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Rinse and repeat
Gerry Downing’s intervention into 
the debate between Gil Schaeffer and 
myself provides yet more proof that the 
readiness with which he is prepared to 
place his wisdom on display is surpassed 
only by his inability to think or engage 
with anything that broadly challenges 
the blinkered world view he has 
inherited from Gerry Healy’s Workers 
Revolutionary Party (Letters, June 18). 
Whereas the exchange with comrade 
Schaeffer occasionally entailed us talking 
past each other, the discussion proceeded 
in good faith and the miscommunication 
mainly stemmed from the fact that we 
are largely unfamiliar with each other’s 
politics. Comrade Downing has no such 
excuse. He has been a regular reader and 
letter-writer to this publication and knows 
me personally.

Whenever I have spoken on my 
ideas at Communist University and at 
Communist Forums, comrade Downing 
has diligently raised his objections at 
length, with me responding in kind. 
This is only healthy. What is frustrating, 
however, is that Gerry’s latest missive 
simply repeats exactly what he has said at 
these forums and in his writings: the letter 
from Lenin to Shliapnikov in October 
1914 that Gerry always digs up is cited 
once again; he repeats his ‘argument’ 
about the party of Engels, Kautsky and 
Bebel amounting to a “party of the whole 
class” that would welcome all and sundry 
regardless of their politics or views on 
the party programme; he parrots the - 
historically illiterate - claim that Lenin 
and others learnt the need for ‘transitional 
politics’ and the united front in 1905 (!); 
and, for all his bluster about dialectics, he 
proudly parades his rather Manichaean 
understanding of thought and ideas: you 
see, if somebody is or becomes a ‘bad 
guy’ - like the third-campist, Hal Draper, 
or the renegade, Kautsky - then this 
appears to render everything that they 
had ever said obsolete and useless from 
the perspective of the class struggle.

Gerry’s latest intervention makes 
clear that he obviously sees no need to 
engage with the responses to his previous 
objections, let alone to think about the 
possible implications of newly translated 
historical material from German or 
Russian for his understanding of the 
history of the revolutionary movement. 
Why? Well, he is in that most enviable 
position of already having the answers. 
And not just to these significant historical 
questions either, but on the “programme 
for socialist revolution”. Nobody is 
perfect though, and the price that comrade 
Downing seems to have paid for such 
visionary insight is his sense of irony: 
“Many will join self-professed radical 
and revolutionary groups, and many will 
be miseducated in the programme for 
socialist revolution there. However, many 
of the vanguard will not join a group, but 
will listen and learn” (my emphasis).

The sad fact is that, for all Gerry’s 
pretensions, readers would be hard-
pressed to find a more succinct example 
of miseducation on the programme of 
revolutionary Marxism than his recent 
correspondence. So, in the interests 
of listening and learning, let us now 
attempt to grapple with the déjà vu that 
arguing with Gerry invariably entails, and 
respond to his points.

Nowhere have I claimed that Kautsky 
“was going great guns” up to 1914, only 
to then “inexplicably collapse”. Even a 
cursory look at my work shows that, in 
hindsight, the thought of the revolutionary 
Kautsky that Lenin admired was not 
without its shortcomings - on imperialism, 
the nature of democracy, the nation-state 
and so on (some of which were shared 
by Lenin, I should add). Kautsky’s main 
shortcoming was clearly his life-long 
tendency to place unity before clarity, 

as evinced by his contrasting resolutions 
on government participation to the 
Second International that were recently 
reproduced in this paper (‘Power, not 
office’, May 28). This trait may partly 
account for his later concessions to the 
party leadership in 1909 and so on.

What I do claim, following Lenin in 
particular, is precisely - as Gerry puts 
it - that Kautsky “became a ‘renegade’ 
against his former revolutionary 
self and organisation”. Either Gerry 
cannot understand the term ‘renegade’ 
or he simply thinks that Lenin was 
fundamentally wrong in his assessment 
of Kautsky. To make such an argument 
would, of course, be fine, but Gerry 
wants to paint his historical illiteracy in a 
Leninist gloss. So it is that he cites Lenin’s 
letter to Shliapnikov from October 27 
1914 about how much he now hates and 
despises Kautsky. But the real question is 
this: why does Lenin focus so much hate 
on Kautsky when many other leading 
thinkers of the International had even 
worse positions on the war?

As I have made clear on numerous 
occasions, to find the answer Gerry needs 
to consider the letter written by Lenin 
to the very same Shliapnikov, just four 
days later, in which the latter is urged 
to read, or have translated, Kautsky’s 
Road to power to see just exactly how 
Kautsky is reneging on the revolutionary 
perspectives outlined there. Lenin upheld 
these ideas in the face of Kautsky, who 
was now abandoning them. This is why 
I do not ascribe the same groundbreaking 
significance to Lenin’s study of Hegel 
in Switzerland that Gerry - very much 
in WRP mould - does. Lenin already 
had the solid strategic foundations of 
“revolutionary social democracy” on 
which to conduct his further struggles and 
develop his ideas. Kautsky, by contrast, 
collapsed.

But Gerry does not stop there. He 
thinks he has struck gold in making the 
case for Lenin disavowing the early 
Kautsky by quoting Vladimir himself: 
“Rosa Luxemburg was right when 
she wrote, long ago [1898? - GD], 
that Kautsky has the ‘subservience 
of a theoretician’ - servility, in plainer 
language: servility to the majority of the 
party, to opportunism.” For Gerry, this 
passage is supposed to summarise how 
Lenin changed his mind on Kautsky: he 
had been a shit since 1898, after all. The 
problem is, however, that Luxemburg’s 
forthright (and vindicated) criticisms of 
Kautsky cannot be from 1898 - when 
she was one of his closest allies - but 
from the fall-out between the two in 
1910. None of this seemingly matters 
to Gerry, of course, but at least on this 
occasion he does have the humility to 
place a question mark at the end of his 
ignorance: so much for the “real evidence 
of this revolutionary tradition” (to be 
fair to Gerry, this quote is also misused 
by groups such as Socialist Appeal and 
leftwing thinkers like Michael Löwy).

Gerry must either claim that Lenin was 
simply wrong about Kautsky all along, or 
that there was an epistemological break 
in Lenin’s thought, represented by the 
period in Switzerland during the outbreak 
of the war. But Gerry obviously knows 
Lenin better than the man knew himself: 
the latter, claims Gerry, was actually all 
about forming a “party of a new type” 
in State and revolution - this in spite of 
the fact that the concept appears nowhere 
there, nor in Lenin’s Collected works as 
a whole. But what would I know, given 
my supposed “contempt” not only for 
“Lenin’s study of Hegel”, but “the whole 
history of philosophy” (!).

What I explore in my own research is 
how the renegade Kautsky hollowed out 
the revolutionary strategic perspectives 
outlined in the Erfurt programme of 
Bebel, Engels, Kautsky et al. In the 
process, the minimum programme 
for workers’ power became a minimal 
programme for workers’ integration into 
the capitalist state. This leads to another 
sense in which Gerry is wrong: his talk 
of the “transformation of opposites” and 

the “victory of the counterrevolution” 
in 1914 sounds grand, but is ignorant 
to the fact that 1914 also forced the 
revolutionary opposition in the German 
Social Democratic Party (SPD) to get 
its act together and fight for the original 
revolutionary outlook of the party. They 
were marginalised and harangued by the 
leadership and its apologists, but stayed 
in the SPD until 1917, with the best 
elements thereof providing the cadre and 
leadership of the German communist 
movement.

Poor history begets poor politics, as 
evinced by Gerry’s comments on the 
democratic republic and the minimum 
programme. Perhaps I am not operating 
on the same plane as the comrade, but 
in just one paragraph he manages to 
demonstrate that the democratic republic 
amounts to a number of competing things 
all at once. It is “legitimate” (if part of a 
transitional programme), but if it is part of 
a minimum programme and supposedly 
“not linked to the overthrow of capitalism 
at all”, then it is a “simple reformist 
demand”, as is the “the replacement 
of the standing army by a people’s 
militia”. What is more, “demanding the 
replacement of the standing army by a 
people’s militia now is an ultimatistic, 
ultra-left demand to hide its reformist 
essence, not at all applicable as an 
agitational demand now (or the basis 
for unity in the Labour Left Alliance, 
for example) in this time of reduced 
class conflict, though still necessary as 
propaganda”. Is there not such a thing as 
a revolutionary minimum programme? 
History suggests that there is: and even 
though there remain minor differences 
between us, I am glad that comrade 
Schaeffer and I agree on this.

The muddle in which Gerry finds 
himself is rooted precisely in his 
“miseducation” regarding the history of 
the Marxist programme. It leads him to 
disagree on the history of German social 
democracy - not only with Lenin, but 
with Marx and Engels themselves. For 
them the minimum programme was the 
political basis on which the working class 
would come to power. This would, they 
claimed, not occur within the framework 
of the Bonapartist state or the monarchy, 
but of the democratic republic and the 
armed people. From the 1880s onwards 
at least, Engels fought – alongside 
his comrades, Bebel and the younger, 
revolutionary Bernstein - for this basic 
strategic perspective. But for Gerry this 
ABC of Marxism is at best “legitimate”, 
necessary as “propaganda”; and at worst 
ultimatist maximalism. Whether he likes 
it or not, the logic of what Gerry is saying 
is to paint the approach of Marx and 
Engels as Bernsteinite “51% socialists”, 
who saw the socialist revolution as a 
merely “objective process”. What a joke.

Gerry’s temerity in charging the SPD’s 
Erfurt programme with mimimalism, 
while rejecting the programmatic demand 
for the armed people in a body such as 
the Labour Left Alliance, is astounding. 
The LLA is a ‘broad left’ formation that is 
well to the right of anything that Kautsky 
or even Bernstein produced: but raising 
a central tenet of Marxist republicanism 
in that body is apparently ultra-leftist? 
Riddle me that one.

I am afraid to say that the “wall of 
separation” which the comrade finds 
between capitalist reality and the socialist 
revolution in the Erfurt programme 
(and thus the programme of the Russian 
Social Democratic Labour Party) merely 
reveals the wall of separation between 
his self-professed Marxism and his 
stubborn ignorance of the history of our 
movement.
Ben Lewis
East Sussex

Tactics
I welcome Jack Conrad’s letter (June 18) 
criticising what I wrote regarding our 
work in ‘broad’ formations, as it gives 
me the opportunity to try to clear up 
some misunderstandings and explain my 
position a little more clearly.

First of all, let me quote what I 
wrote in my report of the June 6 online 
aggregate meeting of CPGB and Labour 
Party Marxists (LPM) comrades, to 
which comrade Conrad took issue:

“As the first to speak from the ‘floor’, 
I stressed the two-sided nature of broad 
fronts: while, as comrade Conrad had 
emphasised, they can lead us nowhere 
in such a form, they almost always give 
us the opportunity to intervene and fight 
for principled politics. We had, of course, 
intervened in the Socialist Alliance, the 
SSP, Respect, etc, while today LPM 
comrades are intervening in the [Labour 
Left Alliance].

“However, I warned of the dangers 
of our comrades actually leading such 
bodies, which is what happened with the 
LLA. A long-standing former member 
of ours ended up effectively running 
the new alliance, once the [Labour 
Representation Committee] pulled out, 
and as LLA secretary she felt obliged to 
reflect the views of the ‘broad’ majority 
on the organising group in bulletins, 
website statements, etc. In my view, we 
must avoid taking up such senior posts 
within broad groupings.”

On reflection, that last sentence is 
a little too prescriptive: it would have 
been better to state, ‘we should be wary 
of taking up such senior posts ...’ I am, 
of course, talking here about political 
factions or groupings like the LLA, not 
single-issue campaigns, such as Labour 
Against the Witchhunt, or those like 
the Stop the War Coalition, which was 
originally set up by the Socialist Workers 
Party. The problem with the SWP’s self-
imposed role in the STWC was that it 
declined to use its leadership to advance 
the kind of working class politics we 
need. Comrades like John Rees and 
Lindsey German restricted their speeches 
at demonstrations, etc to the need to 
oppose a particular military intervention 
and never used the opportunity to stress 
the need for a totally different social 
order.

However, when it comes to political 
groupings like the LLA, things are rather 
different, since they are set up to advance 
a particular set of politics. As with single-
issue campaigns, they usually give us 
the opportunity to fight for our own - 
specifically Marxist - policies, but the 
difference is that very often the politics 
adopted by the majority will be totally 
opposed to ours. Imagine in the LLA, for 
example, that just before the December 
2019 general election a motion was 
agreed which stated: ‘The main priority 
is the election of a Corbyn-led Labour 
government committed to the socialist 
policies contained in its manifesto.’ 
LPM comrades totally disagree with 
that approach, but what would happen 
if one of them was the LLA’s official 
spokesperson?

In his letter, comrade Conrad stated: 
“We ... reject the bureaucratic notion that 
members of ours who have been elected 
to leading positions in trade unions, 
leftwing fronts, the Labour Party, etc, are 
obliged to silence themselves and merely 
implement the positions of the majority.”

I totally agree: Marxists must speak 
out for what they believe whenever 
they can. But there could well be a huge 
problem in doing so in the above scenario. 
If the leading committee instructs you to 
draw up, post and circulate a statement in 
favour of the above motion, what would 
you do? Refuse to do so and instead write 
a statement setting out the need to totally 
transform the Labour Party and reject 
the call to run a less anti-working class 
form of capitalism? Or write one official 
statement, and then another, giving your 
own, opposing point of view?

The point is, we need to fight within 
organisations like the LLA as a principled 
opposition grouping - rather difficult if 
our comrades are the official leaders. 
However, as I have said, this is not an 
absolute. For example, if there was a rank-
and-file rebellion against the existing 
leadership, then it would be useful to 
have a comrade at the top openly siding 

with the rebels. That is why we should 
be wary of taking up senior leadership 
positions in political factions where the 
majority is to our right.

I reject the implication that this is 
a “timeless formula”: in fact it is the 
opposite. It is meant as a warning against 
the huge problems that could arise and 
advising comrades to think carefully 
about the possibilities. However, I totally 
agree with comrade Conrad’s statement: 
“Tactics should be based on a concrete 
assessment of a concrete situation. 
They are designed to take advantage 
of particular opportunities or guard 
against particular dangers. To fight this 
or that battle all manner of campaigns, 
actions and forms of organisation can be 
considered.”

Ironically, I also agree with this: 
“Decrees to the effect that we cannot 
initiate, or countenance comrades taking 
a lead in establishing, an organisation 
where we would be in a minority, 
where the majority would almost 
certainly pursue opportunist, broad-
frontist politics, are utterly alien to our 
approach.” I was completely in favour 
of LPM comrades supporting the call to 
establish, and helping to found, the LLA. 
Unlike Momentum in its current state, it 
would provide them with a very useful 
site for struggle.

But things became a little more 
problematic when Labour left groups 
like the LRC had a change of mind and 
pulled out, leaving one LPM comrade 
in particular running the show. How can 
you simultaneously be the leader and 
opposition?
Peter Manson
London

Confusion
Maren Clarke’s latest missive is, in the 
words of the Temptations, ‘A ball of 
confusion’ (Letters, June 18). First, she 
denies basic facts described by Marx 
about the nature of socialised capital - the 
transitional form of property between 
capitalism and socialism - then she uses 
arguments about the nature of socialism 
as though they are relevant to this period 
of transition.

Maren Clarke denies the proposition 
that “socialised capital” is the property of 
the workers. In Capital volume 3, chapter 
27, Marx and Engels describe two types 
of socialised capital: the worker-owned 
cooperative and the joint stock company. 
Marx says: “The capitalist stock 
companies, as much as the cooperative 
factories, should be considered as 
transitional forms from the capitalist mode 
of production to the associated one, with 
the only distinction that the antagonism 
is resolved negatively in the one and 
positively in the other.” What does this 
socialised capital consist of? “With the 
development of social production the 
means of production cease to be means 
of private production and products of 
private production, and can thereafter be 
only means of production in the hands of 
associated producers: ie, the latter’s social 
property, much as they are their social 
products.” Of course, it does not stop this 
productive capital being capital! The clue 
is in the description, “socialised capital”. 
It is entirely consistent with it being a 
transitional form of property.

“The cooperative factories of the 
labourers themselves represent within 
the old form the first sprouts of the new, 
although they naturally reproduce, and 
must reproduce, everywhere in their 
actual organisation all the shortcomings 
of the prevailing system. But the antithesis 
between capital and labour is overcome 
within them, if at first only by way of 
making the associated labourers into 
their own capitalist: ie, by enabling them 
to use the means of production for the 
employment of their own labour.”

As Marx says, he saw the means 
of the extension of this cooperative 
property on a national basis as being 
via the use of credit: “The credit system 
is not only the principal basis for the 
gradual transformation of capitalist 
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private enterprises into capitalist stock 
companies, but equally offers the means 
for the gradual extension of cooperative 
enterprises on a more or less national 
scale.”

This is consistent with what Marx 
wrote in the Grundrisse: “As the system 
of bourgeois economy has developed for 
us only by degrees, so too its negation, 
which is its ultimate result.” And, as 
Engels wrote to Bebel, “... as demanded 
by the Paris Commune, the workers 
should operate the factories shut down by 
the factory-owners on a cooperative basis. 
That is the great difference. And Marx 
and I never doubted that in the transition 
to the full communist economy we will 
have to use the cooperative system as 
an intermediate stage on a large scale. It 
must only be so organised that society - 
initially the state - retains the ownership 
of the means of production, so that the 
private interests of the cooperative vis-
à-vis society as a whole cannot establish 
themselves.”

This process, furthered by credit, 
leads, Marx says, to “the implicit latent 
abolition of capitalist property - mainly 
with reference to industrial capital”. 
And, of course, in this transitional period 
control rests directly with the workers in 
each socialised capital, not with the state, 
which - if we are talking about such a 
period, where capital still dominates - 
could only itself continue to be a capitalist 
state. Why on earth would workers want 
to hand control over their socialised 
capital to the capitalist state? Even when 
that state becomes a workers’ state, as 
Engels states above, its only role is to act 
as the nominal owner of the means of 
production.

And the only difference between the 
cooperative and the corporation as forms 
of “socialised capital” is the fact that in 
the latter the existence of shares enables 
the owners of those shares to exercise 
control over capital they do not own. The 
shareholder is merely a lender of money-
capital to the corporation - no different 
than a bank that lends it money-capital, 
or a bondholder, or indeed a landlord 
who might lease land or property to the 
corporation. For having loaned the use-
value of this capital, the lender is entitled 
to a market price for it - ie, rent or interest/
dividends - but they are not then entitled to 
continue to exercise ownership rights over 
something they have just sold, any more 
than a shopkeeper is entitled to exercise 
ownership rights over the Mars bar they 
have just sold to you!

Even bourgeois theorists understand 
that. So Maren Clarke’s defence of 
the continued exercise of control over 
socialised capital by shareholders is not 
only contrary to the analysis provided by 
Marx and Engels, but even lags behind 
the understanding of bourgeois theorists. 
Socialised capital, as Marx and Engels 
describe, is the collective property of 
the “associated producers”. It is only the 
peculiarities of the joint stock company 
and the ability of the ruling class to have 
framed company law that enables them to 
exercise control over this property they do 
not own.

Maren Clarke says that my depiction of 
socialised capital seems to leave capitalism 
free of the capitalist, but seems blissfully 
unaware that that is precisely what Marx 
and Engels describe by: “Transformation 
of the actually functioning capitalist into 
a mere manager, administrator of other 
people’s capital, and of the owner of 
capital into a mere owner, a mere money-
capitalist” (Capital volume 3, chapter 27). 
Or, as Engels puts it in Anti-Dühring, “All 
the social functions of the capitalist are 
now performed by salaried employees. 
The capitalist no longer has any social 
activity, save the pocketing of revenues, 
the clipping of coupons and gambling on 
the stock exchange, where the different 
capitalists fleece each other of their 
capital. Just as at first the capitalist mode 
of production displaced the workers, 
so now it is displacing the capitalists, 
relegating them, just as it did the workers, 
to the superfluous population, although 
not immediately to the industrial reserve 
army” (pp359-60).

And, yes, these workers who take 

on the role of being a “functioning 
capitalist” must have as their function 
the maximisation of profit, because this 
is a transitional form, not socialism! But 
Maren seems to have bought into the 
Lassallean view criticised by Marx in his 
Critique of the Gotha programme, if she 
thinks that, under socialism, it also will 
not be necessary to extract surplus value, 
because, in order to more quickly expand 
the means of production so as to raise 
productivity, and create the conditions for 
communism, an even greater production 
of surplus value is required - a fact that 
Lenin understood perfectly well.

Maren also does not seem to 
understand that the questions I was raising 
in relation to property were not ones I was 
seeking answers to, but were precisely 
in the vein that Marx describes in the 
Communist manifesto: questions we put 
before the working class, along with the 
answers to those questions. I am perfectly 
well aware of the answer to why asset 
prices have been inflated. The point is to 
put those questions in front of the working 
class, so that they can understand the true 
relation of the ownership of and control 
over socialised capital.

And it is precisely these questions 
that are relevant in conditions of such 
transitional forms of property, because 
it is the political struggle for that control 
that now represents the class struggle - 
and I accept entirely that such a struggle 
involves violence, because the ruling class 
will resist giving up that control. But, here 
again, Maren conflates this transitional 
period with socialism itself. So she talks 
about arms workers being told to find 
alternative employment, and fishing 
workers told to only fish sustainably. 
But who is to do this telling? Here and 
now, if we have the condition that Marx 
and Engels describe, where workers 
in a cooperative are involved in arms 
production or fishing, who does Maren 
think is going to give these instructions, 
if not the current capitalist state? Why 
would socialists be in favour of such a 
state having that power?

When she talks about workers 
removing managers, this simply seems 
to reflect that she has not read Marx’s and 
Engels’ analysis, because in that analysis 
they set out that those managers are 
workers: they are drawn from the working 
class and so to deny those workers a 
vote, simply because they are managers, 
administrators, etc, seems perverse.

Similarly, this comment is thrown 
out: “Except, as mentioned above, under 
socialism workers will not exercise 
control of the company: society will!” 
Really? So society - all 65 million people 
in Britain - will sit down and decide how 
best this or that widget is to be produced 
each day? They will have the intimate 
knowledge of all aspects of production 
of each of the billions of different 
components and use-values required for 
production, so as to make these myriad of 
decisions that must be continuously made 
in the production process? That is absurd. 
Of course, control in each enterprise 
will have to be reserved on a day-to-day 
basis by the workers, the “associated 
producers”: “every individual actually at 
work in production, from manager down 
to the last day-labourer”. At best, all that 
society can hope to exert control over is 
the overall goals of production, and, even 
then, it is inevitable that conflicts will arise 
between these top-level goals and the 
decisions of workers in each enterprise, 
which will have to be resolved.

But then perhaps Maren thinks that 
“society”, having made these decisions, 
will simply impose them on the particular 
groups of workers in such situations, by 
sending in the troops to enforce them, 
to break up their strikes and resistance 
against it, to utilise the secret police to 
infiltrate the worker’s organisation in 
the enterprise, and make the ring leaders 
disappear.
Arthur Bough
email

Gun ownership
Although somewhat strangely titled, 
the article, ‘Calling a different tone’, 
makes a much-needed intervention in 

the monolithic messaging on the left 
surrounding police violence and racism 
(June 18).

Understanding police violence 
exclusively through a race analysis 
leaves much untouched: state 
violence, unchecked male violence, 
the militarisation of the police and the 
proliferation of guns on the streets. 
When cops pull someone over in the 
UK, where the rate of gun ownership 
is less than one 20th the American, 
they have almost no reason to fear 
that the person they’ve stopped may 
be armed with a gun. That’s not true 
in America, where a cop gets shot just 
about every day. So long as the US is a 
gun country, the police will always be 
liable to mistake a suspect’s wallet or 
smartphone for a gun.

Police violence is a far larger 
problem than racism on its own 
can explain. Indeed if we woke up 
tomorrow and racism was a thing of 
the past, we would still have several 
hundred white people killed in the 
US per year by the police. Stratford’s 
call for a more robust politics - which 
doesn’t rely on simplistic explanations, 
but is willing to probe for deeper, multi-
faceted problems - is badly needed. 
Only a broad-based analysis and 
platform, not disparate group identities, 
can effectively counter capitalism.
Katrin Redfern
email

Victoria too!
A comrade recently drew my attention 
to a piece on the Jewish Voice for 
Labour website by the journalist, Ian 
Cobain. This gives some quotations 
from John Newsinger’s book The 
blood never dried: a people’s history 
of the British empire, which provides 
just a small account of some of the 
monumental crimes committed over 
the centuries - not just slavery, but 
against India, China, Ireland and more. 
With the current concern over Black 
Lives Matter and over what to do about 
statues, this would seem to be a perfect 
time for the working class of Britain to 
learn a bit of history.

What little is taught in school - even 
with a mention or two of slavery - tends 
to be swamped by nonsense such as 
the last night of the Proms, Union Jack 
bunting for royal birthdays and the like. 
The history of working class struggle in 
Britain is also well worth catching up 
with. In popular discourse the Luddites 
and Captain Swing tend to be seen as 
the villains instead of the real villains 
they were fighting. Even now, most of 
the history of Britain, on film and TV, 
consists of the antics of assorted kings 
and queens - and very popular it is too.

The little that peeps over the edge 
of the trenches of ignorance, such as 
the Tolpuddle Martyrs and Peterloo, 
are just tiny tips of massive icebergs. 
There is a rich history of working class 
struggle and, going back to the peasants 
and others, of the oppressed over the 
centuries. This history, not surprisingly, 
is also one of brutal suppression by the 
ruling class. And not just in Britain.

A little knowledge of this history 
might help to reduce hopes raised by 
liberals - lots of this in the media - that ‘the 
government should do’ this or that. History 
is quite clear on the matter - they’re not 
going to (though they might pretend with 
a ‘commission’ or a ‘determination’ to 
do something or other and even make 
the occasional ‘concession’, which may 
or may not be actually delivered - and 
certainly won’t be funded).

And then we have statues. Tony 
Clark wants to “spare Churchill” 
(Letters, June 18). Why? He’s got at 
least one pub named after him. And, 
talking of pubs, they don’t seem to have 
come up in recent controversies - and 
there are plenty of dodgy pub names. 
Perhaps it’s because they’re all shut 
and many of them may never reopen 
(unfortunately).

The most ubiquitous statue in the 
UK is surely that of Queen Victoria - 
many celebrating some jubilee and her 
ascension to be the ‘empress of India’. 

With her dressed in her ‘Victorian’ 
frock, they tend to take up quite a lot of 
room. There must be far too many for 
a museum or park: perhaps some could 
be ground down to provide ballast for a 
railway line or something.

However, the room vacated could 
be better utilised to replace the vast 
number of public conveniences that have 
been closed over the last few decades. 
I suggest that we have a national 
programme (come on, Boris) of Winston 
Churchill ‘Gents’ and Queen Victoria 
‘Ladies’. Apart from anything else, this 
would enable a political statement to 
be made by someone standing shoulder 
to shoulder (once the two-metre rule is 
dropped) with someone merely seeking 
relief.
Jim Cook
Reading

Proper distance
Mike Martin complained in a letter last 
week about a comment I made in a recent 
article about David North’s Socialist 
Equality Party (‘Race über alles?’ June 
11). I wrote that it has seen its “share of 
craziness” since the Healyite implosion 
of the mid-1980s. But Martin says 
the remark “has an almost obligatory 
character”, as if I was determined to 
come up with something to show that 
I’ve been keeping my distance.

But there was nothing obligatory or 
off-hand about the comment - for the 
simple reason that the SEP’s craziness 
is impossible to avoid. This is a party 
that has pulled itself up by its bootstraps 
following the spectacular Healyite 
implosion of the mid-1980s. But, while 
returning to Trotskyist orthodoxy in 
many respects, it continues to cover up 
many of Healy’s worst crimes, while 
inventing new positions of its own that 
are no less reprehensible. It has never 
fully owned up to the authoritarianism, 
violence and cult of personality that 
characterised Healy’s reign, for instance, 
and it continues to embrace Healy’s 
charge that top members of the US 
Socialist Workers Party colluded in 
Trotsky’s assassination in 1940 and that 
it is somehow implicated in the 1977 
shooting death of a 28-year-old Healyite 
named Tom Henehan.

Such accusations are baseless and 
absurd. In their own modest way, they’re 
no different from the slanders Moscow 
put out in the dark years of 1937-38 
about a Trotsky-Hitler conspiracy. (This 
was a year before Stalin entered into his 
own Hitler conspiracy that nearly led 
to the destruction of the USSR). Since 
its regroupment, moreover, the SEP has 
come up with a novel thesis about the 
labour movement, which is that unions 
are now bourgeois through and through, 
and there is therefore no longer any 
reason for workers to join or defend 
them. This is a straight-out scab position 
that led the World Socialist Web Site to 
oppose a United Auto Workers attempt 
to organise a Nissan plant in Canton, 
Mississippi, in 2017.

So there is good reason not to touch 
the SEP with a ten-foot pole. As for 
The New York Times ‘1619 Project’, 
the WSWS was correct in attacking 
reporter Nikole Hannah-Jones’s pseudo-
biological lament that “anti-black racism 
runs in the very DNA” of the United 
States. But the WSWS has staked out 
an oddly conservative position for itself 
by complaining that efforts by people 
like Hannah-Jones to “discredit the 
revolution by focusing on the alleged 
hypocrisy of Jefferson and other founders 
contribute nothing to an understanding 
of history”. Alleged? The hypocrisy that 
enabled Jefferson to prattle on about 
democracy - while repeatedly raping his 
slave, Sally Hemings - is nothing short of 
glaring, and it’s impossible to understand 
the American Revolution in the slightest 
without grappling with what it meant. If 
Samuel Johnson’s famous jibe - “How 
is it that we hear the loudest yelps for 
liberty among the drivers of negroes?” - 
still rankles, it’s with good reason.

So, yes, WSWS still does some good 
work, and, yes, its December 2018 
analysis of US police shootings is “a 

major contribution to socialist literature”, 
as I stated in that article. But there is 
ample reason to keep a proper distance 
from such a strange and dubious outfit.
Daniel Lazare
USA

Action politics
I attended the Black Lives Matter 
London protest the past weekend and 
found it to be an interesting and unique 
mixture of age groups, differences of 
political slogans and ideas - and, by the 
end, especially tactics.

The demo, which began in Parliament 
Square, was put on by the official BLM 
organisers for London. It took on a 
pluralistic, carnival-like atmosphere with 
lots of young people dancing, music, 
food and symbolic physical gestures 
in line with the wider international 
movement. The politics at this point of 
the day were broadly about highlighting 
both contemporary and historical 
injustices with a heavy emphasis on 
non-violence and bringing all sections of 
society on board, with the broad message 
that British society is, fundamentally, 
structurally racist.

Tactics tabled included writing to 
MPs, organising your own local BLM 
protests and generally spreading the 
word to your neighbours. I believe the 
emphasis on this form of spontaneity 
represents the somewhat diffuse nature 
of a somewhat ‘memetic’ movement, but 
also a desire from within to make BLM 
beyond reproach from the rightwing 
press. Interestingly I only spotted 
two representatives of classical lefty 
groups the whole day - one from the 
Revolutionary Communist Group and 
the other from the SWP. Apart from that, 
this seemed to me, from those I spoke to, 
like a moment of political initiation for a 
generation of activists.

Which leads into what happened 
next. As the BLM speakers and the vast 
majority of the gathering dissipated, 
a small rump of maybe a hundred 
people remained in the square. At 
this point, three young women who 
identified themselves as the Nation of 
Islam addressed what remained of the 
crowd and the tone drastically changed. 
Pacifism in the face of a violent white 
state was denounced. The emphasis on 
structural racism shifted to fighting an 
occupational force and getting militantly 
organised. As with the first, essentially 
separate, rally the majority of the 
audience was politically inexperienced 
and largely led by this small grouping, 
who raged against the police, using 
anarchic and frenetic language to get the 
crowd going.

NOI slogans included defunding 
the police, preparing for combat with 
the racist state and short slogans about 
Britain being built by, then stolen from, 
the black people. The NOI activists then 
led this smaller grouping on a series of 
direct actions, occupying Westminster 
Bridge, before going on to block various 
roads and roundabouts, attempting 
to cause maximum disruption. It was 
reminiscent of the anti-globalisation 
movement in tactical terms. The politics 
at this point were completely fused with 
the action itself. The action was the 
politics. This culminated towards the end 
when the march met a large council van, 
which then attempted to speed away, 
clipping a series of demonstrators. That 
dramatically escalated the ‘direct action’ 
element of it all.

Aggressive confrontation with the 
police ensued and the driver was arrested 
- though I could find no reporting of this 
incident anywhere online. The police 
seemed unsure of how to react due to 
the obvious optics of the situation. These 
teenagers had no problems telling the 
police exactly what they thought of them 
though, which was cathartic, if not much 
more. While I respect the bravery of these 
young people in expressing their rage, 
I worry that such rage without longer-
term organisation is ephemeral. Akin to 
letting air out of a balloon. Here’s hoping 
otherwise.
Peter Wilson
London
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Now is the time
Abolition of the police and army is a basic democratic demand with a sudden relevance, writes Eddie Ford

Following the murder of George 
Floyd in Minneapolis, the 
demand to defund the police has 

gained widespread popularity. Sensing 
an opportunity to revive his flagging 
campaign, Donald Trump accused 
“radical left democrats” and “socialists” 
within the Democratic Party of pulling 
“sleepy” Joe Biden to the left - 
“remember that when you don’t want 
crime, especially against you and your 
family”. Vote Trump if you want more 
money for law enforcement.

Of course, the movement to stop 
financing the police has been around 
for decades in some shape and form. 
Indeed, in 1935 WEB Du Bois wrote 
about “abolition-democracy” that 
wanted to scrap institutions rooted in 
racist and repressive practices, including 
prisons and “white police forces”. 
Basically, advocates of defunding 
want local governors and mayors to 
divert the money to other institutions 
and policy measures to lower crime 
and maintain order: social services, 
youth services, housing, education, 
employment programmes, community 
projects, etc. Some activists seek 
relatively modest reductions, whilst 
others argue for full defunding that 
would effectively abolish the police. 
Ultimately, the problem is not about 
police training, diversity or various 
restraining techniques. Yes, in the US 
there is an incredibly militarised and 
violent police force that has no problem 
with attacking peaceful demonstrators. 
But the problem is policing itself. 

Feeling the pressure, even 
thoroughly mainstream legislators in 
the US are now supporting significant 
decreases in police funding. The 
mayor of Los Angeles, Eric Garcetti, 
who previously had been pushing for 
a 7% increase in the police budget, 
now says he wants to make cuts of up 
to $150 million to reinvest in “black 
communities”.1 His move comes after 
a coalition convened by Black Lives 
Matter called for a “people’s budget” 
that will only spend only 5.7% of its 
general fund on law enforcement, but 
44% on “universal aid” and “crisis 
management”. Garcetti also said the 
city will impose a moratorium on 
listing people in a state-wide database 
for identifying and tracking gang 
members and would back the creation 
of a “special prosecutor” to review 
officer misconduct cases - something 
else demanded by BLM and other 
activists. The Minneapolis city council 
has already pledged to disband the city’s 
police department on the basis that it is 
“irredeemably beyond reform”, and 
instead build an alternative model of 
“community-led safety”.

Posing
Like us, the Socialist Workers Party 
can see that the establishment wants 
to incorporate BLM - neutralise any 
potential threat to the system. And, 
typically, the SWP wants to pose as 
really radical in front of this movement.

In this context, an article in last 
week’s Socialist Worker caught the 
eye.2 We learn that the comrades want to 
go further than defunding by abolishing 
the police “altogether”, making the 
correct observation that your average 
constable deals mainly with those at the 
bottom end of society - whether they 
call them hooligans, chavs,  paddies 
or black scum. The article rightly 
describes as nonsense the idea that the 
main purpose of the police is to protect 
ordinary people from crime, pointing 
out that the proportion of crimes solved 
by police fell to the lowest level ever 

recorded last year, with only 7.8% of 
reported cases seeing someone charged 
or summonsed. And the police close 
nearly half of all cases, because no 
suspect could be identified. Of course, 
though it goes unmentioned, the police 
do exist to combat theft and protect 
the persons and property of citizens. 
But the ruling class, we read, needs 
an organised body of people prepared 
to use physical coercion to uphold the 
system and, “once we acknowledge 
that the police don’t exist to stop 
crimes aimed at ordinary people, but 
instead protect the system, it follows 
that they cannot be reformed”. The 
article is ended with a rather strange 
quote from The ABC of communism 
by Nikolai Bukharin and Yevgeni 
Preobrazhensky, to the effect that 
“when the proletariat is in power, it 
cannot permit the enemies of its class 
to become judges”. More relevant 
would have been their remarks about 
the role of the police in strikebreaking, 
arresting revolutionaries and acting as 
agent provocateurs.

Keen to buff up its radical image, 
the latest issue of the paper (June 23) 
mentions Angela Davis, describing 
her as an “activist and author” - not 
mentioning her history of revolutionary 
communist politics or previous long-
time membership of the Communist 
Party of the Unites States of America. 
Anyway, Socialist Worker reports 
Davis as saying that “hopefully this 
action will influence other unions to 
stand up and say no to racism - and 
yes to abolishing the police, as we 
know them”. An equivocal formulation 
which the SWP appears to support.

More than that though, we discover 
that the SWP’s abolition of the police 
is only going to happen under 
socialism, or, in the words of 
the article, in “an alternative 
society” - one in which “people 
are not exploited, and where 
there is no need for oppression, 
because people collectively had 
power to decide how resources 
are allocated”. Here, “there 
would be no need for a state 
police”. Everything is delayed to 
the future. In other words, abolition 
of the police is not a demand for now 
- something we actively fight for in 

today’s Britain. Like most liberals 
and left reformists, the SWP seems 
to consider the police a fact of life – 
almost as if it has been around forever.

But communists do not subscribe 
to this ahistorical notion. The modern 
police force was invented by Robert 
Peel in 1829, with the establishment 
of the Metropolitan Police Force for 
London (‘peelers’). This became a 
model that was copied elsewhere, 
thanks to an insecure bourgeoisie that 
was terrified of proletarian unruliness 
and the threat of ‘mob rule’.

Unlike the SWP, communists call 
for the abolition of the police force in 
the here and now - the same goes for 
the army. We call for the arming of 
the people instead. Contrary to how it 
might seem, that is not a specifically 
socialist demand, but a democratic 
demand. We do not want bodies of 
armed people separate from the general 
population: communists believe in 
local self-administration. This is not 
the same as vigilantism, as some 
will stupidly allege no doubt, which 
is desperate action by an alienated 
minority. In the same way, we do not 
want a professional army standing 
above society - communists want a 
people’s militia.

Muddle
Of course, with a lot of our leftwing 
comrades we see a confusion that is 
born of Leon Trotsky’s Transitional 
programme and the so-called 
‘transitional method’ - which has 
become a dogmatic article of faith. 
This was perfectly illustrated in the 
letters page of last week’s Weekly 
Worker by Gerry Downing of Socialist 

Fight (June 18).
As well as talking the usual 

tiresome nonsense about Lenin 
in 1917 junking his previous 

strategic orientation, comrade 
Downing also tells us that the 
call for a people’s militia is a 
miserable reformist demand - his 
grouplet is far too revolutionary 
for such fripperies. Even as a 
reformist demand, apparently, it 
has no traction. He should have 

a look at Black Lives Matter and the 
widespread call to defund the police. 
But trapped in his own bubble, comrade 

Downing informs us that demanding 
a people’s militia has no importance 
today - it is “an ultimatistic, ultra-left 
demand to hide its reformist essence, 
not at all applicable as an agitational 
demand now ... in this time of reduced 
class conflict, though still necessary as 
propaganda”.

What a muddle. The demand for 
a militia is as relevant today as it was 
yesterday and will be tomorrow. As 
for ultra-leftism, even Labour’s first 
general election manifesto in 1900 
included the demand for a people’s 
militia - true, a far cry from 2017’s For 
the many not the few.

The call for a people’s militia was 
precisely the demand of the French 
and American revolutions - a basic 
democratic demand that, of course, 
all Marxists must support. Mercy Otis 
Warren - the mother of the American 
revolution - in 1788 denounced the 
standing army as “the nursery of vice 
and the bane of liberty” - and the US 
constitution states: “A well regulated 
militia being necessary to the security 
of a free state, the right of the people 
to keep and bear arms shall not be 
infringed.” Of course, today the first 
part of that sentence is completely 
ignored. Nevertheless, those who 
made the American revolution - above 
all the urban and rural masses - saw a 
standing army as an existential threat to 
democracy. They were right.

What we have seen, of course, 
is the steady historical retreat of the 
bourgeoisie away from democracy - 
merely paying lip service at best. The 
left should learn from this and once 
again take up the cudgels of consistent 
democracy. That must include the 
demand for a popular militia and the 
abolition of the police - both necessary 
not only to programmatically equip 
the working class in the here and 
now, but also for the achievement of 
socialism l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. latimes.com/california/story/2020-06-03/protests 
-demanding-racial-justice-gain-momentum-across 
-l-a.
2. socialistworker.co.uk/art/50204/Use+US+ 
funding+debates+to+push+for+an+end+to+the+ 
police.

The police do act against 
theft and protect the 

property and person of 
the ordinary citizen, but 

their main function is 
to oppress the working 

class and uphold the 
capitalist order

We need a well drilled 
popular militia instead
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End of the Donald?
Suddenly everything seems to be going wrong for the president, says Daniel Lazare

“Is this the end of Rico?” Edward 
G Robinson asks in the final 
scene of the 1931 crime 

melodrama, Little Caesar. On the heels 
of a disastrous June 20 indoor rally in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, Americans are now 
asking the same about Trump: is this the 
end of the Donald as well?

Trump’s survival skills are 
legendary, so any sensible observer will 
think twice before writing him off. He 
survived bankruptcy as a real estate, 
hotel and casino developer and then 
survived two-plus years of non-stop 
headlines accusing him of collusion 
with Russia, once he entered the 
Oval office. Impeachment, charges of 
sexual wrongdoing, allegations that he 
corruptly steered government business 
to his hotels - he survived those as well. 
The same goes for Black Lives Matter, 
a scathing tell-all bestseller by former 
national security advisor John Bolton, 
and double-digit unemployment. So far 
he has outlasted them too.

But it is hard to see how he will 
survive Covid-19, now that it is 
ravaging his Sunbelt fan base. This is 
why the Tulsa rally was such a bust: 
it was supposed to take place in a 
crowded 19,000-seat arena, but ended 
up playing to a hall that was two-
thirds empty. Supporters stayed away 
not because they were afraid of BLM 
protesters or Antifa ‘terrorists’, but 
because it has begun to dawn even on 
die-hard Republicans that a mass indoor 
political event filled with shouting, 
cheering Trump supporters - most of 
them contemptuous of the very idea of 
face masks - is the worst place to be in 
the midst of an epidemic that is now 
getting its second wind.

This is the new reality out in Trump 
country, and it does not bode well for 
his re-election prospects. When the 
coronavirus shutdown began in March, 
Oklahoma was still virus-free, which is 
why it was easy for locals to blame the 
fuss on George Soros, Bill Gates and 
others trying to rob them of their ancient 
constitutional liberties by forcing them 
to stay at home. But, with 400 deaths 
as of June 22 - a figure that could more 
than double by the end of the summer 
- Oklahoma attitudes are changing 
dramatically.1

So are attitudes in pro-Trump 
Arizona, where the current death toll 

of 1,500 could quadruple by summer’s 
end, according to mid-range projections 
by the University of Washington; in 
Texas, where deaths - currently at 2,200 
- could increase two and a half times 
in the same period; in Alabama, where 
the toll could more than triple; and in 
Florida, which could conceivably see 
a sixfold increase, thanks to bars and 
beaches that are now jammed with 
summer revellers.2 As recently as late 
May, Covid-19 still seemed to be a 
Democratic disease, with pro-Trump 
counties enjoying an infection rate less 
than half that of those that went for 
Hillary Clinton in 2016.3 But now the 
picture is flipping, as the disease ebbs 
in hard-hit New York and New Jersey, 
while surging in a largely-unprepared 
south and west.

It is a stunning political failure, but 
one that, believe it or not, is not entirely 
Trump’s fault. The reason, simply, 
is that US healthcare was a disaster 
long before he happened on the scene. 
With Congress gridlocked since the 
1990s, healthcare planning - what little 
of it there is - has mostly fallen to 50 
separate state health departments that 
sometimes coordinate with one another 
and sometimes do not. For its part, the 
federal government once had a top-
flight health agency (or agencies) in the 
form of the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC), but years of 
budget cuts have left it a shadow of its 
former self. While individual healthcare 
spending per capita in the US is 
double the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development average, 
public health expenditures limp along at 
just 2.5% of the total - a mere $274 per 
person per year, as of 2017.4

This is the fiasco that Trump inherited 
upon entering the White House and one 
that he has seemingly gone out of his 
way to make worse. In 2017, he declared 
war on Obamacare, the government 
insurance programme that subsidises 
healthcare for 11 million of America’s 
most vulnerable citizens. In 2018, he 
closed down the National Security 
Council’s Directorate for Global Health 
Security and Biodefense - a White 
House committee expressly designed 
to deal with threats like Covid-19. Four 
months ago, he proposed a 16% budget 
cut for the CDC on top of all the cuts that 
have happened before.

When the coronavirus hit in the 
middle of last winter’s impeachment 
drama, the effect was to knock off-
kilter a system that was already limping 
badly. “We have it totally under 
control,” Trump assured Americans 
on January 22, two days after the first 
coronavirus case was confirmed in 
the Pacific northwest. “It’s one person 
coming in from China, and we have it 
under control. It’s going to be just fine.” 
On January 30, he said: “hopefully, 
everything’s going to be great” - and 
then suggested in mid-February that the 
virus might “miraculously” go away 
by Easter. When Nancy Messonnier, 
the CDC’s top respiratory-disease 
specialist, warned on February 25 that 
Americans should brace themselves 
for a full-blown epidemic - “It’s not 
so much a question of if this will 
happen anymore but rather more a 
question of exactly when this will 
happen and how many people in this 
country will have severe illness” - 
Trump was reportedly incensed and 
threatened to have her fired.5 Rick 
Bright, the highly-regarded director of 
a federal emergency medical response 
agency, after pressing for stepped-
up production of face masks and 
other protective gear, found himself 
frozen out of top planning meetings. 
When he committed the cardinal 
sin of calling for rigorous vetting of 
hydroxychloroquine, Trump’s pet 
remedy, he found himself demoted and 
transferred to another agency. Since 
Trump did not want to hear about the 
virus, the bootlickers who occupy the 
top spots in his administration did not 
want to hear about it either.

And this was before Trump inspired 
a generation of late-night comics 
by speculating about the benefits of 
injecting disinfectant. Still, it was all so 
much distant thunder as far as Sunbelt 
Republicans were concerned, as long 
as the problem remained concentrated 
in the north-east and a few other urban 
hot spots. But then the balance began to 
shift and, with it, the political calculus 
as well.

Denial
How Trump managed to fall into a trap 
of his own making is a question to fuel 
a thousand PhD theses. But, as someone 
who entered the White House by virtue 

of a constitutional fluke, despite trailing 
by two percent in the popular vote, he 
is a product of a superannuated political 
system that is increasingly uncontrolled 
- and uncontrollable. Since disorder 
only begets disorder, he added to the 
chaos by declaring war on the federal 
bureaucracy and engaging in other bull-
in-a-china-shop activities. The upshot 
was a kind of national reality TV show, 
in which the only thing that mattered 
was that the stock market went up - 
even as other social indicators, such as 
public health, mass incarceration and 
political corruption, went crashing 
through the floor. As long as Trump was 
heading for a second term, everything 
would be OK.

For a while, the epidemic 
threatened to interfere in this long 
march to victory. But, when it proved 
too bothersome, he simply gave up. 
The coronavirus was yesterday’s 
topic, whereas today’s was BLM. 
Besides, what did he care, as long 
as Democratic states suffered the 
brunt of the damage? As long as his 
own base was spared, he was home 
free. Indeed, it would be a double 
win, since it would allow him to 
make fun of timid, facemask-wearing 
liberals, while playing up to “rugged 
individualists” who comprise the 
Republican base.

Since then, the denial has only 
deepened. Trump still enjoys poking 
fun at face masks. “I see Biden - 
it’s like his whole face is covered, 
it’s like he put a knapsack over 
his face,” he recently told the Wall 
Street Journal. “He probably likes it 
that way.” He still enjoys referring 
to the virus in xenophobic terms as 
the “Kung flu”. He still insists that 
the surge in new cases is merely a 
statistical blip caused by stepped-up 
testing.

“You know, the numbers are very 
small,” he said. “… It’s, like, very few 
people. And I think they’re in great 
shape. But I would even say the spike 
ends, has already ended. So I think 
we’re going to do very well ...”

None of it was remotely true. On 
June 18, the same day the Wall Street 
Journal interview ran, the Covid 
Tracking Project reported that cases 
were rising in 30 states overall, including 
Texas, where they were up 44% over 

the previous week; Arkansas, where 
they were up 41%, and Florida, where 
they had spiked by 78%. By June 21, 
the seven-day moving average of new 
cases for the nation as a whole had risen 
more than 24%, compared to the week 
before.6 With Sunbelt states opening up 
for business and precautions like face 
masks and social distancing falling by 
the wayside, the disease was racing 
through the population unimpeded. 
With Washington instructing states to 
cease paying unemployment benefits 
to recipients who fail to return to 
work, employees faced a grim choice 
between staying home and starving or 
endangering their health and that of 
their families by going back to their 
jobs.

But it will not work. Not only 
is Trump’s strategy medically 
destructive, but it is economically 
destructive as well. Growth cannot 
resume so long as consumers stay 
away from stores, restaurants, and 
other venues for fear of contagion. 
Demand can only slacken as long as 
workers huddle at home. Income can 
only fall, as the job market continues 
to contract. The more the virus 
rages out of control, consequently, 
the more society will wilt under the 
pressure. Trump’s efforts to restart 
the economy without first taming 
the epidemic are thus a fantasy. 
Sure, election day is more than four 
months away - an eternity in terms of 
American politics.

But, while anything can happen, it 
is beginning to look like Trump’s re-
election hopes are a fantasy too l

Notes
1. Covid-19 Projections, Institute for Health Metrics 
and Evaluation, University of Washington, June 
15 2020: covid19.healthdata.org/united-states-of-
america/oklahoma.
2. All projections are by the University of 
Washington’s IHME. Data for all 50 states is 
available at covid19.healthdata.org/united-states-
of-america.
3.  nytimes.com/2020/05/25/us/politics/coronavirus-
red-blue-states.html.
4. thehill.com/opinion/healthcare/500830-we-cant-
combat-the-covid-19-pandemic-without-public-
health-investment.
5. wsj.com/articles/health-chiefs-early-missteps-set-
back-coronavirus-response-11587570514.
6. Covid Tracking Project: covidtracking.com/blog/
weekly-covid-19-data-update-june-18-the-regional-
gap-widens. Noah Higgins-Dunn; also  cnbc.
com/2020/06/22/coronavirus-hospitalizations-grow-
in-arizona-and-texas.html.

Will it be the invisible-to-the-eye Covid-19 virus that will defeat the 45th president?
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Interlocking phenomena
What is the connection between the coronavirus pandemic, ecological catastrophe and global capitalism? 
Mehdi Kia investigates

The Covid-19 pandemic has 
unravelled the close structural 
links between the climate crisis 

and the global capitalist mode of 
production.1 This is a scenario that the 
socialist left should own as a central 
platform in its campaigning and 
organisation activities. The climate 
crisis has an immensely broad appeal 
to young and old, but differentially 
impacts on the most deprived 
sections of society, and is by its 
nature international: it directly links 
what is immediately affecting most 
people’s lives with anti-capitalism, 
internationalism and socialism. In 
short, the global climate crisis has the 
potential to unite huge numbers on an 
inherently anti-capitalist basis, and 
does not recognise national borders. 
It is thus central to the revolutionary 
socialist agenda.

As for Covid-19, humankind 
has lived with epidemics since the 
dawn of history. Central to their 
driving force is the passage of a 
micro-organism, whether a virus or 

a bacterium, from one individual 
to another. Hence at the core of 
all epidemics is the social nature 
of our species, homo sapiens. 
Social organisation at any historic 
juncture determines the character 
of an epidemic facing us at that 
moment. From that perspective the 
nature of epidemics and pandemics 
of modern times are, at their core, 
different from epidemics of the 
past, because social organisation is 
predominantly determined by the 
nature of production.2

Let us take the example of 
HIV. This virus originated by the 
recombination of two monkey 
viruses and entered the human host 
some time in the early 20th century.3 
However, it remained confined to 
small pockets in west Africa, until 
the building of railways and roads 
and the growth of mining in central 
and southern Africa attracted large 
numbers of migrant labour. Two 
essential elements in the spread 
of HIV was mobility of people, 

including labour, and changes in 
social behaviour, both of which 
facilitated person-to-person 
transmission. The initial spread of 
HIV was predominantly along the 
routes of population movement - 
migration of labour, urban-rural 
as well as international, trucking, 
the smuggling of drugs and their 
widespread use through injection, 
and social disruption caused by 
regional wars.

The role of sex workers - 
serving miners far from home in 
crowded single-sex dormitories 
near mines in the Congo, South 
Africa, Zambia, Uganda and Ivory 
Coast - has been well documented.4 
A high prevalence of HIV was also 
found along the route from the 
mines to the ports of the Indian 
Ocean and the Atlantic, and a direct 
correlation was observed between 
its prevalence in the general 
population and their distance from 
the highways. The closer the village 
to the loading sites used by lorries, 

the higher the prevalence of HIV. 
In south-east Asia and the countries 
of the former Soviet bloc the major 
driver of the epidemic has been 
injected drug abuse. The result to 
date has been a global pandemic, 
with nearly 75 million infected 
persons and over 32 million deaths 
by the end of 2019,5 driven by 
unprotected sex (commercial or 
otherwise), injected drug use and 
mother-to-child transmission.

The close links between the 
neoliberal model of globalisation: 
the unfettered movement of capital, 
including the feeding of the illegal 
global drug trade, the evisceration 
of the health systems of many 
countries under the International 
Monetary Fund’s ‘structural 
adjustment programmes’, on the 
one hand, and the spread of the HIV 
pandemic, on the other, have been 
reviewed in detail elsewhere.6

Covid-19
The Covid-19 pandemic, caused 

The clear link between
capitalist forms of 
production and the 
ecological disaster 

facing our species is 
becoming more

visible by the day
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by the Sars-CoV-2 virus, followed 
a similar trajectory to that of HIV, 
riding on man-made routes of 
transmission. The virus almost 
certainly originated in the bat, 
where another coronavirus (with 
80%-90% homology with the virus 
that caused the Covid-197) had 
previously been identified, as had 
a previous coronavirus, causing a 
smaller pandemic (Sars) in 2003.8 
Both Sars and Covid-19 probably 
passed to humans (either directly 
or through an intermediary animal) 
in a wet market, where wild and 
domestic animals in close contact 
with humans were slaughtered. But 
from a wet market to a pandemic 
we need further vehicles.
1. Global communication network: 
Our planet has been shrunk through 
communications. Globally we 
now have over 5,000 airports, 1.2 
million kilometres of rail and over 
30 million kilometres of road.9

2. Mass mobility: We live in an age 
of mass movement. According to 
the United Nations World Tourism 
Organisation, in 2017 international 
tourism ranked third (after 
chemicals and fuel) in international 
exports, with 1.5 billion arrivals.10 
In addition we have the huge 
mobility of labour within and 
between states.11 According to the 
International Labour Organisation, 
there were 164 million migrant 
workers in December 2018.12 These 
figures do not include internal 
migrations within states such as 
China, estimated as 288 million,13 
and India (139 million).14 Add 
to that the movement within and 
between states of refugees and other 
displaced persons from wars and 
social conflicts. According to the 
United Nations refugee agency, the 
UNHCR, there are over 41 million 
internally displaced persons, nearly 
26 million refugees and 3.5 million 
asylum-seekers.15

3. Concentration: Currently 55% 
of the world’s population lives 
in urban areas - a proportion that 
is expected to increase to 68% 
by 2050,16 while huge numbers 
are living in close proximity in 
slums and shanty towns that are 
mushrooming everywhere. From 
migrants living 20 to a room, 
to crowded refugee camps, to 
sports stadiums and synagogues, 
churches and mosques, our species 
is squeezed into closer and closer 
proximity.

But when talking of zoonotic 
organisms (microbes and viruses 
originating in other species) as 
the source of epidemics, another 
form of population density is often 
overlooked: domestic animals 
crammed together in factory 

farms. According to estimates 
worldwide, we currently have one 
billion cattle, one billion pigs and 
20 billion chicken on our planet 
- equivalent to all domesticated 
animals over the last 10,000 years 
put together.17 Moreover, they have 
been progressively concentrated in 
even bigger farms. In 1967 there 
were one million pig farms in 
the USA, which shrank down to 
100,000 in 2005.18 Currently over 
half of all the meat being cultivated 
globally is in factory farms. One 
single processing plant in the USA 
slaughters 20,000 hogs a day, 
supplying 4%-5% of US pork.19 
In April 2020 that plant had the 
largest cluster of Covid-19 cases in 
the US.20

4. Breakdown of barriers between 
wild animals and humans: This 
has become about predominantly 
through the agricultural industry’s 
expansion into previously wild 
areas, such as the rain forests of 
Amazonia and elsewhere. At least 
60% of novel human pathogens 
emerge by spilling over from 
wild animals to local human 
communities.21

Climate catastrophe
Marx talks of the metabolic rift 
between society and nature, and 
elsewhere defines ecological 
crisis as the “irreparable rift in 
the interdependent process of 
social metabolism”: capitalism 
has undermined “the original 
sources of all wealth - the soil and 
the workers”.22 There is abundant 
literature on the link between 
climate change and the capitalist 
mode of production, particularly 
that of neoliberal capitalism.23

Agribusiness and cross-species 
passage of organisms: The relation 
between capital flow and Covid-19 
and other epidemics has recently 
been discussed by Rob Wallace 
et al in Monthly Review.24 In 
their study they highlight the 
role of agribusinesses in linking 
domesticated animals and micro-
organisms in the wild:

If by its global expansion alone, 
commodity agriculture serves as 
both propulsion for and nexus 
through which pathogens of 
diverse origins migrate from the 
most remote reservoirs to the 
most international of population 
centres. It is here, and along the 
way, where novel pathogens 
infiltrate agriculture’s gated 
communities. The lengthier the 
associated supply chains and 
the greater the extent of adjunct 
deforestation ...25

They go on to list numerous food-
borne pathogens, originating from 
across the anthropogenic domain. 
The polluting effects of the 
production process are too obvious 
to require further comment. The 
growing inequality within countries 
and between countries26 also has 
ecological consequences.

Two aspects of capitalism are 
central to its destructive effect 
on our natural world: profit and 
growth. Both are central to the 
metabolism, and hence the survival 
of capitalism.

Marx derived his theory of 
value from classical economics. 
Capitalism, according to Marx, 
cannot exist without profit, which 
to him is the extraction of surplus 
value from labour-power. Surplus 
value is the difference between 
the cost of reproduction of labour 
and the value of the product in the 
market. Capitalist profit is generated 
through the gap between these two 
values, and it is here that one of the 
central built-in contradictions of 
capitalism resides.27

Marx argued - and empirical 
data confirms - that changes in the 
organic composition of capital (the 
ratio between fixed capital, the 
costs of the means of production 
and variable capital) created a 
tendency for the rate of profit to 
fall. The fall in profits over the 
last two to three decades has been 
objectively documented28 and 
there is a concomitant reduction in 
investment in production.29

Vast amounts of capital looking 
for alternative targets have, among 
other avenues, turned to real estate, 
where prices have sky-rocketed 
- with a knock-on effect on rents, 
homelessness, overcrowding and 
consequent pollution,30 but also the 
relentless rise in the production of 
luxury products.31

Growth is closely linked to 
profit: without inexorable growth, 
capital cannot ensure continuing 
profit, and without profit there 
is no investment. The fall in 
profits and the push for growth 
has caused capital to encroach 
further and further into fields it 
previously avoided. So we have 
seen the privatisation of many state 
organisations, like health services 
(totally devastated in Africa and 
other areas, and more recently in 
the UK). There is, indeed, no area 
that has been overlooked. What 
was essentially free for capitalists 
(what Marx called the “free gift” 
of nature to capital32) is now 
increasingly being transferred into 
private hands. Capital cannot but 
privatise, commodify, monetise and 
commercialise all aspects of nature 
that it possibly can - down to our 
very DNA.33

Rent extracted from the 
ownership of land, the possession 
of mineral resources and of rare 
items (such as art works) is part 
of the redistribution of nature. The 
rise of rentier capitalism - and the 
stranglehold that private ownership 
of land, minerals, agriculture 
and intellectual property rights 
gives the rentier class - allows the 
manipulation of and speculation on 
scarce resources.34

Revolutionary
The over-accumulation of capital 
accelerates the global ecological 
crisis by propelling capital to find 
new ways to stimulate consumption. 
The result is a state of planetary 
Armageddon, threatening not just 
socioeconomic stability, but the 
survival of the human species 
itself.35

Clearly humankind requires 
manufactured goods and food 
production for its survival. What 
the left needs to focus on is the 
link between the profit motive and 
environmental pollution. To be 

more precise, the delinking of use-
value and exchange-value. As John 
Bellamy Foster and Brett Clark 
argue, 

In Marx’s explanation of the 
commodity value system under 
capitalism (and in classical 
political economy in general), 
wealth consists of use values, 
which have a natural-material 
basis tied to production in 
general. In contrast, value (based 
on abstract social labour) under 
capitalism is derived solely from 
the exploitation of labour power, 
and is devoid of any natural-
material content. Nature is thus 
deemed by the system as a “free 
gift…to capital.36

This contradiction gives rise to 
what is known as the Lauderdale 
Paradox, named after James 
Maitland, eighth Earl of Lauderdale, 
an early 19th-century classical 
political economist. Lauderdale 
pointed out that the accumulation 
of private riches (exchange-value) 
under capitalism generally depends 
on the destruction of public wealth 
(use-values), so as to generate the 
scarcity and monopoly essential to 
the accumulation process.37

Thus central to Marx’s critique 
of capitalism is the contradiction 
between use-value and exchange-
value.38 Socialism requires that 
the associated producers rationally 
regulate the metabolism of nature 
and society and it is in this context 
that Marx’s central concepts of 
the “universal metabolism of 
nature”, “social metabolism” and 
the metabolic “rift” have come to 
define his critical-ecological world 
view.39 Marx’s approach in this 
respect is inseparably related to his 
ecological value-form analysis.40

The clear links between 
capitalist forms of production 
and the ecological disaster facing 
our species, which becomes more 
visible by the day, have unleashed a 
revolutionary climate.41 It is time for 
the socialist left to take ownership 
of the ecological question - not just 
as another slogan, but by making it 
central to its programme for global 
revolutionary change l
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 Aristocratic generals, 
but a working class and 

petty bourgeois rank and 
file

Martin Monath: an 
inspirational figure

What might have been
Nathaniel Flakin spoke to the June 14 Online Communist Forum about Martin Monath, an inspiring 
example of revolutionary internationalism. As a Jewish Berliner, living in occupied France, he attempted 
to recruit German soldiers to fight against Nazism

A rbeiter und Soldat is an 
astounding publication. In 
1943 and 1944, Trotskyists 

in France secretly distributed the 
newspaper to German soldiers. It 
called on the “workers in uniform” 
to form small cells and link up with 
French workers to prepare for the 
coming revolution. “The decision is 
in your hands!” one typical headline 
proclaimed.

The full text of all six issues of 
this newspaper has been available 
in English since 2008, when David 
Broder (then of the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty) published a 
translation.1 But who was behind 
Arbeiter und Soldat? Until recently, 
the biographical sketches only agreed 
that its leader was a Jewish Berliner 
who went by the party name ‘Viktor’. 
But his real name was listed variously 
as Marcel Widelin, Martin Wittlin, 
Paul Wenteley, Wintley, Martin 
Monat and a few others.

One obituary from 1946 described 
him thus: “Comrade Widelin entered 
the workers’ movement at the age of 
15. For five years he was an organiser 
among the youth in Berlin. After 
Hitler’s assumption of power, under 
cover of sports organisations he 
continued indefatigably to propagate 
socialism.”2

From Zionism …
This is true in a sense. Except as 
a teenager, ‘Viktor’ was neither a 
communist nor a socialist. Martin 

Monath - which, after much 
research, could be established as 
his real name - had been a leader 
of the socialist-Zionist youth 
organisation, Hashomer Hatzair 
(Young Guard), in Berlin and 
Germany in the late 1920s and 
early 1930s.

As soon as the Nazis came 
to power, they smashed all 
communist, social democratic and 
trade union organisations. But 
they were not sure how to deal 
with Zionists. As Rudolf Segall, a 
comrade of Monath in Hashomer 
Hatzair in Berlin, recalled:

The Zionist groups enjoyed a 
very ‘benevolent support’ by the 
National Socialists [until 1937], 
because they were the ones who 
brought Jews out of Germany. 
The Nazis initially regarded 
this as quite positive. Here 
was an organised movement 
that encouraged emigration to 
Palestine.

For this reason, the socialist 
Zionists were allowed to continue 
some legal political activity in 
Germany - but these militant 
atheists had to pretend they were 
studying Jewish religious texts and 
not Marxism! Their newspaper, 
which was printed in Warsaw in 
Hebrew, even published essays 
by Leon Trotsky. The Nazis’ 
lack of linguistic skills meant 

that Trotsky’s writing could be 
distributed legally in Germany.

Monath and his comrades 
moved to a farm in Denmark for 
the hakhshara - the ‘preparation’ 
to become settlers in Palestine. 
Monath himself never made it to 
the holy land, but Segall and others 
arrived on Palestine’s shores in 
1936. They were dreaming of 
a new socialist society for the 
Jews, but they were immediately 
confronted with the contradictions 
of socialist Zionism. On the one 
hand, they loved the collective life 
of the kibbutz. On the other hand, 
they were supposed to be building 
socialism, while expelling the 
native population. As Segall 
recalled,

... we could only go out to 
work [on the fields] with armed 
guards, or carrying weapons 
ourselves. We surrounded the 
camp with fortified positions ... 
and after work each of us had 
to stand guard for about two or 
three hours. Then we each held 
a hand grenade in our hand, 
with a rifle standing nearby, and 
waited for possible attacks.

… to Trotskyism
Segall left his kibbutz, along with a 
group of internationalists. This 
included Jakob Moneta, who 
had come to the same kibbutz 

from Frankfurt. They moved 
to the nearest city, Haifa, and 
joined a Trotskyist circle, led 
by the Palestinian Jew, Ygael 
Glückstein. Many activists from 
this circle returned to Europe 
after the war, certain that the 
revolution would begin there. 
Segall and Moneta became 
leaders of the International 
Marxist Group (GIM) in West 
Germany. Glückstein moved to 
the United Kingdom and became 
the leader of the Socialist 
Workers Party - under the 
pseudonym, Tony Cliff.

Monath, unable to find a 
political alternative in the Nazi 
capital, appears to have dropped 
out of politics for a few years. It 
is only when he fled to Belgium 
in 1939 that he became an 
activist again. A former leader 
of Hashomer Hatzair in Brussels 
who went by the name Abraham 
Leon had written a thorough 
Marxist critique of Zionism.3 
Armed with new ideas, Leon 
soon became the central leader 
of the underground Trotskyist 
party in Belgium, and he must 
have recruited Monath - though 
records of such discussions are 
naturally lacking.

All over the world, left 
Zionists and Trotskyists were 
competing for the loyalty of 
young Jews who wanted to fight 
against anti-Semitism. We do 
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not know exactly what Monath’s 
conversion in Belgium looked 
like, but we can look to New 
York, where such debates were 
taking place in the public press.

Nazis in New York
On February 20 1939, the 
German American Bund, a pro-
Nazi organisation in the US, 
held a rally in New York’s 
Madison Square Garden. 
Jewish people made up almost 
30% of the city’s population, 
yet no Jewish organisations 
called for protests against the 
Nazis. Two Yiddish-language 
newspapers advised their 
readers to steer clear of the 
area around the garden. The 
American Jewish Committee 
even supported the Nazis’ 
right to free speech.

Only the Trotskyists of 
the Socialist Workers Party 
mobilised against the fascist 
Bund. In the run-up to the 
counter-demonstration, a 
delegation of the SWP’s 
youth organisation visited 
the offices of Hashomer 
Hatzair on the Lower East 
Side. There they were 
told: ‘Sorry, but we can’t 
join you. Our Zionist 
policy is to take no 
part in politics outside 
Palestine.’ The SWP 
responded with an appeal 
for ‘An end to Zionist 
illusions!’ It called 
Zionism a “criminal 
waste” of the “energies 
and minds and hearts of 
millions of Jewish men 
and women and boys and girls - 
not to speak of the hundreds of 
millions of dollars it took.” The 
Trotskyists declared:

It is an immediate task of 
our party to get those boys 
and girls out on the picket 
line with us next time, to 
awaken the Jewish people to 
the realisation that the fight 
against anti-Semitism, which 
is the fight against fascism, 
is here and now, and all the 
real fighters against fascism 
belong in the ranks of the 
Socialist Workers Party!

On February 20, up to 22,000 
people came to the Nazi rally. 
Under US and Swastika flags, 
Bundesführer Fritz Kuhn ranted 
against “Frank D Rosenfeld” 
and his “Jew deal” part of a 
Judeo-Bolshevik conspiracy. On 
the stage, guards in SA-style 
uniforms stood to attention in 
front of a huge portrait of George 
Washington. Outside the arena, 
however, 50,000 to 80,000 anti-
fascists had gathered. Most of 
them were Jews, but there were 
also supporters of the black 
nationalist, Marcus Garvey, and 
rank-and-file members of the 
Communist Party. Street battles 
raged outside the garden for five 
hours. Only the mounted police 
could protect the Nazi rally. This 
protest had been organised by the 
New York Trotskyists.

This scene illustrates the 
political contrast between 
Zionism and Trotskyism. By 
1939, the extermination of the 
European Jews had already 
begun. Zionism, even in its 
most leftwing variant, only had 
one answer: aliyah (emigration 
to Palestine). Yet, due to the 
restrictions of the British 
colonial authorities, emigration 
was slowed to a trickle. For 
the millions of Jews who 
were persecuted and directly 
threatened by German fascism, 
Palestine was not an option. 
What to do? Jewish young people 

all over the world were aching to 
fight against Hitler. The Fourth 

International offered 

them an international 
structure and above all a political 
programme. This offer was 
accepted in Brussels, Haifa and 
New York.

Against Stalinism
As Moshé Machover said at 
the Online Communist Forum, 
Hashomer Hatzair is a Zionist youth 
organisation that for generations 
has unwittingly served as a 
“conveyor belt to anti-Zionism”. 
Comrade Machover himself was 
expelled from Hashomer Hatzair 
in 1952, then joined the Israeli 
Communist Party, before going 
on to found the Israeli new left 
organisation, Matzpen, in 1962. 
The list of former Hashomer 
Hatzair members in the ranks of 
Trotskyism is very long.

Why did young Jewish 
revolutionaries in the late 1930s 
not join the ‘official’ communist 
movement? More than a few did, 
of course. But many others were 
horrified at the growth of anti-
Semitism in the world’s first 
workers’ state. In the Moscow 
trials, anti-Jewish tropes were 
used to justify the execution of 
numerous leading Bolsheviks from 
the time of the October revolution.

Monath, for example, read the 
book Moscow 1937 by the German 
author, Lion Feuchtwanger. Like 
so many ‘friends of the Soviet 
Union’, this novelist had never 
shown any interest in the revolution 
in Russia and the communist 
movement it inspired. But, once 
Stalin’s regime was firmly in 
place, Feuchtwanger became a 
staunch defender. Monath found 
the apologia for the show trials 
“ghastly” and got a copy of 
Trotsky’s recently published The 
revolution betrayed. Leon seems 
to have had a similar experience.

And, as Europe was plunged 
into war, the differences between 
Stalinism and Trotskyism became 
even more pronounced. As the 
Nazis invaded Poland, Stalin was 
in an alliance with Hitler. As a 
result, the communist parties 

in the west - even those forced 
underground due to the Nazi 
invasion - focused their fire on 
British and French imperialism as 

the main enemies of 

peace.
It was only the Nazis’ surprise 

invasion of the USSR almost two 
years later4 that led to an about-
face - abrupt even by Stalinist 
standards! Now, the Soviet Union 
was engaged in a “great patriotic 
war”. The Stalinists in France 
became “patriotic” - allied with 
the bourgeois government in exile 
under Charles de Gaulle, and they 
proclaimed, ‘Everyone united 
against the Boches!’

Stalinist patriotism
In the Soviet Union itself, where 
the Stalinists could work with 
a large and growing number of 
German prisoners of war, they 
assumed that the German soldier 
was so steadfastly obedient that he 
would only break with the Hitler 
regime if his officers did so first. 
For this reason they founded a 
‘National Committee for a Free 
Germany’ (NKFD) and a ‘League 
of German Officers’ (BDO) with a 
thoroughly bourgeois programme 
tailored to the Wehrmacht generals. 
The Stalinists renounced any 
socialist objectives - the ‘free’ 
Germany they called for was to 
be led by monarchist officers. The 
NKFD even rejected the German 
republican colours, black-red-gold 
- the committee instead used the 
old imperial (and Nazi) colours, 
black-white-red.

The Trotskyists had the opposite 
hypothesis regarding the soldiers: 
despite their fanatical education, 
the majority of the German soldiers 
were young men from the working 
class. In spite of all the repression, 
communist, social democratic and 
trade union traditions continued 
to exist underground. One could 
address the soldiers directly 
and incite them against their 
aristocratic and fascist officers 
- even more so, as it became 
increasingly obvious that an Axis 
victory was impossible. This is why 
the Trotskyists opposed all forms 
of anti-German chauvinism. They 
proclaimed: “All united, German 

and French, against the Nazis! All 
united against the chauvinists of 
every colour, the worst enemies of 
the working class!”

So, while the Stalinists in France 
had a travail allemande (German 

work), the goal of this was to 
either assassinate individual 
soldiers or convince them to 
throw down their weapons and 
surrender. Arbeiter und Soldat, 
in contrast, wanted soldiers to 
hold onto their weapons and 
prepare to use them in coming 
revolutionary struggles. As 
George Breitman wrote in an 
obituary for Monath,

It was far easier to stick a 
knife between the ribs of a 
German soldier on a dark 
night than to meet that same 
German in the daytime, win his 
confidence and enlist him in 
the ranks of the revolutionary 
fighters against fascism. But, 
difficult though this work was, 
Widelin [ie, Monath] carried it 
out with growing success.5

Work begins
The Trotskyists’ fraternisation 
work began with Robert Cruau, a 
23-year-old postman in the French 
city of Brest. He could speak a bit 
of German and got to know a young 
soldier, whose father had once 
been a communist functionary. 
They soon began to produce a 
bulletin for German soldiers: the 
Zeitung für Soldat und Arbeiter 
im Westen (Newspaper for Soldier 
and Worker in the West). A few 
fragments of this have survived, 
and they have been translated 
into English for the first time in 
the appendix of the biography. 
This was, despite the burning 
enthusiasm of the authors, not a 
good publication. It is no wonder 
the French Trotskyists called on 
a comrade with native German 
skills to take over. Monath moved 
from Brussels to Paris, and 
Arbeiter und Soldat was born.

This work was not relevant to 
the course of the war. Arbeiter 
und Soldat was distributed in 
tens of thousands of copies to 
German garrisons around Europe. 
Several dozen soldiers joined 
the ‘soldiers’ committees’ - the 
Gestapo executed about 17 of 
them in October 1943. But this 

small example shows what might 
have been possible, had the 
‘official communists’ attempted 
the kind of revolutionary 
fraternisation work that had been 
so important to ending World War 
I and then defending the workers’ 
state in Russia. As the US 
government today attempts to use 
the military against protestors, 
the experiences of revolutionary 
socialist work within bourgeois 
armies is going to become more 
and more important.

In a time when the defenders 
of the imperialist world order are 
trying to smear all their opponents 
as ‘anti-Semites’, we cannot 
forget the revolutionary traditions 
of generations of Jewish workers. 
As Israeli society drifts ever 
further toward open apartheid 
and millenarianism, we have 
doubtlessly not seen the last young 
people breaking with Zionism and 
becoming revolutionary Marxists. 
The future will see many more 
figures like Monath l

This article is partially 
adapted from a new 
biography written by 
Nathaniel Flakin: Martin 
Monath: a Jewish resistance 
fighter among Nazi soldiers 
(Pluto Press, 2019, pp208, 
£14.99). The German edition 
of the biography was 
published by Schmetterling 
Verlag in Stuttgart in 2018 
and a French edition will 
be published by Editions 
Syllepse in Paris in 2021.

Notes
1. Broder’s translation of Arbeiter und Soldat 
is available on the Marxists Internet Archive: 
marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/soldat/index.
htm. A new translation from the original German 
is included in the new Monath biography.
2. M Baget, ‘A heroic Trotskyist leader 
in the German underground’ The Militant 
July 20 1946, p3: klassegegenklasse.org/
arbeiterundsoldat/dokumente/marguerite-
baget-a-heroic-trotskyist-leader-in-the-german-
underground.
3. A Leon The Jewish question: marxists.org/
subject/jewish/leon/index.htm.
4. And it should be mentioned that Operation 
Barbarossa only surprised the Soviet leadership 
because they ignored warnings by Soviet spies 
like Leopold Trepper in western Europe and 
Richard Sorge in Japan. The purges had left the 
Soviet intelligence services in a dismal state, 
and Stalin trusted his alliance with Hitler.
5. G Breitman, ‘Why the Gestapo tracked 
him down’ The Militant July 20 1946: 
klassegegenklasse.org/arbeiterundsoldat/
dokumente/george-breitman-why-the-gestapo-
tracked-him-down.
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Do your best
There are, as I write, six days 

remaining to reach our £2,000 
monthly fighting fund target for 
June and we still need £627. Over 
the last week £495 came our way, 
taking our running total up to 
£1,373, so now we need quite a few 
generous donations if we’re going 
to get there. In other words, we’ll 
have to see a bit of an acceleration.

That £495 included three very 
handy £50 contributions - GB 
and JB made theirs via a bank 
transfer, while US comrade EG 
used PayPal. The rest was made 
up by standing orders - thanks in 
particular to comrades SK and 
PM for their usual three-figure 
monthly donations.

Talking of standing orders, 
comrade HG has said he’s going 
to add another tenner to his from 
next month. He writes: “I know 
you’re not spending so much, now 
you’re not printing the Weekly 
Worker, but I reckon you could do 
with building up something to fall 
back on!” My thoughts exactly - 

especially as we need to spend a 
bit on office equipment for when 
we do start printing again.

HG goes on to say why our paper 
means so much: “You’re the only 
one that says what we really need: a 
proper Communist Party instead of 
lots of little sects!” And he ends with: 
“Let’s hope you’ll be up and running 
again really soon.” Well, you won’t 
be disappointed. I think we will be 
printing again in August. 

But, in the meantime, we need 
to make sure we make that £2,000 
in June. So far this year we’ve 
managed to break through the 
£2K barrier every month except 
May, when we were £122 short. 
So the question is, can we now get 
back to winning ways? Please do 
your best to make sure we do l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

Thousands of copies and six issues
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Garbage in, garbage out
Failure of the NHS tracing app is characteristic of the government’s pandemic response, argues Paul Demarty

A ll told, the UK government’s 
contact tracing app is one of 
the more predictable disasters 

of recent months.
There is, for a start, the fact that 

it is a large software project with a 
tight deadline - a situation with an 
intrinsically high failure rate. As the 
old cliché goes, ‘On time, on budget, 
works as expected - pick any two’.

There is also the calibre of the 
people notionally in charge. (If you 
want something to maybe show up 
in September, get Matt Hancock 
to promise it for mid-May.) As the 
government lurches from calamity 
to calamity in its handling of the 
Covid-19 outbreak, it leaves behind 
so many broken and spurious 
promises that it is hard to keep track. 
Like the doctors in Freud’s dream 
of Irma’s injection, a parade of 
ministers is on hand to offer surreal 
contradictory accounts of how 
each successive blunder was only 
understandable and reflected badly 
on no-one. No minister in my lifetime 
has ever looked so out of their depth 
as the feckless Hancock - in his own 
way as pitiable as a pigeon with a 
broken foot. It is enough to make you 
miss Chris Grayling, who was at least 
a master of failing upwards.

But, above all else, there was the 
fact that people who knew what they 
were talking about were warning 
from the outset that it was never 
going to work as designed. Not only 
was the failure predictable, it was - in 
fact - predicted.

A description of the technical 
problem may be helpful here. 
Hancock’s app had two significant 
components. The first: mobile devices 
with the app installed and running 
would use the Bluetooth protocol (a 
short-range wireless communication 
method, most commonly used for 
wireless headphones and the like) 
to talk to each other. Sufficiently 
proximate contact would then be 
recorded by shipping data about both 
devices to a large central server over 
the internet.

This is all fine and dandy with 
phones that use Google’s Android 

operating system, for the most part. 
With Apple devices, however, things 
are different. Apple aggressively 
defends its phones’ battery power. 
When the user pockets her phone, 
most apps she has opened are ‘put to 
sleep’ - they simply are not permitted 
to do anything. Critically, you cannot 
‘wake’ an app by sending a Bluetooth 
signal. So the contact is never 
recorded. The app was trialled on the 
Isle of Wight, where it was discovered 
that 75% of Android devices reported 
successfully, but only 4% of iPhones.

The scandal is not that an approach 
was tried, and turned out not to work 
- take it from this programmer: that is 
just what building software is like. It 
is that it was known to be impossible 
from the get-go. The design should 
have been eliminated before trial. It 
was no more likely to work than if the 
engineers had scribbled the code in 
crayon on a piece of paper and tried 
to force it into the phone’s charging 
socket.

So why was public goodwill, time 
and money squandered on it, to say 
nothing of the ingenuity and labour 
of programmers, designers and so 
on? Perhaps, one day, there will be 
an interminable public inquiry to 
get to the bottom of the matter (and 
we’ll discover that magically it was 
nobody’s fault). But, in the interim, 
we may hazard a guess or two. The 
first - and more creditable - reason 
is that the only obvious alternative, 
a contact tracing API (‘application 
programming interface’ - basically 
a set of conveniences provided by 
the developers of platforms - for 
example, Android and Apple’s iOS 
- to developers of applications, 
to make it easy and convenient to 
use the platform’s capabilities), 
produced by Apple and Google, is 
of doubtful use in tracking physical 
distance at the scale necessary. This 
is all according to Hancock and Dido 
Harding, the bureaucrat in charge 
and former TalkTalk CEO; Harding 
further promises that her people can 
compensate for this deficiency, which 
apparently is Bluetooth-related, and 
has gone mysteriously unnoticed by 

the several countries already using 
the Apple-Google API. So that’s all 
right then.

The less attractive spin we could 
put on it is - well - that it is about 
spin. The UK government’s response 
to the pandemic as a whole turns out 
to be an object lesson in the moral and 
practical absurdity of government by 
pollster and press-office. The name 
‘Cummings’, of course, stands in for 
all that is nonsensical in this situation: 
the self-parodically dictatorial 
‘advisor’ who invited himself to Sage 
meetings, and proved unsackable 
even after his lockdown-busting 
flight to the north east. Without their 
philosopher-king, Boris Johnson’s 
government is merely a ship of fools.

For all the blood-sweat-and-tears 
Churchillian bluster, the government 
has been guided throughout by the 
optics of what is going on. It is more 
important to be seen to be doing 
something than to actually do it; 
hence, for example, the coincidence 
of catastrophic shortages of personal 
protective equipment on the front 
line with airy assurances that huge 
shipments were about to arrive, or 
the double- and triple-counting of 
Covid-19 tests simply in order to 
meet a meaningless target number 
that Hancock had essentially pulled 
out of his arse a few weeks earlier, 
so as to get out of a different tight 
spot. It is not Churchill, so much as 
Brezhnev, that comes to mind.

Prestige-driven
I propose - but cannot prove - that 
the most harmful incentive in this 
particular case was the need for a 
home-grown success that has so 
long hovered over Johnson and 
his loyal underlings like a hungry 
albatross. It seemed the only way to 
get off the back foot politically. So 
they promised us a “world-beating” 
contact-tracing system - leaving aside 
the implausibility of catching up 
and overtaking countries like South 
Korea, which had been doing track-
and-trace from the beginnings of the 
pandemic, building on the experience 
of Mers and Sars, note that the 

important thing is that Britain should 
‘win’, not that it should actually 
achieve any real outcome. The human 
side of this tracing operation has had 
a dubious career so far (outsourced, 
inevitably, to one of the major 
parasitic contractors - in this case 
Serco - stories continue to leak of its 
basket-case character). The app, by 
the same token, needed to be our app; 
and it is exactly this sort of prestige-
driven, inessential requirement that 
(again, take it from the programmer) 
leads unfailingly to dreadful, useless 
software.

We have hammered away at the 
government on this to emphasis 
that it is specifically a political, not 
a bureaucratic, failure. Ultimately 
we are dealing with the constraints 
of bourgeois politics - which is to 
say, the need for rule in the interests 
of a small minority class to appear 
acceptable enough to the great 
majority to avoid rebellion. This is 
true in ‘democratic’ countries and 
dictatorships: dictators rapidly fall 
if their regimes are unbearable for 
too many, as always happens in the 
end. The task for the political class 
(be it a caste of civilian professionals 
or a layer of military officers) is to 
present the interests of (a section 
of) the elite as united with (a large 
section of) the masses. The problem 
is that such presentations are always, 
at a fundamental level, false; and so 
they tend to move in cycles, as their 
credibility is exhausted.

In Britain, as in many other 
countries, we are in the midst of one 
such transition - from the neoliberal 
ideology that became hegemonic 
through its defeats of the labour 
movement in the 1970s and 1980s 
to an overtly national-chauvinist 
Bonapartism. Until March, it was 
going rather well, from the point of 
view of the Bonapartists: Johnson 
cruised to a crushing victory on a Brexit 
ticket last December, and the stage 
was set for a brave new world. The 
transition has been rudely interrupted 
by the coronavirus pandemic, which 
demands not the titillating ‘throw 
away the key’ authoritarianism of 

Johnson’s Tories, but the inhuman, 
technocratic authoritarianism which 
such Tories abhor in the name of 
‘British common sense’.

The result is, at least, a short-term 
setback for Johnson and co, who 
have been forced into technocratic 
quarantine measures, but have 
dragged their feet so consistently that 
the measures have been ineffective. 
The result is a worst-of-all-worlds 
scenario, where enormous economic 
disruption has been inflicted, but tens 
of thousands have died unnecessarily 
anyway due to panic, shortages and 
incompetence. Needless to say, 
public trust is at a low ebb, and it 
is not uninteresting that a second 
concern, highlighted by critics of the 
NHS-Harding app, is over privacy, 
with all data being shipped to some 
central server. In theory this data 
is anonymised, but in practice de-
anonymisation is commonly easier 
than people like to think; and, while 
many might believe that concerns 
about state snooping are overblown, 
it is easy to imagine this shower 
of idiots inadvertently leaking a 
priceless cache of medical data to 
persons unknown. (Indeed, Harding 
herself presided over just such a 
disaster as CEO of TalkTalk, when up 
to four million sets of personal and 
banking details were compromised in 
a cyber attack.)

The bottom line, as with all the 
excitement of recent months, is 
straightforward. Capitalism is terrible 
at dealing with large-scale public 
health emergencies: the market must 
immediately give way to government 
diktat, government is rendered less 
effective by the competition between 
states, and - as we have emphasised 
here - the legitimacy of government 
depends on rather intricate 
prestidigitation, which is easily 
ruined by unexpected turns of events. 
Thus the countless avoidable deaths 
this year, the phantasmatic character 
of the political response, and the 
unremitting embarrassment heaped 
upon poor old Matt Hancock l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Never going 
to work 



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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Unrecyclable threat
Deia Schlosberg (director) The story of plastic 2019, Sheffield Doc/Fest (until July 10)

Near the beginning of this 
documentary is the statement, 
“The future of plastics is in 

the trash can.” And that is certainly 
the problem documented here. From 
Indonesia to the Philippines to India, 
mountains of discarded plastic are 
despoiling rivers and the countryside 
- and, of course, finding their way into 
the oceans, of which our world largely 
consists - affecting us all. But these 
are only the effects evident at the very 
end of the plastics chain.

Experts, including those involved 
in recycling, explain that there is no 
way most plastic can be recycled - 
only around two percent can be: that 
is, converted into reusable plastic 
feedstock to make more plastic 
(though even then only once). One 
campaigner shown in the film likens 
plastic recycling to using a spoon to 
bail out a bath, while both taps are on. 
Plastic ends up dumped in landfill, 
scattered willy-nilly on river banks 
or in the seas and oceans, or burnt. 
It is not surprising that scepticism 
reigns among activists over labels 
on plastic bottles that claim they are 
“recyclable”.

The public relations thrust of 
the petrochemicals business, which 
supplies the process feedstock for 
plastics production, and plastics 
manufacturers particularly, is to shift 
public focus firmly onto waste only. 
That is why we have seen in the last 
few years massive coverage of the 
gigantic swirls (gyres) of plastic 
in the oceans and mounds of the 
stuff washed up on far-flung sunny 
beaches. That has largely succeeded 
in diverting attention into clean-up 
campaigns, into thinking only about 
how to ‘manage’ plastic waste better. 
These capitalists’ mantra has become: 
‘There is nothing wrong with the 
product.’ But that is patently untrue 
on the evidence presented by the 
filmmakers.

Indonesia, Vietnam and the 
Philippines, amongst other countries, 
have been inundated since January 
2018 - when China implemented its 
‘National Sword’ policy and stopped 

taking half the world’s ‘recyclable 
waste’, which it had done for 25 years. 
Capitalists in China immediately 
abandoned well-developed facilities 
there and hastily set up operations in 
countries without anywhere near the 
combined capacity that had existed in 
China. Meanwhile, the life expectancy 
of those who live near landfill sites in 
India is drastically reduced. According 
to this documentary, it has been cut by 
15-20 years for those around Ghazipur 
Landfill, with its 13 million-tonne 
plastics mountain, which takes half of 
Delhi’s waste.

Hand-picking through dumped 
plastics waste (‘exported for 
recycling’) in Indonesia or the 
Philippines, or domestically within 
India, means poverty wages and 
obvious health risks for the workers 
involved in this labour, who are mostly 
women. Any plastic items that cannot 
be bundled into recycling bales are 
burnt in the open air or sent to large 
incineration plants, which have been 
operating there for some time, as they 
have in the west, and are now opening 
in new territories. The social cost of 
promised electricity generation from 
industrial incineration is the emission 
of carcinogens and other chemical 
compounds deleterious to health. 
Those living or working near the 
Okhla plant outside Delhi, which burns 
2,000 tonnes daily, report widespread 
chronic chest ailments from hormone 
disruptors and carcinogens.

No-one can escape these plants, 
as they are everywhere in the world: 
Britain’s biggest waste incinerator 
in north London lies within the 
M25 motorway and, wonderfully 
inappositely, is now named 
‘Edmonton EcoPark’. There are no 
safe levels for emissions from these 
plants of such poisons as arsenic, 
mercury and other heavy metals, as 
well as carcinogenic and teratogenic 
dioxins. Burning rubbish, in which 
plastics blaze, also obviously adds 
to the atmospheric CO2 burden, 
helping to accelerate climate change. 
Even worse, incinerators must keep 
operating and need relentless feeding 

with waste, including more and more 
plastic; for that reason plastic waste-
pickers are constantly chased away 
from them in India.

Despite the American Chemistry 
Council (ACC) castigating ‘bad 
management’ of plastic waste by 
local authorities and blaming them for 
pollution worldwide, this film shows 
that the manufacture and marketing 
of plastics is fully responsible for 
the array of pollution. The ACC - the 
association representing US chemical 
and plastics companies - has fought 
tooth and nail to prevent bans on 
single-use plastic bags, now adopted 
by several US states. Film interviewees 
make clear that it is companies like 
these that make the one-trip plastics 
strangling wildlife and undermining 
the health and wellbeing of all of us 
throughout the world.

Fracking is an integral part 
of the petrochemical industry’s 
development, and goes on apace in 
the USA, where benzene, toluene 
and other noxious agents are spewed 
into the environment, including water 
tables. A campaign in Huntingdon, 
Pennsylvania, is currently opposing 
the construction of a pipeline carrying 
plastic feedstock through farmland 
and forests - a ‘chemical corridor’ 
taking it to the coast for onward 
transport by sea to the Ineos plant 
at Grangemouth, Scotland. There is 
an ever-present danger of pipeline 
explosion, affecting people living 
inside the recognised 300-metre blast 
zone. Yet another degradation of the 
environment.

Refineries continue to be 
hazardous for those who live or 
work near them. Valero in Texas is 
a case in point - the nearby Lavaca 
Bay is peppered with natural gas 
and oil wells - as well as the plastics 
factories of Union Carbide, Du Pont 
and Formosa Plastics Corporation. As 
a result, local childhood cancers are 
now ‘normal’. Fishermen find nurdles 
(pellet raw material for making plastic 
goods) everywhere they cast a net or 
a line. After one activist’s dog was 
shot from an oil company helicopter, 

she got the message and toned down 
her opposition. That is bourgeois 
‘democracy’ for you.

With the likelihood that fossil-
fuel use by internal-combustion-
engine transport and for power 
generation will reduce over 
coming decades due to government 
legislation, the petrochemical 
industry has been resetting itself. 
Even if those uses are closed to 
crude oil and gas extraction, there 
will be no let-up in pumping 
the stuff, including by means of 
fracking, but instead companies 
will utilise oil and gas condensate to 
manufacture … ever more plastics. 
The result of this move to reposition 
by the oil and gas companies, which 
is already in train, will be to greatly 
increase production of one-trip and 
all other non-recyclable plastic.

This capitalist world which 
we inhabit promotes unbridled 
rapacity to exploit natural resources 
and utilise extracted materials to 
manufacture the most profitable 
products to the detriment of 
humanity. While we fight to stall 
and hold back these companies in 
one direction, they push through in 
another. Fully democratic opposition 
to how they operate in the pursuit 
of profit - what else do they exist 
for? - has to include the aim and 
prospect of socialism, replacing this 
despoiling, destructive capitalist 
social system.

There are several campaigns 
against plastic pollution.1 However, 
given the bourgeois state’s role 
in preserving its social system, 
whatever is fought for and won is a 
temporary victory constantly under 
threat, and has to be defended and 
frequently rewon. But this film 
presents us with material to go 
further than protest, if we are willing 
and able l

Jim Moody

Notes
1. Eg, the Plastic Pollution Coalition 
(plasticpollutioncoalition.org) and Break Free 
From Plastic (breakfreefromplastic.org/steering-
committee).

Capitalism is rubbish
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Tzipi Hotovely 
sends liberal 
Zionists into 

a spin

Weapon of first resort
The appointment of an overt anti-Arab racist as Israeli ambassador to the UK has created big problems 
for Zionists in Britain. Moshé Machover gives his take

A morally malodorous product of 
Israel’s political putrefaction is 
about to be catapulted to these 

shores in the form of that country’s next 
ambassador to the Court of St James, 
Ms Tzipi Hotovely. This has caused 
a split in Britain’s Zionist circles, as 
many members panic at the thought 
of how much more difficult it will 
make their obligatory task of Israel 
advocacy. I will come to that later; but 
first let me explain the link between 
Israel’s political corruption and Tzipi 
Hotovely’s prospective appointment. 
Please bear with me, as the tale is 
somewhat tangled.

A new party, patriotically named 
Blue and White - the colours of the 
Israeli flag - was formed in February 
2019 by three retired generals and a 
more experienced civilian politician, 
with the sole declared purpose of 
unseating Binyamin Netanyahu, who 
had been investigated, and more 
recently indicted, on several charges of 
bribery and corruption. The criminal 
suspect called, in close succession, 
three general elections in the hope 
of being able to form a coalition 
government that would keep him 
out of jail by some legislative trick. 
B&W fought these three elections on 
a platform that differed little from that 
of Netanyahu’s Likud - except for one 
plank: keep Netanyahu out of office 
and let him face the criminal court. All 
three elections - April and September 
2019, and March 2020 - produced 
inconclusive results. Netanyahu and 
his natural allies did not secure a 
majority of Knesset seats; but neither 
did B&W with its Zionist potential 
allies. (The mainly Arab Joint List, 
with its 15 seats, is not considered by 

Israel’s racist politicians as a possible 
coalition partner or even external 
supporter of a minority government.)

But then, in late March, the great 
anti-corruption hero, general Benny 
Gantz, leader of B&W, capitulated 
to Netanyahu and joined the latter’s 
coalition, along with some B&W 
members and the pitiful remnants of 
the Israeli Labor Party. His excuse was 
that the Covid-19 crisis demanded an 
emergency government, even if it is to 
be led by a criminal suspect. In the event, 
the government Netanyahu formed did 
not manage the Covid-19 crisis all that 
brilliantly, but it saved Netanyahu’s 
skin - for the time being. As part of the 
sordid deal, Gantz and his co-defectors 
had to be paid off by prestigious cabinet 
positions. This led to the formation 
of the most inflated cabinet in Israel’s 
history. But even its 36 ministerial posts 
- some of them invented ad hoc - did not 
suffice to reward Netanyahu’s own loyal 
political allies. In lieu of cabinet chairs 
they had to be rewarded by other cushy 
jobs.

One of these allies is Ms Hotovely, 

who held ministerial jobs in Netanyahu’s 
previous governments and had great 
expectations for a prestigious position 
this time round. One of the most 
prestigious cushy jobs in Netanyahu’s 
gift was the London embassy. So this is 
how Israel’s political corruption led to 
the appointment of a notorious political 
nasty as ambassador to this country.

Her repulsive political profile is 
indeed a matter of record. She combines 
religious orthodoxy with nationalist-
colonialist fanaticism. Publicly displayed 
vulgar anti-Arab racism is second nature 
to her. She has been described by the 
Nazareth-based anti-establishment 
British journalist, Jonathan Cook, as “a 
Jewish supremacist and Islamophobe, 
[who] supports Israel’s annexation of 
the entire West Bank and the takeover 
of Al Aqsa mosque in Jerusalem”. Just 
when Israel’s image is losing its lustre 
- not only in wider public opinion, but 
even among growing sections of British 
Jews - Israel’s dedicated advocates 
need her here like they need a thorn in 
their arse. With her overt fanaticism 
and open rejection of the two-state 

deception - she is a frank and extreme 
annexationist - she is no substitute for 
the outgoing ambassador, Mark Regev, 
whose defence of Israel’s indefensible 
colonisation has been spin-doctored with 
PR professionalism. As ambassador, 
Hotovely will provide a more realistic 
representation of Israel’s ugly nature.

The alarm among the Zionist section 
of Britain’s Jewish communities is 
palpable, and has been widely reported 
in the press. Of course, the Zionist hard-
line establishment put on a brave face. 
Thus, the Jerusalem Post reported on 
June 16:

Zionist Federation of the UK and 
Ireland chairman Paul Charney said 
that “Hotovely is a talented diplomat 
and, should she take up the offer, we 
will wholeheartedly support her in 
her role as representative in order to 
help her succeed.”

But this may well be whistling in the 
wind. Some groups, such as the relatively 
‘soft’ Zionist Na’amod (Hebrew for ‘We 
shall stand’) are worried because they 

cannot help getting critical of Israeli 
realities. On June 20, The Guardian 
reported that a spokesperson for 
Na’amod had said: “There is clearly 
growing unrest in our community about 
Israel’s blatant disregard for human 
rights, and people increasingly realise 
that it is time to take a stand.”

More hard-line pro-Israel apologists 
are upset, because with Hotovely here 
it will be harder to go on lying to the 
British public.

All this does not mean that, if 
Hotovely’s accreditation goes through 
(which at the time of writing is not 
entirely certain), the public campaign 
against opponents of the Zionist 
project of colonisation will recede, 
and besmirching us as ‘anti-Semites’ 
will cease. On the contrary, as selling 
Israel to public opinion gets harder, as 
doubts among supporters of Zionism 
increase, and as the split in Jewish 
communities grows wider - so will the 
forces of Israel’s advocates and Britain’s 
imperialist establishment redouble their 
efforts. Mendacity is their weapon of 
first resort l

She has divided liberal Zionists such as Simon Schama, Malcolm Rifkind and Luciana Berger from the Board of Deputies ... and the Israeli government


