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Sinking ship
I, for one, stand with Sir Keir Starmer. 
He was right to get rid of Rebecca 
Long-Bailey. Not because she did or 
said anything which was remotely anti-
Semitic. She didn’t. Or because the 
article she shared was wrong-headed. 
It wasn’t. It is, in fact, useful to point 
out the links between two states which 
have evolved a very top-heavy police 
apparatus that is adept at brutalising 
on a racist basis the peoples they have 
displaced and impoverished.

Even Amnesty International (that 
bastion of rabid anti-Semitism and 
conspiracy theory gone wild!) has long 
since pointed out that US police forces 
have received training on the use of 
force and crowd control from the 
Israeli military, police and intelligence 
services.

No, Sir Keir was right to get rid 
of Long-Bailey because he is acting 
in the best interests of the group 
he represents. He is acting in the 
interests of a liberal section of the 
establishment, which likes to believe it 
is in some way radical, in some way 
‘labour-orientated’ - in contrast to 
those old-fashioned and out-of-touch 
Tory meanies.

But when you strip away the 
rainbow rhetoric of ‘rights’ and 
‘justice’ - when you set aside the 
veneer of progressivism - what you are 
left with is a rather privileged group 
of individuals who have been thrust 
into the highest positions by the sheer 
momentum of their social privilege 
and class background. And we have 
witnessed the kind of underhand 
ferocity and backroom sabotage with 
which they meet even the mildest 
endeavour to challenge such privilege, 
to create a somewhat more egalitarian 
society.

Sir Keir’s dismissal of Long-Bailey 
is just the latest play in the process 
by which the Labour Party’s right 
wing has sought to maintain its grip 
on the political machine at all costs - 
from the perpetual red baiting, to the 
weaponisation of anti-Semitism. Sir 
Keir is simply bringing such a process 
to its fruition.

Jeremy Corbyn could learn a lot from 
him. Toward the end of his leadership 
Corbyn more and more sought to 
water down the radical energies of 
the membership and the poorer layers 
rather than facilitate them. He diluted 
his positions on immigration and 
Trident in an endeavour to appeal to 
the same elite, which would eventually 
destroy him. When that group plotted, 
machinated and sabotaged his political 
process, when that culminated in a 
coup against him, he embraced the 
plotters with open arms as part of the 
same ‘Labour family’.

Corbyn met accusations of 
‘institutional anti-Semitism’ with 
fervent and repeated apologies, for 
he felt that if he prostrated himself 
sufficiently, if he made the attempt 
to properly address the real incidents 
of anti-Semitism that had taken 
place - then perhaps the media would 
relent. He failed to understand that 
no apology, no action would ever be 
enough, because, for the ruling elite, 
it was never about anti-Semitism in 
the first place. Starmer understands 
his own class position far better than 
Corbyn ever did. He knows exactly 
who his real enemies are. And he is 
prepared to act on that.

Corbyn bears no small amount 
of responsibility for the ‘Sir in the 
Saddle’ riding high as Labour leader 
now. But the Labour Party itself is a 
spent force. It is destined to be reduced 
to a secondary wing of the ruling elite 
- which might come into power every 

now and again, initiating the same 
ruling class economic policies which 
decimate the poor and the vulnerable; 
but papering this over with the type 
of liberal clichés and cynical nod to 
progressivism required to prop up this 
façade of a ‘democracy’, and offer the 
illusion of choice. For the remaining 
radicals in the Labour Party, you are 
aboard a slowly sinking vessel. And it 
is time to jump ship.
Tony McKenna
email

Dead horse
The sacking of Rebecca Long-Bailey 
is the last straw for most socialist 
members of the Labour Party. The 
Labour ‘left’ could only get 12,000 
people to sign a petition in support of 
her reinstatement. This miserly figure 
shows its real level of support within 
the party.

This is despite trade union 
bureaucrat Len McCluskey coming 
out in support of Long-Bailey. This 
shows, as the Socialist Equality 
Party has pointed out since 1994, the 
bourgeoisification of the trade union 
movement. At the same time, the 
‘Marxist’, John McDonnell, has given 
his support to the dead-end campaign, 
Don’t Leave, Organise. This despite 
tens of thousands of Labour members 
cancelling their direct debits.

It is time that all Marxists 
came together and launched a new 
Communist Party independent of 
the bourgeois Labour Party. Those 
socialists who remain in the Labour 
Party are wasting their time and 
flogging a dead horse.
John Smithee
Cambridgeshire

Left wind
I have a friend who did not wish to 
sign the petition to defend Rebecca 
Long-Bailey due to what my friend 
saw as RLB having rather fallen on 
her sword. But I think the instinct of 
all those who signed the petition is 
good - 10,000 signatures in two days 
are making a big noise at this right 
time. It is very useful also to note that, 
in sacking RLB, Starmer has put his 
rightwing cards firmly on the table.

There is now going to be an 
avalanche of evidence that there is 
no conspiracy theory involved in the 
interview RLB shared. The avalanche 
has started: even some Israeli papers 
admit to Israel training foreign police 
forces in the choke-hold method 
with ‘the knee’! This is going to 
open a debate (blocked up to now) 
in all Constituency Labour Parties 
- a debate that Keir Starmer and the 
Labour right wanted to keep shut.

I am quite sure that this sacking is 
going to be a boomerang for Starmer. 
Not that RLB will have anything 
much to add, perhaps, but that Israel 
and the Jewish people are now going 
to appear as two separate entities, to 
be spoken about separately.

My CLP has had two informal 
Zoom gatherings. Before the last 
one, someone was insistent in having 
an item on the agenda demanding 
to know why our CLP had never 
discussed their resolution about the 
lack of space for Jewish people in 
our party. As the meeting drew to a 
close, the insistence waned. Things 
worked as if a big event had turned 
this thing around. I am quite sure that 
the big event is Black Lives Matter. 
Suddenly, there were forces in our 
CLP demanding to know why our 
CLP never had space for the Bame 
comrades.

Owen Jones likes to fish in 
confused waters to make a name for 
himself. But he did say that RLB 
should not have been sacked, or 
something approaching this. Had the 
political wind been blowing from the 
right, he would have gone along with 
the sacking. So the sacking has not 

stopped the political wind blowing 
from the left in the Labour Party.

Jones and Lansman are weather 
vanes that show you where the wind 
blows from. To my mind, it is blowing 
from the left more strongly, because 
all sorts of centrists have taken RLB’s 
defence instead of keeping silent. 
On the Labour right, they should 
be screaming ‘conspiracy theory’! 
I don’t think they enjoy seeing their 
fake-cards that Starmer has lain on 
the table for the whole world - and 
no longer just for Labour disciplinary 
purposes - to see.

John McDonnell says he stands 
“in solidarity” with RLB. Surely 
Jeremy Corbyn agrees with this. This 
goes quite a long way. John would 
not say this if he had swallowed the 
conspiracy theory. I hope these two 
comrades return to give a hand to help 
draw rallying conclusions.

Two immediate conclusions come 
to my mind. One is to unite the UK 
working class of all colours behind 
social equality and human justice. 
The working class, black and white, is 
the one that “cannot breathe”. It wants 
equality and justice: equality against 
the 1% obscenity, and human justice 
in society. But, let me tell you, none 
of these two things are in the power 
of capitalism!

The other conclusion is: why 
are the police forces of our settler 
colonial countries (the western 
capitalist countries we live in, as well 
as Australia, Canada, etc) - and their 
armies, to be sure - becoming counter-
insurgency forces?
Marie Lynam
London

Tide comes in
I attended the June 28 Online 
Communist Forum, which was 
dominated by Rebecca Long-Bailey 
losing her position in the shadow 
cabinet. Jack Conrad mentioned that 
John McDonnell was not happy with 
this, while Stan Keable of Labour 
Party Marxists talked about the 
boycott, divestment and sanctions 
campaign (BDS) against Israel.

It was only because of the Long-
Bailey affair I bothered to look at Keir 
Starmer’s shadow cabinet. Who was 
to appear there but the one and only 
Ed Miliband, who was leader of the 
Labour Party from 2010 until 2015. 
In 2013, the party Miliband led broke 
away from the Socialist International, 
which traces its origins back to the 
Second International. Labour changed 
its status from member to observer.

Labour Futures published a report 
in February 2013 which contained 
a single sentence about this, buried 
in the ‘Other business’ section: 
“The NEC agreed to downgrade 
Labour’s membership of the Socialist 
International to observer status, in 
view of ethical concerns, and to 
develop international cooperation 
through new networks.”

What are these “ethical concerns” 
and “new networks”, I wonder? In 
fact, over the next few years Labour 
found more and more “ethical” 
reasons not to regain full membership. 
For example, at a meeting of its 
council in July 2018 the SI adopted a 
formal position of BDS against Israel.

Jeremy Corbyn became Labour 
leader in 2015, while his campaign 
manager - later shadow chancellor - 
was John McDonnell. They did not 
reverse this. Poor McDonnell did not 
push against the tide and now he is 
disappointed.

The Labour Party continues to be 
an observer, while the tide comes in 
deeper and deeper.
Melvin Dawson
Leeds

Antidote
The past month has seen amazing 
developments in the US and 

internationally, and at a fast pace. 
Socialism is, at the minimum, about 
the struggle for equality, and the 
struggle for ‘racial’ equality (or 
against racism) has been, and remains, 
an integral part of it. A certain 
distinguished philosopher said that 
men/women make their own history, 
but not under conditions of their own 
choosing. The current conditions are 
both material and cultural/ideological/
political.

On the material side we have 
capitalism - more and more 
unregulated in the US. On the side 
of ideology we have, among other 
things, ‘identity politics’, which on 
the right has a long tradition, going 
loosely under the name of fascism. 
Identity politics on the left is rather 
connected with the defeat of the left, 
and the channelling of the progressive 
movement into forms acceptable 
to capitalism. In particular, identity 
politics (on the left) presents clearly 
identifiable markets, so in a sense 
is performing a great service for 
capitalism. And, on the political side, 
we have the end of the cold war, in 
which capitalism was triumphant. 
So everything I say below should 
be seen in the light on these existing 
conditions.

The Black Lives Matter movement 
has mobilised many, especially young 
people, of many persuasions. If it was 
only black people marching, it would 
not have had so much effect. But the 
involvement of a broad spectrum 
of people has had a big effect, with 
discussions about radically changing 
policing practices in the US. Of 
course, corporate America is jumping 
on the bandwagon, for market 
reasons, but even this has to be seen 
as a progressive development.

The BLM movement has been 
behind this. This is basically a one-
issue movement, around oppression of 
black people on an international scale, 
although there are also solidarity 
actions with other ‘oppressed 
minorities’, including Palestinians 
in Israel and with the boycott, 
divestment and sanctions movement. 
The actual video of a human being, 
being murdered in real time by a 
policeman, has mobilised many 
people, and led to the developing of 
a real mass movement, in the struggle 
for equality. It deserves the support 
of all progressive organisations. And 
those of us on the socialist side can 
raise suggestions, slogans or demands, 
especially regarding the police.

BLM does not claim to be socialist 
or anti-capitalist, and support from 
the Ford Foundation (which worked 
with the CIA in the 1960s, but has also 
supported a variety of progressive 
causes) is not problematic. If an 
organisation called the Communist 
Party of such and such a place 
(Marxist-Leninist) had support from 
the Ford Foundation, then one might 
raise one’s eyebrows. But not in this 
case.

It is now a commonplace that 
identity politics developed out of 
movements such as the Black Panther 
Party, which, in the form of Huey 
P Newton, distinguished between 
revolutionary nationalism and cultural 
nationalism (which for some reason 
he called “pork-chop nationalism”), 
and it was the destruction of the 
Black Panther Party which enabled its 
replacement by cultural nationalism. 
In spite of the identity politics 
environment (which includes all the 
expressions, such as white privilege 
and white fragility), BLM is a political 
movement, and should be supported.

This letter is meant partly as an 
antidote to the articles of Daniel 
Lazare, who readers may mistake for 
somebody speaking with authority 
about US politics. In a recent Weekly 
Worker article, Lazare says that Trump 
(a supposed victim of “the anti-Trump 

corporate press”) is stupid, but also 
smart, whereas the Democrats are 
stupid through and through (especially 
Biden, who he calls cognitively-
deprived and brain-addled - ‘Trump: 
three questions’, June 18). In reality 
the level of stupidity and inanity of 
Trump is something special. Among 
the Trump’s recent interventions are 
that testing for Covid-19 is a “double-
edged sword” because it uncovers 
more cases, and his use of the symbol 
of the red triangle in Facebook ads 
about the ‘antifa’ movement (the red 
triangle being what communists and 
later other oppositionists to the Nazis 
had to wear in concentration camps).

I have been in the US since 1983 
(except for a few years in Yorkshire) 
and, as with most places, it is full of 
contradictions - one of its positive 
aspects being its absolute openness 
to the outside world, in the academic 
context. But Trump is the very worst 
that this country has to offer. Actually 
I have just been rereading a biography 
of John Le Carré, and Trump seems to 
be a slightly more successful version 
of Le Carré’s father, Ronnie Cornwell. 

Lazare’s most recent contribution 
(‘End of the Donald?’, June 25) 
is against the background of the 
drastic lowering of Trump’s ratings. 
The article is just a list of facts that 
anybody can pick up anywhere. Up 
to that point Lazare was objectively 
working for Trump’s re-election, 
probably because it is good for Russia. 
The only anger or hatred expressed by 
Lazare is towards the Democrats, for 
impeaching Trump. 
Anand Pillay
Indiana

Morality plays
Daniel Lazare expands on his 
comments about the alleged 
“craziness” of the Socialist Equality 
Party/World Socialist Web Site with 
a litany of complaints (Letters, June 
25). He seems to be speaking for those 
who want history neatly packaged into 
heroes and villains - morality plays.

He goes so far as to claim that 
the WSWS took a “straight-out scab 
position” (literally strike-breaking) 
in supporting workers who opposed 
giving negotiating rights to the United 
Auto Workers union at the Nissan 
plant in Canton, Mississippi, in 2017. 
The workers there rejected the UAW’s 
advances by almost two to one. Since 
then workers at a Volkswagen plant in 
Chattanooga also rejected the UAW. 
This is not surprising, given its record 
of wage-cutting deals, give-backs and 
divisive nationalism. It’s more like an 
arm of the company - a corrupt one 
at that.

Lenin somewhere remarked that 
unions were “schools for war, not 
war itself”. Those were militant 
organisations operating under a 
repressive regime, where workers 
would learn from experience, as well 
as political agitation and propaganda, 
the need to transcend economic 
struggle and to fight for power. By 
contrast, modern unions are more 
like schools for class collaboration. It 
makes sense to call for rank-and-file 
organisation. In the present pandemic, 
amid moves by companies (backed by 
the unions) to force workers back to 
the production line, the need is all the 
greater.
Mike Martin
Sheffield

Reading killings
Readers will be aware that on the 
evening of Saturday June 20 there 
was an horrific attack by a lone 
knifeman on innocent folk who 
were enjoying the company of their 
friends and the sunshine in a popular 
town-centre park in Reading, where I 
happen to live. This tragic event led to 
the death of three people and injuries 
to another three. Friends, family and 
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sympathisers expressed their shock, 
horror and sadness at the loss and, 
of course, politicians and the media - 
national and local - piled in.

The local paper boasted of “36 
pages of coverage” and had a wrap-
around cover, which included a quote, 
“Reading weeps. But Reading roars”. 
The ‘roaring’ referring to a large statue 
near where the killings took place, 
which is often cited as a symbol of 
the town. The local paper says, “The 
lion was placed in memory of soldiers 
who had died in 1880 fighting for 
their country …” One might add that 
they died in a bit of a blowback from 
British efforts to kill Afghanis - not 
for the first or the last time.

Priti Patel came to Reading (could 
it get any worse?) and she echoed the 
words of Boris Johnson (yes, it could) 
by stating, “If further action is needed, 
we will not hesitate.” As he said, “If 
there are lessons that we need to learn 
… we will learn those lessons and we 
will not hesitate to take action when 
necessary.” Apparently, not wishing 
to be left out, “Labour demands 
answers,” according to The Guardian. 
Any lessons and actions are certain to 
be the ones that have failed in the past.

But there are hints as to possible 
“lessons” from the attacker in 
Reading, Khairi Saadallah. He:
 was granted asylum in the UK 
after fleeing Libya;
 along with his family, suffered 
anti-Muslim abuse in the UK;
 had mental health problems.

Firstly, Libya. The Guardian 
states: “British relations with Libya 
and its diaspora have been coloured 
by the British government’s often 
ambivalent relations with Gaddafi, 
the UK’s active support for his 
ousting in 2011...” Gaddafi for all his 
many faults was, not surprisingly, an 
anti-imperialist: his greatest crime 
in British government eyes was his 
support for the IRA. At a later stage 
the “government’s often ambivalent 
relations” allowed Tony Blair and 
Jack Straw to enable the rendition of 
two families to Gaddafi for torture 
(something for which we are still 
awaiting their suspension from the 
Labour Party, while it investigates).

But Gaddafi was “ousted” in 
2011, perhaps to bring “freedom and 
democracy” to Libya. It’s a shame 
that all that was accomplished was 
wrecking the country and leaving 
them a civil war.

Secondly, Anti-Muslim abuse? 
Black lives matter - on any public 
platform anyway - but Muslim 
lives don’t matter very much to, for 
instance, the political leaders in the 
UK. So, if children tease a classmate 
or a neighbour, so what? They only 
echo the prime minister and his pals. 
Further, the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission doesn’t think it 
matters either.

And, thirdly, Saadallah had mental-
health problems, amounting to, “post-
traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), 
depression and an emotionally 
unstable personality disorder”, The 
Guardian understands. It also learned 
“that he was under the care of NHS 
mental health services”. This is not 
very surprising, but it doesn’t seem to 
have done much good.

Mrs Thatcher went for ‘care in 
the community’ during her reign (or 
‘couldn’t care less in the community’, 
as it might be better termed). 
Treatment with drugs and with little 
therapeutic care (and with that ‘little’ 
diminishing over the years) was 
much cheaper than what went before: 
besides, there were all those great big 
asylums and their grounds to sell. It 
has been noticed that the police are 
now often the first responders to those 
with mental health problems and 
prison is where they so often end up.

Mental health problems seem to 
be quite common. They were cited 
to explain the stabbing of six people 
in a hotel housing asylum-seekers in 
Glasgow. Coincidently we had the 

sentencing of the chap who threw that 
poor kid off the viewing platform at 
the Tate Modern. There seem to be a 
lot of sufferers - perhaps it’s because 
of the world they live in and the 
indifference of their politicians.

So what lessons could Priti Patel 
and Boris Johnson learn? Don’t 
invade or bomb countries for no good 
reason and expect gratitude in return? 
Work to oppose prejudice against 
minorities, of any colour or religion? 
Properly fund the NHS, so they can 
provide decent mental-health care? 
Probably not, this is all much too 
expensive. Better to ‘lock them up 
and throw away the key’.

The main lesson that they will 
continue to avoid learning is that these 
attacks do not come out of nowhere.
Jim Cook
Reading

Total mess
Marx said question everything, 
but for Arthur Bough, it seems, we 
should do so rhetorically - a word for 
that is dogma (Letters, June 25). So 
we raise questions to workers that we 
already know the answer to. In that 
case, why bother with the question 
and why not just simply go straight 
to the answer? For Marx questioning 
was about climbing the steep slope 
of science, not showing off your 
arrogance.

Bough says the following: “Maren 
Clarke denies the proposition that 
‘socialised capital’ is the property of 
the workers.” Let us be a bit more 
precise here if you don’t mind. I am 
denying joint stock companies are 
the property of workers and I call on 
anyone to show me the legislation 
which says they are or provide an 
example of where this is a reality.

I mention this because in Bough’s 
response he casually conflates joint 
stock companies with cooperatives, 
while at the same time bringing out 
crucial differences between them! As 
he builds his argument, he actually 
undermines it! He mentions the 
Paris Commune and how Marx and 
Engels attributed importance to the 
cooperative movement, but they did 
not attribute this to the joint stock 
companies, right?

He also casually mixes up quotes 
from Marx, where he implies one 
argument follows directly from 
another, when in reality one quote 
was made decades after the other! 
For example, he follows comments 
on the Paris Commune with a quote 
about industrial capital, as if Marx 
said it in that order! It is a total 
jumbled-up mess of a response. But 
lets us try to work our way through 
this mess.

Bough continues by claiming 
that Marx said: “The capitalist 
stock companies, as much as the 
cooperative factories, should be 
considered as transitional forms from 
the capitalist mode of production.” 
We don’t know if Marx says this 
at all, because volume 3 was put 
together from scattered notebooks 
and was heavily edited by Engels and 
Kautsky, among others.

It is purely arbitrary to say 
corporations are a transitional form; 
they might be a more developed 
form for the extraction of surplus 
value and an outcome of competition 
and concentration of wealth, just as 
the gun was a more mature form of 
enforcing slavery than the whip!

Workers have as much right to 
own a company quoted on the stock 
exchange as they do a privately 
owned business. Workers are hired 
and fired by this so-called socialised 
capital every bit as much as they 
are hired and fired by privately 
owned businesses. When a worker is 
employed by a joint stock company, 
they get a wage just like any other 
worker in any other capitalist 
enterprise. Managers may get stock 
options, but, given Bough believes 
shareholders are simply parasites, 

this is hardly worth mentioning!
I was reading that in the Mondragon 

Corporation of worker cooperatives 
in Spain no-one had ever been fired. 
How many corporations can you say 
that about? The idea that there is no 
real difference between a cooperative 
and a multinational corporation is 
factually incorrect. Workers get and 
have to bring capital in that business 
and get to elect appointees to the 
board. They are more than mere 
wage-earners. If a worker wanted 
to join Mondragon and insisted they 
provided no capital, they wouldn’t be 
a member.

“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 ...” Because other 
workers would demand it! After 
all, workers might want a say in 
what gets consumed and what gets 
produced in this transition! Why on 
earth would workers go to all the 
trouble of overthrowing a system or 
struggle against it, only to find they 
had no real power in that system 
or in the transition toward it? The 
whole point of the transition is 
to change the system, not simply 
to get rid of the pope! The whole 
point of socialism is that it is based 
on collective decision-making; the 
implications of production go way 
beyond the interests of the workers 
in one particular company, as the 
climate crisis clearly demonstrates.

Bough goes on: “The shareholder 
is merely a lender of money-capital 
to the corporation ... even bourgeois 
theorists understand that.” But 
lenders who appoint the managers 
get a vote, sue the company should 
it act unlawfully, and get a share of 
the profits and assets if the company 
is wound up!

At least he admits that his 
ideas have been fully embraced 
by the bourgeoisie! No wonder: 
the bourgeoisie loves the idea of 
workers having pie-in-the-sky 
bourgeois fantasies! Personally, I am 
more interested in the ideas that the 
bourgeois detest, like the overthrow 
of their system and the dictatorship 
of the proletariat.

“Maren Clarke says that my 
depiction of socialised capital 
seems to leave capitalism free of the 
capitalist.” I said this to highlight 
Bough’s insistence that managers 
and workers should be lumped in 
together. The point is that the function 
of carrying out the extraction of 
surplus value is given by the owners 
to the managers within the business! 
In this case the shareholders appoint 
managers to undertake this role. I 
think the capitalists call it delegation.

“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?” This is so 
silly. How a widget is produced 
is a technical point, not a point of 
decision-making! 65 million people 
will not decide how best to fill and 
stack shipping containers. This will 
be done via the complex computer 
algorithms we already employ!

And it won’t be 65 million people 
when it comes to decision-making 
either: there will be an organisational 
structure, as anyone familiar 
with decision-making will know 
already. It won’t be a referendum. 
But ultimately society will decide 
what gets produced. Hopefully the 
proletariat will live up to Marx’s 
expectation and reject mass murder 
and armed conflict, and do away 
with arms manufacturers. Once 
that decision is made, the technical 
point of how a ballistic missile gets 
produced will be entirely irrelevant! 
This will free up resources for more 
productive endeavours.

And, before Bough asks, not 
productive of surplus value, but 
productive of need, based on agreed 
priorities! Otherwise, we may as 

well bring back the absolute rulers to 
make decisions!
Maren Clarke
email

Marxist obstacle
The ultra-left nonsense peddled by 
Eddie Ford should have no place in 
a serious leftwing newspaper (‘Now 
is the time’, June 25). He says the 
abolition of the police and the army 
is a basic democratic demand. On 
whose say-so, may I ask? Such 
demands are not holy writ. Calling on 
the ‘bourgeoisie’ to disarm has always 
been ultra-left nonsense, and is even 
more so today, given the nature of the 
crisis we face.

It is not institutions which are 
racist: it is individuals. To use the 
killing of George Floyd to call for 
the abolition of the police is tailing 
the spontaneous movement and is 
beyond insanity. It is far better to have 
a police force which contains some 
racists than to have no police force at 
all. A campaign against racism in the 
police force would make more sense 
if it is deemed necessary. Had Floyd 
simply cooperated with the police he 
would probably still be alive today. 
Why provoke a potentially racist, or 
non-racist police officer to do you in, 
by putting up a fight if they want to 
arrest you?

While remaining a communist 
who wants to see socialist society, I 
rejected Marxism back in 2007, as 
being mostly irrelevant to the nature 
of the crisis we face: an energy crisis, 
which will lead to a 1930s-style 
depression, from which there will be 
no recovery on the basis of capitalism. 
Marxism is actually an obstacle, which 
prevents the left from understanding 
what’s going on and developing an 
appropriate strategy.

When I read articles like Eddie 
Ford’s, it makes me realise how right 
I was.
Tony Clark
Labour supporter

Then and now
Knowing my family history (my 
father was a member of the German 
Communist Party who fled Nazism 
and went to fight in Spain as part of 
the International Brigade), a friend 
of mine brought to my attention 
this week how the Working Class 
Movement Library (WCML), based in 
Manchester, has posted on its website 
the details of a commemorative 

plaque placed in the Peace Park of 
nearby Preston in June 2018.

The plaque remembers Mary 
Elizabeth Slater, a young Lancashire 
weaver and thereafter a nurse, who 
was an activist in her trade union 
as well as the Labour Party League 
of Youth. She visited the USSR 
in 1926 and later “volunteered 
her services” to the Republican 
government of Spain via the Spanish 
Medical Aid Committee. The event 
in June 2018 was both sponsored and 
coordinated by Preston and South 
Ribble Trades Union Council. A 
photo of this remarkably courageous 
and supremely honourable young 
woman, standing alongside equally 
wonderful nurses and Spanish 
doctors, is featured on the WCML 
website (wcml.org.uk). I strongly 
recommend that readers of the 
Weekly Worker check it out.

When looking through it myself, 
what immediately struck me was 
the difference between the Labour 
Party and trades unions of those 
bygone years and today’s hollowed-
out entities - exemplified not only by 
Blairism, but also by Keir Starmer’s 
similar exercise in ‘relaunching 
the brand’. As if to ram home those 
powerful contrasts between the 
1930s and our current times, when I 
clicked on the link, what should pop 
up but two algorithmically “targeted” 
adverts - one for the “best makeover” 
for hairstyling and the other for 
McDonald’s fast food.

What an absolutely amazing 
victory it is that sophisticated, 
adaptable, modern-times capitalism 
has secured in terms of sanitising, 
diverting and defusing the 
consciousness of young working 
people. That unquestionable but 
dangerously nihilistic success story 
will reach its logical end, of course 
- an end brought on at least partly by 
self-destructive internal corrosion, 
generated both from corporate 
financial chicanery and the absence 
of truly humanistic values. It will 
be a long overdue end to the rule 
of capitalism, needless to add - the 
beacon for which is provided by the 
tale of that proudly class-conscious 
Lancashire nurse, Mary Elizabeth 
Slater, and her lifelong dedication 
to fighting against capitalism’s 
unfairness and inequalities, along 
with its extreme iteration as fascism!
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

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

Gallant
Despite some really generous 

contributions in the last week of 
our June fighting fund, we weren’t 
quite able to make up for the slow 
start to the month. Although £460 
came our way, we could only 
manage an overall total of £1,833. 
In other words, a deficit of £167.

There were some really gallant 
donations though - most notably 
from BK, who made a £100 bank 
transfer, and DB, who chipped 
in with his usual £50 via PayPal. 
Others who used that method were 
SM (£10) and AR (£5) - the latter 
being renowned for his two monthly 
donations in quick succession, the 
other being a £10 standing order.

Everything else we got was also 
in the shape of standing orders - 
thanks to comrades DG (£60), JC 
And JT (£50 each), SS, GT and 
MW (£15), together with VP and 
RL (£10). Once again, there are 
no donations via cheque or cash to 
report.

But, as I say, that leaves us here 
at the Weekly Worker with some 
work to do in July - let’s make sure 

we not only reach that £2K target, 
but zap in the £167 we didn’t get 
in June! In fact, on the first day 
of this month’s fighting fund we 
pulled in £142 in the shape of no 
less than 13 different donations! In 
case you haven’t guessed, the first 
of the month is the favourite day 
for so many of our standing order 
contributors, and those 13 comrades 
came up with SOs ranging from £5 
to £20 (thanks to DL and PG for 
that last amount).

Let’s hope we can resume 
printing in a few weeks time. Last 
week I mentioned August as a 
possibility - not that we will be 
printing during the CPGB’s annual 
Communist University (August 14-
22).

In the meantime, let’s keep those 
donations rolling in! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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Oppose calls for reinstatement
We must defend Rebecca Long-Bailey against false charges that she helped spread an ‘anti-Semitic 
conspiracy theory’, writes David Shearer of Labour Party Marxists. But why was a so-called ‘socialist’ 
willing to sit in Starmer’s shadow cabinet?

Sacking shadow education 
secretary, Rebecca Long-Bailey, 
allows Keir Starmer to send out 

a two-barrelled message:
 firstly, his ‘decisive’ leadership 
represents a complete break with the 
Corbyn years.
 secondly, Labour can now be relied 
upon, if elected, to implement sensible 
policies that promote the interests of 
British capital at home and abroad.

Long-Bailey’s ‘crime’, of course, 
was retweeting an article in The 
Independent based on an interview 
with actor Maxine Peake, in which she 
said: “The tactics used by the police in 
America, kneeling on George Floyd’s 
neck, that was learnt from seminars 
with Israeli secret services.”1

This claim was immediately 
condemned as not only untrue, but - 
by Zionists in particular, and totally 
absurdly - as “anti-Semitic”. Starmer 
was pressed by Zionist groups to deliver 
on his commitment, made immediately 
following his election as Labour 
leader, to “tear out this poison by its 
roots”. As everyone knows, Labour 
under Jeremy Corbyn was portrayed 
as “institutionally anti-Semitic” and 
there was a huge campaign to discredit 
opposition to Israeli settler-colonialism 
by defining it as anti-Semitic.

Disciplinary action was taken against 
scores of Labour members. Large 
numbers were expelled. Amongst them 
were a handful of actual anti-Semites, 
but in most cases - certainly when it 
comes to the most well-known, such as 
Ken Livingstone (who actually resigned 
rather than waiting to be expelled), 
Jackie Walker and Marc Wadsworth 
- the charge of anti-Semitism was 
eventually dropped. Instead there was 
the vague catch-all of ‘bringing the 
party into disrepute’.

Shamefully, Corbyn failed to act to 
prevent this purge of his own supporters, 
which was instigated and controlled by 
the rightwing party bureaucracy. The 
likes of John McDonnell and Diane 
Abbott also preferred to keep quiet 
rather than express any opposition to 
this witch-hunt or solidarity with its 
victims. But silence was not enough: it 
was regarded as essential for the defence 

of Israel and its key role in the Middle 
East to conflate anti-Zionism with 
anti-Semitism and effectively outlaw 
anything but the mildest criticism of 
Israeli oppression.

Step in Keir Starmer and the official 
Labour statement he endorsed just a few 
hours after Long-Bailey retweeted the 
interview. This reads:

The article Rebecca shared earlier 
today contained an anti-Semitic 
conspiracy theory. As leader of the 
Labour Party, Keir has been clear 
that restoring trust with the Jewish 
community is a number-one priority. 
Anti-Semitism takes many different 
forms and it is important that we all 
are vigilant against it.

It goes without saying that the allegation 
of “an anti-Semitic conspiracy theory” 
is absurd. First, the claim that the 
‘neck-kneeling’ method of ‘restraint’ 
was “learnt from seminars with Israeli 
secret services” was obviously meant 
to be directed against Israeli (and 
US) authorities, not against ‘Jews’ in 
general! It is irrelevant that the claim 
is, of course, untrue. While both US 
and Israeli police forces do employ this 
murderous technique, and they have 
indeed organised joint seminars, etc, 
the method has been written into the 
operational manuals of numerous police 
forces in the US for the best part of two 
decades.

Second, where is the “conspiracy 
theory”? According to the Cambridge 
Dictionary, this is defined as “a belief 
that an event or situation is the result 
of a secret plan made by powerful 
people”.2 It is pretty obvious that a 
‘technique’ that has been employed 
for so long in both countries cannot 
be described as - or was intended to 
be - “secret”. The claim that it was the 
Israeli “secret services” that taught US 
forces all about it - however ridiculous - 
does not change that.

In any case, the question of who 
taught who what is completely 
irrelevant. The fact of the matter is that 
both the US and Israeli police have 
employed a brutal, inhuman, oppressive 
method and anyone who states that the 

allegation is “an anti-Semitic conspiracy 
theory” is either an idiot or a liar. Not 
that you would have thought so from 
the media coverage, of course. Where 
is there any serious questioning in the 
mainstream media of either element in 
this pathetic phrase?

But, of course, Zionist groups like 
the Board of Deputies of British Jews, 
Labour Friends of Israel and the Jewish 
Labour Movement all praised Starmer 
to the skies. What he said was exactly 
what they wanted to hear.

Socialist?
In The Independent article Maxine 
Peake pointedly attacked capitalism. In 
relation to the coronavirus pandemic, 
she was quoted as saying: “We’ve got 
to the point where protecting capital is 
much more important than anybody’s 
life.” Later she talked about a “cycle 
that’s indoctrinated into us all” and 
added: “Well, we get rid of it when 
we get rid of capitalism, as far as I’m 
concerned.”

However, her main concern was 
seeing the back of the Tory government: 
“You know what: at the end of the 
day, all I want is the Tories out.” That 
is why “I didn’t like Tony Blair, but I 
still voted Labour, because anything’s 
better than the Tories.” And that applies 
to the current leadership too: “I think 
people will get behind Starmer, won’t 
they? He’s a more acceptable face of 
the Labour Party for a lot of people who 
are not really leftwing. But that’s fine. 
Whatever. As long as the Tories get out, 
I don’t care any more.”

Her forthright opposition to the 
Tories - that and urging Labour members 
not to leave the party - explains why 
Long-Bailey called Peake an “absolute 
diamond” and retweeted the article. 

It is worth quoting in full the 
former shadow education secretary’s 
subsequent statement:

Today I retweeted an interview that 
my constituent and stalwart Labour 
Party supporter Maxine Peake gave 
to The Independent. Its main thrust 
was anger with the Conservative 
government’s handling of the current 
emergency and a call for Labour 

Party unity. These are sentiments 
shared by everyone in our movement 
and millions of people in our country.

I learned that many people 
were concerned by references to 
international sharing of training and 
restraint techniques between police 
and security forces. In no way was 
my retweet an intention to endorse 
every part of that article. I wished 
to acknowledge these concerns and 
duly issued a clarification of my 
retweet, with the wording agreed 
in advance by the Labour Party 
leader’s office, but after posting I 
was subsequently instructed to take 
both this agreed clarification and my 
original retweet down.

I could not do this in good 
conscience without the issuing of a 
press statement of clarification. I had 
asked to discuss these matters with 
Keir before agreeing what further 
action to take, but sadly he had 
already made his decision.

I am proud of the policies we have 
developed within the party from 
our Green Industrial Revolution to 
a National Education Service and 
I will never stop working for the 
change our communities need to 
see. I am clear that I shall continue 
to support the Labour Party in 
parliament under Keir Starmer’s 
leadership, to represent the people 
of Salford and Eccles and work 
towards a more equal, peaceful and 
sustainable world.3

All this illustrates the profound 
weakness of Labour lefts like RLB. 
Surely, instead of ‘supporting’ Starmer, 
she should be organising an opposition 
within the opposition. However, even 
worse were Long-Bailey’s cringing 
comments in a subsequent article in The 
Guardian, entitled ‘I know how painful 
anti-Semitism is and never intended my 
tweet to cause hurt’ (June 29). She says:

I explained to the leader’s office 
that I would never have intended 
to retweet or endorse anything 
that could cause hurt to anyone. I 
know how painful the issue of anti-
Semitism has been for the Jewish 

community and I have been part of 
the efforts to eradicate it from our 
party.

.... Would I have retweeted the 
article, knowing some of its contents 
would cause hurt? No of course not.4

In saying this she only just stops short 
of conceding that Peake’s throwaway 
remark was actually ‘anti-Semitic’. 
And anyway who cares about ‘causing 
hurt’ to Zionists? Would you apologise 
for causing hurt to white racists because 
they found opposition to apartheid 
South Africa offensive? Hopefully not.

But at least the Corbynite left 
actually spoke up in her defence. 
Both McDonnell and Abbott publicly 
opposed Starmer’s actions - and so 
did Momentum owner Jon Lansman. 
This, in contrast to their attitude in 
response to the witch-hunting of anti-
Zionists during the Corbyn years. 
Why the change? The possibility of 
‘prime minister Corbyn’ excused the 
sacrifice of one friend and ally after 
another. There is no such possibility 
now. Moreover, it is clear that if Long-
Bailey can be accused of promoting 
anti-Semitic conspiracy theories, what 
about John McDonnell, Diane Abbott 
and Jeremy Corbyn himself?

However, the pass has been sold. 
Under Corbyn, Labour adopted the 
IHRA’s so-called definition of anti-
Semitism, along with all of its so-
called examples. Labour leadership 
candidates also agreed to the BoD’s Ten 
Commandments. All of this means that 
anyone who dares criticise Israel can 
easily be branded an anti-Semite.

Indeed, so concerned was RLB 
to appease Zionism that she called 
herself a Zionist. Her reasoning? She 
supports Israel’s “right to exist”. Would 
she support apartheid South Africa’s 
right to exist? She supports the “right 
to self-determine”. Would she support 
the “right” of white people throughout 
the globe to take over the land of native 
populations and drive them out?

Note that Jon Lansman’s rush to 
call for the reinstatement of RLB - his 
candidate against Starmer - did not 
help his Momentum Renewal slate 
in elections to Momentum’s national 
coordinating group. All 20 successful 
candidates in the members section were 
supporters of Forward Momentum. A 
final humiliation for Lansman: general 
election - lost; Labour leadership 
election - lost; NEC election - lost; NCG 
election - lost.

Either way, we should not join 
calls for Long-Bailey to be reinstated. 
While it is correct to defend her - 
and Maxine Peake - from Starmer’s 
scurrilous attacks, we must ask what 
a so-called ‘socialist’ was doing in 
an alternative government headed 
by the unashamedly pro-capitalist 
Keir Starmer. Of course, RLB is 
just a typical career politician who 
finds it advantageous to call herself 
a ‘socialist’. So, instead of calling 
for her to be reinstated, we ought to 
be exposing her as a fake ‘socialist’. 
The fact that she took a well-paid seat 
in Starmer’s shadow cabinet marks 
her out as an opponent, an enemy of 
socialism l

Notes
1. independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/films/
features/maxine-peake-interview-labour-corbyn-
keir-starmer-black-lives-matter-a9583206.html.
2. dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/
conspiracy-theory.
3. twitter.com/RLong_Bailey/
status/1276161736148750337.
4. theguardian.com/commentisfree/2020/jun/29/
responsibility-actions-antisemitism-rebecca-long-
bailey.
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Holding the fort
At last a new government has been formed. James Harvey looks at the whys and wherefores

A fter a drawn-out period of 
negotiation and political 
positioning following the 

general election in February, a 
coalition including the two long 
standing rivals of Fine Gael and 
Fianna Fáil was formed on June 26.

The newly installed government 
in Dublin - a grand coalition, which 
also includes the Greens and has the 
support of some independent TDs - 
has been widely hailed as marking 
the end of ‘civil war politics’: the 
historically shaped division which 
has defined electoral politics since 
the 1920s. Consequently this has 
given political commentators, both 
in Ireland and internationally, the 
opportunity to retell the familiar story 
about the origins of the two ‘main 
parties’ in the politics and the violence 
of the Irish civil war that followed the 
Anglo-Irish Treaty in 1922. Whilst 
this history has some importance in 
shaping the style and language of 
contemporary bourgeois politics in 
Ireland, in reality for a very long time 
the significant divisions in the state 
have been about the future direction of 
Irish capitalism, not which side your 
grandfather took after the signing of 
the treaty.

The coalition primarily arose 
from the somewhat inconclusive 
election results. Both Fine Gael, 
the outgoing party of government 
under taoiseach Leo Varadkar, and 
the main opposition, Fianna Fáil, led 
by Micheál Martin, lost seats, whilst 
Sinn Féin made strong gains - both in 
seats and first-preference votes. With 
Fianna Fáil on 38 seats, Sinn Féin on 
37 and Fine Gael on 35, coalition-
building became the order of the day.1 
With assorted independent TDs, the 
Greens, Labour, the Social Democrats 
and smaller left parties such as People 
before Profit being elected, the 
possible combinations for a coalition 
government seemed endless.

However, in practice the potential 
coalition partners were actually 
quite limited. Although Sinn 

Féin announced its arrival in the 
responsible mainstream by joining in 
the dance and declaring its willingness 
to enter a coalition, it could not 
find takers in Fine Gael and Fianna 
Fáil.2 SF also played with the idea 
of forming a ‘left government’ with 
an unholy alliance of smaller ‘anti-
system’ groups and independents, but, 
despite the illusions sown by some on 
the Irish left, who supported the ‘left 
government’ call, this too was never 
really possible, given the political and 
parliamentary arithmetic.3 Keeping 
Sinn Féin outside the tent and branding 
it an unacceptable partner was too 
important an electoral strategy for the 
mainstream parties to abandon before 
they really had to.

So, despite the rhetoric and the 
‘historically informed’ commentary 
about a “stepping stone towards 
healing the wounds of the civil war”, the 
only feasible and politically realistic 
coalition was the one that finally 
emerged last weekend.4 The essential 
dynamic that brought Fine Gael, 
Fianna Fáil and the Greens together 
as partners in the same government 
was the common commitment of all 
parties to the cause of Irish capitalism 
in ‘these times of unprecedented 
crisis’. This arrangement had been 
prefigured by the confidence and 
supply arrangement which Micheál 
Martin and the previous Fine Gael 
taoiseach, Enda Kenny, agreed in 
2016, and which continued until the 
February election. When the interests 
of Irish capitalism were paramount, 
experience has shown that these 
‘historical enemies’ could work 
together in that common interest.

There was also the more mundane 
matter of the political calculations and 
interests of the party leaders. After 
suffering a reverse in February, Leo 
Varadkar has had a good coronavirus 
crisis and has seen his personal opinion 
poll ratings soar to a 75% approval, 
whilst his party has also gained 
support to stand at 37%. Sinn Féin has 
remained an important force on 25%, 

but both Micheál Martin and Fianna 
Fáil have lost even more support since 
the election: his party now stands at 
14%, with the Greens re-emerging on 
Martin’s heels with 12%.5

On these findings another election 
would probably see both Fine 
Gael and Sinn Féin improve their 
representation in the Dáil, although 
with neither party strong enough to 
rule alone, Fianna Fáil would slide 
even further behind as an also-ran. 
The electoral benefits are clear for 
both Varadkar - stay in government 
and build on his poll ratings for a 
future victory - and Martin - gain 
seats at the cabinet table and avoid 
a potential election defeat. Although 
the programme for government will 
be designed for four years with a 
two-yearly-rotating taoisigh (Micheál 
Martin in first, followed by Leo 
Varadkar), the government appears 
to be little more than a prelude to the 
next general election.

Crises
While the taoisigh rotate and the 
Greens reacquaint themselves with 
the dilemmas of high office - whether 
to travel by ministerial car or cycle 
into the Dáil - the real crises facing 
the Irish state and economy will 
continue to deepen. Although there is 
a self-congratulatory mood amongst 
Ireland’s politicians about the state’s 
response to the coronavirus crisis 
(particularly compared to the disasters 
unfolding in Britain), their real 
problems are only just beginning.6 
The Temporary Wage Subsidy 
Scheme (TWSS) and the Covid-19 
weekly payment of €350 are set to 
run until the end of August. The cost 
of the Covid-19 payment to around 
450,000 people amounts to €160 
million per week, whilst 400,000 
people receive TWSS, which has cost 
the Irish state €1.7 billion so far. Both 
schemes contribute to a government 
deficit that is estimated to reach €30 
billion by the end of this year.

Like all the developed capitalist 

countries, the Irish state provides 
essential life support for the economy. 
The financial pressures to switch off 
that life support will grow just at the 
time when businesses collapse and 
unemployment really starts to kick 
in. In anticipation of the recession 
and unemployment ahead, the new 
government has promised a July 
jobs initiative and stimulus package, 
focusing on key areas like tourism, 
hospitality and retail. Various business 
interest groups are already putting in 
their demands in the expectation that 
a much larger economic plan will be 
launched in the autumn. But, despite 
rising hopes and demands, there are 
no concrete plans and no sign of the 
resources that will pay for them.

If the impact of the coronavirus 
crisis were not enough, long-standing 
problems with hospital waiting lists 

and healthcare, the shortage of decent 
affordable housing and the future 
of the state pension system are all 
mounting up in the new government’s 
in-tray. And, fast approaching down 
the line, is the possible impact of a 
‘hard Brexit’ on cross-border and 
cross-channel trade and economic 
activity. Whilst the transnationals 
may retrench their operations in 
Ireland, the possibility of tariffs 
after Brexit threaten the domestic 
economy, especially the important 
farming sector.

Given the nature of the Irish 
economy, its dependence on 
international trade, and the 
contradictory complexities of its 
economic and political relationships 
with both the European Union and 
Britain, this combination of Brexit 
and coronavirus will deal a hard blow. 
Given these underlying dynamics, 
the new grand coalition government 
will be no more capable of dealing 
with the problems than either its 
predecessors or its neighbours - 
expect more rhetoric than substance. 
The sweeping language of change and 
transformation will grow in volume, 
as political expectations shrink, 
along with the economy. All that the 
Irish capitalist parties and their new 
government have to offer is words.

But do the small forces of the Irish 
left offer anything better? As Irish 
capitalism makes the working class 
pay for its crisis, can the left offer any 
real alternative beyond protest and 
electoral pacts for a left government? 
Irish capitalism is bringing forth 
its ‘solution’ to the crisis in the 
form of the Martin-Varadkar-Ryan 
government. Now is the time for 
our movement to begin to build our 
answer and our programme for the 
real transformation of society by the 
working class, both in Ireland and 
internationally l

Notes
1. ‘Sinn Fin’s success, left’s collapse’ Weekly 
Worker February 13.
2. ‘Illusions of the left’ Weekly Worker February 29.
3. ‘Power, not office’ Weekly Worker May 25.
4. businesspost.ie/columnists/a-stepping-stone-
towards-healing-the-wounds-of-the-civil-war-
6be58eab.
5. irishtimes.com/news/politics/poll.
6. irishtimes.com/opinion/fintan-o-toole-covid-
19-has-redefined-ireland-s-relationship-with-
britain-1.4287348.

Dáil Éireann: arithmetic necessitates grand coalition

Friday August 14 to Saturday August 22 2020
Debates and discussion for the thinking left

Sessions will start at 10am and 3pm
We will be using Zoom webinar, alongside which we will stream live on 

Facebook

We already have a wide range of speakers booked, including Ilan Pappé, 
John Riddell, Lars T Lih, Hillel Ticktin, Moshé Machover, Paul Kelemen 

and Daniel Lazare, as well as leading CPGB comrades such as  
Mike Macnair and Jack Conrad

Please register your interest by emailing office@cpgb.org.uk
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New bloodbath looms
We still do not know if or when it will happen, but the annexation of parts of the West Bank is not a 
contingent outcome, but the logical conclusion of Zionist colonialism, argues Paul Demarty

T he chief protagonists of the 
annexation saga are united, 
above all, in their brinksmanship.

So far as Binyamin Netanyahu 
goes, his promise of a grand new 
stage in Zionist expansion was a 
piece of bottom-drawer politics 
designed to get him off the hook 
in respect of mounting corruption 
charges. His coalition partners 
- so recently his pious enemies, 
dedicated to cleansing the blackened 
honour of Israeli politics - may have 
cited the Covid-19 pandemic as their 
justification for a unity government, 
but surely a third successive 
indecisive election pushed them in 
the direction of a not-so-historic 
compromise. It is a gamble, to be 
sure, but, as the late Kenny Rogers 
put it, “You’ve got to know when to 
fold ’em”.

Netanyahu’s hypertrophic cabinet 
duly agreed, in principle, to the 
annexation of the Jordan Valley and 
more. But contrary to ‘anti-Semitic 
conspiracy theories’, they are hardly 
the big dogs in this fight. That would 
be the good people on the far side of 
the Atlantic, on whom Israel is utterly 
dependent for its continued vitality 
as an expansionist state. The decision 
ultimately falls to the Tango-tanned 
president of the United States, who 
has taken more than one gamble in 
his time (even in the casino business) 
and has an acknowledged habit of 
‘putting it all on red’.

We find Donald Trump in 
something like Netanyahu’s old 
position, although the matter at 
hand is not corruption (no more than 
usual, anyway). Trump faces a re-
election battle in a few short months’ 
time that is not exactly getting off 
to a flier, thanks to small problems 
like a disastrous pandemic death toll 
and infection rate, which - alas! - is 
disproportionately hitting people 
in states like Florida that might be 
expected to actually play some role 
in deciding who gets to occupy the 
White House for the next four years. 
He is polling badly, nationally and 

in such ‘battleground states’; there 
is a suggestion that the Trumpite 
attempt to make a culture war out 
of the corpse of George Floyd may 
have backfired, with less hostility 
recorded among Republican voters 
to this wave of Black Lives Matter 
protests than the last one in the mid-
teens (there could hardly, of course, 
have been more).

Trump has only one move in his 
political locker - rile up his base 
and use that base to terrorise the 
‘moderate’ Republican congressmen 
into acquiescence. And - given the 
steady ratcheting of witch-hunts of 
anti-Zionists, the Islamophobic cast 
of American chauvinism in the last 
two decades, and (for that matter) 
the extreme importance of Israel to 
key Republican support groups like 
millenarian Christians, who expect 
the end times in that general area any 
minute now - there could scarcely 
be a better gambit than backing 
Netanyahu’s scheme. But, of course, 
that is very much against the better 
judgement of the state department 
wonk army and diplomatic corps. 
Since the inevitable result of 
annexation would be a sharp decline 
in the general stability of the Middle 
East, the US establishment would be 
faced with defending or abandoning 
its favourite attack-dog ally - neither 
of which would go down well. In 
the former case, it would be forced 
to back Trump; in the latter, it would 
rapidly find a firehose of chauvinist 
rage directed against it and (in 
the case of Republicans up for re-
election in the autumn) the real threat 
of deselection.

Quandary
The reaction in this country, as 
in Europe more generally, is both 
pathetic and somewhat telling. The 
government has made its position 
clear - it combines the expression 
of firm disapproval of any such 
annexation with a total lack of resolve 
to actually do anything about it. Not-
so-brave Lisa Nandy, the shadow 

foreign secretary, proposes a ban 
on imports from any lands seized in 
this way. Of course, goods from the 
occupied territories at present form a 
tiny fraction of total Israeli imports 
into this country, and such a ban 
would be essentially unenforceable 
(is the UK government supposed to 
trace the origin of every sesame seed 
in a jar of tahini?). Mumbles leak 
out about potentially recognising the 
‘Palestinian state’, as if that is some 
sort of serious threat to Israel, rather 
than merely to the integrity of the 
word ‘recognise’ - for the Palestinian 
Authority can hardly be described in 
that way.

We observe, then, the pattern 
of high politics when the State of 
Israel threatens to do something so 
obviously repellent that the usual 
diversionary measures of smearing 
and whataboutery are unavailable: we 
are instead treated to the kabuki dance 
of impotent disapproval. It was still 
enough to put out Marie van der Zyl, 
president of the Board of Deputies and 
a true cynic’s cynic, who claimed that 
Nandy’s policy would be “divisive”. 
The nature of the complaint, however, 
is telling. Not anti-Semitic, but merely 
divisive - an accusation so clichéd it is 
not even wrong.

This is certainly a dilemma for 
Israel’s defenders abroad, and a more 
and more pressing one. The sheer 
vitriol directed at pro-Palestinian 
sentiment, even when made by 
grovelling cowards like Rebecca 
Long-Bailey, is in reality a sign of 
underlying weakness - a bogeyman 
must be invoked only when it is not 
‘obvious’ that Israel must be supported 
against the ‘terrorists’ arrayed against 
it. The far-rightward trajectory of 
Israeli governments - especially over 
the last quarter-century - is, of course, 
now reflected in many more polities, 
including our own and that of the 
USA. It is nonetheless the case that 
very large minorities (perhaps, in 
America, even a majority - remember 
that Trump lost the popular vote, 
though many people did not vote at 

all) do not identify with the chauvinist 
nationalism of the Trump-Netanyahu 
school at all, and those minorities 
include many who would have been 
happy supporters of Israel circa 
Oslo, but can no longer be, now that 
the bloody essence of Zionism is 
not so well hidden. In particular, the 
decline in pro-Israel sentiment among 
young Jewish people in the USA 
(disproportionately ‘blue state’, urban 
and liberal compared to the general 
population) is a severe cause for 
concern, and the Netanyahu-Trump 
carve-up of the West Bank would only 
accelerate it.

Symptomatic in this case is a leaked 
memo - circulated among officials of 
the Anti-Defamation League, a Zionist 
lobby group unconvincingly dressed 
up as a civil rights organisation - in 
which the rather treacherous terrain 
opened up by the recent wave of anti-
racist protests is explored. 

Black Lives Matter has historically 
taken a clear pro-Palestinian position. 
(The UK branch of the franchise 
has been pleasantly vocal on the 
annexation issue in recent weeks, 
much to the consternation of ogres 
like Mike Katz of the Jewish Labour 
Movement.) 

Now, with pro-Israel sentiment 
ever more identified with the 
American right, the ADL memo lists 
“eight top political and community 
engagement implications” that could 
arise from annexation, including: 
l “complicate ADL’s relationship with 
the Tri-Caucus (the Congressional 
Black Caucus, the Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus and the Congressional 
Asian Pacific American Caucus) and 
the Progressive caucus”; 
l “pit ADL on the wrong side of the 
Black Lives Matter movement”; 
l “be used to label Israel as an occupier, 
racist and apartheid state”; and 
l “challenge relationships between ADL 
and many civil rights organisations and 
coalitions”.1

The discomfort of the ADL and 
similar outfits is a silver lining to 
what is a peculiarly ominous cloud. 

As I write, things are on something 
on a knife-edge, with alternate prime 
minister Benny Gantz of the Blue 
and White Party apparently telling 
White House envoy Avi Berkowitz 
that it would be a bad idea to take 
such an initiative while there is still a 
pandemic, and Netanyahu mentioning 
on June 30 talks with the US “over the 
next few days”.

But if Netanyahu and friends are 
serious about this - and we should 
have no reason to imagine that 
they are not - then his best bet is 
almost certainly to convince Donald 
Trump to give the go-ahead. If we 
get to the end of this week without 
annexations, then there is still time 
(until January 2021, when Trump’s 
lame-duck period ends, should he lose 
in November) to make another go of 
it. Trump’s erratic political character, 
his prickliness about insults (and the 
immediate Palestinian rejection of his 
nightmarish ‘peace’ deal will certainly 
be treated as such) and his reliance on 
‘wedge’ issues for electoral success - 
all rather suggest that Netanyahu has 
a good chance.

The consequences, if and when 
they come, look to be truly dreadful. 
The resumption of war in Syria and 
Iraq at least, the real possibility of 
war between Israel and neighbouring 
states or even Iran, and new waves of 
mass terror and ethnic cleansing of the 
Palestinian Arabs are all in the offing. 
All attempts to portray this outcome as 
an unfortunate, aberrant choice by an 
unwise government must be rejected: 
it is the very core of the Zionist project, 
which represents a bizarre, vestigial 
survival of European colonialism, 
whose political economy depends 
on the progressive marginalisation 
of the Arabs and - ultimately - their 
placement on the other side of those 
margins altogether l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. jewishcurrents.org/adl-formulates-response-to-
annexations-critics.

We’ll have this, that and this
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Toppling over a cliff
It is not just Trump’s fault that cases of Covid-19 are soaring, writes Daniel Lazare

In early February, this reporter made 
note of “the increasingly bizarre 
behaviour of the United States in 

response to the Covid-19 pandemic.” 
I wrote: “While not all countries have 
responded as well as they should have, 
the US reaction has been in a class 
by itself - not just incompetent, but 
uniquely so.”1

This was back when the pandemic 
was still in its infancy, with just eight 
cases in the United States and fewer 
than 25,000 in the world as a whole. 
But now, with the global caseload 
surpassing 10 million - more than a 
fourth of them in the US - the world 
is getting an up-close view of what 
unique incompetence really looks like 
when raised to the nth degree.

It’s a shocker. A couple of weeks 
ago, vice-president Mike Pence - an 
ultra-rightist who once denounced 
Charles Darwin on the floor of the US 
House of Representatives - declared 
in Rupert Murdoch’s Wall Street 
Journal that America was “winning 
the fight against the invisible 
enemy”.2 Four days later, Trump told 
a sparsely-attended indoor rally in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, that the only reason 
numbers were going up is that the US 
was doing more testing: “… when you 
do testing to that extent, you’re going 
to find more people; you’re going 
to find more cases. So I said to my 
people, slow the testing down, please.”

A week after that, Pence issued 
another upbeat assessment to the 
effect that all 50 states were “opening 
up safely and responsibly”, that the 
administration had “flattened the 
curve” and that, if caseloads were 
continuing to rise, it was due to the 
same old statistical blip caused by 
stepped-up testing.3

All of which was completely and 
totally false. Starting on June 16, 
the day Pence published his Wall 
Street Journal op-ed, the number of 
Americans testing positive for the 
disease have since risen by 21%. Bad 
as this is, the picture in southern and 
south-western Sunbelt states that are 
Trump’s stronghold is many times 
worse. In Arizona, cases are up 91% 
over the same period. In Florida, 
they are up 83%, while in Texas 
64%. In Mississippi and Alabama - 
two of America’s poorest states, in 
which healthcare is already stretched 
dangerously thin - cases are up 32% 
and 38% respectively: a sign of even 

more alarming developments to 
come.4

The contrast with the rest of the 
advanced industrial world is glaring. 
Over the same period, infections have 
risen 4.6% or less in South Korea, 
Japan, Germany and the UK, 1.5% or 
less in Spain and Italy, and a measly 
0.34% in China.5 If Boris Johnson’s 
response to the pandemic has been 
nothing less than “shambolic,” as 
Patrick Cockburn put it recently in 
The Independent,6 then what does that 
say about Trump, whose response has 
been nearly five times worse?

What it says is that the USA is setting 
a new standard for incompetence and 
that, if it is not a failed state yet, it is 
well on the way. America’s ancient 
constitutional structure is freezing up 
in the face of the greatest health and 
economic crisis in capitalist history, 
and the resultant breakdown can only 
intensify. The upshot can only be 
growing neglect at a governmental 
level, and rising levels of infection and 
disease below.

How did the US arrive at such a 
parlous state? One reason, of course, 
is Trump himself - a rank amateur, 
who, as the subject of his own cult of 
the personality, is certain that his gut 
instinct is always right and that any 
expert who dares disagree is wrong. 
Another reason is fragmentation: 
ie, the fact that healthcare planning, 
such as it is, is scattered among some 
50 states and that things that other 
countries take for granted, such as 
centralised statistics, are in short 
supply.

Constitution
These alone all but guarantee that 
any US response will be slow, 
spotty and incomplete. But a third 
factor makes matters even worse: 
America’s fundamental constitutional 
structure. James Madison - known 
as “father of the constitution” due to 
his leading role in creating America’s 
new plan of government - was an 
intensely conservative thinker, whose 
chief concern was to prevent the 
new republic from heading off in a 
direction he did not like. The result 
was a complicated array of checks 
and balances, whose purpose was 
to prevent the masses from ‘going 
astray’.

But then he and his fellow 
Virginian, Thomas Jefferson, added 

another wrinkle in 1798-99, in the 
form of a series of secret position 
papers known as the Kentucky and 
Virginia Resolutions, which argued 
that not only should Congress serve as 
a brake on presidential power, but that 
the states should serve as a brake on 
the federal government in general.

Whether Madison and Jefferson 
invented the concept or merely 
seconded a process that was already 
underway is open to debate. But the 
consequences more than two centuries 
later are not. Whenever the federal 
government says one thing, southern 
and south-western states most loyal to 
the Jeffersonian-Madisonian tradition 
can be counted on to say the opposite. 
On issue after issue - guns, abortion, 
civil rights and now Covid-19 - a 
burgeoning ultra-right in some two 
dozen Republican-controlled states is 
convinced that the Deep State is out to 
rob them of their ancient constitutional 
liberties and that real patriots must 
mobilise to head the conspiracy off at 
the pass.

Such thinking leads straight to a 
far-right never-never-land. Instead of 
a medical emergency, the pandemic is 
thus a hoax cooked up by George Soros, 
Bill Gates and the immunologist, Dr 
Anthony Fauci, the man ultra-right 
paranoids most love to hate. Instead 
of a necessary precaution, face masks 
are a means of reducing Americans 
to sheep-like subservience. The same 
goes for social distancing, orders to 
shelter at home and the rest. Rather 
than means of reining in the virus, 
their only purpose is to impose a new 
slavery on what was formerly the land 
of the free and the home of the brave.

This explains the Sunbelt’s head-
in-the-sand defiance. When an 
Arizona newspaper reporter showed 
up at a Trump appearance wearing a 
face mask, Trump supporters shouted 
at her, “You’re on the wrong side of 
history … you’re on the wrong side of 
patriotism - you’re like communists.”7 
When Houston tried to mandate face 
masks in mid-April, Texas higher-
ups denounced it as “the ultimate 
government overreach” and quickly 
countermanded it.8 In Flint, Michigan, 
a store security guard was shot and 
killed after telling a customer that face 
masks were required for entry, while 
in Stillwater, Oklahoma, a mandatory 
face-mask rule sparked such fury, 
including at least one gun threat, that 

local officials quickly backed off.
“It became clear to me that that was 

just a bridge too far,” Mike DeWine, 
the Republican governor of Ohio, 
said of efforts to mandate face masks. 
“People were not going to accept 
the government telling them what to 
do.”9 Given such attitudes, the official 
response is all but certain to be too 
little, too late.

Admittedly, this is not the entire 
story. In New York, for instance, 
infections are up just two percent 
since mid-June. The same is true in 
hard-hit New Jersey - New York’s 
sister state across the Hudson River 
- where they are also up just two 
percent. But these are the exceptions 
that prove the rule, since both 
states exist firmly in a Hamiltonian 
tradition of strong government. Neo-
Jeffersonian Sunbelters, by contrast, 
view governmental interference with 
deep suspicion, which is why state 

officials have not only refused to 
amp up their own response, but have 
actually stepped in to prevent local 
officials from doing so themselves. In 
Nebraska, for example, the Republican 
governor has threatened to withhold 
federal coronavirus aid from localities 
that impose face masks, while for 
weeks Arizona governor Doug 
Ducey blocked Phoenix, America’s 
fifth-largest city, from imposing a 
face-mask requirement as well.10 It 
is like not only refusing to battle a 
forest fire, but refusing to allow local 
communities to douse the flames, even 
if they are licking at their front door.

Attitudes like these are unknown 
elsewhere in the world, yet in America 
they are baked into the constitutional 
structure. If the US is uniquely 
incompetent, it is because its form of 
government is uniquely unsuited to 
the modern world l

Notes
1. ‘An empire unravelling’ Weekly Worker April 2.
2. ‘There isn’t a coronavirus “second wave”’ The 
Wall Street Journal June 16: wsj.com/articles/there-
isnt-a-coronavirus-second-wave-11592327890.
3. ‘As cases surge, Pence misleads on coronavirus 
pandemic’ The New York Times June 26: nytimes.
com/2020/06/26/us/politics/coronavirus-pence-
fact-check.html.
4. All data is from the Covid Tracking Project: 
covidtracking.com.
5. worldometers.info/coronavirus/#countries.
6. ‘The blundering British political class has shown 
the same incompetence in both fighting wars and 
coronavirus’ The Independent June 27: independent.
co.uk/voices/boris-johnson-coronavirus-libya-war-
reading-attack-david-cameron-a9588061.html.
7. ‘Trump supporters harassed Arizona reporters for 
wearing masks’ Poynter Institute May 5: poynter.
org/reporting-editing/2020/trump-supporters-
harassed-arizona-reporters-for-wearing-masks.
8. The statement was by Dan Patrick, the state’s 
ultra-conservative lieutenant governor. See ‘Harris 
County latest to mandate face masks, as criticism 
mounts that the requirement is “government 
overreach”’ The Texas Tribune April 22: 
texastribune.org/2020/04/22/harris-county-mask-
order-coronavirus.
9. ‘Masks become a flash point in the virus culture 
wars’ The New York Times May 3: nytimes.
com/2020/05/03/us/coronavirus-masks-protests.html.
10. ‘Virus spikes while local and state officials 
bicker over face mask mandates’ Pew Charitable 
Trusts June 29: pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-
analysis/blogs/stateline/2020/06/29/virus-spikes-
while-local-and-state-officials-bicker-over-face-
mask-mandates.

Yet the number of deaths keeps growing ... especially in the sunshine states

Online Communist Forum
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Black Lives Matter:
the uneasy denouement

Speaker: Daniel Lazare  
US author and Weekly Worker writer

Sunday July 12, 5pm

A week in politics
Political report and discussion

If you wish to take part in these Zoom meetings, email  
Stan Keable at secretary@labourpartymarxists.org.uk

Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk and 
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk
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Recolouring the past
Jesus was not white, that is for sure. But then nor was he a Christian, says Eddie Ford. He was an 
apocalyptic revolutionary who hated the Roman empire and its collaborators

In light of the Black Lives Matter 
protests, the iconography of 
Jesus is being challenged. When 

questioned about the issue by the 
BBC’s Today programme, Justin 
Welby, the Church of England’s top 
bishop, said a “rethink” was necessary 
about how the supposed man-god 
is still portrayed as a north-west 
European white, sometimes blonde 
and even blue-eyed.

Actually, if you go to one of the 
trendier CoE churches, you might 
find a black or brown Jesus. In Africa, 
of course, you will come across 
plenty. Ethiopia has depicted Jesus 
as black for more than 1,500 years. 
Worldwide, Jesus is represented as 
Indian, Chinese, Native American, 
Fijian, Filipino, etc - not to mention 
Middle Eastern, which, as Welby 
pointed out, is the “most accurate” 
for obvious reasons. The archbishop 
went on to announce a review of 
statues and commemorative names 
in Anglican churches and buildings, 
saying - or warning - that “some 
will have to come down” and “some 
names will have to change”. Welby 
even implicitly compared some of 
the leading figures in church history 
to the downfall of the Soviet Union, 
reminding us of “the statues coming 
down of Dzerzhinsky” - founder of 
the Cheka - as “it’s what people do at 
times like this, and it’s a good thing”. 
Naturally, he did not believe like Pol 
Pot in “throwing out everything we’ve 
got in the past”. Rather, people should 
forgive the “trespasses” of those 
people memorialised in churches up 
and down the country - “but only if 
there’s justice”.

Going much further is Shaun 
King, co-founder of the Real Justice 
Political Action Committee and once 
a leading voice for BLM in the USA 
- he fell somewhat from grace, it 
seems, after a slightly bizarre dispute 
about him being a Caucasian falsely 
portraying himself as black. Anyhow, 
he tweeted that all images (including 
murals and stained-glass windows) 
depicting Jesus as a “white European” 
should be torn down, because they are 
a form of “white supremacy” created 
by white people to use Christianity as 
a “tool of oppression”.

Conservative opinion was offended 
by his remarks. Nick Timothy, for 
example, former Downing Street 
chief of staff to Theresa May and a 
general weirdo, writing in the perfect 
platform of The Daily Telegraph, 
painted a picture of an archbishop 
“rewriting the principles that hold 
our societies together” - prophesying 
that “any civilisation that ceases to 
believe in itself is doomed to self-
destruction” (June 28). The barbarians 
are at the gate. Indeed, poor old 
Welby “personifies the madness of 
our times, and the moral cowardice 
of our leaders”. What he should have 
said in reply to Shaun King and other 
BLM activists, according to Timothy, 
was that “the significance of Jesus is 
spiritual, not political or racial” - as 
“Jesus was god made flesh, and that 
we are all made in god’s own image”. 
Okay, that makes everything clear.

More directly, the alt-right 
Breitbart News said - albeit slightly 
tongue in cheek - that the Archbishop 
of Canterbury’s rethink of white Jesus 
is “a sign that we are approaching End 
Times”.1 Just “as you would expect” 
of a Church of England priest, we 
read, “it was a masterly exercise 
in flannel, equivocation and fence-

sitting” - something that is hard to 
disagree with. Like the “far-left” 
Shaun King, Breitbart concludes, 
Justin Welby “tacitly supports” BLM, 
as does “pretty much the entire” 
church - “which, of course, is part of 
the reason we’re in the mess we’re 
in”. White lives matter more.

Anti-Semitic
Communists obviously agree with 
Justin Welby’s suggestion that it is 
very unlikely that Jesus was either 
blonde or pale-skinned, let alone 
blue-eyed.

In fact, a team of Israeli and 
British forensic anthropologists and 
computer programmers created a new 
image of Jesus in 2001 based on an 
‘Israeli’ skull dating to the same time 
as Jesus, and their broader knowledge 
of what Jewish people of the day in 
Judea and Egypt might have looked 
like.2 This reconstructed Jesus, unlike 
those in your average CoE or Catholic 
church in Britain, was around five feet 
tall - the average man’s height at the 
time - with olive-brown skin, brown 
eyes and short, curly, dark-brown-
to-black hair. Breitbart News’s worst 
nightmares come true.

Hopefully this will not upset too 
many Weekly Worker readers, but 
one thing you can say with absolute 
certainty is that Jesus of Galilee was 
not a Christian. The very idea is 

risible and totally ahistorical. You can 
reasonably bet money that he was a 
militant, intolerant or ‘fundamentalist’ 
Jew who hated the Romans and 
Greeks alike - with a dim view too of 
backsliding Jews not strictly observing 
the correct rituals and ceremonies: 
the enemy within. Theological and 
ideological purity was everything for 
Jesus and his followers. He was an 
apocalyptic communist revolutionary 
who thought he could bring about the 
kingdom of god right here on earth 
- no need to wait for the afterlife. 
This revolution would be thoroughly 
anti-Roman and anti-aristocratic: the 
poor would inherit the earth. Nor was 
this god-backed revolution confined 
to Palestine - you were not going 
to have apocalyptic communism in 
one province. The revolution would 
encompass the entire world, the 
Jesus party acting as the vanguard of 
liberation.

It should also be noted that 
comrade Jesus was not a Jeremy 
Corbyn-type who turned the other 
cheek and loved his enemies - a 
preposterous notion introduced in the 
New Testament, which even has Jesus 
saying, “Resist not evil” and “Render 
unto Caesar ...” You could hardly 
make it up - except they did. In one 
of the more awkward passages of the 
New Testament we get a brief glimpse 
of the real Jesus, when he tells his 

followers: “I came not to send peace, 
but a sword!” Five of his 12 inner 
circle of disciples probably came 
from the ranks of the revolutionary 
‘bandits’ (or ‘terrorists’), keeping 
their guerrilla nicknames, including 
Peter Barjonah, the ‘outlaw’, James 
and John, the ‘sons of thunder’; and 
Judas Iscariot, the ‘dagger man’. All 
oppressors and exploiters would be 
annihilated by the Jesus party and a 
vengeful god.

Another thing that has to be pointed 
out to Justin Welby is that Christianity 
is institutionally anti-Semitic. What 
we have in the four main gospels of 
the New Testament, is an ever deeper 
and fouler anti-Semitic narrative 
being steadily introduced, to the point 
where it is thoroughly embedded 
in the doctrine we now know as 
Christianity. Fantastically, we have 
Jesus, a Jew, talking about how the 
Jews are persecuting him. Worse, 
his stupid Jewish disciples do not 
understand him and he is constantly 
vilified by Pharisees and the general 
Jewish population.

This anti-Semitic and malicious 
rewriting of history is at its most 
revolting in the death story of Jesus 
recounted in the Gospel of Matthew, 
which makes the Jews - not the 
Romans - responsible for his death. 
First, we get an invented Passover 
tradition in Jerusalem, whereby the 

governor of Judea - Pontius Pilate in 
this case - can commute a prisoner’s 
death sentence by popular demand, 
setting up the horrible story that the 
writer wants to tell. Next Pilate turns to 
the Jews gathered for Passover, we are 
led to believe, and asks who should be 
released - Barabbas, the thief, or the 
divinely perfect Jesus? There can only 
be one answer, of course, the baying 
Jewish mob cry out for Barabbas, with 
Pilate washing his hands of the whole 
sorry affair. In the words of Matthew, 
all the people answered - “His blood 
be on us and on our children!” In 
other words, Christianity explicitly 
blames the death of god on the Jews 
- now a cursed people, who deserve 
whatever fate they get. If that is not 
anti-Semitic, then it is hard to know 
what is. By a certain cruel irony, many 
of those who believe this as a matter 
of faith today are among the strongest 
supporters of Israel, especially in the 
US.

What exactly propelled the authors 
of the New Testament to become 
virulently anti-Semitic? A sudden 
bout of madness and bigotry? The 
explanation is relatively simple. 
The followers of Paul, or Saul of 
Tarsus, were trying to distance 
themselves from the Jewish uprisings 
in Palestine that began in 66 CE and 
were mainly associated with the 
Zealots - essentially the armed wing 
of the Jewish liberation movement. 
But also linked to these tumultuous 
events were those who wrote the 
Dead Sea Scrolls - often attributed to 
the Essenes - and those who followed 
Jesus and his brother, James, the 
first head of the Jesus party after 
the founder’s execution. Paul, a 
Hellenised Jew, joined the party and 
succeeded in winning large numbers 
of recruits outside Palestine amongst 
the gentiles.

Quite brilliantly in some ways, 
Paul and his successors founded 
a new religion, a religion that was 
more than eager to disassociate itself 
from the Jewish revolution of 66-70 
CE. Jesus the man and his beliefs are 
turned into their opposite. He has no 
earthly father. His family is largely 
removed from the narrative. He 
shows contempt for Jewish laws and 
taboos. He preaches non-resistance. 
The poor Jewish masses who longed 
for class vengeance and an anti-
Roman revolution are made into his 
enemies, and, in the final analysis, his 
executioners. A Roman centurion is 
the first to recognise Jesus as the man-
god. Eventually this new religion - 
Christianity - is incorporated by the 
Roman empire. Those persecuted 
by Nero became persecutors with 
Constantine. Pagans and all manner 
of dissident Christians were tortured 
and put to death on a huge scale. 

Obviously, communists are not 
calling for Christianity or the Bible to 
be banned - nor for the New Testament 
to be removed from bookshelves or 
re-edited to make it more palatable 
for modern anti-racist tastes. Nor do 
we want to remove statues and images 
of a pale-skinned Jesus. We are just 
saying that the New Testament is anti-
Semitic and therefore Christianity is 
institutionally anti-Semitic l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. breitbart.com/europe/2020/06/27/archbishop-
of-canterbury-urges-us-to-rethink-white-jesus.
2. edition.cnn.com/2002/TECH/science/12/25/
face.jesus/index.html.

One thing is almost for sure: he was not blond and blue-eyed
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Get to your posts!
The new CPGB emerged 

from its unity convention 
over July 31-August 1 1920 

“warlike from head to foot”.1 It 
immediately plunged into the 
crucial international battle to 
counter British imperialism’s 
determined crusade to destroy the 
Soviet Republic.

A London Hands Off Russia 
committee had been formed on 
the initiative of pro-communist 
shop stewards in January 1919. 
This was quickly joined by other 
committees around the country, 
resulting in a national Hands 
Off Russia committee in the 
autumn. This committee was 
the pinnacle of a mass, militant 
movement. Its leadership brought 
together official representatives 

of substantial unions like the 
boilermakers, railway workers, 
engineers and miners, as well 
as the TUC’s parliamentary 
committee, in the form of AA 
Purcell, a founder-member of the 
CPGB.

There were three vice-presidents 
- Tom Mann (general secretary 
of the Amalgamated Society of 
Engineers), George Peet (secretary 
of the National Shop Stewards and 
Workers Committee Movement) 
and Willie Gallacher of the Clyde 
Workers Committee. All were 
CPGB founding members.

The Hands Off Russia campaign 
had scored a brilliant success 
when, on May 10 1920, it won 
dock and rail workers to block 
the loading of munitions onto the 

Jolly George - a supply ship for 
the counterrevolutionary Polish 
government’s military offensive 
again the new workers’ state.

Two months later, Britain was 
again threatening war, this time 
demanding that the Red Army 
cease all hostilities against Poland. 
The CPGB was born into this 
crucible of counterrevolutionary 
war and mass revolutionary 
struggle. The very first CPGB 
circular to branch secretaries 
(‘Threatened war against Russia’ 
- below) was issued over the 
signatures of Arthur MacManus 
and Albert Inkpin and was swiftly 
followed on August 7 with a call for 
the formation of councils of action. 
This was endorsed two days later 
at the first meeting of the CPGB’s 

Provisional Executive Committee. 
Hundreds of Hands Off Russia 
meetings were convened up and 
down the country; many passed 
resolutions in line with the CPGB’s 
position.

In this febrile atmosphere, 
the Labour Party executive 
and the TUC’s parliamentary 
committee (which included two 
CPGB members) met and agreed 
to confront the government with 
the threat of a general strike. 
To underline that this was no 
empty gesture, it set up a National 
Council of Action.

On August 13, 1,044 
delegates met at Central Hall, 
Westminster. They demanded 
the immediate cessation of all 
British support for Poland 

and any other “efforts against 
the Soviet government”; the 
“withdrawal” of the navy 
blockade; the recognition of 
the Soviet government and the 
“establishment of unrestricted 
trading and commercial 
relationships between 
Great Britain and Russia”. 
Unsurprisingly, CPGB chair 
Arthur MacManus saw in all this 
the potential for insurrectionary 
developments. (See his ‘Towards 
revolution: our policy’ below.)

Faced with mass working class 
pressure, prime minister Lloyd 
George was forced to backtrack. 
War was stopped. An urgently 
needed respite for Soviet Russia 
had been won l

William Sarsfield

Threatened war against Russia
CPGB circular, August 5 1920
There is no need to remind you of the 
importance of saving Soviet Russia 
from the attacks of the capitalist 
governments. For nearly three years 
you have worked loyally and well to 
that end. Your efforts, according to 
their own admission, have paralysed 
the militarists’ attempts to crush our 
Russian comrades, for they realise how 
deeply Hands Off Russia propaganda 
has sunk into the minds of the workers.

But this is a supreme moment for 
action. War - definite, open, bloody war 
- in support of the Polish nationalists, is 
threatened against Russia ... Comrades, 
the government must be told in plain 
terms that the workers will not have 
war against Soviet Russia. It is our 
duty deliberately to advise the workers 
not only to refuse all service for that 
purpose, but to oppose it actively.

The Communist Party, in the first 
days of its existence, must be worthy 
of its mission. Let us rise to the height 
of a great occasion.

Call meetings ... Get in touch with 
organised workers ... and urge them 
immediately to notify the government 
that they will not make nor handle 
munitions, nor volunteer for service, 
nor be pressed into services, but will 
actively oppose, by a general strike, 

the threatened campaign.
Speak boldly and act quickly. 

Neglect nothing. On the shoulders 

of every individual member of the 
Communist Party rests the fate of 
Russia at this critical moment. Let every 

member, therefore, be a missionary 
for the salvation of Russia, lest we be 
branded with infamy of crushing by 

our apathy the first socialist republic, 
and our hopes and ideals at the same 
time l

Towards revolution: our policy
The decision [to form] a Council of 
Action and the granting to this Council 
of “full powers” to organise a general 
strike ... constitute a situation which 
must be examined and judged on its 
merits of revolutionary possibility.

Apart from the actual decision to 
prevent war by a general strike if need 
be, the general course adopted to arrive 
at this decision, and the path pursued, 
contain significant consequences, 
which are at once vital and important.

To decide to strike against war, or 
the threat or war, dismisses once and 
for all any further question as to the 
validity of industrial or direct action 
for political purposes, and relegates 
the bones of that skeleton in Labour’s 
cupboard to the political crematorium.

Again, the granting of power to 
the Council of Action to summon a 
strike immediately, should such be 
necessary, is not only, as JH Thomas 
put it, “a challenge to all constitutional 
institutions”, but - however little he 
may have dreamed it - it is a challenge 
to the constitutionalism of Labour 
itself. The unwarrantable insistence 
of a constitutional ballot before any 
industrial action could be adopted, 
which has in the past been well-nigh 

the strongest weapon in the armoury 
of capitalism, is, let us sincerely hope, 
also a thing of the past.

We must see to it that the working 
class tactics against capitalism in 
future are determined solely by the 
exigencies of the moment, and the 
possibilities of success, and not by any 
stale and crusted formulas which may 
have served labour a hundred years 
ago. The other feature - the challenge 
to capitalist institutions - is the first real 
ringing declaration of war against the 
power of our exploiters and oppressors, 
which has gone up from labours’ ranks.

On this score The Times rightly 
attaches the greatest importance, and 
it is tragically amusing to read that: 
“Any overt attempt to overthrow the 
constitution would be met with a 
firmness on the part of the great bulk 
of the people of this country that would 
bring our magniloquent revolutionaries 
to their senses.” And then to read 
almost immediately following that: 
“Most British citizens know as little of 
the constitution as of the composition 
of the air they breathe.”

Due attention is paid to the 
possibilities thus opened up to 
such a body as the Communist 

Party, and certain of our executive 
recommendations are quoted to show 
that we are alive to such possibilities. 
Well, they will not be disappointed. We 
see in the threatened war with Russia 
not only another military holocaust, 
but a deeply conspired imperialist 
attempt to crush the working class 
Republic of Russia.

Official Labour can rest assured of 
our support in this crisis, because the 
Communist Party is to the Republic 
of Russia flesh of its flesh and bone of 
its bone. We are not to be intimidated 
into a lukewarm support or pacifist 
shelter by the insidious references to 
the conditions in Russia and the policy 
of those whom we seek to support. 
The dictatorship of the proletariat has 
no terrors for us, in that - not being 
blinded by capitalist morality and 
sentiment - we can appreciate realities 
when such confront us, and we do 
know that capitalism will not allow the 
working class of this country to attain 
its economic emancipation unless 
compelled to do so by the organised 
might of that working class. That is 
the dictatorship so much decried - 
particularly by those who today dictate 
for capitalism.

The Communist Party has sent 
out several communications to its 
members, advising them as to policy 
and a general line of action. Its 
executive is apprehensive of all that is 
at stake, and of what is involved in the 
formation of the Councils of Action. 
We have sought for representation ... 
on the Council, but so far our efforts 
have met with a refusal. We intend to 
insist upon such representation - not 
as a successfully absorbed body, but 
as an independent and free unit, with 
equal right to advise and urge both as 
to policy and action. Meantime, our 
members are again strongly advised to 
get on to the local councils, not only 
as representing the local branch, but 
as delegates from their shops, unions, 
committees, etc.

The Councils may be called upon 
to function not only in controlling a 
strike, but constructively in efforts 
to maintain the strike. Any local 
construction must bear the hallmark of 
communism, and only the communists 
can stamp such an imprint. Labour will, 
and must, obviously in the interests of 
its own policy, endeavour to effect a 
consummation to the present decisions 
by the establishment of a Labour 

government. This is in their minds and 
the Councils of Action but the means 
to this end.

We must follow the developments 
very closely, and all the time keep 
strengthening our organisation and 
machinery to ensure that we shall 
be fit and prepared to take the fullest 
advantage of any opportunities which 
may present themselves. Our work 
is not for a political revolution with 
a Labour government, but a social 
revolution with administration by 
soviets or workers’ councils. Your local 
Councils of Action have potentialities 
which should be nourished and 
developed, and in the meantime we 
hope that all members will endeavour 
to act in uniformity with the executive 
policy, and thus ensure the greatest 
margin of success from this impasse.

Get to your posts! Keep there! And 
be prepared to respond to such advice 
as the situation at headquarters may 
warrant the offering. Our watchword 
for the present should be: ‘Be active, 
alert and ready’ l

Arthur MacManus

Notes
1. Trotsky’s evaluation of Leninism in his On Lenin.

Young communists in 1927 celebrate a founding moment
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Global savings glut?
Matthew Klein and Michael Pettis Trade wars are class wars Yale University Press, 2020, pp288, £20

Klein is the economics 
commentator at Barron’s, who 
has previously written for the 

Financial Times, Bloomberg View 
and The Economist, while Michael 
Pettis is professor of finance at Peking 
University’s Guanghua School of 
Management and a senior fellow at the 
Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace.

This book has a provocative title, but 
it is apposite, given the growing global 
rivalry between the US and China, 
with the implementation of trade-tariff 
and technology war. The US is trying 
to curb and reverse the rising share of 
trade and hi-tech production that China 
has been achieving and using to widen 
its influence globally - at the expense 
of an ageing and relatively declining 
US hegemony.

The subtitle of the book is ‘How 
inequality distorts the global economy 
and threatens international peace’. 
Klein and Pettis argue that the origins 
of today’s trade wars emerge from 
decisions made by politicians and 
business leaders in China, Europe 
and the United States over the past 30 
years. Across the world, the rich have 
prospered, while workers can no longer 
afford to buy what they produce, have 
lost their jobs and have been forced 
into higher levels of debt. Rising 
inequality has weakened aggregate 
demand; and a global “savings glut” 
generated by countries like Germany 
and China is creating huge global 
imbalances in demand and supply that 
threaten economic crises, increased 
protectionist rivalry and international 
peace.

The essence of the problem for Klein 
and Pettis is “the greater eagerness of 
producers to sell than of consumers to 
buy”. According to them, this is at the 
heart of the imperialist rivalry globally. 
The authors revert openly and clearly 
to the thesis of John Hobson, the anti-
Semitic, social-reformist writer and 
economist of the early 20th century. 
They update the Hobsonian thesis for 
the 21st century. As Pettis puts it,

Our argument is fairly 
straightforward: trade cost and 
trade conflict in the modern era 
don’t reflect differences in the 
cost of production; what they 
reflect is a difference in savings 
imbalances - primarily driven by 
the distortions in the distribution of 
income. We argue that the reason 
we have trade wars is because we 
have persistent imbalances, and 
the reason we have persistent trade 
imbalances is because, around the 
world, income is distributed in such 
a way that workers and middle 
class households cannot consume 
enough of what they produce.1

Thus, we have a straightforward 
underconsumption theory of crises, 
as presented by Hobson. What is 
added by the authors is the concept 
of a “global savings glut” - or the 
reciprocal of a lack of consumption - 
which generates “global imbalances” 
between those countries running 
systematic trade and income surpluses 
(China, Germany) and those like the 
US, running chronic deficits. This 
imbalance of consumption and saving 
between the major economic powers is 
the essential cause of future crises and 
even wars, according to the authors.

What is missing from this analysis 
is exactly the same as what is missing 
from all underconsumption theories: 
namely, capitalist investment. 
Consumption is not the only category 
of “aggregate demand”: there is also 

investment demand by capitalists. 
Indeed, Marx argued that this was 
the most important factor in driving 
growth of production in a capitalist 
economy - and even Keynes sometimes 
agreed. I have previously shown that 
it is capitalist investment that is the 
‘swing factor’ in booms and slumps 
- a fall in investment leads capitalist 
economies into slumps.2 Consumption 
is a lagging factor, and indeed changes 
in consumption are small during the 
cycle of boom and slump, compared to 
investment.

Moreover, using International 
Monetary Fund/World Bank data, if we 
look at investment rates (as measured 
by total investment compared to 
gross domestic product), we find that 
in the last 10 years total investment 
(government, housing and business) to 
GDP in the major economies has been 
weak: indeed in 2019 total investment 
to GDP was still lower than in 2007. 
In other words, even the low real GDP 
growth rate in the major economies in 
the last 10 years has not been matched 
by total investment growth. And, if 
you strip out government and housing, 
business investment has performed 
even worse.

The national savings ratio of the 
advanced capitalist economies in 2019 
is no higher than in 2007, while the 
investment ratio has fallen 7%. There 
has been an investment dearth, not a 
savings glut.3 In my view, this is not the 
result of a lack of aggregate demand 
caused by rising inequality and the 
inability of workers to buy back their 
own production. It is the result of 
the declining profitability of capital 
in the major capitalist economies, 
forcing companies to look overseas 
to invest, where profitability is higher 
(the investment ratio in emerging 
economies is up 10% in the last 10 
years - something Klein and Pettis do 
not note). As usual with Keynesian 
and post-Keynesian analyses, the 
movement of profit and profitability is 
ignored.

Inequality
Klein and Pettis like to refer to the 
work of Atif Mian and Amir Sufi, 
who emphasise rising inequality from 
the 1980s - a shift in income from 
the poorer to the top 1%, leading to a 
rise in household debt and a “savings 
glut”. But the latter do not explain 
why there was rising inequality and 
they ignore the rise in corporate debt, 
which is surely more relevant to 
capital accumulation and the capitalist 

economy.
Household debt rose because of 

mortgage lending at cheaper rates, 
but, in my view, that was the result 
of a change in the nature of capitalist 
accumulation from the 1980s, not the 
cause.4 Actually, in The saving glut of 
the rich and the rise in household debt, 
Mian and Sufi hint at this. They note 
that the rise in inequality from the early 
1980s “reflected shifts in technology 
and globalisation that began in the 
1980s”. Exactly. What happened in 
the early 1980s? The profitability 
of productive capital had reached 
a new low in most major capitalist 
economies - the evidence for this is 
overwhelming.5

If we are measuring ‘aggregate 
demand’ by consumption globally, 
there has been no decline: on the 
contrary, household consumption as 
a share of GDP rose to new highs in 
the major economies. What ended 
this speculative credit boom was the 
downturn in the profitability of capital 
from the end of the 1990s, leading 
to the mild ‘hi-tech’ bubble burst of 
2001 and eventually to the financial 
crash and great recession of 2008. A 
“savings glut” is really one side of an 
‘investment dearth’. Low profitability 
in productive assets became a debt-
fuelled speculative bubble in fictitious 
assets.

Crises are not the result of an 
“indebted demand” deficit, but are 
caused by a ‘profitability deficit’. The 
“class war”. which Klein and Pettis 
argue is the cause of trade wars, is 
related to the exploitation of labour by 
capital for higher profitability, not a 
lack of domestic consumption caused 
by low wages.

Klein and Pettis follow John Hobson 
in his argument that imperialism (or 
trade wars for our authors) was the 
result of capital being forced to seek 
new markets overseas because of the 
lack of consumption demand at home. 
According to Pettis,

It’s interesting to go back to Hobson. 
He argued that the reason England 
and other European countries 
exported capital abroad was not 
military adventurism, but income 
inequality. You had incredibly 
high savings, because much of the 
income was concentrated among 
the wealthy, and so England had to 
export those excess savings and the 
accompanying excess production. 
Imperialism enabled it to lock in 
markets for both of those exports. 

Hobson’s prescription was that 
increasing the wages of English 
workers such that they’re able to 
consume what they produce would 
make imperialism unnecessary - and 
this is where I see the connection to 
today.6

This is what Hobson reckoned for the 
late 19th century, when the UK was 
the leading imperialist power. But 
the evidence does not back this up. 
The great economist, J Arthur Lewis, 
summed up the driver behind Britain’s 
imperialist ambitions in the late 19th 
century:

In the low level of profits in the 
last quarter of the century we have 
an explanation which is powerful 
enough to explain the retardation 
of industrial growth in the 1880s 
and 1890s … we have here also, in 
low domestic profits, the solution to 
the great mystery of British foreign 
investment: namely why Britain 
poured so much capital overseas … 
home industry was so unprofitable 
in the 1880s through the squeeze on 
profits between wages and prices.

Lewis shows that during the long 
depression nominal wages fell, but, as 
prices fell more, real wages stayed up 
at the expense of profits.7

As the Marxist economist of the 
1920s, Henryk Grossman, said of 
Hobson’s thesis, “It is not enough to 
account for capital export in terms 
of the lack of profitable investment 
opportunities at home, as the liberal 
economist and pioneering critic of 
imperialism, John Hobson, put it”.8 He 
went on to ask why, in that case,

... are profitable investments not to 
be found at home? ... The fact of 
capital export is as old as modern 
capitalism itself. The scientific 
task consists in explaining this fact, 
hence in demonstrating the role it 
plays in the mechanism of capitalist 
production.

It is the race for higher rates of profit 
that is the motive power of world 
capitalism. Foreign trade can yield a 
surplus profit for the advanced country.

From about the 1980s onwards, 
the rate of profit in the major 
economies reached new lows, so the 
leading capitalist states again looked 
to counteract Marx’s law through 
renewed capital flows into countries 
which had massive potential reserves 

of labour that would be submissive 
and accept ‘super-exploiting’ wages. 
World trade barriers were lowered, 
restrictions on cross-border capital 
flows were reduced and multinational 
corporations moved capital at will 
within their corporate accounts. 
This explains the policies of the 
major imperialist states at home (an 
intensified attack on the working 
class) and abroad (a drive to transform 
foreign states into tributaries).

A recent paper by two economists at 
the US Federal Reserve, Joseph Gruber 
and Steven Kamin, shows a widening 
gap between corporate savings (or 
profits) and corporate investment in 
most of the major economies.9 But 
Gruber and Kamin demonstrate that 
this was because rates of corporate 
investment “had fallen below levels 
that would have been predicted by 
models estimated in earlier years”. 
With the exception of Japan, since 
1998 corporate savings to GDP have 
been broadly flat. So the gap between 
savings and investment cannot have 
been caused by rising savings. There is 
not too much profit (surplus savings), 
but too little investment. The capitalist 
sector has reduced its investment 
relative to GDP since the late 1990s 
and particularly after the end of the 
great recession.

As profitability fell, investment 
declined and growth had to be boosted 
by an expansion of fictitious capital 
(credit or debt) to drive consumption 
and unproductive financial and 
property speculation. The reason for 
the great recession and the subsequent 
weak recovery was not a lack of 
consumption or a savings “glut”, but a 
collapse in investment.

Trade war
Klein and Pettis go on to argue that 
policies of investment for export by 
countries like China and Germany 
create “global imbalances” that 
encourage dangerous trade wars. 
According to the authors, some 
capitalist economies are “saving” 
too much: ie, not investing at home 
enough to use up savings and so 
export abroad, thus running up big 
trade surpluses. Others are forced to 
absorb these surpluses with excessive 
consumption and run large current-
account deficits. And so we have trade 
wars, as governments like Trump’s try 
to reverse this trend.

Klein and Pettis are saying that 
these imbalances are caused by the 
decisions of governments like China 
and Germany that seek to suppress 
wages and consumption (the “class 
war”) in order to boost investment 
and export surplus savings. As Adam 
Tooze, the radical historian, put it, 
the authors “divide the world into 
the surplus generators and the deficit 
countries. The strong causal claim is 
that imbalances are largely the result of 
social-structural change in the surplus 
countries.”10

Pettis admits that China’s 
investment-driven and export-led 
policy was “not necessarily a bad 
thing”:

After five decades of anti-Japanese 
war, civil war and Maoism, 
China was hugely underinvested. 
By constraining the ability of 
households to consume a significant 
share of what they produced, the 
government effectively forced up 
the savings rate and channelled 
all of those savings into a massive 
investment programme. China 
had the highest investment growth 
rate in history, and the highest 

China: workshop of the world



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.

The Weekly Worker is licensed by 
November Publications under a Creative 
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial  

4.0 International Licence: 
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

legalcode. ISSN 1351-0150. 

weekly
worker 1306 July 2 2020 11

Notes
1. phenomenalworld.org/interviews/trade-wars-
are-class-wars.
2. See thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2016/02/19/investment-investment-
investment.
3. See bis.org/review/r161109d.pdf.
4. thenextrecession.wordpress.com/2014/03/11/is-
inequality-the-cause-of-capitalist-crises.
5. See World in crisis (Chicago 2018),co-edited by 
Guglielmo Carchedi and myself.
6. phenomenalworld.org/interviews/trade-wars-
are-class-wars.
7. See my book, The long depression (Chicago 
2016).
8. marxists.org/archive/grossman/1929/
breakdown/ch03.htm.
9. See thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2015/11/18/savings-glut-or-investment-
dearth/gruber-corporate-profits-and-saving.
10. phenomenalworld.org/interviews/trade-wars-
are-class-wars.
11. Ibid.
12. xinhuanet.com/english/2019-
10/29/c_138512771.htm.
13. ft.com/content/f3ee37e0-b086-11ea-a4b6-
31f1eedf762e.
14. thenextrecession.wordpress.com/2013/09/22/
german-capitalism-a-success-story.
15. ft.com/content/f3ee37e0-b086-11ea-a4b6-
31f1eedf762e.
16. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2019/01/01/20-years-of-the-euro-part-one-
has-it-been-a-success.
17. ft.com/content/f3ee37e0-b086-11ea-a4b6-
31f1eedf762e.
18. phenomenalworld.org/interviews/trade-wars-
are-class-wars.
19. ft.com/content/f3ee37e0-b086-11ea-a4b6-
31f1eedf762e.
20. phenomenalworld.org/interviews/trade-wars-
are-class-wars.
21. Ibid.
22. ft.com/content/f3ee37e0-b086-11ea-a4b6-
31f1eedf762e.

investment share of GDP in history. 
As a developing country that 
was significantly underinvested, 
this was exactly what the doctor 
ordered.11

Following a growth model for 
developing countries that concentrates 
on investment (put forward by 
Alexander Gerschenkron for US 
development in the 19th century), the 
authors argue: “It’s a very successful 
growth model, but, once you reach 
the point at which you can no longer 
increase investment at a great pace, 
you are forced to make institutional 
reforms.” However, Klein and Pettis 
reckon:

The problem emerged when the 
Chinese economy could no longer 
absorb new investment productively 
… Once China reached that point, 
consumption was too low to drive 
growth, and it entered into a state of 
excess production.

This is surely nonsense. It is just not 
true that household consumption in 
China is being repressed. Actually, 
personal consumption in China has 
been increasing much faster than fixed 
investment in recent years, even if it is 
starting at a lower base. Consumption 
rose 9% last year, much faster than 
GDP.12

Pettis’s and Klein’s own empirical 
analysis13 reveals that there has been 
a rise in consumption as a share of 
GDP in China in the last 10 years - 
even without recognising that this is 
a probable underestimate of the size 
of household consumption in the stats 
(which exclude many public services 
or the ‘social wage’).

Class war
But, to repeat, it is not a lack of 
consumption that is key to the “class 
war”: it is profitability. In a capitalist 
economy, companies compete with 
each other to raise profitability through 
the introduction of new technologies. 
There is an inherent contradiction 
under capitalist production between 
a tendency for falling profitability of 
capital alongside rising productivity 
of labour. As capitalists try to raise 
the productivity of labour by shedding 
labour through technology - and so 
lowering labour costs and increasing 
profits and market share - the 
overall profitability of investment 
and production begins to fall. Then 
investment collapses and productivity 
stagnates. I would argue that the recent 
drop in the investment share of GDP in 
China is due to the falling profitability 
of the capitalist sector of the Chinese 
economy.

Klein and Pettis seem to be on 
stronger ground in their second case 
study of an excess-saving surplus 
economy: Germany. They argue that 
German politicians after the unification 
in the 1990s did not want to subsidise 
the real incomes of those from the 
east, as it would damage profitability. 
So they introduced (under a social 
democrat government) the Hartz 
reforms, which successfully repressed 
real wages and boosted profits. This 
is something I have previously noted 
myself,14 and Klein and Pettis confirm 
that story.

But surely here we are also 
validating the real class war involved: 
namely between capital and labour 
over profits and wages; not, as Klein 
and Pettis see it, the “class war” 
through restricted consumption. Their 
idea is:

... the excess savings of Germany 
and several other smaller European 
countries (such as the Netherlands) 
were offset by unsustainable credit 
and spending booms in countries 
such as Greece, Ireland and, above 
all, Spain. The global financial 
crisis ended that. Since then the 
entire euro zone has moved into 
a globally destabilising current-

account surplus, in a damaging 
attempt to turn the second-largest 
economy in the world into a bigger 
Germany in the midst of a global 
savings glut.15

But any proper analysis of the euro 
imbalances will find that it was not a 
result of Germany needing to export 
its “excess savings”, but the result of 
Germany’s more superior technology 
and productivity,16 enabling it to 
expand exports throughout the 
European Union at the expense of its 
other weaker member-states. In my 
view, global imbalances in trade and 
capital are the result of the higher 
productivity and technology base of 
the major companies in the ‘winning’ 
economies, leading to a transfer of 
profits to the strong from the weak. It 
is not a transfer of excess savings to 
excess consumption across borders, 
but the transfer of value and surplus 
value from the weaker capitalist 
economies to the stronger. Indeed, that 
is precisely the nature of imperialism: 
the unequal exchange of value, not a 
savings-consumption imbalance.

To show this in relation to the Klein-
Pettis thesis, I decided to take closer 
look at savings-investment imbalances. 
Over the last 30 years, China’s savings 
rate rose 25.8%, but its investment rate 
rose more - by 26.8%. So no savings 
glut there - at least over the long term. 
Indeed, in the global boom period of 
the 1990s, China’s investment rate rose 
much faster than its savings rate. There 
were no large surpluses on the current 
account. Only in the short period of 
2002-07 did China run a large net 
savings surplus. In my view, this was 
because investment and production 
were switched sharply into exports, 
as China took advantage of its cost 
superiority on its entry into the WTO.

In the case of Germany, in the boom 
decade of the 1990s the savings rate 
fell, along with the investment rate, 
as West Germany absorbed the East. 
Indeed, the investment rate was higher 
in the 1990s and Germany ran current-
account deficits. The big rise in net 
savings took place after 2002, with the 
start of the euro and the Hartz reforms. 
Germany’s investment rate rose, but 
not as much as the saving rate, as 
Germany ran big surpluses with other 
euro zone countries.

In the case of the US, between 2002 
and 2018 the savings rate actually rose 
by 1%. It was the investment rate that 
fell by 3.2%. Indeed, in the period 
since the 2008 great recession, the US 
savings rate has risen 21.3%, while that 
of investment has fallen 0.5%. Again, 
the so-called “savings glut” thesis has 
only some purchase in the short period 
of 2002-07. Then Germany and China 
savings rates rose 25%-30%, while 
the US rate fell 4.2%. But otherwise 
in the 21st century, the “savings glut” 
imbalance is a myth.

China’s net savings rate (current 
account surplus as a percentage of 
GDP) is now no higher than in the 
late 1990s. It is true that Germany’s 
has risen significantly, but the US 
savings deficit is no higher than at 
the beginning of the century - so it 
is no victim of these excess-savings 
economies. The Klein-Pettis thesis 
is limited in validity to a short time 
period and is really old hat now.

Klein and Pettis argue:

The rest of the world’s unwillingness 
to spend - which in turn was 
attributable to the class wars in the 
major surplus economies and desire 
for self-insurance after the Asian 
crisis - was the underlying cause 
of both America’s debt bubble and 
America’s deindustrialisation.17

But this is historically inaccurate. 
Since the 1970s, the US had been 
losing market share in manufacturing 
and trade and running current account 
deficits, not just after the Asian 
crisis. The cause of this decline is 
down to the relative weakness of US 

productivity growth, not Asian excess 
savings. Moreover, US manufacturing 
companies had shifted their production 
abroad during the 1980s.

And yet Klein and Pettis want to 
position the US as a victim of Asian 
and German economic policy. As 
Adam Tooze says,

One could read this as an apology 
for the protectionist turn of 
American politics in recent 
decades. You are showing that there 
is, in fact, a hidden macroeconomic 
rationale to the desire of American 
policymakers to ward off other 
people’s imbalances.18

But, rather than a victim of excess 
savings economies, the US, as the 
hegemonic imperialist power, gains 
extra value from trade and capital 
flows; tribute from mainly the 
peripheral economies of the global 
south (including China); and even 
to some extent from the likes of 
Germany. The US is not the victim, 
and China and Germany are not 
perpetrators of crises. Instead, the 
victim is labour everywhere and the 
perpetrator is capital everywhere. Both 
American and German workers are 
being exploited by capital and that is 
the basis of the class war; meanwhile, 
the distribution and sharing by capital 
of surplus value is the basis of the trade 
war.

Klein and Pettis argue that “America 
doesn’t control its current account; 
it doesn’t control its net overall 
macroeconomic savings balance.” 
That is true. But it does not need to. 
On the contrary, as an increasingly 
rentier economy, it can extract ‘rent’ 
or surplus value from other, more 
productive economies through both its 
external current and capital accounts. 
And it can do so better than, say, the 
UK, because it is still the hegemonic 
power that controls the international 
reserve currency, the dollar; and it has 
the financial firepower and military 
might. It is the Roman empire of the 
21st century - in its declining stage, but 
not yet collapsed.

The Klein-Pettis thesis leads to the 
conclusion that wages are too high for 
capital:

In the current environment, the 
argument against increasing wages 
is too strong: higher wages reduce 
competitiveness and cause the 
benefits of higher wages to flow 
abroad. If you pay your workers 
more, consumers in your country 
will consume from abroad, because 
prices have to rise. If you believe 
that the problem is a sort of massive 
beggar-thy-neighbour problem - 
in which every country improves 
its relative position by putting 
downward pressure on wages, either 
directly like Germany did under the 
Hartz reforms, or indirectly through 
weak currencies and subsidies - then 
it’s very difficult to raise wages.19

Yes, but that is capitalism: “In fact, you 
get a situation in which each country 
benefits by lowering wages,” they say. 
Exactly, because this boosts profits.

Profitability
Of course, Klein and Pettis argue 
that low wages cause crises, given 
their underconsumption theory. If 
so, what is the answer to low wages? 
Pettis states: “In order to address the 
problem of wages, we have to prevent 
the unfettered flow of capital. We need 
some sort of protection. But, rather 
than trade protection, I would argue 
that we need to impede capital flows.”20 
And the US needs to invest more.

So we must try and make US 
capitalists invest more by restricting 
the flow of foreign savings into the 
economy with capital controls. But 
will US companies raise investment, 
while profitability remains low? Of 
course, for our authors profitability is 
irrelevant: what matters is reducing 

‘excess consumption’ in the case of 
the US.

For Klein and Pettis, this is the 
solution to crises. As Klein puts it in 
explaining where Lenin’s theory of 
imperialism differs from Hobson’s,

Lenin’s understanding of Hobson 
was that capitalism inevitably 
leads to imperialism, which 
generates conflict among the 
capitalist powers. But that wasn’t 
Hobson’s actual argument. He 
argued that there are problems 
in the distribution of income 
and purchasing power within 
the major European capitalist 
countries, and that this explains 
imperialism. That’s an important 
difference. Hobson’s interpretation 
was that there are middle courses 
between overthrowing the entire 
system and tolerating exploitative 
international relationships, and we 
agree. We don’t argue that we’re in 
an inevitable crisis of capitalism, 
but rather that the problems we 
face can be solved using the 
kinds of redistributional tools that 
policymakers have used in the 
past.21

For Klein and Pettis, there is nothing 
wrong with the capitalist mode of 
production and investment for profit: 
it is just the imbalances of savings 
and consumption they generate that is 
the problem. Boost wages and reduce 
inequality and all will be well, as 
the global imbalances disappear and 
aggregate demand rises. They declare:

Trade war is often presented as a 
war between countries. It is not: it is 
a conflict mainly between bankers 
and owners of financial assets on 
one side and ordinary households 
on the other - between the very rich 
and everyone else.22

For them, the class war is between 
“bankers” and “households”, not 
capital and labour. And the coming 
imperialist trade wars are between 
excess savers and excess consumers, 
not between rival imperialist powers 
over the share of profits extracted from 
labour globally.

Which is the more accurate 
explanation of class and trade wars: 
that of Klein-Pettis and Hobson or the 
Marxist one? l

Michael Roberts

Michael Roberts blogs at  
thenextrecession.wordpress.com
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Next supreme leader
Yassamine Mather explains why attempts to ‘root out corruption’ are not taken seriously

This week, as the world awaited 
Israel’s possible annexation of 
Palestinian territories, Iran’s 

Islamic Republic remained relatively 
quiet about the subject. In fact in recent 
weeks even ‘moderate’ Arab states, 
such as Kuwait and Jordan, have been 
vocal in expressing strong opposition 
to this dangerous possible move. 

But there are good reasons for Iran’s 
reticence. The country is in the midst 
of yet another major crisis: an ailing 
dictator trying to ensure his successor; 
an economic situation bordering on 
total collapse, thanks to sanctions, 
as well as corruption and economic 
mismanagement; the second wave of 
a pandemic is taking a terrible toll; not 
to forget the damaging consequences 
of a number of high-profile trials 
involving senior members of the clergy 
or their immediate relatives, who held 
or currently hold top positions in the 
government or the judiciary. They 
face accusations of multi-billion dollar 
corruption.

In addition, news has recently been 
dominated by the suicide/murder of a 
former judge and cleric, Gholamreza 
Mansouri, in Bucharest. Reports 
about his death appear alongside 
pictures of the luxury apartments 
and villas associated with a pending 
trial, where there were allegations of 
his involvement with other corrupt 
senior clerics and non-clerics, all with 
connections to one or another of the 
many factions of the Islamic Republic.

Ironically, on many news websites 
there are also photos of sugar workers 
and miners complaining of their 
families’ hunger - a direct result of non-
payment of their wages - together with 
protests against privatisation. The irony 
lies in the fact that the supreme leader, 
Ali Khamenei, appears to be under the 
illusion that he presides over a ‘post-
revolutionary’ government - one that 
came to power promising ‘equality’.

In all this mess, the highlight of 
the week was Khamenei’s defence 
of the current and former heads of 
the country’s judiciary: ayatollahs 
Ebrahim Raisi and Amoli Larijani. For 
many years Iranians have been aware 
of allegations of major corruption 
amongst senior figures in the judiciary. 
However, the arrest of Larijani’s former 
deputy, Akbar Tabari, in July 2019, for 
financial misdeeds, alongside a major 
financial corruption trial involving 
a number of senior judges accused 
of embezzlement and bribery in 
recent weeks, has led to widespread 
dissatisfaction amongst ordinary 
Iranians.

One of the co-defendants in the 
Tabari case was the now deceased 
Gholamreza Mansouri, who had been 
notorious for handing down long jail 
sentences to labour activists, journalists 
and political opponents of the regime. 
In recent years he had been in charge of 
investigating torture in Iranian prisons 
- although there were allegations that 
he himself had been responsible for 
such torture of the regime’s political 
opponents. With the trial looming, 
Mansouri left Iran - the authorities 
accusing him of absconding with half a 
million euros. He initially claimed to be 
in Germany for medical treatment, but 

just after the start of the Tabari trial last 
month he appeared in Bucharest.

There are reports that he visited 
the Iranian embassy - possibly in an 
attempt to negotiate a deal to allow his 
return to Iran. If that was the case, there 
was certainly no deal, as the Iranian 
authorities asked Interpol to help with 
his extradition. As a result, Mansouri 
was arrested. He was due to appear in a 
court hearing regarding his extradition 
on July 10, but on June 19 his body 
was found on the ground outside the 
Duke Hotel in Bucharest. Apparently 
he had fallen six storeys. The initial 
investigation suggested suicide, but 

since then doubts have arisen. There 
are reports that there was a packed 
suitcase in his room, suggesting that he 
was preparing to flee.

Hadi Shirzad, who heads Iran’s 
international police department, 
said last week that according to 
information supplied by Interpol, 
Mansouri had jumped out of his hotel 
window. Opponents of the regime 
see similarities with the death of 
Saeed Emami, an intelligence officer 
of the ministry of information who 
was accused of masterminding a 
series of political murders in Iran. He 
too allegedly committed suicide, in 

Tehran’s Evin prison, while awaiting 
trial in 1999. Sections of the Iranian 
press suggested at the time that Emami 
had been silenced to prevent him 
implicating other intelligence officers. 
The allegation regarding Mansouri 
is that he was killed to prevent him 
exposing accomplices in corruption 
scandals engulfing high-ranking 
government and judicial officials.

Loyalty test
Irrespective of whether the allegations 
are true, no-one can doubt the 
willingness of Khamenei to forgive 
those accused of major corruption - 

as long as they remain loyal to him, 
of course. A very good example is 
Mohammad Bagher Ghalibaf, who 
with the opening of the new majles 
(Iran’s Islamic parliament) is the new 
speaker. Ghalibaf always likes to 
emphasise his military and political 
credentials - as a trained pilot, former 
mayor of Tehran, national police 
chief and head of the national anti-
trafficking headquarters. However, 
most Iranians remember the various 
corruption and embezzlement 
allegations made against him. In 2018 
the majles dealt with a motion calling 
for an investigation of his time as 
mayor of Tehran, when he allegedly 
granted close associates more than 
$500 million worth of real estate in 
the capital’s affluent suburbs at cut-
rate prices. The parliamentary motion 
was dropped under pressure from 
conservative MPs.

The US journal Foreign Policy 
was quick to capitalise on Ghalibaf’s 
appointment as speaker of the majles. 
In an article headed ‘Corruption is a 
job qualification in today’s Iran’, we 
find this claim: “Iran’s new speaker of 
parliament is widely known for being a 
crook - but a loyal one.”1

However, Khamenei’s support for 
well known corrupt officials follows 
its own logic. The collapse of the Iran 
nuclear deal, the Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action, and the imposition 
of harsh new sanctions by the United 
States coincide with a time when Iran 
is facing military setbacks in Syria 
and losing political allies in Iraq. The 
new situation has paved the way for 
the ascendancy of a new hard-line 
rightwing leadership within the regime. 
The era of ‘Islamic reformism’ is 
coming to an end.

Ebrahim Raisi - a cleric and judge 
notorious for his involvement in the 
mass murder of political prisoners 
in the late 1980s - is the new head of 
the judiciary. Raisi, who fought and 
lost the presidential elections of 2017, 
is said to be Khamenei’s favourite to 
become the next vali faghih (supreme 
leader). Raisi’s anti-corruption drive - 
a process that started with the sacking 
and then arrest of Akbar Tabari, former 
deputy head of the judiciary - is linked 
to his attempts at eliminating rivals to 
succeed Khamenei.

No wonder this latest attempt 
to ‘root out corruption’ is not taken 
seriously by most Iranians l

Did he jump 
or was he 
pushed?

Notes
1. foreignpolicy.com/2020/06/26/corruption-is-a-
job-qualification-in-todays-iran.

Gholamreza Mansouri: corrupt? Well, there’s a surprise


