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Labour role
The Weekly Worker group has long 
advocated the transformation of 
the Labour Party into “a united 
front of a special kind, open to 
affiliation by all working class and 
socialist organisations”, which 
I agree is a desirable objective. 
But my (genuine) question 
would be, then what? For what 
purpose would this then serve? 
What role could this have in the 
socialist revolution? The WWG 
has been virtually silent on this. 
Moreover, you argue (I hope I 
am not misrepresenting you) 
that the Labour Party can never 
become a vehicle for achieving 
socialism. This is the task and role 
of “a party armed with a Marxist 
programme of working class 
self-emancipation” (both quotes 
happen to be from the December 2 
2021 edition of the Weekly Worker, 
but similar phrases are frequently 
repeated in many articles).

I think we generally understand 
the latter to be a Communist Party 
and I very much agree with this. 
There is a fascinating debate over 
the relation and balance between 
spontaneity and consciousness, 
how far the working class can by 
itself through day-to-day struggles 
develop basic class or trade union 
consciousness, whether it can 
then go on to develop socialist 
consciousness. It seems obvious 
to me that a Communist Party is 
necessary to help develop that 
very basic class consciousness 
and then to help transform it 
into socialist and revolutionary 
consciousness: ie, of the need to 
replace capitalism as a social and 
economic system by socialism.

The development of 
revolutionary consciousness will 
require an ongoing combination 
of educational, agitational and 
organisational work, and best 
directed and led by a Communist 
Party, preferably a mass 
Communist Party, with deep 
influence throughout the working 
class movement and in all aspects 
of society.

The development of a working 
class “united front of a special 
kind, open to affiliation by all 
working class and socialist 
organisations” could be seen as an 
essential component and outcome 
of this integral struggle to develop 
revolutionary consciousness 
throughout the class. I would add 
that it would also be preferable for 
a full range of other progressive, 
community and civil society 
groups and organisations to be 
able to affiliate and become part of 
this united front.

Why the Labour Party? Yes, 
its original foundation did 
demonstrate that the working class 
movement was starting to develop 
politically, but it very quickly 
became, as Lenin described it, 
“a bourgeois workers’ party”. 
The WWG regards that phrase 
as a contradiction between two 
poles, which it may be possible to 
resolve through the working class 
pole coming out on top, but I don’t 
think that was Lenin’s view. He 
called for the attempted affiliation 
of the CPGB to the Labour Party 
and to elect Labour to government 
in order to expose its inherent 
bourgeois nature, not to struggle 
to transform it.

The original CPGB in its 1929 
general election manifesto, ‘Class 
against class’, was convinced by 

then that Labour was a straight 
third capitalist party. Whilst it had 
started out as “a parliamentary 
wing of the trade unions” and “a 
federation of trade unions and 
parties”, it had by then “become a 
closely knit party”, “a completely 
disciplined capitalist party”, “a 
single party with a capitalist 
programme”. “It rejects working 
class politics and exploits the 
workers’ organisations for national 
politics.” “It subordinates the trade 
unions to capitalism.” A pretty fair 
description then, since and now.

I agree we should utilise all 
potential avenues and arenas 
for struggle to make the case for 
socialism and its achievement 
through the necessary 
revolutionary overthrow of 
the capitalist class and the 
establishment of working class 
political and state power and, yes, 
this will include the Labour Party. 
Who knows? We may convince 
enough individual members, 
affiliated members and affiliated 
organisations of our case, but this 
should never be the condition for 
socialist advance in this country.

I have to say the prospect 
of “winning the Labour Party” 
looks as far distant as it did in 
1929. The Corbyn leadership 
has disappeared without leaving 
any traces, if anyone seriously 
regarded Corbyn as a socialist in 
the way communists would define 
it.

If developing a working class 
“united front of a special kind, 
open to affiliation by all working 
class and socialist organisations” 
is going to be integral to 
developing the political and class 
consciousness of the working class 
and its organisational capacity and 
strength, as I think it is, should we 
not now as a strategic objective be 
looking to develop and build this, 
irrespective of the Labour Party?

The People’s Assembly, a 
national coalition of trade unions, 
campaigning groups and some 
political parties and groups, 
resisting and challenging the 
basis of capitalist austerity, could 
provide the potential for such 
a working class united front. 
Absurdly, there are still rival ‘anti-
cuts’ campaigns and movements 
run separately by the Socialist 
Workers Party and Socialist Party 
and we ought as a start to bring all 
these under one broad, unifying 
umbrella.

Plus, we need to be much more 
upfront about developing and 
projecting a distinctly independent 
working class socialist politics, 
to give the mass movement 
coherence and direction, and 
provide a political and ideological 
challenge to capitalism and the 
parties of capitalism.

The communist and socialist 
left in Britain is ridiculously 
fragmented and divided. Couldn’t 
we be thinking of some form of 
federal socialist party, in which 
many or most of the various 
communist, socialist, left and 
revolutionist parties and groups 
could unite, with both affiliated 
and individual membership, and 
which would in effect head up the 
mass working class movement? 
They will obviously compete with 
each other for support, members, 
influence and politics, but within 
the structures, formations and 
organisations of the working class, 
and broadly on the same side - that 
of our class.

Ideally, the development of 
such a mass working class united 
front will impact and transform 
the Labour Party as well. That 
will be a matter for Labour. It 

can either respond positively to 
a strengthening working class, 
socialist pole or it can close this 
off and become a completely 
bourgeois party, as many believe it 
is already.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Treachery
When at the April 24 Online 
Communist Forum on the Kinder 
Scout mass trespass of 1932 I 
challenged Lawrence Parker, he 
asserted that there was serious 
opposition within the Communist 
Party (internationally?) to the 
third-period social-fascist ultra-
leftism and he could produce 
documents to prove it.

I know of none, apart from 
Jacques Doriot, the mayor of 
Saint-Denis (a northern suburb of 
Paris), who insisted that the third 
period was totally wrong, and a 
popular front was needed between 
the Communists and other French 
parties. He was expelled from the 
Communist Party (PCF) in 1934, 
accused of being a “Trotskyite” - at 
the same Congress that adopted the 
popular front he had advocated. He 
then became a supporter of Hitler 
against the PCF. He had a history 
of vicious opposition to Trotsky 
and never attempted to make any 
contact with the Trotskyists, but 
that did not prevent one Denver 
Walker in his book Quite right, Mr 
Trotsky from referring to him as 
a “leading French Trotskyist”; all 
internal opponents were lyingly so 
dubbed by the Stalinist.

Last week in his Weekly Worker 
article Lawrence quoted Thomas 
Linehan, who asserted: “During 
the antagonistic phase of ‘class 
against class’ [the so-called ‘third 
period’ of 1928-33] communist 
criticism of social democratic 
sports organisations became 
particularly shrill, accusing them 
of being ‘reformist’ bodies that 
strove for class reconciliation 
… it is obvious that the Kinder 
Scout mass trespass was part of 
this distinct political trajectory 
of the CPGB in the early 1930s” 
(‘Forgive us our trespasses’ April 
21).

Lawrence’s talk, far more than 
his article, set out to prove that this 
was an exemplary class struggle 
action by the Young Communist 
League and CPGB in general at the 
time, while later Eurocommunists 
and outright establishment-
defending reformists sought to 
hide their great progressive role in 
this occupation. But this approach 
divided the German working class 
organisation, as the third period 
postulated that revolution was 
immediately on the cards in every 
country, so everyone must join 
the Communist Party in their own 
country, and all those political 
parties and individuals who did 
not were “social-fascists”.

The worst of these “social-
fascists” was the Labour Party in 
Britain and the Social Democrats 
(SPD) in Germany, whom they 
asserted were the main enemy of 
the working class to such an extent 
that it was possible to ally in a 
united front with the Nazis against 
them. They infamously did that 
in the red referendum in Prussia 
on August 9 1931, dubbing it the 
“decisive application of the policy 
of united front from below with 
respect to the Social Democratic, 
the Christian and the non-party 
workers”.

The German communists 
(KPD) and Nazis collaborated 
again in the Berlin transport strike 
in November 1932 against the SPD 
mayor of Berlin, just weeks before 

Hitler came to power in January 
1933. But that wasn’t a problem, 
because ‘After the Nazis us’, they 
proclaimed until the Reichstag 
fire of February 27 - showing that 
their ultra-leftism of imminent 
revolution was braggadocio, 
and their real position was 
parliamentary cretinism. The fire 
was set by the Nazis themselves 
and the Communist Party was 
made illegal, and they were 
rounded up to the concentration 
camps (followed by the SPD 
deputies who had voted against 
Hitler’s Enabling Act of March 
1933, which abolished all civil 
liberties).

Trotsky, writing in exile in 
Turkey in December 1931, warned: 
“Worker-communists, you are 
hundreds of thousands, millions; 
you cannot leave for any place; 
there are not enough passports 
for you. Should fascism come to 
power, it will ride over your skulls 
and spines like a terrific tank. Your 
salvation lies in merciless struggle. 
And only a fighting unity with the 
Social Democratic workers can 
bring victory. Make haste, worker-
communists: you have very little 
time left!” (‘For a workers’ united 
front, against fascism’, December 
1931).

Lawrence portrayed this period 
as a great militant time and, true 
enough, many workers took it as 
such. The London Busmen’s Rank 
and File Movement is one example; 
it organised a strike in January 
1933 in Forest Gate garage, which 
spread to half the London fleet - 
and was denounced alike by the 
TGWU union executive and the 
bosses. Ernest Bevin, TGWU 
general secretary, called it an 
“internal breakaway”. This was a 
far more inspiring movement than 
the Kinder Scout mass trespass of 
April 1932, but then the CPGB 
did not control it, so we cannot 
take it as representing the period. 
Pete Glatter’s ‘London busmen: 
rise and fall of a rank-and-file 
movement’ tells the inspiring tale.

That movement fell victim to the 
popular front of 1934-35, which 
was when I stated at the OCF that 
the communist parties ceased to be 
communist at all in any real sense, 
despite the effort of Lawrence 
and Jack Conrad to prettify their 
appalling treachery. The price 
for winning the allegiance of the 
liberal bourgeoisie, and leftist 
bishops, etc, was outright rejection 
of not only revolution, but of the 
class struggle itself. When you do 
that, you are no longer a communist 
in any meaningful sense. In March 
1936, Stalin had an interview with 
Roy Howard, president of Scripps-
Howard Newspapers:

“Howard: Does this, your 
statement, mean that the Soviet 
Union has to any degree abandoned 
its plans and intentions for 
bringing about world revolution? 
Stalin: We never had such plans 
and intentions. Howard: You 
appreciate, no doubt, Mr Stalin, 
that much of the world has long 
entertained a different impression. 
Stalin: This is the product of a 
misunderstanding. Howard: A 
tragic misunderstanding? Stalin: 
No, a comical one. Or, perhaps, 
tragicomic.”

Of course, after the political 
collapse of the Seventh Congress 
of 1935 some communist parties 
led some strikes in some countries, 
but then so did trade union 
bureaucracies everywhere, both 
left and right, when it became 
necessary to retain control and 
prevent the rank and file taking 
over.

As for today, we are pleased 

to see the YCL growing and 
understand that it is necessary to 
demystify them about the truth of 
Stalinism, which Lawrence Parker 
has so dismally failed to do. But I 
understand his dilemma: if he told 
the full truth he would have to admit 
that the consistent Trotskyists 
were the real communists.

I am pleased in a way that Jack 
Conrad has associated “Gerry 
Downing’s Socialist Fight” with 
“George Galloway’s Workers 
Party, the Brarite CPGB (ML), 
the New Communist Party …, 
Socialist Action and (unofficially, 
using devious language) the CPB’s 
Young Communist League”, 
who were “strategically myopic, 
true, but morally brave, albeit 
in a particularly stupid way” (‘A 
farrago of illusions’, April 14). We 
have a united front of this issue 
alone, as all refuse to call for a 
Russian withdrawal from Ukraine, 
while the Nazis of the Azov 
battalion still survive. And we 
refuse to excuse the Nazis as Jack 
does by saying that “this militarily 
important tail hardly wags the 
Ukrainian dog”.

It is the USA and its Nato allies 
that wag the Ukraine puppet dog 
via their chief agency, the Azov 
battalion. Minsk 1 and Minsk 
2 were scuttled because France 
and Germany had brokered these 
agreements with the Donbas 
leaders and Russia, but the USA 
used the Azov battalion to continue 
bombarding the Donbas, so as to 
“fuck the EU”, as Victoria Nuland 
so colourfully put it back in 2014.
Gerry Downing
Socialist Fight

End of era?
Mike Macnair’s article on the 
Ukrainian/Russian war seems 
to imply one conclusion: that 
an era of left political action has 
indeed ended (‘Assessing Putin’s 
gamble’, April 21).

The war in Ukraine is a not 
so much a liberation struggle as 
Nato’s struggle with Putin turned 
hot - with Nato weaponry and 
sanctions, but Ukrainian troops. 
It may well end in partition: a 
Ukraine split into a pro-Nato (or 
at least EU) part and a Russian 
portion. This will not be a victory 
for an alternative, whether 
progressive, halfway workers’ 
state or one step forward.

An era for the left has ended 
(the epoch from 1914 to the 
current confusion) - the era 
of the supporters’ clubs. We 
need no longer support a self-
determination that will weaken 
the empires (Lenin) or decide on 
the least worst option (‘democracy 
versus autocracy’). No longer 
applicable are the various left 
foreign policies, from Bolshevik 
anti-colonialism to the anti-war 
movement of the 1960s. Of course, 
we defend the right of peoples not 
to suffer war, but the struggle for 
peace doesn’t mean siding with 
states.

The project now is to observe, 
describe well and discuss the 
alternative world we want and 
how to achieve it. The time for 
a ‘foreign policy’ is up: no more 
choosing sides between different 
capitalist ‘options’, whether blocs 
or national states.
Mike Belbin
email

Needed
Thomas Day in his letter to last 
week’s Weekly Worker says much 
that I, and other readers, can agree 
with, but I was struck by his last 
paragraph, “Do we really have 
to work through and within the 
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End racist outsourcing at Great Ormond Street
Friday April 29, 12 noon: Rally, north end of Queen Square, 
London WC1. Support the Great Ormond Street Hospital security 
guards in their fight for equality after seven weeks of strike action. 
The predominantly black, brown and migrant security guards are 
now the only workers at the hospital not on NHS contracts.
Organised by United Voices of the World the union:
www.facebook.com/events/722326025450586.

Cable Street
Performances of Lisa Goldman’s play as part of the National Theatre 
connections programme for youth companies. Cable Street is about 
growing up in London’s Jewish East End in the 1930s, and the 
political turmoil caused by Oswald Mosley’s fascist Blackshirts.
Friday April 29, 7pm: Home, Tony Wilson Place, Manchester M15.
Company: Winstanley College. £5 or pay what you can.
homemcr.org/production/national-theatre-connections-2022-day-4.
Friday April 29, 7pm: MAST Mayflower Studios, 142 Above Bar 
Street, Southampton SO14. Barton Peveril Sixth Form College, £7.50.
www.mayflowerstudios.org.uk/what-s-on/nt-connections-2022.
Sunday May 1, 7.45pm: The Garage, 14 Chapel Field North,
Norwich NR2. Huntingdon Youth Theatre Company, £5.
www.thegarage.org.uk/shows/nt-connections-2022.
Monday May 2, 7pm: Derby Theatre, 15 Theatre Walk, St Peter’s 
Quarter, Derby DE1. Flying High Expressive Arts, £8 (£4).
www.derbytheatre.co.uk/book/18556.

Socialism, unity, internationalism
Saturday April 30, 2.00pm: Online pre-May Day rally. At a time 
of crises internationally and in Britain, now is the time to unite in 
struggle and put forward socialist solutions. Speakers include Ian 
Lavery MP, Richard Burgon MP and Kate Hudson (CND).
Organised by Arise: A festival of Labour’s left ideas:
www.facebook.com/events/397233902240513.

May Day open day
Sunday May 1, 10.30am: Marx Memorial Library, 37a Clerkenwell 
Green, London EC1. Visit for stalls, tours and displays, as the annual 
May Day march assembles outside.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/352.

London May Day march and rally
Sunday May 1, 12 noon: Assemble Clerkenwell Green, London EC1,
then march to Trafalgar Square for rally. Bring banners, balloons 
and placards to this celebration for workers across the world, with 
leading speakers from trade unions and London communities.
Organised by London May Day Organising Committee:
www.londonmayday.org.

May Day rally against cost of living crisis
Sunday May 1, 1pm: Bargate Street, Southampton SO14. Rally in 
defence of workers’ rights. Don’t let the capitalists make workers 
pay for the crises of their system. Organised by Southampton and 
South West Hampshire Trades Union Council:
www.facebook.com/events/228399516115725.

Support striking Coventry bin workers
Tuesday May 3, 11am: Assemble One Friargate, Coventry CV1. 
Then march to Coventry Council House for rally. Coventry bin 
strikers demand fairness, dignity and respect.
Organised by Unite West Midlands:
www.facebook.com/events/514138923486833.

Introduction to radical anthropology
Tuesday May 3, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and biological 
anthropology. This talk is online only, via Zoom: ‘The things she 
knew: the civilising influence of women in African mythology 
folklore’. Speaker: Helen Nde.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
www.facebook.com/events/520754789692373.

The battle for democracy in Britain and Ireland
Thursday May 5, 6pm: Weekly online education series covering 
the history of republican ideas and their link to socialism.
This talk: ‘Edward Rushton, Thomas Paine and republicanism in the 
1790s’. Speakers: Kevin Bean and Ritchie Hunter.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/2817172398575453.

Undercover policing
Saturday May 7, 10.30am: Conference, Unite House, 128 
Theobalds Road, London WC1. Discussing the impact of political 
policing on trade unions and activist movements. Stop the 
undercover policing inquiry becoming a whitewash. Defend the right 
to join a union, picket and protest free from state spying.
Organised by Blacklist Support Group and Police Spies Out Of Lives:
eventbrite.co.uk/o/blacklist-support-group-tmg-psool-cops-43514895863.

Stop fascist Tommy Robinson in Telford
Saturday May 7, 1pm: Counterdemonstration, Southwater Square, 
Telford TF3. Robinson is cynically attempting to use appalling cases 
of child grooming in Telford for his own ends. Don’t let the racists 
divide us - Justice for the victims.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism Shropshire and Telford:
www.facebook.com/events/269543052047544.

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.

Democratic Socialists of America, 
the British Labour Party or the 
Dutch Socialist Party? (to name 
but three organisations covered in 
recent Weekly Worker articles)? It 
seems so tame, compared to what 
is needed.”

Well, yes, but what does he 
suggest? I don’t think that the 
Weekly Worker or the CPGB are 
busy working through and within, 
for instance, the Labour Party. Yes, 
we need “real communist/Marxist 
parties”, but where are we going 
to find the raw material for them? 
The CPGB policy is, in part, to 
challenge the parties that might 
now publicly espouse communism 
and to point out where they fall 
down in practice.

‘Left’ parties have potential 
communists within them - I think 
that even the Labour Party can 
make such a claim (quietly, Sir 
Keir might hear). How can we get 
to them? That is something that I 
believe the Weekly Worker and the 
CPGB are working on full time.

As the comrade also says, “It is 
already becoming too late” - and 
indeed it may be, but if we were 
aware of any short cuts then I’m sure 
we’d take them. I’ve just finished 
rereading (after a few years) Mike 
Macnair’s Revolutionary strategy, 
which I can highly commend if 
the comrade hasn’t read it already. 
He ends the book with a section 
entitled ‘Patience’. This contains 
the following paragraph:

“This strategic orientation 
demands patience. The 
fundamental present problem 
is that after the failures of the 
strategies of the 20th century, in 
the absence of a Marxist strategic 
understanding, most socialists 
are socialists by ethical and 
emotional commitment only. This 
leads to the adoption of ‘get rich 
quick’ solutions that enter into the 
capitalist politicians’ government 
games.”

Quite correct, I believe. Times 
are pressing, action by the working 
class on a mass - and, best, a world 
- scale is urgent. But it’s not going 
to happen just because we want 
it to. We have to be patient - and 

work out the best way to build that 
party.
Jim Nelson
email

Fascists out
Paul Demarty’s argument in his 
article on the French presidential 
election is absolute nonsense 
(‘Hold the line’, April 21). You 
need to pull him up on it. In a non-
revolutionary period, the left must 
always join with the centre against 
the fascist right.

The communist movement is 
seeking power, but it certainly 
won’t achieve this on the basis of 
the nonsense preached to us by the 
British left.
Tony Clark
Email

Ahistorical
I find the Marxist contributions to 
the inflation issue inadequate and 
uninspiring, and Michael Roberts’ 
article in last week’s edition was 
no exception (‘Alternative to 
“restraint”’ April 21).

They are presented within 
an ahistorical econometric 
framework, leaving out the most 
critical and illuminating aspects. 
When I say ‘ahistorical’, I don’t 
mean they are free from timelines, 
but, while they include timelines, 
they remain held captive within 
an unchanging environment. The 
arguments are just regurgitated, 
as if history isn’t happening. They 
are uninspiring, as they miss out 
the grand and epic narratives that 
can appeal to the imagination, and 
stir the soul.

There are econometric issues at 
play, but these are not fundamental 
and merely represent symptoms. 
They include the rate of profit, the 
volume of money, imperialism, war 
(competition by other means) and 
politics in general. Limiting the 
discussion to these symptomatic 
issues shows an inability to step 
outside the bourgeois horizon.

So I will offer three main areas 
of focus, which hopefully illustrate 
my point (incidentally the solution 
to all these issues is communism - 
reformist tweaks no longer hold).

Firstly, we have reached 
a fundamental technological 
barrier, which affects labour 
productivity. Physicists have 
fundamentally answered most 
of nature’s mysteries in this 
field (you see this in articles 
questioning why physicists 
have stalled, etc). Technological 
slowdown is therefore not due to 
our lack of knowledge, as it was 
in the past, but to our inability 
to apply this knowledge: for 
example due to engineering, 
scalability issues, physical limits. 
Our technological innovations are 
now about wringing every last 
drop out of existing technologies, 
rather than coming up with 
anything truly revolutionary. 
These factors contribute to a fall 
in the productivity of labour, 
and therefore, in a system based 
on capitalism, have inflationary 
consequences. On a similar note 
we have also squeezed every last 
drop out of economies of scale, 
which means cutting back can 
only have a very marginal effect 
on costs. Demand and supply 
solutions simply won’t cut it.

Secondly, in the advanced 
nations - which as at time of 
writing pretty much dictate the 
economics of the entire globe - 
there are immense infrastructure 
issues. This is the result of being 
advanced nations in an anarchical 
system. China has better rail 
networks and more energy-
efficient housing simply because 
it started from a lower state of 
development and was able to 
utilise state-of-the-art technology, 
and also has the economic muscle 
and planning to invest in such 
technology. In the anarchical 
advanced nations there needs to 
be mass destruction before the 
infrastructure can be replaced, 
meaning the cost is so much more 
prohibitive, and in the anarchy 
of the capitalist system the cost 
is so much greater, for everyone. 
It also means the replacement of 
old and worn infrastructure will 
take that much longer. We are in a 
‘Kondratiev moment’, but one that 
seems intractable.

Thirdly, the climate emergency 
presents a crisis of energy 
production. The demented 
liberalism, which has taken hold 
in the advanced nations and could 
possibly see nuclear oblivion, 
imagines that everything we 
see around us in this anarchical 
system could be reproduced using 
a combination of wind, solar and 
as yet nonexistent technologies. 
All the iPads, PCs, mobile phones, 
toasters, dishwashers, fridges, etc, 
etc can be powered by a few wind 
turbines. Dream on!

Of course, all the above are 
occurring at a time of the relative 
decline of the west, and an 
increasing demand for dwindling 
energy reserves.

The above list could be 
extended but these are the 
historical and fundamental 
reasons for the cost of living 
crises and represent a fundamental 
barrier to the continuation of the 
anarchical system of production. 
These fundamental barriers 
reveal the truth that planning 
and the abolition of anarchism 
in production are now not only a 
moral imperative, but a practical 
one too.

Whether this results in a 
new form of bourgeois rule 
(possibly some sort of neo-feudal 
authoritarianism) or proletarian 
communism will be the product 
of class struggle. Currently we 
are seeing the emergence of the 
former, but that can only intensify 
the class struggle.
Steve Cousins
email

Online Communist Forum

Sunday May 1 5pm 
A week in politics - political report from 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee, 

and discussion
Sunday May 8 5pm 

Imperialism and the state
Speaker: Mike Macnair

Use this link to join the meeting: 
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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https://www.facebook.com/events/228399516115725
https://www.facebook.com/events/514138923486833/
https://www.facebook.com/events/520754789692373
https://www.facebook.com/events/2817172398575453/
https://www.eventbrite.co.uk/o/blacklist-support-group-tmg-psool-cops-43514895863
https://www.facebook.com/events/269543052047544
https://communistparty.co.uk/ocf-register
https://communistparty.co.uk
http://www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk
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Booze, lies and votes
The Tories face a hammering on May 5, but, says Eddie Ford, you are very unlikely to find a principled 
leftwing candidate

J ust over a month ago I 
wrote that Boris Johnson 
is “safe when it comes 

to partygate”, thanks to the 
Ukraine war, which has saved 
his bacon “and he knows it”. 
I also said it was “unlikely” 
that he would be issued with 
a fine for breaking lockdown 
regulations.1

It transpires that Johnson 
did end up getting fined and 
now I am not so certain that 
he will be able to wriggle out 
of the situation. Maybe the 
piglet has run out of grease, 
though he is not toast, as some 
appear to think. But it is a bit 
surprising, as Boris Johnson 
doubtlessly thinks himself, 
that he has not got away with 
more than he has. Obviously, 
a lot depends on unpredictable 
events, or - to borrow from 
Donald Rumsfeld - a mixture 
of known unknowns and 
unknown unknowns. So far, 
the prime minister has been 
issued with only one fine (£50) 
for the surprise birthday get-
together held for him on June 
19 2020, where up to 30 people 
are said to have been present - 
a Union Jack cake was served 
and “happy birthday” sung. His 
wife, Carrie Symonds, and the 
chancellor, Rishi Sunak, were 
also fined for being present.

The Met have announced 
that the results of their 
ongoing investigation will 
not be revealed until after 

the May 5 local elections - 
which raised some eyebrows. 
Johnson attended at least six 
of the 12 events in Downing 
Street that are currently being 
looked into, including the 
almost infamous “bring your 
own booze” party organised 
by his then principal private 
secretary in the Downing Street 
garden on May 20 2020 and 
which attracted more than 50 
people. The police have started 
to issue fines for this event, 
with at least two relatively 
junior officials receiving 
penalties, but nothing yet for 
Johnson. In some ways this is 
a bit odd, as the prime minister 
has talked about it at some 
length, telling the House of 
Commons on January 12 that 
he was there for 25 minutes 
and - although at the time he 
thought it was a “work event” 
and was therefore permissible 
- he latterly realised that “with 
hindsight I should have sent 
everyone back inside”. Even 
odder, raising more eyebrows, 
Johnson has indicated that 
he did not even receive a 
questionnaire relating to this 
party - which suggests that 
the police ruled out fining him 
very early on. How come?

Then there is the Sue Gray 
report, of course - we are still 
waiting for the final verdict. 
According to The Guardian, 
that is not expected until the 
end of May at the earliest, 

mainly because the police 
investigation could drag on for 
several more weeks. Having 
said that, one insider has stated 
it was “wishful thinking” that 
her report would be published 
before the end of next month. 
Gray’s “update” published in 
February was muted in her 
criticism - disappointing many 
who hoped it would herald the 
downfall of Johnson. However, 
she is expected - watch this 
space - to be deeply critical of 
“how particular individuals ran 
No10 and how that contributed 
to rule-breaking”. Indeed, an 
official familiar with the report 
has said her conclusions are 
“excoriating” and “will make 
things incredibly difficult for 
the prime minister” - it “could 
be enough to end him”.

Breach?
Furthermore, there is also 
the parliamentary privileges 
committee inquiry into 
Johnson to see whether he 
knowingly lied to parliament 
with claims he always followed 
coronavirus rules during the 
pandemic - like saying, “the 
guidance was followed and 
the rules were followed at all 
times”, which was obviously 
untrue, given that he has been 
issued with a fine by the police 
for precisely breaking those 
rules.

This inquiry followed a 
miscalculation both by the 

prime minister and his new 
chief whip, Chris Heaton-
Harris. Tone-deaf, they 
attempted to kick any such 
investigation into the long 
grass by adding an amendment 
that would have prevented 
the inquiry being held until 
after both the Met and Sue 
Gray report findings had 
been published - which would 
supposedly have allowed MPs 
“to have all the facts at their 
disposal” when they make a 
decision.

Even though it is meant to 
be an essential part of his job, 
Heaton-Harris had clearly not 
talked to Tory backbenchers 
before putting forward the 
amendment - as they were 
deeply unhappy about being 
whipped to support it. For 
them, at the very least it was 
an unedifying tactic that would 
not go down well with the 
public - if not a shifty way 
to smother a parliamentary 
investigation. Either way the 
government, facing a major 
rebellion on the amendment 
and the prospect of losing, 
therefore gave way.

The privileges committee is 
composed of seven cross-party 
MPs and considers whether 
or not individual members 
have committed ‘contempt of 
parliament’. It can demand 
relevant documents, summon 
witnesses to testify before 
it and sanction any MP. 

ELECTIONS

Even while basking in 
adulation in India he could 

not stop press hounding 
him over party allegations
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These sanctions can include 
suspension and even expulsion 
from the House of Commons. 
However, it cannot rule on 
whether or not there has been a 
breach of the ministerial code - 
as the code states that ministers 
who “intentionally” mislead 
parliament are expected to do 
the decent thing and resign.

This triggered lots of worthy 
editorials in the quality press 
about the supreme importance 
of prime ministers and ministers 
always telling the truth to 
parliament. About how it would 
be damaging to democracy if 
ministers “knowingly” misled 
or lied to the Commons, and 
so on. In fact, it is unclear 
what penalties there actually 
would be for knowingly or 
intentionally misleading 
parliament if someone refuses 
to resign - especially as the 
UK parliament has not levied 
a fine since 1666. This leads 
to the absurd situation where it 
is easier to get thrown out of 
parliament for calling someone 
a liar than for lying itself.

Showing that Boris Johnson 
still has a chance, what all 
this means is that it is entirely 
within the remit of the premier 
to decide if a minister has to 
go or not. There is a long list 
of various ministers who in the 
past have resigned for good 
or bad reasons, but ultimately 
the prime minister has the 
final say. In other words, in 
the slightly surreal British 
constitution, the prime minister 
has to decide what the prime 
minister should do. Telling you 
the screamingly obvious, this 
is a highly political question, 
which - when all is said and 
done - has nothing to do with 
what actually happened or the 
particular facts.

Johnson clearly broke the 
Covid rules, but the real issue 
is perception. If you listen 
to Tory MPs on the media 
who are critical of Johnson, 
they repeatedly say that their 
constituents are unhappy. 
Hence it is a live political 
issue in terms of the ranks of 
Conservative MPs and also 
voters - who tend to have short 
memories, but this question 
looks like it will run and run 
for quite a while yet.

On the other hand, at least for 
the moment, after having seen 
a big surge in Covid infections, 
we now have a sharp decline 
(though that could change 
again with the schools going 
back). You do not know what is 
going to happen next, whether 
with Covid or anything else. 
Obviously, Ukraine has been a 
godsend for Johnson. He seems 
to have thought that going to 
India and talking about the 
benefits of Brexit would have a 
positive effect on his political 
profile too. Instead, as you 
could have predicted, this 
was another miscalculation 
- having the opposite effect. 
British journalists constantly 
questioned him on partygate.

Elections
Partygate will clearly have 
an effect on the May 5 local 
elections, with more than 
5,000 seats up for grabs in 197 
councils across the country - 
mainly in Labour-held areas. 
If the Tories do extraordinarily 
badly, we should expect more 
no-confidence letters to the 
1922 Committee - from those 
who want to get rid of Johnson, 
whether because of Brexit and 
ideology, personal ambition, 
animosity or a simple desire to 

keep their seat. Some reports 
claim as many as 46 Tories may 
have submitted letters. Several 
senior MPs have revealed 
that they have sent letters, 
including Mark Harper and 
Steve Baker, yet the number is 
still short of the 54 required.

But there does seem to have 
been some sort of political shift, 
without wanting to exaggerate 
too much. Lobby companies 
are now looking for Labour 
Party recruits. That is, they are 
preparing for the next general 
election and the possibility 
of a Labour government, and 
so want connections with the 
party. We are not talking about 
connections with leftwingers, 
it goes without saying, but with 
Labour’s mainstream right. 
Equally obvious, they would 
not have lobbied leftwingers 
under the Jeremy Corbyn 
leadership, as they never 
thought there was a chance of a 
Corbyn government. But today 
they do take seriously the idea 
of a Labour government.

This just underlines the 
stupidity of the left for writing 
off Sir Keir, insisting that he 
cannot win or does not want 
to win. All he wants to do 
is persecute the left, which 
was absolute tripe from the 
beginning. Sections of the 
bourgeoisie clearly think that 
Starmer can win, even if the 
left does not.

As for May 5 itself, judging 
by most polls, the Tories are 
set to lose hundreds of seats 
- having won just over 1,500 
in England and Wales the 
last time they were contested 
in 2017 and 2018. Electoral 
Calculus and Find Out Now, 
after conducting a survey 
before Boris Johnson was fined 
by police, even predicted the 
Tories would drop 810 seats 
in England and Wales, from 
1,965 to 1,155, compared to 
their previous performance.2 
Overall, this would represent 
a 5% swing to Labour away 

from the Tories. Therefore, 
according to the pollsters, 
Labour would gain 835 seats 
- rising from 2,887 to 3,722. 
The Lib Dems would lose 13, 
Plaid Cymru gain 64, and other 
parties or independents would 
lose 75. It also projected that 
the Tories could lose key 
councils, including Barnet, 
Harlow and Wandsworth in 
London. Meanwhile, while 
many councils remain in ‘no 
overall control’, Labour could 
gain Barnet, Bolton, Crawley, 
Merthyr Tydfil, Milton Keynes, 
Plymouth and Sheffield. If 
the results were replicated at 
a general election, which is 
pure arithmetical and electoral 
fantasy, Labour would be the 
largest party in parliament 
- but 15 short of an overall 
majority.

However, other pollsters 
have poured scorn on the 
findings. Chris Curtis, head of 
political polling for Opinium, 
thought the chances of the 
Tories losing that many seats 
was “vanishingly small”. Philip 
Cowley, politics professor 
at Queen Mary University of 
London, declared: “If I had 
ever written a book on local 
elections, I would offer to eat 
it if this happened.” Labour 
MP Chris Bryant branded 
the forecasted results Tory 
“expectation management”, 
which is quite possible, given 
that they were first published 
in the Telegraph.

 What are the CPGB’s 
voting recommendations? If 
you are lucky enough to find 
a principled leftwinger in the 
Labour Party, then vote for 
them. But do they actually 
exist and who the hell are 
they? Perhaps a few sitting 
councillors, but their numbers 
must be extraordinarily small. 
After all, if they really were 
principled, surely Sir Keir 
would have got rid of them by 
now.

Other than that, vote for any 

alternative left candidates - 
though there will not be very 
many, given the number of 
seats being contested. The 
Trade Unionist and Socialist 
Coalition (Tusc) - set up and 
led by the Socialist Party in 
England and Wales - has said it 
is standing 250 candidates. Of 
course, Tusc is hardly standing 
on a consistent, principled, 
socialist programme, but at 
least it upholds basic working 
class economic interests.

If no left options are 

available, which will 
overwhelmingly be the case for 
most voters, spoil your ballot 
paper by writing ‘communist’ 
or ‘socialist’, or whatever you 
fancy l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Better to spoil ballot paper than vote for Sir Keir’s bourgeois scoundrels

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

£305 in three days
As I write, there are just 

three days left to reach our 
monthly £2,250 fighting fund 
target and we have exactly 
£1,945 in the kitty. In other 
words, we still need £305 if 
we’re going to get there.

The highlight of the last 
seven days came in the shape 
of two £50 donations - JT made 
his usual monthly bank transfer, 
while DB used PayPal to do the 
same. On top of that, there were 
standing orders from DG and 
PW (£20 each), GD, JR and GT 
(£15), OG (£14), JM (£10), DD 
(£8) and TT (£6). Three of those 
were new or increased SOs in 
response to our editor’s recent 
appeal to subscribers.

However, the fact that all 
the payments listed above only 
came to £223 in a week makes 
it clear the task we are now 
facing if we’re going to break 
through that £2,250 barrier by 
April 30. There are two ways to 
make sure we get £305 by then, 
both mentioned above: PayPal 
and bank transfer. For the first, 
please go to weeklyworker.
co.uk/worker/donate; for the 
second - which is better for 

both parties, because no fees are 
deducted - make your transfer 
to ‘Weekly Worker’: account 
number 00744310, sort code 
30-99-64.

Why is it important to support 
the Weekly Worker? Let me 
quote comrade DV, who notes 
how our paper always reports 
on the disagreements expressed 
by dissenting CPGB members, 
particularly in our reports of 
membership aggregates. He 
writes: “… no other left paper 
does that! The left would be 
much bigger if they practised 
the openness and free debate 
that WW practises as well as 
preaches.”

Quite right, comrade. That’s 
why the Weekly Worker is right 
now an essential weapon for the 
Marxist left - and why we need 
continuing donations from our 
readers and supporters. Will 
enough of them rally to the 
cause within three days? l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

Notes
1. ‘Putin to the rescue’, March 21: 
weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1388/putin-to-
the-rescue.
2. electoralcalculus.co.uk/blogs/ec_
localelectionpoll_20220415.html.

https://weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/donate
https://weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/donate
https://weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1388/putin-to-the-rescue
https://weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1388/putin-to-the-rescue
https://electoralcalculus.co.uk/blogs/ec_localelectionpoll_20220415.html
https://electoralcalculus.co.uk/blogs/ec_localelectionpoll_20220415.html
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UKRAINE

Pro-Kremlin socialists
Social-imperialism and social-pacifism are not our only problems, argues Jack Conrad. There is also a left 
that tails, excuses and flatters the Putin regime

To begin again with some 
military notes.
Phase two of Russia’s ‘special 

military operation’ has begun in 
earnest. There has been fierce 
fighting along the 300-mile-
long line of control in Donbas, 
but, unsurprisingly, no dramatic 
Russian breakthrough. Some 
armchair generals - given the flat, 
largely treeless and firm terrain - 
were expecting rapid movement 
and the re-enactment of the giant 
tank battles of World War II, 
most famously the 1943 battle of 
Kursk. However, in Donbas, not 
only are Ukrainian forces short on 
tanks and air cover: each side is 
heavily dug in after eight years of 
border warfare. Therefore there is 
a bloody war of a mile here and a 
mile there.

Of course, there is the 
possibility of the 30,000-strong 
Ukrainian army in the east being 
trapped in a huge Russian pincer 
operation, encircled and then 
subjected to grinding artillery 
and aerial bombardment. If that 
happens, it could prove to be a 
real game-changer.

Meanwhile, the fascist Azov 
battalion’s fanatical last stand in 
the deep bunkers of Mariupol’s 
Azovstal steelworks must end 
either in death or surrender … 

and very soon at that. After the 
abject failure of phase one - the 
attempt to capture Kyiv - that 
would give Russia something 
to celebrate on May 9 (Victory 
Day). But the overall outcome of 
the Russo-Ukrainian war remains 
far from certain. Boris Johnson 
says Russia can win. Volodymyr 
Zelensky says Ukraine can win. 
Both are right.

Russia has an estimated 900,000 
active military service personnel 
and around two million reservists. 
The invasion force consists of 
some 190,000 men and has a huge 
arsenal of fighter planes, tanks, 
armoured cars, ballistic missiles 
and heavy artillery pieces 
available to it. Against them, 
though, they face a (Nato) armed 
nation: 196,000 regular troops, 
plus now 900,000 mobilised 
reservists and the conscription 
of all men between the ages of 
18 and 60.1 So this is far from 
a David and Goliath contest. 
Indeed, Russian forces have been 
plagued by strategic blunders, 
poor intelligence, low morale 
and logistical failures. Deliveries 
of food, fuel and ammunition 
have all gone short. Corruption 
on high, petty theft, poor lorry 
maintenance and Ukrainian 
ambushes have sapped the 

fighting capacity of the Russian 
army.

As repeatedly argued in 
these pages, there has also 
been a revolution in warfare - 
a revolution which has given 
the highly motivated Ukrainian 
armed forces a real edge. What 
they lack in aircraft, tanks and 
artillery pieces is compensated 
for by Javelin and Nlaw anti-
tank, and Starstreak and Stinger 
anti-aircraft, shoulder-launched 
missiles: relatively cheap, easy 
to master and deadly effective at 
short range. Such Nato tech, plus 
drones, plus US-supplied real-
time intelligence, has allowed 
Ukraine to claim 20,000 Russian 
military personnel killed and 
790 tanks, 381 artillery pieces 
and 2,041 armoured vehicles 
destroyed (impossible to verify). 
Then there is the sinking of the 
Black Sea flagship Moskva by 
two Ukrainian-made Neptune 
anti-ship missiles (presumably 

guided by the nearby US navy P-8 
Poseidon patrol aircraft2).

Moreover, instead of being 
greeted as liberators, or with mere 
indifference, Russia’s soldiers 
have, predictably, faced curses, 
defiance, sabotage and armed 
resistance. That surely explains 
most of the stories of torture and 

shootings of civilians carried by 
the western media. Suggestions, 
not least emanating from Moscow, 
that such instances are Ukrainian-
upon-Ukrainian are hard to credit, 
yet - given the ethnic mix and the 
existence of a definite pro-Russia, 
albeit suppressed, political milieu 
- impossible to rule out entirely. 
We simply do not know. The first 
casualty of war is, after all, the 
truth.

Emboldened by Ukraine’s 
unexpected military resilience, 
the west - ie, the US and its Nato 
allies, not least its UK rottweiler 
- have been ratcheting up arms 
deliveries. Not only increased 
numbers of Nlaws and drones, 
but heavy weapons too: eg, the 
German delivery of Gepart anti-
aircraft cannon tanks and Marder 
infantry fighting vehicles (fully 
backed by the Green Party junior 
coalition partner).

Getting such material to the 
Ukrainian border presents no 
difficulty whatsoever. However, 
getting it to the eastern front is 
another matter entirely. Russian 
fighter planes, helicopter gunships 
and missiles are already exacting 
a huge toll in hundreds upon 
hundreds of air strikes.

Meanwhile, every top-level 
Kyiv visit, every carefully scripted 

Pro-Kremlin left desert red 
flag for flag of a third rate 

capitalism

There should be no illusions 
about where in the political 

spectrum Putin stands
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Zelensky broadcast, every botched 
Russian missile attack, every 
deserving Ukrainian refugee is 
used to stoke up war fever in Nato 
counties (and other countries 
besides). This excuses crippling 
sanctions on Russia, increased 
military spending, Swedish and 
Finnish Nato membership, battle 
group deployments to eastern 
Europe, media censorship and 
readying public opinion for direct 
Nato involvement in what is, after 
all, a proxy war.

Already there are reports of 
SAS soldiers in Lviv (true to form, 
neither denied nor confirmed 
by the MoD).3 There is also an 
associated ongoing military lobby 
in the US for putting boots on 
the ground in western Ukraine. 
General Phillip Breedlove, former 
Supreme Allied Commander 
Europe, told The Times that Nato 
should establish a “forward supply 
base” for military and, of course, 
humanitarian aid.4 Mission creep 
could, in the worst possible 
scenario, take us to the threshold 
of World War III.

American aims
US war aims could not be clearer. 
Speaking in Kyiv, defence 
secretary Lloyd Austin not only 
reiterated the commitment to 
Ukrainian sovereignty, but looked 
forward to weakening Russia “to 
the degree that it can’t do the 
kinds of things that it has done 
in invading Ukraine”.5 The US 
president goes still further. Joe 
Biden’s “off the cuff” remarks 
about how Putin cannot be 
allowed to “remain in power” 
might have caused a sharp intake 
of diplomatic breath in France, 
Germany and Turkey … and even 
in Washington DC. Doubtless, 
but, this is, of course, the truth.

Halford Mackinder famously 
wrote in Democratic ideals and 
reality (1919):

Who rules East Europe 
commands the Heartland:
Who rules the Heartland 
commands the World-Island:
Who rules the World-Island 
commands the World.6

Through Princeton’s Edward 
Mead Earle, Mackinder’s ideas 
reached George Kennan, architect 
of the grand strategy to “contain” 
the Soviet Union. That would, he 
argued, crucially in his February 
1946 ‘Long telegram’, eventually 
result in “either the break-up or 
the gradual mellowing of Soviet 
power”.7 We all know the result. 
Having defeated an internally 
crisis-riven Soviet Union, having 
taken hold over eastern Europe, 
the US now contemplates a 
defeated Russian Federation in 
Ukraine. Far from impossible.

After that will come the 
concerted attempt to trigger regime 
change in Moscow: through a 
colour revolution; promoting anti-
Russian ‘national liberation wars’ 
in Belarus, Moldova and Georgia; 
facilitating a palace coup; or 
promoting national fragmentation 
(all four options would doubtless 
be combined).

A defeated Russia would be 
stripped of its high-end arms 
industry and reduced to an oil and 
gas-supplying US neo-colony. If 
successful (admittedly a big ‘if’), 
next would come China. The US 
has already set up Taiwan, Tibet, 
Hong Kong and Xinjian for such 
purposes.

In that context, addressing 
the regular Business Roundtable 
of top American CEOs, Biden 
talked of instituting a “new world 
order”, led, naturally enough, 
by the US.8 In such a new world 
order the US would, so it hopes, 

be able to “manage” the Eurasian 
world island - as envisaged by 
Zbigniew Brzezinski.9 The result 
would not, however, be a new 
age of democracy, peace and 
prosperity, as he promised: rather 
the imposition of breakdown, 
warlordism and social regression.

The declining US hegemon is 
the bringer, nowadays, not of new 
heights of (capitalist) civilisation: 
eg, the post-World War II social 
democratic settlement (in western 
Europe, Japan and, with a final 
flourish, South Korea, Taiwan 
and Singapore). No, instead it 
brings barbarism (eg, Nicaragua, 
Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya). Fear 
of the pending US new world 
order, surely - well, at least in 
part - explains why a whole raft 
of countries, and not only the 
‘usual suspects’ (eg, Belarus and 
North Korea), but China, Iran, 
Iraq, India, South Africa … even 
Pakistan, have all refused to join 
the anti-Russia crusade.

Taking sides
The majority of the left in Britain 
takes a social-pacifist position: 
eg, the Stop the War Coalition, 
Peace and Justice, the Morning 
Star’s Communist Party of Britain 
and Momentum. Basically they 
push the lie that there can be a 
lasting peace under capitalism if 
governments were less bellicose 
and UN treaties and international 
law were adhered to.

There is a social-imperialist 
camp. Not, of course, Sir Keir and 
the Parliamentary Labour Party. 
There is nothing remotely social 
about them. They are just plain, 
everyday, careerist bourgeois 
politicians and as such are 
committed to the Atlantic alliance 
with US imperialism. No, the 
social-imperialist camp consists 
of the thoroughly compromised 
far right of the far left. Eg, the 
Ukraine Solidarity Campaign 
and its Labour Representation 
Committee, Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, Anti-Capitalist 
Resistance, Emancipation and 
Liberation and RS21 affiliates, 
along with individual supporters 
such as John McDonnell, Paul 
Mason, Nadia Whittome and 
Gilbert Achcar. A rogues’ gallery 
of Stinger missile ‘socialists’ who 
side with the US hegemon, Nato 
and their ‘own’ state, in the name 
of defending the sovereignty of 
‘plucky’ little Ukraine. Naturally, 
all couched in fake socialist and 
fake internationalist language.

However, what we want to 
deal with here is not social-
pacifism or social-imperialism. 
Instead we shall deal with the 
pro-Kremlin left. Whereas the 
social-imperialists paint the US, 
Nato and the UK as objectively 
progressive, democratic and 
favourable to the working class, 
the pro-Kremlin left reasons along 
exactly opposite lines. Russia is 
portrayed as conducting a justified 
war in Ukraine, either with a view 
to deNazifying the regime in Kyiv 
or/and liberating Donbas, and 
its majority Russian population, 
from the Nazi terror of the Azov 
battalion. That and Russia defying 
the Nazi-promoting US hegemon 
has provided common ground for 
a whole variety of parties, groups 
and individuals.

Internationally it is not only 
the red-brown Communist Party 
of the Russian Federation which 
portrays Russian troops as bravely 
fighting to “repel fascism” 
(Gennady Zyganov).10 While, 
understandably, anti-Nazi rhetoric 
does not have the same traction in 
the Middle East and Latin America 
as it does in Europe, anti-US 
rhetoric, again understandably, 
does, and that leads more than a 

few to a pro-Kremlin position. 
Eg, the Workers’ Cause Party in 
Brazil.

We see the same phenomenon 
in Britain. George Galloway’s 
Workers Party, the Brarite CPGB 
(ML), the New Communist Party, 
Gerry Downing’s Socialist Fight, 
Socialist Action, Socialist Labour 
Network - all see something 
progressive in the Putin 
regime and its ‘special military 
operation’ in Ukraine. It could be 
trumping US plans for extending 
Nato, it could be overthrowing 
Zelensky’s pro-western regime, 
it could be the “Russian army 
defending the Donbas” and 
“liberating” Mariupol from the 
“neo-Nazi Azov battalion” (Tony 
Greenstein).11 The last chilling 
phrase reminding me of the 
unnamed US major who said, 
speaking about the 1968 battle 
of Bến Tre during the Vietnam 
war, that it “became necessary 
to destroy the town to save it”.12 
Either way, the end result is far 
removed from Marxism.

I have argued that the CPB’s 
Young Communist League, 
though using “devious language”, 
has constituted itself as part of the 
same pro-Kremlin camp.13 This, 
admittedly, is guesswork, a matter 
of interpretation. After all, the 
YCL’s leadership operates under 
the strictures of ‘democratic 
centralism’ - ie, bureaucratic 
centralism - which in this case 
bars any public criticism of the 
CPB’s social-pacifism. So, while 
the YCL’s central committee 
expresses its “sadness” at seeing 
Russian troops crossing the 
Ukrainian border, surely the 
giveaway is that its final list of 
demands have a highly significant 
absence: there is no call for a 
Russian withdrawal.14

Either way, the pro-Kremlin 
left has the virtue of saying that 
the main enemy is at home, but 
the naivety - and I am taking it 
that it is naivety, not corruption 
- is truly astounding. The pro-
Kremlin left take Vladimir Putin 
at his word. When this capitalist 
gangster says he is committed to 
the “noble cause” of deNazifiying 
Ukraine, they believe him. 
Gullible, moronic even. Yes, there 
are fascists in Ukraine, not least 
those incorporated into its armed 
forces: eg, the already mentioned 
Azov battalion. But this militarily 
important tail hardly wags the 
Ukrainian dog.

To the extent Russia has a state 
ideology it must be described 
as far-right, revanchist and 
socially reactionary, a mix of 
Stalin era nostalgia and Orthodox 
Christianity. And, of course, there 
are plenty of fascists who are 
willingly recruited to the cause 
of Mother Russia. Leave aside 
well promoted individuals, such 
as Vladimir Zhirinovsky and 
Alexander Dugin, and mercenary 
outfits such as the Wagner 
Group and Rusich. During the 
2000s Putin’s regime launched 
a ‘managed nationalism’, which 
sought to incorporate the radical 
far right, including neo-Nazis, in 
order to counter the rising tide of 
liberalism and the left. Skinhead 
gangs, such as the notorious 
OB88, were recruited too. There 
followed a wave of savage 
beatings and murders of leftists, 
migrants and journalists.15 Abroad 
too Russia has established well 
known links with the far right, 
going from the high-profile likes 
of Donald Trump, Marine Le Pen 
and Viktor Orbán all the way 
down to bottom-dwelling fascist 
boneheads and boogaloos.

Whereas Lenin condemned 
Great Russian chauvinism and 
championed Ukraine’s right 

to self-determination, we hear 
voices raised from amongst the 
pro-Kremlin left to the effect that 
Ukraine is not a ‘real’ nation. 
Consciously, or unconsciously, 
this is echoing Putin himself. In 
February 2022 he condemned the 
Bolsheviks, in particular Lenin, 
for creating “modern Ukraine” by 
incorporating Russian-majority 
speaking areas in the east. For 
Putin this was “worse than a 
mistake”, it was a crime against 
Russian statehood. 

Perhaps the original Slavic 
root of the term ‘Ukraine’ meant 
‘borderlands’ - interesting, but 
nothing more. Marxists will 
investigate the Norman origins 
of the Kyivan and Muscovite Rus 
states, the religious-ideological 
influence of the Byzantine empire, 
the impact of the Mongol invasion, 
the expansionism of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth, the 
Brest-Litovsk treaty, etc. But 
what really matters is what the 
mass of Ukrainians actually 
think today - and they surely 
think of themselves as fervently 
Ukrainian. That for us is what 
decides whether or not there is a 
Ukrainian nation … a historically 
constituted people, which 
occupies a common territory, 
speaks a common language and 
is united by a common economic 
life and political consciousness.

One might just as well 
discount the demand for Ireland, 
Scotland and Wales to have self-
determination on the basis that 
they are not ‘real’ nations - after 
all most people there historically 
speak English and must therefore 
be English. Politically hopeless.

Continuation
Our starting point in evaluating 
this - or any war, for that matter 
- is not who is strong and who 
is weak, who fired the first shot, 
who is the invader or who is the 
defender. No, Marxism takes 
Carl von Clausewitz’s dictum as 
its starting point. This celebrated 
solider-philosopher gave us 
this definition: “War is a mere 
continuation of policy by other 
[violent] means.”16 Marxists 
have quite rightly regarded this 
proposition as providing the 
basis of their approach to each 
and every war. It was certainly 
from this viewpoint that Marx 
and Engels regarded the various 
wars that happened during their 
lifetime.

Apply this dictum to the 
present Russo-Ukrainian war. 
Volodymyr Zelensky is an 
obvious pawn of the Ukrainian 
oligarchy, Nato and above all the 
US state department in its great 
chess game. But what of Vladimir 
Putin? He is an obvious product 
of the dead end of bureaucratic 
socialism, the counterrevolution 
within the counterrevolution and 
the determination of the KGB/
FSB (Federal Security Service) to 
prevent the complete collapse of 
the Russian Federation as a world 
power.

Even under Stalin there was the 
wish from amongst the elite to go 
over to capitalism. They wanted to 
enjoy the security, privileges and 
wealth of the millionaires in the 
west. With Mikhail Gorbachev, 
but especially Boris Yeltsin, they 
got their chance. State and party 
officials, plus the newly emergent 
mafia, grabbed whatever they 
could. State assets were robbed, 
misappropriated, stolen. The 
‘new Russians’ became not mere 
millionaires, but billionaires. But 
as a class they never established 
their rule. Why? We live in an 
epoch of capitalist decline, an 
epoch of transition - an epoch of 
transition where the working class 

cannot yet rule, but where the 
capitalist class increasingly turns, 
not to productive investment, 
revolutionising the means of 
production, but to finance, luxury 
and sheer indulgence. Russia’s 
so-called oligarchs have exported 
money, not capital (ie, self-
expanding value). Their wealth 
is embodied in swollen bank 
accounts, London and New York 
properties, English football clubs, 
top-end art works and trophy 
wives and girlfriends.

Meanwhile, the masses, though 
they were promised German 
living standards and Swedish 
levels of social security, in actual 
fact got crashing living standards 
and grinding poverty. Male life 
expectancy plunged from 67 to 
57. The Russian Federation, shorn 
of the other 14 republics, faced the 
definite prospect of being reduced 
to a mere US neo-colony. Shock 
therapy, as advised by economist 
Jeffrey Sachs and his Harvard 
boys, deindustrialised Russia and 
left it in thrall to the International 
Monetary Fund and the World 
Bank. Hence, in desperation, 
the FSB chose Putin - first as 
prime minister, then as Yeltsin’s 
replacement as president.

The present Russo-Ukrainian 
war owes very little to Putin’s 
mind, his megalomania, his 5' 7" 
stature, etc, etc. Psychobabble. 
No, we must understand Putin as 
the chosen representative of the 
FSB elite, which is, like him, set 
on restoring the great-power status 
of Russia that crashed in 1991. The 
Putin regime, is, in fact, a state 
regime, in which the oligarchs 
now, post-Yeltsin, occupy a 
subordinate, not a dominant, 
position (so it is no oligarchy).

Economically, Russia is 
certainly a capitalist country, but 
it is a second- or even a third-rate 
one. Despite its near 150 million 
population, it ranks far behind 
Germany, France, the UK and 
Italy in GDP terms. But, primarily 
because of gas and oil, it is able to 
maintain itself as a great military 
power. Exports of oil and gas 
allow a first-rate arms industry and 
correspondingly powerful armed 
forces. So we have a giant oil 
and gas station with a giant arms 
industry attached to it: a fossil-
fuel, arms-industry complex.

Why anyone on the left would 
support such a capitalism testifies 
to a loss of faith in working 
class politics - an abandonment 
of working class politics for 
the politics of lesser evilism or 
vicarious nationalism l
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UKRAINE

Rival nationalist bigotries
Daniel Lazare investigates the thriving rightwing ideology on both sides of the Russia-Ukraine divide

W ith each passing week, 
the Nazi influence on 
the Volodymyr Zelensky 

regime in Ukraine grows more and 
more pronounced.

The Azov battalion is already well 
known. Andriy Biletsky - its founder 
back in 2014 and now an official 
advisor to the country’s top military 
command - is notorious for declaring 
that the Ukrainian national mission 
is to “lead the white races of the 
world in a final crusade … against 
Semite-led Untermenschen.” Azov’s 
official insignia sums the message 
up by superimposing two famous 
Nazi emblems on top of one another: 
the “black sun” (a wheel with 12 
crooked spokes that was a favourite 
of SS chief Heinrich Himmler) and 
the Wolfsangel (a ‘Z’ bisected by a 
short bar that was adopted by various 
Wehrmacht and SS units as well).

Thanks to Azov, the Ukraine is 
the only nation with an expressly 
Nazi unit in its official ranks. What 
is worse is that Azov’s influence is 
growing. Previously, its membership 
was estimated at anywhere from 
900 to 2,500 fighters - a drop in the 
bucket, compared to a total of more 
than 200,000 Ukrainian military 
personnel in all. Thanks to the war, 
however, Biletsky recently told the 
Financial Times that its membership 
now numbers in the “scores of 
thousands”.1 Azov is thriving and, 
as news reports indicate, its units are 
running the show along much of the 
front.

Zoya
But Azov and other ultra-right forces 
are dominant in another struggle 
as well: an increasingly important 
war of symbols. On April 17, 
Azov fighters tore down a statue of 
Soviet commander Georgy Zhukov 
in the contested city of Kharkov 
in the country’s east.2 In response 
to calls for a May 9 Victory Day 
parade in the newly-fallen city 
of Mariupol, Biletsky threatened 
in a TV interview to hit it with a 
Tochka-U surface-to-surface missile 
if Russia went ahead with the plans.3 
On April 21, Ukrainian soldiers 
tore down yet another statue - this 
time that of Soviet partisan Zoya 
Kosmodemyanskaya, killed in action 
by the Nazis when she was just 18.4

This incident, which occurred in 
Chernigov, some 80 miles north of 
Kiev, is the most explosive of all. The 
reason is that Kosmodemyanskaya 
was not just any war hero, but, thanks 
to a Soviet propaganda campaign, 
a latter-day Joan of Arc. Captured 
in November 1941 while trying 
to burn down buildings believed 
to be housing Nazi barracks and a 
communications centre, she refused 
under torture to give up the names 
of her comrades. Paraded barefoot 
through the snow on the way to the 
gallows, she used her final moments 
to deliver an impassioned speech.

“Hey, comrades,” she said 
according to an account that appeared 
after the village of Petrishchevo was 
taken back. “Why are you looking 
so sad? Be brave, fight, beat the 
Germans, burn, wipe them out! I’m 
not afraid to die, comrades. It is 
happiness to die for one’s people!”

Turning to her German captors, 
she warned: “You hang me now, but 
I’m not alone. There are two hundred 
million of us. You can’t hang us all. 
They will avenge me.” Then, with 
the rope around her neck, she cried 
out: “Farewell, comrades! Fight, do 
not be afraid! Stalin is with us! Stalin 
will come!”

“Here is the people’s heroine,” 
Stalin supposedly declared after the 

article appeared in January 1942. 
As an official ‘Hero of the Soviet 
Union’, Kosmodemyanskaya’s 
portrait hung in classrooms across 
the country after the war, as children 
recited the story of her life. In the 
1960s, a writer named Volodia 
Novikov recalled telling a lie as a 
child and then reminding himself that 
“Zoya would not have done that.”

“I felt very ashamed,” he wrote. 
“From that time, I’ve always tried 
to be truthful, honest and brave.”5 
A Soviet émigré now living in the 
US remembers a teacher telling 
her not to worry about visiting the 
dentist, because “Zoya had the 
Soviet star burned into her back 
by the Nazis and she didn’t cry.”6 
A photo of Kosmodemyanskaya’s 
mutilated body - her left breast cut 
off by drunken Nazi soldiers on New 
Year’s Eve - acquired an almost 
iconic status. When her younger 
brother, Alexander, became a tank 
commander after vowing to avenge 
her death, he too was named a Hero 
of the Soviet Union after dying in 
battle.

Tearing down a statue of 
Kosmodemyanskaya is thus like 
tearing down a bust of Sophie 
Scholl in Germany or the statue 
of an anonymous dockworker in 
Amsterdam that commemorates the 
communist-led February 1941 strike 
against the round-up of the Jews. 
Judging from the photos and videos 
now swamping Twitter, outrage 
seems to be growing - as indeed it 
should.

To be sure, Kosmodemyanskaya 
took a major hit after 1991 when 
“liberal” journalists tried to 
puncture the legend by charging that 
Petrishchevo was not occupied at 
the time of her arrest, that she was 
betrayed by a fellow partisan or 
that another woman was executed 
in her place. “The image of Zoya 
functioned as a lightning rod in the 
debate about Soviet history,” one 
US historian notes. But, thanks to 
an official follow-up investigation, 
the charges were debunked and a 
consensus emerged that the story 
was true in all important respects, 

that she “had indeed been executed 
by the Nazis in Petrishchevo and that 
the minor details were irrelevant to 
that fact”.7

So Zoya remains a symbol of 
anti-Nazi heroism after all. But, 
where Russian writers have talked 
about the “three executions” of 
Kosmodemyanskaya - first by the 
Nazis, the second by post-1991 
rightwing journalists and the third by 
the post-Soviet malaise, indifference 
and neglect that followed - it is 
plain that a fourth ‘execution’ is 
now underway, thanks to resurgent 
Ukrainian fascism.

Nearly 80 years after Soviet 
forces liberated Kyiv in late 1943, it 
is yet another sign of how the battle 
for Ukraine is now playing out in 
reverse. The process started slowly 
with sporadic ultra-right efforts to 
do away with Soviet-era monuments 
and place names mainly in the 
country’s pro-nationalist west. But 
it vastly accelerated 20 years later 
when neo-fascists used the 2014 
Euromaidan uprising to extend their 
influence across the entire country.

Parallel process
The new government, hand-picked 
by the US state department’s Victoria 
Nuland, offered the ultra-right 
key ministries, including defence, 
plus top posts in the police and the 
national security agency known 
as the SBU. A year later, president 
Petro Poroshenko followed up 
with sweeping anti-Soviet laws 
banning the hammer and sickle, the 
red flag, the Soviet anthem and the 
Communist Party - by now splintered 
into three parts. Simultaneously, 
the government conferred official 
honours on the old Ukrainian 
Insurgent Army and Organisation 
of Ukrainian Nationalists - groups 
that collaborated with the Nazi 
occupation and took part in the 
slaughter of thousands of Jews and 
as many as 100,000 Poles during 
a nationalist cleansing operation 
launched in mid-1943.

Strolling about Kyiv in a Lenin 
or Trotsky T-shirt was expressly 
forbidden. So was denouncing 

Ukrainian Insurgent Army members 
as mass murderers - even though 
that is precisely what they were. 
Local officials named 34 streets 
after Stepan Bandera, the Ukrainian 
nationalist voivode (Führer), 
according to Wikipedia. Three dozen 
cities, towns and villages erected 
statues in his honour, two dozen 
named him an honorary citizen, while 
the western city of Lvov, the capital 
of Ukrainian ultra-nationalism, 
dedicated an entire year to him in 
2019. With torchlight parades in 
his honour an annual occurrence, 
Ukrainians who dared attend May 
9 Victory Day celebrations instead 
found themselves roughed up by 
pro-Bandera thugs.

The effect has been to downgrade 
the Soviet victory over the Third 
Reich in favour of the coming 
victory of the Banderovtsy over the 
Russians.

None of which is surprising. The 
war of symbols stems from a parallel 
process on both sides of the Russian-
Ukrainian divide. In the case of 
the former, it meant that Moscow 
would not sweep away old Soviet 
memories and symbols, but, with the 
rise of Vladimir Putin, Russify them 
instead. Soviet victories in Stalingrad 
and Berlin became Russian victories, 
while Yevgeny Khaldei’s famous 
photo of a Red Army soldier raising 
the red flag over the Reichstag 
became a symbol of Russian rather 
than Soviet triumph.

A budding movement to 
canonise Kosmodemyanskaya as 
a Russian Orthodox saint is part 
of that process, while an immense 
new armed-forces cathedral 
outside of Moscow (unveiled in 
2020 on the 75th anniversary of 
the 1945 victory), is another. Built 
in monumental Russian style, the 
structure alternates mosaics of 
battle-hardened Soviet soldiers 
with images of the Holy Spirit and 
pictures of a sword-wielding Christ 
militant. It is the culmination of a 
process that began in September 
1943, when Stalin met with three 
church leaders and promised to 
improve their status in return for 

their support in the war. With 
the fall of the Soviet Union, the 
Stalinist alliance with the church 
has given way to a union of Russian 
nationalism and Russian Orthodoxy.

The process is more or less the 
same on the Ukrainian side, where 
anti-Soviet nationalism has led to 
Banderism, Nazism, vilification of 
all things Russian and an effort to 
elevate the 1932-33 famine caused 
by Stalin’s headlong collectivisation 
campaign into a second Auschwitz. 
The Holodomor is the new 
holocaust, Ukrainians are the new 
Jews, while the national goal, 
according to Zelensky, is to turn the 
country into a “big Israel” on the 
Black Sea.8 Where Jews were once 
the enemy, Israel is now a model 
to be emulated - with the Russian 
minority, needless to say, cast in the 
role of the Palestinian under-class.

Russian nationalism cannot 
defeat Ukrainian nationalism. To 
the contrary, it can only exacerbate 
it. Two forms of nationalist 
bigotry are thus growing, as US 
imperialism fans the flames. 
Instead of eliminating one another, 
Putinism and Banderism are part of 
an emerging quasi-Zionist synthesis 
that shows every sign of spreading 
to other countries as well. The more 
they battle one another, the more 
their mutual resemblance can only 
grow l
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Dead not resting
James Harvey of Labour Party Marxists looks at the origins, politics and ultimate demise of Labour Briefing

The news that Labour Briefing 
has ceased publication, in 
both physical and online 

format, marks in many ways the 
end of an era for the Labour left.

Founded in 1980 as a “bulletin 
board for Labour Party activists”, 
the journal was a product of the 
growth of the left in the party’s 
ranks in the late 1970s and early 
1980s.1 Although Labour Briefing 
did have something of a national 
profile, its main base was in the 
London left and amongst those 
activists who would become 
prominent in the municipal politics 
of the Greater London Council 
in the Livingstone period. The 
politics of this current grew out 
of Trotskyism - either in the form 
of organised groups such as the 
Chartist minority or various ex-
members of the various groups.2 
By its own lights, Labour Briefing 
reflected these differences and 
made a virtue out of eclecticism. As 
Chris Knight, one of the journal’s 
founders, puts it, “instead of 
propagating a particular ideology, 
we acted on the basis that class 
unity comes first and information 
is power”.3

However, behind this ostensible 
pluralism Labour Briefing was 
tied body and soul to the Labour 
Party and thus left reformism, 
which continues to reflect the 
wider ‘common sense’ politics 
of important sections of the 
Labour left up to the present 
day. In the 1980s this produced a 
municipal strategy of confronting 
the Thatcher government and 
supporting Bennite left reformism 
during Labour’s internal battles, 
whilst during the Blairite 
counterrevolution of the 1990s 
and 2000s it meant hunkering 
down and hoping for better days to 
come again.

Thus in 2012 Labour Briefing 
was ‘transferred’ to the Labour 
Representation Committee - a 
Labour left group formed around 
John McDonnell.4 This gave rise to 

a split led by former Labour NEC 
member Christine Shawcroft. The 
politics behind this bust-up are 
thoroughly obscure and mixed 
with personality clashes. Despite 
brave attempts to have a full and 
honest debate, both sides preferred 
to listen to the latest witterrings 
of Owen Jones. The minority, 
having lost the vote by a pretty 
sizable margin, went on to produce 
their very own version of Labour 
Briefing - the so-called original 
Labour Briefing.5 Somewhat 
bizarrely the minority blamed the 
CPGB for the split - we had two 
comrades at the meeting!

Of course, the LRC presented 
itself as the potential nucleus of 
a revived Labour Party, should 
the Blairite project completely 
overwhelm Labourism and sever 
the party’s links with the trade 
unions. In practice, the LRC 
was simply a vehicle for the 
dwindling careerist ambitions 
of left councillors and would-be 
councillors, combined with acting 
as a lifeboat for beleaguered 
activists trying to keep what 
remained of the Labour left 
together.

However, the election of 
Jeremy Corbyn and the influx 
of a new mass left membership, 
combined with the return of a 
layer of former left activists to the 
colours, would have been expected 
to provide both Labour Briefing 
and the LRC with something of 
a fillip. Given Corbyn’s personal 
and political links with both 
Labour Briefing and the political 
milieu from which it emerged, 
to the comrades on the editorial 
board it must have seemed that, 
following his election as Labour 
leader, their day had indeed finally 
come.6 Strangely, it didn’t. The 
LRC membership remained static 
and nothing could prepare them 
for the ‘anti-Zionism equals anti-
Semitism’ witch-hunt, which 
began, of course under Corbyn’s 
leadership, and continued even 

after Jennie Formby took over as 
general secretary.

Neither Corbyn nor McDonnell 
raised a peep of protest. All they 
did was appease, appease and 
appease again. To its credit Labour 
Briefing did fight back against the 
witch-hunt. To its discredit Labour 
Briefing refused to denounce the 
treachery of Corbyn, McDonnell 
and co. The dream was always 
of getting Corbyn into No10 and 
McDonnell into No11. 

Whatever the specific and 
immediate reasons for the demise 
of Labour Briefing, its political 
trajectory from the 1980s reflects 
that of the official Labour left as a 
whole. Following the 2019 general 
election and the acceleration 
of the witch-hunt under Sir 
Keir, the official left fell into 
demoralisation and decay. The 
surrender of the official left in the 
Socialist Campaign Group of MPs, 
the business-as-usual passivity 
of the Campaign for Labour 
Party Democracy, the gutting 
of Momentum and the failure 
of broad left outfits such as the 
Labour Left Alliance illustrate the 
depth of the crisis now facing what 
remains of the Labour left. There 
has been initiative after initiative. 
All have come to nothing.

Necessity
The demise of Labour Briefing 
reflects the failure of the Labour 
left to develop the politics and 
strategy needed to mount any kind 
of fightback. We in Labour Party 
Marxists have long argued that the 
sorry fate of the official Labour 
left is not simply about individual 
betrayal and careerism (although 
these characteristics play an 
undoubted role), but rather can be 
found in the fundamental premises 
of the official left’s politics and its 
understanding of the nature of the 
Labour Party.

Throughout its history Labour 
Briefing argued that ‘transitional 
politics’ were the way to develop 

the socialist consciousness of the 
working class and that demands 
predicated on the election of a left 
Labour government were key in 
that process. Although framed in 
the insurrectionary language of 
‘Labour take the power’ (with its 
self-conscious echoes of Lenin’s 
‘All power to the soviets!’), this 
differed little in form from the 
usual Labour left reformism and 
electoral politics found in the old 
CPGB’s British road to socialism 
or the pages of Militant in the 
1980s.

Whilst the politics of Labour 
Briefing from the beginning 
recognised the pro-capitalist 
nature of the Labour right and 
the roadblock that this leadership 
presents for socialists, they failed 
to even challenge, let alone break 
with, the reformism of the Labour 
left. Their politics remained 
essentially confined within the 
framework of Labourism and so 
continued to suffer the fate of the 
Labour left as a whole. Whether 
tail-ending the municipal left in 
the 1980s or excusing Corbyn’s 
retreats in the face of the Labour 
right in the late 2010s, Labour 
Briefing often provided a left 
cover for further accommodation 
and concessions. The result 
was that in the aftermath of the 
Corbyn moment, like others on 
the Labour left, the supporters 
of Labour Briefing could offer 
no real explanation of what went 
wrong - beyond Corbyn’s tactical 
misjudgements or some mild 
criticisms of his personal and 
political failings.

To really come to terms with 
the failure of Corbynism would 
have required a thorough rejection 
of their previous positions 
and developing instead a truly 
militant stance: namely that 
Labour cannot be understood as 
a ready-made instrument for the 
socialist transformation of society 
and that the self-emancipation 
of the working class requires 

revolutionary consciousness, not 
so-called transitional reformism.

It is not enough to simply note 
the passing of Labour Briefing 
and think of its demise as the end 
of a song. The type of politics 
it espoused and the illusions it 
fostered have deep roots in the 
workers’ movement: the closure 
of a journal does not liquidate the 
politics which it embodied. The left 
reformism of Labour Briefing and 
its like on the Labour left is a real 
barrier, which must be overcome 
if we are to develop a programme 
and build a party that can lead the 
working class to power.

Moreover, the spurious 
eclecticism and speculative 
discussion with which Labour 
Briefing identified itself are 
luxuries we cannot afford. 
Not developing clear and 
definite positions is criminally 
irresponsible for Marxists and 
amounts to an apolitical betrayal 
of the cause of the working class.

Given the growing threats of 
war and the serious political and 
economic crises that face the 
working class internationally, 
reforging authentic, militant, 
working class politics is not a 
choice, but an urgent necessity l

Subscriber: “Ello, I wish to register a complaint”

Notes
1. labourbriefing.org/blog/about. 
2. The history of the British far left in this 
period - especially of the groups that entered 
the Labour Party - still remains to be written. 
Militant received considerable attention at 
the time, but there were other currents which 
also influenced the Labour left in this period 
and have been overlooked in the standard 
accounts.
3. labourbriefing.org/blog/about.
4. After the transfer, the editorial board 
of Labour Briefing was elected by LRC 
members, although Graham Bash and other 
founder members remained the driving force 
behind the journal.
5. This version of the journal still 
continues to be produced. See LB 
Archive - Labour Briefing Co-operative: 
labourbriefingcooperative.net/lb-archive.
6. By way of illustrating this relationship, the 
Labour Briefing website has a 1980s picture 
of Graham Bash and Jeremy Corbyn together 
at a demonstration: labourbriefing.org/blog/
about.
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FRANCE

Split three ways
Low growth and high unemployment will continue, not go away. Michael Roberts looks at the world’s 
fifth largest economy following the presidential election

As readers will know, the 
second round of the French 
presidential election 

returned the incumbent president, 
Emmanuel Macron, to a second 
term of office.

Macron won with 58.5% of the 
vote against his opponent, Marine 
Le Pen of the rightwing-nationalist 
National Rally, who got 41.5%. 
That sounds comfortable - but the 
turnout of 72% was the lowest 
since 1969. Moreover, Le Pen 
did better than in 2017, showing 
that Macron’s neoliberal policies 
of cutting pensions, reducing the 
health service and ‘liberalising’ 
the labour market have not been 
received well by a sizeable body of 
the electorate.

In the first round, Macron polled 
only 28% of those voting (about 
21% of those eligible to vote), 
while Le Pen took 23%. Leftwing 
candidate Jean-Luc Mélenchon 
polled 22% and nearly made the 
run-off, despite the ecology and 
other socialist candidates splitting 
the vote. Mélenchon’s supporters 
abstained in large numbers in the 
second round: some voted for 
Macron, but few for Le Pen.

Basically, France is split three 
ways politically. One-third backs a 
pro-European Union, pro-capitalist 

France, as represented by Macron; 
one-third backs a nationalist, anti-
EU ‘Frexit’, anti-immigration 
France, as represented by Le Pen; 
and one-third backs a socialist pro-
labour France, as represented by 
Mélenchon. This fragmentation is 
likely to be further exposed in the 
upcoming parliamentary elections. 
It is possible that Macron’s party 
will lose its majority in the national 
assembly and Macron will have 
to appoint a prime minister and 
cabinet that is in opposition to his 
policies - a further fragmentation 
of French politics at a time when 
France is taking on a senior 
position in EU policy over the 
Ukraine conflict and sanctions 
against Russia.

France is a key G7 economy 
- the fifth largest in the world - 
and represents around one-fifth 
of the Euro area’s gross domestic 
product. In manufacturing, France 
is one of the global leaders in 
the automotive, aerospace and 
railway sectors, as well as in 
cosmetics and luxury goods. It 
has a highly educated labour force 
and the largest number of science 
graduates per thousand workers 
in Europe. Its services sector is 
large, led by tourism and finance. 
Additionally, France is one of the 

world’s largest exporters of farm 
and agricultural products and is 
renowned for its wine, spirits and 
cheeses. The French government 
provides significant subsidies to 
this sector and the country is the 
largest exporter of farm products 
in Europe. It is linked closely to its 
largest trading partner, Germany, 
which accounts for more than 17% 
of France’s exports and 19% of 
total imports.

After the failure of the 
Mitterrand government’s attempt 
to sustain Keynesian policies in the 
teeth of a global slump in the early 
1980s, successive administrations 
have applied neoliberal policies 
of privatisation, tax and welfare 
cuts to boost profitability - despite 
opposition by working class 
movements and the trade unions. 
Governments have either partially 
or fully privatised many national 
industries, including Air France, 
France Telecom and Renault, and, 
of course, France’s political leaders 
remain committed to capitalism. 
However, the government still 
plays a role in certain key national 
sectors, such as agriculture, and 
will intervene in the market to 
sustain certain ‘national interests’. 
For example, the energy companies 
are publicly owned and, following 

earlier oil and gas price rises, 
were directed to hold increases to 
just 4% this year. By contrast, the 
privatised UK companies have 
been allowed to raise tariffs by 
nearly 60%.

In recent years, France, similar 
to many western European nations, 
has experienced poor real GDP 
growth. It grew just 1.27% a year 
from 2011 to 2019, just before 
Covid, and the unemployment rate 
remains high. The French economy 
performed better than expected 
after the calamitous effects of the 
Covid crisis, with 6% growth in 
2021 - higher than Germany, Italy 
and Spain. Unemployment sank 
to 7.4% in the fourth quarter of 
2021 - its lowest rate since 2008. 
But slowing global growth and the 
war in Ukraine will deliver a much 
weaker recovery this year.

As with other G7 economies, 
France is suffering from the global 
supply chain breakdown, as well as 
rising energy and food prices and 
the Ukraine war. The International 
Monetary Fund forecasts real GDP 
growth this year of just 2.9% and 
only 1.4% next year. Over those 
two years, only Italy is expected to 
grow more slowly in the G7.

Indeed, the French capitalist 
economy has followed the same 

pattern as the other G7 economies 
in the 21st century: slowing 
economic growth, then the 2007-09 
great recession, followed by even 
weaker growth and investment … 
and stagnating productivity.

As always, behind this 
relative stagnation lies the falling 
profitability of capital. French 
capital’s profitability peaked at 
the beginning of the 21st century 
and has trended downwards since. 
There was a sharp fall in the great 
recession and no recovery in the 
last decade, culminating in another 
sharp drop with the Covid slump 
in 2020. Meanwhile, inequality of 
incomes and wealth, while lower 
than in the US or the UK, remain 
relatively high and unchanged for 
the last 40 years.

Successive governments, 
whether of the centre-left or 
centre-right, have failed to 
deliver increased prosperity, full 
employment or a reduction in 
inequality. As the global capitalist 
economy deteriorates, with the 
rising prospect of a new recession, 
a Macron government will change 
nothing, except probably for the 
worse l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
thenextrecession.wordpress.com

Macron victory: predictable



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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Accountable police?
Helen Steel Deep deception: the story of the spycop network, by the women who 
uncovered the shocking truth Ebury Press, 2022, pp400, £20

Those of us on the left who are 
very involved in our trade 
unions and/or active in protests 

and campaigning groups are usually 
aware of the dangers of police 
infiltration and informers. We take 
our chances and just get on with our 
activities. Few are surprised at the 
existence of undercover cops and 
will see it as the protective actions of 
a capitalist state fearing a revolution 
- and, of course, as is publicly stated 
by the police, ‘the need to protect the 
public from terrorism from the far 
right, extremist Islamists’ (or the far 
left).

But to ‘protect the public’ or 
even the state, are undercover 
cops entitled to actually engage in 
sexual relationships with women 
in order to infiltrate a campaigning 
group without disclosing they are 
policemen? Is that legitimate in a 
supposedly democratic free society?

This book poses the question - who 
protects us from undercover police? 
What rights do we have from their 
infiltration? What redress is there for 
the impact of their deceptions? The 
book details the shocking realisation 
that these intimate, often long 
running relationships were all based 
on a lie and it details the efforts it took 
to prove the men were undercover 
police, to get the Metropolitan Police 
to admit this, and to obtain legal 
redress.

The book explains that in 
1968 a shadowy police unit was 
established in Britain - the Special 
Demonstration Squad (SDS) - to spy 
on protestors in mainly leftwing and 
progressive groups. This unit, along 
with its successor - the National 
Public Order Intelligence Unit, 
formed in 1999 - targeted those who 
took protest action against the status 
quo.

The main author is Helen Steel and 
what drove her on, despite constant 
obstacles and brick walls, was the 
need to expose this practice and, 
more importantly, ensure it never 
happens again. What a battle this 
proved to be. Readers may recognise 
Helen as one of the ‘McLibel Two’ 
- the environment activists targeted 
by McDonald’s Corporation in a 
libel case in 1997. The legal steps 
of that campaign are outlined here, 
as is her long relationship with an 
undercover cop, during this battle 
and after. Helen certainly is Steel by 
name, steel by nature, but she was 
left traumatised to this day by what 
happened to her.

Many more women have been 
affected by this style of infiltration 
- a “deep deception” indeed - than 
those who tell their stories in this 
book. As well as Helen Steel, the 
other four prepared to pursue action 
against the police are identified only 
by their first names: Alison, Belinda, 
Lisa and Naomi.

Each of these five women tells 
her story - in chronological order, 
but alternating paragraphs; not 
separate chapters for each. Some 
of the experiences overlap, so it is 
interesting to see the perspectives of 
each, where they are affected by the 
same cops and events. They certainly 
needed each other in view of what 
they all went through.

Acceptance
What all the spycops had in common 
were cover jobs that conveniently, 
allowed them to be away from what, 
in reality, was their second home for 
days or a week at a time - without 
incurring too much suspicion, so long 
as they wrote regularly or phoned. 

They all had sad (made-up) stories to 
inculcate sympathy from the women 
- and to avoid them meeting up with 
their family, etc. As Helen explains, 
a man joining a campaign group who 
was clearly in a relationship with 
a key woman activist was quickly 
accepted.

As Lisa states regarding 
undercover officer Mark Stone in her 
report of the Gleneagles G8 protest 
in July 2005,

Mark had played a crucial role 
in the demonstration at the G8 
summit. He hired and organised a 
fleet of minibuses: he was logistics 
manager for the protestors and had 
earned himself a new nickname - 
‘Transport Mark’ (p185).

At the Calderdale TUC public 
meeting to launch Helen’s book, 
which I attended, she explained 
that undercover officers frequently 
offered to give people lifts home 
in their van, soon getting to know 
everyone’s name (and where they 
lived). They also seemed to drop off 
the woman they were interested in 
last, so they could get talking.

In the book Helen pondered why 
she fell so readily for undercover 
officer John Barker and later realised 
it was because he, like the others, 
behaved like ‘perfect men’ - very 
attentive and complimentary, ready 
to share social as well as political 
activities and holidays together, 
ready to commit to moving in 
with their new partner. This was a 
common method, as all the women 
recognised when they compared 
experiences later.

The book explains the suspicions 
that developed and were eventually 
confirmed (in one case it was 
discovered that an undercover officer 
was using the name of a boy who had 
died at the age of 8, in order to get a 
copy of his birth certificate to back 
up his lies.)

Imagine the horror of realising 
that what has seemed like an intimate, 
loving relationship had been a sham. 
They would never have entered into 
such sexual relationships, had they 
known who he was, so was this 
really consensual sex? No wonder 
that, after discovering this appalling 
deception (some even had children 
as a result), the women began to 
wonder if anyone around them 
could be trusted. This affected their 
lives for years to come. As Alison 
comments regarding undercover 
officer Mark Cassidy,

By now I’d had to reframe 
everything I’d believed about 
my supposedly monogamous 
relationship with Mark. I’d learnt 
he’d been married with three 
young children throughout our 
five years together (p321).

In fact these officers also lied to their 
real wives and children about their 
double lives and undercover sexual 

behaviour. They are all victims too.
It took years to get the evidence 

and then legal backing to challenge 
the police. The women wanted 
it proved that these relationships 
constituted sexual abuse and were 
examples of institutionalised sexism. 
They wanted to establish that such 
abuse was officially approved 
and was not, as the police initially 
maintained, all down to a few bad 
apples acting without their superiors’ 
knowledge. The police were totally 
obstructive throughout: they wanted 
an inquiry instead of a court case; 
then they wanted hearings in private, 
not open court.

Sir Keir Starmer gets a few 
mentions. In September 1990 he 
stated that he was based at Doughty 
Street Chambers - a recently 
established group of radical lawyers. 
He offered to help the McLibel Two 
draft their defence in 1997. But by 
December 2011 he was defending 
the Crown Prosecution Service 
- he is quoted defending a report 
suggesting there was no institutional 
problem (the CPS had been accused 
of suppressing evidence).

As the Weekly Worker has often 
shown, there are numerous examples 
of those with a radical past becoming 
pillars of the establishment - 10 more 
years later, he is leader of the Labour 
Party!

We are informed following a 
hearing in June 2014:

Inside the courtroom the police 
refused to even say whether they 
considered undercover officers 
deceiving women into intimate 
relationships to be a legitimate 
tactic or not. The judge lost 
patience with their evasion 
(p324).

However, the police eventually 
sought a settlement with three of 
the women. This was an attempt 
to undermine the more determined 
efforts of Helen and Alison to 
establish a public finding of police 
wrongdoing.

The book helped explain to me 
why the media portray cases settled 
out of court in a way that suggests the 
claimants are only after the money 
and have been bribed to settle and 
shut up evermore. The truth is that, if 
a defendant offers a settlement likely 
to be the same as or more generous 
than what will be obtained through 
court proceedings, you are strongly 
pushed by the lawyers to take it or 
risk losing the case altogether, thus 
facing huge court costs. Read the 
book on how the women faced all 
this.

The police eventually made a 
fulsome public apology using the 
words Helen demanded.

Our response
But (not covered in this book) 
infiltration also happens in trade 
unions: they join the dominant 
faction, stand on its slate for election 

to its national executive committee. 
Such a person is in an ideal position 
to see and note who the leading 
militants are on the leadership, see 
inside reports ‘restricted to NEC 
members’ on matters such as branch 
turnouts in industrial action ballots 
and local membership levels - in 
order to assess which branches are 
the particular union’s strongest and 
weakest. Such positions also allow 
maximum notice of industrial action 
plans and dates, and where action is 
targeted.

Most of us know that the 
National Union of Mineworkers 
was infiltrated in the 1980s, which 
provided very useful information to 
the police about flying pickets and 
so on during the 1984-85 strike. And 
don’t forget all that phone tapping, 
of course.

Reading the book, it can be seen 
what a colossal amount of time 
was expended by these undercover 
spycops in various campaigning 
groups. They did not seem to be 
trying openly to stop particular 
actions - some were even at the centre 
of organising actions. Perhaps their 
mission was to get names, advanced 
details, so planned disruption could 
be minimised.

The book explains that the 
undercover officers even engaged 
in acts of minor criminality in 
order to retain credibility with the 
campaigning group! Sometimes 
they would get arrested during an 
action, then get released without 
charge. However, going to the 
length of forming long-term sexual 
relationships with women to get 
inside information, hiding the fact 
some are already married with kids 
- all this will be seen as completely 
unacceptable to most people. But the 
women feared not being believed 
when they considered what to do 
about this “deep deception”.

Has past court action and media 
coverage stopped the tactic of 
undercover officers sleeping with 
women in a campaign to get inside 
information from a group? Will this 
book help in that process? Well, how 
will we know? Few people have 
the drive and steel of a Helen to get 
to the truth and then force it to be 
admitted publicly.

The answer, I think, is not to 
defund the police: it is to make 
them far more accountable. Having 
‘citizen police’ will raise the same 
questions of who is to be monitored 
and how - and what would be the 
consequences of no monitoring, the 
next time a terrorist bomb explodes? 
Who will check who is suitable to be 
a citizen police officer or volunteer? 
What powers and equipment will 
they have? What will constitute a 
crime and which will be a priority?

As a citizen I want the freedom of 
speech and action to protest against 
government actions. Were I in the 
police in a socialist state, I would 
want to know what various groups 
are about and what they are up to 
(and we all know that the so-called 
‘communist states’ - even Russia 
in 1917 - had secret police and 
armies of informers.)

Helen herself should have the 
last word on all this. Despite the 
trauma she had gone through, she 
urged us at the Calderdale meeting 
not to be put off campaigning 
activity - nor to become paranoid. 
The answer to spycops is for 
people to join movements in such 
numbers that the police cannot 
stop us! l

Dave Vincent
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Unintended consequences
The calumnies against Shaima Dallali highlight the left’s errors. Paul Demarty calls for a principled defence 
of free speech

S uch a lot of nonsense is being 
talked about Shaima Dallali, 
the incoming president of 

the National Union of Students, 
and the purported “systematic anti-
Semitism” of the NUS itself, that it 
is difficult to know where to begin.

We ought, at least for the sake of 
framing things correctly, to protest 
that it is all a pack of lies, with the 
possible exception of one ill-phrased 
social media post of Dallali’s, which 
is now over 10 years old - at which 
point the 27-year-old president-elect 
was in her mid-teens. Is this the 
evidence that Jewish students are 
about to face a reign of terror? Can 
anyone believe it - I mean, really 
believe it?

Surely not the 21 former NUS 
presidents who signed a letter 
expressing their concern, whose 
names - Jack Straw, Charles Clarke, 
Wes Streeting, and other old 
favourites - are a picture postcard 
of utterly cynical careerism. Some 
had connections with the left in 
their student days, like Clarke and 
Straw; others, like Streeting, started 
out as detestable careerists and were 
subsequently extruded into the usual 
quarters of adult life.

There is more than the (mostly) 
Labourite ranks of these ex-
presidents to worry about, however. 
Education secretary Nadhim Zahawi 
has weighed in to demand that the 
NUS clean up its act, on pain of the 
government severing ties with it. 
That would be no small matter - the 
NUS is less a union, in spite of its 
branding, and more a state-sponsored 
cooperative-cum-charity. There is 
no intrinsic reason for a university 
system to have such a national body 
corresponding to it; nothing like 
it exists in the United States, for 
example. So it is utterly unsurprising 
that all this opprobrium has been 
met with capitulation. Dallali has 
apologised, when people should be 
apologising to her; and the NUS has 
announced an independent inquiry 
into the ‘very serious matter’ of its 
wholly factitious ‘anti-Semitism 
problem’.

This episode fits into a number 
of long-running stories and we 
should first of all note the minor 
matter of the actual oppression of 
the Palestinians. This absurd charade 
happened to coincide with a new 
wave of violence against Gazans and 
Palestinians in Jerusalem - including 
yet another attack with tear gas and 
live rounds on the al-Aqsa mosque, 
which was packed for Friday prayers 
in the middle of Ramadan. These 
events were, naturally, reported as 
“clashes” between Palestinians and 
Israeli authorities in the western 
press, whose ‘even-handedness’ in 
such matters is as unwavering as it 
is dishonest.

The next, and the most obvious, 
is the overwhelming effort to recast 
pro-Palestinian sentiment as anti-
Semitic. This really kicked into gear 
after Jeremy Corbyn saw off the 2016 
‘chicken coup’ leadership challenge, 
although it has informed bourgeois 
discourse on the Israel-Palestine 

issue for decades. A concerted effort, 
plainly driven in part by the core of 
the state, to discipline the Labour 
Party and the wider culture was set 
in train. Phony scandals were got 
up against Oxford Labour Students, 
against a whole series of prominent 
Labour left activists, and so it went 
on.

During this time, Al Jazeera 
put together a documentary, The 
lobby, which exposed the murky 
links between various student 
organisations and the Israeli embassy 
- journalistic efforts that were 
rewarded with total silence from the 
rest of the media. They were only 
interested in manufacturing more 
fatuous scandals.

It is not, of course, the Israeli 
embassy which is ultimately behind 
all this, but the common life of Israel 
and the UK as favoured subordinates 
of the US state. Thus the mewling of 
Zahawi, and for that matter our ‘ex-
presidents’: their loyalties are to their 
own careers and, by extension, to the 
British state regime they serve; some 
small part of that involves the crude 
weaponisation of these accusations.

Cancel culture
There is also the matter of what the 
right likes to call ‘cancel culture’ - the 

use of dubious accusations of one or 
another kind of impropriety to silence 
people, get them sacked, or whatever 
else. The idea of ‘cancel culture’ is, 
admittedly, rather a moving target. 
There are some places it never 
moves, however, and one of them 
is the suppression of anti-Zionism. 
Apparently innumerable are those 
bores who, in one Spectator column, 
will denounce the censoriousness 
of the woke left, and the next day 
over in Quillette magazine, demand 
that ‘something must be done’ about 
‘anti-Semitism on campus’. Freedom 
of speech, contra Rosa Luxemburg, 
is always to be freedom for those 
who think ‘exactly the same as I do’.

The point I have just made is 
hardly original: liberals and leftists 
routinely use this and other examples 
to highlight the hypocrisy of the 
‘cancel culture’ panic. Where we 
must depart from these voices is in 
the conclusions we draw. For the 
broad left, the conclusion is simply 
that the whole thing is a sham: 
cancel culture is a chimera and only 
deployed by people trying to get off 
the hook for their racism, sexism or 
whatever. The trouble is that it is quite 
real, and that ‘two can play at that 
game’. The right has long deployed 
the demagogic tactic of the moral 

panic to silence its enemies: the most 
famous example in the Anglophone 
world would be McCarthyism, but 
many others could be listed.

Moreover, the right - and 
the bourgeois mainstream more 
broadly - has a better chance of 
success. This is merely the same 
phenomenon as we mentioned 
above in relation to The lobby - the 
media is in enemy hands. And so 
these scurrilous and mean-spirited 
accusations against Dallali get vast 
coverage and interventions from 
cabinet ministers, while the left’s 
principal response - an open letter in 
solidarity with her, demanding that 
there also be investigations into the 
Islamophobia and anti-black racism 
experienced by people like her - is 
basically ignored.

The trouble is that the left has 
habituated itself to censorship. It has 
connived at spreading the idea that 
various forms of hate speech must 
be suppressed in civil society. Few 
indeed today are the leftwing voices 
prepared to actively denounce this 
drift (many are prepared to add 
a pro forma caveat in favour of 
free speech at the bottom of some 
interminable jeremiad about how 
racism is really really bad, but 
rarely is anyone actually willing to 

‘die on that hill’). Both within the 
labour movement at large (ever 
more reduced to legalistic forms 
of defence on ‘health and safety’-
type grounds) and in the wider 
radical milieu, questions of political 
division are treated as questions 
of harm. Arguing that racist (etc) 
speech ought to be protected from 
state suppression or employment 
discrimination then becomes an 
argument in favour of violence 
against people of colour (etc).

One very obvious problem with 
this - as this paper has tirelessly 
argued - is that we are basically 
creating a big, sharp stick for the 
enemy to beat us with at leisure. 
It is, precisely, leftwing anti-racist 
shibboleths which are weaponised 
in these campaigns against the anti-
Zionist left. Zero tolerance for ‘hate 
speech’: check! Nobody can deny 
the testimony of ‘the oppressed’ 
about their own oppression: check! 
We cannot prevent our enemies from 
traducing our ideas and lying about 
us; but we can at least set ourselves 
up to fight back. The only grounds 
on which we can fight back - that 
there should be general freedom of 
speech, and that some testimony of 
so-called oppression is mendacious 
- are denied us not by the action of 
our enemies, but by our own errors.

It is not only our errors involved 
here, of course. In fact, in phases 
of decline, social formations have 
historically become more reliant on 
open tyranny, as classical antiquity 
went from the polis to the republic 
to increasingly centralised forms of 
imperial rule, and as the graduated 
hierarchies of feudalism, of peasant 
to squire to lord to king, and of monk 
to abbot to bishop to pope, gave way 
to the absolute monarchies of the 
early modern period. There is every 
reason to believe that capitalism is 
in such a declining phase, but no 
reason to suppose things should be 
any different: as its immanent laws 
decline, so must the state step into 
the breach, and therefore a more 
explicitly coercive logic must take 
hold.

During this process, the 
escalating irrationality of society 
will undermine the ‘liberal’ 
argument for free speech as tending 
to produce optimal outcomes rather 
than escalating polarisation; only 
for revolutionaries is the thing of 
the essence l
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Shaima Dallali: ten years after


