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CPGB response?
All significant UK and European Union 
political figures have indicated that, 
given the referendum result, the UK 
will leave the EU. This is contrary to 
the expectation consistently argued for 
by those in the Weekly Worker group. It 
gives cause for pausing and wondering to 
what extent they understand fundamental 
political processes. But first some 
wider-scale matters.

The result was declared by the 
Electoral Commission as 51.9% for 
‘leave’ (17.4 million) and 48.1% 
for ‘remain’, on a turnout of 72.2% 
(46.5 million being eligible to 
vote). So, despite all the hullabaloo, 
27.8% couldn’t be arsed or actively 
abstained. But it is worse than this. 
The commission, using the 2011 
census data, estimates that in the UK 
7.9 million eligible people were not 
electorally registered at their current 
address. Although it is fallacious 
to assume that none of these would 
vote - they could do so using their old 
address - nevertheless it is indicative. 
The whole UK has now shifted from 
household to individual registration, 
despite that causing a big decade-long 
fall in Northern Ireland.

So, adding 7.9 million to the 46.5 
million, the percentages now become: 
32.0% for ‘leave’, 29.7% for ‘remain’, 
while 38.3% didn’t vote, making the 
turnout 61.7%. So the most popular 
view of those of voting age was to 
ignore what had been billed as the most 
important political event since 1939. 
This is important, because most of the 
unregistered are working class, even if 
they are not currently working.

The most detailed post-voting 
survey is probably that done by 
lordashcroftpolls.com. It only asked 
12,369 people how they voted and, 
as expected, it is skewed towards 
those with longer formal schooling. 
But Andrew Flood has made a stab at 
making a partisan analysis, and it is 
available at libcom.org.

In 1972 Tom Nairn wrote: “to be 
in favour of Europe … does not imply 
surrender to or alliance with the left’s 
enemies. It means exactly the opposite. 
It signifies recognising and meeting 
them as enemies for what they are, 
upon the terrain of reality and the 
future” (my emphasis, ‘The left against 
Europe?’ New Left Review No75). He 
argued that the cultural insularity of 
British workers and social democracy 
was more likely to break if the UK 
was in the European capitalist club. 
This was a minority left view during 
the 1975 referendum campaign. It was 
opposed by Jeremy Corbyn, both then 
and until very recently (when?).

This year Corbyn’s view and that 
of the Labour Party was to remain. 
However, he didn’t even manage 
to make a half-hearted effort. He 
consistently looked uncomfortable, at 
times almost glad to be in the shadow 
of the largish Tom Watson. The email/
tweet sent out by Labour on polling 
day encouraged voting - but ‘forgot’ 
to remind the recipient that the official 
call was ‘remain’. And the last few days 
have seen a drip of leaks showing that 
Corbyn’s office repeatedly toned down 
their support and that of the party for the 
‘remain’ campaign. It was as if Corbyn 
was sabotaging his own public position.

The Labour reactionaries have 
provoked and won the vote of no 
confidence, and they are trying to 
turn it into a new leadership election. 
Strictly speaking, the leader remains; 
it’s just that the bulk of the MPs want 
him to evaporate. Politically things are 
untenable, so the air needs to be cleared 
with a new election - and, if Corbyn 
wins, by now he surely realises that 
appeasement is useless and he needs 

to go on the offensive. There obviously 
has to be a new constitution, new 
rules, and the political emasculation 
of the Parliamentary Labour Party. 
But amongst Corbyn supporters who 
has the stomach for that? Momentum 
called the demo outside parliament 
on Monday, but control needs to be 
wrested from the unelected grip of Jon 
Lansman. Who has strategic intent to 
organise all this?

The referendum result has no legal 
status - not even that of an advisory 
opinion. Its nature is purely political. 
Do the “constitutional requirements” 
noted in article 50 of the Lisbon 
Treaty require the prior repeal by the 
UK parliament of the 1972 European 
Communities Act? Court cases 
could drag out the earliest time when 
notification can be made by Her Maj’s 
government to the European Council. 
‘The markets’ may have to get used to 
uncertainty - just like ‘the precariat’ 
do every day.

Lastly, the Weekly Worker response 
to the referendum issue has puzzled me. 
Over the years, the commendable open 
policy of the paper has encouraged 
those within the group to offer different 
views, but this time no-one has taken 
the opportunity. I thought a letter 
from Moshé Machover might have 
cajoled someone, but no. After all, 
he simply said, “you have not so 
far published any analytic article 
assessing the consequences of Brexit 
- if it does come to pass, contrary to 
the professor’s prediction - for the 
interests of the working class and the 
struggle for socialism. Surely, this is a 
most interesting and vital theoretical 
question, on which you have been 
strangely silent. What is stopping you?” 
(Letters, April 21). Within the fold, is 
it really that monolithic?

And the regrettable CPGB response 
to the result: no ‘Notes for action’; no 
statement; no ‘CPGB political report’ 
podcast; no call to join Monday’s 
demonstration. Just a headline, “Why 
we boycotted the EU referendum”, 
added on Sunday to your February 
statement. Why? Is the group as 
paralysed as the major political parties 
and the ‘leave’ campaign?
Jara Handala
email

Left unity
For predominantly the entire time I 
have been politically active, I have 
looked to be affiliate with the CPGB 
and its views, particularly the party’s 
attitude on unity. Although I disagreed 
with the party line during the recent EU 
referendum, I respected the debate that 
was allowed between the two sides.

With the result of said referendum, 
however, multiple issues and fears are 
now raised. As a person in their 20s, I, 
along with future generations, will have 
to face both the long- and short-term 
consequences of the decision that 
has been made in relation to the EU. 
Although some may have indeed voted 
to leave the EU on leftist grounds, it is 
my belief that the majority vote to leave 
is actually representative of growing 
rightwing and nationalist sentiment 
in the UK. The ‘leave’ campaign was 
not publicly promoted as an attempt to 
aid workers, but was instead backed by 
nationalist groups, such as Ukip.

It is from this that I draw my first 
fear. From my perspective, in contrast 
to the publicly accepted unified right 
(which is continually aided by the 
mainstream media), the radical left 
is fractured. During my time being 
linked to the radical left in the UK, 
I have come across a multitude of 
leftist parties, who quite often prefer 
to argue with themselves than to unify 
over common ground to challenge the 
real threat. Although there have been 
movements to attempt unification (Tusc 
and Left Unity), these have often been 
undermined or failed to gain true public 
recognition and acceptance, compared 

to rightwing parties. It is therefore my 
fear that this inability to unify will 
simply aide the rise of the right.

My second issue to come out of the 
EU referendum relates directly to my 
previous point. It is my belief that the 
left in the UK have for too long spent 
time debating with themselves in the 
shadows, causing the entire movement 
to stagnate and become disconnected 
with the general population. This is 
seen through the previously mentioned 
fragmentation of the left in the UK, but 
also the apparent arrogance of certain 
parties, who seem to have fallen into 
romanticism, preferring to create 
images of the Bolshevik revolution 
and the miners’ strikes of the 1980s 
instead of actively engaging in the 
current political landscape. I therefore 
not only fear the continuing rise of the 
right and the radical left’s lack of unity: 
I fear that without actual change the left 
cannot unify.

It is my belief that the UK radical 
left in general must change and attempt 
to create a united front for the good of 
the nation. This does not mean that we 
must lose our core views, but instead 
update the ideology to the period we 
live in now, accepting that pragmatism 
only compromises key beliefs if we 
allow it to. It is not 1848 or 1917, 
but 2016, and we must adapt to this. 
Furthermore, this does not mean we 
should stop debating or disagreeing. On 
the contrary, a great strength of the left 
is its ability to academically justify and 
debate its ideals. We must, however, 
create a unified front; otherwise the 
tide of fascism will be allowed to wash 
over the UK by those self-publicists and 
unprincipled politicians who currently 
run this nation.

Following on from this, I would 
therefore like to ask the CPGB what 
are its intentions? How do you intend 
to fight the rise of fascism? What 
is your plan to integrate true leftist 
politics back into the British general 
public? And how are you going to 
unify the left?
ZT
email

Eton mess
Groucho Marx said: “I don’t want to 
belong to any club that will accept me 
as a member.” Who wants to be in a 
European club that has the UK as a 
member? But, as the UK has left, I am 
much more enthusiastic about joining. 
A few others agree, including Scotland, 
Northern Ireland, Cardiff, Newcastle 
and London.

The Brexit vote has seen the end 
of Cameron, the rise of Johnson, 
wobbly financial markets, dangers 
of an economic crisis, a rise in racist 
attacks on Polish and other migrants, 
the possibility of Northern Ireland and 
Scotland leaving the UK, and a coup in 
the Labour Party.

Undermining Corbyn and planning 
to get rid of him started the day he was 
elected. Before the local elections, there 
was the anti-Semitism farrago. This 
stopped as soon as the voters spoke. 
The line was to wait until after the 
referendum. Had Cameron won, the 
Labour right would have moved on 
the grounds that Labour had performed 
poorly in comparison with Cameron’s 
‘great’ leadership.

All this adds to the feeling this is no 
ordinary crisis. It may prove a terminal 
crisis for the two-party system. Last 
week before the vote I said: “Most of 
the outcomes of the referenda are more 
or less reactionary. This is why a low 
voter turnout is better than a high one. 
But there is one scenario which has 
revolutionary implications - Scotland 
and Northern Ireland votes to remain 
(and Wales too) and England votes to 
exit” (Letters, June 23).

The country avoided both the 
worst-case scenarios - total UK-wide 
victory for Cameron or Johnson. It 
was close to a draw. We had a high, 

but not very high, turnout. Shame it 
wasn’t much lower. The good news 
was that we ended up with the only 
potentially revolutionary outcome or, 
as Tory grandee Michael Heseltine 
said on BBC Newsnight, “We have a 
constitutional crisis of a scale that has 
never existed in my life”.

The potential Irish and Scottish 
rebellions give us something to work 
with. The Tories are very worried and 
so appear more united than ever. They 
are all keeping calm in case rocking 
the boat will tip their wallets into the 
sea. In the Labour Party class war has 
broken out. On the streets there are 
increased racist attacks. A spontaneous, 
angry demonstration of mainly young 
people gathered outside parliament 
last Tuesday. Chanting “Eton mess” 
and “Fuck off, Boris”, they were 
demanding another referendum. It is 
not all over yet.

Today we are still in the EU and 
will be so for at least two years. This 
is a long time in politics. The EU is 
not itself a fixed organisation, either 
in terms of its component nations or its 
political constitution. So let us refer to 
a future Europe as the United States of 
Europe and fight for that.

The ‘Remain but abstain’ campaign 
was in favour of fighting to remain in 
a capitalist EU, but not by voting for 
Cameron’s reactionary deal. This was 
not for any supposed social benefits, but 
because it provided greater opportunities 
and better circumstances to build 
European working class unity and make 
democratic revolution. After the exit 
vote we have to redouble our efforts 
to support a European democratic 
programme including:
l A United States of Europe - the full 
economic and political unification of 
Europe.
l A European Federal Republic - including 
the rights of nations to self-determination.
l A democratic, secular and social 
republic.
l A European democratic revolution - 
transfer of power to the sovereign people, 
elections to a constituent assembly, 
elected workplace councils, abolition of 
existing European constitutional treaties.

How did the ‘United States of 
Europe’ figure in the Tory referendum? 
It was raised by Boris Johnson. He 
presented it as the bogey man, which 
every sensible person should fear. If 
it is so dangerous, it must be good. 
Yet it was not on the ballot paper. The 
Tory referendum was designed by the 
Tories for the benefit of the Tory Party. 
There was no progressive, democratic 
European option on offer.

The working class were invited to 
vote for two reactionary programmes: 
(a) Brexit - full withdrawal from the 
EU; or (b) Cameron’s ‘reformed’ 
EU - a reactionary, discriminatory, anti-
working class negotiated agreement. 
When two cars are racing directly at 
each other, it is best not to be in the 
back seat of either or think that offering 
socialist directions to the Tory drivers 
will avoid a crash. As with the Scottish 
referendum, the biggest party casualty 
will be the Labour Party.

You might be forgiven for thinking 
that in a referendum to vote for Hitler 
or Mussolini there was nothing to do 
except play the game - vote for the 
lesser evil or if you are feeling devilish 
back the one that would upset the 
ruling class applecart the most. This 
is a false choice, not simply because 
there are options of abstain or boycott, 
but because the power of the organised 
working class, like the power of capital, 
is not in the ballot box, but in working 
class organisation.

Opposing exit does not depend 
on a ballot. A political general strike 
would be a more effective weapon. 
Some people thought I was having a 
laugh in calling on trade unionists to 
plan for a political strike. The Tory 
budget threat is real enough. At a 
public meeting during the campaign 

I asked Matt Wrack, general secretary 
of the Fire Brigades Union, whether 
the TUC was planning any industrial 
action in the event of Brexit? You have 
already guessed the answer that Matt 
confirmed.

Was it a mistake for Corbyn not 
to call for strike action against Brexit 
and confound Labour right? So what 
should we do now? First, we must 
defend Corbyn against the Euro 
plotters. Second, we must challenge 
the democratic legitimacy of the 
referendum. Third, we must support the 
Scottish and Irish people in the struggle 
to remain in the EU. Last but not least, 
we have to win support for a republican 
United States of Europe and European 
party to fight for this.
steve freeman
Left Unity and Rise

Election now
After the British people voted to leave 
the EU last Thursday some of those who 
voted ‘leave’ have already said they 
may have made a mistake. Over three 
million have signed petitions calling for 
a second referendum. A ‘leave’ vote was 
not expected by many young people, and 
they are very bitter about it. Now we have 
the resignation of David Cameron, and 
calls for Jeremy Corbyn to step down 
as well. All of this is unprecedented in 
British politics.

The main parties are clearly in 
disarray. Half the Labour shadow 
cabinet have resigned because they 
feel Jeremy Corbyn did not do enough 
as Labour leader to promote a ‘remain’ 
vote in line with party policy. Increasing 
numbers are calling on him to resign. 
The Tories have been split for decades 
on Europe, and now David Cameron’s 
resignation as prime minister ‘within 
three months’ has opened up all the 
wounds.

The Scottish National Party are 
considering a second referendum 
on Scottish independence to enable 
continued EU membership, Sinn Féin 
have called for an Irish referendum on 
uniting the two parts of Ireland, and 
Spain has called for equal sovereignty 
over Gibraltar. The break-up of the 
United Kingdom, rightly or wrongly, 
is imminent.

The only way to prevent a serious 
political crisis is for there to be a 
general election within months. Politics 
should not be about leaders: it should 
be entirely to do with policies. But, in 
reality, people vote as much on who the 
future prime minister might be as they 
do about policies. The only way to end 
the uncertainty would be to hold a new 
general election.

Britain remains seriously divided 
as a direct result of the EU referendum 
foisted on the Tories by Ukip. The 
hate generated by the far right during 
the EU campaign will not easily go 
away. People nationally and locally are 
frightened. I know of local people who 
voted to remain, but were too frightened 
to tell their friends. That is dreadful. A 
climate of hate has developed, largely 
because of the demonisation of refugees 
and migrants during the referendum 
campaign by far-right groups like Ukip 
and Britain First. The murder of Labour 
MP Jo Cox was the culmination of this 
climate of hate. There are already reports 
of racist attacks as a direct result of the 
referendum - this could get worse.

Rugby Trade Unionist and Socialist 
Coalition says, loudly and clearly, that 
immigrants are not the cause of our 
problems, and that they are welcome. 
It is the austerity policies of successive 
governments, not migration, that have 
caused poverty and deprivation. Money 
should, of course, accompany migrants 
to ensure there is no extra strain on 
education, housing or other public 
services, including doctors. As migrants 
pay more in tax than they take in social 
benefits, there is no reason why that 
doesn’t happen.

We need a general election, just 
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CPGB podcasts
Every Monday we upload a podcast commenting on the current 
political situation. In addition, the site features voice files of public 
meetings and other events: http://cpgb.org.uk/home/podcasts.

London Communist forum
Sunday July 3: No forum
Sunday July 10, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB Provisional 
Central Committee, followed by open discussion and reading group. 
Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1. Study of Ralph 
Miliband’s Parliamentary socialism. This meeting: chapter 6 (‘The 
price of respectability’), section 3: ‘The logic of endurance’.
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk;
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk.

Born in Gaza
Friday July 1, 6pm: Film screening, Royal Society of Medicine, 1 
Wimpole Street, London W1. Documentary on the devastating effects of 
war on child and adolescent mental health. 
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign: www.palestinecampaign.org.

National shop stewards Network
Saturday July 2, 11am to 4.30pm: Annual conference, Conway Hall, 
25 Red Lion Square, London WC1.
Speakers include: Steve Gillan (POA), Matt Wrack (FBU), Ronnie 
Draper (BFAWU), Janice Godrich (PCS), Sean Hoyle (RMT), Yannis 
Gourtsoyannis (BMA junior doctors).
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network: http://shopstewards.net.

Defeat the Labour coup
Monday July 4, 7pm: Emergency meeting, St Mary’s Centre, 82-90 
Corporation Road, Middlesbrough TS1.
Organised by Momentum Teesside:
www.facebook.com/events/859837747485053.

stop arming saudi Arabia
Tuesday July 5, 7pm: Public meeting, University of Brighton, Pavilion 
Parade, Brighton BN2. Speaker: David Wearing.
Organised by Campaign Against the Arms Trade: www.caat.org.uk.

Time for truth and justice
Wednesday July 6, 10 am: Protest, Queen Elizabeth 2 Centre, Broad 
Sanctuary, Westminster, London SW1. No to the Chilcot cover-up.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk.

Beyond caring
Wednesday July 6 to Saturday July 9, various times: New play, 
Theatre Delicatessen, 17 The Moor, Sheffield S1.  
How the lives of people working on zero-hour contracts are affected. 
Book online: http://theatredelicatessen.co.uk/js_events/beyond-caring. £20.

No to Chilcot
Wednesday July 6, 5.30pm: Vigil to remember victims of war, Grey’s 
Monument, Blackett Street, Newcastle upon Tyne NE1.
Organised by Newcastle Stop the War Coalition:  
www.northeaststopwar.org.uk/index.html.

End the arms trade
Thursday July 7, 6.30pm: Public meeting, small meeting room, 
Friends House, 173-177 Euston Road, London NW1.
Organised by Campaign Against the Arms Trade: www.caat.org.uk 

End the siege on Gaza
Friday July 8, 5pm: Protest, Israeli embassy, Richmond Terrace, 
London SW1.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign: www.palestinecampaign.org.

Durham Miners Gala
Saturday July 9, 10am to 5pm: March: Assemble Market Place, 
Durham DH1.
Main event: The Racecourse, Green Lane, Durham DH1.
Organised by Durham NUM: www.durhamminers.org/gala.

for a world without arms
Sunday July 10, 11am to 5pm: Conference, St Hilda’s East 
Community Centre, 8 Club Row, London E2.
Organised by Campaign Against the Arms Trade: www.caat.org.uk.

After the Chilcot report
Tuesday July 12, 7pm: Public meeting, Nottingham Mechanics, 3 
North Sherwood Street, Nottingham NG1. With Lindsey German.
Organised by Nottingham Stop the War: https://twitter.com/NottsSTW.

No to disability cuts
Wednesday July 13, 1.15pm: Protest, outside Capita plc, 71 Victoria 
Street, London SW1.
Organised by Disabled People Against the Cuts: http://dpac.uk.net.

The People’s Chilcot Report
Wednesday July 13, 7pm: Meeting, Broadacre House, Market Street, 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1.
Organised by Newcastle Stop the War Coalition:
www.northeaststopwar.org.uk/index.html.

After the referendum 
Saturday July 16, 12 noon: Protest, BBC HQ, Portland Place, London W1.
Organised by People’s Assembly: www.thepeoplesassembly.org.uk. 

We are many
Wednesday July 20, 6pm: Film screening, Everyman Cinema, 4 
Albion Street, Leeds LS1. Documentary on anti-Iraq war movement, 
followed by discussion of Chilcot report. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk.
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.

15 months after the last one, to elect a 
government that can heal the divisions 
by ending austerity and promote policies 
that would end poverty and hate.
Pete McLaren
Rugby Tusc

out of context
Here is my point-by-point response to 
Arthur Bough’s latest letter (June 23).

As to summaries of Capital, I find 
Anthony Brewer’s A guide to Marx’s 
Capital (Cambridge 1984) mostly serves 
my needs as a work trying to summarise 
what is said specifically and generally in 
this text (trying not to fog the summary 
with prejudice brought to the operation 
by the author, though this, as any honest 
scholar knows, is difficult in the extreme), 
supplemented by various of David 
Harvey’s works, both books and videos 
available online - all approached critically, 
and not blindly.

In the Marxists Internet Archive 
version of Wage labour and capital, the 
following is the second paragraph after the 
one that Bough cites against me:

“To say that the interests of capital 
and the interests of the workers are 
identical signifies only this: that capital 
and wage-labour are two sides of one and 
the same relation. The one conditions the 
other in the same way that the usurer and 
the borrower condition each other.”

I think that this makes clear that 
Marx’s tone in the paragraph that Bough 
cites is ironic in the extreme. In general 
this demonstrates the danger of taking 
any of the Marx-Engels corpus out of 
context: the context of a part of a text 
within the particular text in question; the 
context of the text in question within the 
larger corpus of works; and the context 
of the whole and the parts of the corpus 
in the historical period in which they 
were written. Bough’s method is similar 
to that of the evangelical Christian, 
who grazes the Bible for quotations that 
support his particular position, while 
ignoring those that do not, or are simply 
rather embarrassing in a modern context, 
without an appropriate holistic and critical 
understanding of the texts that he is 
drawing upon: eg, citing Leviticus 18:22 
against homosexuality, while ignoring 
15:19-33 on the rules around the ritual 
uncleanliness of menstruating women.

The citation from The Grundrisse is 
similarly one-sided to Bough’s citation 
above from Wage labour and capital: 
it is a description of how capitalism 
functions when it is able to bring together 
the two poles of labour and capital into 

a productive dialectical relationship to 
the temporary advantage of both; but the 
whole point of all of Capital (which is a 
later and more developed formulation 
of Marx’s positions) is to demonstrate 
that capitalism as a system is not always 
able to bring these poles together in a 
productive manner, and increasingly fails 
to do so - hence crisis and the need for 
overthrow of the system, not merely the 
incremental, economistic improvement 
of the position of the wage-worker, when 
this can fleetingly be achieved.

As to quantitative Marxism: when 
I use the word ‘gain’ I am not only 
thinking of the very narrowly economistic 
quantitative gains that Bough seems so 
enamoured of (whether this be levels of 
public spending or levels of wages): I am 
thinking of gains of quantity changing into 
ones of quality, as it were, above all - the 
principle of universal healthcare free at 
the point of delivery, the principle of full 
employment. The former in particular has 
still more or less maintained its position 
as a point of gain despite the neoliberal 
turn since around 1980: the arguments 
still all surround the level of spending, 
not whether the service should exist at all.

On the Bliar government: should 
Bough want to hold up for any degree 
of praise (from someone who obviously 
thinks he is some sort of Marxist) a 
government that dragged Britain into a 
US-led imperialist war and failed to repeal 
Thatcherite anti-trade union legislation? 
I think to ask the question is to get the 
answer.
sean Thurlough
London

Bad review
Rex Dunn reviews the new edition of Victor 
Serge’s and Natalia Sedova Trotsky’s The 
life and death of Leon Trotsky, writing that 
“the position of the editors of Haymarket 
Books is fundamentally anti-Trotskyist!” 
(‘Curious delay and publication switch’, 
June 16).

So what? When a majority of workers 
arrive at a socialist understanding - not 
spontaneously, but on the same basis as 
members of a revolutionary party arrive 
at an equal level of socialist understanding 
and act politically - then the ruling class 
will be powerless to stop them. Neither 
Haymarket Books nor Trotsky nor Rex 
Dunn will be necessary nor will be able to 
stop them. So the decision to publish is not 
“reprehensible” or demonstrative of “the 
poverty of a particular brand of Marxism”.

Dunn’s review was in the worst 
tradition of leftwing polemical ‘logic’: 

dogmatic prose and denunciations in place 
of political analysis.
Jon D White
Socialist Party of Great Britain

Time illusion
Maren Clarke, while not arguing whether 
Marx’s concepts can explain the current 
crisis or not, and not denying that the price 
of energy can trigger recession or crisis 
(he is referring to high energy prices), 
nevertheless proceeds to defend the labour 
theory of value, or the law of value on 
which Marxist economics is founded 
(Letters, June 23).

Maren argues that Marxism’s use of 
abstract labour time doesn’t mean that time 
itself is abstract. However, if time is not 
abstract it must therefore be its opposite. 
The dialectical opposite to the abstract 
is the concrete. So Maren is arguing that 
time has an objective material existence. 
If time is real, as Maren argues, will she 
please inform us what this time is made 
of: that is, what is its substance? Is she in 
possession of a microscope that can reveal 
its true nature, and if it exists beyond the 
range of the five senses, like many things 
do - for instance radio waves - is there 
some way we can detect its existence?

In regard to Marx’s explanation of 
the relationship between concrete and 
abstract labour, Maren argues that what 
is being abstracted is the concrete labour 
embodied in the commodity. But I did not 
deny this. I merely pointed out that this 
abstracted labour was indeed abstract and 
therefore mental. Maren, like most people, 
seems to confuse movement with time 
and argues that eight hours of tailoring 
labour is not abstract and if the worker 
continued non-stop they would collapse 
from exhaustion. However, while such 
labour is not abstract, exhaustion, like the 
bodying aging, is not a function of time but 
of how the body is constructed.

Of course the illusion of time is 
something we cannot do without. The 
fictional seconds, minutes, hours, days 
and months and years are indispensible 
requirements to order our lives. It is from 
these that we derive the illusion of time, 
which has no objective existence. What I 
am suggesting, therefore, is that, if time is 
an illusion, so must be the labour theory 
of value, which relies on the commodity 
having some mysterious internal value 
posited by labour time independent from 
the true source of value - demand. Those 
who doubt this should try making and 
selling something that no-one wants.
Tony Clark
Labour supporter
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setting our sights high
sunday June 26 saw the launch 

of the CPGB’s annual Summer 
Offensive fundraising drive at a 
meeting in London (see report, p4).

Once more we have set our sights 
high and we aim to raise £30,000 
for our ongoing work - running our 
annual summer school, Communist 
University, improving the presentation 
of the Weekly Worker, upgrading the 
CPGB website and campaigning 
around the new solidarity organisation, 
Support Iranian Workers, to name but 
a few things.

However, the 2016 Summer 
Offensive is a little shorter than in 
previous years - we hope to have 
raised the full amount by August 12, 
just before the end of Communist 
University. In other words, the SO will 
last just under seven weeks this year, 
as opposed to the usual two months. 
As I noted in the report of the meeting 
mentioned above, the comrades 
present pledged a total of £8,450 
and in the few day since then total 
pledges have risen to £17,900. Not 
bad at all, given that we haven’t even 
started approaching our supporters and 
contacts yet.

The SO began modestly, with £94 
collected at the launch meeting itself 
(including £30 from JE alone), but, as 
I write, a total of £2,893 has already 
been raised, with several CPGB 
comrades coming up with the cash to 
help pay the deposit for the CU venue.

For those readers wondering what 
has happened to Robbie Rix and his 
weekly fighting fund column, let me 
reassure them on two counts. First, 
while between now and August 12 
money donated to the Weekly Worker 
will be included in the CPGB’s overall 
SO target, the cash raised will be used 
exclusively for the intended purpose: 
ie, the paper itself. Secondly, comrade 
Rix asks me to inform readers that a 
total of £313 came into the Weekly 
Worker coffers last week, taking the 
June fighting fund over its £1,750 
target with a day to spare. Our paper’s 
supporters have raised a total of £1,779 
over the whole month.

Amongst the contributors to the 
Weekly Worker were PM (£100), JT 
(£30) and BB (£15). Then there was 
JF, who made a £20 “guilt donation” 
via PayPal. He writes: “Agreed with 
every word of the Jo Cox article, but I 

don’t quite have the balls to promote it 
on social media.” Courage, comrade! 
He was one of 3,262 online readers of 
our paper last week.

Over the next couple of weeks, 
our Summer Offensive team will 
be contacting all our supporters 
and sympathisers, urging them to 
contribute to the SO. But you don’t 
have to wait for that email or phone 
call! Why not get out your cheque book 
straightaway and send your donation, 
payable to ‘CPGB’, to BCM Box 928, 
London WC1N 3XX. Alternatively 
there is the PayPal button on the CPGB 
website (please leave a message stating 
that the money is for the Summer 
Offensive) or you can make a bank 
transfer direct to the CPGB account: 
sort code 08-92-99; account number 
65109991.

Over the next few weeks I will be 
reporting on the various fundraising 
initiatives undertaken by our 
comrades. Let’s hope you are inspired 
to join in! l Peter Manson

summer offensive
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Brexit and Labour - twin crises
Peter Manson reports on last weekend’s CPGB membership meeting

following the unexpected ‘leave’ 
vote in the referendum, CPGB 
comrades met in London on June 

26 to discuss the repercussions. The two 
main items on the agenda of this aggre-
gate meeting - the post-referendum 
situation and the internal battle in the 
Labour Party - proved to be apposite in 
ways we had not anticipated beforehand.

First up was comrade Mike Macnair, 
who outlined the state of play following 
the Brexit vote. As he pointed out, in one 
sense our discussion was premature, 
since developments were continuing 
to take place at a furious pace. As this 
issue of the Weekly Worker is carrying an 
expanded version of comrade Macnair’s 
speech (see pp6-7), I will do no more 
than sum up the themes it contained 
here.

Comrade Macnair referred to the 
three immediate consequences triggered 
by the referendum: the Tory leadership 
contest; the challenge to Jeremy Corbyn; 
and the reopening of the question of 
Scots independence, along with some 
repercussions in Northern Ireland - in 
other words, Brexit had posed the 
possible breaking up of the United 
Kingdom more clearly. Overall, the 
result had been a blow for “chauvinist, 
nationalist reaction”.

Comrade Macnair said that he 
agreed with the opinion of the CPGB’s 
Provisional Central Committee, of 
which he is a member, that it was 
unlikely a UK withdrawal from the 
European Union would actually take 
place - Boris Johnson, or whoever 
the new Tory leader turns out to be, 
would attempt to “pull a rabbit out of 
the hat” and eventually hold a second 
referendum, in which the June 23 
decision would be reversed.

However, he stated that it would 
not be straightforward for the new 
leader to flout that decision. Also, 
there was pressure coming from 
the EU establishment for the UK to 
immediately give formal notification of 
its intended withdrawal, thus initiating 
the two-year negotiation period under 
article 50. Some had insisted there 
could be no informal negotiations - or, 
alternatively, that such negotiations 
would automatically set in motion article 
50. Comrade Macnair also stated that it 
would be equally difficult to say that the 
Brexit vote was invalid because it had 
been won fraudulently by the lies of the 
‘leave’ campaign.

Finally he dealt with the economic 
consequences - the run on the pound 
and the fall in stock markets following 
the vote. It was possible that a British 
crash might trigger a global recession 
and it was therefore in the interests of 
the global bourgeoisie to ensure that 
such a crash did not happen.

The first speaker from the floor was 
comrade Moshé Machover, a non-CPGB 
supporter of the Weekly Worker, who 
was critical of the paper’s tactics during 
the referendum campaign. He said that 
for us the question of how to vote - ie, 
our recommendation for a boycott - took 
precedence over the “underlying issue”, 
which, the comrade stated, was that 
it was in the interests of the working 
class for Britain to remain within the 
EU. Just like globalisation, the EU was 
“historically progressive”, in that it 
helps provide the basis for the united 
action of the international working 
class. He stated that more should have 
been made of this factor in the Weekly 
Worker’s coverage.

In response, I pointed out that the 
referendum as conceived by David 
Cameron was not primarily about 
Britain’s EU membership, but him 
remaining prime minister by checking 
the growth of Ukip, outmanoeuvring Ed 
Miliband and satisfying his Europhobe 
rightwing - the whole thing had been a 
farce (I too stated my agreement with the 

PCC opinion that in all likelihood there 
would be no Brexit) and this was what 
we wanted to stress in our coverage.

I also thought that the problems 
raised by comrade Macnair over 
continuing EU membership following 
the referendum could be overcome. 
The next Tory prime minister would 
surely claim that, following a new 
round of negotiations, Britain’s terms 
of membership had been fundamentally 
improved and, since the first vote had 
been so close, it would be improper not 
to put the ‘new agreement’ to a second 
referendum.

While Stan Kelsey agreed that 
it had not been in the interests of 
“independent working class politics” 
to vote either ‘remain’ or ‘leave’, other 
comrades widened the debate. Laurie 
McIntyre said that it had turned into 
a “referendum on immigration” and 
he thought it was a “good thing” that 
Jeremy Corbyn had acknowledged the 
need to talk about that question. Phil 
Kent stated that immigration is viewed 
as a problem by many workers who 
believe it forces down wages, but he 
thought that capitalism had no answers 
to their discontent.

Recession?
For her part, Yassamine Mather stated 
that the immediate economic effects 
of the vote had been “far worse” than 
predicted - the Dow Jones had fallen by 
even more than the FTSE, for instance, 
and she agreed with comrade Macnair 
that there was a real danger of a global 
recession. She also agreed that comrade 
Machover was right to stress the unity of 
the European working class.

Bob Paul said that, although he had 
spoiled his ballot in line with the CPGB 
recommendation to boycott the vote, 
he “did have doubts” about the tactic, 
in view of the statement in the CPGB’s 
Draft programme that “Communists 
oppose all programmes and demands for 
a British withdrawal”.

In response to this, Jack Conrad stated 
we were opposing both withdrawal 
and Cameron’s equally reactionary 
programme attached to continued 
membership. While he agreed that 
the ‘leave’ vote had been reactionary, 
so too would have been a vote for 
‘remain’. Referenda themselves are 
in fact reactionary, he said, in that the 
question posed is divorced from any 
overall programme and thus results in the 
possibility that followers of any particular 
set of politics are divided among both 
camps.

Comrade Conrad emphasised that 
in Cameron’s head the referendum 
had been about remaining as prime 
minister rather than the question asked 
and that a second referendum could be 
a “successful strategy” from the point 
of view of the bourgeoisie. However, 
he was “surprised” not to read more 
commentaries pointing out that Britain 
may not actually leave.

Sarah Stewart agreed with previous 
speakers that the result had been a “blow 
for xenophobia”, but that was not to say 
we were wrong to call for a boycott. 
Meanwhile, Mark Fischer took issue 
with comrade McIntyre’s view that it 
was a “good thing” that Corbyn was 
reconsidering his view on immigration. 
In reality it was another retreat in the face 
of this “vote for chauvinism”, and the 
contention that immigration is a problem.

Ben Williams was another who 
stressed the international repercussions 
of the Brexit vote, pointing to an edition 
of Der Spiegel written entirely in English, 
which conveyed the message, ‘Please 
don’t go’. Despite the mixed signals 
coming from the EU about when to 
trigger article 50 and whether there could 
be negotiations beforehand, a “full-scale 
divorce is still a long way off”, he said. 
For his part, Vernon Price wondered if we 

were witnessing a “complete realignment 
of British politics” - perhaps there was 
now room for a new party along the 
lines of the Social Democratic Party of 
the 1980s.

Comrade Conrad replied to this by 
saying he was convinced the Labour 
right was not about to walk out - “They 
want ‘their’ party back,” he said. It was 
the same with the Tories - there would 
be no split. We are talking about people 
who are in politics for career purposes, 
after all. He agreed with comrades that 
the vote had demonstrated a “disconnect” 
with mainstream politics, but that did 
not mean there would be a new centre 
party. Comrade Rex Dunn - like comrade 
Machover a guest at the aggregate 
- wondered whether the CPGB was 
perhaps being a little complacent about 
the move to the right, He thought that 
Ukip could be the big winner to emerge 
out of the current turmoil.

Speaking of comrade Machover, he 
came in back to stress that he was not 
actually criticising the Weekly Worker’s 
voting recommendations, but its “lack 
of coverage” of the main underlying 
issue concerning European working 
class unity.

Responding to the debate, comrade 
Macnair agreed that it would have 
been good to carry more about the 
positive alternative, but he emphasised 
that we urged a boycott because we 
thought - and still think - that Brexit was 
“a lie”. However, whether or not the 
UK withdraws, we still need a common 
working class fightback across the 
continent.

He reiterated that the establishment 
had received a “populist kick in the 
teeth”, and so far the alternative on offer 
took the less than perfect form of Bernie 
Sanders or Podemos - there was an 
“astonishing lack of vision” on the left 
and the result will embolden anti-migrant 
populism. In or out of the EU, we must 
stand firm against the agenda of the 
Blairites and for principled working 
class politics.

Labour and  
the left
In introducing the following session 
on the Labour Party, comrade Conrad 
noted the timing of the current coup 
attempt. Corbyn was expected to 

deliver the Labour and youth vote for 
a ‘remain’, so the right’s plan had been 
to keep quiet until after the referendum. 
However, once the referendum result 
was in it was just as inevitable that 
the attacks on Corbyn would be begin 
again - only this time with the aim of 
forcing him out.

The right now believes it has to act 
before conference, when a rule change 
could be passed giving the incumbent 
leader the automatic right to stand 
in any new election. At the moment 
this right is hotly contested and it 
could eventually be decided by the 
courts. Either way, we are entering the 
territory of the unknown - the right’s 
move could turn out to be suicidal

The current moves against Corbyn 
should be seen as another string 
to the right’s bow - to be added to 
the campaign against Labour ‘anti-
Semitism’! Comrade Conrad pointed 
out that there had been no statement 
from Corbyn or John McDonnell on 
this - in that sense he agreed with the 
right that Corbyn was showing ‘no 
leadership’ by failing to take a stand 
against the numerous false allegations, 
made solely in order to undermine 
him.

Our position - in contrast to the 
likes of the Labour Representation 
Committee - has been one of critical 
support for Corbyn, and the need for 
such criticism has increased more and 
more. For instance, what position will 
the LRC now adopt on immigration, 
in view of the forthcoming retreat by 
Corbyn?

Next to speak was comrade Mather, 
who agreed that Corbyn had revealed 
a lack of leadership - in fact the right 
saw his conciliationism as a weakness 
to be exploited. She assumed that the 
Labour right, knowing that Corbyn 
may well win with a bigger majority 
in a new election, had decided on a 
“legal solution” - keeping him off the 
ballot with the help of the courts. She 
found it very hard to understand this, 
however - surely it would lead to the 
destruction of the Labour Party?

Comrade Stewart pointed out that 
this was surely “too transparent a coup”, 
and I agreed with this, stating that the 
right had no real grounds for seeking his 
removal - he was obviously not guilty of 
any misdemeanour and allegations about 

his lack of leadership qualities had been 
made when he first stood for the top post, 
yet he was still elected.

In reply, comrade Macnair stated 
that things had now changed - the right 
had calculated that, even if Corbyn 
was on the ballot this time around, 
he would still lose, while comrade 
Fischer pointed out that the right was 
quite prepared to see thousands of 
members depart - it actually preferred 
a hollowed-out membership structure, 
which allowed it to keep control.

Comrade Price raised another 
criticism of the Weekly Worker, in 
that it was not providing the coverage 
of Momentum he had been hoping 
for. Comrade Kelsey pointed to the 
absence of any democratic structure 
in Momentum, whose politics too 
were “going nowhere”. However, in 
his reply to the debate, Jack Conrad 
agreed with comrade Price’s criticism 
- some comrades were failing to 
supply the Weekly Worker with the 
necessary reports of the events they 
were attending.

He ended by repeating his earlier 
assertion that the left in general was 
just not bold enough - and right now 
boldness is exactly what we need.

summer offensive
The aggregate ended with comrade 
Mather launching our annual fundraising 
drive, the Summer Offensive. In less 
than two months before the end of our 
Communist University summer school 
we are aiming to raise £30,000, which 
would be used to support the Weekly 
Worker and the other political projects 
we were involved in. Our planned 
website improvements would make a 
real difference, she added.

Our culture is one of self-reliance, 
emphasised comrade Mather - we do 
not go with a begging bowl to all sorts 
of dubious organisations, as others on 
the left have done. This was something 
she had learned in Iran, as part of that 
country’s revolutionary movement 
against consecutive reactionary regimes.

The collection at the end raised 
£94 to get the SO started, but, more 
importantly, the individual SO 
fundraising pledges from those present 
amounted to £8,450 l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.co.uk

Unexpected result
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fear, confusion and delusions
Left responses to the referendum result vary from despondency to total exuberance. Both are misplaced, 
argues Paul Demarty

Perhaps the most surprising aspect 
of the left response to last week’s 
referendum was not in what has 

followed the result, but in what followed 
Cameron’s promise to hold it in the first 
place.

For we saw not a few comrades 
around the place - many of whom 
would previously have held positions 
my comrade Mike Macnair rather 
cruelly calls ‘left Ukipist’ - come out for 
‘remain’, well in advance of the poll. 
We think of Alan Thornett of Socialist 
Resistance, say. These comrades did 
not seem to have changed their minds, 
really - they were merely faced with 
the reality of a Brexit campaign whose 
chief spokespeople (quelle surprise!) 
were from the right half of the Tory 
Party, with Nigel Farage grinning on the 
sidelines like a sociopathic court jester. 
In other words, they bottled it, and 
to paraphrase CS Lewis, became the 
unhappiest Europhiles in all England.

We begin with this point simply to 
emphasise that the guiding principle 
for the left, as it confronted this issue 
and now confronts the aftermath, has 
been the tactical defensive. Tactics, 
of course, make poor principles at the 
best of times; but the political timidity 
currently on show is quite exceptional, 
and the left’s present invisibility in the 
debate over Brexit is ultimately an 
effect of its strategic incompetence.

Careful what 
you wish for
To begin, then, with those who got 
what they wanted - the ‘Lexiteers’, left 
advocates of British exit.

We are unsurprised to find jubilation 
in the ranks of the Morning Star’s 
Communist Party of Britain - most 
visible in a short round-up of reactions 
from sister parties in the Star , 
“congratulat[ing] the British people 
yesterday for their victory in the EU 
membership referendum.” What jumps 
out at us from this is the contribution 
of a certain Alex Mashilo, spokesman 
for the South African Communist 
Party: “The EU has been found wanting 
because it serves the interests not 
of all the people, but the imperialist 
bourgeoisie of Europe.”1 Those familiar 
with the SACP’s record in government 
might wonder exactly whose interests 
it serves, but there you go.

The Star editorial celebrating the 
vote highlights a feature common to 
all pro-Brexit leftwing commentary, 
so far as we can surmise, which is a 
high degree of unreality as regards the 
meaning of the vote. They understand, 
correctly, that what has taken place is a 
“populist working class revolt against 
the establishment” (we would dispute 
‘working class’, but there certainly 
was wide working class support for 
an exit vote).

Yet we are dealing here with class 
as a sociological descriptor, not a 
revolutionary motor of history - the Star 
elides the two. Thus we read:

Labour and working class heartlands 
outside the M25, such as Thurrock, 
Great Yarmouth, Ashfield, Hartlepool, 
Stoke-on-Trent, Doncaster, Basildon 
and Barnsley, where the labour 
movement is largely absent, polled 
well over 68% to leave the EU.2

The relative absence of the Labour 
movement is here cited as proof that we 
are dealing with pure class instinct, as 
opposed to the atomised and alienated 
plebeian mass that actually made up 
the Brexit vote.

Likewise with the Socialist Party 
in England and Wales’s Peter Taaffe, 
exhibiting as always a level of strategic 

acumen that would embarrass a 
mayfly: “The vote ... represents at 
bottom a predominantly working 
class revolt against austerity and 
the Tory millionaire government,” 
he writes. “It is totally false to draw 
the utterly pessimistic conclusions 
... that this result could lead to a 
‘carnival of reaction’ in Britain and 
encourage rightwing forces in Europe 
and elsewhere.”3

Perhaps seeking to reassure 
waverers on this point, he declares: 
“It is not automatic that reaction ... 
[can] establish a firm base without 
the challenge of a general election, 
in which they can be defeated. The 
day before the referendum, teachers 
showed defiance of the government’s 
plans for academies by voting by over 
90% for strike action on July 5.” This 
must surely be non-sequitur of the 
year - the Tories can be defeated in a 
short-term general election campaign 
(by whom, Peter? A Labour Party beset 
with fratricidal warfare? A Taaffite 
insurgency out of left-field?), because, 
er, there’s probably going to be a 
teachers’ strike.

The real prize here, however, goes 
to the Socialist Workers Party, which 
is in a real pickle. On the one hand, it 
advocated an exit vote, more or less 
to get rid of David Cameron (mission 
accomplished, comrades!); on the 
other, its practical activity over the 
last couple of years has been taken up 
in large part with chasing around Ukip 
figures accusing them of racism, on the 
basis that anti-migrant sentiment is 
automatically and always racism. How, 
then, to celebrate this great victory, 
given that it was won by the ‘leave’ 
campaign relentlessly hammering away 
at the immigration nail?

The answer hit upon by SWP 
national secretary Charlie Kimber is, 
ironically, one of the favoured weapons 
of the modern, technocratic bourgeois 
establishment politician - statistical 
prestidigitation:

In Newham 47% of people voted 
‘leave’. The east London borough 
is one of the poorest and most 
multicultural boroughs in London, 
with only 17% of the population 
being ‘white British’.

Further out in Barking and 
Dagenham people voted for ‘leave’ 
by 62.4%. Again only some 49.46% 
of the population is ‘white British’.4

The first thing to note is that this is 
statistically illiterate. Kimber wants to 
argue that, since anti-migrant chauvinism 
is racism, and since only white British 
people can be racist (bear with me now), 
it will suffice to demonstrate that some 
non-white British people voted to leave 
to dismiss the problem out of hand.

Except that he is not comparing like 
with like: take Barking and Dagenham, 
for example. 49.46% of the population 
is a very different thing from 62.4% of 
those who actually voted. To illustrate 
the matter, turnout in Barking was 
63.8%. If every eligible white Briton 
voted, it would be perfectly possible for 
all ‘leave’ votes to be cast by that one 
ethnic group - assuming that the ethnic 
makeup of eligible electors is the same 
as the ethnic makeup of the population.

Given that members of migrant 
populations are generally less likely to 
be registered to vote, indeed, we would 
expect that the voters who turned out 
would be, if not necessarily whiter, at 
least skewed towards white British and 
more well established ethnic minorities. 
In any case, concentrating on these 
two constituencies is blatant cherry-
picking: the data we have suggests that 
ethnic minorities in aggregate leaned 

heavily to ‘remain’, although much 
more research needs to be done.5

The bigger issue, of course, is that 
this is all irrelevant, because anti-
migrant chauvinism is simply a very 
common form of sectionalism among 
more backward workers, including 
workers originating from previous 
waves of immigration. We would 
expect some among the second or 
third generations of south Asians, 
Afro-Caribbeans, etc, to resent eastern 
Europeans ‘coming over here and 
taking our jobs’, for the jobs at issue 
are, after all, historically theirs; unless 
our commitment to anti-racism is so 
stridently facile, and our concept of 
racism so uselessly amalgamated, that 
we find ourselves in the same camp as 
the SWP.

Despondency
There are those, of course, who are 
perfectly able to divine what motivated 
so many on the lower rungs of capitalist 
society to vote to leave; thus we descend 
from the giddy euphoria of the deluded 
Lexiteers to the left ‘remainers’ and 
their trough of misery.

Many in the ‘remain’ camp - or 
at least those who are members of 
far-left organisations - derive a certain 
advantage from their despondency, in 
that they do not have to pretend that 
Brexit is some kind of historic victory. 
It is easier for them to acknowledge that 
the immediate short-term effect of the 
Brexit result is that British politics has 
lurched to the right. For example, Cathy 
Nugent, of the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty, writes:

Getting rid of Cameron is not, as 
some on the left will argue, a victory 
for democracy! If a general election 
were soon held, as some on the left 
advocate, it would be fought under 
conditions of chaos, confusion, 
dismay and reaction. It would not 
be likely to result in a victory for 
the left. The referendum result has 
already been used by the right wing 
in the Labour Party as an opportunity 
to challenge the Corbyn leadership.6

One of the more cogent rebuttals of 
Lexiteer excitement comes from Neil 
Faulkner - leading figure of the Brick 
Lane Debates, the group that split from 
Counterfire - writing on the Left Unity 
website:

Let me spell out the basic underlying 
mistake [with Lexit]: it is to assume 
that any crisis - and any outbreak of 
mass discontent - must somehow 
benefit the left. In fact, as Lenin 
explained, the ruling class can 
survive any crisis if the workers let 
it, and, as Trotsky explained, there 
are two parties in a crisis: the party 

of revolutionary hope (the socialists) 
and the party of counterrevolutionary 
despair (the fascists).7

Faulkner makes extensive use of one of 
the least attractive historical analogies 
available - the expectation on the part of 
the Communist Party of Germany that 
Hitler’s regime would rapidly give way 
to proletarian revolution. (The most 
obvious deficiency to his piece is its 
alarmism: he seems very worried about 
the rise of a real fascism in Europe at 
large.) Thus, when the likes of the SWP 
(though he does not name them) argue 
that “because working class communities 
voted heavily against the ‘remain’ camp, 
we are witness to a popular revolt against 
austerity and inequality”, they are guilty 
of “breathtaking stupidity”:

It is to make a nonsense of any 
distinction between ‘class in itself’ and 
‘class for itself’: a vital distinction for 
Marx, who knew the great difference 
there was between the mere fact of 
class position - a matter of sociological 
description - and conscious mass 
struggle by working people acting 
for themselves to change the world. 
Indeed, in some sense, the whole of 
socialist activity is accounted for by 
this distinction.

What just 
happened?
The question Faulkner dodges is - why 
should the depredations of neoliberalism 
have driven so many among the working 
class into the “party of counterrevolutionary 
despair”? He has no more clue, on this 
evidence, than the Lexiteers, who, of 
course, flatly deny that such a thing 
has happened.

There is a theory, which has been 
floating around bourgeois circles 
for quite some time, that the English 
working class drifts naturally towards 
conservatism, wishing only to ring-
fence its own livelihood. Thus the 
ongoing conflict between a liberal, 
metropolitan elite, and a right-leaning, 
small-minded working class out in 
the provinces, fearful of globalised 
capitalism, chauvinistic and prone to 
bigotry.

This idea has been promoted by 
Labour rightists, arguing that “we 
must take people’s concerns about 
immigration seriously” and suchlike, 
for many years; Maurice Glasman, the 
eccentric wonk behind the short-lived 
‘Blue Labour’ fad, constructed an 
elaborate historical theory around it. 
It has been promoted demagogically 
by Sun columnists and Spiked!, in 
calumnies against the ‘metropolitan 
elite’. If nothing else, this idea’s time 
has come - the sociology of the Brexit 
vote provides the strongest evidence 
yet for this hypothesis.

Though it may be presented in 
relatively unsophisticated terms, this is 
in fact quite a ‘big idea’: an alternative 
political anatomy of the working 
class to Marxism. How does Marxism 
respond? Well, we start with comrade 
Faulkner, and the distinction between 
a ‘class in itself’ and a ‘class for itself’ 
- a dialectical distinction, designed 
to bring out the qualitative difference 
between merely working for a wage and 
attempting to transform one’s position 
in society. For Faulkner, the Brexit vote 
is the ‘class in itself’; for the Lexiteers, 
it is the ‘class for itself’.

The trouble with dialectical 
oppositions, of course, is their habit 
of breeding. Faulkner fails to take 
the next theoretical step, which is to 
acknowledge that the ‘class for itself’ 
is itself the site of a contradiction - that 
class-consciousness can be (crudely) 

false or true consciousness. The biggest 
danger at this level is sectionalism: 
falsely identifying your interests 
with some section of the class, rather 
than the class as a whole (which is 
international, multi-racial, and so on).

We must understand false class-
consciousness as nevertheless a form 
of class-consciousness, however 
degraded and reactionary it might 
be. An illustration pertinent to our 
present situation is the fact that the 
first restrictions on free movement 
in this country, over a century ago, 
were granted as a concession to the 
trade union movement - not atomised 
individual wage-slaves. Likewise, 
inasmuch as the Brexit vote was a 
‘class vote’ (and we must not forget 
the importance of sections of the petty 
bourgeoisie, etc), it was a sectionalist 
vote.

We must act
To declare that “the left must act”, as 
Faulkner does, is thus to ask how we 
can overcome sectionalism, and start 
in the direction of the universal class-
consciousness at the core of the Marxist 
political project. Here, alas, Faulkner 
provides a reminder that you can take 
the comrade out of the SWP, but not the 
SWP out of the comrade: “… the left 
has to build a fighting alternative based 
on mass struggle from below.” This, 
naturally, is exactly what the SWP and 
SPEW believe they are doing.

Yet it is precisely this overwhelming 
commitment to spontaneous mass 
action which disables the left from 
fighting sectionalism, and leads, in 
the end, to the idea that Brexit will 
act as the starting gun for a new wave 
of socialist struggle. For it places the 
emphasis not on spreading conscious 
understanding of politics among the 
masses, but merely agitation for short-
term action; and thus encourages the 
shortening of historical perspective.

“The left must act”: to too many 
people, including our present subjects, 
it means that, when presented by 
rival gangs of rightwing demagogues 
with a choice - in or out of the EU 
- we must choose. Anything else is 
“abstentionist”. So we must construct 
elaborate leftwing justifications for 
voting for reaction. In extremis, and 
unfortunately all too frequently today, 
this imperative creates ridiculous 
phenomena like so-called Trotskyists 
supporting national-chauvinist politics 
in order to get David Cameron out 
of Number 10 (in substance, there is 
no difference between left support 
for Scottish nationalism and left 
support for Brexit, except that the 
Scottish nationalists are superficially 
more right-on and up to date with 
multicultural platitudes than Ukip).

Yes, the left must act - and all the 
aforementioned organisations and 
individuals agree on much of the 
defensive do-goodery now necessary 
(fight austerity, defend migrants, etc). 
But more of the same is the last thing 
we need. Instead, it is time to think 
strategically l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. Morning Star June 25.
2. Ibid.
3. www.socialistparty.org.uk/
articles/23119/27-06-2016/referendum-revolt-
capitalist-establishment-shattered.
4. Socialist Worker June 28.
5. Some numbers, for example, can be found here: 
http://ukandeu.ac.uk/how-do-britains-ethnic-
minorities-view-the-eu-referendum. They come 
from polls conducted before the vote itself, but 
there is no evidence of a dramatic change in the 
final days.
6. www.workersliberty.org/node/26807.
7. http://leftunity.org/brexit-and-the-crisis-on-the-
british-left.
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After an unexpected vote
Mike Macnair introduced the discussion at the CPGB aggregate on the fallout following the EU 
referendum result. This is an edited version of his speech

The United Kingdom has, of course, 
narrowly voted in the referendum 
for ‘leave’, although we, along with 

pretty much everyone else (including 
Ukip leader Nigel Farage soon after 
polling had closed), expected a narrow 
majority for ‘remain’. Predictably, 
David Cameron immediately fell on 
his sword, while Brexiteers moved 
very rapidly to try to cool expecta-
tions. Then, as we know, the Labour 
right launched their anticipated coup 
against Jeremy Corbyn. So far, so clear. 
Beyond this, however, the situation is 
exceedingly unclear.

We called this aggregate meeting for 
this date for several reasons, but partly 
because we expected a narrow majority 
for ‘remain’, which would have meant 
that discussing the outcome instantly 
would be relatively simple. We also did 

not anticipate the immediate launch 
of a Blairite coup in the Labour Party. 
The result of the ‘leave’ vote is that, 
apart from the Labour right, who are 
desperate to exploit the result to get 
rid of Corbyn, pretty much everyone 
in politics both in the UK and globally 
- and local and international market 
actors - are still considering their 
positions, and today is too early for a 
firm assessment of the consequences of 
the vote. It may even be that a week’s 
time would be too early.

That said, the Provisional Central 
Committee met over Skype and the 
collective view remains basically 
unchanged from what we said before 
the referendum. That is, that even with 
the vote, in the absence of a very large 
majority for ‘leave’ there would be 
rabbits pulled out of the hat to avoid 

an exit. I will raise some thoughts of 
my own in relation to that - they are 
speculative and not necessarily shared 
by anyone else on the PCC.

Divided
There are a number of things we can 
see already. Firstly, this was a narrow 
vote for exit: 51.9% to 48.1%. It is 
important to keep remembering that 
this is indeed a narrow vote, because the 
press are hyping it in various different 
directions - positive and negative - as 
saying more than it actually does about 
‘Britain’ and about ‘public opinion’, 
whether positive or negative. It is a 
very strongly and sharply divided vote. 
London, for example, voted ‘remain’, 
apart from the outer east and west 
industrial areas and a few suburbs.

This is not the only geographical 

divide. Scotland voted ‘remain’. Hence, 
the Scots question is immediately 
reopened. This is not as straightforward 
as it seems from Nicola Sturgeon’s 
immediate response. The Scots want 
to talk to the EU institutions about 
remaining in the EU, and the immediate 
response from the latter is to say we 
will not talk to regions that want to 
secede. We might talk to you after any 
secession, but not before. This response 
has been toned down since, and whether 
this will actually be carried through 
is an open question, but it is an issue.

The Northern Ireland result is 
also very pertinent, because the Six 
Counties voted for ‘remain’ on a 
scale which shows that this was the 
position of many unionists, whom 
one would have expected to go for 
‘leave’. Sinn Féin, I think not stupidly, 

has said that now there should be a 
vote on Irish reunification. I say ‘not 
stupidly’ because what we saw in the 
last round of the devolved elections 
was some convergence of the politics 
of the north and south, with Sinn Féin 
emerging as a major player on both 
sides of the border, and the southern 
far left also emerging as a (small) 
player in the north, which also reflects 
southern struggles over austerity. 
Six Counties political dynamics thus 
are beginning - slightly - to look like 
Irish-wide political dynamics. In the 
past, Ulster political dynamics were 
profoundly different both from those 
in mainland Britain and also from 
those in the 26 Counties. There is some 
convergence there.

Wales, on the other hand, voted the 
same way as England - for ‘leave’ - 
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although curiously the west-of-Wales 
coastal areas voted ‘remain’. I would 
have understood a ‘remain’ vote along 
the lines of the people who voted 
for devolution, while I would have 
expected those who were against 
devolution to vote along the same 
pattern as England. But Wales overall 
voted the same way as provincial 
England.

Within England, as I said, London 
voted for ‘remain’. West Yorkshire in 
the main voted the same way - although 
the constituency of the late Jo Cox 
voted for an exit. I am not terribly 
surprised by Sheffield voting for 
‘leave’, but it seems it was mainly the 
areas of ex-steelworkers and council 
estates that swung it.

So, if Brexit were to take place, 
which I think is still very uncertain 
- and possibly even if it does not take 
place - the question of the break-up of 
the UK is pretty clearly and directly 
posed. Indeed, an online petition for 
a referendum on the independence of 
London quickly gathered a couple of 
hundred thousand signatures! A few 
of my colleagues in Oxford are asking 
whether the Thames Valley could be 
attached to London, because Oxford 
was one of the strongest ‘remain’ 
centres in the country. Joking aside, 
the Brexit vote poses the question of 
the continuation of the UK state in its 
current form.

We saw all of these major questions 
opened up by the vote.

Parties
Before the referendum, Cameron had 
said he would not resign if there was 
a ‘leave’ vote, while Brexiteer MPs 
also said he should stay. Neither was 
believable. It was almost like what 
happens when everyone knows that a 
minister is about to be sacked, but the 
prime minister announces his ‘confidence’ 
in that minister - a sign of death!

So we have the opening of a Tory 
leadership campaign, and the rightwing 
press fairly clearly thinks Boris Johnson 
is the favourite to win. Michael Gove 
has thrown his hat in behind Johnson, 
but then there is perhaps an ‘anyone 
but Boris’ candidate that the cabinet 
may put forward. Theresa May was a 
‘remainer’, but a quiet one - she might 
be the one to go with.

The other side of this coin is that 
the Labour right has launched a coup 
against Jeremy Corbyn on the basis 
that - we are told - his performance in 
the referendum campaign was “not that 
of a leader”. Hilary Benn was sacked 
for organising this campaign, as far 
as we can tell. We have had massive 
resignations from the shadow cabinet, 
and a PLP vote of no confidence. So 
far this has not forced Corbyn to ‘go 
quietly’.

There is an astonishing side to 
this, in that there are two narratives 
running in the press simultaneously, 
sometimes even on the same page. 
According to narrative one, Jeremy 
Corbyn has messed it up and lost 
the vote by failing to campaign for 
‘remain’ hard enough. Narrative two is 
that the Labour Party has irretrievably 
lost touch with its core working 
class base because it campaigned for 
‘remain’; Labour lost touch with its 
roots because it failed to recognise that 
the EU is anti-democratic, and that the 
working class base is concerned about 
immigration. This narrative contends 
that immigration is badly affecting 
public services, which is, of course, a 
lie - but it is a widely believed lie.

These two narratives are mutually 
contradictory. For both to be believed 
simultaneously requires an astonishing 
degree of public gullibility. It cannot 
both be true that Corbyn lost the vote 
for ‘remain’ by failing to campaign 
hard enough and that Labour lost 
touch with its working class base by 
failing to take immigration seriously 
enough. The claim that Corbyn lost it 
for ‘remain’ is merely the latest big lie 
served up by the media - this time to 
help the Blairites get back full control 

of the Labour Party.
In fact the best interests of Labour, 

as we have said over and over again, 
would have been served if Corbyn and 
the Labour leadership had avoided 
getting contaminated with the ‘remain’ 
brand. We said Labour should have 
boycotted this fraudulent referendum. 
It certainly has been characterised by 
fraud on both sides, not to mention 
the technique of the big lie. Someone 
I know said that Michael Gove should 
be re-characterised as Joseph Michael 
Goevvels simply because of the scale 
of the big-lie operation which the 
Brexiteers have conducted. Paul Dacre 
could be similarly characterised as Mr 
Julius Paul Deicher.

Left
We saw from the left essentially two 
lines. On the one side there was the 
Morning Star, the Socialist Workers 
Party and the Socialist Party in England 
and Wales, with their line that this was 
a ‘blow against the empire’. Apparently 
the result has opened up opportunities 
for the left and the government is now 
very weak. There could be a Labour 
government very soon. I have to say 
that this idea is unbelievably illusory. 
If anything, the way the campaign was 
conducted and the determination of the 
Blairites to tag the Labour Party with 
the ‘remain’ policy will almost certainly 
see Labour being badly hit at the next 
general election.

The earlier that election takes place, 
the worse this will be, and it does 
actually seem likely that, once the new 
Conservative leadership is in place, 
the 2010 act establishing fixed-term 
parliaments will be repealed, allowing 
an early election. To suspend the act 
requires a higher vote than to repeal 
it. Repeal requires a simple majority, 
whereas calling an early election 
while it is still in place would need a 
two-thirds majority. Therefore it seems 
to me the likelihood is that a new Tory 
leadership elected in October would go 
for an early general election and would 
win it by a large majority, with the 
Labour Party to a considerable extent 
marginalised because of the position it 
adopted in relation to the referendum. 
In this scenario there will be Ukip 
gains - we certainly should not be 
surprised to see Ukip take Rotherham, 
for example.

So the Brexit camp was badly 
mistaken. On the other hand, however, 
there was Left Unity, the Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty and Socialist 
Resistance, which elected for ‘remain’. 
This section of the left declares that 
we have seen purely and simply a 
victory for nationalist reaction and 
racism. While I would agree that the 
campaign was marked by chauvinism 
and nativism, that is not the same thing 
as the classical racism of either the 19th 
or the 20th century.

The paradox of these two contending 
views is that both the triumph and the 
despair contain an element of truth. 
There is no doubt that the result comes 
as a massive blow to global capital’s 
current project. It is a populist reaction 
to the project of neoliberal, financialised 
globalisation, and the international ‘rule 
of law’ as an alternative to political 
democracy. At the same time, it is 
also true that it is massive blow for 
chauvinist, nationalist reaction.

Brexit?
The final points I want to make are 
considerably more tentative. To repeat, 
we think that by far the most likely 
outcome is that there will be rabbits 
pulled out of hats to find a way in which 
the referendum result need not lead to 
a UK exit. We have signs of that in two 
respects. One of which is Johnson and 
Gove both saying the UK must go slow 
on the negotiations, a sentiment echoed 
at first by Angela Merkel. The idea is 
to allow as much time as possible for 
those rabbits to be pulled out of hats.

The problem, however, is a political 
one. Having gone for a referendum, and 
having declared that that is a democratic 

way of reaching a decision (which 
is untrue), it is very difficult for any 
politician to say that we should defy the 
result. It might be different if political 
leaders had said loud and clear that 
referenda are anti-democratic, but no-one 
(apart from Ken Clarke, who is retiring 
at the next election) said such a thing.

So the petition signed by four 
million people (on June 29) calling 
for a rerun of the referendum on the 
basis that it was an insufficient margin 
of victory does not seem particularly 
persuasive to me. Unless something 
like 18 million people sign it, the 
petition appears merely the work of 
sore losers, and could therefore help 
the Brexiteer demagogues to extract 
promises from MPs not to overturn 
the referendum.

That said, the likely consequences of 
the Brexit vote, and the belief that there 
will definitely be a UK withdrawal, is 
that the run on sterling - which began 
on June 24 and reduced the value of 
the pound by eight percent against the 
dollar and six percent against the euro 
- will continue. On this basis, at some 
point in the near future, people will 
start getting letters from the companies 
with which they have booked holidays, 
saying that they need to pay a 40% 
surcharge because of the fall in the 
pound. Petrol prices will go up to £1.50 
or possibly even £2 a litre.

Then, if you wait for a week or 
two and these negative economic 
consequences start to feed through, 
then it seems to me that at that 
point it would become possible 
for parliament to pull a rabbit out 
of the hat - for example, to pass 
a sovereignty act to give the UK 
supreme court the right to rule on the 
constitutionality of EU legislation, 
which the German supreme court has 
already done. Nothing can be done 
about the immigration issue, but the 
process of renegotiation would be 
restarted and the UK would end up 
not leaving the EU. All that would 
happen is that the Conservative Party 
has a new leadership and that the 
Labour Party has screwed itself up 
by backing ‘remain’. (It would have 
been worse if Labour had backed 
‘remain’ enthusiastically, so at least 
Corbyn was right on that: calling for 
‘remain’ in a very qualified way was 
much better strategy for the survival 
of the Labour Party.)

Now let me raise some very cagey 
buts, which other comrades on the PCC 
do not agree with. First, the responses 
from the European capitals are not just 
Merkel being cautious and asking us 
to spin it out, but a significant amount 
of people saying the UK should get 
on with it. According to a lawyer who 
specialises in the EU whom I read, 
talking informally to the other member-
states about the referendum result might 
amount to giving notice under article 
50 and the two-year deadline would 
kick off from that moment. Cameron 
spoke to the European Council on June 
28, so if that lawyer’s view is correct 
the two-year period may have already 
begun.

While some EU leaders have a soft 
plan B for Brexit - play it nice - there 
is also a hard plan B, which is to make 
it really tough on anybody who exits 
in order to prevent the whole thing 
falling part. That means, as far as 
people who have the responsibility 
are concerned, they cannot let the UK 
set the timetable, but must force it to 
go for a quick exit outside the single 
market and the tariff barriers (or at 
most the UK can have the same status 
as Switzerland, remaining subject 
to all EU law, including freedom of 
movement, but without any voice 
in decision-making). There quickly 
appeared more of a consensus for 
the hard line in European capitals, 
although within a few days that was 
less clear.

Legally it is entirely possible for 
parliament to disregard this referendum. 
Parliament is sovereign and the 
referendum is advisory. But that would 

be very difficult politically.

fraud
There are two ways the politics of 
disregarding the referendum could be 
approached. The first is - and there are 
MPs and others saying this - to contend 
that the result was procured by fraud. 
The NHS issue was a straightforward 
one - Farage, having said there would 
be extra money for the NHS during the 
campaign, came out with the opposite 
after the vote.

Another matter which has been 
repeated over and over again by 
Brexiteers, is that the EU commission 
makes the laws and is unelected. That 
is just a lie. The council of ministers 
makes the laws with the consent of 
the EU parliament. The council of 
ministers consists entirely of politicians 
who have been elected in their home 
countries. The parliament is elected. 
The commission drafts the laws and 
has the right to propose legislation. 
The EU parliament has no such right 
and the commission has a veto over 
the parliament’s proposals to set the 
agenda. Having said that, how many 
private members bills, which is the 
British equivalent of this, have been 
passed in the last 30 years? One? Two? 
What actually happens is that private 
members bills get through all the stages 
and then are thrown out on the third 
reading. After that the government 
comes up with its own bill, introducing 
changes that safeguard the interests of 
‘stakeholders’ (banks, lobbyists, etc) 
and so on.

Who drafts the UK laws? Civil 
servants  in  the  par l iamentary 
draftsman’s office (according to the 
Statute Law Review, the role of this 
office is to stop politicians making 
excessive changes to the law. An act 
of parliament has to be passed by the 
Commons, the Lords and the queen. Is 
this more democratic? The whole idea 
that the procedures in the UK are more 
democratic than the EU is nonsense.

What about the European Court 
of Justice? Is it unaccountable? Well, 
the US Supreme Court is completely 
unaccountable. I admit that there is no 
procedure by which you can impeach 
members of the ECJ, but then when was 
the last time a member of the British 
judiciary was impeached? It was 1724!

The United States Congress consists 
of the House of Representatives, 
which is more or less representative, 
and the Senate, which is grossly 
unrepresentative because there are two 
senators per state. And the states are far 
from being equal in population terms. 
There is extensive gerrymandering of 
the House of Representatives, but that 
applies also to the House of Commons. 
The EU parliament is elected mainly by 
a form of proportional representation. 
The Council of Ministers, whose role 
is similar to that of the US Senate, has 
one representative per member-state, 
so that it is very undemocratic in the 
sense that it does not take into account 
their relative populations, although 
there is qualified majority voting, which 
does take the weight of each state into 
account. The Senate also has a 60% 
majority rule.

My point in saying all this is that 
the EU does have an undemocratic 
constitution, but the same is true of the 
UK constitution. The idea is that people 
in glass houses should not throw stones. 
The UK is a hereditary monarchy with 
an appointed and partly hereditary 
House of Lords. The United States 
constitution is as bad as the constitution 
of the EU.

There has, in other words, been an 
astonishing amount of big lies told to 
us by Goevvels and his confederates. 
The problem is that, suppose we are 
to repeal the referendum on the basis 
that it was procured by fraud, who 
has conducted this fraud? The answer 
is that it is not just or even primarily 
the political leaders of the referendum 
campaign, but the Daily Mail, the 
Telegraph, the Sun. Are MPs willing 
to say, the big lie tactic is destroying 

British democracy, and therefore we are 
going to revive the old impeachment 
procedure and use it against Johnson, 
Gove, Farage, Dacre, and so on? I 
regret to say that it is unlikely. The 
big lie technique did not start with this 
referendum - ‘Saddam Hussain had 
weapons of mass destruction’; ‘Gordon 
Brown caused the crisis by spending 
all the money’; ‘Ed Miliband was not 
a serious politician’; ‘The Labour Party 
is riddled with anti-Semitism’. These 
are no different from ‘Marinus van 
der Lubbe burnt down the Reichstag’ 
or ‘Leon Trotsky was a fascist’. So I 
do not think that the big lies told in the 
referendum campaign will cause MPs 
to face down the rightwing press. The 
big lie has become too normal in British 
media political culture.

Economy
Another possibility is that the economy 
will be badly hit and in a few months’ 
time the government might be able to 
argue, ‘We were wrong - it is a disaster’. 
Under such circumstances people might 
be persuaded to change their mind, 
and accept the fact that parliament is 
overriding the referendum result, if it 
was obvious that the decision to go for 
Brexit has caused an economic disaster.

My hesitations about this are two. 
First, European states might say ‘good 
riddance’. There is some justification 
for this. The historian, Brendan Simms, 
wrote a book called Three victories and 
a defeat (2008), in which he said that 
in the 18th century, when Britain was 
in alliance with other European states, 
it had victories in 1702-13, 1740-48 
and 1756-63, but when it tried to go 
its own way in 1776-83 it suffered an 
enormous defeat. Simms, however, 
was a Brexiteer in this referendum. 
The reason he gave was that Europe 
desperately needs to move to full 
federalism and a centralised ‘fiscal 
transfer union’ in order to make the 
euro work and escape the economic 
stagnation trap that it is in. The obstacle 
to its doing so is the UK and so the way 
forward is to get rid of the UK, and 
then continental Europe can develop 
towards federalism.

That is one side of it. The other side 
is to ask, can the world afford a British 
crash in order to persuade the British 
to change their vote in the referendum? 
The problem essentially is that the 
world economy is seriously fragile. 
The Weekly Worker has published 
articles from Michael Roberts arguing 
that recession is posed again in the 
immediate term. There are plenty of 
mainstream economists saying the 
same - although the world economy has 
been bumping along, a global recession 
is due in the next year or so. There is a 
real problem if a recession takes hold, 
or if there is a serious run on the pound, 
because that may trigger another 2008.

That suggests - and I say no more 
than suggests - that it might be the case 
that the economy will turn out to be 
not so badly hit, and the electorate will 
not be persuaded to accept a reversal 
of the result of the referendum. Under 
such circumstances MPs would not 
be prepared to sacrifice their careers 
by looking for a loophole or rabbit to 
pull out of the hat in order to ignore the 
result of the referendum.

As I have said, all this is very tentative 
and other PCC comrades are of the view 
that caution will prevail in European 
capitals, and that there will be sufficient 
problems and scare stories to induce 
MPs to find an excuse to go for a second 
referendum - or even just a parliamentary 
vote to ignore the referendum. Certainly 
that is the view we have held for the past 
year and I am not calling it into question. 
It is merely that I think it is possible that 
there will be an accident as a result of the 
intersection of the routineness of big-lie 
demagogy and the fragility of the world 
economy. An intervention which prevents 
a run on the pound would have the effect 
of stopping ‘leave’ voters changing their 
minds l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Turn the tables on the right
The coup attempt against Jeremy Corbyn presents the left with both a huge challenge and an historic 
opportunity. James Marshall, writing for Labour Party Marxists, assesses the balance of forces, and 
outlines a programme of immediate action and long-term strategic aims

During the EU referendum campaign 
Labour’s right, Cameron’s Tories 
and the ‘remain’ media all 

observed a kind of ceasefire. Attacks on 
Jeremy Corbyn, ‘anti-Zionism equals 
anti-Semitism’ smearing, ‘Labour is 
bound to lose’ predictions, etc, were 
temporarily put on hold. They needed 
him to bring on board traditional Labour 
voters and the young. But, once the EU 
results were announced, Operation Get 
Jeremy Corbyn was set in motion.

In a late-night phone call Hilary Benn 
told Corbyn he had “lost confidence” 
in his leadership. Following Benn’s 
inevitable sacking, two thirds of 
the shadow cabinet subsequently 
resigned, along with dozens of junior 
shadow ministers and numerous aides 
and advisors. Operation Get Jeremy 
Corbyn is, undoubtedly, carefully 
choreographed. One after the other 
they resigned and duly lined up to 
appear on eagerly waiting TV and 
radio stations. Steve Bassam - Baron 
Bassam of Brighton, leader of the 
Labour Party in the House of Lords 
- played his part too. He formerly 
broke links with Corbyn’s office. 
Then there was the joint letter of 57 
prospective parliamentary candidates, 
Alan Johnson, Lisa Dugdale, Ed 
Miliband, etc. All played their pre-
planned role in Operation Get Jeremy 
Corbyn. Crucially, there was, of course, 
the Parliamentary Labour Party and 
the 172-40 no confidence vote. The 
main blow. So there will definitely be 
a leadership contest.

Rules
Given this predictable outcome, it is 
clear that Jeremy Corbyn has been 
badly advised. From the beginning he 
had the majority of the PLP profoundly, 
implacably, irreconcilably set against 
him. He should have been told that in 
no uncertain terms. Instead, he had 
Seamus Milne’s widely over-optimistic 
spreadsheet. It showed just 85 MPs 
who could be considered “core group 
negatives” or “hostile”. Milne was 
providing misinformation. He put 19 
MPs in Corbyn’s “core group”, while 
56 were classified as “core group plus” 
and 71 as “neutral but not hostile”.1 
Obviously, the 172-strong right were 
never reconciled to Corbyn’s stunning 
leadership victory in September 2015.

And Corbyn still remains hugely 
popular at a rank-and-file level. Opinion 
polls show that in no uncertain terms. 
He has also received the solid backing 
of Unite, GMB, Unison and other 
unions. Nevertheless, Tom Watson, 
Labour’s deputy leader, promises a 
bruising contest. Here, at least, he is 
being honest. Expect, therefore, an 
unremitting anti-Corbyn media barrage. 
More ‘anti-Zionism equals anti-
Semitism’ smears. More suspensions. 
More exclusions. More accusations 
of intimidation. More so-called 
revelations about the left.

But will there be a contest? Everyone 
knows our rule B (ii) is ambiguous. 
That is why the left has understandably 
concentrated efforts on ensuring a 
rule change at this year’s Liverpool 
conference. Till then, however, 
doubt remains. Does a sitting leader 
automatically appear on the ballot 
paper? Do they have to pass the 20% 
nomination threshold of MPs and 
MEPs?

The national executive committee 
could well decide that Jeremy 
Corbyn, being the incumbent, should 
automatically be allowed to stand, if 
he so wishes. If that happens, then 
the chances are that the right’s ‘unity’ 

candidate will be soundly beaten. To 
prevent such a totally unacceptable 
outcome expect the right - maybe 
in the form of general secretary Iain 
McNicol - to take matters to the 
courts. Needless to say, the judicial 
system is no friend of the working 
class or the left. Remember the Taff 
Vale judgement (1901), the Osborne 
judgement (1909), the Viking, Laval, 
Rüffert and Luxembourg judgements 
(2007, 2008).

Huffington Post UK reports legal 
advice from Doughty Street Chambers. 
It concludes that B (ii) only applies to 
a “potential challenger”. The right, 
however, has “two rival legal opinions, 
suggesting that, because the current 
rules are ‘silent’ on the explicit need for 
nominations, he [Corbyn - JM] would 
indeed need nominations from MPs”.2 
The precedent of Neil Kinnock securing 
the backing of numerous Labour 
MPs when faced with Tony Benn’s 
leadership bid in 1988 is frequently 
cited (Benn was trounced, picking up 
11.4% to Kinnock’s 88.6%).

Hence, we can certainly imagine 
a leadership contest where the right’s 
‘unity’ candidate is thrashed by Corbyn. 
What would the PLP majority do after 
that? On the other hand, it is quite 
conceivable that Corbyn fails to secure 
enough nominations and, thanks to 
a court judgement, there is only one 
runner - the ‘unity’ candidate of the 
right. What would the party’s affiliates, 
members and supporters then do?

A historic split is clearly on the 
cards.

Our best-case scenario is that 
Corbyn soundly beats the right’s 
‘unity’ candidate. Maybe then, all the 
172 rebel MPs will do us a favour: 
they go for another Social Democratic 
Party. Admittedly this is an outside 
possibility - political suicide is an 
unattractive prospect for most of the 
PLP. They remain acutely aware of the 
sorry fate of the SDP. Moreover, unlike 
the early 1980s, the political centre is 
not enjoying a sustained revival.3 At the 
last general election the Lib Dems were 
decimated. They remain marginalised 
and widely despised.

Given the punishing logic of the 
first-past-the-post election system, it is 
therefore unlikely that the PLP majority 
will do us that favour. No, probably 
the right will rely on the rule-based 
fact that as sitting MPs they are set 
to be the official Labour candidate in 
a November 2016 or February 2017 
general election.

Also, well before that, expect the 
PLP to elect its own, unconstitutional, 
leader (ie, their leadership candidate). 
The result: two rival parties. A 
rightwing Labour Party with by far the 
biggest parliamentary presence. Then, 
on the other hand, a leftwing Labour 
Party with trade union support, but a 
much smaller number of MPs.

However, there is an obvious 
problem for the right. The Liverpool 
conference, or a special conference 
before that, can be expected to change 
the rules. Not only B (ii). New rules 
will surely be introduced subjecting 
all elected representatives, crucially 
MPs, to mandatory reselection. A 
welcome threat now coming from Len 
McCluskey and Unite, which we have 
every interest getting into the rule book.

So, on balance, I would guess. the 
right is probably banking on excluding 
Corbyn from the ballot. It therefore 
expects the courts to oblige. With its 
‘unity’ candidate elected by default, 
the right would then do everything 
within its power to ensure that the 
trade unions, the left, the majority of 
members and supporters are driven 
away. Obviously a high-risk strategy. 
But it shows just how desperate the 
right actually is.

split
The well-timed resignations by members of 
the shadow cabinet needs to be understood 
not, as claimed, as a heavy-hearted 
response to Corbyn’s “weak role” in 
the EU referendum, lack of “leadership 
skills”, etc. The right wants to split the 
Labour Party and establish an out-and-out 
bourgeois party on its ruins.

What should the left be doing under 
these unprecedented circumstances? As 
the right goes in for the kill, we must 
respond using all our energy and all the 

weapons at our disposal. Obviously 
Corbyn must be unconditionally, but 
critically, defended. Certainly this is 
no time to faint-heartedly opt out of 
“Labour’s internecine strife” (Owen 
Jones).4 Unite’s Len McCluskey has 
warned the right that a leadership 
election without Corbyn on the ballot 
paper will set the Labour Party “on 
course for a split”.5 However, that split 
should not come from the left. Instead, 
we should use our conference majority 
to change the rules and if necessary rerun 
the leadership election … with Corbyn 
on the ballot paper. If the right refuses 
to accept conference decisions the NEC 
should swiftly counter with expulsions.

Hence the Labour left has four 
immediate tasks.

Firstly, we should support demands 
for a special conference. Change 
the rules on the leadership election, 
lower the threshold, confirm that the 
incumbent is automatically on the ballot 
paper. Put in place rules stipulating that 
all elected representatives are subject 
to mandatory reselection. Abolish 
the compliance unit. Restore full 
membership rights to those cynically 
charged with anti-Semitism. Welcome 
in those good socialists who have been 
barred from membership because, 
mainly out of frustration, they supported 
the Greens, Left Unity or the Trade 
Unionist and Socialist Coalition at the 
last general election. Meanwhile, take 
full advantage of our current rules. 
The ‘trigger’ mechanism allows local 
party units, including both individual 
members and affiliated organisations, 
to “determine whether the constituency 
holds a full, open selection contest for its 
next candidate, in which other potential 
candidates are nominated, or reselects 
the sitting MP without such a contest”.6

Secondly, Momentum must be given 
momentum. That can only come about 
through democracy and the election 
of and right to recall all Momentum 
officials. Membership lists must be 
handed over to the local branches, 
so as to maximise mobilisation. That 
will facilitate a renewed drive to win 
all Corbyn supporters to become full 
individual Labour Party members. If 

they want to defend him, if they want to 
ensure that he stays true to his principles, 
if they want to transform the Labour 
Party, then the best thing that they can 
do is to get themselves a vote - not only 
when it comes to the leader, but when 
it comes to the NEC, the selection and 
re-selection of MPs, MEPs, councillors, 
etc. Card-carrying members can attend 
ward and constituency meetings and 
stand for officer positions.

Thirdly, within the affiliated trade 
unions we must fight to win many, many 
more to enrol. Just over 70,000 affiliated 
supporters voted in the 2015 leadership 
election. A tiny portion of what could be. 
There are well over four million who pay 
the political levy.7 Given that they can 
sign up to the Labour Party with no more 
than an online click, we really ought to 
have a million affiliated supporters as a 
minimum target figure.

Fourthly, every constituency, branch 
(ward) and other such basic units must 
be seized, revived and galvanised by the 
left. The right has done everything to 
make them cold, uninviting, bureaucratic 
and lifeless. The left must convince 
the sea of young new members, and 
the elder returnees, to attend meetings 
… and organise to drive out the right. 
Elect officers who defend the Corbyn 
leadership. Our constituency and 
branches can then be made into vibrant 
centres of organisation, education and 
action. As such they would be well 
placed to hold wayward councillors and 
MPs to account.

Long term
Whatever the particular scenario, the 
Labour Party must be reorganised from top 
to bottom. That should be our overriding 
aim - as opposed to trying to win the 
next general election by concocting 
some rotten compromise with the right.

Organisationally and politically 
radical change must be put on 
the agenda. We need a sovereign 
conference. We need to subordinate 
MPs to the NEC. We also need to 
sweep away the undemocratic rules 
and structures put in place under Blair. 
The joint policy committee, the national 
policy forums, the whole horrible 
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rigmarole must go at the earliest possible 
opportunity. Politically we need a 
new clause four and a programmatic 
commitment to working class rule and 
international socialism.

Labour is rightly proud of being a 
federal party. Therefore securing new 
affiliates ought to be a priority. The 
Fire Brigades Union has reaffiliated. 
Excellent. But what about Rail, Maritime 
and Transport union? Let us win RMT 
militants to drop their misplaced support 
for Tusc. Instead affiliate to the Labour 
Party. And what about the National 
Union of Teachers? Why can’t we win 
them to affiliate? Surely we can … if we 
fight for hearts and minds.

Then there is Public and Commercial 
Services union. Thankfully, Mark 
Serwotka, its leftwing general secretary, 
has at last come round to the idea. The 
main block to affiliation now comes in 
the form of opposition from the Socialist 
Workers Party and the Socialist Party in 
England and Wales. True, PCS affiliation 
will run up against the Trades Disputes 
and Trade Union Act (1927), introduced 
by a vengeful Tory government in the 
aftermath of the general strike, whereby 
civil service unions were barred from 
affiliating to the Labour Party and the 
Trades Union Congress. The Civil 
and Public Services Association - 
predecessor of PSC - reaffiliated to the 
TUC in 1946. Now, surely, it is time for 
the PCS to reaffiliate to the Labour Party.

True, when we in LPM moved a 
motion at the February 2015 AGM 
of the Campaign for Labour Party 
Democracy calling for all trade unions 
to be encouraged to affiliate, we were 
met with the objection that for the PCS 
it would be illegal. However, as NEC 
member Christine Shawcroft, who was 
sitting next to me, said: “What does that 
matter?” Here comrade Shawcroft, a 
close ally of Corbyn, shows the exact 
right spirit. Force another change in 
the law.

Then there are the leftwing groups 
and parties. They too can be brought 
under our banner. Labour can become 
the common home of every socialist 
organisation, cooperative and trade 
union - the agreed goal of our founders.8 
In other words, the Labour Party can 
become what Leon Trotsky called a 
permanent united front of the working 
class.

Yet, sadly, especially with those 
outside Labour, there has been a 
distinct lack of imagination. Instead 
of a banging on the door, there has been 
cowardly disengagement. An approach 
undoubtedly designed to preserve 
sectarian interests and brittle reputations.

Take the SWP. In an official statement 
the organisation off-handedly admitted 
that its much depleted band of followers 
“did not sign up to vote in the [Labour 
leadership] election”. Why did the 
comrades refuse to register as Labour 
Party supporters? Why did they stand 
aloof? After all, to have voted for 
Corbyn cost a mere £3 … and for 
levy-paying members of affiliated 
trade unions it was free. So why did the 
SWP refrain from giving Corbyn voting 
support? The statement pathetically 
explained. Corbyn faces “a firestorm of 
opposition” from the right. There are no 
more than 20 MPs “who really support 
Corbyn”. Etc, etc.9

What ought to be a challenge to 
throw oneself into an historic fight 
becomes an excuse to stay clear. Yet, 
having been torn by splits and divisions 
in the 1970s and then again in the 2010s, 
the SWP apparatus wants nothing to 
do with anything that carries even the 
whiff of factional strife. So there is the 
call for marches, protests and strikes 
… as counterpoised to the Labour 
Party, PLP battles and taking sides in 
a concentrated form of the class war. 
However, in rejecting any sort of front-
line involvement in Labour’s civil war, 
the SWP stays true to its modern-day 
version of Bakuninism.

Then we have SPEW. Having 
categorically dismissed the Labour 
Party as an out and out capitalist party 
since the mid-1990s, it has been busily 

rowing … backwards. The old Militant 
logo was cosmetically placed on the 
masthead of The Socialist. Despite that, 
Peter Taaffe, SPEW’s founder-leader, 
steadfastly refuses to join the battle in 
the Labour Party. Instead he clings to 
Tusc as if it were a comfort blanket. If 
Tusc stood on something that resembled 
a Marxist programme, that would 
still be a strategic mistake. But what 
passes for Tusc’s programme is barely 
distinguishable form Corbynism. Yet, 
whereas Corbyn has a mass base, Tusc 
is organisationally and electorally a 
nothing.

Left Unity is essentially no different. 
As with SPEW and the SWP, members 
peeled away to join the Labour Party 
as individuals. Undaunted, LU is 
determined to carry on as a halfway 
house project that merely comments 
on developments in the Labour Party. 
A platonic form of politics.

We in Labour Party Marxists 
unapologetically take our programmatic 
lead from the CPGB. Having been 
demanding the right to affiliate since 
its foundation in 1920, today we 
simply demand that the CPGB ought 
to be accorded the same rights as 
the Cooperative Party, the Fabians, 
Christians on the Left, Scientists for 
Labour, etc.10 However, we also extend 
that demand to include the SWP, SPEW, 
LU and other such organisations.

Partymax
The PLP rebels are out-and-out opportunists. 
Once and for all we must put an end to 
such types exploiting our party for their 
own narrow purposes. Being an MP ought 
to be an honour, not a career ladder, not 
a way for university graduates to secure 
a lucrative living.

A particularly potent weapon here 
is the demand that all our elected 
representatives should take only the 
average wage of a skilled worker. A 
principle upheld by the Paris Commune 
and the Bolshevik revolution. Even the 
Italian Communist Party under Enrico 
Berlinguer applied the ‘partymax’ 
in the 1970s. With the PCI’s huge 
parliamentary fraction this proved to 
be a vital source of funds.

Our MPs are on a basic £67,060 
annual salary. On top of that they 
get around £12,000 in expenses 
and allowances, putting them on 
£79,060 (yet at present Labour MPs 
are only obliged to pay the annual £82 
parliamentarian’s subscription fee to 
the party). Moreover, as leader of the 
official opposition, Jeremy Corbyn not 
only gets his MPs salary: he is entitled 
to an additional £73,617.11

We in LPM say, let them live on the 
average skilled workers’ wage - say 
£40,000 (plus legitimate expenses). 
Then, however, they should hand 
the balance over to the party. Jeremy 
Corbyn, John McDonnell, Dianne 
Abbott should take the lead. That 
would give a considerable boost to our 
finances. Even if we leave out Labour’s 
20 MEPs from the calculation, with 
229 MPs it would amount to roughly 
£900,000 extra. Anyway, whatever our 
finances, there is the basic principle. 
Our representatives ought to live 
like ordinary workers, not pampered 
members of the middle class. So, yes, 
let us impose the partymax.

Given the Labour Party’s mass 
membership, affiliated trade unions 
and the huge challenges before us, we 
urgently need to reach out to all those 
who are disgusted by corrupt career 
politicians, all those who aspire to a 
better world, all those who have an 
objective interest in ending capitalism. 
Towards that end we must establish 
our own press, radio and TV. To state 
the obvious, tweeting and texting 
have severe limits. They are brilliant 
mediums for transmitting short, sharp, 
clear messages. But, when it comes to 
complex ideas, debating principles and 
charting political strategies, they are 
worse than useless.

Relying on the favours of the 
capitalist press, radio and TV is a fool’s 
game. True, it worked splendidly for 

Tony Blair and Alistair Campbell. But, 
as Gordon Brown and Ed Miliband 
found to their cost, to live by the 
mainstream media is to die by the 
mainstream media. No, to set the 
agenda we need our own full-spectrum 
alternative. The established media can 
be used, of course. But, as shown with 
the anti-Corbyn coup, when things really 
matter, we get hardly a look in. Indeed 
the capitalist press, radio and TV are 
integral to the anti-Corbyn coup. There 
were, of course, idiot voices to the 
contrary - those who wanted to court The 
Guardian, the Mirror, etc.12 But, frankly, 
we should have anticipated the lies, 
the bile, the mockery, the implacable 
opposition.

Once we had the Daily Herald. 
Now we have not a thing. Well, apart 
from the deadly-dull trade union house 
journals, the advertising sheets of the 
confessional sects and the Morning Star 
(which in reality is still under the control 
of unreconstructed Stalinites).

We should aim for an opinion-
forming daily paper of the labour 
movement and seek out trade union, 
cooperative, crowd and other such 
sources of funding. And, to succeed, 
we have to be brave: iconoclastic 
viewpoints, difficult issues, two-way 
arguments must be included as a 
matter of course. The possibility of 
distributing such a paper free of charge 
should be considered and, naturally, 
everything should be put up on the 
web without pay walls or subscription 
charges. We should also launch a range 
of internet-based TV and radio stations. 
With the abundant riches of dedication, 
passion and ideas that exist on the left 
here in Britain and far beyond we can 
surely better the BBC, Al Jazeera, 
Russia Today and Sky.

Leader
Of course, in the medium to long term 
we Marxists want the abolition of the 
Bonapartist post of leader. But these 
are extraordinary times and require 
extraordinary measures. Ed Miliband 
abolished the fleeting practice of having 
the PLP elect the shadow cabinet and 
understandably with the election of Corbyn 
the right touted the idea of a restoration. 
That would have left Corbyn without 
John McDonnell and Diane Abbott and 
utterly isolated in the shadow cabinet. 
Thankfully Corbyn’s early pronouncements 
favouring such an outcome were quickly 
rethought. He wisely opted to keep the 
dictatorial powers long favoured by past 
Labour leaders.

Appointing the shadow chancellor 
was always going to be a litmus test. The 
more timid members of Corbyn’s inner 
circle were reportedly urging him to opt 
for someone from the centre. Instead 
he chose John McDonnell. Hence the 
Corbyn-McDonnell leadership. Offering 
shadow cabinet seats to the likes of 
Hilary Benn, Angela Eagle, Lucy 
Powell, Lord Falconer, Chris Bryant, 
Owen Smith and Lisa Nandy was always 
going to happen. Corbyn is a natural 
conciliator. And the fact of the matter is 
that Seamus Milne’s “core group” of 19 
loyalist MPs was too small if all posts 
were to be filled. Unless, that is, Corbyn 
went for a pocket-sized shadow cabinet 
and even drew upon talents from outside 
parliament (as seen during World War 
II under Winston Churchill with Ernest 
Bevin - he was appointed minister of 
labour in 1940 despite not being an MP). 
That is what we LPMers advocated.

Nevertheless, equipped with his 
left-centre-right coalition, Corbyn 
could claim the moral high ground. 
He was reaching out to all sections of 
the party. Now, in terms of internal 
perceptions, it is the “hostile” and 
“core negative group” of MPs who, 
hopefully, will be squarely blamed for 
undertaking a completely cynical coup 
attempt against Corbyn, that, whatever 
the outcome, will surely badly damage 
Labour’s chances in a widely expected 
early general election. That plays 
well with traditional Labour activists. 
Normally, they do not take kindly to 
anyone damaging Labour’s chances at 

the polls. After all, for most of them, 
the be-all and end-all of politics is 
getting elected and re-elected … even 
if the manifesto promises little more 
than managing capitalism better than 
the Tories. A misplaced common sense 
that wide swathes of the Labour left, 
including Corbyn and McDonnell, have 
thoroughly internalised.

However, the “hostile” and “core 
negative group” of Labour MPs have the 
full backing of the capitalist media, the 
City of London, the military-industrial 
complex, special branch, MI5 and 
their American cousins. Corbyn’s 
much publicised admiration for Karl 
Marx, his campaigning against Israel’s 
occupation of the West Bank, opposition 
to US-led imperialist wars, call to 
junk Trident and nuclear weapons, his 
commitment to increase the tax taken 
from transnational corporations, the 
banks and the mega rich, his Platonic 
republicanism, even his timid mumbling 
of the royal anthem mark him out as 
completely unacceptable.

Of course, there was always the 
danger that the Corbyn-McDonnell 
leadership would have their agenda 
set for them by their futile attempt to 
maintain PLP unity. Put another way, 
in what was a coalition cabinet, it was 
always the right that set the limits 
and therefore determined the political 
programme. Why? Because they were 
always prepared to walk. That is what 
Lord Charlie Faulkner made clear over 
the EU, nuclear weapons, the monarchy, 
etc. The decision by Corbyn to kiss the 
hand of Elizabeth Windsor, though not to 
kneel, in order to gain access to the privy 
council was therefore highly symbolic.

Staying silent, abandoning principles 
or putting them on the backburner in 
an attempt to placate the right was 
never a good strategy. We saw that 
with John McDonnell’s pusillanimous 
statements on Ireland, Jeremy Corbyn’s 
refusal to defend the victims of the 
‘anti-Zionism equals anti-Semitism’ 
witch-hunt. Now there is the call from 
the Corbyn-McDonnell leadership 
to have a “sensible” discussion on 
immigration. After the EU referendum 
McDonnell says we are no longer 
obliged to defend the principle of the 
right of people to free movement (he 
was disgracefully backed by Unite’s 
genital secretary, Len McCluskey). Such 
a course may court the working class EU 
exiters. But it demobilises, demoralises 
and drains away Corbyn’s mass.

Reclaim
So, the Corbyn-McDonnell leadership 
faces both an enemy within the PLP and 
an enemy within their own reformist 
ideology. They seriously seem to believe that 
socialism can be brought about piecemeal, 
through a series of left and ever lefter 
Labour governments. In reality, though, 
a Labour government committed to the 
existing state and the existing constitutional 
order produces not decisive steps in the 
direction of socialism, but attacks on the 
working class … and then the election of 
a Tory government.

Tactically, Marxists are right to 
concentrate fire on the 172 “core 
negative group” of “hostile” MPs. 
‘Blairites out’, should be the common 
slogan on the left. The majority of 
Labour affiliates, members and 
supporters still trust the Corbyn-
McDonnell leadership. Now, however, 
they have to be presented with a 
programme that decisively breaks 
with their conciliations, compromises 
and concessions. Everyone on the left 
will have an instinctive loathing of all 
those seeking to oust Jeremy Corbyn, 
who support US imperialism, who 
follow the lead of Progress, Labour 
First, etc. Therefore our call is to turn 
the tables. Purge the right and transform 
the Labour Party.

Naturally, real Marxists, not fake 
Marxists, never talk of ‘reclaiming’ 
the Labour Party. It has never been 
ours in the sense of being a “political 
weapon for the workers’ movement”. 
No, despite the electoral base and trade 
union affiliations, our party has been 

dominated throughout its entire history 
by career politicians and trade union 
bureaucrats. A distinct social stratum 
which in the last analysis serves not the 
interests of the working class, but the 
continuation of capitalist exploitation.

Speaking in the context of the need 
for the newly formed CPGB to affiliate 
to the Labour Party, Lenin had this to say:

[W]hether or not a party is really a 
political party of the workers does not 
depend solely upon a membership of 
workers, but also upon the men that 
lead it, and the content of its actions 
and its political tactics. Only this 
latter determines whether we really 
have before us a political party of 
the proletariat.

Regarded from this, the only 
correct, point of view, the Labour 
Party is a thoroughly bourgeois party, 
because, although made up of workers, 
it is led by reactionaries, and the worst 
kind of reactionaries at that, who act 
quite in the spirit of the bourgeoisie. It 
is an organisation of the bourgeoisie, 
which exists to systematically dupe 
the workers with the aid of the British 
Noskes and Scheidemanns [the 
executioners of Rosa Luxemburg 
and Karl Liebknecht].13

An assessment which retains its essential 
purchase. But the PLP is now two parties. 
One is a 172-strong bourgeois party. The 
other is a 40-strong potential workers’ 
party. However, the potential workers’ 
party has every chance of keeping the 
loyalty of the affiliated trade unions, 
the leftwing mass membership, the 
working class electoral base, etc. With 
Corbyn’s election in September came 
the chance to transform the Labour 
Party by attacking the right both 
from below and above. It was never 
going to be easy and not easy it has 
proved. But that chance still remains 
before us. Hence, we must ensure that 
Corbyn is re-elected and the right is 
humiliatingly defeated. Then we can 
regrow the PLP, not as the master, but 
as the servant of the labour movement. 
That prospect genuinely send shivers 
of fear throughout the bourgeois 
establishment. No wonder the PLP 
right, the Mirror, the Sun and now 
David Cameron are united in wanting 
Jeremy Corbyn to throw in the towel 
and resign. The last thing they want 
is a democratic election with Corbyn 
as a candidate l
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Two roads to ruin
Republican establishment figures are unsure whether to throw their weight behind Donald Trump or wait 
for better times. Jim Creegan reports

In the United States, as in Britain and 
most of the European continent, the 
political shock waves now coursing 

through political parties and markets are 
coming mostly from the right. This is 
partly the result of a certain inversion of 
political terms that has taken place over 
the past several decades. In what now 
seems an irretrievably distant past, the 
working class and socialist movements 
were associated with internationalism, 
and the bourgeoisie with national 
egotism. Yet globalisation, combined 
with the decline of the working class 
and its parties, has allowed the capitalist 
classes for a time to usurp the banner of 
cosmopolitan modernity, with support 
among the petty bourgeois professional 
sectors who live in close geographic 
and cultural proximity to places like 
Wall Street and the City of London.

On the other hand, ever larger 
numbers of ordinary people - workers 
and more plebeian petty bourgeois 
- have since 2008 been catching on 
to the reality that the new bourgeois 
cosmopolitanism has little to offer 
them. Far from being empowered or 
internationalised, they remain mired 
in provincial local realities, where 
good jobs are scarce, wages are falling 
and all the action seems to be going 
on somewhere else. The reformist 
left has been, at best, ambiguous 
and inconsistent in its response to 
this reality, partly because, for all its 
opposition to neoliberalism, many of 
its more prominent representatives (eg, 
the leaderships of Syriza, Podemos and 
Die Linke), exist firmly within the orbit 
of the cosmopolitan middle classes 
(Syriza gave dramatic proof of this 
last summer, with its determination to 
cling to the European Union and euro 
zone, no matter what). The socialist left 
has little presence in the daily life of 
those who feel ignored and left behind, 
and has been unable to articulate a 
new working class internationalism to 
counter that of the globalising forces 
of high technology and high finance.

It is therefore no surprise that 
much - if by no means all - of the 
popular rebound against neoliberalism 
is backward- rather than forward-
looking; that it should take the form 
of nostalgia for the pre-globalised 
glories of western capitalism’s post-
war heyday. The blessings of this 
idealised past have, according to far-
right propaganda, been progressively 
undermined by hostile and opaque 
alien forces: aloof politicians, financial 
speculators, faceless bureaucrats and 
job-and-benefit-stealing immigrants. 
This outlook corresponds closely to 
the spontaneous perceptions of the 
atomised and beleaguered ‘little man’, 
bereft of working class organisation or 
party leadership.

Thus, by a peculiar - and, let us 
hope, temporary - historical turn, 
internationalism has come to be 
perceived as elitist, and nationalism as 
demotic. This right-populist upsurge, 
with affinities to inter-war fascism, 
is potentially lethal to the working 
class. But it is at this juncture by no 
means welcome to the topmost tiers 
of the ruling classes or their traditional 
political parties; it throws a huge 
spanner into their grand vision of freely 
flowing capital and debt-manacled 
peoples. In the US, the neo-populist 
challenge has assumed both right and 
left forms; but for now its right-populist 
standard-bearer, Donald Trump, has 
been more successful in taking on the 
establishment of his party than has his 
left-populist opposite number, Bernie 
Sanders. Trump seems to appreciate 

the similarities between his campaign 
and parties like the Front National and 
Ukip. On a business trip to promote his 
golf links/resort near Aberdeen, the 
man who promises to “make America 
great again” congratulated pro- Brexit 
voters on their success in “taking 
Britain back”. 

S i n c e  Tr u m p  w o n  e n o u g h 
convention delegates in the primaries 
to secure his nomination in July, 
Republican politicians, donors and 
opinion-makers have faced a tough 
choice: either refuse to endorse the 
nominee and take the blame for the 
possible break-up of one of the two 
political parties that have dominated the 
electoral field since 1860; or fall in line, 
swallow hard and hope for better times 
four years from now. The previous 

Republican presidential nominee, Mitt 
Romney, is refusing to support Trump 
or attend the convention. Prominent 
Republican senator Lindsay Graham of 
South Carolina is doing the same. Brent 
Scowcroft - a former ‘national security’ 
advisor under presidents Gerald Ford 
and Bush the First - has endorsed 
Clinton. Several media pundits of the 
‘responsible’ right - William Kristol, 
David Brooks, Kathleen Parker and 
George Will - are refusing to back 
Trump under any circumstances.

Many of the party’s big campaign 
contributors are also pulling the plug, 
and some are contemplating a switch 
to Clinton. Even the country’s most 
notorious far-right activist billionaires, 
Charles and David Koch, have refused 
to underwrite Trump’s bid with 

their super-PAC (political action 
committee) millions, and are making 
pro-Hillary noises. As for the prominent 
Republican politicians - including 
house speaker Paul Ryan and senators 
John McCain, Mitch McConnell and 
Marco Rubio, who have given Trump 
their backing for the sake of party 
unity - their endorsements are offered 
only reluctantly and with the express 
hope that the deep-pocketed, ugly 
American who has hijacked the party 
will modulate his tones and become 
more ‘presidential’, as November 
nears.

No retreat
Trump has thus far said and done 
nothing to encourage such hopes. The 
candidate who has promised to build 

a wall along the Mexican border (and 
make Mexico pay for it), deport all 11 
million illegal aliens, make the Nato 
member-countries pay “their share” of 
military expenses, under threat of reduced 
American support, and renegotiate the 
Iranian nuclear deal has not retreated 
an inch from any of these positions. He 
continues to denounce the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership as a “giveaway to China”, 
and has moderated his pledge to ban all 
Muslims except Sadiq Khan from the 
United States only by promising instead 
to exclude people not on the basis of 
their religion, but of their geographical 
origin: nobody from areas of the world 
where terrorism is widespread would 
be admitted under a Trump presidency. 
Nor have the ethnic slurs, personal 
insults and outright threats, for which 

scott Anderson’s apposite re-image of Jacques Louis David’s ‘Napoleon crossing the Alps’ (1801)



What we 
fight for

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

The man who a few months ago urged 
followers at campaign rallies to “beat the 
crap” out of protestors and “punch them 
in the face” responded last month to a 
reporter’s question about funds Trump 
claimed to have collected for veterans, 
but apparently never delivered, by calling 
the enquiring newsman a “sleaze”; 
when asked if this is how he would 
conduct White House press conferences 
if elected, he answered, “Yes, it is”. He 
also promised to recast the country’s libel 
laws to make it easier to sue media that 
cover him unfavourably. Leading print 
and online journals - The Washington 
Post, Huffington Post, Politico, The 
Daily Beast - have already been banished 
from his rallies for articles he deemed 
too critical.

Then there are his attacks on the 
federal courts. A circuit-court judge, 
Gonzalo Curiel, subpoenaed the 
financial records of Trump University 
in a lawsuit brought by former 
students who were defrauded. They 
claimed they were told that Trump was 
personally involved in supervising the 
school’s curriculum, which promised 
to share his secrets of business success, 
when in fact he had nothing to do with 
the school apart from collecting its 
profits. The instructors were touted 
as highly-qualified business people, 
when in fact the experience of many 
of them was limited to high-pressure 
salesmanship, aimed at bilking naive 
clients out of their last dime. Trump 
denounced Judge Curiel for being 
biased against him because he is a 
‘Mexican’. (Curiel was born in Indiana 
to Mexican parents.) Trump hastened 
to add that he had no particular animus 
toward Mexicans; he also thought that a 
Muslim judge would be too prejudiced 
against him to preside over any legal 
case in which he was involved.

Trump’s openly chauvinist and 
violence-tinged rants have placed 
party-loyal Republican politicians 
in the unenviable position of having 
publicly to repudiate the statements of 
the candidate they have just endorsed. 
Paul Ryan, the speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the country’s 
most powerful Republican elected 
official, denounced Trump’s remarks 
about judge Curiel as conforming to 
“the textbook definition of racism”, 
before going on to say that he still 
backed the racist Trump as the lesser 
evil compared to Hillary Clinton. 
Mark Kirk, a Republican senator 
from Illinois, withdrew his initial 
endorsement.

The straw that may break the 
elephant’s back, however, came in the 
form of Trump’s reaction to the Orlando 
shootings. Giving short shrift to the 
obligatory expressions of sympathy 
for the victims, Trump emphasised that 
the events proved he had been right 
all along about the administration’s 
failure to combat terrorism effectively. 
He called upon Obama to resign, and 
said that the president’s refusal to 
use the phrase, ‘Islamic radicalism’ 
suggests that “there is something 
going on”. He went on: “He doesn’t 
get it or he gets it better than anybody 
understands. It’s one or the other.” The 
suggestion that Obama sympathises 
with, or is somehow in league with, 
Islamic terrorists, reminded anyone 
who may have forgotten of the real-
estate mogul’s previous championing 
of the ‘birthers’ - rightwingers who 
questioned whether the president was 
born in the US.

It now looks as if these remarks 
are giving Trump’s endorsers second 
thoughts. There are rumours of a move 
by some Republicans to introduce a 
‘conscience clause’ into the rules for 
the convention, which would release 
delegates from their obligation to 
vote for the nominee they backed 
in the primaries. And in a television 
interview on June 20, Paul Ryan, while 
not withdrawing his endorsement, said 
he, as the convention’s chairman, would 

never want to prevent delegates from 
“voting their conscience”. 

Trump’s salvoes may be less 
spontaneous than they appear. If 
nothing else, they are a sure-fire way 
to dominate coverage of the campaign, 
with the assistance of media that wait 
for his latest scurrilities like flipper-
clapping seals for sardines. They also 
galvanise his hard-core constituency 
of beleaguered white males, and get 
the attention of others who welcome 
utterances, no matter how outrageous, 
that stand apart from the pabulum and 
platitudes of politics-as-usual.

Bigotry à la carte
In his 2004 book, What’s the matter with 
Kansas (America), Thomas Frank asked 
why white Americans of modest means 
vote time and again for Republican 
politicians who make the rich richer 
at their expense. The answer lay in 
the time-honoured ruling-class art of 
misdirecting real grievances at bogus 
targets. Their goal of reducing government 
entitlements (welfare spending) was sold 
by stoking resentment of lazy blacks and 
Latinos said to be getting something 
for nothing. The decline in wages was 
blamed on immigrants stealing across 
the border to take American jobs at half 
the pay, or on the diabolical Chinese 
government, which was flooding the 
country’s markets with cheap imports.

The racism and xenophobia 
encouraged by such tactics was 
there to be stoked in the first place. 
But ever since the late 60s, when 
Richard Nixon launched his ‘southern 
strategy’, aimed at capturing the votes 
of white Democrats disabused of their 
party’s pro-civil rights and welfare-
state politics, the Republicans have 
succeeded in raising these resentments 
to a higher power. Now it seems 
that a perverse reactionary prise de 
conscience is finally taking place. The 
Trumpist hard core still blame blacks 
and immigrants for their declining 
fortunes. Many, however, have begun 
to notice that racism, xenophobia and 
economic individualism are less than 
paramount in the political agendas 
of those accustomed to playing these 
keys for political advantage. The 
pawns of the financial industry who 
rail against government handouts to 
the undeserving poor were less than 
vociferous in their objections when 
the bankers bayed for - and got - one of 
the biggest bailouts in history in 2008.

Those who rail against immigrants 
seem privately more sensitive to the 
needs of employers for cheap foreign 
labour than to those supposedly losing 
their jobs to immigration, and have 
quietly allowed legislation aimed at 
stricter border controls to languish in 
Congressional committees. The same 
rightwing senators and congressmen 
who deplore the loss of American jobs to 
Chinese imports and offshoring are more 
often than not eagerly raising their hands 
for the trade pacts that promote these 
very things. Entitlement cuts may have 
been popular with the party base when 
the entitlements in question were seen 
to benefit only ‘them’ - ie, poor people 
of darker hues - but the budget proposed 
by house speaker Paul Ryan takes aim 
at the Republicans’ latest targets, social 
security (government old-age pensions) 
and Medicare (old-age health cover), 
vital to ‘senior citizens’ of all colours.

What the Trump campaign offers 
to the disillusioned elements of the 
Republican base who took their 
party’s rhetoric at face value is, as one 
pundit put it, racism and xenophobia 
à la carte: ie, unlinked to the ruling 
class aims they have traditionally 
been used to supplement or conceal. 
Trump has proclaimed his intention 
to preserve social security, and loudly 
denounces the trade agreements that 
have become a hallmark of allegiance 
to the ruling class, and hence enjoy the 
support of leading politicians of both 
parties (despite the fact that Hillary 
Clinton, who has promoted such pacts 
throughout her career, has been forced 
by Sanders to abandon her support of 

the Trans-Pacific Partnership).
Trump regularly excoriates Clinton 

for having been too quick on the trigger, 
when it comes to foreign adventures, 
and especially for her pushing of 
US intervention to topple Muammar 
Gaddafi in Libya. While he promises 
decisive actions to “take out” foreign 
terrorists, he generally advocates a 
quasi-isolationist, ‘America first’ 
foreign policy. He has also taken a 
leaf out of Sanders’ book by calling 
Clinton “Hillary the crook” and saying 
that she is beholden to moneyed 
interests, pointing to the millions 
she and her husband have collected 
from big corporations in speaking and 
consulting fees.

Little man, 
big bucks 
Donald Trump is indeed an oligarch 
in his own right. Yet he represents no 
major current of ruling class opinion. 
He has shown himself to be profoundly 
ignorant on policy matters, and boasts 
of getting most of his information from 
the Internet and Twitter feeds. His voice 
is distinctly that of the little (white) man 
on the adjacent bar stool, boasting of his 
sexual conquests, lamenting the passing of 
the ‘good old days’ when men were men 
and America was number one; castigating 
the government for putting the interests 
of foreigners before natives; deploring 
the constraints of ‘political correctness’; 
proposing simple, commonsensical, 
often violent remedies for society’s 
ills; scorning ‘intellectuals’ with their 
outrageous demands for things such as 
logical or factual consistency; giving 
vent to a deep sense of grievance against 
all those hyper-educated politicians 
and social engineers who consider 
themselves above him, his problems 
and his homely wisdom.

The adjectives in Trump’s vocabulary 
run the gamut from ‘great’, ‘terrific’ 
and ‘beautiful’ (usually when applied 
to himself and his endeavours) to 
‘terrible’, ‘disgusting and ‘sleazy’ 
(applied to his critics). Not a seasoned 
bourgeois politician practised in the 
use of dog whistles and deceit, but 
the ‘man in the street’ with a $10 
billion bank account - that is Donald 
Trump. His candidacy represents a 
profound dysfunction of ruling class 
politics - one, moreover, that may not 
end with him, despite the fondest hopes 
of Republican higher-ups that he will 
prove no more than a flash in the pan. 
Voting patterns in the primaries indicate 
that he has wide support not only 
among Tea Party types, who tended to 
be lower middle class, but also among 
large numbers of white workers in 
depressed, deindustrialised areas of 
the north and midwest.

But even this maverick member of 
the big bourgeoisie may be in for a hard 
lesson in political reality. It is unlikely 
that Trump can continue to substitute 
media attention for the nuts and bolts 
of a well financed and organised 
campaign, as he has done thus far. He is 
already beginning to feel the effects of 
donor chill; his campaign now has only 
a little over $1 million cash on hand, as 
opposed to Hillary’s $41 million war 
chest. Whether his declared intention 
to finance his campaign if necessary 
from his personal fortune is real, or 
more hot air from one whose limitless 
supply of that is undisputed, remains to 
be seen. Moreover, it is unlikely that the 
calumny and gasconade that has proved 
so appealing to parts of the Republican 
electorate will go over nearly as well 
with a November electorate far wider 
than his primary base, and much more 
heavily black, Latino and female.

Polls have confounded the widespread 
expectation that the Orlando killings 
would give Trump a bounce. In an 
election campaign in which both 
candidates are more disliked by the 
general public than at any time in recent 
history, and are therefore competing 
for the lowest unfavourability ratings, 
Trump is losing. An ABC News/
Washington Post poll taken the week 
after Orlando showed Trump with 
a 70% unfavourability rating, as 
compared to Clinton’s 55%. This bad 
news has led to tensions within the 
campaign, as a result of which Trump 
fired his campaign manager, Corey 
Lewandowski. It is the prospect of a 
humiliating November rout that has the 
party establishment grinding their teeth 
and desperately casting about for a way 
to dump Trump. Republican members 
of the House of Representatives, all of 
whom must stand for re-election in four 
months, and those senators who must 
face voters in November, are deathly 
afraid that Trump’s unpopularity may 
rub off on them, and that their party 
could thus lose control of either the 
house, the senate or both.

Yet the Republican nightmare is 
Hillary’s heaven-send. It will help her 
bury the class issues raised by the Sanders 
campaign in a ‘progressive’, fight-the-right 
unity fest. Clinton is now appearing on 
the hustings side by side with the darling 
of the Democratic left, Massachusetts 
senator Elizabeth Warren. Even at this 
late date, however, Sanders has yet to 
concede to Clinton formally, and he and his 
followers are vowing to take their fight to 
the Democratic convention in Philadelphia 
in July. To what extent they will do so, and 
with what results, will be the subject of a 
future article l

Jim Creegan can be reached at 
egyptianarch@gmail.com

Communist University 2016
A week of provocative and stimulating debate sponsored by Labour 

Party Marxists and CPGB 
Saturday August 6 to Saturday August 13 (inclusive)

Westminister University, 
Harrow House, Watford Road, 
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Park (Metropolitan line), Kenton 

(Bakerloo and overground).

Confirmed speakers include: 
Norman Finklestein, Chris Knight, 
Hillel Ticktin, Ian Birchall, Moshé 

Machover, Marc Mulholland,  
Bob Arnott.

Full week, including accommodation in en suite single rooms: £250 
(£150 unwaged). Solidarity price: £300.

First/final weekend, including one night’s accommodation: £60 (£30).
Full week, no accommodation: £60 (£30).

Day: £10 (£5). Single session: £5 (£3). Reservation: £30.
We have also a few twin rooms available.

Cheques: Make payable to CPGB and send to:
BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX.

PayPal: Go to the CPGB website: www.cpgb.org.uk.
Bank transfer:email tina@cpgb.org.uk for details.



Name:________________________________________________

Address:______________________________________________

_____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________

Tel:__________________________________________________

Email:________________________________________________

Sub: £/€ ______________________________________________

Donation: £/€ __________________________________________

standing order
To ______________________________________________________________________ Bank plc _____________________________

Branch address _______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Post code ________________________       Account name ____________________________________________________________

Sort code ______________________________________________ Account No __________________________________________

Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds A/C No 00744310 sort code 30-99-64, the sum of ___________ every month*/3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on _____________________________ This replaces any previous order from this account. (*delete)  

Date _________________________  

Signed __________________________________________________ Name (PRINT) _______________________________________ 

Address ______________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

subscribe
 6m 1yr Inst.
UK £30/€35 £60/€70 £200/€220
Europe £43/€50 £86/€100 £240/€264
Rest of £65/€75 £130/€150 £480/€528
world

New UK subscribers offer: 
3 months for £10

UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and 
save £12 a year. Minimum £12 every 3 

months... but please  pay more if you can.

Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ at:  
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, 

 London WC1N 3XX

weeklyworker
No 1113 June 30 2016

The main 
enemy of 

the Us is not 
Islamic state

War criminals all
The Labour right is guilty of much more than plotting against Jeremy Corbyn, writes Yassamine Mather

At a time when news in the United 
Kingdom, Europe and North 
America is dominated by Brexit 

and the political and economic turmoil 
it has created, the wars of the Middle 
East are continuing to take their toll, with 
tens of thousands of refugees suffering 
terrible conditions in sweltering heat. 
And, of course, the wars and their conse-
quences are very directly connected to 
the issue of migration, so hotly debated 
during the EU referendum campaign, 
as well as to the infighting within the 
Labour Party.

Let us not forget that the hero of the 
Labour right wing, Hilary Benn, owes his 
current prominence to the opportunistic 
speech he gave in support of UK military 
intervention in Syria in December 2015. 
At a time when some on the left are 
calling for Tony Blair to be charged as a 
war criminal for his role in the invasion 
of Iraq, Benn displays blatant ignorance 
of Middle Eastern issues, combined 
with a short-termism characteristic of 
those whose politics are determined by 
personal ambitions. Such individuals are 
obviously unsuitable to lead any party, 
never mind one that claims to represent 
the interests of working people.

So let us remember who voted for 
the Iraq war: not just Hilary Benn, but, 
amongst others, Angela Eagle, Vernon 
Coaker, Chris Bryant, John Healey and 
Maria Eagle. No wonder they are keen to 
divert attention from Chilcot, which might 
remind us all of their cooperation with a 
government complicit in war crimes.

First on Benn’s ignorance. Last week 
Iraqi Christians, victims of so many 
horrific crimes (perpetrated by both 
the Shia government and its Jihadist 
opponents), were quoted on social 
media as asking, ‘How come the United 
States has the technology to find water 
on Mars, but cannot find Islamic State 
bases here on Earth?’ The answer is very 
simple: the United States is well aware 
of the exact location of IS bases, not to 
mention individual leading figures, in 
Syria, Iraq and elsewhere. But its current 
policy is not one of defeating IS, at least 
in Syria, but merely to curtail its ability, 
to make sure it is weakened in Iraq. It 
is continuing to support Saudi Arabian 
and Turkish intervention on the side of 
Islamist groups such as Al Nusra, while 
turning a blind eye or cooperating with 
IS, at least as far as its financial activities 
are concerned. Only a complete fool - or 
a politician committed to keeping British 
foreign policy totally in line with that of 
the US - would have made the kind of 
speech he made in Westminster during 
the Syria debate last December.

The recent Wikileaks revelations, 
which include quotes from Hillary 
Clinton’s emails, show the fundamental 
mistake made by all those who still 
believe the civil war in Syria is simply 
an issue of Assad vs ‘moderate’ 
Islamists. This is from a Clinton email 
in November 2015:

The best way to help Israel deal with 
Iran’s growing nuclear capability is to 
help the people of Syria overthrow the 
regime of Bashar Assad. Negotiations 
to limit Iran’s nuclear program will not 
solve Israel’s security dilemma … It 

is the strategic relationship between 
Iran and the regime of Bashar Assad 
in Syria that makes it possible for Iran 
to undermine Israel’s security - not 
through a direct attack, which in the 
30 years of hostility between Iran 
and Israel has never occurred, but 
through its proxies in Lebanon, like 
Hezbollah, that are sustained, armed 
and trained by Iran via Syria. The 
end of the Assad regime would end 
this dangerous alliance.1

Then there is Israeli Defence Forces 
intelligence chief, major general Herzi 
Halevy, who stated that Israel not only 
“prefers Isis” to the Syrian government, 
but does not want to see IS defeated.2

It is true that, as the Arab spring 
brought hope and encouraged the 
opposition in many Arab countries, a 
protest movement took shape and rightly 
called for the overthrow of the Assad 
regime. However, it was the regime’s 
brutal repression, as well as the virtually 
unlimited funds poured in to the jihadists 
by the Saudi and Gulf royals that led to 
the current disaster. So the Americans 
know exactly who funded IS and, as 
Clinton and Halevy both confirm, the 
overwhelming concern remains Israel’s 
‘security’ in the region, which means 
taking action against any force capable 
of challenging this.

Is and Iran
On June 26, Iraqi prime minister Haider 
al-Abadi announced the recapture of 
Fallujah. Although IS had already been 
driven out of most of the town centre, 
the capture of the north-western suburb 
of Golan - the stronghold first of al 
Qa’eda and later of IS - was said to mark 
a breakthrough in the battle between 
the Shia state and its jihadi opponents. 
However, it is possible that IS decided 
simply to withdraw - unless we believe 
the Iraqi army’s claim that 1,800 of its 
fighters were killed in the battle for 
Fallujah. Iraq’s defence minister is now 
also claiming that Mosul will be taken 
back by the end of the year. An ambitious 
aim, as the town remains a major source 
of income for IS and the militia withdrawn 
from Fallujah are presumably moving to 
Mosul to strengthen the defence of the 
caliphate’s main town in Iraq.

However, the military setbacks 
suffered by IS have coincided with 
rumours of a change of policy in 
Tehran, whereby Iran is ready to accept 
Russian proposals regarding the future 
of Syria. Throughout the last few years, 
supreme leader Ali Khamenei and his 
foreign policy advisors have been 
emphatic in their support for Assad - his 
removal was declared to be a red line, 
as far as Iran is concerned.

If Tehran has changed its mind about 
Syria, a number of events might have 
played a role in this. Last week news 
agencies reported clashes between 
Hezbollah and the Syrian army near 
Aleppo - Hezbollah troops are supposed 
to be in Syria to support Assad. This 
followed accusations by the Syrian 
army that Hezbollah had refused 
to fight IS. A second concern of the 
Iranian regime is the number of body 
bags returning from Syria, and its effect 
on even the most die-hard supporters 
of the clerics. A recent move in Iran, 
whereby some policy-making powers 
regarding Syria have been transferred 
from the offices of the supreme leader 
to the ministry of foreign affairs, have 
fuelled speculation that Iran is about 
to ditch Assad.

As if the situation was not bad 
enough, we are witnessing signs of a 
new conflict in the Middle East. The 
Bahrain government has often accused 
Iran of arming its Shia opponents and 
now the Bahraini authorities have 
revoked the citizenship of ayatollah 
Sheikh Isa Qassim, the most senior Shia 
cleric in the emirate. General Qasem 
Soleimani, leader of the elite Quds 
force of Iran’s Revolutionary Guards, 
was quoted by the New York Times 
complaining about this “mistreatment” 
of a senior cleric, which could “create 

flames of fire in Bahrain and the entire 
region”. Soleimani went on to threaten 
Bahrain by stating: “The people will 
have no choice but armed resistance.”3

All this is, of course, part of the 
continuing regional battles between 
Iran and Saudi Arabia.

Meanwhile in north Iran, another 
battle is brewing - this time between 
the Islamic Republic and the Kurdish 
Democratic Party of Iran. Although 
the Kurds have legitimate reasons to 
mistrust the Iranian regime, including 
under its ‘reformist’ presidents, and 
they are justified in calling for the 
overthrow of the Islamic Republic, 
those of us who support the cause of the 
Kurdish people have never considered 
the opportunist, centre-right KDP 
(Iran) as a genuine force for Kurdish 
emancipation. My concern is that 
this latest episode is part of a bigger 
picture. It is alleged that the KDP (Iran), 
together with other Iranian Kurdish 
groups, has accepted US funds over 
the last few years - funds which clearly 
come with strings attached.

In summary, an entire region, with 
its failed states and civil wars, is up in 
flames, creating misery for millions. 
And at the end of the day who is 
responsible for this current situation? 
The answer is simple: George Bush 
and Tony Blair and their cynical “45 
minutes” lie. Chilcot is unlikely to 
say that openly, but anyone with an 
iota of intelligence will be able to read 
between the lines.

And all this relates directly to the 
current conflict within the Labour Party. 
The right is determined that the Blairite 
policy of support for US foreign policy 
and the state of Israel must continue at 
all costs - accusations of anti-Semitism 
against those critical of Israel are part 
of the same scenario. The Labour Party 
right believes that by attacking Corbyn 
it can divert attention from its own 
culpability in US-UK crimes against 
the peoples of the Middle East. They 
are mistaken: it makes us even more 
determined to expose them as cronies 
of Blair’s war in Iraq who have learnt 
nothing - as shown by their support for 
military intervention in Syria l
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Notes
1. https://wikileaks.org/clinton-emails/
emailid/18328.
2. www.almasdarnews.com/article/israeli-
intelligence-chief-not-want-isis-defeat-syria.
3. www.nytimes.com/2016/06/22/world/
middleeast/iran-bahrain.html?_r=0.
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