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Bankruptcy
Your latest aggregate report makes 
clear the bankruptcy of the CPGB 
on the Ukraine war (‘Experience and 
expectations’, June 23).

Following the constantly 
regurgitated articles from Jack Conrad, 
which lambast all and sundry - pro-
Russia, pro-Nato social chauvinists 
and pacifists alike - you end up with 
no clear position at all except some 
tokenistic nostrums about the “main 
enemy being at home”, but without 
any realistic perspective about what to 
do about it.

Calling for some non-existent mass 
Communist Party to be built without 
any solid perspective of overthrowing 
capitalism, or abstractly ‘demanding’ of 
the bourgeois dictatorship that it allow 
workers’ militias, while dismantling 
its own state forces, does not begin to 
tackle the very real concrete questions 
posed right now (have any of you 
even read The state and revolution?). 
It is actually a capitulation to the great 
tide of western demonisation and lies 
poured out against Russia and evades 
the central question - the need for the 
defeat of imperialism and its drive to 
World War III.

Firstly Britain is a leading stooge for 
the US and a major influence in Nato, 
pushing this disgusting Goebbels lie, 
warmongering against the Russian 
population in Ukraine (for six years 
already) and against the Moscow 
support it has finally received. There is 
no separation between “the ruling class 
at home” and Nato - they are intimately 
entwined and defeat for Nato-Ukraine 
is a defeat for our own ruling class and 
its US masters. Secondly, whatever 
the status of Russia, it pales into 
insignificance against the one great 
imperialist power which dominates the 
planet.

The world has moved on since 
1914 and has developed - most of 
all in the relentless concentration 
of monopoly power into American 
hands. For decades this was ‘balanced’ 
by the cold war resistance of the 
Soviet Union, but even that seeming 
parity disappeared. An unprecedented 
concentration of monopoly power 
stands alone and is the generator of all 
the hatred, warmongering and turmoil 
on the planet. Solely its defeat is the 
crucial question, even if mediated by 
a junior imperialist power like Russia.

Of course, splits may occur between 
the US and its ‘allies’ assemblage and 
something more like 1914 may surface 
soon as the intractable crisis deepens 
further - most likely Europe versus the 
Anglo-Saxons - but for the moment 
there is only one overriding influence 
poisoning all life on the planet: US 
monopoly capitalism. You evade this 
question by some easy fish-in-barrel 
shooting of the 57 varieties of claimed 
‘leftism’ now exposed on Ukraine.

The gross treachery of the social-
chauvinists parallels the betrayals of 
the Second International at the start 
of World War I, siding outright with 
the imperialist warmongering. The 
social-pacifists also effectively side 
with the west, however much they 
decry Nato, by blaming Russia for the 
war and calling for its withdrawal. But 
these are just a warm-up for your real 
target: the pro-Moscow ‘left’. Most are 
completely confused, but they at least 
sense the underlying class forces at 
work.

Presenting these defencists as a 
mirror image of the social-chauvinists, 
except coming from the opposite 
direction, is a nonsense - just a 
sly sophistry. Certainly they need 
tackling, but not for their stand against 
the western warmongering. They 

correctly declare the Russians to have 
been provoked into action by non-
stop attacks and provocations, which 
have killed 14,000 in the so-called 
‘breakaway’ eastern sectors, which 
rejected the CIA-run Maidan coup in 
2014 and its fascist repression against 
the Russian-speaking minority. They 
see (correctly) Putin’s move in support 
of, first, Crimea (overwhelmingly 
anti-Kiev), Luhansk and Donetsk, as 
effectively defensive.

But they have trouble with the 
simultaneous reality that Russia is 
capitalist and in many respects behaves 
and has behaved as an imperialist 
power. Their difficulty then comes 
from equating the call for imperialist 
defeat with support for the other side. 
To justify supporting Moscow they 
come up with various ways to deny 
that it is imperialist. But, even if Russia 
were solely a minor capitalist power 
forced up against imperialism - like 
Iraq or Syria, for example - it would 
not get them off the hook.

Supporting bourgeois nationalism 
in itself - as the answer to the world 
crisis - is to confuse the working class 
utterly. National liberation movements 
can strike important blows against 
imperialism, but mostly they are not 
going to develop the understanding 
needed for the complete overthrow 
of capitalism. So Leninist science 
says that a blow against imperialist 
aggression is an entirely separate 
question to support for the regime 
carrying it out.

The principle was established in 
August 1917, during the attempted 
monarchist coup by general Kornilov 
against the new bourgeois government 
in Russia. The Bolsheviks said the 
workers should stand alongside the 
treacherous ‘democrat’ prime minister, 
Alexander Kerensky, to see off the 
greater threat, but without trusting 
him further than they could spit, 
and resuming the fight to overturn 
bourgeois rule as soon as feasible - in 
this case just days later.

The same principle held true 
for Margaret Thatcher’s war on 
Argentina, which various letters on 
your pages have invoked - all getting 
it wrong, either by ‘not taking sides’ 
or by supporting the Buenos Aires 
government. In that case the critical 
issue was defeat for the task force 
sent by imperialist Britain and with an 
additional element that the Malvinas 
islands certainly did (and do) belong 
to Argentina. But not a whit of support 
for the Galtieri junta was implied nor 
needed.

Throwing some light on the current 
Weekly Worker position is the line taken 
initially by the Workers Revolutionary 
Party of the time, which called for the 
downfall of Thatcher’s government, 
but evaded the specific call for its defeat 
in the ‘Falklands’ - the concrete way in 
which its weaknesses could be sharply 
exposed. That was opportunism then 
and it is now too. Concrete defeat 
for the gross Nazi warmongering of 
western imperialism holds true now in 
Ukraine. But, in this specific situation 
alone, there is no comparison between 
the junior imperialist aspirations of 
the restorationist Russians and the 
overwhelming dominance of the US 
empire-led imperialist coalition.

Interestingly your professed 
openness to debate has thrown up 
an interesting attempt to get to grips 
with the contradictions - namely 
that from Sandy McBurney (Letters, 
June 9) who battles with the dialectical 
contradictions by declaring the war 
to be defensive and then asking if a 
Russian victory should be supported 
or not, correctly pointing out that 
Putin’s government is anti-Leninist, 
anti-working class and fosters Greater 
Russian nationalist ideology. He too 
falls back on resolving the problem by 
declaring Russia to have no imperialist 
identity or ambitions, even though he 

says it needs to be watched in case 
it ‘goes beyond’ the Donbas (which 
would be imperialist).

He also misses out the other crucial 
factor, which is the catastrophic 
collapse of world capitalism and the 
need it imposes for war - any war - for 
the ruling class to escape. The Kiev 
warmongering is being deliberately 
driven by capitalism as the next stage 
in the drive to world war, begun with 
the barbarous blitzing of Serbia in 
1999 and destroying half a dozen 
countries so far.

It could be a useful polemic. But 
all this only reveals the limits to the 
CPGB’s ‘no censorship’ perspective 
- a petty bourgeois, ‘freedom of 
speech’ eclectic soup, which never 
resolves anything, rather than the 
encouragement of a polemical battle 
to reach a conclusion and establish a 
leadership line, as Lenin’s Bolsheviks 
did.
Don Hoskins
Economic and Philosophic Science 
Review

Tipping points
I have enormous respect for Jack 
Conrad in his ability to combine utter 
determination to hold to Marxist 
principles with forensically exposing 
the dangerous failings of so much of 
what passes for the left these days. 
I agree wholeheartedly with his and 
the CPGB’s position on the need for 
programme to be at the heart and head 
of everything.

But I have to come back again to 
my doubts about the CPGB Draft 
programme, as it stands, given 
what needs to be done in the face of 
climate catastrophe. This is surely 
a qualitative change that has never 
been faced before and demands an 
entirely different approach to what life 
on earth will mean for humanity. A 
“full and decent life” for all, as called 
for by comrade Conrad must surely 
take on board the levels of literal and 
metaphorical firefighting that we face 
for the foreseeable future, for us to 
have any hope of survival.

I’ve been feeling that this all ties 
in with the war drive we are suddenly 
in and I have raised this in regard to 
Weekly Worker articles on the war in 
Ukraine, which failed to see climate 
connections. No-one else seems 
concerned in taking this up, but I’ll 
try once more. What I’m trying to 
grapple with is that a different attitude 
towards pacifism is required when it’s 
militarism that is the most dangerous 
climate bootprint of all right now and 
so demands complete opposition.

It’s becoming clear that the war 
drive is also intended as the means 
to deal with the climate catastrophe 
by military means. This is something 
that has been raised previously by 
comrade Conrad and I’d like to quote 
him extensively on this and hope it can 
encourage some discussion in the light 
of the war drive and on the need for an 
emergency programme.

This is from ‘Hadean to 
capitalocene’ (Weekly Worker 
October 7 2021):

 “… So climate socialism imposed 
by a firefighter capitalist state - maybe 
urged on by Friends of the Earth, the 
Green Party, XR and CCC demands 
for the declaration of a ’climate 
emergency‘, maybe with ’beyond 
politics’  green advisors, enlightened 
technocrats and the armed forces 
playing a leading role - such a state 
could conceivably impose draconian 
restrictions on greenhouse gas 
emissions by reorganising industry, 
transport, housing and agriculture.

“Of course, that, or something like 
it, would have to happen in all the major 
countries if the rise in global warming 
is to be limited to ‘well below’ 2°C, 
or even to 1.5°C. Adding to that little 
difficulty, the global hegemon, the 
United States, is in visible decline. 

So there is no effective power that 
can enforce the general, capitalist 
interest. Indeed, in the attempt to 
reverse its decline, all the signs are 
that Joe Biden will hypocritically 
use China‘s increasing greenhouse 
emissions to further demonise it in 
the eyes of ’world opinion’ and block 
its rise through yet further sanctions 
and trade barriers. Combating global 
warming thereby becomes a weapon 
in big-power rivalry. War is the logical 
outcome.

“Even on a purely national level, 
we should have no illusions about any 
eco- or climate socialism, introduced, 
overseen and enforced by the capitalist 
state (or for that matter the Xi Jinping 
regime). As with war socialism, 
there will be monumental blunders, 
severe restrictions on democratic 
rights, attempts to drive down popular 
living standards - all accompanied by 
endemic corruption and corresponding 
opportunities for well connected 
insiders to enrich themselves beyond 
the dreams of Croesus.

“Nor will such a climate socialism 
evolve peacefully and smoothly into 
proletarian socialism. True, we reach a 
partial negation of capitalist production 
- the outer limits of capitalist society. 
But, because there is a swollen, 
parasitic, aggressively repressive 
bureaucratic state, what we have is 
the extreme opposite of proletarian 
socialism. Nonetheless, there is a 
relationship between climate socialism 
- in reality capitalism attempting to 
save itself on the back of the working 
class - and proletarian socialism.

“After all, in the paragraph above, 
substitute for the firefighter capitalist 
state the working class organised as 
the state power. Such a state based 
on extreme democracy, closely 
coordinating with other similar 
states across the globe, that radically 
reorganises power generation, industry, 
agriculture, transport and housing; 
a state that reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions to net zero and then below; 
a state that subordinates production to 
need. Then it is clear that such a state 
is nothing more than capitalist climate 
socialism that really does benefit the 
whole of humanity - and therefore 
represents the negation of capitalism 
and the first step towards a classless, 
moneyless, stateless and ecologically 
sustainable communism …”

That last sentence is quite mind-
blowing in its possibilities, but 
is the one before, which seems 
almost the condensed programme, 

actually grasping the enormity of the 
emergency and the tipping points we 
may well have passed already?
Tam Dean Burn
Glasgow

Clarity
In the interests of truth and my own 
reputation and sanity, can I just explain 
that the letter appearing in last week’s 
paper under my name has some serious 
errors in the last two paragraphs.

I never wrote a letter. I wrote a full 
article on Calderdale Trades Council’s 
decision to attack our efforts in support 
of opening a new steel coal mine in 
Cumberland. The editor, it seems, 
couldn’t understand those last two 
paragraphs and the article was anyway 
too long. So, he decided off his own 
bat to cut it down and cut and paste it 
into a letter, without letting me check 
if it was still factually intact - the result 
of which is that the last two paragraphs 
are seriously misrepresented.

Firstly, let me clarify that I was 
talking about energy charges per 
megawatt hour (MWh). The Don 
Valley scheme would have provided 
emissions-free coal power at by far 
the cheapest MWh in the country 
and probably the world. It would also 
have started a ‘dash to coal’, and a 
regeneration of the coal industry and 
the National Union of Mineworkers, 
so it got strangled at birth.

Let me clear up some other points. 
Wind power in Britain absorbs two 
thirds of our power bills and produces 
just under a quarter of power to the grid 
(24%). The last four power stations in 
Britain with imported coal produce 
4%. But that 4% is more valuable than 
much of the turbine power, because it 
is ‘base load’. It is there night and day, 
regardless of wind, sun, rain or cloud. 
So, if you’re going under the surgeon’s 
knife, you better hope those old coal 
power stations are up and running 
in case the wind drops, as the first 
incision is made.

Wind turbines are made from blast-
furnace steel worldwide. Blast-furnace 
steel requires coal to make coke to 
produce steel. Wind is renewable, but 
turbines are not: they are made using 
coal. Indeed, all renewables require 
coal to make them, so Jim Moody, 
writing in last week’s paper, needs to 
tell us how they make this alternative 
to coal power if the coal is left in the 
ground, as he advocates?

The mine at Whitehaven doesn’t 
make the CO2 the greens complain 
about: the steelworks does. Not opening 

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

One day left!
With just one day to go to reach 

our monthly £2,250 fighting 
fund target, we are still a couple of 
hundred pounds short - the running 
total now standing at £2,031.

To be honest, until a few hours 
before writing this I thought we 
had next to no chance of getting 
there, but then comrade MM 
made a magnificent bank transfer, 
adding no less than £200 to our 
June running total. Thanks very 
much indeed!

Also coming up with the goods 
were DB, who made his usual 
excellent £50 PayPal donation, 
while, earlier in the week, a number 
of comrades’ regular standing 
orders came through. Thanks go to 
JT (£50), DG (£20), GT (£15), OG 
(£14) and TT (£6). Thanks also to 
comrade Hassan, who handed his 
usual fiver to one of our comrades.

I must mention also that there 
was a friendly bet between two of 
our comrades over the outcome of 
the Colombian elections and both 

agreed that the £5 won should go 
to Weekly Worker! Finally, there 
was another excellent donation in 
the shape of a bank transfer from 
comrade JC for £70, all of which 
added £435 over the last seven 
days, leaving us still needing £219 
in less than 24 hours.

But we can still do it - so long 
as you act as soon as you read this 
online: ie, on Thursday June 30. 
Please click on the PayPal button 
on our website or make a bank 
transfer - make your payment to 
‘Weekly Worker’ (account number 
00744310; sort code 30-99-64).

It all depends on how many 
comrades read this in time and 
how generous they are. But I’m 
still confident, so please don’t 
disappoint me! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

https://weeklyworker.co.uk/
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Pentonville 5 - 50-year anniversary
Friday July 1, 6pm: Public meeting, East Ham Town Hall, Barking 
Road, London E6. Celebration of a great working class victory, 
when mass union action forced the release of five dockers’ shop 
stewards jailed by the Tory government. Speakers include Len 
McCluskey, Apsana Begum MP and Dan Carden MP.
Organised by Unite London and Eastern:
www.facebook.com/events/577255603795986.
Marxism 2022
Friday July 1 to Sunday July 3: SWP annual school, Queen Mary 
University of London, 327 Mile End Road, London E1. Sessions 
include: System change, not climate change / BLM: Race, class and 
revolution / Is revolution possible in the 21st century? / Marxism, 
gender and trans liberation / Marx and Marxism today / Smashing 
sexism and the system / Palestine, Zionism and the fight for liberation / 
Imperialism and the growing threat of war. Tickets: day £20 (£10), 
full event £35 (£20). Organised by Socialist Workers Party:
www.facebook.com/events/1639302796431398.
National Shop Stewards Network
Saturday July 2, 11am to 4.30pm: Conference, Conway Hall,
25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. A forum for trade unionists and 
anti-cuts campaigners to discuss the strategy, tactics and programme 
needed to fight attacks on the working class. Speakers include 
Sharon Graham (Unite general secretary). Registration £6.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network:
www.facebook.com/events/340185257922375.
Women Chainmakers festival
Saturday July 2, 11am to 5.30pm: Family festival, Mary 
Macarthur Gardens, Cradley Heath B64. Celebrate the 1910 Cradley 
Heath women chainmakers’ victorious 10-week strike against 
starvation wages. Organised by TUC Midlands:
www.facebook.com/events/3130008930591049.
Stop the war in Ukraine
Tuesday July 5, 7pm: Hybrid public meeting, The Warehouse,
54-57 Allison Street, Birmingham B5. Russian troops out; no Nato 
expansion, no escalation. Speakers include Lindsey German (Stop 
the War Coalition) and Kate Hudson (CND).
Organised by Birmingham Stop the War:
www.facebook.com/BStWC.
The battle for democracy in Britain and Ireland
Thursday July 7, 6pm: Weekly online education series covering the 
history of republican ideas and their link to socialism. This talk:
‘The suffragettes and the struggle for women’s liberation’.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/2817172415242118.
Durham Miners’ Gala
Saturday July 9, 8am to 4pm: Rally and labour movement festival, 
The Racecourse, Green Lane, Old Elvet, Durham DH1.
Organised by Durham Miners’ Association:
www.facebook.com/events/363683181144261.
Trade unions and capitalism
Tuesday July 12, 7pm: Onsite and online lecture, Marx Memorial 
Library, 37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. Speakers: Alex 
Gordon and Mary Davis. The historic relationship between British 
trade unions and the Labour Party and the development of the 
uniquely Labourist form of British social democracy.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/370.
Tolpuddle Martyrs festival
Friday July 15 to Sunday July 17: Annual commemoration festival,
Tolpuddle Martyrs Museum, Dorchester Road, Tolpuddle DT2.
Tickets £20 to £50. Organised by Tolpuddle Martyrs:
www.facebook.com/groups/tolpuddlemartyrs.
Stand up for the children of Gaza
Friday July 15, 7.30pm: Fundraising comedy evening, Conway 
Hall, 25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. Monies raised will support 
the work of the Palestine Trauma Centre (UK) in Gaza. Entrance by 
ticket - £22.15. Organised by Brent Friends of Palestine:
www.facebook.com/events/3243239425956837.
Oppose Farnborough war show!
Monday July 18, from 9am: Day-long protest against Farnborough 
International Airshow. Assemble Government House Road/Queens 
Gate Road, Farnborough GU14. This is a shop window, where the 
world’s arms dealers sell weapons to repressive regimes.
Organised by Greater Rushmoor Action For Peace:
www.facebook.com/GRAWantiwar.
Stop Rwanda flights - no offshore detention
Tuesday July 19, from 9am: Protest outside Royal Courts of 
Justice, Strand, London WC2. This hearing will decide whether the 
Rwanda deportations policy is lawful.
Organised by Trades Union Congress and Stand Up To Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/424295039569316.
Big Ride for Palestine welcome rally
Sunday July 31, 12.15pm: Final stage of cycling event, Platt Fields 
Park, Manchester M14. Around 250 cyclists will participate in 
this three-day cycling fundraiser from Derby, in solidarity with the 
people of Palestine against the apartheid practices of the Israeli state.
Organised by The Big Ride for Palestine 2022:
www.thebigride4palestine.com/big-ride-summer-2022.
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.

the mine will not stop the production 
of CO2, since the steel is currently 
being made, but using imported coal 
for coke. Britain produces 1% of total 
world CO2 emissions, and 2% of that 
1% is derived from steel production. 
But included in that figure is 0.5% 
generated by the transportation of coal 
across the Atlantic in diesel-powered 
ships to the steel works. Using British 
coal on our own doorstep at least 
gets rid of that element and therefore 
reduces the amount of CO2 produced 
in the process.

I hope this clarifies the situation. 
Carbon capture, by the way, is the only 
rapid and efficient way of reducing 
CO2 emissions in a world where 
coal production and consumption is 
rising. It can’t “leak”, as Jim Moody 
imagines, for the obvious reason that, 
if the vast caverns in which oil and gas 
were trapped leaked, there wouldn’t 
have been any fuel in them in the first 
place. It would have drained away over 
the subsequent 180 million years of 
their production.
David J Douglass
In support of Woodhouse Mine and 
NUM

Wrong again
Gerry Downing says: “Arthur Bough 
defends Sean Matgamna’s dual 
defeatist line in the Malvinas war ...” 
(Letters, June 23).

Actually, I didn’t, I simply pointed 
out that Downing’s claim that 
Matgamna and the Workers Socialist 
League majority’s position was 
“support for the fleet” was untrue, 
and so the claim that the position 
of Thornett and the WSL minority 
was dual defeatism was also wrong. 
Downing now proceeds without 
acknowledging even that the basis 
of his letter was false! That says a lot 
about his methods and analysis, now.

Downing claims that Argentina 
was a “semi-colonial country”, 
but provides absolutely no socio-
economic data to justify such a claim. 
You do not have to accept the concept 
of ‘sub-imperialism’ to reject the 
nonsense that Argentina - a rich and 
developed economy - was certainly 
not a “semi-colony”. But, even if it 
were, what would that have had to do 
with the war - not in Argentina, not to 
impose British rule or ‘semi-rule’ on 
Argentina, but solely on the Falkland 
Isles and its immediate waters and 
air space? A war that arose precisely 
because of Argentina acting not as a 
“semi-colony”, but as an expansion 
aggressor and coloniser itself!!

Downing claims that in some way 
failing to support Argentina was a 
failure to adhere to the Trotskyist 
programme, but again fails to say on 
what basis he makes such a claim. 
What he actually means is that it is a 
failure to support the anti-imperialist 
programme of petty bourgeois 
nationalism, which has nothing 
to do with Marxism, Leninism or 
Trotskyism, but has guided petty 
bourgeois socialists like Downing 
in their idiot ant-imperialism, which 
involved supporting any number 
of reactionary, anti-working class 
movements and regimes. It is quite 
at odds with the position of the early 
Comintern, and Lenin’s ‘Theses on the 
national and colonial questions’, which 
states clearly that we do not support 
such reactionary forces, but only 
truly revolutionary forces engaged in 
struggles for national liberation:

“… the Communist International 
should support bourgeois-democratic 
national movements in colonial and 
backward countries only on condition 
that, in these countries, the elements 
of future proletarian parties, which 
will be communist not only in name, 
are brought together and trained to 
understand their special tasks: ie, those 
of the struggle against the bourgeois-
democratic movements within their 
own nations.”

The question of whether Russia 
today is imperialist or not is moot. The 

point is that it is at war with another 
capitalist state. Neither are workers’ 
states, and so Downing’s claim that 
there is something “objectively” 
progressive in Russia’s attack (what 
exactly?) is simply wrong. There is 
nothing progressive on either side of 
the conflict, just as was the case in the 
war over the Falklands - which is why 
socialists should apply the principle 
that ‘The main enemy is at home’, and 
oppose the butchers on both sides.
Arthur Bough
email

Fishing
Rising diesel prices are causing real 
problems for the working people of 
the UK, apparently with some now 
unable to afford their drive to and 
from work, including many of those 
regarded as ‘key’ workers during times 
of Covid pandemic - public transport, 
healthcare, cleaners, teachers: that sort 
of essential function.

Because I live very close to the 
fishing fleet harbour of Newlyn in 
Cornwall (incidentally, one of the last 
few remaining in full operation), I 
know a little bit about these matters, as 
they affect that sector of UK industry. 
Also of note is how it retains almost 
feudal employment structures, where 
payments for labour are made by the 
vessel’s captain on a sliding scale, 
according to status: starting with his 
own share (they are almost exclusively 
male), through to experienced fishers, 
then downwards to the newest or 
youngest deckhands - moreover, 
all based not on any guaranteed 
‘contracted’ hours, but on when 
boats can go out in terms of weather 
(or otherwise time laid up for repair/
maintenance); then a share of the cash 
value of each fishing trip’s ‘take’, 
once sold at harbourside auction. 
Typically that will be 60% for the 
vessel’s owner, down to 10% or 12% 
for the captain, bottoming out at 4% 
for the most inexperienced workers. 
The auction company takes its bite 
from the wholesale prices before the 
fish are trucked off to restaurants, etc 
in faraway towns and cities - with, 
incidentally, about 70% destined for 
western European countries.

The harbour company also takes a 
share, and there are costs for leasing 
the boat, food and other expenses. But 
fuel is the main cost. Again by way 
of example, it was reported last week 
in The Guardian that one Brixham 
fisher had one of his “best catches of 
the year”, fetching £87,000 at auction. 
But that came after many days out at 
sea, and his large bottom-trawling boat 
needed “40,000 litres of diesel, where 
the cost has gone from about £20,000 
a trip to £45,000”.
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

Abuse
I too witnessed the Young Communist 
League performance on the June 18 
TUC demo, but drew very different 
conclusions from Lawrence Parker 
(‘A name that spells trouble’, June 23).

Lawrence regards Stalin as a 
“revisionist” only and not a dedicated 
counterrevolutionary, who mass-
executed all the remaining leaders 
and participants in the Russian 
Revolution (1934-39) and those who 
sought socialist revolution in Spain 
(1936-39), so perhaps they were not 
so wrong. A revisionist is not as bad 
as a counterrevolutionary, the crime 
the Trotskyists and all others were 
accused of. And Khrushchev was also 
a revisionist, the YCL and Maoists 
believe, despite the brilliant tactical 
alliance between Mao and Nixon after 
the ping-pong diplomacy of 1972 
saw the USSR designated as the most 
counterrevolutionary of the two ‘great 
imperialist powers’.

Mao can never clear his name 
of supporting the apartheid regime 
front in Angola against the USSR/
Cuba-backed MPLA. Mao excused 
Pinochet’s mass executions of the 

vanguard of the working class of Chile 
- only Soviet imperialists - and many 
other acts of gross class treachery 
against world revolution before Deng 
took all this to its logical conclusion.

Nonetheless the YCL were at 
least subjectively revolutionaries, as 
opposed to the “sclerotic bureaucracy” 
of Tony Chater and Mike Hicks, we 
learn. Of course, there were other 
CPGB leaders even worse: Martin 
Jacques and the Euros, who repudiated 
the struggle for socialism completely 
(the WRP’s own Alex Mitchell was 
in the forefront of supporting the 
Euros against the ‘tankies’ - a totally 
unprincipled position).

And Sid French’s ‘anti-revisionist, 
Marxist-Leninist’ Communist Party, 
not to mention The Leninist, which 
devolved into the present-day CPGB 
- “For the IRA, against the British 
army”, I remember on demos, before 
the ‘right to self-determination of the 
British-Irish in Ulster’ transformed that 
into something more acceptable to the 
British establishment.

Lastly, scoffing at the self-
proclaimed Trotskyist groups on 
the demo as having “the vigour of a 
sweaty Bernard Manning in a Turkish 
sauna” is really beyond the bounds of 
political polemics. None of these can 
be compared to the racist monster, 
Manning - he never used the word 
‘wog’, he protested, but admitted to 
using the words ‘nigger’ and ‘coon’, 
when two black women successfully 
sued him for his outrageous racism in a 
northern working man’s club. And his 
vicious anti-Irish racism contributed 
to the loyalist/British state murders of 
nationalists in the north of Ireland.

The Socialist Workers Party, 
Socialist Party of Great Britain, 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, and the 
rest on the demo, are very determined 
anti-racists - Stand Up To Racism 
does excellent work. We can all have 
our political and tactical difference 
with these Trotskyist centrist groups, 
but we must forge a united front with 
them and all others against racism and 
fascism, and not degenerate into this 
level of abuse.
Gerry Downing
Socialist Fight

Women’s rights
Thanks to Anne McShane for her 
provocative presentation on the 
woman question (‘Women, wages and 
reproduction’, June 16). I’m familiar 
with the issues, but have a lot to learn. 
Some thoughts, if I may.

While I would agree with Lenin 
that women’s rights need a material 
basis, I think that view might obscure 
the fact - if true - that he was against 
the idea that women should have 
their own (including men) feminist 
organisation within a larger socialist 
organisation. I would support the 
idea of an autonomous organisation; 
Kollontai, Zetkin and others supported 
that idea; I don’t know if Luxemburg 
would have.

Kollontai and Zetkin would 
probably not have agreed with Anne’s 
criticism of the term, ‘socialist [or 
Marxist] feminism’ (Luxemburg might 
have). I’d be proud of the title, ‘socialist 
feminist’ and feel it’s a necessary 
statement against the marginalisation 
of feminist issues, as is usually the 
case - including in the Soviet Union 
after 1917. However - thanks to 
Alexandra Kollontai to a great extent 
- ie, her great achievements regarding 
collectivisation and women’s rights 
- there was never a more advanced 
time for those rights (as far as I 
know) than during the Bolshevik 
revolution and afterwards (her role 
in the Stalinist government is another 
matter). A proletarian family might be 
‘liberatory’, but there’s obviously no 
liberation for women within capitalism 
(I realised that in 1969).

Anyway, these are some of my 
reactions, but not carved in stone.
GG
Email
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Summer of discontent
Workers in other unions have been inspired by the RMT. James Harvey argues for coordination, unity and 
political organisation that goes beyond Labourism

The first three days of the Rail, 
Maritime, and Transport 
union’s strike to defend jobs, 

pay and conditions show that the 
fight has got off to a great start. 
Not only have RMT members been 
solid, but the depth of backing from 
other unions and the wider working 
class has been evident on the picket 
lines and during the rallies called in 
support of the strikes.

Even reports in the Tory-
supporting media provide evidence 
of their effectiveness, while first-
hand accounts from Weekly Worker 
supporters on the picket lines 
around the country tell of cancelled 
trains, deserted stations and evident 
solidarity. The response of the 
RMT’s membership and the degree 
of sympathy shown in opinion polls 
seems to have wrong-footed both 
the employers and the government 
in these initial phases of the 
campaign: RMT general secretary 
Mick Lynch’s effective media 
appearances, in which he clearly 
puts forward the railworkers’ case 
are in marked contrast to the tired 
clichés of government ministers and 
the ignorant waffle of the hapless 
Tory MPs sent out daily to attack 
the union and its leadership.

However, while round one has 
gone to the RMT, there is still a 
long way to go and it is clear that 
the employers, and behind them the 
Tory government, are not simply 
going to roll over in the face of 
three days of strikes or retreat in 
the face of the widespread public 
sympathy for workers fighting to 
defend living standards and jobs. 
One obvious reason is the long list 
of workers queuing up behind the 
RMT and preparing to take action 
this summer to begin a long overdue 
fightback over wages, conditions 
and job security. On the railways the 
drivers in Aslef and other rail staff 
in TSSA are balloting for strikes, 
while other groups - ranging from 
barristers and doctors through to 
postal workers, baggage handlers 
and teachers - could be gearing up 
for strikes in the next few months.1 
So, with a predicted rate of inflation 
of 11% by the autumn, it now seems 
likely that major battles to regain 
lost ground and claw back real cuts 
in wages are on the cards.2

Consequently, Tory politicians, 
media commentators and indeed 
some on the left have seen the 
developing strike wave as something 
of a return to the industrial battles 
of the 1970s and 80s. However, 
despite welcoming this revival of 
working class militancy, we also 
need a sober appreciation of the 
real balance of forces and the shifts 
that have occurred since that period. 
Both in terms of membership and 
organisation the trade unions are 
much weaker, and the relative 
power of employers much greater. 
Wider social and economic changes, 
such as deindustrialisation and the 
growth of the service sector, have 
also played an important part in 
shaping our contemporary terrain. 
The trade union bureaucracy, 
which actively promotes class 
collaboration and acts to contain 
working class militancy, remains 
deeply entrenched.

None of this means that we 
cannot make any gains or that 
industrial struggle is futile. On 
the contrary. But, in any case, 
communists support all workers in 
struggle and see the fight to advance 
pay and conditions as an important 

way to build solidarity and raise the 
consciousness of the class.

Boost
The RMT strikes have boosted 
the morale and confidence of 
many working class militants and 
raised expectations of what can be 
achieved. There is a palpable sense 
on the picket lines and at the rallies 
that the tide might be turning in 
favour of the organised working 
class.

As the pressure on the trade union 
bureaucracy grows and demands for 
action increase, the left in the unions 
needs to seize the opportunity 
and harness that militancy. From 
the railways to the health service, 
despite the different issues and 
demands in the various disputes, 
the basic issue remains the same for 
all workers: who is going to pay for 
the capitalist crisis - the workers or 
the bosses? So, the various disputes 
and strikes need to be coordinated 
to ensure maximum pressure can be 
exerted on the employers and the 
government. This needs to be more 
than just meetings of union leaders 
at the TUC, but should include joint 
committees to bring together the 
various campaigns and plan joint 
action at all levels of the movement. 
This is already happening in 
some areas, but needs now to be 
extended throughout the country in 
preparation for the battles that lay 
ahead.

These struggles will provide an 
opportunity to both re-establish 
union strength and democratise 
our movement. The stultifying 
bureaucratic structures and class-
collaborationist union leaderships 
need to be swept away: we need 
real democracy and fighting leaders 
accountable to the membership. We 
must rebuild the power and initiative 
of the shop stewards movement in 

all workplaces, hand in hand with 
active recruitment campaigns and 
organising the millions, especially 
young people, facing low pay and 
job insecurity.

Alongside these organisational 
initiatives, we need to reforge a 
democratic, militant culture of mass 
action, sympathy, secondary strikes 
and the mass picketing needed to 
increase working class solidarity and 
power. A key demand should also 
be ‘One industry, one union.’ The 
situation on the railways shows how 
having different unions covering 
different grades in one industry 
can result in narrow sectionalism, 
allowing employers to play one 
group off against another. In the 
context of a chaotically structured 
railway system with a variety of 
operating companies, a labyrinthine 
rail infrastructure, and behind the 
scenes government control, having 
different unions pursuing different 
disputes and balloting at different 
times - all this is simply a recipe 
for disunity and weakness. Uniting 
the RMT, Aslef and TSSA, and 
bringing all railworkers together in 
one union would help no end.

Organising effective unions and 
taking action to defend workers’ 
interests will inevitably mean 
defying anti-trade union laws and 
bringing workers into conflict 
with the state. Even where the 
government is not directly involved, 
it will use the media and all the 
forces at its disposal to blunt the 
effectiveness of the unions. Recent 
strikes, such as in the universities, 
show how the anti-trade union laws 
are used to tie up strike ballots 
and proposed action in legal red 
tape. In response to RMT’s strike 
Tory ministers have floated further 
legislation to undermine the ability 
of workers to fight, such as ending 
restrictions on the employment of 

agency workers to break strikes.3 
Not just on the legal front, but more 
generally, as the Tory government 
attempts to hold the line on behalf 
of the employers against the unions, 
these industrial conflicts will take on 
a broader and clearly more political 
character, pitting the organised 
working class against capitalism.

Control
Every strike challenges the right 
to manage and the control of the 
capitalist class over production. 
This can take a heightened form 
in prolonged disputes or in areas 
vital to society, such as health and 
social care or food production, when 
workers extend their struggle by not 
simply striking, but exerting control 
over production and services. Thus, 
striking health workers should wrest 
control from bureaucratic managers 
and determine which services are 
provided and which patients should 
be dealt with during disputes: 
likewise striking food production 
workers should effectively take over 
production to ensure a level of supply 
to feed the population, not boost the 
profits of the employers. Developing 
and maintaining these forms of 
workers’ control during strikes is both 
a good demonstration of the latent 
power of the working class.

By themselves, however, strikes 
and other industrial struggles 
are not enough. The widely 
held, syndicalist view of many 
on the left that these strikes will 
spontaneously go beyond mere 
trade union militancy and produce 
a socialist consciousness is the 
basis of the ‘transitional’ politics of 
many Trotskyist groups. So, it has 
become the common sense of the 
revolutionary left and leads many 
to expect that the coming round of 
strikes and disputes will result in an 
upsurge of the left and increase their 

own strength and membership.4

However, while it is clear that 
many union militants and wider 
sympathisers beyond the unions will 
move to the left as a result of their 
involvement in strikes and solidarity 
protests, historical experience points 
to the limitations of this strategy for 
Marxists. There is no automatic, 
predetermined path to raising a 
developed socialist consciousness 
through purely industrial struggle, 
let alone calling for “authoritative 
forces” such as Sharon Graham and 
Jeremy Corbyn coming to the rescue 
of the predictably failing Tusc project 
still being heroically promoted by 
the Socialist Party in England and 
Wales and, for the strangest reasons, 
by the RMT. Attempts to establish 
“a new vehicle for working-class 
representation” by establishing a 
Labour Party mark II will either 
quickly peter out in failure or end 
with the same rotten pro-capitalist 
politics of the Labour Party mark I 
founded in 1900.5

The key questions for Marxists in 
this period still remain those of party 
and programme: that is, the form 
of politics that can go beyond and 
generalise economic struggles and 
point the way to building the real, 
hegemonic, revolutionary politics 
of working class self-emancipation 
and the overthrow of capitalism l

Notes
1. inews.co.uk/news/summer-of-discontent-
strikes-teachers-doctors-postal-workers-uk-
inflation-rate-1700417.
2. www.ft.com/content/965e000e-9c88-4d7e-
9c84-00d7f51db942.
3. www.thetimes.co.uk/article/ministers-will-
change-law-to-let-agency-staff-do-jobs-of-
strikers-p0c9r5t6k.
4. www.socialist.net/rmt-strikes-rail-workers-
struggle-breathes-confidence-into-the-
movement.htm.
5. ‘General election plans’ June 20 2022: 
www.tusc.org.uk/17678/20-06-2022/steering-
committee-begins-discussion-on-general-
election-plans.
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BATTLE OF IDEAS

Mick Lynch meets the media
We cannot rely on the ‘balance, fairness and objectivity’ of the enemy’s press and television - we need our 
own full-spectrum alternative, argues Paul Demarty

Whatever else last week’s 
strikes by the Rail, 
Maritime and Transport 

union achieved, they made a minor 
media celebrity out of the union’s 
general secretary, Mick Lynch.

He was always available for 
comment, as a union boss should be 
when his members are taking action. 
We have gotten very used to such 
people, even leftwing examples of 
the species, talking rather a lot like 
politicians - you have your pre-baked 
talking points, and a good interview 
is one where the dastardly wiles of 
the bourgeois media do not succeed 
in budging you off them for even a 
moment. It is hardly the most stupid 
thing to do when talking to enemy 
propagandists, of course. But it is 
very, very boring.

Comrade Lynch had his talking 
points, all right: the attacks on pay, 
pensions and staffing levels, amidst 
runaway inflation, that occasioned 
the walkouts. It was his attitude to the 
provocations, diversions and hot air 
of his interlocutors that represented 
change. I am not sure where he gets 
it, but Lynch combines an almost 
completely impassive demeanour - 
voice never raised, face immobile, 
but for a wry smile and tweak of 
the eyebrows - with a talent for total 
and withering contempt. Faced with 
Piers Morgan and Richard Madeley, 
the Tweedles Dee and Dum of 
extravagantly diversionary bully-
boy interviews, it seemed almost 
as if he was a parent trying to get 
up the energy to scold a child for a 
misdemeanour too incompetently 
executed really to be worth the 
correction. Watching Morgan rabbit 
on increasingly desperately about 
Lynch’s Facebook profile picture, it 
was almost possible, for the first time 
in that chinless gasbag’s long career, 
to feel sorry for him. “This is the 
level of journalism nowadays, is it?” 
Lynch remarked, with the tone of 
mild disappointment of a man who 
has found a fresh pigeon dropping on 
his car bonnet. If the Tories succeed 
in smashing the RMT, perhaps he 
has a future in the crueller end of 
reality television.

Just occasionally, the demands 
of the moment rose above the level 
of surviving dream-logic attacks by 
people who have not had to conduct a 
serious political argument in decades. 
Pressed on the risk of alienating the 
public by Tory MP Robert Jenrick 
on Robert Peston’s ITV show, Lynch 
asked why his members should take 
a real-terms pay cut when fares went 
up in lockstep with the retail price 
index, and indeed why passengers 
should find that so outrageous. The 
real problem was the Tory policy of 
robbing the public purse to subsidise 
private companies, which made rail 
firms attractive targets for private 
equity rent-extractors.

Can it last?
All of which - along with the shout-
outs to James Connolly and other 
more overtly political gestures - 
was very enjoyable for, we expect, 
most readers of this paper. It does 
not necessarily follow from that, to 
put it mildly, that the RMT’s cause 
has gone over well with Joe Public; 
but gratifyingly the union seems to 
be backed by a population with no 
cause to think fondly of the parasites 
governing its rail system. On the last 
day of the strike, the RMT puffed 
an opinion poll conducted in mid-
June that found strong support for 
its policies, including crucially 59% 

in favour of the proposition that 
the union was justified in striking 
if negotiations failed, as indeed 
they did. The first round of what 
will likely be a long and bruising 
encounter has to be awarded to the 
RMT, whose members maintained 
good enough discipline to create 
enormous disruption and whose 
leadership - for now - has the upper 
hand in the battle for public opinion.

Can it last? That is the question. 
For all we have enjoyed the show, 
it is as much a reminder of what 
we do not have, and have not had 
for a long time: for one thing, a 
trade union movement that is at all 
militant outside a few heroic hold-
outs like the RMT. There is much 
talk of a ‘summer of discontent’, and 
let’s bring it on, but we do so from 
something like a standing start.

The trade unions’ recent period 
of weakness is, of course, part of 
a wider period of defeat affecting 
the whole workers’ movement. 
For four decades now the legal 
environment has become more 
hostile; deindustrialisation smashed 
some of the movement’s strongest 
contingents; and the Labour Party 
swung strongly towards its bourgeois 
pole. After the brief Jeremy Corbyn 
interregnum, we are back to a Labour 
leadership that instructs its MPs not 
to be seen on picket lines and sends 
the likes of David Lammy on TV to 
denounce upcoming strikes in the 
airline industry.

But, since we are talking about 
our newly-minted media star, one 
particular axis of weakness jumps 
out: our dependence on media organs 
not at all under our control. The 
BBC, the bourgeois press, ranters 
like Morgan and Madeley, are all 
happy to speak the government’s 
and employers’ language of 
‘modernisation’ when they mean 
asset-stripping, and ‘fairness’ when 
they mean punishing all layers of the 
working class roughly equally, while 
enriching themselves. The methods 
used, typically, are quantity- rather 
than quality-based. There is simply 
an endless fire-hose blast of such 
coverage that misrepresents the 

struggle in this way; the few 
squeaks of demurral from ‘the usual 
suspects’ can therefore be dismissed 
as the ravings of cranks. In such 
circumstances, a small crack in the 
manufactured consensus can be 
acutely embarrassing.

The trouble is that, unlike on the 
left, lessons are usually learned. In 
future strikes, Lynch will be handled 
with more care, and other tactics 
will be used to smear him and other 
RMT militants. Bridgeheads into the 
bourgeois media are worth having, 
but tend not to last; we must, in the 
end, always fall back on our own 
strength - such as it is.

Party
In certain respects, the left media 
is not in quite such a bad state as 
it once was. When I first started 
writing on the issue, there was 
precious little beyond the advertising 
sheets of the union bureaucracy; the 
‘generals without armies’ bluster 
of far-left sect papers; a seemingly 
moribund Morning Star, which sat 
halfway between those two options; 
and an endless hellscape of blogs, 
mostly authored by individuals 
who considered themselves above 
the sect-warfare fray, but in reality 
were ‘sects of one’, as we used to 
say around here. Today, the Star 
is a readable and competently 
administered daily paper, for all its 
limitations. In a phenomenon more 
obvious in the United States, the 
left blogosphere has given birth to 
an ecosystem of news sites, online 
and print magazines, and podcasts. 
The quality is admittedly variable, 
but ‘variable’ is an advance on 
‘uniformly terrible’; and it matters 
what is published in, say, Jacobin, in 
a way that it just did not matter what 
had exercised the late Louis Proyect 
this week. (The union newsletters 
and Trot-rags, alas, remain more or 
less as unreadable as they ever were.)

These newer outlets have a 
different problem, in some ways 
the opposite problem to the run-
of-the-mill Trot paper. A reader of 
Socialist Worker could not for a 
moment confuse it with anything 

other than a totally mechanical 
outlet for all the things the Socialist 
Workers Party wants you to believe. 
Such a vulgar instrumentalisation 
of left media is, if nothing else, 
utterly counterproductive and to be 
avoided. The new and shiny online 
mags and podcasts, however, are 
overwhelmingly just the initiatives 
of random individuals. They have 
accidental connections to the 
movement through the ‘extra-
journalistic’ commitments of the 

people who happen to write for them. 
Instead of being under the thumb 
of some tedious and conservative 
‘party’ leadership, they are simply 
unmoored.

This is in the end a problem with 
the organised left, which cannot 
find room for the energy of creative 
individuals, rather than with the 
individuals. (The Star has almost 
gotten it right, but somehow also 
gotten it exactly wrong: instead of 
the paper serving the party’s project, 
the Communist Party of Britain more 
or less exists to keep something like a 
broad paper of the labour movement 
viable.) Yet what results cannot do 
the job of a truly and authentically 
partisan media apparatus, which 
is - at root - to turn conquests in 
the ideological territory of society 
into permanent acquisitions. The 
phoniness of bourgeois manufactured 
consent can be punctured, from time 
to time, with the repartee of a Mick 
Lynch; but an alternative consensus 
in favour of militant working class 
struggle needs common party 
organisation. The result would be an 
editorial line answerable to the party 
line, and a party line answerable to 
the membership at large. The former 
is missing from the new left media, 
and the latter from the sterile sect 
papers.

Such a common party 
organisation is, on a certain view, 
as far away as ever. The fact that 
there are worthwhile ‘non-party’ 
media, indeed ‘partyist’ variants like 
our friends at Cosmonaut, and that 
there is a ‘hot summer’ of labour 
militancy expected on both sides 
of the Atlantic, reminds us that the 
elements of such a fusion have gone 
nowhere l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Online Communist Forum

Sunday July 3 5pm 
A week in politics - political report from 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee 

and discussion
Sunday July 10 5pm 

A week in politics - political report from 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee 

and discussion
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

Winning the battle for public opinion

https://communistparty.co.uk/ocf-register
https://communistparty.co.uk
http://www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk
mailto:Secretary%40labourpartymarxists.org.uk?subject=OCF


6 weekly
June 30 2022 1401 worker

ECONOMICS

Working long and hard
David Graeber’s bullshit jobs thesis is plain wrong. Capitalist social relations are driving up hours and 
ruining people’s health, writes Michael Roberts 

In a previous article, I looked 
at the impact of working from 
home and remote work, which 

has mushroomed since the Covid 
pandemic.1

In this one, I want to consider the 
impact of work on people’s lives and 
health and how that will pan out over 
the next few decades. Marx once said:

The less you eat, drink and buy 
books; the less you go to the theatre, 
the dance hall, the public house; 
the less you think, love, theorise, 
sing, paint, fence, etc, the more you 
save - the greater becomes your 
treasure, which neither moths nor 
rust will devour - your capital. The 
less you are, the less you express 
your own life, the more you have: 
ie, the greater is your alienated 
life, the greater is the store of your 
estranged being.2

I take this to mean that, while human 
(both mental and manual) labour has 
its satisfactions, work for most people 
for most of the time, is really toil. 
People do not live to work (although 
sometimes people say they do) but 
work to live. They have little time to 
develop interests and their imaginative 
potential.

Much is made of how annual 
working hours have declined over 
the last century. The working week 
has steadily fallen, the argument 
goes - things are getting better. No 
more children working in mines and 
factories; two or three days a week not 
working; etc.

But this hides much of the reality. 
First, it is not true that children are not 
being put to work in the fields, mines 
and factories of the global south in 
large numbers; or that ‘slave labour’ is 
not operating as servants for the rich in 
their homes or in migrant-dominated 
jobs. Second, while total hours may 
have declined on official figures, there 
are sizeable sections of the workforce 
still enduring long hours and intensive 
work. Around 500 million people 
in the world are working at least 55 
hours per week, according to the 
World Health Organisation and the 
International Labour Organisation.

In recent years, the trend toward 
shorter working hours has halted, 
and in some cases, reversed. A 2018 
ILO report found that there had been 
a bifurcation of working hours, “with 
substantial portions of the global 
workforce working either excessively 
long hours (more than 48 hours per 
week), which particularly affects 
men, or short hours/part-time work 
(less than 35 hours per week), which 
predominantly impacts women”.3

The link between overwork and 
underwork, or unemployment, is not 
new. As Karl Marx describes it, “the 
overwork of the employed part of 
the working class swells the ranks 
of the reserve, while, conversely, the 
greater pressure that the reserve by its 
competition exerts on the employed 
workers forces them to submit to 
overwork and subjects them to the 
dictates of capital.”4

Jon Messenger, the author of the 
ILO report, points out that there has 
been

a diversification of working time 
arrangements, with a movement 
away from the standard workweek 
consisting of fixed working hours 
each day for a fixed number 
of days and towards various 
forms of ‘flexible’ working time 
arrangements (eg, new forms of 
shift work, hours averaging, flexi-

time arrangements, compressed 
workweeks, on-call work).5

With these arrangements comes the 
expectation that one will always be on 
call - ‘rise and grind 24/7’.

What is striking about this trend is 
that it is happening to everyone. Studies 
have found work intensification 
among managers, nurses, aerospace 
workers, meat processing workers, 
schoolteachers, IT staff and carers. 
There is also evidence of work 
intensification in Europe and the US. 
“It’s not just the Amazon production 
line person who’s had their work 
intensified: it’s the London commuter 
and the new solicitor,” says Francis 
Green, a professor at University 
College London who has studied the 
phenomenon for years. According to 
an analysis by the UK’s Resolution 
Foundation think-tank, just over two-
thirds of employees in the top quarter 
of the pay ladder in the UK said 
they worked “under a great deal of 
tension”. The same was true for half 
of those in the bottom quarter for pay, 
and this latter group has experienced 
the biggest increase in tension since 
the 1990s.

In the 1990s, people said their ‘own 
discretion’ was the most important 
factor in how hard they worked. Now 
they are more likely to cite ‘clients 
or customers’. In a world of instant 
communication, many workers now 
feel they have to respond quickly to 
consumer or client demands. That 
goes for the banker working on a big 
merger, as well as the Uber Eats driver 
he summons to bring him a burger.

Another possible explanation 
is that employers have simply cut 
headcounts to save costs without 
coming up with more efficient ways 
of doing things. This will no doubt 
resonate with public-sector workers 
everywhere, who have experienced 
a decade or more of government 
spending cuts.

Some companies have also 
harnessed technology to extract more 
effort from staff. More workplaces 
like warehouses have become partially 
automated, which means workers 

must keep pace with machines. Other 
workers are now easier to monitor. 
Witness the growth of software 
which tracks employees’ keystrokes, 
measures their breaks and sends 
nudges if they stray on to non-work-
related sites. ‘Taylorism’, as it used to 
be called, is still alive and well.6

A fourth possibility is that email and 
instant messaging platforms simply 
tire people out mentally. It is hard to 
focus when constantly interrupted, 
which might leave workers feeling as 
if they are working hard and fast even 
if they are not.

Jamie McCallum in his excellent 
book Worked over: how round-the-
clock work is killing the American 
dream (Basic Books, 2020) points 
out that actually the hours of all wage 
and salary workers in the US have 
increased by 13% since 1975, which 
is about five extra workweeks per 
year. And it is the hours of low-wage 
workers, who are disproportionately 
women, that have increased the most. 
And this in the period of stagnating 
wages, rising hours, and declining 
union density. More intensified work 
has gone along with rising income 
inequality.

If wages are stagnant, then the 
main way that working class and even 
middle class people for the most part 
get more money is by working longer 
hours. An Economic Policy Institute 
report has highlighted trends in 
annual work hours among American 
prime-age workers between 1979 and 
2016.7 As wage inequality has grown 
over the last four decades, the report 
notes, we observe two very different 
responses, when it comes to work 
hours. On the one hand, workers 
are working many more hours a 
year, perhaps in part to compensate 
for tepid, and in some instances 
declining, hourly wage growth. On 
the other hand, a growing number of 
workers have become disconnected 
from the labour force, by not working 
at all over the course of an entire year. 
Work hours have typically grown 
most among the lowest earners and 
those working the fewest hours.

Long working hours are killing 

more than 700,000 people per year. 
According to the WHO and the ILO, 
long hours resulted in 745,194 deaths 
in 2017 - up from roughly 590,000 
in 2000. Those working these hours 
have an estimated 35% higher risk of 
strokes and 17% higher risk of heart 
disease, compared to people working 
35-40-hour weeks. Men and middle-
aged adults are particularly exposed 
and the problem is most prevalent in 
south-east Asia. So, while working 
harder does not seem to be making us 
richer, it does appear to be making us 
sicker.

A new study by academics Tom 
Hunt and Harry Pickard suggests 
that “working with high intensity” 
increases the likelihood of people 
reporting stress, depression and 
burnout.8 They are also more likely 
to work when sick. Data from the UK 
Health and Safety Executive shows 
that the proportion of people suffering 
from work-related stress, depression 
or anxiety was rising even before the 
pandemic hit. Indeed, Marxist health 
economist José Tapia Granados 
found counter-intuitively that it was 
in periods of economic boom and full 
employment that mortality rates rose 
because of the stress from work, while 
it fell in recessions, as people may 
become unemployed, but suffered less 
stress from not working.9

This raises the question of 
productivity. Work intensification is 
coinciding not with rising productivity, 
as employers expect, but slowing 
productivity growth. Taylorism may 
still be alive in exploiting the labour 
force, but it does not deliver for capital. 
Why is that? One argument was 
presented by the late anthropologist 
and radical, David Graeber, who 
argued that people were being asked 
to take on “bullshit jobs”.10 The theory 
is that a large and rapidly increasing 
number of workers are undertaking 
jobs that they themselves recognise as 
being useless and of no social value. 
So they do not work well.

However, that theory has been 
contested by Magdalena Soffia, Alex 
Wood and Brendan Burchell, who 
state that the proportion of employees 

describing their jobs as useless is 
low and declining, and bears little 
relationship to Graeber’s predictions. 
Much more relevant is Marx’s own 
concept of alienation. He argued that 
labour under capitalism is inherently 
alienating, as it blocks individuals’ 
essential need for self-realisation. 
However, for Marx this was not the 
result of individuals being engaged 
in activity that was of no social 
value, but rather because capitalist 
social relations frustrated the free 
development of human abilities in 
spontaneous activity. The authors 
state:

Unlike the BS jobs theory, alienation 
is not premised on the view that the 
work being undertaken is inherently 
pointless and of no value. Instead, 
it highlights the importance of the 
social relations under which work 
is undertaken and the degree to 
which they constrain the ability 
of workers to affirm their sense of 
self through the development and 
recognition of skills and abilities.11

So the social solution to work stress 
and exploitation is not to stop people 
doing “bullshit jobs” and instead 
give them benefits not to work. The 
answer is to overturn those social 
relations in which people’s work is 
devalued by toxic workplace cultures 
that leave workers feeling their labour 
is pointless. The phenomenon of 
meaningless work illuminates the 
contradiction at the heart of capitalism 
itself.

Long hours at tedious jobs can be 
avoided if workers had greater control 
over their employment, conditions and 
schedules. Cooperative work could 
replace authoritarian dominance, 
Taylor-style, by bosses. Machines 
can be used to increase opportunities 
to reduce working time and develop 
innovations, and not designed to 
dictate hours and intensity of work. 
It is capitalist social relations in the 
workplace that destroy innovation, 
cooperation and people’s health, not 
the jobs as such themselves. The 
future of creative work rather than 
destructive toil depends on ending 
capitalist operations in the workplace: 
ie, workers’ control l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
thenextrecession.wordpress.com.
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The party question is key
After the Supreme Court ruling, the left is debating strategy and tactics. But the key must be establishing 
a party and the best place to begin is breaking the DSA from the liberal wing of the bourgeoisie, argues 
Matthew Strupp of the Marxist Unity Group

On June 24, the US Supreme 
Court released its ruling in the 
Dobbs v Jackson Women’s 

Health Organization case, reversing 
the 1973 Roe v Wade decision that 
established the right to choose to 
have an abortion as a constitutionally 
protected privacy right nationwide.

The ruling declares that the 14th 
amendment’s due process clause does 
not guarantee any right to abortion 
and removes the obstacle that the 
Roe precedent provided to state laws 
restricting or banning abortion. In 
fact 22 of the 50 US states have either 
pre-Roe abortion bans written into 
their statutes or state constitutions that 
will now go into effect. Also some 
have ‘trigger bans’ that are written to 
go into effect following swift action 
of the state legislature, either banning 
abortion entirely or after six weeks of 
pregnancy. Four additional states are 
expected to enact bans on abortion 
soon.1 That means abortion will soon 
be illegal or heavily restricted in over 
half of all US states.

This follows decades of increasing 
restrictions on abortion following 
the 1992 Planned Parenthood v 
Casey decision, which significantly 
modified the provisions of the Roe 
decision concerning the regulation 
of abortion providers, with many 
states placing onerous restrictions 
on those seeking abortions, such as 
required counselling. Abortions - as a 
healthcare procedure in the privatised 
nightmare of a US system - can also 
be very expensive, and the Hyde 
Amendment prevents federal funds 
from paying for it through Medicaid. 
Funds from individual states can cover 
the procedure, but most have their 
own version of the Hyde Amendment 
that prevents this too. Thus working 
class women, and trans and non-
binary people capable of becoming 
pregnant, carry the main burden of 
this regime of private healthcare and 
draconian restrictions, since they are 
the least able to afford either to travel 
to a more lenient state or pay the cost 
of the medical procedure.

The court’s majority opinion states 
that the abortion question is unique 
because it concerns the right of the child 
to life and that the Dobbs precedent 
cannot be used to reverse other 
“substantive due process” decisions 
concerning the use of contraception, 
gay sexual relationships and gay 
marriage. However, Clarence Thomas, 
in a separate but concurring opinion, 
argued that the Dobbs ruling precisely 
could and should be used to challenge 
these other decisions, since the matter 
of the interpretation of the due process 
clause was the same: “In future cases, 
we should reconsider all of this court’s 
substantive due process precedents, 
including Griswold, Lawrence and 
Obergefell.”2 These other rulings 
thus stand on shaky ground at best, 
while the court retains its present 
composition - especially considering 
that Donald Trump appointed justices 
Neil Gorsuch and Brett Kavanaugh, 
who both pledged to senators that they 
would not threaten the Roe precedent 
during their appointment hearings.3

Responses
The political response to the decision 
from the Democratic Party and the 
liberal pro-abortion groups like 
Planned Parenthood has been tepid. 
After the draft opinion was leaked on 
May 2, Democrats made noises about 
codifying Roe - passing its protections 
as a federal law - but the Women’s 

Health Protection Act failed to pass 
the Senate by a margin of 49-51 after 
Democratic West Virginia senator Joe 
Manchin joined with his Republican 
colleagues to oppose the bill.4 In my 
state, Wisconsin - which still has a 
pre-Roe abortion ban from 1849 on 
the books - Planned Parenthood even 
pre-emptively stopped scheduling 
abortions after June 25 in anticipation 
of the decision’s release over a week 
in advance.5

In a runoff primary election in 
South Texas that occurred during 
the interim between the leaked and 
final decisions, anti-abortion House 
Democrat Henry Cuellar defeated the 
more progressive Jessica Cisneros, 
with the backing of party leaders like 
house speaker Nancy Pelosi, who had 
travelled to the district to campaign 
for Cuellar during the first round 
of the primary and recorded robo-
calls for his campaign.6 Now that 
the final decision has been made, the 
Democrats have already integrated 
it into their campaign messaging, 
calling for voters to return them an 
extremely unlikely midterm majority 
large enough to overcome the Senate’s 
filibuster rule, which requires 60 votes. 
There is little indication that they will 
do anything to protect abortion rights 
now or after November.

With the liberals offering nothing 
but shrugs, the left has spearheaded the 
street movement against the decision. 
Back in May, the former Committee 
for a Workers International group, 
Socialist Alternative, and the Marcyite 
Party for Socialism and Liberation 
were responsible for calling the first 
round of demonstrations against the 
leaked decision in many localities, 
with the Democratic Socialists of 
America and other groups supporting 
the actions. When the final decision 
came out on June 24, many DSA 
chapters were quicker to act, calling 
demonstrations on the Friday night, 
sometimes alongside the PSL and/
or SA (the latter of which operates a 
caucus within the DSA).

The DSA has established a 
national-level committee to coordinate 
the response to the decision between 
the organisation’s different working 
groups, into which activity is often 
siloed, and has circulated a toolkit 
for local chapters to take on pro-
abortion activities, as well as issuing 
a statement that calls the Supreme 
Court an “illegitimate institution” 
and declares that what is needed is “a 
vibrant, militant, majoritarian socialist 
movement to defeat Republican 
minority rule, win legislative power 
and build a better world that guarantees 
healthcare as a human right, including 
the right to free abortions on demand 
without apology”.

This is a passable statement. One 
could ask for a sharper analysis of 

the undemocratic constitutional order, 
more attention paid to what it would 
mean to win “legislative power” 
under such a system (overthrowing it, 
for one), but it does recognise that the 
Democratic Party and its leadership 
“cannot be depended upon to save 
us”.7

Unfortunately, the message 
conveyed by the statement’s title, 
‘Fight for democracy, fight to protect 
abortion’, underwent a mutation in the 
leaflets handed out by New York City 
DSA at Friday’s demonstrations. These 
were headlined ‘The Republican Party 
and Supreme Court are undermining 
democracy’ and contained the phrase, 
“fight for our bodies, our choices and 
our democracy” - as if democracy 
was something already enjoyed by 
the working class in the United States 
and it was simply being undermined 
by the Republicans and the Supreme 
Court. To make this claim about the 
Republicans is consonant with the 
liberal messaging about Trump’s 
supposed authoritarianism during 
his presidency, but the inclusion of 
the Supreme Court in the formula 
gives away the game. If the Supreme 
Court is undermining democracy, 
then we never had democracy at all, 
because the Supreme Court is a core 
part of the constitutional order that is 
being described as “our democracy”. 
A clearer message would be that 
the Supreme Court is attacking the 
democratic rights of American women 
within an undemocratic political 
system that gives them the authority 
to do so.

There have been debates within the 
socialist movement about the relative 
importance of different tactics in the 
abortion struggle. The main tactics 
discussed are:
n Street demonstrations and school 
walkouts. This has been a focus of 
Socialist Alternative.
n Working within the labour 
movement to make the unions vehicles 
for the movement, sometimes framed 
alongside the goal of building a 
(bourgeois) “labor party”. This idea is 
also present in Socialist Alternative’s 
writing. It is the main message of the 
Bread and Roses Caucus in the DSA 
and some of the other adherents of the 
“rank and file strategy”.
n Pressuring the Democrats to deliver 
on their promises. This is what the 
liberal pro-abortion groups try to do. It 
is also the implicit strategy of the most 
rightwing caucuses in the DSA, like 
Socialist Majority.
n A “mutual aid” approach to 
providing clandestine abortions, 
fundraising to pay for travel expenses 
and the costs of procedures in non-
ban states, etc. Anarchists and 
“mutual aid” enthusiasts promote 
this approach as the primary tactic 
and sometimes denigrate the other 

focuses as “reformist”, because they 
do not directly provide people with 
abortions, but instead fight for the 
legality of abortion in relation to the 
state or for public funding.

Advocates of street demonstrations 
and work within the labour movement 
are correct in relation to the mutual 
aid enthusiasts that, though the act 
is admirable and will be necessary, 
a focus on fundraising or the 
provision of clandestine abortions 
is depoliticising and retreats from 
attempting to actually win legal and 
publicly provisioned abortion as a 
gain for working class women. If the 
mutual aid tactic is made primary, 
workers are meant to pool their wages 
to pay for an expensive and illegal 
procedure without challenging this 
illegality or expense at the level of 
political action.

However, one thing that makes 
the mutual aid approach attractive is 
that street demonstrations also have 
a limited utility and the immediate 
street movement in relation to the 
decision will likely peter out prior 
to the achievement of its main aims, 
such as the codification of Roe or 
public funding for abortions. Over 
the past decade, the US has seen a 
wide range of (often quite militant) 
street movements come and go, from 
Occupy to Black Lives Matter, and 
there is a widespread frustration 
with ‘yelling at people who aren’t 
listening’. This is also the attraction 
of working to transform the unions 
- they are the sort of working class 
institutions that can really pack a 
punch when drawn into struggle - yet 
the status quo is for unions to eschew 
such leadership and involvement in 
political struggles, and the various 
attempts at union reform that have 
occurred since the post-World 
War II bureaucratisation and purge 
of leftwingers from the labour 
movement have all ended in failure.

Starmer
The only thing that could provide 
some coherence to the various tactical 
proposals in the air would be the 
forging of a truly independent working 
class political party that can

react to every manifestation of 
tyranny and oppression, no matter 
where it appears, no matter what 
stratum or class of the people it 
affects; [which] is able to generalise 
all these manifestations and 
produce a single picture of police 
violence and capitalist exploitation. 
(Lenin: What is to be done?)8

This would not be a bourgeois 
workers’ party along the lines of the 
British Labour Party, which represents 
the interests of a section of the national 
working class within the framework 
of capitalist class rule, as some 
DSA figures advocate (how anyone 
could desire an American Starmer 
baffles me).9 Rather, a genuine 
Communist Party, armed with a 
programme for working class rule 
and the emancipation of all humanity, 
including an end to the social slavery 
of working class women. Such a party 
could provide the class leadership 
necessary to make the trade unions 
into “schools of communism” and 
really effective instruments of the 
proletariat. It is no coincidence that 
the bureaucratisation and political 
domestication of the trade unions in 
the United States corresponds closely 
with the decline of the Communist 

Party USA, as flawed as it was.
The organisation that provides the 

best raw material for the forging of a 
Marxist party in the United States is 
the DSA, with its large membership, 
relatively open political culture, 
and inclusion of many leftwing 
groups within it. The DSA’s national 
political platform contains some of 
the rudiments of a radical democratic 
programme for working class rule. 
Its opening section declares that 
“The nation that holds itself out as 
the world’s premier democracy is no 
democracy at all” and it calls for the 
abolition of the Senate and the creation 
of “A new political order through a 
second constitutional convention to 
write the founding documents of a 
new socialist democracy”.

Unfortunately, when it comes to the 
Supreme Court, the platform only calls 
for packing it to break the rightwing 
majority, not for the abolition of the 
institution or of its power of judicial 
review. The platform also does not 
mention the need to challenge the 
federalist fragmentation of political 
power through the states, a key feature 
of the US political system that enables 
the new abortion status quo, while on 
a national level abortion rights enjoy 
majority support.10

The DSA will also need to establish 
real control of its elected politicians 
by the membership as a whole. This 
means breaking the alliance that many 
of these politicians have declared 
with Biden and the leadership of the 
Democratic Party - from stating that 
the man who cruelly confiscated 
the assets of the central bank of 
Afghanistan in the midst of a famine 
is “doing a very good job so far” 
and floating tentative support for his 
next presidential campaign, to voting 
to fund his imperialist proxy war 
in Ukraine, in contradiction to the 
organisation’s official position on the 
war.11

The question of women’s 
emancipation has entered the centre 
stage of US politics and social life, 
and only the socialist movement can 
provide the necessary direction to 
win safe, legal and free abortion on 
demand, without apology. But to do 
so it will need to break once and for all 
out of its political tailism of the liberal 
wing of the bourgeoisie l
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Democracy in America?
The latest attack on abortion rights shows the danger of worshipping the constitution, writes Daniel Lazare

Sam Alito, author of last week’s 
US Supreme Court decision 
overturning Roe v Wade on 

the right to abortion, is 72 years old. 
Clarence Thomas, author of a decision 
a day earlier overturning New York’s 
strict gun laws, is 74. If both men 
remain on the bench as long as liberal 
heroine Ruth Bader Ginsburg did 
prior to her death two years ago at age 
86, they have a dozen years or more 
in which to continue issuing rulings 
that are ever more shocking and 
reactionary.

Nothing will be off the table. As 
Thomas indicated in his concurring 
opinion, the overthrow of Roe 
means that he and his fellow justices 
“should reconsider all of this court’s 
substantive due process precedents, 
including Griswold, Lawrence 
and Obergefell” - a reference to 
Supreme Court decisions legalising 
contraceptives, overturning a Texas 
state anti-sodomy law, and permitting 
gay marriage. Birth control, gay rights, 
even voting - no-one knows how far 
a deepening judicial dictatorship will 
go in wiping out rights that Americans 
have long taken for granted.

But there is one thing we do know: 
‘We, the people’ will be powerless to 
stop it. It will not matter if 59% of 
Americans oppose overturning Roe, 
according to a recent poll.1 It will not 
matter if, according to another survey, 
79% of New Yorkers want to leave 
strict state gun laws intact.2

It will not matter because the 
people who supposedly created the 
US constitutional system in the first 
place have been effectively sidelined, 
now that the machinery is taking on 
a life of its own. A legislative branch 
structurally biased in favour of the 
ultra-right can be counted on to nip 
any and all attempts to rein in the 
court’s power in the bud. Whether the 
goal is to limit the court’s purview, 
pack it with liberals the way Roosevelt 
tried to in 1937, or punish it by cutting 
its budget, all will die aborning. 
Conservatives have ‘colonised’ the 
apparatus so thoroughly that hopes of 
a return to ‘normal’ are now close to 
zero.

Democracy is thus disappearing 
in what is supposedly the ‘original 
democratic state’. Reform is fading the 
more desperately it is needed. What is 
worse is that an allegedly democratic 
constitution is what is doing it in.

Culpability
A long list of people are to blame 
for the debacle. First and foremost, 
of course, are the Republicans - a 
party that is fast slipping into long-
term minority status after losing the 
popular vote in every presidential 
election except one since 1992. But, 
instead of quietly fading away, the 
Grand Old Party, as it is popularly 
known, is compensating for its long-
term losing streak by making the most 
of a seemingly endless list of minority 
advantages that America’s 235-year-
old constitution confers. They include 
such gems as:
n equal state representation, which 
allows the 54% of the country that 
lives in the 10 biggest states to be 
outvoted four-to-one in the Senate 
by a largely white rural minority that 
lives in the other 40;
n the filibuster, which allows senators 
from just 21 states representing as 
little as 11% of the population to block 
nearly any legislation they do not like;
n rampant gerrymandering that gives 
Republicans a small, but significant, 
edge in a supposedly more democratic 
House of Representatives; and
n an Electoral College that doubles or 
triples the weight of white rural states, 

thereby tilting the executive branch in 
a racist anti-urban direction as well.3

The last is why the White House 
has been occupied for 12 out of the 
last 22 years by men rejected by the 
voters. (Even though George W Bush 
won the popular vote in 2004, he 
would not have been a candidate if 
he had not stolen the presidency four 
years earlier.) It is why two unelected 
presidents - Dubya and Donald Trump 
- handpicked four of the six rightists 
responsible for defenestrating Roe. 
It is a vicious cycle, in which, the 
more that Republicans fall behind 
democratically, the more they put 
such structural advantages to use. 
Democrats may cry that such tactics 
are “unconstitutional” - meaning in 
local parlance that they are wrong, 
immoral, ungodly or un-American. 
But Republicans do not care, 
since they are now highly adept at 
interpreting the constitution for their 
own purposes.

Government is grinding to a halt, 
as temperatures go shooting through 
the roof. Thanks to the filibuster, 
which means that 60 Senate votes 
are effectively required for passage, 
the upper chamber now approves just 
2.8% of the bills that come its way, a 
90% drop over the last half century.4 
Yet, the more Dems protest, the more 
Republicans dig in their heels - not 
because they want to, but because that 
is what the constitution essentially 
demands.

But Democrats are not blameless 
either, since they have turned fealty 
to the high court into a high moral 
principle ever since ‘the Supremes’ 
began the turn toward liberalism 
in the late 1930s. So thorough was 
Democratic groupthink that no-
one dared question whether placing 
unlimited power in the hands of nine 
lifetime appointees might be the 
slightest bit problematic. No-one dared 
argue that an ancient text might not hold 
the answers to all modern problems. 
“You know, in our country, we have 
always had, because of the brilliance 
and genius of our constitution, an 
expansion of freedom,” house speaker 
Nancy Pelosi said last month after 
a draft of the anti-Roe decision was 
leaked.5 That is why Democrats are in 
such a quandary, now that Republicans 
are using judicial and constitutional 
fealty against them.

Finally, there are the bourgeois 
feminists, no small force in modern-
day America. Virtually a ladies’ 
auxiliary of the Democratic Party, they 
donned hand-knit, pink ‘pussy hats’ to 

protest Trump’s inauguration in 2017, 
eagerly took up Hillary Clinton’s 
cry about Russian interference in the 
months that followed, and then, in 
2018, mounted a desperate, last-bid 
effort to block the appointment of a 
conservative Supreme Court nominee 
named Brett Kavanaugh.

The last was more damaging than 
many people realise. Since bourgeois 
feminists are incapable of criticising 
the bourgeois power structure, they 
chose not to criticise the court, but 
mounted a bitter personal attack 
instead. Kavanaugh was morally unfit, 
they said, because, 36 years earlier, he 
had sexually assaulted a 15-year-old 
high-school student named Christine 
Blasey Ford by tackling her on a bed. 
Feminists believed Ford as thoroughly 
as Christian fundamentalists believe 
the Gospels, yet her testimony before 
the Senate judiciary committee 
contained strange gaps and omissions. 
Although she claimed to remember 
the assault perfectly, she could not 
remember how she got to the party in 
which it supposedly occurred or how 
she travelled the half-dozen miles 
home. She could not explain why none 
of the other four people who were 
present were willing to corroborate her 
account. Indeed, a close friend named 
Leland Keyser, who supposedly 
accompanied her to the gathering, later 
told a pair of New York Times reporters 
that “the whole setup Ford described ... 
sounded wrong” and that her accuracy 
was questionable. “I don’t have any 
confidence in the story,” Keyser 
concluded - words, needless to say, 
that the liberal-feminist press ignored.6

Lost amid the uproar is the fact that 
harping on Kavanaugh’s supposed 
unfitness ended up burnishing the 
Supreme Court all the more. If 
Kavanaugh was unworthy, then the 
court would be even worthier than it 
already was without him. In the end, 
the nomination squeaked through by 
a margin of 50-48. But, by relying on 
a flagrantly undemocratic institution to 
defend a democratic right like abortion, 
bourgeois feminists only succeeded in 
shooting themselves in the foot.

Dilapidated
But Republicans, Democrats and 
bourgeois feminists are merely 
superficial aspects of an ancient 
constitutional structure that grows 
weaker and more dilapidated by 
the year. This is the real problem. 
Americans talk a language that no-
one else understands - one filled with 
strange terms like ‘necessary and 

proper’, ‘penumbras and emanations’ 
and ‘original intent’. In the case of 
liberals, they favour a broad reading of 
the first amendment - the one that says 
that “Congress shall make no law … 
abridging the freedom of speech” 
- while favouring a narrow reading 
of the second to the point that the 
right to bear arms all but disappears. 
Conservatives, needless to say, believe 
the opposite.

Both claim to be ‘originalists’, in 
that both believe that the original text 
is on their side. But neither can agree 
about what originalism means or when 
it originated, whether it was in 1787-
91, when the constitution and the Bill 
of Rights were drafted and ratified, 
or in 1868, when individual rights 
were supposedly federalised via the 
14th amendment. Was racial equality 
part of the framers’ original intent, 
including the 25 or so who owned 
slaves? Were gay rights? Liberals who 
argue in favour of such absurdities 
are guilty of blowing soap bubbles 
that conservatives now take delight in 
popping - except that the conservative 
dream of returning to the golden age 
of states’ rights is a soap bubble too. 
It would take a Jonathan Swift to do 

justice to the incoherence on both sides 
of the divide.

The US constitutional system is 
a closed loop, in which all wisdom 
supposedly begins and ends with a 
single 4,000-word text that is now 
well into its third century. Since 
amendments at this point are all but 
impossible, the system is incapable 
of change, growth or reform and thus 
tends to draw back on hackneyed 
formulas in moments of stress. The 
Republican cure-all is thus to turn the 
clock back to the glorious 1830s and 
40s, when the states were dominant, 
Washington was little more than a 
country town, and a few thousand 
large-scale slave-owners were skilled 
at using their minority veto to gain a 
stranglehold on the country as a whole.

To be sure, today’s Republicans 
no longer believe in slavery (or so 
they claim). But they still believe in 
reducing democracy to an empty shell. 
They want fewer individual rights, 
except when it comes to the right to 
bear arms, in which case they want 
more, because it is implicitly hostile to 
federal authority. The ultimate enemy 
is meanwhile unchanged: free labour 
in the period leading up to the Civil 
War and the organised working class 
today.

The result is the same as well: civil 
war. States are heading off in different 
directions, as some ban abortion and 
decontrol guns and others do the 
reverse - to the degree the Supreme 
Court lets them, that is. No-one knows 
how far this latter-day war between 
the states will go. But if last year’s 
January 6 insurrection was a replay 
of Fort Sumter, then bigger battles 
clearly loom l

Notes
1. thehill.com/policy/healthcare/
abortion/3537413-most-in-new-poll-say-
overturning-roe-is-step-backward.
2. wnyt.com/news/the-results-are-in-siena-
poll-on-gun-laws/6507990.
3. See ‘Right strikes at abortion right’ Weekly 
Worker May 12: weeklyworker.co.uk/
worker/1395/right-strikes-at-abortion-right.
4. www.brennancenter.org/sites/default/
files/2019-08/Report_Curbing_Filibuster_
Abuse.pdf.
5. pelosi.house.gov/news/press-releases/
transcript-of-speaker-pelosi-s-remarks-at-
weekly-press-conference-10.
6. www.washingtonpost.com/
politics/2019/09/17/key-witness-brett-
kavanaugh-saga-comes-down-his-side.
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The meaning of character
When it comes to the Marxist programme, there are still some on what passes for the left today who 
will not - cannot - grasp basic, straightforward propositions. Whether that is due to a lack of elementary 
political education, the idiocy of isolation or factional animus is an open question. Jack Conrad replies 
to Andrew Northall

W riting in the letters pages, 
Andrew Northall mocks 
our Draft programme - the 

Draft programme of the Communist 
Party of Great Britain, or what 
he calls, for his own factional 
reasons, the Weekly Worker Group.1 
Before exposing the unsound, the 
ludicrously blinkered nature of his 
criticisms of our Draft programme, 
specifically section 4, the ‘Character 
of the revolution’, it is worth asking, 
who Andrew Northall?

Well, he is a member of the 
Coventry and Warwickshire branch of 
the Morning Star’s Communist Party 
of Britain, who - unusually, given 
someone of his background - had a 
brief dalliance with the SPGB (Small 
Party of Good Boys). Comrade 
Northall is, moreover, a third-
generation Stalinite - not the current 
Young Communist League crop, but 
the generation before that, who are, 
of course, nowadays middle-aged. 
(Perhaps we can say, at the risk of gross 
oversimplification, that there have 
been four generations of Stalinites: 
the first being the pro-Moscow 1926-
56 ‘official’ loyalists; the second, the 
post-1956 diehards, anti-revisionist 
Maoism included; thirdly the anti-
Eurocommunist rebels; fourthly 
the internet-engendered neophytes. 
Each has its own, unique, political 
physiognomy.)

Anyway, you will have read 
comrade Northall’s numerous Weekly 
Worker letters defending Stalin’s first 
five-year plan, his 1930s Moscow 
trials, the guilt of Lenin’s closest 
comrades (ie, Zinoviev, Kamenev 
and Rykov) and how Trotsky fell 
headlong into the camp of anti-
Stalin counterrevolution because of 
arrogance and thwarted ambition. 
The killing of countless other 
“internal enemies” in the mass purges 
is justified too. This puts comrade 

Northall at odds, at least in the public 
realm, with Robert Griffiths, CPB 
general secretary and his ‘Social 
media protocol’ … and not only when 
it comes to Stalin.2

There is the parliamentary road to 
socialism and supporting the armed 
struggle too. Griffiths has forbidden 
CPB members from advocating 
a popular militia in Britain, or 
anywhere else for that matter, unless 
specifically approved of by his 
cringing leadership. CPB members 
are also told, in that exact spirit, to 
familiarise themselves with the home 
office’s list of banned organisations. 
So ‘yes’ to uMkhonto we Sizwe in 
apartheid South Africa, ‘no’ to the 
IRA in the Six Countries of Northern 
Ireland, ‘yes’ to the NLF in Vietnam, 
‘no’ to the YPG in Kurdish Syria.

With that in mind, take a look at 
comrade Northall’s media postings.3 
Lots and lots of heroic pictures of 
Stalin. Not only that, but the IRA, 
PYG, etc, etc. Indeed, comrade 
Northall appears to be particularly 
fond of the famous September 11 
1973 photo of the doomed popular-
front Chilean president, Salvador 
Allende, Kalashnikov in hand, 
making his last desperate stand in 
the Moneda Palace. An image which 
is, one presumes, used to implicitly 
critique the parliamentary - ie, the 
constitutional - road to socialism.

So, whereas the CPB’s gensec 
once had a brief dalliance with the 
very bad boys of the Welsh Socialist 
Republican Movement - tried for 
conspiracy to cause an explosion 
in 1983 - but will tell of his fervent 
admiration of Stalin in private … over 
a pint or three at his favourite pub in 
the Cathays area of Cardiff, comrade 
Northall is perfectly candid about 
where he stands. In short comrade 
Northall is a revolutionary 
Stalinite (that, and the fact 

that he is clearly a partisan of the 
working class, explains why I have 
not the least problem in calling him 
‘comrade’ - albeit, when it comes 
to history, contemporary politics 
and programmatic perspectives, a 
profoundly misguided comrade).

Griffiths, on the other hand, is a 
former Welsh republican socialist 
revolutionary who accidentally 
found himself landed with the top 
job in the CPB due to the bungling 
incompetence of Mike Hicks.4 Upon 
its foundation the CPB declared 
itself the “continuation” of the 
official CPGB “on the basis of its 
rules and programme”.5 Leave aside 
the rules, what that meant was the 
parliamentary, the constitutional, 
British road to socialism programme 
circa 1977 (a Eurocommunist/
Marxism Today-tainted vintage).

While the CPB’s constantly 
‘updated’ Britain’s road to 
socialism is marginally to the left of 
Eurocommunism, the old paradigm 
basically remains the same. There 
is a national road to socialism, there 
is a constitutional road to socialism. 
That is what the social media Robert 
Griffiths defends and advocates, 
because he believes that anything else 
is to risk a CPB split. So he cleaves 
to respectability. On the other hand, 
his Young Communist League - and 
their elder co-thinkers - revel in the 
shock-value of their ‘anti-revisionist’ 
glorification of Stalin. Having laid 
down the line with his protocol, 
the fact that no action has followed 
against the Stalinite dissenters, 
just goes to show how weak, how 
pusillanimous, how indecisive the 
Griffiths leadership is.

Criticism
When all is said and done, 

comrade Northall claims 
that section 4 of our Draft 

programme is a misnamed nullity. 
Hence we read that the section titled 
‘The character of the revolution’ 
“conspicuously fails to say anything 
about the character of the … 
revolution”.

A little bit more of this nonsense. 
Comrade Northall says the Draft 
programme “moves seamlessly 
from the minimum programme, to 
a discussion of the class structure 
in Britain and the role of classes in 
any socialist revolution, and straight 
to a workers’ government and the 
maximum programme, socialism, 
without any discernible join or 
qualitative process to bring this 
about.”

Triumphantly he declares:

So, despite the claims that the 
Draft programme is this big, 
bold, upfront, straight-talking, 
open and honest, revolutionary, 
programmatic document, 
which will help create the mass 
Communist Party we need and 
the working class into “a class 
for itself”, it seems the WWG 
is somewhat afraid of saying 
anything in it whatsoever about 
what it thinks about the likely or 
possible character of the British 
revolution, despite having the gall 
to entitle chapter 4 ‘The character 
of the British revolution’!

From here we move to what he 
presumably imagines to be high 
humour:

Perhaps candidate members or 
members of the WWG are at 
some point inducted into the 
secrets of the “character of the 
British revolution” as part of being 
assimilated into the organisation, 
not to be openly shared with 
the wider class, but this would 

Morning Star’s CPB gensec 
Robert Griffiths: 

a pub room Stalinite
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make the WWG sound awfully 
like one of those “confessional 
sects” it often rails against. Jack’s 
subsequent comments about the 
duplicity of the Socialist Workers 
Party and the contempt in which it 
holds workers are more than a little 
ironic in this context.

Needless to say, we have no “secrets” 
concerning the character of the 
revolution. Members are required 
to accept the Draft programme as 
it stands. The “secrets” are entirely 
in comrade Northall’s overactive 
imagination.

Content analysis
What the intelligent reader will 
readily understand is that Marxist 
programmes are as short, as concise as 
possible. All that is unnecessary is left 
out. Therefore, Marxist programmes 
are certainly not detailed blueprints 
for the future, nor should they contain 
discussions about the past and present. 
With that in mind let us turn to section 
4 of the Draft programme, ‘Character 
of the revolution’.

What does the word ‘character’ 
mean here? I have no problem 
turning to the Merriam-Webster 
dictionary (others would do the job 
perfectly well). Its uncontroversial 
definition reads: “main or essential 
nature, especially as strongly marked 
and serving to distinguish”. That 
helps explain the first three opening 
paragraphs of section 4.

Paragraph one: “There are no 
get-rich-quick solutions to establish 
working class rule and, eventually, 
communism. Coups or takeover 
attempts by a minority are bound to 
fail, as is participation in capitalist 
coalition governments.”

Our revolution is to be 
distinguished from the ‘end is 
nigh’ nonsense preached by the 
confessional sects. Every big strike, 
mass demonstration, government by-
election defeat, economic downturn 
is greeted, celebrated, as proof of the 
actuality of the revolution. This keeps 
young activists exited … till they 
burn out and have to be replaced by 
the next round of recruits. A rotating 
door. Those who remain, in general, 
become cynics, hacks, sad bores.

What about leftwing military or 
party-army coups? There have been 
plenty of them, particularly when 
the Soviet Union existed and could 
provide material aid. The result? Not 
socialism - ie, working class rule and 
the transition to communism - that is 
for sure.

Our revolution, by contrast, has to 
be conscious, has to be majoritarian, 
has to be based on steadily building 
our strength, has to be able to deliver 
the final blow with ease and calm.

Next, participation in coalition 
governments. ‘Official communist’ 
parties secured various ministerial 
positions under the post-1935 popular 
front banner. Sometimes this served 
to defuse a revolutionary situation, 
sometimes to make minor gains. 
Everywhere, however - eg, Spain, 
France, Italy - it ended in abject 
failure. Government programmes 
were, predictably, determined by the 
parties to the right within the coalition 
- eg, radicals and republicans, no 
matter how small, no matter how 
ephemeral - and this limiting of the 
programme to what was acceptable to 
the right demoralised and demobilised 
the working class and paved the way 
for either bourgeois government as 
normal or bloody counterrevolution. 
’Tis the same today. South Africa 
is the obvious example. ‘Official 
communist’ ministers sit around the 
African National Congress cabinet 
table headed by the butcher of 
Marikana, billionaire president Cyril 
Ramaphosa. South Africa, suffice 
to say, is one of the most unequal 
societies on the planet. Poverty has 
actually increased since the orderly 
transition from apartheid.

Paragraph two: “Capitalism can 
only be superseded by the working 
class uniting itself internationally 
and rallying all who are oppressed. 
Without working class rule there 
can be no socialism, no human 
freedom, no ecologically sustainable 
production, no end to exploitation.”

Our revolution is internationalist, 
not nationalist. Capitalism is 
international, so too must be its 
supersession. There is no ‘Britain’s 
road to socialism’. There can be, 
there will be, a revolution in Britain, 
but it will have to be carried out with 
the closest possible coordination 
with co-thinking parties, especially 
those in Europe. We envisage a 
United Socialist States of Europe. 
Anything less faces the distinct 
possibility of quickly degenerating 
- that or being brutally strangled by 
the international forces of reaction. 
Such an internationalist outlook 
more than explains why we opposed 
Brexit, even when given an altogether 
unconvincing Lexit gloss (CPB, 
SWP, SPEW, Counterfire). Tellingly, 
George Galloway, Spiked and the 
Brarite CPGB (M-L) explicitly, 
shamefully, blocked with Nigel 
Farage and his far-right Brexit Party.

Within Britain the working class 
needs to reach out to, hegemonise, the 
middle classes, but above all socialist 
Europe must seek to spread the flame 
to Asia, to Africa, to Latin America 
and, of course, to North America.

Without that, ideas of human 
freedom are unrealisable. Certainly 
notions that runaway climate change 
can be stopped without system 
change - ie, the rule of the working 
class - are delusional. Hence the 
limits, the danger of, Extinction 
Rebellion, Insulate Britain, Fridays 
for Future, Campaign against Climate 
Change, etc, etc. Sincere protests that 
avoids politics, that purport to stand 
above and go beyond politics, have 
the distinct potential of feeding into 
the realo wing of the Greens, climate-
change state socialism or some 
altogether horrible eco-Bonapartist 
regime.

Paragraph three: “Only a 
revolution supported by the large 
majority can establish socialism. 
We fully support the battle cry of 
the Chartists: ‘Peacefully if we can, 
forcefully if we must.’”

A majority in the House of 
Commons is definitely something to 
aim for. Not parliament. We can safely 
discount the crown in parliament and 
the House of Lords. Either way, we 
need a moral majority - that will help 
split the armed forces, the police, the 
civil service, the entire state machine. 
That is why dismissing the vote as 
mere “formal bourgeois democracy” 
is so stupid (eg, comrade Northall).

Marxism, Lenin said, has three 
sources and three component parts: 
English political economy, German 
philosophy and French socialism. He 
not only muddled the seminal role of 
Adam Smith, a lowland Scot, when it 
came to founding political economy. 
More importantly, there was a fourth 
source, a fourth component part: 
British Chartism: ie, the mass fight for 
universal suffrage conducted between 
1836 and 1848. Marx was profoundly 
influenced by the Chartists, knew 
the leading figures personally and 
was fully aware of the revolutionary 
potential of universal suffrage.

Even with a limited suffrage 
Marxist parties distinguished 
themselves from the anarchists, the 
syndicalists, the putschists, by their 
insistence on making use of elections. 
Our German, Austrian, French, 
Russian parties stood candidates 
despite the grossly undemocratic 
franchise. It was for them, rightly, 
less a matter of how many MPs, 
deputies, or whatever. More about 
demonstrating mass support 
and building solid mass 
organisation. Read my 
In the enemy camp 

(1993) and August H Nimtz’s Lenin’s 
electoral strategy (2014). Yes, we 
need guns, we need a popular militia, 
not least to protect ourselves from 
counterrevolution, but we also know 
that our political power grows with 
the number of crosses we obtain on 
ballot papers.

Because we are painfully aware 
that in a violent revolution it will 
be ordinary people, our people, 
who will in the main suffer, go 
hungry and die, we prefer a peaceful 
revolution. A CPGB majority in 
the House of Commons would not 
abide by the constitution, would not 
await the call from the monarch to 
visit Buckingham Palace in order to 
appoint a prime minister, respect the 
injunctions and rulings of high court 
judges, let alone cower before the 
capitalist media and its flood of lies 
and the machinations of MI5 and the 
army high command. No we would 
meet the threat of a bourgeois coup 
with the threat of overwhelming 
working class physical force. If they 
want civil war we will give them civil 
war. If, on the other hand, they are 
prepared to quit the stage of history 
for a comfortable retirement, so much 
the better (yes, we shall offer bribes 
and inducements). Frankly, for the 
reasons given, we prefer, but do not 
rely on, the peaceful road.

The same basic approach applies 
to an expected CPGB majority 
in the House of Commons. If 
the bourgeoisie went for a pre-
emptive coup we would reply with 
overwhelming physical force and 
declare a provisional revolutionary 
government in the name of the 
expected general election result. The 
provisional revolutionary government 
would count the organising of a 
general election as one of its main 
tasks, having first decisively crushed 
the forces of counterrevolution.

How the revolution pans out in 
reality cannot, of course, be known 
in advance. There are far too many 
unknowables and we are, of course, 
dealing with millions of self-willed 
human beings, not some test-tube 
experiment. To pretend otherwise 
would owe nothing to Marxist theory, 
more to one of those science fiction 
novels (where things usually end 
badly for the prols). Either way, our 
position is ‘Peacefully if we can, 
forcefully if we must.’

In that context it is worth noting 
Marx’s September 8 1872 speech in 
Amsterdam, where he talked about 
the workers attaining their goal by 
“peaceful means”.6 Then there is 
Lenin’s September 1917 call for a 
Bolshevik, Socialist Revolutionary, 
Menshevik united front Soviet 
government to ensure the “peaceful 
development of the revolution” in 
Russia.7

Anyhow, in just three short 
opening paragraphs, there is a great 
deal said about the character of the 
revolution. And, of course, there 
are three other sub-sections in the 
chapter dealing with the ‘Character 
of the revolution’. For his own 
bizarre reasons comrade Northall 
chooses to separate off these three 
sub-sections from the three opening 
paragraphs. Clearly though, when it 
comes to outlining the character of 
the revolution, section 4 constitutes a 
single whole. Not to understand that 
speaks either of profound confusion 
or dishonest polemics.

Classes
Sub-section 4.1 elaborates, once again 
briefly, the position of the classes in 
relation to the revolution. This is of 
decisive importance. There are, after 
all, those on the left who concentrate 
on narrow trade union politics, who 
discount the centrality of the battle 

for democracy, who ignore the 
position of the middle 

classes and who 
dismiss all classes 
other than the 

working class as a single reactionary 
bloc. This has nothing whatever to 
do with authentic Marxism. No, 
the success of the working class in 
carrying out a revolution and winning 
state power will rely to a considerable 
degree on its ability to win allies, 
neutralise potential enemies and 
isolate irreconcilable enemies.

Of course, the working class is 
central. As sub-section 4.1 says,

The working class is the only 
consistently revolutionary section 
of society. Without owning any 
of the means of production of 
society, it has nothing to lose but 
its chains. Of course, left to itself, 
left to spontaneity, it is riven with 
sectionalism and exists merely 
as a slave class, capable of being 
economically militant, even 
insurrectionary, but not hegemonic. 
What makes it a hegemonic class 
is unity around the communist 
programme.

Who makes up the working 
class? Is it just manual workers in 
manufacturing industry? Does the 
post-1979 deindustrialisation drive 
mean the working class is in danger 
of going the way of the dinosaurs? 
Does the increasing number of young 
people going to university mean 
that it is the middle classes who are 
going to inherit the future? Does the 
Labourism of the traditional working 
class in the 20th century mean that 
the Marxist programme is hopelessly 
misguided?

It is surely blindingly obvious 
that the working class represents a 
large majority of the population in 
Britain - as well as in Europe, the US, 
Japan and other advanced capitalist 
powers. Though these things can 
never be exact, we can say the 
working class accounts for 70-80% 
of the population. The working class 
consists not only of the employed and 
the self-employed (who employ no 
one else). The working class includes 
the non-employed too - pensioners, 
those on sickness and unemployment 
benefit, carers looking after young 
children or aged relatives, students 
being trained for the labour market, 
etc.

Traditional distinctions between 
manual and non-manual work are 
more and more irrelevant because of 
social and technical developments. 
Hence besides manual industrial 
workers the working class also 
includes those in the health service, 
transport, the civil service and local 
government, as well as non-manual 
workers in industry, finance and 
distribution, such as technicians, 
clerical and sales staff. All sell their 
ability to labour - ie, the commodity, 
labour-power - and work under the 
direction of capital, usually via one of 
its managerial agents. They have very 
little, if any, control over their work; 
they are treated as mere cogs in the 
labour process.

If the working class does not 
elevate itself from being a slave class, 
it finds its common actions paralysed 
or limited by opposing competitive 
interests, which divide every section 
against every other section. We 
see this not only in trade union 
politics, but over big issues such as 
Brexit, immigration controls and 
import controls. Hence the Morning 
Star’s CPB championing of Brexit, 
immigration controls and import 
controls to defend British interests, 
British people, British industry. 
Logically that leads to social-
imperialism and support for your own 
country, your own ruling class, in its 
conflicts and wars with other countries 
and other capitalist rulers. Instead, we 
stress the importance of taking the 
class interests of the working class as 
a whole - ie, the global working class - 
as our starting point. Where necessary 
the part must be subordinated to the 
whole, especially, it should be added, 

Eduard Bernstein: 
like the Morning Star’s CPB 
an advocate of an alliance 

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

paper our encouraging start 
to the 2022 Summer Offensive, 
the annual fundraising drive of the 
CPGB. This year, we were quick 
out of the blocks with a mixture of 
pledges (at our June 19 aggregate), 
£655 in hard cash from CPGBers 
the next day and £192 from street 
work.

The assembled £847 was 
satisfying, but nobody should put 
their feet up and start flicking the 
channels. We have set ourselves 
a minimum target of £30,000 
to be secured by the last day 
of our Communist University 
(August 20). That challenging 
figure has not been simply 
plucked out of the ether. It is the 
realistic minimum we need to 
keep an organisation like ours 
fit for purpose. Go beyond that 
minimum and we can think more 

ambitiously!
Of course, given the proletarian 

nature of our audience - as with 
the rest of the revolutionary left, 
of course - the vast bulk of this 
income will come from working 
class bank accounts. This will be a 
squeeze; but then, both history and 
the state of today’s world show us 
that the alternative is barbarism.

Many thanks to comrade 
MM for his magnificent £500; 
also, the doughty comrades that 
distributed the Weekly Worker and 
other materials on the recent TUC 
protest in London; also JM for 
his £70, JT’s £50, and DG, who 
gave £20 to the fight! All received 
from comrades with thanks and 
solidarity.

We are now well past the first 
£1,000. On to the next £29,000, 
comrades! l

Linda Carr

Summer Offensive

when that part (ie, Britain) is a major 
imperialist power which has robbed 
and exploited a huge official and 
unofficial empire, and continues to 
rob and exploit other countries lower 
down the pecking order of nations, 
not least through finance capital and 
the City of London.

There can be no doubt that the 
capitalist class - those who live by 
exploiting labour-power and who 
serve the self-expansion of capital 
- are very small in number. The 
statement contained in the CPB’s 
1994 and 1999 British road that “in 
contemporary capitalist society the 
great majority of people are either 
members of the working class or 
capitalist class” is beyond stupid. It is 
certainly true that the great majority 
of the population are working class 
… so if you add in the capitalist class 
you still have a great majority. But 
the simple fact of the matter is that 
the capitalist class is tiny in number. 
Perhaps three or four percent of the 
population. However, its history, 
wealth, positions of corporate power 
and connections with the state make it 
the ruling class - and the class whose 
ideas rule society.

There are deep internal 
contradictions within the capitalist 
class. Not only is capitalist pitted 
against capitalist in the market, but 
finance capital exploits industrial 
capital, and big capital exploits 
medium and small capital.

What does this mean for small and 
medium capitalists who unmistakably 
make up the bulk of the capitalist 
class in terms of numbers? A few 
stats: there are 1.4 million businesses 
in Britain which employ at least one 
worker; there are 35,600 medium-
sized businesses which employ 
between 50 to 249 workers; and 
there are just 7,700 large businesses 
which employ 250 workers and over.8 
Obviously, big businesses will be 
owned and controlled by more than 
one capitalist - and top managers, top 
entertainment and sports stars, top 
politicians merge into the capitalist 
class. So these figures are being used 
not to count, rather to convey a rough 
sense of proportion.

Well when it comes to the capitalist 
class it is not numbers which count. 
Real capitalist democracy is not 
about one-person-one vote, more 
about one-share-one-vote. Medium 
and small capitalists are therefore 
outvoted. They suffer due to their 
disadvantageous position in the 
market and lack of an intimate 
relationship with the state. Yet, on 
the other hand, medium and small 
capitalists benefit from big capital’s 
global reach and ability to pacify 
the working class. All capitalists are, 
though, and this is crucial, united in 
needing the working class to remain 
wage slaves in perpetuity. So, as 
well as contradictions, there are 
common interests. Contradictions are 
secondary.

This is mirrored politically. 
Medium and small capitalists are 
united behind the monopolies and 
great financial corporations. They 
have no real independent voice. 
Ideologically narrow-minded, the 
small capitalists try to influence 
society through institutions which are 
in the main entirely subordinate to 
big capital. The task of communists 
is to break the working class from 
the influence of all sections of the 
bourgeoisie. There can be no strategic 
alliance with the medium and small 
capitalists in our view. We would not 
agree to have ministers in a coalition 
government alongside their political 
representatives. So the revolution 
will most certainly not culminate in a 
‘broad alliance’ government.

By contrast, comrade Northall’s 
CPB envisages a strategic alliance 
with the medium and small capitalists. 
The “non-monopoly section of the 
capitalist class” is placed under the 
heading ‘Progressive movements 

and alliances’ in the latest edition 
of Britain’s road to socialism.9 
This is not only the programme of 
‘official communism’ dating back to 
1935: it was the programme of the 
Mensheviks, Eduard Bernstein and 
the Fabians too.

Individuals from the capitalist 
class can come over to the side of the 
working class - there are countless 
cases, most famously Frederick 
Engels - but never any section of it. 
That is simply impossible. However, 
the working class can and should 
take advantage of the contradictions 
within the capitalist class. Some 
capitalists may support giving in to 
the demands of the working class, 
though this damages other capitalists. 
Concessions open up fissures in 
the ranks of our enemy and help to 
neutralise sections of it.

The middle classes are another 
matter. They include the classic petty 
bourgeoisie - the self-employed, 
lawyers and other professionals, 
career criminals - and also middle 
management, middle-grade civil 
servants, trade union officials. At the 
upper end the middle classes shade 
into the bourgeoisie and at the bottom 
end into the working class. Inevitably 
this stratum wavers between the 
two main classes in society. In 
terms of political programme there 
is no coherence, only eclecticism: 
bureaucratic statist socialism at one 
extreme and utopian dreams of a 
‘return’ to small-scale production, 
localism and the small state at the 
other extreme.

As capitalism relentlessly 
revolutionises the circumstances 
of production, elements within the 
middle classes find old, privileged 
positions being dissolved. Such a 
process gives rise to explosive shifts, 
and political intervention can speed 
the process of proletarianisation. 
Economic crises plunge the middle 
class into turmoil and into political 
action.

Workers ought to seek alliances, 
as opportunities present themselves, 
with the various organisations and 
manifestations of this intermediate 
stratum. Indeed the working class 
must represent the middle classes 
against capital in so far as this does 
not contradict its own interests. 
But the middle classes can under 
no circumstances be regarded as a 
consistent ally of the working class. 
That said, success in prising it away 
from capital deprives our main enemy 
of a major social prop and adds to the 
potential of revolution.

Constitution
Sub-section 4.2 outlines the form of 
organisation of the state and political 
life: that is, the constitution under 
working class rule. It represents 
the culmination and continuation 
of our immediate programme and, 
therefore, because means determine 
ends and ends determine means, the 
constitution we seek to achieve has 
a determining role when it comes 
to deciding the character of the 
revolution.

Incongruous as it might seem, the 
aim of this constitution is to facilitate 
its own negation. The constitution 
of the workers’ state will become 
simply a piece of paper, an historical 
document, as the state withers away 
along with classes themselves.

The principles of our constitution 
are not a meaningless bundle of glib 
phrases about respect, universal 
peace, ecological justice, fairness and 
equality put together on the back of an 
envelope; nor are they a utopian plan 
for some ‘fully automated, luxury 
communism’ invented by one or 
another of the ‘cutting edge’ thinkers. 
No, our constitutional principles are 
born out of a scientific understanding 
of the class struggle and reflect real 
historic experience - crucially that the 
seizure of state power is not the final 
culmination of the class struggle.

Communists fight to achieve the 
following:
1. Supreme power in the state will be 
a single popular assembly composed 
of delegates who are elected and 
recallable at any time. Pay of 
delegates will be no greater than the 
average skilled worker.
2. All parties which accept the laws 
of the new revolutionary order as 
binding will be free to operate. We 
accept the possibility of one party or 
coalition of parties replacing another 
peacefully. Minorities have the right 
and should be given the opportunity 
to become majorities.
3. There must be no financial penalties 
to inhibit standing in elections. There 
should be an open count.
4. Local organs of government must 
have a wide degree of autonomy.
5. The principle of openness in state 
affairs will be guaranteed.
6. All international agreements 
counter to the interests of the working 
class will be abrogated.
7. There will be no censorship. There 
must be the right to communicate on 
all topics.
8. The existing armed forces and the 
police will be disbanded. In their 
place there will be a people’s militia 
that will embody the right of everyone 
to bear arms.

Economic measures
Subsection 4.3 deals with the economic 
programme of the revolution. The 
workers’ state inherits not only sectors 
of the economy that capitalism has 
socialised in its own way, but those 
sectors owned by small and medium 
capital and the petty bourgeoisie, as 
well as a middle class which possesses 
various skill monopolies. Under these 
conditions universal nationalisation, 
forced collectivisation and flat-wage 
egalitarianism are ruled out - historical 
experience certainly shows that they 
lead to disaster.

Planning and state control of the 
financial sector and the monopolies 
is posed by capitalist development 
itself. Confiscation could be used 
as a political weapon against those 
capitalists who refuse to cooperate or 
who rebel. But the full socialisation 
of production is dependent on and can 
only proceed in line with the withering 
away of the skill monopolies of the 
middle class and hence the division of 
labour.

The economy under working class 
rule will therefore be contradictory: 
there is a socialised part and a part 
which consists of surviving capitalist 
elements. We have no truck with 
market socialism. The aim is to 
slowly extend the socialised part of 
the economy so as to finally replace 

the market and the law of value with 
conscious planning and production 
for human need. Socialism will 
thereby transform the commodity 
back into a product and make labour 
directly social.

In order to facilitate this we 
envisage the following measures:
1. The radical extension of democratic 
decision-making in the socialised 
sector of the economy. Managers 
to be elected and rotated through 
short terms of office. All important 
decisions relating to production, 
hiring and firing, etc, must be ratified 
by workers’ committees.
2. Shorter working hours and a 
major expansion of adult education 
and training to facilitate individuals 
changing jobs and taking on 
management and coordination roles.
3. In the remaining capitalist sector 
workers will be guaranteed full rights.
4. Unemployment will be abolished. 
There will be an obligation for 
everyone to work - the only exception 
being those who are unable to do so 
for reasons of health or age.
5. Planning must be based on the 
widest participation, discussion and 
decision-making processes.
6. Production to be redirected 
towards socially useful ends and to be 
reorganised so as to radically reduce 
the major social and international 
economic inequalities.
7. Limited liability and corporate 
personality will be abolished. 
Tax loopholes will be closed and 
inheritance tax made genuinely 
progressive.
8. Tax and other measures to 
encourage cooperatives.

In short the character of the 
revolution is profoundly democratic; 
it is prepared to use physical force, but 
prefers peaceful means; it involves a 
rupture in class rule, but seeks to 
combine this with gradualism l
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To play the king
Despite two by-election defeats and partygate, Eddie Ford does not write off Boris Johnson quite yet

Following last week’s by-election 
defeats for the Conservative 
Party, there has been endless 

speculation about Boris Johnson’s 
political fate. For all of the hullabaloo, 
however, the results were not 
particularly surprising - they had long 
been predicted.

Regarding Wakefield, it was 
Labour’s first by-election gain since 
Corby in 2012 - reclaiming it with a 
majority of 4,925 votes and a 12.7% 
swing. Even without the cost of living 
crisis and partygate, it would have 
taken some doing for Labour to lose 
this election, given that the sitting Tory 
MP, Ahmad Khan, had been sentenced 
in May to 18 months in prison for 
sexually assaulting a 15-year-old 
male. Interestingly, George Galloway 
suggested at one point that he might 
stand in this by-election for his 
Workers Party of Britain - but it never 
happened. As for the unfortunate Tory 
candidate, Nadeem Ahmed, he got less 
than full support from Tory Party HQ - 
which was far more preoccupied with 
Tiverton. Johnson had been planning 
a trip to Wakefield, but cancelled at 
the last minute to visit Zelensky in 
Kyiv instead. Naturally, a jubilant 
Keir Starmer said the people of 
Wakefield had “exercised a judgment 
of no confidence” in the Conservative 
government.

However, in some respects, the 
Wakefield result is not quite what it 
seems - nor necessarily unalloyed 
good news for Starmer. Firstly, 
though normally described as a 
typical red wall seat, Wakefield has 
been marginal for 20 years. Secondly, 
there is the fact - or good guess - that 
many disaffected Tories voted for the 
independent candidate, Akef Akbar 
- a former Tory councillor who came 
third with 2,090 votes (7.7%) and 
has strongly criticised Boris Johnson 
over partygate. This feeds into the 
third point: that Labour’s share of the 
vote was nearly three points adrift of 
what Jeremy Corbyn achieved in the 
constituency in 2017 - the party under 
Starmer has gone backwards in that 
sense. In other words, Labour’s victory 
was more due to tactical voting against 
the Tories than any great enthusiasm 
for the official opposition - something 
much discussed by the media and 
pundits.

Obviously, it almost goes without 
saying that, were the Lib Dems to 
unseat a relatively sizeable number of 
Tory MPs at the next general election, 
that would not harm Keir Starmer’s 
chances of becoming prime minister. 
But if he is to stand any chance of 
winning an overall majority for Labour, 
rather than becoming the leader of the 
largest party with a lot of haggling and 
deal-brokering ahead of him, it does 
seem that his main priority has to be 
persuading people who voted Tory 
in 2019 to switch directly over - or in 
many cases back - to Labour. This is a 
formidable task and success is far from 
guaranteed for Starmer. But, whatever 
sections of the left might stupidly say, 
he is clearly hungry to wear the crown.

Therefore he will continue with 

his prime minister in waiting strategy. 
Labour’s front bench will not back 
the RMT strikes against a real pay 
cut, compulsory sackings, longer 
hours, etc. Nor will it back Heathrow 
workers, teachers, criminal barristers, 
healthworkers either. Of course, this 
supposedly shocks the likes of Owen 
Jones, The Guardian’s house-trained 
‘leftwinger’ - with the prospect of 
a long, hot summer of disputes, the 
refusal to side with striking workers 
gives Labour an “identity crisis”, he 
claims with feigned naivety (June 28). 
But opposing strikes is the history 
of Labour leaderships going back to 
the days of Keir Hardie and Ramsay 
MacDonald. Nor were Clement Attlee, 
Harold Wilson, James Callaghan, 
John Smith, Neil Kinnock or Ed 
Miliband any different. Just like his 
predecessors, Sir Keir wants to assure 
the bourgeoisie that Labour would be a 
responsible government.

Confidence?
Prompted by the by-election defeats 
- perhaps as well by the mini-scandal 
over attempts by Boris Johnson to 
get a cushy government job for his 
then girlfriend and now wife, Carrie 
Johnson - the co-chairman of the party, 
Oliver Dowden, dramatically resigned. 
Up until then, the only exceptional 
thing about him was his unswerving 
loyalty to Johnson - always appearing 
on the airwaves to spout the party line 
and defend his boss’s latest idiotic 
comment or behaviour. Nothing was 
ever too humiliating for Dowden.

So the fact that such a toady resigned 
was not without significance. In his 
resignation statement, Dowden said 
that “we cannot carry on with business 
as usual” and “somebody must take 

responsibility” - ie, Boris Johnson. The 
next day, former Tory leader Michael 
Howard told the BBC’s World at one 
that the party and the country would 
be “better off” under new leadership 
- adding that cabinet ministers should 
“consider resigning” and that party 
rules should be changed to allow for 
a new confidence vote in the prime 
minister. Similarly, Steve Baker of 
the European Research Group - arch-
Brexiteer and another former Johnson 
devotee - declared to The Guardian 
that, like so many backbench MPs, 
“I am looking to the cabinet for 
leadership, especially from those who 
aspire to be seen to provide it”.

Maybe in a sign of desperation, 
some unhappy MPs have their eye 
on Penny Mordaunt, a senior minister 
and potential leadership candidate, 
as a possibility for the first to quit - 
mainly because she was quite vocal in 
her criticisms of partygate. Clutching 
at straws, others believe Michael 
Gove could be a contender to walk, 
having turned on Johnson before 
by abruptly withdrawing support 
for him during the 2016 leadership 
campaign - an act described by 
The Daily Telegraph as “the most 
spectacular political assassination 
in a generation”. Apparently, some 
in No10 are suspicious about Gove, 
with one senior Downing Street aide 
believing he cannot be trusted and is 
“on manoeuvres”.

Yet no cabinet minister has resigned 
so far, nor shown any signs of doing 
so. Indeed, many are doubling 
down on their support for the prime 
minister - sincere or not. Rishi Sunak, 
the chancellor, has been at pains to 
express support for Johnson, whilst 
deputy prime minister Dominic 

Raab has toured the media in a 
demonstration of loyalty and Liz Truss 
was by Johnson’s side in Kigali for 
the Commonwealth summit. This was 
much to the frustration of one former 
cabinet minister, who said that anyone 
with guts “would walk and make 
themselves instantly into the favourite 
to take over” - the unnamed MP was 
both “surprised and disappointed 
that no-one has so far”. Myself, I 
am not in the slightest bit surprised - 
going over the top prematurely could 
complete scupper your chances of ever 
becoming leader. Better to keep your 
powder dry.

Nor is there any indication 
whatsoever that Boris Johnson is going 
to change tack - quite the opposite if 
anything. Whilst admitting that the by-
election results were not “brilliant”, he 
was quick to emphasise that he was 
not about to “undergo some sort of 
psychological transformation” - who 
would believe that anyway? In fact, 
as he said to journalists in Rwanda, 
he was “actively thinking” about a 
third term in office - planning to be 
in Downing Street until well into 
the 2030s, as he regarded the issues 
around his leadership to have been 
“settled” by the January 6 confidence 
vote, in which 148 MPs (41% of the 
parliamentary party) deciding that he 
was not up for the job of prime minister. 
But a narrow majority thought he was.

Naturally, Johnson’s Tory critics 
have called his remarks about a third 
term “delusional”. Yes, there might be 
some truth to that. On the other hand, 
the rebels seem even more delusional 
- how are they going to get rid of the 
prime minister? Arguably getting even 
more desperate, MPs from both the 
2019 intake and the One Nation group 
of anti-Johnson Tories have raised 
the prospect of using the upcoming 
elections to the 1922 Committee - all 
18 posts are up for grabs - to stage a 
constitutional coup and fill it with 
members who would vote through 
changes to the rules, which the body 
can do at any time.

Current party rules state that, once 
the prime minister has won, there 
cannot be another confidence vote 
for 12 months. A source familiar 
with the scheming said that a six-
month gap between confidence 
votes is seen as preferable, because it 
would provide “enough time to give 
[Johnson] a chance for a reset, but is 
not long enough to drag it out” - thus 
“it would avoid a lengthy, drawn out, 

slow death”. By then, the rebels hope, 
the Commons privileges committee - 
which is investigating whether Johnson 
“misled” parliament over his partygate 
comments - is expected to have come to 
a conclusion. True, when Theresa May 
survived a no confidence vote - by a 
bigger majority than Johnson - she was 
told by the 1922 chairman that, unless 
she set a timetable for her departure, 
the rules could be changed to allow 
another challenge. She blinked, but it 
is hard to see Johnson doing the same. 
Then what?

After all, it is equally the case 
that the government might also try 
to flood the committee with its own 
backers. In the words of one MP on 
the committee: “Changing the rules is 
what you’d expect from a remainer-
backed campaign. First it was a 
second referendum, now it’s a second 
confidence vote. What’s next? A 
second leadership election …” Another 
committee member complained that 
changing the rules would be “Maoist”, 
asking: “What next? Would we change 
the rules to have a vote every time we 
didn’t like a policy?” Any crude or 
bungled attempt to change the political 
composition of the committee could 
cause a backlash - making its members 
more loyal to the rules and hence 
indirectly to the prime minister, not 
less. As for the privileges committee, it 
is pretty easy to see Johnson blustering 
his way through it - no, of course I 
did not intend to deliberately mislead 
parliament, and so on. 

The 1922 Committee elections 
are expected to be completed before 
parliament goes into its summer recess 
on July 21, but it is very unlikely that 
anything decisive is going to happen 
until autumn when the enquiry chaired 
by Harriet Harman - Tory attempts to 
block her failed - first questions Johnson 
in order to determine whether or not he 
deliberately misled parliament over the 
No10 parties. By that time an awful lot 
will have happened. No wonder that 
Johnson supporters in the cabinet are 
reportedly bullish about his chances 
of surviving, if not enjoying a revival. 
Any big national or international event, 
such as a twist in the pandemic or the 
Ukraine war - even more so the death 
of the queen - could quickly transform 
the political landscape.

It would be foolish indeed to 
write off Boris Johnson ... just for the 
moment l
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Sir Keir is one 
of a long line 

of Labour 
traitors

There really are only two in the pack .... at the moment


