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Not Stalinist?

I was surprised to see Jack
Conrad’s
three-page
article
ostensibly in reply to my letter
(‘The meaning of character’,
June 30). Apart from some of the
opening paragraphs being quite
rude (I have obviously pressed
some very sensitive buttons), there
is quite a significant and blatant
breach of personal confidentiality,
which I think Jack and the Weekly
Worker might want to reflect on
if they are to be considered as
genuine partisans of the labour
movement and working class.
Jack’s source for one piece of
alleged information is a website
called ‘KeyWiki’, which is
produced and edited by a Trevor
Loudon - described on Wiki as a
“far-right conspiracy theorist”.
His website is intended to target
and expose the “communist threat”
to US interests and “democracy”.
One of Loudon’s methods is to
scour websites and social media
to assemble personal information
about his targets. I understand
Jack wants to cause me personal
and political embarrassment, but
is that really a comradely way for
him to behave and act? Maybe
that’s the price to be paid for using
my real name ...
I would like to respond on a
number of specific points, please.
First, I do owe the Weekly Worker
group (WWG) an apology. Jack
is quoting some sentences which
are not in my pdf copy of the
Draft programme dated 2010 that
I assumed was the latest version.
I now understand this version
was subsequently updated and
amended.
Jack’s outline of the WWG’s
position on the character of the
British revolution is really helpful
and appreciated. I have to say
there is a considerable overlap of
Jack’s positions and those of the
latest edition of the Communist
Party of Britain’s programme,
Britain’s road to socialism. There
is obviously different language
and differences of emphases and
nuance, but a significant amount
in common.
The reason I do not use the term
‘CPGB’ to describe Jack’s group is
quite simply that it has absolutely
no right whatsoever to that title,
politically, organisationally or
(less important in this discussion)
legally. The Leninist, which is
the predecessor to Jack’s current
group, was a small entryist faction,
consisting of some ex-members of
the New Communist Party, and
was viscerally hostile to the great
majority of the history, tradition,
record and programmes of the
original Communist Party of Great
Britain. Some of its positions were
virtually Trotskyist.
It was patently absurd for a
small faction of a handful of
members who were unremittingly
hostile to the CPGB to declare
themselves to be the CPGB, when
the CPGB itself was closed down
in 1991. Precisely which parts of
the old CPGB did The Leninist or
the WWG ever identify with? A
very small number of years after
1920 would be my estimate.
The term ‘Weekly Worker group’
is considerably more accurate
than the Weekly Worker’s stupid
and ignorant ‘The Morning Star’s
Communist Party of Britain’. It is
completely absurd to claim that
the CPB is in any way subordinate

to the Star, or even that the Star is
subordinate to the CPB. It is not
a Communist Party newspaper. It
is a leftwing, labour-movement,
daily newspaper, owned and
managed by its readers. It has a
historical and current relationship
with the Communist Party and its
editorial position expresses the
politics and approach of the BRS.
It otherwise provides a platform
for a range of left, democratic,
socialist and communist news
and views, and for debate and
discussion between them. To the
chagrin of some, even Trotskyists
are given a platform.
The Communist Party of
Britain, having established itself
on the rules and programme
of the CPGB in 1988, has an
immeasurably greater claim to the
history and tradition of the CPGB,
both formally and in practice.
As Jack frequently points out,
the various editions of the CPB’s
programme are very much in
line with all the various editions
of the post-war programme of
the original CPGB, the British
road to socialism. That for me is
a strength, not a criticism - one
of consistent application of the
principles of Marxism-Leninism
to British conditions.
On the Stalin question, I do
hold that he was an immensely
important leader of the Soviet
Union and a very significant figure
in developing the theory and
practice of Marxism-Leninism,
being leader of the world’s first
socialist state and where socialism
was successfully constructed. I
think he was by far the best choice
to be elected general secretary in
1922 and his great achievements
in socialist construction, the war
and post-war reconstruction, show
he was head and shoulders above
any potential alternative for most
of this period.
In the early years, Trotsky,
Bukharin, Kamenev, Zinoviev,
etc would all have been complete
disasters, as leaders and with
regard to their various incoherent
and
contradictory
policy
programmes. The Soviet Union
would have collapsed in ignominy
in short order - either in the 1920s
from crashing industrialisation
and collectivisations before the
economic bases of industry and
agriculture had successfully been
built up; or in the 1930s through
an overturn of Soviet socialist
state power by resuscitated
landlords and capitalist classes
and their political representatives
on the basis of burgeoning
private ownership capitalism
in these sectors. Stalin, in my
view, got the timing of the
launch of industrialisation and
collectivisation exactly right.
Potentially people like SM
Kirov and the new Soviet
generation of cadres he typified
and in some ways represented,
which emerged from the postrevolution struggles to build
socialism in a hostile internal and
external environment, could have
provided successors to Stalin later
in his time in office. Interestingly,
it appeared that Stalin on a number
of occasions, especially after the
war, did want to retire and that
the new leadership bodies, formed
from the 19th Congress of the
CPSU in 1952, showed strong
indications of advanced succession
planning, which, had they been
actioned, might have avoided the
near disaster of Lavrenty Beria
becoming head of the party and
of state, and subsequent factional
battles, before Khrushchev was
able to re-impose the authority

and rule of the party.
Jack and the WWG are, of
course, completely opposed to the
notion that socialist construction
took place in the USSR. Jack
uses
graphic
gynaecological
language to describe socialist
construction - eg, an abortion, an
ectopic formation, a freak society.
Disgraceful and inappropriate
language.
Of course, Stalin made errors
and mistakes - some with severe
consequences. But overall I do
consider the balance sheet to be
overwhelmingly positive. I have
no hesitation in saying I agree with
the balanced assessments made by
the 20th and 22nd congresses of
the CPSU, of the 24th Congress
of the CPGB and with the equally
balanced assessments in various
editions of the BRS programme
over the decades. I think I have
been pretty clear on these matters
across my varied correspondence
to the Weekly Worker. Life is
complex, rich in colour and
diversity, not black or white.
Calling me a Stalinite or a
Stalinist is a cheap shot quite
frankly, and a wide miss at
that. Unless anyone from the
mainstream communist tradition
is to be labelled a Stalinist - which
would be rather ridiculous and
would devalue the term of any real
meaning, let alone impact. But it
doesn’t really bother me, to be
quite honest. I can think of worse
- and better - labels.
On the question of parliaments
and the vote, Jack is, I’m afraid,
tilting at straw windmills. Of
course, the vote and other
democratic rights - such as
rights to free speech, to organise,
to demonstrate, to publish, to
establish trade unions, political
parties, mutuals, etc, various
personal and collective liberties
and freedoms - are vitally
important and in fact the product
of working class struggles.
We must fight to defend,
strengthen and extend all these
democratic
rights
wherever
possible. They are extremely
valuable in themselves, but also
give us the necessary space and
capacity to agitate, educate and
organise for socialism. The very
real limits of these rights under
capitalism,
revealed
through
struggle, help make the case for
a fundamentally different and
more democratic form of society
- for socialism, the political and
economic power of the working
class, the rule of the majority. That
is what I mean about the “potential
role of bourgeois democracy in the
socialist revolution”. Jack chose to
assume I meant different in order
to go off on one! More fool him.
It is not a “parliamentary road to
socialism” to argue that in present
conditions and circumstances one
of our strategic aims should be to
win the majority of the working
class to socialism and communism
and to try and elect a majority in
national and local representative
bodies. Jack advocates winning a
communist majority in the House
of Commons. The key point is that
real power lies in, on the one hand,
the state institutions and organs of
capitalist rule and, on the other, in
the working class, as a majority, as
organised in trade unions, political
parties, in our own representative
bodies, formed in the course of
struggle, and in the fact it is the
working class which produces all
the goods and services in society
and all useful and necessary work.
The BRS argues clearly that the
state power and rule of the working
class must be replaced by the state

power of the working class. Some
state institutions can be taken
over, others transformed, others
replaced completely. I am not sure
that Jack or the WWG are really
saying anything significantly
different.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

Gotha success

I have just gotten around to reading
Jack Conrad’s article. ‘Our own
programme’ from the issue 1399
(June 16). The article gets off
to a strong start, going over the
history of the mass workers’
parties of the Second International
and the evolution of the political
programmes that they fought
for. Arriving at the 1875 Gotha
programme, Conrad denounces it,
recaps Karl Marx’s well known
critique of it … and changes the
subject - back into well-trodden
territory expounding the CPGB’s
programme and contrasting it with
(of course) the Socialist Workers
Party.
If the Gotha unification congress
was just an obscure footnote in the
history of the German workers’
movement, then Conrad could
be excused for parroting Marx’s
view without question. It was not.
Instead, the unification of two
parties “of just a few thousand”
under the Gotha programme was
the push that launched a snowball
effect of mass recruitment and
membership. Within three years
the unified party had hundreds of
thousands of members, and the state
was compelled to enact the antisocialist laws to try to stop its rapid
growth. In other words, the Gotha
unification congress and other
congresses modelled on it were
what created the mass workers’
parties that Conrad praises at the
beginning of his article.
With results like that, I think
the political success of the Gotha
programme should be examined
more closely. Marx is right that the
Lassallean theoretical foundations
of its maximum programme are
incoherent. However, he had far
less to complain about - only
an ‘appendix’ - in its minimum
programme of reform demands.
Furthermore, the most important
decision of the congress was not
listed in the programme at all instead of the Lassallean practice
of ‘labour monarchism’, the unified
party would be built on, as Conrad
advocates, internal democracy and
the open expression of differences.
This
Marxist
organisational
model was worth conceding a
few theoretical dogmas to the
Lassalleans.
As Wilhelm Liebknecht recalled
in his Marx memoir, “There were
still certain prejudices to respect,
and in the programme for union
outlined by ourselves we had to
submit to certain concessions ...
Marx was highly incensed against
me for a long time, but in the interest
of the movement in Germany I had
had no other choice. If it had been a
question of sacrificing a principle,
Marx certainly would have been
right; but it was only a matter
of yielding temporarily for the
purpose of securing great tactical
advantages for the party. And it
cannot be called a sacrifice of
principle when the sacrifice is made
in the interest of principle. That I
did not make a wrong calculation
in this respect has been brilliantly
demonstrated by the consequences
and the successes ... Marx has
finally acknowledged this. He was
charmed by the progress of the
party movement in Germany, and
shortly before his death he said to

me: ‘I am proud of the German
labourers: without a doubt they
are leading the international labour
movement’.”
Instead of blindly attacking
the unification programme of two
parties of “just a few thousand”,
maybe Jack Conrad, as leader of
a party of just a few dozen, should
follow Marx and learn a thing or
two from its success.
Bill Pseudovic
USA

To be clear

This is in response to a letter from
David J Douglass in last week’s
Weekly Worker. It is indeed
important to be clear, so here
is a fuller explanation of why
coal and steel can, and certainly
must, be divorced from their long
marriage.
Iron ore (iron oxides) has to
be reduced (ie, remove oxygen)
to produce metallic iron. Current
steel production requires several
stages, from iron ore to steel
billet. This is done mostly in
blast furnaces using carbon (in
the form of coke obtained from
coal) to remove oxygen from iron
oxides in iron ore, leaving molten
iron and emitting carbon dioxide
(CO 2). The resultant pig iron
has then to be further smelted to
remove excess carbon, emitting
more CO2, to produce raw steel.
By these means, the worldwide
steel industry is responsible
for 7%-9% of all human-made
greenhouse
gas
emissions,
according to the World Steel
Association.
However, carbon need not be
used as the reducing agent in
steel production. Indeed, gaseous
hydrogen has proved a suitable
substitute - it does the same job,
but only produces the emission of
water vapour without pollution.
This hydrogen direct reduction
(H-DR) technology to produce
steel is already established
at pilot level. Scrap iron can
also be utilised in this process,
unlike traditional smelting. In
the meantime, current research
suggests strongly that hydrogenrich shaft furnace direct reduction
technology can be a key
transitional technology on the
way to full H-DR.
Nothing is for nothing,
however, and replacing coal with
green hydrogen as feedstock
is likely to drive up the price
of steel by a third initially;
whether carbon emission pricing
is applied or not, the decreasing
costs of renewable electricity
required to produce hydrogen
point toward hydrogen-based
steelmaking being optimal. Green
hydrogen for decarbonisation of
the steel industry will, though,
require 20% more renewable
electricity beyond what is needed
to replace current levels of fossil
fuel electricity generation.
Steel products typically need
to contain around 0.2% carbon.
In terms of world crude steel
production of around 2,000
million tonnes, that amounts to
a great deal of carbon - around
four million tonnes. But that
tonnage still only equates to less
than the annual coal output of
Hungary, which is 32nd in the
world rankings. By comparison,
China mined 3,900 million tonnes
of coal in 2020 - about half the
world total.
But the carbon needed for raw
steel does not have to be sourced
from coal anyway; natural gas
can easily provide it. Whichever
fossil fuel were to be used, any
CO 2 waste product will have
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to be contained. Even for these
relatively small quantities of CO2,
carbon capture and storage (CCS)
is unlikely to be practicable,
thanks to the possibility of CO2
leakage over centuries from
underground storage in grossly
disturbed ground, mined from
coal mines and drilled from oil
and natural gas wells. No-one’s
assurances to the contrary can be
taken as good coin. Were CCS
CO 2 thus to be released from
inevitably flawed reservoirs, it
would be catastrophic for the
Earth’s ecosystem. The only
realistic possibility is therefore
carbon capture and utilisation
(CCU), with the construction
industry and agriculture being the
most likely end users of processed
CO 2.
The elephant in the room
remains, however: given a
societal, worldwide imperative
to
contain
and
massively
reduce CO 2 and other pollutants
responsible for global warming,
can capitalism even carry this out
without dire consequences for
humanity? Jack Conrad’s salutary
Weekly Worker article, ‘Hadean
to Capitalocene’ (October 7
2021) has already presented a
framework to start answering
this question. And Tam Dean
Burn’s letter last week usefully
references this article; such
contributions must be part of
discussions yet to emerge much
more fully.
Finally, part of the Marxist
environmental conversation must
be to get to grips with how much
steel, as well as concrete, tarmac
and other construction inputs, are
actually needed and thus what
value to place on their production
for
socialised
humanity.
Answering questions of how we
need more rail provision instead
of constructing main roads and
private cars, and drastically less
long-distance trucking - these
can ensure we fully live our lives
in the centre of cities rather than
commuting to workplaces there;
and so on.

At the forefront of our
struggle for socialism is the
fight to halt capitalism’s rush to
environmental disaster.
Jim Moody
email

Bullshit jobs

I didn’t quite know what to respond
to in last week’s paper - what with
the contrast between Don Hoskin’s
imperfect grasping of the true
significance of current events in
Ukraine, as against imperialist
apologists like Arthur ‘green shoots
of recovery’ Bough, playing down
of the conflict as some irrelevant
little squabble between butchers
(Letters, June 30). But I settled
on Michael Roberts’ dismissal of
David Graeber (‘Working long and
hard’. June 30).
In the world of clickbait and
woke culture we are way beyond
Marx’s theory of alienation.
Capitalism has become a deeply
manipulative system - a system that
teases and then denounces, then
teases again, endlessly. It promises
the earth, and always fails to
deliver. It messes you about; it gets
into your head, and then turns your
own thoughts against you. You are
turned into your own worst enemy;
the greatest threat to you becomes
you. But if you can’t trust your own
thoughts, who can you trust?
In light of this, it is profoundly
wrong to dismiss the work of
David Graeber, especially on the
very shaky grounds of what people
answer in questionnaires. What
we should be doing is engaging
with Graeber, and where necessary
correcting him. Graeber needs
to be put on an objective footing
and his work needs ridding of its
subjectivist elements.
There are bullshit jobs, but
jobs that are objectively bullshit
(objectively from the standpoint of
a rational and planned communist
society). People who flip burgers
at McDonalds are in bullshit jobs,
those who work on algorithms
to get us to click on a link are in
bullshit jobs, those who work out
where best to put the nappies in a

Online Communist Forum

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
A selection of previous Online Communist Forum talks can be
viewed at: youtube.com/c/CommunistPartyofGreatBritain

supermarket, so as to maximise
beer sales, are in bullshit jobs.
Those involved in the production
of ‘gimmick’ commodities that
offer nothing but environmental
destruction
and
biological
degradation are in bullshit jobs.
Those uber-eat drivers delivering
low nutritional foods are in bullshit
jobs.
I don’t care what the surveys
say - I claim people know there
is a mountain of bullshit, but
probably suppress it for the sake
of appearances. Or maybe they are
too stuffed with low nutritional
food to care one way or the other.
The very logic of the market
proliferates bullshit jobs, while
damaging
human
relations:
technology creates a proliferation
of directly intangible labour, which
also proliferates the creation of
bullshit jobs. That doesn’t mean
all physical labour isn’t bullshit quite the contrary. When a machine
replaces a human, that work
becomes bullshit, so technology
has a dual effect: it renders more
and more work bullshit, and
proliferates bullshit jobs.
Graeber was onto something
important about the direction
of capitalism, and the trajectory
of humanity. The analysis and
development of Graeber’s ideas is
an essential task for communists.
Throwing it into the dustbin of
history is intellectual vandalism
- a poverty of thought and lack of
awareness of what is concrete.
Steve Cousins
email

Rabbi on the road

As an apartheid state, Israel has no
right to exist - no state that declares
one ethnicity is superior to another
has that right. But what will we put
in its place, in our search for a new
Palestine? This is something that
needs discussing - two states vs
one is the key to any future peace.
And who better to posit plans but
an Arab and a Jew?
So I am looking for support for
our ‘Rabbi on the Road’ UK tour
that we are planning for the first two
weeks of September. I am bringing
Anti-Zionist rabbi Dovid Weiss
over from New York to address the
theme of a world beyond Israel,
while author and broadcaster Dr
Azzam Tamimi will join him. There
is more information about all this at
w w w. b o g u s a n t i s e m i t i s m . o rg /
rabbi-on-the-road-beyond-israel.
Dovid Weiss spoke fluently
and passionately at the Al-Awda
‘Rising to Return’ conference in
Manhattan in May (where I was
also a speaker) about Israel and the
harm it has done to the Palestinian
people. And why, in religious
terms, it has no right to exist.
Our plan is to travel around the
UK to up to 15 cities: Edinburgh,
Glasgow, Bradford, Dewsbury,
Huddersfield, Leicester, London,
Brighton, Bristol, Cardiff, Coventry,
Walsall, Manchester, Preston and
- finally - Liverpool. The idea is for
the tour to climax there - just 10
days before the Labour conference
opens - we need to influence Labour
if we are to change the settled
policy on Israel at Westminster.
I seek assistance with finding
venues in these cities - synagogues,
mosques or community venues,
ideally seating 100 or more. If
you can think of one in these
towns, I’d like to hear from you.
I am also looking for folk to help
publicise the events by leafleting
their cities in advance of the talks.
The tour is only eight weeks away,
so I need to move fast. If you can
help, please email me at info@
bogusantisemitism.org.
Pete Gregson
Campaign
Against
Bogus
Antisemitism

Durham Miners’ Gala

ACTION

Saturday July 9, 8am to 4pm: Rally and labour movement festival,
The Racecourse, Green Lane, Old Elvet, Durham DH1. Speakers
include Mick Lynch (RMT), Christina McAnea (Unison), Sharon
Graham (Unite), Patrick Roach (NASUWT), Jo Grady (UCU) and
Yvette Williams (Justice 4 Grenfell).
Organised by Durham Miners’ Association:
www.facebook.com/events/363683181144261.

Save our courses at Roehampton University
Saturday July 9, 10am: Demonstration. Assemble Roehampton
University main gates, Roehampton Lane, London SW15.
Half the academic staff are at risk of redundancy. Many courses are
to be scrapped. No to fire and rehire! No compulsory redundancies!
Organised by University and College Union, London region:
uculondonregion.wordpress.com/2022/07/02/roehampton-demo.

Defend abortion rights

Saturday July 9, 4pm: Demonstration. Assemble Trafalgar Square,
London WC2, for march to US embassy. Across the USA protestors
are fighting to defend abortion rights. Stand with them, against the
Supreme Court ruling on Roe v Wade.
Organised by Abortion Rights:
www.facebook.com/events/775553410544744.

Stop the war in Ukraine

Monday July 11, 7pm: Hybrid public meeting, Friends Meeting
House, Bean Street, Anlaby Road, Hull HU3. Russian troops out;
no Nato escalation. Speakers include Chris Nineham (Stop the War
Coalition). Organised by Hull Stop the War Coalition:
stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-in-ukraine-hull-stwc-meeting.

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.

Build an anti-war movement!

Wednesday July 13, 7pm: Public meeting, Pearce Institute,
840-60 Govan Road, South Side, Govan G51. The head of the
British army has announced mobilisation for war against Russia.
We are heading for war unless the madmen are stopped! Speakers:
Frieda Park and Colin Buchanan
Organised by Glasgow Against Nato Action Committee:
www.facebook.com/events/612428593353617.

The battle for democracy in Britain and Ireland
Thursday July 14, 6pm: Weekly online education series covering
the history of republican ideas and their link to socialism. This talk:
‘Scotland - another independence referendum: yes, no or is there a
third option?’ Speaker: Sandy McBurney.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/2817172395242120.

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.tolpuddlemartyrs.org.uk/festival.

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.

Time to speak up for Palestine

Monday July 18, 7pm: Online rally. Labour must not step back
from its commitments to immediate recognition of the state of
Palestine and an end to the blockade, occupation and settlements.
Speakers include: Bell Ribeiro-Addy MP, Kim Johnson MP and
Yasmin Dar (Labour NEC).
Organised by Arise: A Festival of Left Ideas:
www.facebook.com/events/582293756660323.

Stop Rwanda flights - no offshore detention
Tuesday July 19, 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.
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Going, going, gone
Britain will soon have a new Tory prime minister, writes Paul Demarty. Meanwhile, Sir Keir is copying
Sir Tony and his triangulation strategy, while the left is whispering about yet another broad party

B

oris Johnson has now gone. His
government was falling apart at
the seams. The greased piglet is
bacon at last.
What did it for him? Lie after
lie, culminating in the lie about
Chris Pincher (or was it sheer
incompetence?).
Johnson’s fall was certainly not due
to some cleverly hatched coup by Tory
remainers, the 1922 Committee or
ambitious cabinet ministers. No, it was
Baron Simon McDonald of Salford,
former foreign office mandarin, who
delivered the fatal blow. Once he
wrote his letter to the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Standards, Kathryn
Stone, the prime minister was done for.
The focus will now shift to the
Tories choosing a replacement.
Nadhim Zahawi, Penny Mordaunt and
Ben Wallace are being talked about. So
is Tom Tugendhat. There is no obvious
heir and successor.
What is likely though, is that
whoever moves into No10 will have
their eye on calling an early general
election - presuming that they enjoy
any sort of honeymoon period.
The general election outcome is
far from certain. Yes, Labour has a
10% lead in opinion polls. But that
could easily evaporate. Nonetheless,
it would be stupid to write off Sir
Keir’s chances, not least because of his
willingness to copy Sir Tony when it
comes to triangulation - crucially over
Brexit.

Sir Tony

Over to Blair’s Future of Britain
love-in.
Looking down the list of attending
grandees it is difficult to find someone
whom it would in fact be wise to mistake
for a human being. Condoleezza Rice
was there, to round out the American
contingent, and join Blair in the
unrepentant warmongering hypocrites’
caucus. A handful of disaffected ‘liberal’
Tories - David Gauke, Rory Stewart gave a bipartisan veneer to the whole
thing. Liberal Democrats swarmed
around the place like locusts, as did
lesser-spotted Blairites of old (was
anyone really dying to hear anything
more from Andrew Adonis?).
We might quote a rather bemused
account of the event by Freddie
Hayward in July’s New Statesman:
After coffee, there were PowerPoint
slides along the lines of “Three E’s
to solve education” and “Five C’s
to fix the climate crisis”. In one
session, the speaker pointed to the
fact that the gentrified London
borough of Hackney had one of the
highest levels of bicycle usage in
the country. “Well done, Hackney!”
they roared to whoops and applause.
Another speaker said part of the
solution to climate change was to
herd the public like sheep.
The Staggers has repositioned itself
essentially on the right wing of
‘Blue Labour’ these days, and this
bias is clear throughout Hayward’s
piece; nonetheless, we can find no
enthusiastic accounts of the conference
from people who did not have a hand
in organising it. The ‘right-populist’
view that the world is dominated by
self-appointed experts who ‘think they
know what’s best for us’ is a very partial
one, and exceptionally vulnerable to
exploitation by cheap demagogues.
But that is not to say that the ‘experts’
do not sometimes do a damn good job
of proving the demagogues right.
Thankfully for Blair and his

Alas, we lack any more than the
most rudimentary excuses for such a
party, and so the present population of
socialist activists has predominantly a
mayfly-level memory.

Memories

Most Tory MPs agreed
minions, he does not need to turn this
sort of preposterous arrogance into a
political project (Blair denied, again,
that ‘Future of Britain’ was about
founding a new political party, and in
this one instance we take him at his
word). He has a pet one - the Labour
Party under Sir Kier. Starmer’s big
Brexit speech was most notable for
what it ruled out (any return to the
single market or customs union that is, any ‘softening’ of Brexit), in
favour of a series of minor technical
arrangements to cover agricultural
imports and exports. It is a rather feeble
and forgettable brew, but typical of the
politics of triangulation advocated by
Dick Morris in the mid-1990s. Sir Keir
and his front bench keep their distance
from the trade unions and striking
workers and nestle up to the Tories
when it comes to Brexit. Theresa
May’s version of Brexit becomes the
new centre ground.

Tight ship

Starmer pursues a ‘softer’ Blue Labour
line than some, trying to tack between
a liberal identity politics, with which
he is manifestly more comfortable, and
a flag-waving patriotism that could not
look more fake if it was rendered in the
late-1980s CGI. He will take the knee;
but only if the England football team
do it first. In the meantime, he keeps
his left flank well shored up - not that
doing so is terribly demanding, given
the uselessness and cowardice of the
Labour left.
Momentum spokespeople complain
that when it comes to the selection of
candidates for the next general election
there has been a “brazen, systematic
attempt to exclude anyone to the left
of Tony Blair [who else? - PD] from
the Parliamentary Labour Party”. In
reply, Sir Keir’s people have protested
that Paul Mason has made the long list
in Stretford; which tells you all you
need to know about Paul Mason. His
fanatical pro-imperialism may, at this
point, exceed Blair’s, the latter having
a historic soft spot for the Russiafriendly tyrants of the Caucasus (if,
of course, the price is right). In all,
then, we may assume that, so far as
selections go, Victoria Street is running
a tight ship.
When the Manifesto Group
(forerunner of the Social Democratic

Party) asked Denis Healey why they
should vote for him as Labour leader
in 1979, he allegedly replied: “because
you have nowhere else to go”. The
question must occur to the residual
groups of the Labour left today - do
they have somewhere else to go? For
so many of them - from Momentum to
the Labour Representation Committee,
to the Campaign for Labour Party
Democracy - their basic strategy was
tested by the Jeremy Corbyn years.
That boiled down to the proposition
that common-sense social democratic
reforms were popular in issue polling,
so a Labour Party campaigning on a
medium-strength social democratic
programme would sweep to power
and pose far broader questions of the
class struggle than were apparently at
issue in such a manifesto. Pursuing
that strategy, Corbyn was crushed,
discarded as leader and found himself
suspended from the PLP.
It is not surprising, then, that the
idea of a ‘new’ party has come up
again. After all, the sabotage actions
of the right (and pseudo-leftists like
Mason, for that matter) are part of the
story of this failure. Perhaps it really
is time to jump ship. Rumours have
persistently emerged that a new ‘thing’
could be built around Corbyn himself,
although we would not blame him for
preferring a quiet life with his runner
beans from here on out. The general
secretary of Unite, Sharon Graham,
is notoriously tepid on the Labour
link. The Trade Unionist and Socialist
Coalition, the alliance of convenience
between SPEW, the RMT union and
others, is grinding back into gear and
fluttering its eyelashes around the
place. Owen Jones certainly seems to
be suffering from an “identity crisis”
when it comes to the Labour Party.
It need barely be said what might be
built out of all this - a new broad party
of the left: Corbynism without Labour.
Were such a thing to be created, it
would likely be a worthwhile site of
struggle. But only for a certain period
of time, for it would be deservedly
doomed.
It is said that ‘the party’ - meaning a
communist party in the strict sense - is
the memory of the class. Organisations
short of such a party may provide at
least the memory of a slice of activists,
as one generation replaces another.

How many of these ‘broad parties’
must we watch descend into political
capitulation at best, farce and disaster
at worst? Internationally we may date
the whole phenomenon, in its modern
form, to the emergence of the Brazilian
Workers Party (PT) in the 1980s and
the Communist Refoundation Party
in Italy, dating from the early 1990s.
More recent entries into the canon
are Syriza in Greece and Podemos in
Spain. None of these are, ultimately,
success stories. The PT is on course
to regain the presidency of Brazil,
but has long degraded into essentially
a bourgeois developmentalist party,
and never governed as anything else.
In Italy Rifondazione was destroyed
electorally after entering the Romano
Prodi governments of the 2000s.
Syriza was humiliated and destroyed
by the euro zone ‘troika’. Podemos
became a pliant partner for Spanish
social democracy and, like the PT, lost
all vestiges of its former ‘radicalism’,
beyond the florid histories of some of
its key personnel.
Like the endless succession of fad
diets, to which the overweight (or
merely insecure) are successively
subjected, the next entry in the series
of broad-left parties buries over past
disappointment with apparently fresh
hope. But the differences in either case
are accidental, rather than essential
- each fails for more or less the same
reasons, if not always in the same way.
Those reasons come down
ultimately to the question of the
state. Organisations of this sort
were once called by the Mandelite
Fourth International “parties not
programmatically delimited between
reform and revolution”. Perhaps that is
a good phrase. The distinction between
parties of reform and revolution is
characterised in very different ways
by different schools of thought, but in

all of them the question of the state is
paramount in one way or another. For
our part, it comes down to the question
of the present constitutional order.
Revolutionary parties confront headon the need to overturn the prevailing
constitutional architecture. This is
because the prevailing constitutions
are capitalist: they seek to guarantee,
by fair means or foul, de facto political
representation according to size of
capital.
In formal terms, of course, much
more has been granted to the populace
of modern Europe and North America,
and more unevenly the states of the
global periphery - universal suffrage;
one person, one vote. The essence of the
matter remains unchanged, however,
merely by the wholesale and - when you
think about it - quite comic corruption
of the political system, and along with
it the legal system that supposedly
regulates such corruption.
An honest reformist believes that
socialism might be introduced without
overturning the constitution, but it
is quite plausible that this species is
extinct. There are, on the one hand,
individuals and parties of reformist
origin that have long since abandoned
any aim of overcoming capitalism at all;
and, on the other, radicals who expect
that they can dodge the fundamental
questions of where power lies as part of
some kind of cunning strategy. They are
either bought off (PT, Rifondazione),
pulled apart by competing egos
(Scottish Socialist Party, Respect),
isolated by the international institutions
of capital and forced to submit (Syriza),
or outmanoeuvred by the rest of the
corrupt political system (Corbyn). It
is not that no countermeasures exist
to these responses on the part of the
bourgeois state and its outliers: it is that
they lie only in the delegitimisation
of the institutions themselves and a
coherent plan to replace them.
Ignoring these questions in order to
focus on ‘popular’ proposals involves
the almost touching belief that the
questions will ignore you right back l
paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Fighting fund

U

Good start

nfortunately I have to start
with some bad news. We
didn’t make our monthly £2,250
fighting fund target for June,
falling short by £169. Just three
contributions were received on
the last day of the month, the
day after my column last week
- thanks to MD (£25), NM (£20)
and comrade Hassan (£5).
Anyway, that shortfall wasn’t
a disaster, but we could really do
with making amends in July! And,
to be honest, things are looking
reasonably good after the first six
days, with £549 donated so far.
But the downside is, of course,
that the first week of the month
always sees a disproportionate
number of standing orders, so we
always expect to get more than in
later weeks.
The highest donation this
week came from Irish comrade
AM, who contributed £84 by
bank transfer, and there were no
fewer than 23 other transfers or
standing orders, which included

the following: £60 from AC,
£37 from FK, £30 from CG, and
£20 from five comrades - thank
you, DL, BK, MF, SJ and II. The
other 15 bank transfers/standing
orders totalled £163, and in
addition there were two PayPal
donations - a very generous £60
from comrade TB, plus a tenner
from MH.
So, as I say, the running total
stands at £549 after just under a
week. If we kept up that rate over
the whole month, we’d exceed
the target by £500! But I’m not
counting on that, of course.
But I am counting on us
reaching our £2,250 monthly
target - and, if possible, making
up at least some of last month’s
shortfall. Can you help us do
that? l
Robbie Rix
Fill in a standing order form
(back page), donate via our
website, or send cheques,
payable to Weekly Worker
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SCOTLAND

Westminster vs Holyrood
Marching to the end of the constitutional nationalist road

James Harvey considers the SNP’s call for a second independence referendum and asks how the left
should respond

W

hen
Nicola
Sturgeon
announced
on
June
29 that a new Scottish
independence referendum would
take place on October 19 2023,
‘the Scottish question’ was once
more thrust to the centre of British
politics. It is also clear that Scottish
independence will remain a major
issue, whoever leads the Tories into
the next general election.
Independence has continued
to be the main dividing line in the
Holyrood parliament despite the
September 2014 referendum, which
saw a 55% vote against separation.
This demand is supposedly the
raison d’être of the Scottish
National Party government. It has
repeatedly made proposals for an
Indy2 referendum, but nothing
specific until last week. So why the
delay and why the push now?
One reason advanced by the
SNP itself is the constitutional
restrictions imposed on Holyrood by
the legislation that established the
Scottish parliament. The Scotland
Act lays down that the 1707 union
of England and Scotland is a matter
reserved for Westminster alone,
and that is generally interpreted
to mean that no referendum can
be held without Westminster’s
approval. Within this constitutional
framework any exercise in Scottish
‘self-determination’ is subject to
the wishes of the UK parliament,
which can ultimately override the
Scottish parliament. Thus the 2014
referendum took place because
the British parliament agreed to it,
not because the SNP headed the
government at Holyrood.
The SNP is not made up of
militant separatists or radical
nationalists staking a bold claim
for Scotland’s national rights.
However, there is a militant and
radical wing that has run out of
patience with Sturgeon’s moderate
constitutional nationalism - and,
most importantly, her determination
to stay within the spirit of the law.
So, predictably, alongside the
announcement of the date of the
proposed referendum, Sturgeon

also said that she would ask the
Supreme Court to rule on whether
holding such a referendum was
within the powers of the Scottish
parliament. Cue a few days of legal
debate about the nature of reserved
powers and the consultative status
of referenda, but the underlying
political
and
constitutional
issues remain unchanged. The
Supreme Court has ruled before
that the Scottish parliament’s
remit is limited and argued for
the supremacy of Westminster, so
it is unlikely to favour the SNP’s
October 2023 bid.
Moreover, whoever is prime
minister, it has to be said that both
the Tories and the Labour leadership
are opposed to a new referendum,
which means that the chances of the
SNP getting one through this ‘legal’
route are virtually non-existent.
For the Tories, standing up to
Scottish nationalism and suggesting
that a Labour government would,
in effect, be a ‘coalition of chaos’,
reliant on SNP votes at Westminster,
has obvious attractions. North of
the border, although they have
suffered an historic decline since
the 1950s, unionism still has the
potential to be an electoral gift that
might give them just enough in a
tight general election. Likewise,
south of the border, a strange
amalgam of English nationalism
and appeals to our beloved union,
threatened by the SNP, might also
pull in the votes, as David Cameron
successfully managed to do in 2015.
The issue will run and run for
the Tories, and recent history has
shown how they will use the SNP’s
demands for their own electoral
purposes. Not to be outdone,
Starmer has attempted to undercut
the Tories by remaining strong
on the union and ruling out any
coalition deal with the SNP in the
event of a hung parliament.

Peak SNP?

In the meantime, Sturgeon
(apparently no fool) has already
revealed her strategy if the
Supreme Court and the Tory

government rule out a referendum.
She suggests that the next general
election, due in 2024, would be
become a de facto referendum
by campaigning on the slogan
that ‘A vote for the SNP is a
vote for Scottish independence’.
An SNP majority in Scotland
would thus test the nature of the
1707 union and give Sturgeon a
legitimate mandate to negotiate
independence.
All very legal, constitutional
and above board; but what
happens if the UK government
disagrees with this interpretation
of both the voluntary nature of
the union or the implications of
the SNP gaining a majority of
Scottish MPs on the basis of such
an electoral campaign? When
questioned on this probability,
Sturgeon has not been giving
much away, beyond suggesting
that sensible negotiations about
the future of the union must be
possible between Edinburgh and
Westminster. Surely proof of the
bankruptcy of Sturgeon’s brand
of constitutional nationalism.
She has no way forward except
by relying on the good will of
the Westminster government. No
wonder there is talk of the SNP
peaking and going into decline ‑
that or settling for the status of a
tame regional party that de facto
accepts the United Kingdom.
Despite all the uncertainties
about electoral outcomes, one
thing we can be sure of is that
the SNP will not seek serious
confrontation by a unilateral
declaration of independence and
taking up arms. So no emulation
of 1918 and Dáil Éireann. It will
not risk even the rather comicopera secession attempted by
Catalan nationalists in 2017,
which resulted in imprisonment
for some of its leaders.
The SNP is not only a bourgeois
nationalist party: it has essentially
become a ‘home rule’ party which
really only wants an extension of
the current status quo (apparently
Scotland would be ‘independent’

under the British monarch),
not radical change. Despite the
appeals to civic nationalism and
a rather moth-eaten Scandinavian
social democracy, the SNP has
governed Scotland as a thoroughly
capitalist party. Its proposed form
of ‘independence’ would not only
keep the monarchy, but retain
the pound as its currency and
maintain close links with England
- while at the same time applying
for membership of the European
Union. Like the Irish Free State
that emerged after 1922, despite
all the trappings of statehood an
‘independent’ Scotland would
still be under the economic and
political sway of its more powerful
neighbour. In an age of greatpower rivalries and concentration
of economic power within trading
blocs, its fate as a small nation
would be continued economic
decline and mass emigration, not
the mirage of some form of ‘Tartan
Tiger’ or offshore financial centre.
The utopian and contradictory
nature of the SNP’s small-nation
nationalism becomes even clearer
when we consider the radical
changes that have occurred since
the last referendum, including
Brexit and the operation of the
Northern Ireland protocol. Would
the EU allow an independent
Scotland to join? Maybe, maybe
not. With Catalonia in mind, Spain
could easily object. Would there
be a hard border with England?
Surely. Given that Scotland has
been an integral part of British
capitalism since the 18th century
and the defeat of the feudal
clans, to ask such questions is to
expose the SNP’s fantasy of an
independent Scottish capitalism.

Balkanisation

From the viewpoint of the
working class internationally,
Scottish independence and the
Balkanisation of Britain does not
represent progress or an advance
for the working class movement.
Those comrades on the left who
support independence as a way

of weakening British capitalism
and imperialism are right in one
way, but profoundly mistaken in
another. The breakup of the union
would weaken the British state and
reduce it to England, Wales and an
increasingly detached Northern
Ireland. It would be essentially a
London-based financial economy
with an increasingly poor and
declining periphery. But such a
development would also weaken
the working class in both Scotland
and England, producing in both
rump states a carnival of reaction,
whipped up by chauvinist
politicians. In the case of Scotland,
such separation would be all the
more tragic, given the historic
role that Scottish workers have
played in the fight for socialism
and the struggle against British
capitalism.
Not only do we refuse to line
up behind the SNP and its project
of an independent capitalist
Scotland: also, neither do we play
the left-nationalist card like the
Scottish Socialist Party nor go for
the disaster socialism advocated
by the SWP, SPEW and Socialist
Appeal. But, most of all, we are
not supporters of the constitutional
status quo and rallying behind the
union either. Instead, we support
the rights of Scotland and Wales
which the present constitutional
set-up palpably denies.
Because
we
favour
the
maximum unity of the working
class and real internationalism
- not the reproduction and
reinforcement
of
nationalist
divisions - we reject both the
bourgeois politics of the SNP
and the reactionary supporters
of the union. So, in campaigning
for the working class throughout
Britain to build its own party and
develop a programme for its own
self-emancipation, the fight for
a federal republic of England,
Scotland and Wales, along with
the achievement of socialism
as part of a United States of
Europe, remain key demands for
Marxists l
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Flippy and ghost work

Automation sees low-skilled workers replaced, but there are many unintended consequences. Only
the replacement of the profit motive would allow automation to deliver real human benefits, argues
Michael Roberts

I

n this third part of my series on
the future of work,1 I want to deal
with the impact of automation
- in particular robots and artificial
intelligence - on jobs. I have covered
this issue of the relationship between
human labour and machines before,2
including robots and AI.3 But is there
anything new that we can find after
the Covid slump?
The leading American mainstream
expert on the impact of automation
on future jobs is Daron Acemoglu,
who, in his testimony to the US
Congress4 started by reminding us
that automation was not a recent
phenomenon. The replacement of
human labour by machines started at
the beginning of the British Industrial
Revolution in the textile industry,
and automation played a major
role in American industrialisation
during the 19th century. The rapid
mechanisation of agriculture starting
in the middle of the 19th century is
another example of automation.
But this mechanisation still
required human labour to start and
maintain it. The real revolution
would be if automation became not
just human-controlled machinery,
but also robots in manufacturing
and software-based automation in
clerical and office jobs, not only
requiring less human labour, but
able to totally replace it. This form
of automation started to happen
from the 1980s, as capitalists looked
to boost profitability by shedding
human labour in droves. Previous
mechanisation not only shed jobs:
often it also created new jobs in new
sectors, as Engels noted in his book,
The condition of the working class in
England (1844).5
Acemoglu
reckons
modern
automation - particularly since
the great recession and the Covid
slump - is even more deleterious
to the future of work: “Put simply,
the technological portfolio of the
American economy has become
much less balanced, and in a way that
is highly detrimental to workers and
especially low-education workers.”
He reckoned that more than half, and
perhaps as much as three quarters, of
the surge in wage inequality in the
US is related to automation:
For example, the direct effects
of offshoring account for about
5%-7% of changes in wage
structure, compared to 50%-70%
by automation. The evidence does
not support the most alarmist
views that robots or AI are going to
create a completely jobless future,
but we should be worried about
the ability of the US economy to
create jobs - especially good jobs
with high pay and career-building
opportunities for workers with a
high-school degree or less.

His analysis of automation’s effects
in the US also applied to the rest of
the major capitalist economies.
The other significant conclusion
that Acemoglu reached was that not
all automation technologies actually
raise the productivity of labour:
Those that reduce costs and
boost productivity generate a set
of compensating changes, for
example, expanding employment
in non-automated tasks. On
the other hand, if automation
is ‘so-so’ - meaning that it
generates only minor productivity
improvements - then it creates all

Used to drive, not benefit, workers
the displacement effects, but little
of the compensating benefits.
Indeed, as the US economy
has shifted more and more into
automation, it has gone less
into socially beneficial types of
automation. Indeed, Acemoglu
reckons that the drive for extra
profits from automation by leading
companies can lower productivity
growth. That is because companies
mainly introduce automation in
areas that may boost profitability,
like marketing, accounting or fossil
fuel technology, but do not raise
productivity for the economy as a
whole or meet social needs.
As Acemoglu explained to the
US Congress, “American and world
technology is shaped by the decisions
of a handful of very large and very
successful tech companies, with tiny
workforces and a business model
built on automation.” And, while
government spending on research
on AI has declined, AI research has
switched to what can increase the
profitability of a few multinationals,
not social needs:
… government spending on
research has fallen as a fraction
of GDP and its composition has
shifted towards tax credits and
support for corporations. The
transformative technologies of the
20th century, such as antibiotics,
sensors, modern engines and the
internet, have the fingerprints of
the government all over them.
The government funded and
purchased these technologies and
often set the research agenda. This
is much less true today.

Effect

In the US, software and equipment
are taxed close to zero and in some
cases, corporations can even get a
net subsidy when they invest in such
capital. This generates a powerful
motive for ‘excessive automation’,
where companies can save money
when they install machinery to do the
same jobs as workers and lay off their
employees, because the government
subsidises their investments and
taxes what they pay in wages.
The result of automation in
the last 30 years has been rising
inequality of incomes. There are
many factors that have driven this
up: privatisation, the collapse of the
unions, deregulation and the transfer
of manufacturing jobs to the global
south. But automation is an important
one. While gross domestic product

growth in the major economies has
slowed, inequality has risen and
many workers - particularly, men
without college degrees - have seen
their real earnings fall sharply.
Even US treasury secretary
Janet Yellen admitted that recent
technologically driven productivity
gains might exacerbate rather than
mitigate inequality. She pointed to
the fact that, while she reckoned
that the “pandemic-induced surge in
telework” might ultimately raise US
productivity by 2.7%, those gains
will accrue mostly to upper-income,
white-collar workers - just as online
learning has been better accessed
and leveraged by wealthier, white
students. Indeed, increased online
learning is another pandemic-induced
technological shift that is likely to
widen the educational achievement
and productivity gap between upperincome children, relative to those
who are lower-income and minority.
Jobs that require fewer educational
and technical skills will disappear
and be replaced by those that require
more. The US Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) projects there will
be 11.9 million new jobs by 2030 an overall growth rate of 7.7%. But,
while some sectors will expand jobs,
others will be decimated. Nine of
the top 20 fastest-growing jobs are
in healthcare or related fields. Home
workers who assist with routine
healthcare tasks, such as bathing and
feeding, will account for a million
new jobs in the next decade. This
will be almost 10% of all new jobs
created by 2030. Unfortunately, these
workers are the lowest paid on the
list.
Eight of the top 20 declining
jobs are in office and administrative
support. These occupations currently
make up almost 13% of employment
in the US - the largest of any major
category. Jobs involved in the
production of goods and services,
along with sales jobs, are also seeing
a decline. In all cases, automation
is likely the biggest culprit. For
example, software that automatically
converts audio to text will reduce
the need for typists. Seventeen of
the top 20 fastest-growing jobs have
a median salary higher than that
of the $41,950 median salary for
all jobs in total. Most also require
post-secondary
schooling. The
opportunities are replacing jobs that
only required a high-school diploma.
The flipside of this is that
automation and robots do not
necessarily reduce the labour
time involved in producing the
commodities and services that

modern societies need.
In March 2018, Flippy, a burgerflipping robot, was rolled out at the
Pasadena location of fast-food chain
CaliBurger in California, to great
fanfare and numerous headlines. But
Flippy was retired after one day of
work. CaliBurger’s owners blamed
the failure on their human employees:
workers, they explained, were simply
too slow with tasks such as dressing
the burgers, causing Flippy’s meaty
achievements to pile up. However,
a few discerning journalists had
previously noted Flippy’s numerous
errors in the relatively simple task
that gave the robot its name. Flippy
just wasn’t very good at its job.
Investigating
grocery
store
self-checkout, researchers found
that customers hated and avoided
the technology. In response,
management cut staff to make lines
so unbearable that customers gave up
and used the machines instead. Even
then, cashiers were still required to
assist and monitor transactions. So,
rather than reduce the workload,
the technologies were intensifying
the work of customer service self-checkouts are an example of
how, rather than abolishing work,
automation proliferates it. By
isolating tasks and redistributing
them to others expected to do it for
free, digital technologies contribute
to overwork.
Indeed, AI regularly fails at tasks
that are simple for a human being,
such as recognising street signs something rather important for selfdriving cars! But even successful
cases of AI require massive amounts
of human labour backing them up.
Machine-learning algorithms must
be ‘trained’ through data sets, where
thousands of images are manually
identified by human eyes.
Getting AI systems to function
smoothly
requires
astonishing
amounts of ‘ghost work’: tasks
performed by human workers who
are kept away from the eyes of users,
and off the company books. Ghost
work is ‘taskified’ - broken down
into small, discrete activities: ‘digital
piecework’ that can be performed by
anyone, anywhere for a tiny fee.
Big tech has a particular approach
to business and technology that is
centred on the use of algorithms
for replacing humans. It is no
coincidence that companies such as
Google are employing less than one
10th of the number of workers that
large businesses, such as General
Motors, used to do in the past. This is
a consequence of big tech’s business
model, which is based not on creating
jobs, but automating them.

Capitalism

That is the business model for
AI under capitalism. But under
cooperative, commonly owned,
automated means of production,
there are many applications of AI
that instead could augment human
capabilities and create new tasks in
education, healthcare and even in
manufacturing. Acemoglu suggested
that,
… rather than using AI for
automated grading, homework
help and increasingly for
substitution
of
algorithms
for teachers, we can invest
in using AI for developing
more individualised, studentcentric teaching methods that
are calibrated to the specific

strengths and weaknesses of
different groups of pupils. Such
technologies would lead to the
employment of more teachers, as
well as increasing the demand for
new teacher skills - thus exactly
going in the direction of creating
new jobs, centred on new tasks.

There is also a more sinister aspect
to AI. Employers have always tried
to employ ‘big brother’ methods
to control and discipline their
workforce. For example, Amazon is
installing high-tech cameras inside
supplier-owned delivery vehicles,
which workers say are an invasion
of privacy, as well as a safety hazard.
But Karolina Haraldsdottir, a senior
manager of the last-mile delivery
operation at Amazon, emphasises
that the cameras are meant as “a
safety measure, intended to reduce
collisions”. The company cited a
pilot roll-out of the cameras from
last year, which it says saw accidents
drop by 48%.
Workers disagree. The installation
of Driveri cameras is in keeping
with Amazon’s roll-out of similar
monitoring among its long-haul
trucking operation: “I am now
driving around with an inscrutable
black box that surveils me and
determines whether I keep my job,”
says a delivery driver in Washington.6
While he says he sees how, in theory,
some of the metrics are justifiable,
in reality, aggregated on top of the
layers of surveillance to which drivers
already feel subject, it is “stifling,
unnecessary and ridiculous”:
We’re all just out here trying to
do our best, but we also have to
contend with knowing that each
week computers spit out metrics
for us, which require multiple
pages to properly display, and a
drop in those abstract numbers
could lose us jobs. All I want to do
is deliver my damn packages and
go home, man.
Automation under capitalism means
significant job losses among those
without educational qualifications
(education is now more and more
expensive) and hits the lowest
paid. Under capitalism, the aim is
to boost profitability (and not even
productivity, as much of automation
can actually reduce it). And it is being
used to control and monitor workers
rather than help them achieve their
tasks.
Only the replacement of the profit
motive could allow automation and
robotics to deliver real benefits in
shorter working hours and increased
social goods l
Michael Roberts blogs at
thenextrecession.wordpress.com.
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2. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2015/09/24/robots-and-ai-utopia-ordystopia-part-three.
3. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2018/02/26/robots-what-do-they-meanfor-jobs-and-incomes.
4. See markle.org/publications/testimonyus-house-representatives-our-changingeconomy-economic-effects.
5. See my book, Engels 200: his contribution
to political economy Morrisville NC 2020,
pp54-57.
6. ifunny.co/picture/as-one-driver-toldbusiness-insider-i-get-a-distractedV8AREn9s8.
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RIGHTS

Take it back from them
As everyone knows, Pride began as a radical protest march, but has long been taken over by big business.
Eddie Ford warns against the logic of sectionalism

L

ast Saturday more than a
million took part in the
Pride parade in London - an
impressive number. This being,
of course, the 50th anniversary of
the first event, which saw just 700
bravely march.
Organisers described it as the
“biggest and most inclusive in
history”. In Trafalgar Square, the
retired British Olympic athlete,
Dame Kelly Holmes, told the crowd
she would “never live behind that
curtain again” after coming out
as gay last month - recalling “the
fear of judgement and retribution”
that was instilled in her since the
age of 18, because of the laws in
the military and her status as a
public figure. Naturally Sir Keir
and Angela Rayner, plus Sadiq
Khan, were there too. Mainstream
‘centre-left’ careerists want to be
seen as ‘allies’ of the LGBTQ+
‘community’.
After being cancelled for the last
two years due to Covid, this year’s
parade paid homage to the original
1972 march organised by the Gay
Liberation Front - held in response
to the Stonewall riots a few years
before, which followed a brutal
police raid at the Stonewall Inn,
a gay bar in Greenwich Village,
New York. With GLF veterans
leading the parade, revellers passed
significant sites from the history
of Britain’s LGBTQ+ movement.
Floats lined Park Lane ahead of the
main march through the capital, led
by GLF activists holding placards
saying, “I was there in 1972”. More
than 600 LGBTQ+ local groups
joined the parade, which included a
lengthy line-up of artists performing
across four stages.
Earlier in the week, Pride in
London had said uniformed police
officers would not be welcome,
following calls from LGBTQ+
campaigners to bar them due to
recent revelations of homophobia,
racism and misogyny in the Met particularly over Scotland Yard’s
allegedly homophobic handling of
the investigation into serial killer
Stephen Port, who murdered four
men and committed multiple rapes
after meeting his victims via online
gay social networks and dating/
hook-up apps. The day before the
actual march, the Met announced
that officers who wished to join the
celebrations should do so in civilian
clothes after listening to “legitimate
concerns.”
Peter Tatchell, a leading
campaigner and former Labour
candidate for Bermondsey, has
called upon Pride to “reclaim” its
radical roots. Leave aside his own
shift to the right, particularly over
the Ukraine war, Tatchell pointed
out that marchers back in 1972 were
campaigning not only for equal
rights for the so-called LGBTQ+
community, but also for social
change - the GLF seeing itself as
part of a “wider social movement
for the liberation of all oppressed
people”, like women, the black and
Irish communities, and the working
class and trade unionists. Tatchell
says that the GLF “did not want
equality within what we saw as an
unjust, flawed society” - it wanted
to transform society, “not adapt and
assimilate into it”. In particular,
the GLF called out straight male
supremacism, which was seen as
oppressing both LGBTQ+ people
and women.
Telling you almost everything,
the main sponsors of Pride 2022

true, of course. But there is a loud
significant silence. They make no
self-criticisms, no acknowledgment
of past mistakes and the lessons they
have since learnt. More like ‘There
are a million people on the streets, so
we better join them’.
When it comes to the past, we have
all made mistakes - that is no sin. But
to gloss over these mistakes means
you are not learning any lessons,
which is sadly the case for too much
of the left.

Linear progress?

That was 1972
were Barclays Bank, Tesco, Coca
Cola and Sony PlayStation - seeing
it as a heaven-sent marketing
opportunity. They certainly respect
the pink pound.

Manifesto

Looking back 50 years, the
programme for the 1972 march listed
recent prosecutions of gay men for
sex in public toilets, cottaging, having
been arrested by “plainclothes pigs”.
Formed in 1969 in New York, the
GLF was bouncing off the prestige
of the National Liberation Front in
Algeria and, of course, the National
Liberation Front in Vietnam.
In 1971 the British GLF issued a
manifesto that, as testified by Peter
Tatchell, was far more radical than
most of what was on offer in 2022.1
Indeed, it was sometimes referred
to as the LGBT equivalent of the
Communist manifesto. For the GLF,
there needed to be revolutionary
change to the whole of society - not
just piecemeal reforms. It worked
to form a “strategic alliance” with
the women’s liberation movement,
“aiming to develop our ideas and
our practice in close interrelation”.
In a deliberate echo of Franz Fanon
and Malcolm X, the GLF believed
that “the starting point of our
liberation must be to rid ourselves
of the oppression which lies in the
head of every one of us” - which
means “freeing our heads from selfoppression and male chauvinism”.
The aim of the GLF went beyond
overturning homophobia and sexism:
the aim was to end “male chauvinism”
and the “gender system”, which

were identified as underpinning both
sexism and homophobia.
The GLF located the oppression
of gays and women in the family, the
law, schools, media, employment and
also psychiatry - the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders
in America listed homosexuality as a
treatable condition.2 Yes, in Britain
sex between men over 21 was
decriminalised in 1967 - but only in
private. Therefore if I had gone out
with my girlfriend holding hands and
had a snog, that was perfectly legal
and normal. But if I done the same
with my boyfriend in public, it would
have been illegal. Thus we are not just
talking about sex, but kissing or an
intimate embrace - openly showing
such affection was a criminal offence
and that took a long time to change.
Marx and Engels famously called
for the abolition of the family in the
Communist manifesto - a demand
which goes back to the French
Revolution and various communist
thinkers at the time. It is clear from
what they wrote that Marx and Engels
meant the abolition of the family
as an economic unit of production
and consumption - ie, children
would be collectively reared. The
Marx-Engels team also called for
public education in schools - what
a violation of the family, which is
how the bourgeoisie saw it at the
time. But they also talked about the
proletarian family, and definitely did
not call for its abolition. Rather, they
pointed out that under capitalism “all
family ties among the proletarians
are torn asunder” and “their children
transformed into simple articles

of commerce and instruments of
labour”. That is, prostitution, child
labour, etc.
In other words, the GLF was
radical - a reflection of the times - but
not way out in front. Trade unionists
were in revolt, women, black people,
Irish republicans, students and the
so-called third world too.
What was the reaction of the
left to the call for gay liberation?
Whether due to chronic economism,
ignorance, pro-Sovietism or sheer
prejudice, most of the left were
nonplussed or outright hostile.
The CPGB opposition faction
around Fergus Nicholson launched
Straight Left - a giveaway title.
As for the Socialist Workers Party
and Militant Tendency, they were
suspicious, regarding gay liberation
as a diversion from the class struggle
- something neither will mention
today, having sanitised the past
(although both organisations took a
long time to come round).
In fact, the only exceptions I know
of were, firstly, the International
Marxist Group, which did turn up to
pickets of WH Smith, which refused
to stock Gay News, and, secondly,
the Liverpool-based Big Flame
group. Apart from them, very few
left organisations seriously dealt with
the gay question. Now, by contrast,
if you look at The Socialist, for
example - SPEW’s paper - it has a
double-page spread on the GLF’s 50
years and how things now need to be
re-radicalised, taken away from the
corporations, and so on. The same
goes for the SWP’s Socialist Worker.
What the comrades say now is quite

At this point, it is worthwhile
recalling that one of the first acts
following the Russian Revolution
was to abolish tsarist laws against
homosexual activity - but this gain
was reversed by Stalin in 1934. The
lesson of that is, just because there
are a million people on the streets
today, celebrating their sexuality and
having fun, you should not imagine
that progress is linear and inexorable.
All you have to do is look to the US
and the Supreme Court’s overturning
of the Roe vs Wade judgement ushering in a future of constitutional
fundamentalism or essentialism.
After all, what did the founding
fathers think about gay sex - did
they approve? What about former
slaves or women having the vote, or
contraception? All such rights can be
removed.
Think about Margaret Thatcher
too and her notorious clause 28 in
1988. Local authorities were told that
they “shall not intentionally promote
homosexuality or publish material
with the intention of promoting
homosexuality” or “promote the
teaching in any maintained school of
the acceptability of homosexuality
as a pretended family relationship”.
As intended, this made it near
impossible for teachers to even
discuss homosexuality.
There is always struggle. That
is what the GLF was about, so too
was Lesbians and Gays Support
the Miners, set up in 1984 by Mark
Ashton, general sectary of the Young
Communist League. It drew on
the urban club scene and not only
changed attitudes in the National
Union of Mineworkers, but the
wider trade union movement. Mike
Macnair - now of the CPGB - moved
the successful motion to the 1986
Labour conference calling on the
party to positively support gay and
lesbian rights.
Yet the whole movement for
sexual liberation has fragmented into
wretched sectionalism. Although
some on the left see intersectionalism
as a sign of strength, it is more a
sign of weakness and readiness for
corporate takeover. Evidence for
this thesis can readily be seen - and
not only on the streets of London
last Saturday. It has happened to the
women’s movement. International
Women’s Day began as International
Working Women’s Day and is now
more about getting women promoted
to top jobs in business, politics, the
arts and education. Corporate money
is all over it. The same goes for Black
Lives Matter, etc, etc.
What is needed is working
class unity, not sectional unity and
therefore class disunity l
eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. petertatchellfoundation.org/gay-liberationfront-manifesto.
2. psychologytoday.com/us/blog/hide-andseek/201509/when-homosexuality-stoppedbeing-mental-disorder.
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ITALY

Schism in Five Star

Toby Abse examines the murky, self-serving reasons behind the latest split in a party once touted as rebels
against the hated political caste

O

n June 21, the right-populist
Movimento Cinque Stelle
(M5S - Five Star Movement)
suffered
the
most
serious
parliamentary split - as 51 deputies
and 11 senators deserted it in a single
afternoon. This massive split has
deprived M5S of its treasured status
as the largest single parliamentary
group (Matteo Salvini’s rightwing
Lega is now the largest group in
parliament). M5S’s parliamentary
strength had already been gradually
eroded over time, but on the morning
of June 21 it still had 155 deputies
and 72 senators (compared with
the 227 deputies and 112 senators
it had obtained in the 2018 general
election).
The split was engineered by
M5S’s former capo politico (political
leader), Luigi Di Maio, the joint
deputy prime minister in Giuseppe
Conte’s first government (2018-19),
and foreign minister in both Conte’s
second administration (2019‑21)
and Mario Draghi’s ‘national
unity’ government (February 2021
onwards). Di Maio’s ostensible
justification for sabotaging the future
of the party he had first helped to
found, and then led to victory in the
2018 general election, is the utterly
specious claim that the current
M5S leader, Giuseppe Conte, had
abandoned the party’s Europeista
(ie, pro-European Union) and
Atlanticist stance in foreign policy,
thus undermining both the foreign
minister and the premier within Nato
and the EU.
Leaving to one side the fact that
M5S was originally neither pro-EU
nor Atlanticist, and that in earlier
days Di Maio himself had made some
of M5S’s most extreme statements of
opposition to Nato and the EU, this
is an absurd distortion of Conte’s
current position in relation to the
war in Ukraine. All Conte has done
is to rather intermittently express
opposition to any further dispatch
of Italian arms to Volodymyr
Zelensky’s government, and to call
for Italy to play a more vigorous role
in working towards first a ceasefire
and then a negotiated solution
to the conflict. Whilst this view
differs from the extremely bellicose
sentiments repeatedly expressed by
Joe Biden and Boris Johnson, it is
not so far removed from the stance of
French president Emmanuel Macron
and German chancellor Olaf Scholtz
- neither of whom are quite as
subservient to Washington as Italian
premier Mario Draghi.
In reality, the motives of Di Maio
and his 62 supporters are much
more self-interested, and have little
connection with Nato and the EU.
The original rules of M5S, drawn
up at its foundation, stated that no
elected representative should serve
for more than two terms in the
Italian parliament, the European
parliament, municipal councils or
regional assemblies. This strict limit
was based on the notion that all M5S
elected officials were ‘citizens’ or
‘spokespeople’ - not professional
career politicians belonging to the
hated casta (political caste).
The very demagogic campaign
against the casta has already
rebounded on M5S, in that the party’s
undemocratic proposal to reduce the
number of Italian parliamentarians
by more than a third - which gained
overwhelming support when put
to the electorate in a confirmatory
referendum - means that there will
be far fewer parliamentary seats
available to M5S in the next general

Conte’s demand that Draghi’s future
arms shipments should be subject to
parliamentary scrutiny. This more
or less unconditional surrender on
Conte’s part was a desperate effort to
keep Di Maio and his supporters on
side. It meant that Conte was not able
to clearly differentiate what remained
of M5S from the rest of Draghi’s
‘national unity’ coalition and that
he felt compelled to instruct the
remaining M5S deputies to vote for
an identical resolution in the lower
chamber the following morning.
Quite apart from humiliating his
rival, Di Maio was, of course, able
to gain extra credit with Draghi for
preventing a potential governmental
crisis on the eve of an important
EU summit. This trickery means
that Conte is now trapped inside
a governmental coalition which
no longer requires the votes of his
vestigial M5S groups in either the
Senate or the Chamber, since Di
Maio’s vacuously named new party,
Insieme per il Futuro (‘Together for
the Future’), could supply enough
votes to keep Draghi in office. Whilst
Conte and his supporters claim that
by staying inside the government
they can fight for M5S proposals like
a legal minimum wage, and protect
the growing numbers in absolute
poverty from raging inflation, this is
not particularly convincing.

Luigi Di Maio: resigns
election, scheduled for spring 2023.
The resultant intense competition
for re-election has meant that those
M5S parliamentarians still in their
first term are keen to preserve this
rule, whilst those in their second
term have been trying to change
it. Needless to say, both Di Maio
and the overwhelming majority of
the parliamentarians involved in
the breakaway are second-termers,
first elected in 2013, while most of
Conte’s remaining supporters are
first-termers, elected in 2018.

Hypocrisy

There is also a strong correlation
between support for Di Maio and
failure to keep up with the required
monthly payments of a proportion of
parliamentary salaries to M5S party
funds. The sharp contrast between, on
the one hand, the pious statements of
the incoming M5S parliamentarians
in 2013 about not claiming any of
their potentially huge parliamentary
expenses unless absolutely necessary
and promising to hand over a large
chunk of their massive salaries to the
party, and, on the other, the grasping,
avaricious practice of so many of
them is clear proof of the hollowness
of their populist, anti-casta rhetoric.
The career of the 35-year-old
Di Maio is probably the purest
instance of this sort of shameless
hypocrisy. He was first elected to
parliament at 25, and rapidly rose
to become deputy speaker of the
Chamber of Deputies, then was
elected party leader when barely
31, before ascending to those great
offices of state mentioned above.
Di Maio’s pre-parliamentary
curriculum
vitae
is
very
unimpressive, to say the least. He
never completed his degree, and
the only official job he is known
to have had is that of being one of
the stewards at Naples football
matches. However, many suspect
that he sometimes did a little cashin-hand work for his father - a small
construction company boss, who
often got into trouble for underpaying
labourers or dodging taxes, and was,

needless to say, a lifelong neo-fascist
extremist. That might explain Di
Maio’s virulent racism - one of his
earliest public utterances was to
describe refugee ships as “sea taxis”,
and he shared the ‘let them drown’
approach of Matteo Salvini - his
fellow deputy prime minister in the
first Conte government.
De Maio’s appalling ignorance
about Latin American history and
geography, demonstrated in his
notorious remark about “Pinochet’s
Venezuela” (!), did not suggest
that he was cut out to be a foreign
minister in the near future. Moreover,
his friendly meeting, when already
deputy prime minister, with some
of the most extreme rightwing
elements of the French Gilets Jaunes
(including a man who advocated a
military coup - an incident that led
the French government to recall
their ambassador from Rome)
hardly suggested that he had the
diplomatic skills required for such a
post, let alone that he was a sincere
Europeista.
Whilst Di Maio is distinctly
lacking in both principles and
general knowledge, he does possess
a considerable degree of low
cunning. The timing of the split
was impeccable, in that he trapped
his adversary, Giuseppe Conte, into
instructing his M5S parliamentarians
to vote for a Senate resolution on
Ukraine that referred back to the
original ‘Ukraine decree’ of March 1,
which had given Draghi the power to
send whatever type and quantity of
arms he felt appropriate before the
end of December 2022. Only after
Conte had agreed to the government
coalition’s compromised text, and
all M5S senators had duly voted for
it, was Di Maio’s well-planned split
made public. Conte had only very
reluctantly agreed to the text at the
last minute, whilst the parliamentary
debate on Draghi’s statement to the
Senate was still in progress, despite
it containing only a meaningless
phrase - “the necessary and wide
involvement of the chambers” that pretended to be a response to

Ukraine

Anybody who watched the televised
Senate debate could hear M5S
senators
express
considerable
discontent with Draghi’s neoliberal
domestic policy, and show an evident
lack of enthusiasm for his bellicose
stance on Ukraine, before dutifully
voting in favour of the coalition line.
There was something rather pathetic
about this spectacle, although it was
not quite as saddening as hearing
Loredana De Petris of the soft-left
Liberi e Uguali (‘Free and Equal’
- Leu) make a speech allegedly
summing up the reasons for Leu’s
decision to vote for the coalition
resolution that - almost unbelievably
- failed to mention the war at all,
and was devoted to arguing the
case for an ‘ecological transition’,
which it is quite clear that Draghi’s
‘minster for ecological transition’,
Roberto Cingolani, has absolutely
no intention of proceeding with.
The votes in the Senate - 219
for the government resolution, 20
against and 22 abstentions (the latter
from the neo-fascists of Fratelli
d’Italia or FdI) - and the Chamber 410 for the government, 29 against,
34 abstentions from FdI - show
that parliamentary militarism is as
strong as it was when parliament
first voted to arm Zelensky at the
beginning of March. FdI’s motive
for abstaining was not that they
had any reservations about the
increase in armaments shipments,
but that they felt that Draghi
was not being bellicose enough.
Parliamentary opposition is almost
exclusively confined to former M5S
parliamentarians, who had either
opposed their party joining Draghi’s
coalition in February 2021 or, in
a handful of cases, had left M5S
in disgust with its involvement in
the original coalition with the Lega
back in 2018-19. The largest group
of these dissidents in the Senate
is called Costitutione, Ambiente,
Lavoro (CAL - Constitution,
Environment, Labour), and includes,
amongst others, a convert to the
Partito Comunista (the most Stalinist
of Italy’s communist fragments),

whose attack on the prime minister
seemed to succeed in puncturing
Draghi’s glacial calm and getting
him genuinely annoyed.
M5S, which had already sunk to
12.6% in the opinion polls prior to
the split and did badly in the first
round of this year’s local elections
on June 12, is probably in terminal
decline. Although Di Maio’s
new party is estimated by most
professional pollsters to have only
around 2% or 3% support, the usual
outcome of Italian party splits is to
leave the two warring fragments with
less than their original combined
total. Whilst the life of Di Maio’s
Insieme per il Futuro may well be a
brief one, with a wipe-out at the next
general election, Conte’s prospects
are not particularly rosy either, given
that other figures on the so-called
centre, such as Matteo Renzi and
Carlo Callenda, have been far from
friendly to Di Maio in the days since
he split with M5S.
Conte’s best bet would have
been to precipitate, rather than to
try to avoid, the inevitable split
with Di Maio, and to walk out of
Draghi’s government with as many
parliamentarians as were willing to
adopt an anti-war and anti-neoliberal
stance. This is what Marco Travaglio
and the editorial team of Il Fatto
Quotidiano (the daily paper closest
to M5S) clearly wanted him to do, as
well as being the outcome that some
of Conte’s parliamentary loyalists
claim they would have favoured in
their off-the-record conversations
with journalists.
If Conte waits until the autumn
to break with Draghi over the
budget (which, given Italy’s slowing
growth and rising inflation), it will
probably be too late to revive M5S
as a serious electoral force. Some
M5S parliamentarians seem to be
suggesting that Conte should break
with Draghi over economic and
environmental issues in the next
few weeks, but this would require
a rapid and decisive move, which
seems somewhat alien to this rather
hesitant man, who generally prefers
compromise
to
confrontation.
However, matters could come to
a head soon, as a result of a recent
telephone conversation in which
Draghi told Grillo to sack Conte
as M5S leader (Grillo, who is the
source of this story, now denies the
conversation occurred, or at least
that Draghi said something like
this. However, Grillo’s relationship
with the truth is about as tortured as
that of Boris Johnson, and Draghi’s
denial is politically understandable).
Conte’s anger towards both Draghi
and Grillo may conceivably lead him
to act more decisively than usual.
In terms of the more general
political situation, the M5S
split is likely to push the Partito
Democratico (PD - a merger of
former centre-left parties, including
former ‘communists’) even further
to the right, as its parliamentarians
- predominantly ex-Renzians of
a neoliberal rather than social
democratic persuasion - would argue
that various ‘centrist’ fragments
would be better allies than Conte’s
M5S. With Giorgia Meloni’s FdI
on 23.1%, the Lega on 16.8% and
Forza Italia on 7.4%, the so-called
‘centre-right’ under neo-fascist
leadership is a much more coherent
combination than anything the
PD (now on 22.7%) is capable of
knitting together, given its apparent
lack of partners who could achieve
percentages in double figures l
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TURKEY

Game of fortunes

Erdoğan is trying to divert attention from his shambolic handling of the economy by picking all manner of
foreign fights. Esen Uslu reports

B

efore the Nato summit held in
Madrid on June 28, Turkey’s
president,
Recep
Tayyip
Erdoğan, declared his intention to
oppose any membership invitation
to Sweden and Finland. He stated
that those two countries ‘supported
terrorism’ by welcoming fugitives
from Turkey’s ‘justice’ system,
aiding Kurdish people living in
northern Syria and imposing a ban
on selling armaments to Istanbul.
As Finland and Sweden were
desperate to join Nato, and Nato
was desperate to expand, it was an
opportune moment for Erdoğan to
put his foot down. And domestically
he desperately needed something to
boost his prospects in next year’s
elections - the dismal performance of
his government in almost every field
has put his party and its coalition
partner in an untenable position.
Turkey is fast moving towards the
presidential elections in June 2023,
and at the moment the bad news
that comes Erdoğan’s way almost
daily seems to be demolishing his
prospects. According to opinion
polls that are widely accepted, he
and his party will lose the race unless
something drastically changes his
fortunes.

Trump cards

One of his traditional trump cards in
this game of fortunes is being viewed
as the champion of the national
interest - defending the ‘honour and
dignity’ of Turks through Erdoğanstyle Islamist politics and bombast
against the Kurds, Greeks and
Cypriots, Armenians, Arabs, Iranians
… as well as the USA and the west
(Russia used to be on the top of that
list, but Erdoğan’s close cooperation
with the Eurasianists in the state
apparatus - necessary to stay in
power - has removed that card from
the deck at present).
The card of anti-US bombast
may be useful in domestic politics,
but, when overused, it puts Turkey’s
international relations on a dangerous
collision course with the west especially when supplemented with
erratic moves, such as purchasing
air defence systems from that archenemy, Russia.
And then there are poor Arabs and
rich Arabs. Bombast against poor
Arabs touches a sensitive string with
nationalists, who were brought up
to believe that our former colonies
betrayed us by rebelling after World
War I and becoming independent
states. However, when it is the rich
Arabs who are targeted, everything
changes.
Turkey claimed to be furious
when Saudi dissident journalist
Jamal Khashoggi was murdered in
the Saudi consulate in Istanbul in
2018 (his body dismembered and
packaged in small containers, to be
‘repatriated’). The Saudis attempted
to veil things behind a display
of shambolic diplomatic theatre,
while Erdoğan said in his opinion
piece in The Washington Post:
“As responsible members of the
international community, we must
reveal the identities of the puppetmasters behind Khashoggi’s killing
and discover those in whom Saudi
officials - still trying to cover up the
murder - have placed their trust.”1
As everything seemed to be
pointing towards crown prince
Mohammed bin Salman, relations
with the Saudis soured dramatically.
As the Turkish economy started to

Turkey’s leftwing trade unions flex their muscles over pay and hours
flounder in the turmoil caused by
the infamous ‘interest rates cause
inflation’ theory of ‘Erdoğanomics’,
keeping things afloat required the
injection of hot money. So, when
ingenious measures such as ‘default
swaps’ started to come to an end,
it was Erdoğan’s turn to go cup-inhand to the Saudis. The sound and
fury over Khashoggi quickly came
to an end.
Meanwhile, the safer trump cards
were those cross-border operations
into Kurdish lands in Syria and
Iraq. Turkey was poised to make
an incursion into the Tell Rifaat
area of Syria, but getting the green
light from the US, Russia and to an
extent Iran was problematic. But
then Swedish and Finnish Nato
membership provided a godsend.
The Turkish veto and negotiations
with various countries took place in
the open, but behind the scenes there
was extensive bargaining with the
USA.
Joe Biden was keeping Erdoğan
at arm’s length, and did not even
find time to meet him face to face
when the Turkish president was in
the US for the UN general assembly
meeting in New York last year. Since
then, relations have not improved.
Following the US arm-twisting
exercises going on behind the scenes,
a face-to-face meeting between
Biden and Erdoğan was finally
agreed, and the US president gave
his support to the selling of F-16
fighters to Turkey. Kurds and many
other observers believe that among
the concessions is US acceptance
of a limited Turkish operation in the
Kurdish regions of Syria.

Dead donkey

Donning the mantle of nationalism
and presenting himself as a statesman
of international reckoning may have
increased Erdoğan’s chances in the
presidential elections, so he has
attempted to make as much hay as
possible while the sun is still shining.
However, the state of the
economy continues to drag on his
fortunes, and all his efforts to whip
up an international hubbub has not
yet translated into any opinion poll
improvement - at the moment all this
crisis-mongering seems more like
whipping a dead donkey.
After the monthly inflation
figures for June were released by
the State Statistical Institute, as
always there was both domestic
and international ridicule. But
even these doctored statistics failed

to conceal the actual state of the
Turkish economy: the downward
spiral is clearly continuing, with
inflation officially rampant at 80%.
While some independent economists
calculated that the actual rate was
170%, others argued that those two
figures represented opposite and
extreme views, and their guess was
that something approaching their
average (around 125%) was the
reality.
The Statistical Institute’s figures
provide the basis upon which state
salaries and pensions are adjusted,
so keeping it low slightly reduces
the pressure on the government from
making large adjustments to salaries
and pensions, with the consequent
hefty increase in budget spending.
But, despite all the efforts of the
institute, the government was forced
to announce a supplementary budget
at the end of June, with increases
in salaries, pensions and certain
benefits of over 40%. But now even
this supplementary budget seems
destined for the trash basket in the
face of new developments.
Erdoğan was also forced to
make concessions to workers. The
minimum wage had been increased
by almost 50% at the beginning
of the year and it was supposed to
remain unchanged until next year.
However, with prices soaring, the
government grudgingly agreed
to make an additional midterm
increase of almost 30%. While
these concessions reduced some
of the pressure of steam gathering
in workplaces, the trade union
movement continues to raise
demands for additional wage
increases to meet the reality of
hyperinflation.
This shambolic state of affairs
meant that Erdoğan needed to find
scapegoats, and his son-in-law, Berat
Albayrak, the former disgraced
finance minister, might be recalled
to replace the current occupant. A
slow turning back towards classical
anti-inflationary politics is also on
the cards, but it requires the input
of fresh money. The prospect of
finding such finance in the current
state of topsy-turvy world markets
seems very difficult.
Going cup-in-hand to the
International Monetary Fund seems
one of the remaining options.
However, after all his rhetoric over
the last 20 years, if Erdoğan is forced
to do that, it would surely spell the
end of his re-election prospects.
But, hey, what is a president in the

face of a collapsing economy? A
new head of state would make no
difference and the vicious circle
would continue.
As well as Turkey’s disastrous
economy, there are other matters
to bear in mind. For example,
its Syrian adventures are facing
more difficulties. There have
been increased clashes within the
Sunni Islamist Syrian opposition especially between Hayat Tahrir alSham and the Free Syrian Army - in
Turkish-controlled parts of Syria.
Turkey has so far managed to avoid
a larger conflict, but expect new
eruptions.

Watch

In June US special forces made
two operations in areas adjacent to
the Turkish border controlled by
Sunni Islamists - a direct challenge
to Turkish control. A prominent
Islamist leader was taken prisoner
following an airborne operation
on June 16. Then a drone strike
killed another leader on June 28.
Were those operations part of the
arm-twisting to prevent Turkey’s
vetoing of Sweden and Finland, or
are they indications of the Biden

administration’s rekindled interest in
Syrian affairs? We will have to wait
and see.
Meanwhile Syrian Kurds tried
to garner support from among the
Arab tribes in the Manbij area. They
managed to organise a march of tribal
elders against any further Turkish
incursion on June 14. However,
since then the deployment of Turkish
forces has continued, with at least
five convoys of tank transporters,
artillery rockets, ammunition stores
and personnel entering the city of
Afrin and the Aleppo countryside,
and shelling directed at three villages
near Manbij.
Erdoğan has warned that ‘we
could come one night unannounced’,
but at the same time called for
patience - which indicates that he
does not have the green light from
Washington. However, we should
nevertheless expect further Turkish
incursions into Rojava. In addition,
Erdoğan refused to meet the Greek
prime minister during the Nato
summit, and he has continued his
rhetoric about Greek arms supplies
to the Aegean Islands being against
international agreements. This
rhetoric has been supplemented by
fighter jets and drones flying over the
disputed air space and confronting
Greek planes. The ongoing miniarms race between the two states
has been fanned by the obnoxious
rhetoric of rival politicians.
Furthermore,
on
Israel’s
instigation, Turkish security forces
arrested eight people - four of
them Iranians - who were allegedly
planning to assassinate Israeli
tourists. Then there is the rivalry
with Iran, which may come out into
the open once more if Turkey further
disrupts Iranian influence in the
region. Tehran’s warnings against
any further operations in Syria is
bound to stir up more silt in the
troubled waters of the region l

Notes
1. www.washingtonpost.com/news/

global-opinions/wp/2018/11/02/receptayyip-erdogan-saudi-arabia-still-has-manyquestions-to-answer-about-jamal-khashoggiskilling.

war&peace

2022 Summer
August 13-20 - 22 sessions
Central London venue
Speakers include: Moshé Machover,
Lars T Lih, Mario Kessler, Michael Roberts,
Jack Conrad, Ben Lewis, Yassamine Mather,
Chris Knight, Mike Macnair, Anne McShane
For booking details email:
contact.cu2022@gmail.com
communistuniversity.uk/communist-university-2022-summer
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MARXISM 2022

Looking to the right

Andrew Byrne reports on the impressions of the target audience and the centre-stage given to Gilbert
Achcar and Jeremy Corbyn

T

o some the return of the
Socialist
Workers
Party’s
annual ‘Marxism’ school marks
little more than a post-Covid ‘getting
back to normal’ and is a reflection
of the wider thawing-out of the left
after lockdown. However, this event
comes at a time of acute crisis - not
only for capitalism, but also the left.
In this piece I will therefore not
focus on the same old errors and
hypocrisies of the Cliffite sect to
which readers of this paper will
be familiar. Instead two particular
areas stand out in their importance:
the state of the SWP itself; and
the criminal response of so-called
Marxists - SWP included - to the war
in Ukraine.
Numbers for Marxism 2022 were
high and it clearly remains the largest
such event on the organised left in
Britain - not that that is saying much!
At any one time sessions were being
held in six small lecture rooms, as
well as the People’s Palace Great
Hall and a large Momentum-style
‘culture tent’ in the courtyard. Most
were packed and talks were being
live-streamed online with mixed
technical and numerical success.
The
targeted
demographic
remains the same and serves to
feed the infamous life-cycle of
the organisation’s membership.
Idealistic
and
activist-minded
youth and students are put through
introductory
taster-style
talks,
hooked through ‘radical’ slogans
and a perceived revolutionism. The
experience of most, however, is a
mere flash in the pan - a few years
of student activism and then back to
normal bourgeois life. With only a
small percentage of recruits staying
longer than the length of their degree,
and even fewer becoming serious
cadre, the nature of this membership
churn requires a constant influx of
new personnel.
Both the ‘comrade Delta’ rape
scandal and Covid’s crashing halt on
campus and demonstration activity
have clearly left their mark on the
ranks. The SWP old-timers must
have breathed a heavy sigh of relief
then when they saw a new batch of
fresh faces streaming through the
gates of Queen Mary University
once again. In the past year the
recruitment numbers for the group
have been on the rise again, as the
Delta scandal fades into memory.
The militant sectarianism of the
SWP is well known. Members are
trained not only to be hostile to the
rest of the left, but also to act as if
other such groups simply do not
exist. They manage to go beyond
the realms of most cults that claim
an entire monopoly of truth - even
they recognise that there are those
who are not ‘of the book’! On this
occasion, this actually worked in my
favour for writing this report.
As party members were on strict
orders not to converse with the ‘alien
elements’ to their left, this actually
made it easier to talk to newbies and
unorganised young leftists alike, who
were discovering the SWP for the
first time. This unique perspective
was quite telling. Both myself and
other comrades all caught on to a
common theme amongst this allimportant cohort: it was all very
underwhelming.
Obviously there are those who do
not know any better and fall for the act,
but most young people, particularly
the students that the SWP hungers
for, are not stupid … after all, they
are at uni for a reason. Sessions lasted

Good turnout, poor politics
for an hour and a quarter in total,
with short openings and the threeminute contributions that the left has
- criminally - become accustomed to.
General, broad-brushstroke theory
was combined with (barely even)
skin-deep analysis.
One cannot draw a full prognosis
of the long-term future of a political
organisation from a single event, but,
on the other hand, it is evident that
things are far from rosy.

Ukraine

The Russian invasion of Ukraine has
caused an already fractured left to be
pulled further apart, as the existing
political trajectories of various
groups accelerate towards their
logical ends. As this is an immediate
issue, where Marxist principle is
being openly disregarded, all the
more time should be devoted to
study and debate and in particular
challenging the unprincipled left.
The CPGB has taken a bold step
in devoting the entirety of its weeklong summer school, Communist
University, to the question of ‘war
and peace’ - but the SWP has made
no such effort. Despite the clear
importance of the issue, only two
talks directly taking it on featured
in the timetable (‘Ukraine: new
frontier of empire?’ and ‘Debating
the war in Ukraine’), as well as a few
more general theoretical overviews
(‘How do we turn imperialist war
into class war?’ and ‘The new age
of catastrophe’). This is a meagre
showing for a school of nearly 80
separate sessions.
It is in this context that we
turn our attention to the debate
between Alex Callinicos and Gilbert
Achcar. Readers will remember the
fawning exchanges of letters from
Callinicos to those arch-apologists
for imperialism, Achcar himself and
Paul Mason, in March.1 Then Mason
was greeted with “Dear Paul” and

complimented for his “excellent”
new book on fascism, but now there
is trouble in paradise - leaked emails
showing collusion with state forces
in an attempt to destabilise the antiwar left through a targeted campaign
of misinformation came to light.2 All
of which only confirms what anyone
with two brain cells could have put
together - Paul Mason is moving
rightward faster than a bullet.
When it came to setting forth
the party line, Callinicos was
clear: socialists must take up the
position of Lenin and Luxemburg in
opposition to ‘our own’ bourgeoisie,
while invoking Liebknecht’s slogan
of “The main enemy is at home”.
This certainly puts the SWP on the
more principled wing of the left,
but more principled does not mean
consistently principled. The dualdefeatist leanings of the SWP, when
it comes to Ukraine and Russia (if
you ignore the Cliffite orthodoxy
about ‘bureaucratic state capitalism’
and Russia as an imperialist power),
is all well and good. However, back
in Blighty it becomes problematic:
after all, its strategy amounts to
promoting social-pacifism in the
name of building a broad front antiwar movement.
This can be seen by the star
billing given to Jeremy Corbyn to
wax lyrical about non-violence and
“heroic” conscientious objectors like
Keir Hardie. (No, Jeremy - he wasn’t
a class hero: he was a class traitor!)
Yanis Varoufakis, Gary Younge
and John McDonnell fall into the
same category. The SWP anti-war
campaigning in practice amounts
to nothing more than promoting
and tailing the mushy Stop the War
Coalition. Fostering illusions in a
utopian capitalism without war and
demands for peace negotiated and
enforced under the authority of the
United Nations amounts to tailing
the anti-war section of the capitalist

class in yet another (un)popular front
lash-up.
As far as Gilbert Achcar was
concerned, there was no room for
“any discussion between Marxists on
the nature of present-day Russia as an
imperialist country” - not a hard pill
to swallow if you are the SWP. The
key point of departure came from
his rejection of the characterisation
of the war itself as an interimperialist proxy war. For Achcar,
the situation in Ukraine amounts to
a “just war of self-defence” in the
face of an invasion motivated by
“great-Russian chauvinist ideology”
with a clear “colonial-imperialist
dimension”.
Such an analysis purposely omits
the role of declining US hegemony
and an overtly offensive Nato, which
seeks to dismember Russia as a
stepping stone to conflict with its
only realistic future economic and
military rival: China. Painting Russia
as the big-bully ‘evil empire’ and the
sole aggressor is not only dumb: it
allows Achcar and his ilk to arrive at
a formulation reminiscent of socialimperialism in 1914, championing
‘poor
little
Belgium’:
“The
Ukrainian resistance is legitimate, it
is defending its country, its people,
the sovereignty of its nation and this
is something that we as leftwing, as
Marxists, as radicals, we support.”
A false dichotomy then follows
- either we line up behind the Nato
war drive or we line up with Moscow
and support Ukrainian obliteration.
As he put it, “To say that we are
against [Ukraine] receiving weapons
from Nato, that means that we are
for their surrender … I defend the
right to get weapons from whichever
source they can get.” The fact that
this statement was greeted with
applause from a significant portion
of the room beggars belief!
Achcar sees no contradiction
between his naked support for

Nato imperialism as a response
to a “concrete situation” and his
professed Marxist commitment to
that “old principle of the workers’
movement”, universal disarmament.
Contributions from the floor whilst very muddled and so limited
by time that saying anything of
substance was nigh impossible - were
not buying what Achcar was selling.
A particularly impassioned comrade
overtly called out Achcar’s past
support for a no-fly zone in Libya that went well! - and his perennial
support for western interventions
on the basis of such ‘concrete
situations’. All this indicated some
sign of healthy shoots of thinking,
but why then Alex’s call for Achcar
to “rejoin the anti-imperialist camp”?
I think it is safe to say that Achcar’s
ship has sailed long ago.
The story is not so simple for
the SWP, however. Its analysis of
imperialism is not without major
faults, but at least some of the time
the organisation puts forward a
principled, anti-imperialist line.
The trouble, as we know, comes in
the form of crass economism and
a strategic commitment to blindly
tailing ‘popular’ movements, which
pushes the said principle to breaking
point. The result is not proletarian
revolution at home, but “Tories,
Tories, Tories - out, out, out!” - a
slogan that Sir Keir would be more
than happy to support! Callinicos’s
other session, ‘Age of catastrophe’,
and Michael Bradley’s ‘Turn the
imperialist war into class war’
suffered from exactly the same
limitations l

Notes
1. socialistworker.co.uk/long-reads/ukraine-

and-anti-imperialism-gilbert-achcar-andalex-callinicos-de; and socialistworker.co.uk/
long-reads/ukraine-and-imperialism-alexcallinicos-replies-to-paul-mason.
2. thegrayzone.com/2022/06/07/paul-masonscovert-intelligence-grayzone.
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Cliffism to ministerialism

The SWP’s comrades in Ireland are dreaming of joining a ‘broad alliance’ capitalist
government led by Mary Lou McDonald’s Sinn Féin. Why does Alex Callinicos so
tamely acquiesce to what is a betrayal of elementary principle, asks Anne McShane

R

ichard
Boyd
Barrett,
the leading member of
the People before Profit
Alliance (PBPA) and one of its
parliamentary
representatives
(TD), made a statesman-like
appearance at Marxism 2022.
Clearly he has a sense of himself
as a politician who is going places.
Not without reason, he hopes
that the next election in the
Twenty-six counties will bring
about a “left government”. Though
without a majority, Sinn Féin will
be the biggest bloc, so goes the
calculation and therefore have
to seek out coalition partners on
the left, including the PBPA. So
Boyd Barrett is looking forward
to his ministerial portfolio,
his ministerial salary and his
ministerial chauffeur.
We have documented the
apparently inexorable rise of SF
on a number of occasions in this
paper - it now stands at 36% in the
polls, as compared to a combined
total of 33% for the two main
governing parties of Fianna Fáil
(FF) and Fine Gael (FG).1 For
Boyd Barrett, SF’s rise signifies
an upswing of progressive and
leftwing politics in Ireland, which
the PBPA will also benefit from
- it currently stands at 4% in the
polls.
He presented his arguments for
a ‘broad alliance’ government at a
meeting entitled ‘Can there be a
united Ireland?’ Firstly he asserted
that all socialists had a duty to
support Irish reunification and
then went on to outline the manner
in which James Connolly’s
prediction of a carnival of reaction

Richard Boyd Barrett: looking forward to a ministerial salary,
portfolio and chauffeur
that came with partition. For more
than 100 years a sectarian statelet
has existed in the Six Counties,
along with a repressive, priestridden southern state. But that
is now being swept away by the

Summer Offensive
T

Big Meeting!

his year’s Summer Offensive
- the CPGB’s annual
fundraising drive, with the target
set at £30,000 - is now getting
well and truly into its stride.
A team of our comrades will
be attending this year’s Durham
Miners’ Gala on July 9 - an
event dubbed by its organisers
“a celebration of community,
international solidarity and
working class culture”. Covid
disrupted the event for the last
two years, but, if previous events
are anything to go by, more
than 200,000 people will pack
the Gala field, and the streets of
Durham will revel in the sights
and sounds of the ‘Big Meeting’,
as the event is colloquially
dubbed.
Our team in Durham are
primarily concentrating on
distribution of the Weekly
Worker, as well as introductory
material for comrades new to
CPGB politics. No doubt we
will be running a non-stop
political merry-go-round, as
Gala attendees pitch up to our
stall to talk politics, take issue
with some formulation in the
paper and/or leave their details
for further information.
From my personal experience
of this inspiring event, you
come away from it with two
abiding thoughts: first, that you

will probably need to sleep for
a month (!); and, second, that
being immersed in working
class politics is a veritable
treat, compared with humdrum
everyday life. But hopefully we
will raise a good sum towards
this year’s Summer Offensive.
And remember, comrades
- all donations in this period
count towards our SO, whether
they originate from the standard
format of bank transfers,
cheques or even via a solidarity
tenner after a robust discussion
with one of our stallholders or a
study of our reading materials.
Comrades who contributed to
the SO since last week include
JM, KB and PM, who each
stumped up £300; additionally,
we have received a further £50
contribution from JM and £90
from SM.
Once you add in the
numerous smaller sums, the
total received this week comes
to £1,224, taking the overall
figure raised so far to just under
£3,000. Not too bad, comrades,
but now we need to pick up
the pace! Don’t forget that the
SO ends on August 20, so, as
I write, there are six and a half
weeks left to reach the £30K we
need l
Linda Carr

development of a mass radical
movement around campaigns for
social rights.
This movement has won a
number of demands from the
southern state in recent years,
including abortion rights, samesex marriage and transgender
recognition. And it has impacted
on life north of the border, where
young people have been inspired
to make similar demands (some
of which have been won, despite
intransigent
opposition
from
unionist parties). These are the
transformed circumstances which
Boyd Barrett believes provide an
unprecedented opportunity for a
united Ireland ... and more.
For the first time “in history
we have a chance to achieve this
left government” he says. He and
his comrades would drive SF
to implement radical policies.
He pointed to their success in
exerting pressure during the
anti-water charges campaigns of
2015-16 and the abortion rights
campaign of 2018. Despite the
fact that the PBPA has just four
TDs, along with Mick Barry of
the PBPA/Solidarity alliance,
he reckoned that they wield
influence well out of proportion
to their number - “there are more
Trotskyists in the Dáil now than
Fianna Fáil TDs”. Not that there
is a grain of truth in that assertion
- FF actually has 34 TDs and,
while he and his comrades may
consider themselves disciples of
Leon Trotsky, the road they are
taking owes a great deal more
to Joseph Stalin and the post1935 popular front of ‘official
communism’. Of course, they
have not studied Stalin, Georgi
Dimitrov and the proceedings
of Comintern’s 7th and final
congress.
PBPA’s
popular
frontism is spontaneous … as
was the SWP’s popular frontism
in Respect. Perhaps that explains
why the Alex Callinicos, Charlie

Kimber, Amy Leather triumvirate
are so tamely acquiescing to the
betrayal of an elementary socialist
principle: working class political
independence and shunning all
and any participation in coalition
governments
with
capitalist
parties.
Boyd Barrett certainly excused
himself in the usual ‘official
communist’ manner. PBPA is “a
broad alliance around the cost of
living crisis” and it combines this
with a demand that “Sinn Féin
become a part of that alliance,
along with the Irish Trade Union
Congress”.
This ‘broad alliance’, having
captured the Dáil, will campaign
for a referendum for a united
Ireland. The ‘border poll’ will be
carried out, however, under the
terms and conditions of the Good
Friday agreement - something that
the Northern Ireland Secretary of
the UK government can call if it
appears to them that a majority in
the north want unity. There are
numerous other conditions, but
the most important problem is
that it is an imperialist solution
to the ‘Irish problem’ - and
therefore a reactionary one.
Paradoxically, while Boyd Barrett
condemns imperialist partition,
he advocates imperialist unity. It
is, for him, the only way forward.
Such is his journey from Cliffism
to ministerial socialism.
When a contributor from
the floor asked how the PBPA
actually connected with building
a socialist party, he argued,
incredibly, there had been no
dilution of PBPA principles, and
said: “We are using this platform
to agitate for action from the
bottom up.” His comrades are
“organising from below for a
socialist Ireland”. And “when
people join, we can recruit
them to the Socialist Workers
Network”. The SWN is the name
of the group of comrades of the
former SWP (Irish version),
which dissolved itself into the
PBPA in 2018. John Molyneux,
a long-time British SWP member
who relocated to Ireland, argued
that “lots of comrades don’t
understand that the PBPA is a
radical party led by revolutionary
socialists, and not an alliance
between revolutionaries and
reformists”.
But, of course, that is not the
point the comrade from the floor
was raising - which was to ask
why the comrades are choosing
to build a non-socialist party
and want to form a coalition
government with what is now
unmistakably a capitalist party.
Sinn Féin long ago ditched its
revolutionary version of pettybourgeois national socialism.
Today it is closer in spirit and
method to Nicola Sturgeon’s
SNP.
If, and it is a big if, given
the unknown of parliamentary
arithmetic, Sinn Féin looks for
coalition partners on the left, it
will not be SF which is pushed
and pulled to the left. No, it will
be the left which is pushed and
pulled to the right. Such has been
the sorry history of broad alliance
governments l

Notes
1. https://www.businesspost.ie/politics/sinnfein-widens-its-lead-in-latest-red-c-poll.

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 imperialist wars and occupations but
constantly strive to bring to the fore
the fundamental question–ending war
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists.
Everywhere we strive for the closest
unity and agreement of working class
and progressive parties of all countries.
We oppose every manifestation
of national sectionalism. It is an
internationalist duty to uphold the
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be
organised globally. Without a global
Communist Party, a Communist
International, the struggle against
capital is weakened and lacks
coordination.
n Communists have no interest
apart from the working class
as a whole. They differ only in
recognising the importance of
Marxism as a guide to practice.
That theory is no dogma, but
must be constantly added to and
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless
search for profit puts the future
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is
synonymous with war, pollution,
exploitation and crisis. As a global
system capitalism can only be
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never
willingly allow their wealth and
power to be taken away by a
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant
methods objective circumstances
allow to achieve a federal republic
of England, Scotland and Wales,
a united, federal Ireland and a
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial
unions. Bureaucracy and class
compromise must be fought and
the trade unions transformed into
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of
the oppressed. Women’s oppression,
combating racism and chauvinism,
and the struggle for peace and
ecological sustainability are just
as much working class questions
as pay, trade union rights and
demands for high-quality health,
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory
in the battle for democracy. It is
the rule of the working class.
Socialism is either democratic or,
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage
of the worldwide transition to
communism - a system which
knows neither wars, exploitation,
money, classes, states nor nations.
Communism is general freedom
and the real beginning of human
history.
The Weekly Worker is licensed by
November Publications under a Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
4.0 International Licence:
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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All want a
deal ...
except Israel

Yet another failure

Ibrahim Raisi’s government faces major challenges - not least the Doha talks over a possible nuclear deal.
Yassamine Mather reports on the latest negotiations and the growing swell of internal economic protests

T

he saga of the Iran nuclear deal
continued last week - this time
with a change of venue. After
the failure of weeks of negotiations
in Vienna, the latest round in Doha
was a direct consequence of the
interventions of the European Union,
which has its own reasons for wanting
a resolution of the issue - EU states are
desperate for the lifting of sanctions in
order to purchase Iranian oil.
On June 26 Josep Borrell, the
EU’s foreign policy chief, made an
unexpected trip to Tehran, met with
Iran’s foreign minister, Hossein AmirAbdollahian, and announced at a
subsequent news conference: “We
will resume the talks on the JCPOA
[Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action]
in the coming days ... I mean quickly,
immediately.” Soon after Borrel’s
visit, Robert Malley, the US chief
negotiator, tweeted: “We remain
committed to the path of meaningful
diplomacy, in consultation with our
European partners.”
The week before, the Middle
Eastern press was full of rumours about
a concession by the Islamic Republic,
claiming Tehran had withdrawn a
previous condition that the Iranian
Revolutionary Guards Corp (IRGC)
be removed from the list of sanctions,
so that the stalled efforts to resurrect
the nuclear deal could resume. All this
while sections of the Iranian press and
media were denying Iran ever made
such a condition.
This time Qatar was chosen as
the venue for ‘indirect’ US/Iran talks.
When diplomats say ‘indirect talks’,
they mean that others (in this case
Qatari officials) will act as the gobetween, and the two sides once again
sat in separate rooms. In this way the
Islamic Republic can claim it has not
talked directly to the ‘Great Satan’.
This, of course, is totally ridiculous,
as it is only a cosmetic cover and
even the most diehard supporters of
Iran’s supreme leader, ayatollah Ali
Khamenei, have few illusions about
the meaningless slogans of the regime.
For all the claims of the Iranian
government that it can survive the
current sanctions and is not desperate
for a deal, ordinary Iranians have
suffered from the economic costs of
the failure of the Vienna talks. The rial
has now fallen to a dismal 42,000 to a
dollar, meaning that the cost of living
in a country that imports most of its
basic food items is unbearably high
for ordinary citizens.
News of the talks in Doha was
enough to bring down the unofficial
rate of the dollar by a few thousand
rials for a short while. However, a
mixed reaction to this latest episode of
marathon talks has increased the price
of the dollar yet again. After all, in
January the Biden administration was
telling the world that there were only
a few weeks left in which a return to
the deal would be “feasible”. Yet six
months later there seems to be no end
to negotiations.
The government of Ibrahim
Raisi is facing major challenges
inside the country too, where mass
demonstrations have been taking place

and that sanctions will not be
reimposed under other pretexts or
designations.

Israel

Indirect negotiations
in most major cities (see below). In the
conservative-dominated Majles, Iran’s
parliament, there have been calls on
ministers dealing with economic
issues to resign, as well as demands
that Raisi be summoned before a
parliamentary hearing over his role is
the current crisis.
The Doha talks did take place
on June 28-29, but they did not get
anywhere - although it does look
like they will resume once again. On
June 30 the United Nations security
council, after discussing the talks with
the US, Britain and France, blamed
Iran for the failure. Meanwhile, Russia
and China blamed the US.
Despite all this the Iranian
delegation claimed the Doha talks
were positive! According to Ha’aretz,
… sources in Qatar report that the
US has already embarked on talks
with Qatari government agencies
about the technicalities involved in
releasing Iranian funds now frozen
in banks around the world, using
the Qatari banking system. It’s
possible that some of this money
will be released soon.1
Iran’s foreign minster blamed the US
for failing to put forward any new
proposals, especially when it comes
to “providing guarantees” that a future
US administration would not walk out
of the deal in the manner Trump did.
Iran’s UN ambassador, Majid Takht
Ravanchi, explained things further:
Iran has demanded verifiable
and objective guarantees from
the US that JCPOA will not be
torpedoed again, that the US will
not violate its obligations again,
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Meanwhile, the new Israeli prime
minister, Yair Lapid, visited French
president Emmanuel Macron in
Paris on July 5 - his first diplomatic
meeting since taking office last week.
The focus was once again on Iranian
attempts to revive the Iran nuclear deal
with world powers, to which Lapid
was totally opposed. He claimed that
“the Israeli public stand together on the
matter of Iran” and that Israel’s views
on this “dangerous agreement” need to
be heard. Israel is also raising the usual
alarm about Hezbollah.
Of course the cyberwar between
Israel and Iran is continuing. In
Iran the steel industry was hit by
a cyberattack, and Iran has made
repeated attempts to undermine the
Israeli infrastructure through similar
attacks. Israel is secretive about the
consequences of the Iranian attacks,
but clearly they were more effective
than on previous occasions - the Israeli
press reported that hackers, presumed
to be Iranian, set off the sirens used
to warn about rocket attacks, while
on July 4 pro-Iran hackers claimed
they had attacked the Tel Aviv metro,
which is under construction, bringing
down its website. According to Israeli
officials, however, the hackers did not
gain access to the data and information
in the system.
According
to
Ha’aretz,
a
malfunction was found in the internet
system and an “examination revealed
the website was attacked using a DDOS
attack originating from abroad.”2 Socalled DDOS (distributed denial-ofservice) attacks are considered the
simplest form of cyberattack; a website
is bombarded with traffic and queries
with the goal of forcing it offline.
Check Point, an Israeli cyber
security firm, claimed recently that
Iran was responsible for hacking into
the account of a number of senior
Israeli officials and impersonating
them. According to Gaby Portnoy of
Israel’s National Cyber Directorate,
his organisation has stopped 1,500
cyberattacks in the last 12 months.
The outgoing Israeli premier, Naftali
Bennett, added:
Israel is doing pretty well on the
defensive side. My approach with
our enemies, especially Iran, we

don’t go around just wreaking
havoc in Tehran. That’s never been
our policy. But our policy is, if you
mess with Israel, you’ll pay a price
and you can no longer hit Israel
through proxies and get away with
it. We’re not going to try and fight
those folks, but hit the bully.3

often over unpaid wages or inhuman
working conditions. And there is
little sign of coordination or political
direction.
Iranian communist Shahab Borhan,
addressing this section of the Iranian
left, sums things up very well in a
tweet:

All this gives us a taste of modern
warfare (or at least modern cold
wars), but also Israeli paranoia about
Iran. Contrary to what the rightwing
opposition and sections of the left
in Iran keep telling us, Israel is not
concerned about Iran’s nuclear
programme or its empty slogans. What
Israel fears is a potential economic,
technological rival in the region. Iran
is a country which - despite all the odds
and being ruled by reactionary clerics
- made major advances in cyber
technology, an area where Israel sees
itself as a world leader. This animosity
will continue if a nuclear deal is signed.
It would even continue if a regime with
slight criticisms of the Zionist state
were to replace the Islamic Republic,
and that is why the Iranian exiled left’s
silence about Israeli attacks inside Iran
are shameful, short-sighted and a sign
of capitulation to pro-US, pro-Israel
pressure. They seem to tail the least
class-conscious elements of a populist
movement inside Iran, as opposed
to coming up with progressive, antiimperialist,
anti-Zionist,
radical
answers.

There are leftists who see the
existence of two or three trade
unions, and teachers and ‘retirees’
associations, and their hardworking struggles as a source of
hope, as if these organisations will
fill the alternative vacuum and
political leadership. This is selfdeception. These gelatinous quasiorganisations are, firstly, guilds/
syndicates and not political.
Iran needs a leftwing political
alternative, a leftwing hegemony, a
leftwing strategy for intervention in
social movements. Otherwise the
protests we see will go nowhere.
But the Iranian left - despite having
a potentially large social base and
dozens of parties and organisations,
each with beautiful paper plans
for the future - is too marginal to
develop a leftwing alternative.

Protests

Inside Iran protests have continued.
Amongst the most notable nationwide
ones we can mention those by
pensioners over the rising cost of
living. Meanwhile, in southern Iran
around 2,000 oil workers, employed
on contracts by 13 petrochemical
companies, went on strike demanding
a pay rise and a shorter working month
- 20 days work, with 10 days rest.
This is mainly because the working
conditions for these project employees
are very harsh. After a previous
protest some companies accepted this
demand, but many have refused to
allow the workers the extra rest time.
After all, in Iran for most workers the
weekend lasts just one day (Friday).
Every time there is a protest,
especially if it has a working class
element, sections of the Iranian left
in exile get very excited, telling us
that the revolution is just around the
corner. However, the reality is that
most of these protests are defensive,

Other comrades are getting excited
by oppositionist comments made
by former supporters of the regime amongst them Faezeh Hashemi, the
daughter of former president Ayatollah
Hashemi Rafsanjani, along with the
daughter of another former president,
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. These
comrades tell us that all this points to
divisions amongst Iran’s rulers, but I
am more than sceptical. Both women
are relatively insignificant figures.
They have accumulated enormous
wealth, benefiting from corruption and
privileges associated with those who
once held high office or, in the case
of Faezeh Hashemi, have inherited
huge sums from them. True, both have
burnt all their bridges with the regime,
but their remarks will worry neither
the supreme leader nor his allies l

Notes
1. www.haaretz.com/middle-east-news/

iran/2022-06-29/ty-article/.premium/cautiousoptimism-in-the-air-again-as-u-s-irannuclear-talks-resume/00000181-ab9c-d540a1af-ebdf26180000.
2. www.haaretz.com/israel-news/2022-07-04/
ty-article/.premium/after-iranian-on-iraniancyberattacks-pro-iran-hackers-claim-telaviv-metro-hit/00000181-ca08-d0be-a5e9ff1b3bdb0000.
3. www.timesofisrael.com/mess-with-israelyoull-pay-a-price-pm-warns-after-iran-steelplant-cyberattack.
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