the ‘Death Squad’.

I was asked once again whether I 
was a Muslim or not and I answered 
no. They then asked if my father 
was a Muslim, to which I answered 
that he was. They asked my opinion 
about the Islamic Republic and I 
replied that I did not accept this 
regime. They asked if I prayed, but, 
of course, my answer was no.

After these questions, they issued 
me with the following sentence: I 
would be subjected to five lashes 
several times a day until I agreed 
to become a Muslim. This so-called 
‘trial’ did not last more than two or 
three minutes in the presence of a 
delegation whose members had been 
appointed by the supreme leader, 
Ruhollah Khomeini. I was handed 
over to the guard, who was told: “Her 
sentence is flogging, from today.”

I was sent back to the cell. The 
sound of food carts could be heard 
from the hallway. It was not until a few 
minutes later that the guard opened 
the cell and took me out. I managed 
to see under my blindfold that my 
friends were lined up in the hallway. 
We were all taken blindfolded to the 
torture chamber, while the sound of 
the Quran could be heard from the 
speaker. We reached the prison room 
where there was a wooden bench, 
next to which some women guards 
were standing. The women inspected 
our bodies to make sure we were 
not wearing extra clothes to give us 
some protection from the whipping. 
I was asked yet again, “Are you a 
Muslim? Do you pray?” Again, the 
answer was no. The official - a man 
called Mojtaba Halvaei - shouted: 
“Sleep on the couch!” and I lay on 
my stomach on the bench. Halvaei 
started to whip my back with a cable, 
hitting me very hard five times. With 
each blow, it was as if the whole of 
my being was on fire and being torn 
apart. Then they took me back to the 
cell.

I could hear the sound of the 
cable and the shouts of my friends 
from inside the cell. This was about 
midday and all my muscles were 
contracted, but at around three or 
four o’clock in the afternoon I was 

given another flogging. The next 
after that was at dusk, then later 
in the evening, and again at four 
o’clock in the morning. Five times a 
day I was subjected to this flogging 
- five strokes with the cable each 
time, a total of 25 per day. For 14 
endless days this first series of cruel 
and misogynistic torture went on - all 
to demonstrate that women had no 
right to intellectual independence, let 
alone political opposition.

Everyone tried to bear it as much 
as they could, but several people 
committed suicide. For others it 
was even worse. Other women 
were subjected to the same torture, 
which lasted for 22 days - a total of 
550 lashes. Some went on hunger 
strike in protest. The end was death, 
unless you accepted that you were a 
Muslim. There was no time to relax 
or even sleep. The whole time was 
spent either suffering a cable lashing 
or waiting for it! Then you could 
hear the sound of your friends being 
flogged, against the background of 
the Quran playing continuously.

One day I heard other horrible 
noises. The Revolutionary Guards 
were parading outside, accompanied 
by cries of Allahu Akbar (‘God is 
great’). There was a boiler tube in 
the corner of one of the cell walls 

and it was possible to climb on top 
of it, from where I could just about 
see out of the cell window, which 
was covered with iron railings. I saw 
the male prisoners being lined up and 
taken away. Their eyes were covered 
and everyone was holding the 
shoulder of the person in front. They 
sang hymns, but within minutes I 
heard gunshots. I was filled with fear, 
panic and a sense of helplessness. 
I was overwhelmed with grief and 
anxiety.

I never thought I would come out 
of this house of terror alive, but at the 
same time the resistance of fellow 
prisoners warmed my heart - they 
were dying for their human ideals. 
They responded to the humiliation of 
death with the love of life.

During all this time, all our 
communication channels with the 
outside world had been cut off, 
but by the end of 1989 visits were 
permitted - but not for everyone. 
Many families were informed of 
their loved one’s execution and 
received their belongings instead of 
visiting them!

Gradually, I realised that all the 
other Mojahedin women who had 
been held in closed rooms had been 
executed. I had not known the scale 
of the tragedy, which involved the 
slaughter of thousands of prisoners 
in the days when I was held in a 
closed cell.

All of this is in fact just the 
tip of the iceberg, when it comes 
to the regime’s crimes against its 
opponents. The Islamic Republic has 
tried for many years not to reveal 
the extent of these crimes. They 
closed the Khavarans (mass graves) 
to the families of those executed, 
maintaining a deadly silence about 
this genocide.

What is our task now? Each of 
us, bearing the souls of the bereaved, 
is demanding to hear the full extent 
of these crimes. These efforts have 
not been and will not be ineffective. 
The world should not forget and 
forgive what has happened and is 
still happening, if we are to prevent 
history from repeating itself. Anyone 
who remains silent about these crimes 
will be responsible and accountable 
to humanity throughout history. In 
the words of holocaust survivor Elie 
Wiesel, “Silence always helps the 
oppressor, not the oppressed.”

SC



What we 
fight for
n Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
n  There exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many 
so-called ‘parties’ on the left. In 
reality they are confessional sects. 
Members who disagree with the 
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either 
that or face expulsion.
n Communists operate according 
to the principles of democratic 
centralism. Through ongoing debate 
we seek to achieve unity in action 
and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, 
members should have the right to 
speak openly and form temporary 
or permanent factions.
n Communists oppose all impe-
rialist wars and occupations but 
constantly strive to bring to the fore 
the fundamental question–ending war 
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists. 
Everywhere we strive for the closest 
unity and agreement of working class 
and progressive parties of all countries. 
We oppose every manifestation 
of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be 
organised globally. Without a global 
Communist Party, a Communist 
International, the struggle against 
capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination.
n Communists have no interest 
apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in 
recognising the importance of 
Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but 
must be constantly added to and 
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless 
search for profit puts the future 
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is 
synonymous with war, pollution, 
exploitation and crisis. As a global 
system capitalism can only be 
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant 
methods objective circumstances 
allow to achieve a federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales, 
a united, federal Ireland and a 
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed into 
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of 
the oppressed. Women’s oppression, 
combating racism and chauvinism, 
and the struggle for peace and 
ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions 
as pay, trade union rights and 
demands for high-quality health, 
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory 
in the battle for democracy. It is 
the rule of the working class. 
Socialism is either democratic or, 
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it 
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which 
knows neither wars, exploitation, 
money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom 
and the real beginning of human 
history.
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Islamic Republic pumps out anti-American propaganda

Fake anti-imperialism of Islamic Republic
The anti-US rhetoric of the 

Islamists has led many 
leftwingers to think of them as in 
some sense anti-imperialists. This 
was already present in 1979-80 - I 
am old enough to remember debating 
the issue in the International Marxist 
Group-Spartacus League at that 
time. Even though I understood 
that the Afghan Mojahedin were 
reactionaries, I shared the Fourth 
International majority view that 
the Islamists represented a form of 
nationalism, and that the logic of 
‘permanent revolution’ would drive 
them towards anti-imperialism.

There was a limited degree of 
plausibility then of this view - at 
least in the ‘official communist’ 
version, in which ‘anti-imperialism’ 
led to geopolitical alignment with 
the USSR. But it was already 
highly questionable in the light of 
the integration of many nationalist 
groups into the imperialist 
world order and the price which 
communists and labour activists 
had repeatedly paid for trust in 
these forces. Once the USSR fell, 
the plausibility of reasoning of this 
sort diminished to near zero. But 
leftwingers have nonetheless clung 
on to it: it was a recurrent theme in 
left arguments in Britain within the 
Stop the War Coalition.

I take it at the outset that believers 
in Islamist anti-imperialism are right 
to think that Islamists of the type of 
the Iranian regime (or of the current 
Turkish government) are, in fact, 
a kind of nationalist - one which 
places more value on patriarchalism 
and national-cultural tradition than 
liberal or leftist nationalism, to be 
sure, but this was true equally of 
the German Romantic or Spanish 
clericalist anti-French nationalism of 
the Napoleonic period.

I specify further that, although 
they promote anti-US and anti-
‘westernising’ rhetoric, the Islamists 
are not socialist or anti-capitalist: 
this is clear enough from their 
conduct in government. They could 
have been genuinely anti-capitalist 
in a reactionary sense: in the sense 
of seeking to eliminate large-scale 
industry, drive the city-dwellers into 
the countryside and restore the old 
landlord-clerical regime. We can 
perhaps think of the Khmer Rouge 
as pursuing this policy in 1975-76. 
But in fact there is no sign of any 
such de-modernisation. The Iranian 
regime has created, if anything, 
a state crony capitalism of a sort 

not uncommon in semi-colonial 
countries (and currently spreading 
into the imperialist centres, as 
in the cronyism of the current 
British Tory government). Where 
it happens in the modern world, 
de-modernisation results from US 
military interventions, not voluntary 
choices of conservatives.

Finally, by ‘imperialism’ I mean 
specifically a global regime in 
which some countries are held in 
subordination to other countries 
for the benefit of the economies 
of the ‘imperial’ countries: thus 
contrasting with ancient empires, 
which spread more or less uniform 
culture and relations of production 
within their state territories, though 
holding borders against outside 
barbarians, and with feudal territorial 
expansionism driven by landlord 
and peasant land-hunger (like the 
German Drang nach Osten, Iberian 
Reconquista, and English expansion 
into Wales and Ireland). Political 
subordination serves economic 
subordination, whether directly 
or indirectly. Thus, for example, 
US sanctions against Iran are to a 
considerable extent about holding 
China, France and Germany in 
subordination to the USA.

The question, then, is whether 
nationalism which is not socialist 
is capable of being anti-imperialist. 
My answer is that it is not; and the 
explanation is that there is no such 
thing in the world as a capitalism 
which is not located within an 
international capitalist hierarchical 
order of countries: that is, within the 
framework of imperialism.

Capitalism came into the world 
centred on the bulk-shipping 
industry of the late middle ages: 
primarily in the Mediterranean 
interfaces of Christendom and the 

Dar-al-Islam, but secondarily in the 
North Sea area. Capital is the circuit, 
M-C-P-C′-M′, where P is carried 
out by organised groups of wage-
workers adapted to the needs of high-
capital-value machinery, as opposed 
to being carried out on a domestic or 
family scale. Capitalism involves, 
as a result, both the freedom and 
equality of market relations, and the 
concentrated authority of the factory. 
Hence it throws up both libertarian 
and authoritarian-traditionalist 
political forms.

The large ship - and the docks 
it works between - are early cases 
of this arrangement. Bulk shipping 
is not the only medieval form of 
this, but it is the one that remakes 
the world. The shipping capitalists 
subordinated to themselves both 
the production of raw materials at 
one end and ‘working them up’ for 
consumer sale at the other. Thus 
bulk-shipping merchants controlled 
both supply and demand for worked-
up goods, so as to create ‘putting-
out’ manufacture or ‘proto-industry’. 
At the other end, we get Venetian 
slave-worked sugar plantations on 
Cyprus and Crete, Genoese on the 
Canaries, Portuguese on further 
Atlantic islands and Brazil, Dutch on 
Taiwan and so on; and in the 1600s 
Dutch demand for grain supported 
‘second serfdom’ in eastern Europe.

In other words, capitalism has 
always been imperialist.

Then there is money. “I promise 
to pay the bearer on demand the sum 
of £5 London: for the Governor and 
Company of the Bank of England, 
signed NN Chief Cashier.” This 
is, of course, a lie - the object is 
a plastic token prescribed by the 
UK state to be legal tender, and 
the form of words a mere piece of 
British antiquity-cult. But in origin 
the banknote was a promissory note 
issued by the Bank of England, and 
all sorts of people could and did issue 
such notes, enforceable under the 
Promissory Notes Act 1704.

What lies behind this is that there 
is insufficient gold, silver and copper 
in the world for the transactions 
needs of a late-medieval economy, 
let alone that of an economy in 
which the circuit of capital becomes 
the general form of organising 
production. Late medieval and 
early modern economies worked 
to a considerable extent on the 
alternative of interpersonal credit 
- that is, the farmer runs a tab 
(a credit account) with the local 
shoemaker, to be paid off at harvest 
time; the shoemaker himself runs 
a tab with the local butcher, and so 
on. But this sort of operation was 
usually on an insufficient scale for 
actual capitalist operations. Bills 
of exchange, promissory notes 
and other such instruments are 
those of impersonal credit. They 
work because the state makes 
the transferable debt instrument 
enforceable by the transferee without 
regard to the underlying transaction 
- ‘negotiability’ (though what I have 
just said is a simplification).

Why don’t debtors just default 

and run away? The answer is that the 
state which backs the transferable 
debt instrument discriminates 
against foreign traders, and this 
discrimination is sufficient - outside 
of actual insolvency - to incentivise 
debtors in general to pay their debts; 
and the result is that transferable 
debt instruments enforceable by a 
sufficiently strong state can be used 
as money, not merely within that 
state, but internationally. Thus ‘bills 
on Amsterdam’ in the 17th century, 
‘bills on London’ in the 19th, and 
dollar instruments in the later 20th 
and early 21st.

The consequence of this centrality 
of the state, and of state discrimination 
against foreign traders, to the actual 
role of money - which, as we already 
saw, is central to capitalism as such - 
is that there is no such thing as a non-
mercantilist capitalist state and there 
never can be such a thing. ‘Freedom 
of trade’ was a mercantilist policy in 
the interests of Netherlands capital in 
the 17th century, of British capital in 
the ‘long 19th century’, and is today 
a mercantilist policy in the interests 
of US capital. The nature of money, 
as well as the historical origin of 
capitalism in bulk shipping, requires 
that capitalism should always take 
the form of a hierarchy of states 
with a world-hegemon at its head 
and colonised countries at its feet. 
The hegemons change - from the 
contests of Venice and Genoa, to the 
Netherlands, to Britain, to the US. 
The hierarchy may in other respects 
be reorganised. But the hierarchy 
remains.

The result is that, since the 
Islamists in Iran cling to private 
property and markets, they cling 
also to the hope that, at most, they 
can improve the relative standing of 
their country within the imperialist 
hierarchy - as Japan did under the 
Meiji regime between 1867 and the 
1890s, or Turkey under Atatürk in 
the inter-war period.

But this would not be anti-
imperialist, any more than Meiji 
Japan was. The UK armed and 
helped industrialise Japan as an ally 
against Russia, which was thought 
to be threatening British India. Japan 
proceeded to colonise Taiwan and 
Korea, and in the 1930s attempted 
to colonise China: it had broken into 
the imperialist circle.

For Iran, the geopolitics of the 
region has excluded even such a 
development, ever since 1906. The 
Japanese in 1904 delivered for the 
British the destruction of tsarist 
Russia’s navy, and with it Russia’s 
east Asian aspirations. The result 
was a geopolitical deal. Among 
other agreements, the Iranian 
constitutional revolution, which 
might have led to a Meiji path, was 
stifled. Britain and Russia divided 
Iran into ‘spheres of influence’: the 
north to Russia, the south to Britain 
(reflecting Britain’s new interest in 
oil supplies for its navy).

Since then, geopolitics has 
produced industrialisation of South 
Korea and Taiwan as front-line US 
clients against North Korea and 
China. Iran under the shah, as a 
front-line state against the USSR, 
got some benefits of this sort. But the 
revolution of 1979 brought that to an 
end. I reiterate: such a development 
would (obviously) not have been 
anti-imperialist: it would merely 
have raised Iran’s standing within an 
imperialist hierarchy left untouched, 
and at the expense of other countries 
in the region.

The anti-US rhetoric of the 
Islamist regime is thus simply for 
domestic, and perhaps diplomatic, 
consumption l

MM
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Online Communist Forum

Sunday October 17 5pm 
A week in politics

Political report and discussion from 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee

Register in advance for this webinar: 
communistparty.co.uk/ocf-register

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

For further information, email Stan Keable at 
Secretary@labourpartymarxists.org.uk
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Prince over the water
The takeover of Newcastle United by Saudi Arabia’s MBS highlights the contradictory position of fans in 
modern football, says Paul Demarty

What a difference a year 
makes!

It was about that long 
ago that the proposed takeover of 
Newcastle United football club by the 
Saudi monarchy’s public investment 
fund (PIF), along with a couple of 
minority partners, hit a series of 
roadblocks. The thing ground to a halt, 
the Premier League looking likely to 
reject it, and less attentive observers 
might have considered it dead.

But this week the deal was waved 
through with barely a whimper from 
the footballing authorities, and a great 
hue and cry elsewhere; Mike Ashley, 
who bought the club for £135 million 
almost 15 years ago, has now sold it for 
£300 million to a consortium of PIF, 
the Reuben Brothers real estate firm 
and Amanda Staveley, a long-time go-
between for Gulf investors in British 
deals (including Sheikh Mansour of 
Abu Dhabi’s takeover of Manchester 
City). The other 19 Premier League 
clubs are incandescent - ostensibly 
due to the lack of consultation on the 
part of the league execs (who, after 
all, in principle work for the clubs as 
a collective), but at least in part, one 
would think, because of the likely 
prospect of yet another big-spending 
megaclub in the mix at the top of the 
division in years to come.

The usual run of human rights 
organisations are, likewise, less than 
impressed with the outcome, given 
the - let us say - eccentricities of the 
Saudi monarchy in general, and its de 
facto chief executive, crown prince 
Mohammad bin Salman, in particular. 
The litany of Saudi sins will be 
familiar to readers of this paper, as to 
all humane souls who have not been 
corrupted by the vast lucre on offer: 
the contemptible position of women, 
the barbaric criminal punishments, 
the massacres in Yemen, the literal 
butchery of a dissident Saudi journalist 
in Turkey.

Smokescreen
Yet naturally nothing can be done - or 
indeed needs to be done. Those who 
followed this particular drama in the 
2020 season will know that no such 
humanitarian concerns blocked the 
sale at that time, but rather the one part 
of MBS’s regional politicking that 
happened to reach into the pockets of 
the PL’s commercial partners.

In the Gulf, broadcast rights were 
sold years ago to BeinQ, a media 
network of Qatari ownership; but 
the Saudis had turned on Qatar, and 
before long a pirate operation - called, 
with delightful mischief, BeoutQ 
- mysteriously appeared. It was an 
open secret that this operation was 
a creature of the house of Saud - so 
open that, in the end, the deal in its 
then form became untenable without 
inviting considerable litigation.

The legal smokescreen for 
reopening it now is a thing of near-
weightless, gossamer beauty. The 
number of Saudi nationals on the 
board of the consortium has been 
cut down to one, and the consortium 
as a whole has pinky-promised that 
the PIF really is independent of the 
Saudi state, honest. Given the implied 

litigiousness of the PIF on this point 
under the circumstances, we feel 
free merely to remind readers of the 
identity of the fund’s chairman - one 
Mohammad bin Salman al Saud - 
and invite them to draw their own 
conclusions about this ‘independence’, 
and impliedly the independence of the 
consortium of which it owns an 80% 
stake. It certainly does not bother the 
Premier League, which declared that 
it “has now received legally binding 
assurances that the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia will not control Newcastle 
United”.1

Compared to the moral anxiety 
of the wider football world, and the 
bland legalese of the premiership, 
the fan response on Tyneside seems 
overwhelmingly jubilant. Street 
parties followed the conclusion of the 
deal - admittedly as much a matter 
of the identity of the old owner as 
the new. Mike Ashley, the budget 
sportswear tycoon, whose ill-starred 
reign has seen Newcastle relegated 
twice from the premiership, chronic 
underinvestment and what sometimes 
appeared to be calculated insults to the 
club’s famously fanatical supporters, 
will not be missed, and nor should 
he be. Yet there is an upside quite 
independent of that: the possibilities 
unlocked by the essentially bottomless 
wealth of the new owners.

As I write, manager Steve Bruce 
- an old-fashioned English football 
coach best known for his time 
playing for Manchester United at 
the beginning of their great period of 
dominance under Alex Ferguson, but 
a rather sad figure in the St James’s 
Park dugout - is still in post. But the 
old heave-ho is expected not before 
long, and the mercurial but talented 
Italian, Antonio Conte, is the bookies’ 
favourite to replace him. No doubt an 
impressive signing is to be expected 

in the January window; and, this year 
or next, the escape from Newcastle’s 
perpetual lower-mid-table doldrums - 
and after that, who knows?

The contortions that official fan 
organisations have had to undergo 
to justify this are hardly dignified, 
but none less so than United With 
Pride, the LGBT+ supporters club. Its 
statement noted that Saudi Arabia “as 
a country is one of the least tolerant for 
LGBTQ+ and gender rights anywhere 
in the world”; but it is not all bad: 
“The engagement and investment in 
international business and sport under 
the ‘Vision 30’ programme could be 
viewed as an opportunity for decision 
makers in Saudi Arabia to witness 
how other cultures treat their minority 
groups.”2

The phrase “could be” is doing 
a lot of work here … But frankly 
we do not do the UWP people the 
disservice of supposing them stupid 
enough to believe this rubbish (and, 
if they do, we’ve got the Tyne Bridge 
to sell them). As if a showpiece bit of 
sportswashing will succeed in putting 
the camel’s nose of ‘human rights’ 
under the tent of terroristic autocracy 
any more than the last hundred rotten 
deals between western firms and the 
House of Saud! Whatever it takes for 
you to enjoy the happy days to come, 
we suppose.

If the Newcastle fans do not cover 
themselves in glory here, we should 
not single them out. They are, after 
all, not the first club, in England 
or elsewhere, mobilised to launder 
dubious reputations in this way; in 
no comparable case has there been a 
serious fan revolt. There is, of course, 
Manchester City, plaything of the 
Abu Dhabi elite, and Chelsea, the 
toy of oligarch Roman Abramovich, 
and Paris Saint-Germain, that of the 
Qataris, who have now succeeded in 

prising this century’s greatest player, 
Lionel Messi, from Barcelona (the 
latter club being in complete disarray, 
admittedly).

The Newcastle fans have no 
meaningful input in the ownership 
of their club - a lesson rammed 
home to them at unnecessary length 
during the Ashley years. It is not 
they who turned elite British clubs 
into exorbitantly priced baubles for 
kleptocrats and princelings (and that is 
the best case - dissatisfaction is often 
higher at those clubs run by more 
‘conventional’ capitalists seeking rent 
on their global brands). There is an 
important difference between these 
owners, who spend money to make 
money, and those after the model 
of MBS or the Emiratis in charge at 
Man City, who spend money to make 
friends. The PIF does make more 
typical investments in businesses that 
actually make money, like Disney, or 
might seem promising for the future 
if you remove enough of your brain, 
like Uber; but even those have a ‘soft 
power’ edge. Throwing good money 
after bad into Uber dovetails very 
nicely with MBS’s ‘modernisation’ 
agenda that has United with Pride so 
dewy-eyed, and it is a fine thing when 
the largest cultural monopoly has to 
consider the favours it owes you, as it 
extrudes another few hundred hours of 
vacuous pap into the world’s cinemas 
and living rooms.

Greed and control
Socialist Worker has deemed the 
Newcastle takeover beneath its notice, 
but has often criticised football for 
being fuelled by greed - which is, of 
course, true to an extent, but ironically 
misses the commanding heights of the 
game’s corruption. When the game is 
for sale to the highest bidder, one finds 
that the very highest bidders are closer 
to feudal aristocrats than capitalists, 
whose funds are after all largely 
under bureaucratic management 
nowadays. The paradox of football 
under capitalism is that it is not 
terribly profitable if you really want 
to compete at the highest levels, since 
what you are competing for is the 
very best players, whose transfer fees 
and - nowadays, especially - wages 
grow vastly out of proportion to the 
amount of money actually available in 
revenue.

For this reason, UEFA - the 
European football association - even 
passed rules forcing clubs to run at 
a profit (though they have proven 
devilishly difficult to enforce in the 

face of creative accounting), in order 
to narrow the advantage enjoyed by 
the oligarchs, Gulf regimes and the 
like. The abortive European Super 
League was likely in part an attempt 
to get this situation under control, 
though on the most dismal of terms; 
notably unenthusiastic were the quasi-
feudal owners, compared to the more 
‘capitalistic’ ones.

It is best to think of the football 
problem as a question of control. 
Football is a mass-cultural 
phenomenon, which includes, of 
course, the competitive matches 
themselves, and by extension the 
institutional hierarchy - the visible 
church, as it were, of the sport. It 
also includes a multi-generational fan 
culture deeper than all the money-
printing Disney franchises added 
up: Shakespearean rivalries, chanted 
obscenities, fanzines, pop records … 
Not all of this stuff is, in the cosmic 
sense, good (least of all the pop 
records); but it is out of the grasp of the 
authorities. So there is a contradiction, 
which plays out in usually marginal 
and haphazard ways, but sometimes 
in rather more dramatic episodes (as 
in the fan revolt against the ESL).

Alienation from the control of clubs 
is itself a distorting influence on fan 
culture. Sport is at its least interesting 
when spectators are just spectators; 
but, as we noted, Newcastle fans, like 
those of almost all other clubs in the 
upper tiers of English football, are 
increasingly reduced to that status, and 
have ended up playing something like 
the role of medieval peasants, whose 
dream of freedom is projected onto 
a noble prince from across the water 
returning to overthrow the tyrannical 
king.

This need not be the case - those 
who care for the game’s honour and 
integrity can send the princes and the 
private equity ghouls alike packing. 
But they plainly cannot do so as fans of 
this team or that, fixing things club by 
club, when the whole structure, from 
FIFA down, is systematically corrupt. 
Nothing less than revolution is needed 
to end the exploitation of the game by 
capitalist firms, and its subornment by 
state regimes and oligarchs, and return 
clubs to the control and stewardship of 
their fans l
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It’s not all 
about making 

a profit - 
stupid

Notes
1. www.premierleague.com/news/2283712.
2. twitter.com/utdwithpride/
status/1446430202947674113.
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