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LETTERS

Letters may have been
shortened because of
space. Some names
may have been changed

BRS transition

Mike Macnair’s response article,
‘Minimum  programme  again’
(June 27), was quite hard to follow.
Trying to engage in the eclectic mix
of argumentation, completely false
assertions, distracting, meandering
and irrelevant subject matter, etc is
a bit like trying to juggle jellyfish
with very slippery hands. If this is an
example of a legal brain in action, no
wonder it is one of the least regarded
of professions.

Mike’s critique of Britain 5 road to
socialism embarrassingly falls flat on
its face at the first hurdle. He asserts
its “immediate demands” are all
about “economic issues” and ignore
“constitutional” or “democratic”
questions. Absolutely false.
Chapter 5 is headed ‘Alternative
economic and political strategy’
and states the aim is to develop
a comprehensive class struggle,
including “on three main distinct, but
interconnected, fronts: the economic,
the political and the ideological and
cultural” (my emphases).

This chapter sets out a whole
set of political and democratic
demands - alongside (of course)
economic, social and cultural - so
how Mike can assert the programme
is “economistic” is beyond me. As
Jack Conrad put it - referring to the
immediate demands in his Draft
programme (although I argue that
they hold equally for those in BRS,
and I quote not to cause mischief,
but simply because I agree with him
and like the wording) - these are “the
economic, social and democratic
measures that are needed if the
peoples of Britain are to live a full and
decent life”. I also agree it is likely
these “demands can only securely,
genuinely, comprehensively be
realised by way of revolution”
(‘Programme makers’ June 13).

In BRS, immediate demands
proceed from the real needs of the
working class in the here and now.
They are explicitly not limited by
what capitalism says it can afford
or are achievable, and in their
individual - but, more importantly, in
their comprehensive, interconnected
and joined-up - nature, point to the
ultimate need for the working class
to take state power for itself and to
establish socialism.

Just as it would be wrong to
ignore or downplay political and
constitutional questions, especially
the question of working class
rule, it would be equally wrong to
ignore or downplay those economic
issues which are immediately about
working class living standards, as
Mike appears to do, in favour of
the former. A/l these demands are
about creating the economic, social
and political space and capacity for
the working class to develop and
exercise its leading and independent
role in society.

BRS argues that the fight for the
adoption of such a comprehensive,
alternative political and economic
strategy will help develop a mass
democratic movement, based on
the working class (and alliances
with wider strata of the working
population), which is determined to
impose its interests and leading role
on society, in place of those of the
capitalist class.

If this were to produce a ‘left
government’ - ie, a government based
on the interests of the working class
- including via a general election, the
implementation of such a programme
would require major inroads into
the wealth and power (so economic

and political) of the capitalist class.
This in turn would result in a major
intensification and sharpening of
comprehensive class struggle, which
we would hope to resolve through
the complete overthrow of the rule of
the capitalist class, to be replaced by
the political and economic rule of the
working class: ie, socialism.

So, yes, it is entirely appropriate
to use the term ‘socialist’ to describe
this “overthrow of the rule of the
capitalist class” - not because it
introduces “instant socialism” as
per the Socialist Party of Great
Britain, or is “economistic”, (or even
Bakuninist! A most weird conjecture
by MM), but precisely because it has
the aspiration of establishing full
socialism and then full communism.
Establishing the political and state
power of the working class must
come before the establishment of
socialism proper. Clear enough,
Mike?

Yes, ‘the day after’ such a socialist
revolution, we would still have
capitalism, but the new working class
state would proceed immediately
to expropriate the big capitalists
and start to establish socialism in
the economy and thereby in wider
society. There is no reason or
expectation that any such socialist
revolution would be confined to just
one of the advanced capitalist states
- there is every reason to expect (and
hope), given capitalism, imperialism
and the working class all being
international, socialist revolution
would break out across a number of
countries (perhaps even a continent)
in the first instance.

But communists in Britain “must,
of course, first of all settle matters
with [our] own bourgeoisie” (Marx’s
Manifesto of the Communist Party,
1848). This is not to advocate
“socialism in one country”’, but
simply that communists in Britain
(or in any country) are responsible
for the development of revolutionary
consciousness and the socialist
revolution in their own countries.

Mike claims 1 argue “for a
transitional phase of socialism
beyond the phase of working class
rule, but before communism” - but
Jack Conrad, talking of his Draft
programme (which Mike is supposed
to “accept”), refers “to the epoch of
the transition from capitalism, by
way of socialism, to communism”
— which is what exactly I did in my
letter of June 20.

Socialism can be clearly defined
as the period from the point of
the establishment of the working
class state power - the political
and economic rule of the working
class - to the point of true global
communism, in which all vestiges
of the former capitalism, including
states, classes themselves, means of
government, money, markets, etc,
have disappeared.

‘Full or developed socialism’
would be the later stage of this,
where a large number of countries
have been socialist for a while, the
material, social and cultural needs
of working people are increasingly
met and satisfied, but material
incentives and rewards are still
required to encourage socially useful
and productive work. The (working
class) state apparatus would still be
required to ‘hold down’ the former
overthrown classes, and to defend the
socialist countries against those of
existing capitalism and imperialism.
The USSR of the 1960s was clearly
a far more advanced, complex and
sophisticated society than that of the
1930s, for example.

Rather than see socialism as a
“transition” between capitalism and
communism, I would see it more
as a series of processes and stages,
in which the building blocks and

main elements of the new socialist/
communist society are consciously
built up by the working class over
time - socialist and communist
consciousness as much as the
material forces of production. There
are no ‘Chinese walls’ between
the stages of socialism and of
communism.

It will take #ime for socialist
revolutions to spread around the
globe, time to reorganise and develop
socially useful production to meet
the real needs of the people, time to
develop and implement an effective
economic mechanism for socialist
democratic economic planning, time
for the overthrown classes to lose
their hostility, desire and capacity for
capitalist restoration, and time for full
communist consciousness to develop
throughout the whole working
population, for people to work freely
to produce socially necessary goods
and services.

Obviously, the quicker all this
happens, the better, but we can’t
guarantee it will be achieved rapidly:
it might take generations.

Andrew Northall
Kettering

BRS first

Mike Macnair claims that Britain'’s
road to socialism is an “‘economic
issues first” programme, comparing
it to the Trotskyist transitional
programme, Bakunin’s opposition
to  ‘political  revolution’” and
Possibilism. This critique, honestly,
does not make much sense, since
BRS has a significant amount of
distinctly political (ie, relating to the
constitution, media, etc, rather than
economic policies or social reforms)
demands and policies.

Section 5 lists the details
of a programme for a socialist
government. It starts by detailing
how the class struggle that intensifies
once a leftwing government is
elected has three components: the
economic, political and ideological.
The section then continues by listing
the various policies of the Left wing
programme that are directly political.
For example,

B “The institutions of state and their
top officials mustbe made answerable
to elected representatives, who in
turn must be fully accountable to the

people.”
M “Measures to  restore  the
democratic and civil liberties

abolished or eroded by Conservative
and Labour governments since 1979,
especially those relating to assembly,
demonstration and detention without
charge ... This would also mean
repealing the anti-trade union laws,
so that trade unionists are free to
govern their own organisations and
decide their own policies.”

B “So that Britain’s parliaments and
assemblies more closely represent
the preferences of the electors,
they should be elected by single
transferable vote in multi-member
constituencies.”

B “Greater diversity of sources and
views, a statutory right of reply and
an end to the use of injunctions
and libel laws by the wealthy and
powerful would hugely expand
media freedom in Britain.”

B “The House of Lords should be
abolished and the Church of England
disestablished as the official state
church. Wherever possible, powers
repatriated from the EU and its
institutions should be devolved to
democratically elected national,
regional and local bodies.”

B “National parliaments in Scotland,
Wales and England, together with
English regional assemblies, should
be elected [by single transferable
vote within multi-member
constituencies], with powers to raise
revenue and specifically to advance

democratic control through public
ownership, state investment and
public procurement.”

B “A federal upper chamber elected
by the national parliaments and
regional assemblies should have
responsibility for upholding national
and regional rights and revising all
legislation.”

Section 6 (‘“Towards socialism
and communism’), which describes
a “second stage” of the revolutionary
process following the election of a
leftwing government committed to
the Left Wing Programme, details a
further series of political policies,
which include:

B “The police, secret services and
armed forces will have to be made
fully and openly answerable to
elected representatives of the people
at national and British levels. Their
functions and priorities will need to
be reviewed and, in some respects,
altered fundamentally.”

B “The state’s corps of military
reservists would have to be expanded
and linked with large workplaces and
local working-class communities.
The trade union movement could
be involved in its recruitment,
education and administration. Over
time, reflecting the development of
an independent foreign policy based
on peaceful coexistence, the balance
of resources will tilt away from a
full-time selective professional army
towards popular military reservists
with specialised professional units.”

With all of this considered, it’s

rather apparent how Britain s road to
socialism isn’t “economic first” and
that the programme is very much
concerned with the transfer of state
power from the bourgeoisie to the
workers.

Bernardo Creadli

Oxfordshire

Own petard

As much as I admire Eddie Ford,
and read everything he writes with
interest and (often) delight, it seems
to me that he has misstated something
historically important in dealing with
the Farage farrago (‘Nigel’s me too
moment’ July 4).

He writes: “According to
Reform rules, every potential
candidate is asked to declare their
past or present political affiliations
- specifically whether they have
ever been a member of the BNP.
This is reminiscent of The House
UnAmerican Activities Committee
asking people: ‘Are you now or
have you ever been a member of the
Communist Party?’ If you give the
wrong answer, you are out - a sinner
cannot repent in Nigel Farage’s
party.”

The whole point of the question,
‘Are you now or have you ever
been ...°, as put to hundreds of people
called to testify in front of the House
UnAmerican Activities Committee,
was that there was no right answer.
If you said, ‘No, I never was’, you
were confronted by ‘friends’ who
had testified that they saw you at
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meetings or demonstrations. Even
going to a ‘Stop the execution of the
Rosenbergs’ demo was enough to
brand you a ‘fellow traveller’, if not
an actual communist.

If you said, ‘Yes, | was a member,
but I left’, then you were guilty of at
one point having been a communist,
and who on earth would believe you
had changed your spots? Malevolent
trees spread poisonous branches. Of
course, there were those who refused
to answer or, what was worse,
refused to name others, and as a
result lost their jobs and were unable
to work for years. The Hollywood
Ten, amongst others, went to prison.

In Arthur Miller’s The crucible, an
allegory of the HUAC hearings, and
loosely based on the Salem Witch
Trials in 1662-63, the question was:
“Did you consort with the devil?” As
much as you protested that you never
did, the girls’ spectral testimony was
enough to show you were guilty
and everything you owned was
forfeited to the state. Your family
was homeless and penniless. If you
agreed you did consort with the devil
that got you hanged.

One person, Giles Corey, having
watched his wife hanged, was then
himself accused. A simple man,
knowing that he had never consorted
with the devil, realised (too late) that
his wife had been innocent too. So he
refused to plead - that way his land
remained with his family. His death
was not so simple as hanging. He
was laid in a field and huge stones
were heaped on his chest to get him
to plead. It is said that, as they placed
the last stone on him, which crushed
his chest, he was being asked, “Do
you have anything to say?” and his
reply was, “More weight!”

So repentance was  never
allowed in either of the historical
episodes. The difference with the
Farage party was not that Reform
candidate Raymond Saint (is there a
more incongruous name?) was ‘not
allowed to repent’, for example.
It was that he lied by omission. A
response either way might have
brought the same result - but in his
case, he was, as they say, hoist by his
own petard.

Gaby Rubin
London

Interesting

Tony Clark makes some interesting
points (Letters, July 4). However,
I make no apologies for calling for
the legal regulation of all drugs
by the state - a polite term for the
legalisation of drugs. Humans
have taken mind-altering drugs for
thousands of years, and will continue
to do so under communism.

Tony must answer this question
- does he want the supply of drugs
to continue to be under the control
of drug cartels, organised crime and
petty dealers? The result is that the
drug cartels, with their militias, who
control the supply of cocaine, are
destabilising the states of South and
Central America, including Peru,
Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador and
Mexico.

The same goes for the supply
of heroin from countries such as
Afghanistan. The result is that
hundreds of heroin addicts die each
year. The UK has had pilot studies
to give addicts heroin via doctor-led
clinics. This follows the example of
Switzerland, where this model has
led to the eradication of the illegal
heroin market and a big reduction in
the number of new heroin addicts.

As the sacked government
advisor, professor David Nutt, has
said, taking ecstasy is less dangerous
than horse riding. The conclusion
is that ecstasy, along with cocaine,
should be made available via
specially licensed pharmacies.

According to the Office for
National Statistics, the UK market
for cannabis is £10 billion a year,
which currently is in the hands of

organised crime and petty dealers.
Cannabis should be made available
from independent shops. A ten-
percent tax would yield £1 billion
a year to the treasury, which could
then be spent on public services and
a public health campaign aimed at
teenagers. The legal regulation of
all drugs would also allow quality
control and labelling

Tony also makes some interesting
points about the Labour Party
and Labourism. As Carla Roberts
remarked in one of her recent
articles, the defeat of Corbynism
has driven many people on the left
completely mad, leading them to
change from auto-Labourism to
auto-anti-Labourism. 1 am one of
those who have been taught a big
lesson from the defeat of Corbynism:
namely that socialism cannot come
via a Labour government, but only
through a workers’ government led
by a mass communist party.

Dialectically my views on the
Labour Party and Labourism are
in a state of gradual change. I am
currently reading the book, Labour:
a party fit for imperialism, by
Robert Clough, a leading member
of the Revolutionary Communist
Group. The book explains that
the Labour Party and its leaders
have always been supporters of
British imperialism, including in its
opposition to the struggle of Ireland
and India for independence.

I recommend the book to Tony and
all other comrades, as it puts Sir Keir
Starmer’s New Labour government
into historical perspective.

John Smithee
Cambridgeshire

Post-election

Although Labour, as expected,
achieved a ‘landslide’, a lengthy
analysis will no doubt follow about
the legitimacy of its mandate, when
looking at some of the data from the
election results. Labour’s vote share
of around 34% - up just two points
- is one of the lowest vote shares to
win a majority, let alone a landslide.

In a secret ballot, it could never
be proven definitively how many of
the votes were cast for Labour, as
opposed to against the Tories. We
are only able to extrapolate trends or
suggestions from the data. Votes cast
for Keir Starmer personally were
18,884. In 2017 that was 41,343
and in 2019 36,641. Labour secured
12,877,918 votes in 2017 under
Corbyn, followed by 10,269,051
in 2019. Starmer’s Labour secured
9,634,399. Against this we see the
Tories were reduced to a vote share
of 24%, dropping by 20 points. The
Scottish National Party vote also
collapsed in Scotland, losing 35
seats. Extrapolate away!

Despite securing fewer votes than
Corbyn in the previous two elections,
Starmer’s Labour has been allocated
65% of the seats for just a 34% share
of the vote. This must put pressure on
to our already creaking ‘democratic’
system of ‘first part the post’. Reform
UK, aided by the disproportionate
platform and coverage, got 14% of
the vote and were allocated just five
seats, meaning the right will also no
doubt highlight this particular flaw in
FPTP.

Despite securing only five seats,
as opposed to the 13 the exit polls
predicted, Reform will continue to
achieve a disproportionate amount
of coverage, which will allow them
to shape much of the debate (this has
already been happening in much of
the media election coverage). The
Greens, who secured four seats, and
pro-Palestine independents, who
won five, will not receive anywhere
near the coverage Reform will -
another flaw in our ‘democracy’.
Nigel Farage was able to influence
much of the election debate without
the platform of parliament. The day
after he called this the “immigration
election”, Starmer called Sunak “the

most liberal prime minister we’ve
ever had” in relation to immigration.
So we can expect Farage and his
Reform colleagues to be able to shape
future debates in this parliament and
in the media - and no doubt watch
Starmer’s subsequent, reactionary
lurches rightwards.

Most worryingly, when Starmer’s
Labour doesn’t deliver the ‘change’
it has promised (hampered as it is by
the economic system to which we are
all currently enslaved) it will leave
a space that will likely be filled by
‘Faragism’ - either by Reform itself,
a reorganised Tory Party or an ugly
combination of the two. You could
get 9/1 on Farage being the PM to
follow Starmer at the bookies a day
before the election.

I have yet to be convinced that
the situation involving Emmanuel
Macron, the far right and the
stumbling of social democracy in
France currently is not how Labour
and Britain will look in a few years
time. My worry would be that the
‘left’ in Britain would not be able to
organise in time to keep the far right
from winning significant power, like
the comrades may have been able to
do in France.

So the election is over, but, as we
said before, the struggle continues.
At present I don’t think we’re in
a position to comprehensively fill
the void a Starmer government is
likely to leave, unfortunately. So the
task will be to negate the impact of
Faragism as best we can, highlight
the inherent failures of social
democracy, fight for a change to the
voting system, and work to build a
genuine Communist Party able to
intervene in events in the future.
Carl Collins
email

Tolerance

Despite any howls of derision,
accusations of  clinical-calibre
grandiosity or just simple absurdity
it invokes, I’d like to make an
appeal. The sole motivation of the
Weekly Worker is how, without a
unified, consolidated and concretely
internationalist Communist Party,
all of us will remain lost - nothing
much more than dust. My appeal
now follows.

In wvast distinction to any
purported ‘landslide’ towards the
Labour Party, last week’s events
represent nothing more than
ongoing stabilisation of the status
quo. It wasn’t Labour that ‘won’
the election: the capitalist paradigm
took that prize via continuation of
its combined omni-fraud and grand-
scale hoax. Yet again it secured
the perpetuation of delusional
‘investment’ by our UK co-citizens
in terms of any respect either for
personal dignity or common good
on a global dimension. What can
be recognised by all communists
(from within whatever particular
little crevices of our multiple
fragmentation!) is further huge
damage to societal health.

Our 2lst-century communism
notably fails to secure either
primary engagement or subsequent
traction with such health - not just
in a physical sense, but in terms
of spirit and soul. Meanwhile, we
have Nigel Farage, Donald Trump,
Marine Le Pen, Georgia Meloni and
other pre-fascistic eruptions.

Go figure - not in terms of detailed
analyses of data around constituency
voting patterns; nothing along the
lines of that oh so fucking clever
Labour Party deployment of
triangulations within equally clever-
dick analyses of demographics (aka
psephology), etc. No, where surely
21st-century communism must both
immediately and with internally
directed dialecticism ‘go figure’ is
in terms of our unique responsibility
to humankind, to Planet Earth.
Bruno Kretzschmar
Email

ACTION

A good deal for working people?

Friday July 12, 6pm: Eve of gala rally, Elvet Methodist Church,
8 Old Elvet, Durham DH1. Workers’ rights after the election.
Speakers include Andy McDonald MP, Mick Lynch (RMT), Fran
Heathcote (PCS), Matt Wrack (FBU) and Daniel Kebede (NEU).
Organised by The Institute of Employment Rights:
www.facebook.com/events/1381826255833486.

The way forward for the left

Friday July 12, 6.30pm: Online public meeting. Speakers include:
Ian Hodson, Graham Bash, Chris Williamson and Tony Greenstein.
Organised by Socialist Labour Network:
us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/ WN_K7IgyMP5TcKfyPnp-50Y Yw#.

Durham Miners Gala

Saturday July 13, 8am to Spm: Rally and labour movement
festival, The Racecourse, Green Lane, Old Elvet, Durham DHI.
With over 50 brass bands and more than 100 trade union banners.
Organised by Durham Miners Association:
www.facebook.com/events/343419915171132.

Support strikes - for a workers’ manifesto
Saturday July 13, 2pm: Public meeting, Stuart Road Social Club,
Plymouth PL3. Local strike briefings and NSSN conference report.
Organised by Plymouth National Shop Stewards Network:
www.facebook.com/photo/?tbid=2178721615818633.

Disabled people against cuts

Thursday July 18, 12 noon: Protest, music, art, theatre and more.
Parliament Square, London SW1. Disabled people demand a future.
Organised by Disabled People Against Cuts: dpac.uk.net/blog.

Communist Culture Club

Thursday July 18, 7pm: Weekly online meeting. Luke Prodromou
on a Marxist approach to Shakespeare: part one - war and revolution.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance and Why Marx?:
www.whymarx.com/sessions.

Sheffield Transformed

Friday July 19 to Sunday July 21: Festival of leftwing politics,
Sadacca, 48 Wicker, Sheffield S3. Talks, debates, workshops and
culture. Tickets £15 (£8). Organised by Sheffield Transformed:
www.facebook.com/sheftransformed.

Tolpuddle Martyrs festival

Friday July 19 to Sunday July 21: Annual commemoration festival,
Tolpuddle Martyrs Museum, Dorchester Road, Tolpuddle DT2.
Tickets £60. Organised by Tolpuddle Martyrs:
www.tolpuddlemartyrs.org.uk/festival.

Regional big rides for Palestine

Full-day rides supporting charities in Palestine. Registration £15 (£10).
Saturday July 20. Book by Saturday July 13.

Sheffield city centre, 8.30am, circular ride via Rotherham.

Belfast city centre, 8.45am, ride to Crumlin and back.

Liverpool city centre 10am, circular ride around Liverpool.
Saturday August 3. Book by Saturday July 27.

Birmingham city centre, 8.30am, ends at Balsall Heath.
Manchester city centre, 8.45am, urban route through parks.
Newport city centre, 9am, cross the Severn Bridge to end in Bristol.
Saturday August 10. Book by Saturday August 3.

Three routes across London, starting from Kings Cross, Paddington
and Croydon at 8.45am and converging on Mile End.

Organised by The Big Ride for Palestine:
www.thebigride4palestine.com/big-ride-2024.

Introduction to Living Rent

Saturday July 20, 12 noon: New member briefing, Living Rent
Office, 5th Floor, 52 St Enoch Square, Glasgow G1. Living Rent
is Scotland’s tenant and community union. Learn about the history,
vision, structure, campaigns and activities, which include securing
home repairs, stopping evictions and preventing rent increases.
Organised by Living Rent: www.livingrent.org/intro_to_Ir jul24.

Palestine, political crisis and resistance
Sunday July 21, 12 noon to 5.30pm: Post-election conference,
SOAS University of London, 10 Thornhaugh Street, London WC1.
Mainstream politics conceals popular anger at austerity, the cost of
living and government support for Israel’s genocide in Gaza. Where
next for the left after the election? Speakers include Lindsey German
and John Rees. Tickets £15 (£5). Organised by Counterfire:
www.facebook.com/events/999365414976743.

Stop fascist Tommy Robinson in London
Saturday July 27: Counterdemonstration, central London. Details to
follow. Oppose actions of far-right groups led by Tommy Robinson.
Organised by Stand Up to Racism:
www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=805776185000120.

Divest for Palestine conference

Saturday August 10, 10.15am to 4.30pm: Conference, Central Hall
Westminster, Storey’s Gate, London SW1. Discussing the need to
escalate struggles for Palestinian freedom, by breaking links between
British institutions and Israel’s machine of murder and oppression.
Tickets £12 (£6). Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
palestinecampaign.org/events/divest-for-palestine-conference.

Join the fight for a workers’ manifesto

Sunday September 8, 1pm: TUC rally, Old Ship Hotel, 32-38
Kings Road, Brighton BN1. Demand the new government enacts
pro-worker policies. Organised by National Shop Stewards Network:
www.facebook.com/ShopStewardsNetwork.

CPGB wills

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in
your will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.
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A Gaza election?

The low turnout and lack of enthusiasm for Labour could not prevent a Tory bloodbath on July 4
Paul Demarty examines the results, and warns of the right’s hidden strength

general election result were

more or less as predicted by the
polls. The Tories, who won the last
election in high style with a majority
of 80, were immolated, losing more
than 250 seats. Sir Keir Starmer’s
Labour gained 212, giving him a
majority nearly as large as that of
Tony Blair in 1997.

The mood music from Starmer’s
camp is thus, understandably,
triumphant. At the victory presser
he even smiled! But there were not
many smiles from those in blue.
Rishi Sunak tried to be gracious
in defeat, but there was no other
word for the Tory performance
than, precisely, disgrace. He spoke
at the same lectern at which he was
drenched in a summer rainstorm
all those weeks ago - his wife
looking on sadly and silently behind
him, like a ghost noticed in the
background of an old school photo.
He was asked what his legacy was;
he replied that he had got inflation
down to the Bank of England’s
target of two percent. Truly one for
the history books ...

Many Tories, according to
ConservativeHome’s Henry Hill in a
Guardian article, were even relieved
that the result was not qguite as bad as
it had sometimes seemed: “... when
it looked at one point as though [the
party] might return fewer than 70
seats, and there seemed to be the
faint possibility of Sir Ed Davey as
leader of the opposition, the 1997
result minus 20 or so seats suddenly
didn’t look so bad.”

The headlines of the July4

Yet this is still a drubbing of
astonishing proportions - the Tories’
smallest ever share of parliament,
and indeed of the popular vote.
London and Wales are now entirely
denuded of Conservative MPs. Great
streaks of Liberal Democrat orange
are painted over the true-blue shires.
The red wall is, apparently, rebuilt.
Of the seats of all the five Tory prime
ministers of the last 14 years, only
Sunak’s is still standing. Talk of a
‘strange death’, compared to that of
the former Liberal Party, is extremely
premature, but understandable, given
the circumstances. The remaining big
beasts are preparing their leadership
bids; but there is not a great deal left
to lead.

Catalogue of failure

So, above all, the July 4 result is a
rebuke to the Conservative Party
for its near disintegration as a
functioning instrument of state these
last five years. Bloated with cronies
and riven with cliques, and beset
by ‘external’ shocks like Covid and
war in Ukraine, it was functionally
incapable of sticking to a policy
and, in the end, even sticking to a
prime minister. Given the catalogue
of failings of the Johnson years, it is
strange to reflect that he was finally
offloaded in an incomprehensible
scandal involving a gropey whip
by the implausible name of Chris
Pincher. His successor, Liz Truss,
notoriously became the shortest-
lived prime minister in modern
history after she lost a staring contest
with the Bank of England. The
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There was a strong vote for
some pro-Gaza candidates
which depressed the
Labour vote, but for the left
to take solace from that
amounts to self-delusion.
The votes of the organised
left were either marginal or
statistically so small as to
be irrelevant.

The only exception being
George Galloway’s WPB

It was the rise of Reform UK
which crashed the Tories
and gave Sir Keir his
landslide parliamentary
majority

Tories have been 20 points behind
ever since (and Truss, as noted,
deservedly lost her seat, despite
apparently retaining some ambition
to return to the top spot). The worst
that can be said about Sunak is that
he was utterly incapable of fixing
that damage.

While Labour has succeeded in
getting a huge majority, one does
not have to look very closely at all
to reach the conclusion that this has
little enough to do with any positive
enthusiasm for the new government.
Labour won barely a third of the
popular vote on a historically low
turnout - very slightly over a fifth of
eligible electors voted for them all
told, fewer in absolute numbers than
voted Labour in 2019, which (you
will remember) was considered
a total disaster. The mismatch
between popular vote share and
share of seats is anomalous not
just in British history, but in all the
world’s parliamentary systems.

Several things have conspired
to produce what is a grotesquely
undemocratic result. The most
fundamental is the UK electoral
system, which tends to produce
duopolistic competition and freeze
out more radical and reactionary
voices. Secondly, the Labour
leadership’s strategy was to tack as
far to the right as possible, but it is
not clear that this did much more than
alienate certain core constituencies -
particularly against the background
of the Gaza war, which is repellent
to both the progressive left and the
large Muslim populations that have

tended to vote Labour over the
years.

The far left is in too shoddy a state
to take much advantage, but this
discontent found some meaningful
expression both in strong votes for
‘pro-Gaza independents’, on the
one hand, and Greens, on the other.
(A split vote between the two in
Ilford North means we have to put up
with Wes Streeting for another five
miserable years.) Thus the Labour
vote itself was more depressed than
it might have been under sunnier
circumstances.

Contradictory

That is nothing, however, compared
to the pressure the Tory Party came
under. After the Liberal Democrats’
near wipeout in 2015, one member
quoted in the press conceded that, if
you stand in the middle of the road,
you are liable to get run over. Rishi
Sunak’s government has found itself
standing not so much in the middle
of the road so much as the middle of
a giant cloverleaf intersection! The
Tory Party glamour, going into its
14 year reign, was a reputation for
“economic competence” (which,
like most such reputations, was
largely a media fiction); and cruelty
politics directed against indigent
criminals and migrants.

We are so used to this combination
that we sometimes forget that it
is contradictory. ‘Lock ’em up
and throw away the key’ policies
cost money, because prisons are
expensive (and presently, like much
of the rest of the social infrastructure
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in this country, on the verge of
collapse). The economic benefits
of kicking people off benefits are
doubtful at the best of times, and
if a Truss-like cretin decided to
go for the full ‘feast of Malthus’,
starvation in British cities would
hardly look good on the report
card. Many such cuts have, in any
case, made it harder for people to
have kids, which in the longer run
leads to greater demand for inward
migration.

A Tory administration is obliged
to play an endless, solitaire game of
Jenga to keep all this going. As with
Jenga, one tends to survive a few
hairy moments, but the inevitable
result is total collapse. The failure
to achieve the ‘red meat’ demands
alienates the radical right base, and
calls forth outfits like the Reform
Party (strictly speaking, Reform
UK Party Ltd - proprietor Nigel
Paul Farage). Some gambits to keep
things on an even keel can backfire
(viz, the Brexit referendum). As the
chaos mounts up, the ‘sensibles’ are
liable to float off and vote for the
Liberal Democrats - or a sufficiently
rightwing Labour.

This is, roughly, what has
befallen the Tories. As an
illustration, in my part of the world,
Devon and Cornwall, the Tories
nearly swept the board last time out.
After July 4, they have lost every
seat in Cornwall to Labour or the
Lib Dems, and several in Devon
(including the ‘big beast’, Johnny
Mercer, in Plymouth Moor View,
where he quite genuinely had some
local popularity as an individual). In
at least half of these seats (including
Mercer’s), the Tory vote plus the
Reform vote is a winning ticket,
sometimes very comfortably. Of the
four former prime ministerial seats
lost last week, three would have
been won but for Reform.

That is true for England. The
other important component of
Labour’s now imposing majority,
of course, comes from Scotland.
The case is similar in some respects,
but simpler: the Scottish National
Party, like the Tories, are ending a
long period of near total dominance,
both in devolved government
and in Scotland’s Westminster
contingent, in a scandal-plagued
state of fractious exhaustion. They
have looked vulnerable to the Tories
and Labour alike, but only one of
those parties was likely to benefit,
given the wider picture. As a result,

the political map has reverted
somewhat to type: the Nats holding
the highlands, with a red belt of
Labour seats in the south.

By-election
Add all this up, and this historic
general election - this narrow,

crushing victory - resembles nothing
so much as a giant by-election. It is
as if the entire Conservative Party
(and the SNP) has been caught
taking a bung or assassinating its
secret lover’s Great Dane, and
resigned under a cloud; all the
strange creatures of politics have
assembled in the obscure, declining
provincial town that is Britain in
2024; and, on a pitiful turnout, a
fragmented vote delivers 100% of
the seats to a predictable winner.
Of course, Labour has merely a
near two-thirds majority, but that is
perilously close to rebellion-proof.
The only true thing Rishi Sunak
has said in the last five years is that
voting Reform would let Labour in.

It is a dangerous thing to try to
predict future political trends on
the basis of by-election results. It
is especially true of this very grand
one - simultaneously overwhelming
and oddly indeterminate. A more
proportional, multi-party system
is trying to birth itself out of the
dysfunctional majority-making
machine that is the present one
(though scant chance of Starmer,
of all people, playing midwife). Is
this a blip, and will normal two-
party service be restored, one way
or the other, soon? Or is this the
new normal, with vastly different
outcomes attending the chaotic
eddies of electoral arithmetic?

We do not buy the analysis
that the Tory Party is likely to be
finished off by this blow. Indeed, we
probably would not do so if Henry
Hill’s nightmares had been fulfilled,
and they had not even managed
to form the official opposition.
Class parties do not simply die.
The Conservatives will retain their
position as capital’s first eleven,
as illustrated by the tardiness with
which The Sun finally plumped
for Labour. It is not, as we have
previously argued, The Sun wot wins
it; but it is an important bellwether.
Rupert Murdoch’s reluctance to get
on board is telling.

That is not to say the Tories
do not face serious challenges in
the short term. The entry of five
Reform MPs into parliament gives a

Fighting fund

SO far, so good. After 10 days
of the Weekly Worker’s July
fighting fund, we are hitting the
right speed, as we aim to reach
that much needed monthly target
of £2,250.

After only just getting there in
June, thanks to some last-minute
donations, we are looking a bit
better so far in July, with a running
total of £825 in the kitty.

Since last week we’ve received
£39 from FK, £35 from BO and
£30 each from CG, IS and NH.
They all came in the shape of
standing orders or bank transfers,
as did the £25 which RG, DV and
GD each contributed, plus £20
from JD, £10 each from comrades
CH, SM and PM, and £7 from TT.

Then there were PayPal
donations from BD (£40), MH
and GW (£10 each), plus an
excellent £40 that comrade JM
added to his annual Weekly Worker
subscription by cheque (yes, we
still accept them!), while someone
identified as ‘Bob’ handed a

Keep it coming

£10 note to one of our comrades
at last weekend’s Palestine
demonstration in London.

All that came to £406, taking
us to over a third of the way to
our July target with a tiny bit less
than a third of the month gone.
So, yes, we can do it - and we
need to do it! As I keep saying,
we absolutely rely on the support
of our readers to keep producing
this vital weapon in the fight for
a single, democratic, principled
Marxist party.

So please play your part by
contributing to our fighting fund.
Please use the website link below
to find out how you can do it. Keep
up the good work, comrades, to
help us do the same!®

Robbie Rix

Our bank account details are
name: Weekly Worker
sort code: 30-99-64
account number: 00744310
To make a donation or set up
a regular payment visit
weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/donate

persistent voice to a challenger from
the right. There are those within the
Tories who seek to absorb them,
and perhaps place Farage in the
leadership. That will not happen
before the next leader is elected,
but the unignorable presence of
a ‘prince across the water’ will be
destabilising.

More  fundamentally,  what
has been broken is a very short-
lived electoral coalition - of older
working and middle class voters
in the deindustrialised north and
(also older) middle class voters in
the south-east. Brexit has broken
it: the prosperity of the Home
Counties is ultimately an outlier of
the prosperity of London, which
benefited handsomely from free
economic interchange with its
nearest neighbours. Those among
the plebeian classes who had any
hopes for Brexit precisely hoped
for national regeneration, free from
Brussels diktat, and reductions in
migration numbers. These things
simply cannot be held together in
the face of the reality of Brexit. It
is up to the Tories to come up with a
new strategy, which may take some
time. Yet they will do it in the end.
The raw material is there: only the
overall design is lacking.

Complacency

What of our own side? Certainly,
there are those on the left who take
heart. “Labour’s support is shallow
and quite narrow”, wrote Charlie
Kimber in Socialist Worker, going
on to survey the strong showings
of the ‘independents’, Greens and
Corbyn himself. The conclusion
will be familiar to any regular reader
of that paper: “Elections matter, but
the fight for Palestine and against
austerity will crucially take place in
the streets and workplaces.”

Reading Andrew Murray’s take in
the Morning Star, one could almost
believe Starmer had lost. After all,
his vote was, in absolute terms,
down on 2019. Reform is eating
away his votes in some Labour
heartlands (a doubtful proposition,
but we suppose academics will look
closer at this, as time goes by). The
Gaza war has resulted in humiliating
Labour defeats for a handful of
barely-known candidates, and, of
course, Jeremy Corbyn’s victory.
A strong challenge from Andrew
Feinstein means that Starmer’s own
vote has dramatically fallen. So it
goes on.

Murray mentions the case of
Faiza Shaheen, axed and replaced
“with an unwanted Starmeroid
imposed from outside... The
lesson: racist factionalism doesn’t
work.” He concludes:

Thursday’s  result was a
vindication of Corbynism as
well as Corbyn himself. Should,
as I would expect, the new
government led by the former
state prosecutor be unwilling to
face that reality - well, it will
have to be made to. For Labour
to carry on as proposed is the
road to Farage, Suella Braverman
and perhaps still worse. Mass
pressure for real change has
never felt more critical.?

But for the slightly SWPish final
sentence, this article is very
much an example of that broader
genre, where a pundit declares
that everything will go to hell if
some powerful person does not
implement all the pundit’s particular
suggestions. It 1s an unusually
complacent and ridiculous example
of the genre, however, since Murray
was an influential figure in the
Corbyn leadership himself - along
with others, like Seumas Milne, of
similar political backgrounds and
inclinations (in the pro-Soviet, left-
centrist Straight Left faction of the

old Communist Party). The result of
all his cunning plans was the defeat
0f2019, the ejection of Corbyn from
the leadership and - at length - from
the Labour Party, and the election of
a rightwing leadership which now
has at its command a huge majority.
Yes, Sir Keir really ought to sit up
and listen ...

In some respects, Murray
has a point. The shallowness of
Starmer’s support will embolden his
opponents, on the left and the right.
He does not mention it, but the same
will surely be true of the Tories,
once they finish the traditional
leadership-campaign  bloodletting
in the coming weeks and months.
It matters not that Starmer has not
foolishly announced a target net-
migration number, like his Tory
predecessors; he will be held to one
anyway by Farage, the Tories and
the press. His obvious unwillingness
to deviate even fractionally from
US policy is trouble enough with
the Gaza slaughter, and will be more
so if - as now looks likely - Donald
Trump returns to the Oval office
next January.

The idea that the left will be
the main beneficiary, however, is
sheer wish-fulfilment. It perhaps
has some sense if we include the
Greens there, but a glance at the
German equivalent, war-crazed and
presiding over the return of coal-
fired power plants (burning the
dirtiest coal) in order to prosecute
America’s war aims in eastern
Europe, ought to be sobering to a
man of Murray’s views. So far as
the left of the workers movement
goes, we are in a shocking state.
We should face this reality squarely,
rather than play-acting at bourgeois
political reality.

The  obliteration  of  the
Conservative Party was closely
followed by a shock defeat for
France’s far-right National Rally in
the assembly elections across the
channel. Both can be interpreted
optimistically as rebukes for the
nationalist right. Murray is sensible
enough to see the threat of “Farage,
Suella Braverman and perhaps
still worse” over the horizon.
The overall picture is a general
drift to rightwing nationalism,
in the imperial centres and the
periphery alike. It is not uniform
- how could it be? - but we are
entering a dangerous world. In
such circumstances we should be
plain - the most likely beneficiaries
of discontent with Starmer’s
supermajority, all things being
equal, will be the far right, both
within and without the Tory Party.

All things need not be equal.
The left’s weakness is partly a
function of extremely difficult
circumstances, especially since the
fall of the USSR, which discredited
socialism (not wholly unjustly)
and led to the collapse of left
political forces far afield. It is,
however, partly a matter of choice.
We remain attached to strategies
that have failed, again and again
- whether the too-clever-by-half
attempts to split the Labour centre-
left from the right with opportunist
gestures, or facile, anarchistic anti-
electoralism.

We cannot assert ourselves
because we lack what Labour has,
and the Tories have, and even the
Greens - a party. We could have the
rudiments of one within months,
if we chose to take the task of
building one seriously ®

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes

1. www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/
article/2024/jul/05/what-next-tory-party-
general-election-results-future.

2. socialistworker.co.uk/general-
election-2024/general-election-result.

3. morningstaronline.co.uk/article/failure-
victory-starmer.
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Not marvellous at all

Carla Roberts looks at the deluded souls who are celebrating the low turnout, Labour’s poor share of the
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the left celebrating the election

results - not because the left’s vote
was so very good (it wasn’t), but
because Labour’s vote was so very
bad (not true either).

Andrew Murray, for example,
writes in the Morning Star that
“Starmer’s four-year war on the left
now looks like a failure even in the
terms by which its progenitors would
insist that it be judged - winning
votes.”! Utter nonsense. The war on
the left has been extremely successful
from Starmer’s point of view - he
has sufficiently transformed the
Labour Party, which is now once
again deemed fit by the ruling class
to oversee capitalism on its behalf.
There is no flight of capital, the
entire mainstream media has adopted
a broadly favourable attitude and the
FTSE 100 index and sterling rose.

Tusc, the electoral front of the
Socialist Party in England and
Wales, lauds the ‘“shallow social
base of the new government” and
the low turnout: ‘“Never before,
since the Labour Party first contested
a majority of seats in the 1918
election, has the combined share for
Labour and the Tories been so low.”
The message: the government lacks
the “stable social base” to enforce
“the coming second age of austerity,
privatisation, war and climate crisis
retreats”, and so “the situation will
not continue indefinitely”. Well,
nothing does. But the implied
‘crisis  of expectations’ seems
extremely unlikely. Chiefly because

I t is rather odd to see so many on

vote and the election of four petty
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there really are no expectations -
Starmer promised next to nothing.
Quite clever, really: any small
improvements he now introduces
will positively surprise.

Jackie Walker thinks it “a
marvellous election in terms of the
result”, because “the Labour vote
went down in many places” and the
fact that there are now “five excellent
independent MPs in parliament” who
ran on an explicitly pro-Gaza ticket.?

We very much doubt that Starmer
will lose even two minutes’ sleep
over the fact that more people voted
for Labour under Jeremy Corbyn in
2019 and 2017 and probably cares
even less about the low turnout. But
the election of the four additional
independent MPs too is no slam
dunk, from a communist perspective.
Jeremy Corbyn - who, as expected,
romped home in Islington North with
24,120 votes (49.2%) - might have
announced at Saturday’s Palestine
march that “parliament will now
be very different. I will be joined
by four great comrades who were
also elected on a pro-Palestinian
platform ...” But will things be
“very different”?

There is no party in parliament
that fights explicitly for the interests
of the organised working class. It
is, of course, excellent that in many
places, the horrific slaughter in Gaza
is shaking up the establishment.
Labour can no longer rely on the vast
majority of Muslims to automatically
vote for it. The organisation, Muslim
Vote, successfully mobilised many

bourgeois independents

Fiona Lali, the only
candidate of the newly-
styled Revolutionary
Communist Party.

She stood as an
independent and got what,
for the organised left,
passes as a good result:
1,791 votes.

Not quite the level of
support that warrants her
organisation’s excited
prediction that there will be
a “British revolution” in
“five to ten years’ time.”

In fact, with the exception
of WPB, the left groups
achieved derisory results.
But without exception the
politics were derisory
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British-Asian  voters to choose
candidates according to their stance
on Palestine.

Muslim Vote

In addition to the four independents
who won, candidates backed by
Muslim Vote came second in over
a dozen constituencies - sometimes
a very close second, like Leanne
Mohamed with 33.4% in IIford North
and Akhmed Yakoob with 33.2% in
Birmingham Ladywood. The success
of the campaign is a red rag for the
right, naturally. It is a “glimpse into
a horrifying future”, cries The Daily
Telegraph, which warns of the
“group’s sectarian insurgency over
Gaza”.? Muslim Vote certainly made
a marginal difference in this election.

Of course, it is not only Muslim
candidates the organisation
supported. In Preston, for example, it
backed Michael Lavalette (member
of Counterfire, the split from the
Socialist Workers Party) who came
second with 21.8% of the vote.
Andrew Feinstein came second in
Keir Starmer’s seat of Holborn and
St Pancras, where he polled a very
decent 7,312 votes (18.9%), pretty
much all of which are likely to have
been former from Labour voters. But
Starmer lost a lot more votes than
that: he only got 18,841 votes this
time, compared to the 38,641 people
who voted for him in 2019 (64.5%).
It was, however, never in doubt that
he would keep his seat and those on
the left who thought Feinstein had
a realistic chance of winning were

fooling themselves (and anybody
who took them seriously).

Muslim Vote’s criteria* led to quite
a few questionable recommendations
- where, for example, a Liberal
Democrat was chosen overa candidate
of the pro-Palestine left, because the
former is a Muslim. In the Sheffield
constituency of  Hillsborough
and Brightside, the organisation
recommended that Muslims vote for
the Green Party - and not Maxine
Bowler, long-standing member of
the SWP who stood as ‘Independent
for Palestine’ and has undoubtedly
done an awful lot more work on the
issue than the Green candidate. As
these recommendations only really
mattered in areas with large Muslim
populations, this was no problem for
the eventual winner: Labour’s Gill
Furniss.

The main question with the four
independent MPs is exactly that -
they are entirely independent. They
most definitely do not form “the
sixth largest party” in Britain,’® as
the Telegraph fumes. None of them
identify as socialist, as far as one can
tell from their websites. Yes, they all
talk about the need to defend the NHS
and deal with the cost-of-living crisis,
but who doesn’t? Ayoub Khan, who
was elected in Birmingham Perry
Barr, was until recently a councillor
for the Liberal Democrats. Shockat
Adam (Leicester South) runs his
own optician’s practice and Adnan
Hussain (Blackburn) used much of
his campaign to talk about “assisting
small businesses and enterprises in the
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town to create greater opportunities
for young people”.6

They might be good on this or
that issue - or they might not. They
are accountable to nobody and will
be voting with that worst possible
political compass: their ‘conscience’.
So they might vote with Jeremy
Corbyn, when it comes to issues
around Israel and Palestine. But how
will they vote, when it comes to,
say, abortion rights? Trans issues?
Euthanasia? Crime and punishment?
Nato’s proxy war in Ukraine? We are
going to have to wait and see. This
is clearly not the kind of principled,
coherent voice the working class so
desperately needs.

Galloway’s WPB

Someone who has been publicly
speaking out against Muslim Vote is
the Workers Party’s Craig Murray,
who came third in Blackburn with
7,105 votes (18.3%) behind Labour’s
Kate Hollern (10,386 votes or 26.7%)
and Adnan Hussain’s 10,518 votes
(27%). According to Murray,

Muslim Vote refused to endorse
me, because I’'m not a Muslim.
But I’'m much more pro-Palestine
and have been campaigning for
Muslim rights for decades, so this
feels like a strange rejection. The
majority of those who voted for
me probably were Muslims and
didn’t do what the mosque told
them. We should not copy the way
that Labour has been hijacked and
controlled the Muslim vote - that
does not seem a very legitimate
way. Blackburn is extremely
segregated - there are wards which
are 99% Muslim - and this election
has opened my eyes to a lot of
issues around electioneering.’

As we have pointed out, Muslim
Vote did not support only Muslim
candidates, but nevertheless Murray
points to a certain truth here.

Some readers might disagree with
our decision to include the WPB under
the left heading. Edmund Griffiths,
for example, excludes them from
his excellent overview of leftwing
election results since 1841,% and there
is plenty in the WPB manifesto we
disagree with - its red, white and blue
patriotism, social conservatism and
its Fabian socialism. In the 1930s
Fabians combined elitist concern for
the poor with technocratic gradualism
and an admiration for Joseph Stalin.
In that spirit, the Fabians called for
the collaboration of “all productive
classes”: workers, farmers and
industrial capitalists. The WPB refers
to “the old war between workers
and managers” that it wants to
overcome by appealing to common
national interests.” Hence the
numerous mentions of “one nation,
one class”. There is nothing wrong,
of course, with trying to win over
other sections of the population, but
not by subordinating ourselves and
our programme to them - which, we
would argue, the WPB does (just like
the Fabians did).

Still, we would also argue that the
WPB is clearly on the left and, if any
of its candidates had won a seat in
parliament, it would have had to be
seen as a victory for the pro-Palestine
movement, not a victory for their
anti-trans rantings, anti-immigration
views or other reactionary parts of
their programme.

The 154 candidates fielded by
WPB collectively polled a total of
210,194 votes, though the average
WPB vote of 1,364 votes per
constituency disguises the fact that
the results varied rather dramatically,
depending, we should honestly say,
on the percentage of British-Asians
living in each area. In Richmond and
Northallerton, for example, Louise
Anne Dickens polled a measly 90
votes. In the majority of seats it
contested, the WPB did as wel

(or, more precisely, as badly) as much
of the rest of the left: it got a few
hundred votes.

But in a number of areas with a
large Muslim population WPB came
second: for example, in Birmingham
Yardley, where the converted
Muslim and disability campaigner,
Jody Mclntyre, polled 10,582 votes
and was only just beaten by witch-
finder and sitting Labour MP, Jess
Phillips, by a small margin of 693
votes.'* James Giles polled 26.6% in
Birmingham Hodge Hill and George
Galloway himselfcame a close second
in Rochdale with 11,587 votes (29%)
- but was apparently so disappointed
that he refused to go to the count in
order to avoid having to congratulate
Labour’s Paul Waugh (who won with
13,027 votes, or 33%).

In another 22 constituencies, WPB
candidates polled more than 5%.
Their claim to be “the sixth largest
Britain-wide party by votes cast” is
certainly more realistic than the claim
that the ‘independents’ form any such
thing, though we do note the WPB’s
emphasis on “Britain-wide”: this
caveat excludes, for example, Sinn
Féin (which polled 210,891 votes in
the 18 seats it contested).!

However, 1 get the distinct
impression that WPB comrades are
not happy with the results. “We can
hold our heads high,” they write post-
election.”? “Many, however, will be
understandably disappointed we will
not have an MP in the next parliament.”

It seems George Galloway was
not kidding when he repeatedly said
during the election campaign that they
were expecting to win about a dozen
seats (later adjusted to a “handful”).
Chris Williamson, who stood in
Derby, coming third with 5,205 votes
(13.9%), admitted to “getting a little
carried away. I thought we’d get over
the line. There were people queuing
up to have their pictures taken with
me.”"® The whole WPB manifesto is,
of course, written in the style of “what
we will do when we come to power’
rather than placing demands on the
current state. This looks even more
delusional in the cold light of post-
election day.

And the rest

SPEW really should do the right thing
and put its electoral front, the Trade
Unionist and Socialist Coalition,
out of its misery. It was clinging
on for dear life during the Corbyn
years, but, having lost its only union
affiliate, the RMT, it surely is now
well on its way to sect nirvana. The
run-up to the elections was bad
enough, when virtually no serious
organisation took up the increasingly
frantic attempts by Tusc election
agent Clive Heemskirk
to make it a viable
electoral  umbrella.
The membership
application of the
Oechlerites of
the  Spartacist
League made
it a laughing
stock on the
left.!4

George Galloway’s WPB
combines social-patriotism
with 1930s-style Fabianism,
and managed to save some

two dozen deposits

The aim was to stand 100
candidates in order to reach the
“fair media coverage threshold” that
would have given Tusc the right to
a TV broadcast. In the end, no more
than 40 candidates could be found
- getting an average of 314 votes
(former Labour MP Dave Nellist
came top of its list with 797 votes,
or 2.2 %).15

Tusc and SPEW have recently
added their support to Collective,
the political wing of Corbyn’s Peace
and Justice Project, which states that
it wants to “eventually transform
into a political party”.'® We do not
expect any such party to be remotely
principled or based on democratic
control by members, platform rights
and representative conferences. But
at least this is rather more interesting
than Jeremy Corbyn’s declaration
that we just have to “keep on
marching”.

We hear he is still dragging his
feet a bit, but surely he must now be
under immense pressure by friends
and allies to properly and officially
join Collective. In which case its
current membership of a measly 220
people (on the website, this is rather
honestly featured as 220 financial
“contributions”) would no doubt
expand rapidly.

Mention should also go to
Fiona Lali, the only candidate of
the newly-styled Revolutionary
Communist Party. She got, for the
left, a good 1,791 votes (4.1%)
in Stratford and Bow. Not quite
the level of support that would
warrant her organisation’s excited
prediction that there will be a
“British revolution” in “five to ten
years’ time”.!” Of course, she did not
“run this election campaign under
our own banner”, as the RCP paper
The Communist breathlessly claims,
but as yet another independent. She
actually stood against two other
leftwingers: former RMT official
Steve Hedley (who also stood as
an independent, polling 375 votes,
or 0.9%); and the Workers Party’s
Halima Khan (3,274 votes, or 7.5%).
Incidentally, attempts by the local
left to cohere around one candidate
were somewhat railroaded: the RCP
did not participate in the hustings,
while Halima Khan lost against
Hedley - but she stood anyway.

In Manchester, Caitriona Rylance
stood for Communist Future, polling
131 votes. Despite standing on an
openly communist programme
(despite its rather abstract nature),
she did no worse than other leftwing
candidates who once again stood
on programmes which can only
be described as ‘motherhood and
apple pie’ - for example, Arthur
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party
(its 12 candidates polled an average
of 301 votes), the Morning Star’s
Communist Party of Britain (14
candidates, average 187 votes),
the new Transform Party (two
candidates, average 298) or the
Alliance for Green Socialism (two
candidates, average 189).

Labour left

Lastly, let us take a look at what
remains of the ‘left’ inside the
Labour Party. Zarah Sultana spells
out the extremely unambitious plans
of the so-called Socialist Campaign

Group of Labour MPs in an email
sent out by Momentum:

I want the new Labour government
to outline a bold, transformative
agenda to tackle the crises we
face. That includes scrapping the
two-child benefit cap, introducing
wealth taxes to fund our crippling
public services, implementing the
New Deal for Working People in
full, and upholding international
law by ending Britain’s supply of
arms to Israel’s brutal war on Gaza.

It seems that Momentum has struck a
deal with the SCG and now operates
as its social media wing - John
McDonnell, Olivia Blake and Mish
Rahman were speaking in a (very
dull) Momentum Zoom meeting on
July 8, repeating pretty much verbatim
Sultana’s demands. It is perhaps not
surprising that McDonnell is hooking
up with an organisation that was
used by its founder, Jon Lansman,
to implement the witch-hunt (for
example, by denying Momentum
membership to those who had been
unfairly expelled from Labour)
in the campaign against Corbyn.
Momentum, of course, has now gone
full circle and did not support Jeremy
Corbyn on July 4 - despite him being
its raison d’étre.

Both Lansman and McDonnell
were united in bending over backwards
to the pro-Zionist right in and outside
the party, calling for “zero tolerance”
on any charges of anti-Semitism -
when, of course, most of those charges
had been blown up, weaponised and
were, in the vast majority of cases,
comments critical of Israel. The current
situation in the Middle East shows
that this ‘anti-Zionism equals anti-
Semitism’ campaign had two main
aims: firstly, getting rid of Corbyn and
the left, secondly, delegitimising all
critics of Israel. Any pro-Palestinian
protest can now safely be dismissed
as ‘anti-Semitic’ - and, boy, are they
making use of this weapon!

It seems that Zarah Sultana, who
kept a well-advised distance from
Momentum in the past, is now fully
on board. That is a real shame and
perhaps she is not as politically astute
as one might have hoped. Or perhaps
it is simple career mathematics.
Which makes her decision even more
unfortunate ®

Notes

1. morningstaronline.co.uk/article/failure-
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4. themuslimvote.co.uk/the-muslim-vote-
candidate-selection-methodology.

5. The Daily Telegraph July 6.

6. The Guardian July 8.

7. Not the Andrew Marr show July 7.

8. edmundgriffiths.com/leftge.html.

9. workerspartybritain.org/manifesto-britain-
deserves-better.
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11. www.bbc.co.uk/news/election/2024/uk/
regions/N92000002.

12. workerspartybritain.org/general-
election-2024.

13. Not the Andrew Marr show July 7.

14. ‘Farcical Labour Party mark two’ Weekly
Worker February 8: weeklyworker.co.uk/
worker/1477/farcical-labour-party-mark-two.
15. The votes of all leftwing candidates

can incidentally be found on this useful
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com/2024/07/left-of-labour-general-election-
results.html.

16. we-are-collective.org.

17. communist.red/how-the-communists-in-
britain-are-preparing-for-power.

Full day: £10 (£5).

Communist University

Saturday August 3 to Saturday August 10 (inclusive)

International Student House, 229 Great Portland Street, London W1
(nearest tube: Great Portland Street)

Cost: Full week, including accommodation in en suite rooms: £250
(£150 unwaged). Solidarity price: £300.
First/final weekend, including one night's accommodation: £60 (£30).
Single session: £5 (£3).
Make payments to account ‘Weekly Worker'. Account number: 00744310.
Sort code: 30-99-64. Please quote payment reference ‘CU2024’

Email your booking, stating single or double room, to: office@cpgb.org.uk
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Reform Ltd gets five

Politics continues to move to the right, with Reform UK now having a ‘bridgehead’ of MPs, writes Eddie
Ford. What happens next with the Tories, now that Kemi Badenoch is the front-runner, remains to be seen

efore the election, Nigel
B Farage had talked about
Reform UK establishing a

“bridgehead” in parliament - with
an exit poll published at the end of
voting suggesting that they might
get 13 MPs, which would have been
incredible.

Actually, Reform ended up with
five seats, but that was still quite an
achievement, given ‘first past the
post’, which generally punishes third
(or “insurgent’) parties. After all, this
time last year the idea of it having
five MPs would have sounded fairly
fanciful, and only a month or so ago
you would have hesitated before
betting on Reform getting any more
than one or two seats - Farage in
Clacton and maybe the obnoxious
gadfly, Lee Anderson, in Ashfield.
But not only did it get five MPs,
including party chair Richard Tice
and Anderson himself, it picked up
the third largest vote at 4.11 million,
or 14.3% of the poll - beating the
Liberal Democrats (3.52 million, or
12.2%), which, nevertheless, found
itself with 72 MPs, thanks to the
rotten electoral system.

If we had

If we had had proportional
representation, then the situation
would have been flipped, with
Reform on 94 MPs and the Lib
Dems getting 77.! But if we had PR
people would have voted differently,
so this is just a thought exercise.
Of course, our new prime minister
is never going to change the voting
system, nor will the Tories ever
fight for electoral reform, though
Farage, quelle surprise, has said
that he would “campaign with
anyone and everyone” to change the
system. We in the CPGB demand
proportional representation ... but,
as might be expected, we shall not be
campaigning alongside Farage.

Now, it was widely expected,
including in this publication, that
Reform opinion poll support would
bleed into the Tory Party as the
election campaign progressed -
returning to the mother party. But
that did not happen - once Nigel
Farage threw his hat into the ring.
The rightwing vote was thereby
split, making Labour a sure winner -
though it has been called a “loveless
landslide™, as its share of the vote
was only marginally above what
Jeremy Corbyn got in the last
election in 2019. Maybe this would
have happened even if Farage had
not entered the race, but it seems
doubtful - he appears to have given
‘shy Reform’ voters the courage of
their convictions.

As we saw on the night, Reform’s
support was too evenly spread to win
many constituencies, but if we dig
deeper into the statistics it is easy to
see the devasting impact it had on the
Tories. Of course, Reform’s previous
incarnation, the Brexit Party, in
2019 stood aside in more than 300
seats previously won by the Tories,
amid concerns it could split the pro-
Brexit vote. But not this time, as
the new party contested 630 seats
across England, Scotland and Wales.
Wisely, Reform focused its resources
on a handful of target seats, coming
second with 98, of which 89 were
won by Labour - though it is worth
noting that was a bit less than the 120
seats where the UK Independence
Party came second in 2015.
Unsurprisingly, Reform advanced
most in areas where people voted
‘leave’ in the 2016 referendum: more

A Trump victory in November would give a considerable boost

than 70% voted Brexit in the five
seats won by Reform.

A quarter of 2019 Conservative
voters switched to Reform, at least
according to a poll conducted by
Tory peer Lord Michael Ashcroft,
which also suggested that the bulk of
Reform’s support came from voters
aged 45 and above, while it had the
lowest vote share of any major party
among those between 18 and 24
years old.

Reform managed to get this far,
as Farage noted in his acceptance
speech, without a significant
infrastructure, plus only four weeks
of real campaigning and hampered
by a lack of finances - with the party
reliant on Richard Tice for 80% of
funding since 2021, amounting to
£1.4 million in loans and donations,
compared with the £35 million
allowed for each party nationally.
But Reform is hoping that traditional
former Tory donors will begin to
open their chequebooks, thanks to its
credible election performance.

Rebellion

Following the election results,
Nigel Farage vowed to build a
“mass national movement” that sees
Reform mounting a “proper” general
election challenge in 2029: “This is
just the first step of something that is
going to stun all of you.” An ebullient
Richard Tice talked in similar terms

- “a people’s revolt was underway”
and this is only “the beginning”,
as “we are just warming up” - with
both the leader and chair of the party
saying they were now “going after
the Labour vote”.

As adevoted fanboy, Nigel Farage
must have been delighted by the
congratulatory message he received
from Donald Trump, who is likely
to be US president again, as things
stand. Trump stated: “Nigel is a man
who truly loves his country.” Two
great patriots leading a rightwing
rebellion to save the nation from the
‘woke left’!

Even though it came as no surprise
to absolutely anyone, given that
Reform is bound to attract disgruntled
refugees from the Tory Party, there
were near endless reports about
Reform candidates making bigoted
and racist comments - including
calling the former prime minister a
“fucking Paki”. Responding to the
fuss, Farage has insisted that Reform
“will be a non-racist, non-sectarian
party” - absolutely no question -
“and I give my word on that”. More
interestingly, at a press conference
in Westminster immediately after
the election, he promised that his
party would “democratise itself”
by allowing its 115,00 paying
supporters to vote on regional
branch chairs - hoping to increase
participation in the party and perhaps

also boost individual donations,
which it desperately needs.

At the moment, of course, Reform
does not allow its supporters any say
or vote on its leadership or policies
and is registered as a limited company
(an “‘entrepreneurial political start-
up”) with no individual membership
or written constitution. Naturally,
Farage is the majority shareholder,
owning 53% of ‘Reform UK Party
Limited’ and Tice has a holding
of around one-third of the shares,
while chief executive Paul Oakden
and party treasurer Mehrtash A’zami
each hold just under 7%. Having said
that, Reform has previously admitted
that its structures - or lack of them -
might not be sustainable in the long
term and this could be an indication
of a possible change in the works.

Recently, Farage talked about
Reform engineering a “reverse
takeover” of the Conservative Party.
At the same time, post the election,
he has also said that he would not join
any pact with the Tories, preferring
instead to “let the Conservative
Party tear themselves apart”. That
may well be the case, but its future
relationship with the Tories is more
than likely to be determined by who
emerges as its new leader.

In that respect, the defeat of Penny
Mordaunt in the general election
removes a key leadership contender
boosting the chances of those on the

right, such as Suella Braverman, and
current frontrunner, Kemi Badenoch.

This brings us to the release by
YouGov of the first post-election poll
of Tory members about who they
want as new leader.” Badenoch is the
clear frontrunner by some distance on
31% - effectively twice that of Suella
Braverman and Tom Tugendhat, who
are on 16% and 15% respectively.
However, James Cleverly, seen by
some as a potential ‘unity candidate’,
has 10% and could possibly pick up
support if the leadership contest gets
too unpleasant.

Badenoch and Braverman have
very different approaches to the
Reform threat, of course - the former
dismissing Farage as an attention-
secker, while the latter has argued
that Farage should be welcomed
into the family. Braverman has come
under fierce attack very recently for
using a speech in the US to describe
the pride flag flown over the home
office as a “monstrous thing” that
symbolises “the liberal Conservatives
who trashed the Tory Party” - the
woke enemy within. This caused
Ben Houchen, the Conservative Tees
Valley mayor, to say that the party
will be “in opposition for generations
to come” if it choses Braverman.

Not Braverman

But what is even more interesting
about the YouGov poll is that almost
half of Tory members want a merger
with Reform (47% in favour and 48%
against, with the remainder unsure) -
a finding that mirrors a similar BMG
Research poll three weeks ago.
Predictably, EU leavers are more
than twice as likely to support a
merger than remainers (59% to 25%)
and - just as predictable - support for
the idea increases, as one moves up
the age ranges. Furthermore, support
for a merger is also stronger among
working class Tories than their
middle class counterparts, as well as
among those who backed Truss over
Sunak two years ago (59% to 27%).

In which case, it is very hard to
imagine a Tory leadership contender
ignoring the party’s rank and file, or
polls like these - but once in office
that could easily change. However,
with Badenoch as the bookies’
favourite the chances are that we will
not see a merger, rather competition
for the rightwing nationalist vote.
After all, the combined vote of the
Conservative Party and Reform is
much bigger than Labour’s.

If Sir Keir fails to fix ‘broken
Britain’, a predictable outcome,
Badenoch will be hoping that
Labour will prove to be a one-
term government and that she will
be the one who gets the keys for
No10. On the other hand, a Trump
victory in November and the failure
of the Labour government could
see yet more voters desert the
establishment mainstream and set
the stage for a Reform breakthrough
in 2028 or 2029. Banking on a
return to the centre and a revival of
consensus politics would be foolish.
The centre is moving ever further to
the right ... as shown by Sir Keir’s
government @

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes

1. electoral-reform.org.uk/how-the-
2024-election-could-have-looked-with-
proportional-representation.

2. news.sky.com/story/kemi-badenoch-has-
double-the-support-of-suella-braverman-
among-members-to-be-next-tory-leader-poll-
suggests-13175817.
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GAZA

Counting the dead

As the genocidal assault on the Palestinian population of Gaza continues, Israel is doing its damnedest to
downplay the death toll. But, says, Ian Spencer, if anything, the figures issued by the Gaza health ministry

are an underestimate

n July 8, the Israeli military
o invited reporters into Rafah,

the first time international
media visited the city since it was
invaded 10 months ago.

Rafah’s recorded history dates to
1303 BCE. Israel, which has long
tried to efface Palestinian history,
has worked hard to bomb Gaza back
in time. In reducing it to rubble, the
Israel Defence Forces have not only
obliterated its history, but targeted
contemporary culture and civilisation,
as schools and medical facilities have
been destroyed. The IDF’s targets also
include civilians, journalists, medical
personnel and children.

On July 6, 16 were killed by an air
strike on a school run by the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees (Unrwa), the
majority of whom were children. On
the same day, five journalists were
killed. On July 7, a school sheltering
displaced persons was targeted by an
air strike, killing four Palestinians.
The day before, a UN-run school for
displaced Palestinians was targeted,
killing 16 and wounding dozens.
In central Gaza, the IDF struck a
residential building in the al-Zawayda
area, killing six people. According to
the Palestinian Red Crescent, the dead
included two children.! Five children
were among nine killed after an air
strike on Bureij refugee camp on
July 9.

Palestinians are Dbeing killed
directly by the IDF at about 40 a
day, but that leaves aside those dying
from malnutrition and disease. The
UN estimates that about 50,000
Palestinians remain in Rafah, which
sheltered more than 1.5 million
people displaced in the earlier phase
of the war. The Gaza Strip was one
of the most densely populated places
on earth before the war. Now this
population has been displaced into
ever more densely packed areas,
hardly different from ghettos or
concentration camps. Gaza City was
ordered to evacuate again on July 9,
but to where? Everyone in Gaza
knows that there is nowhere safe.

At the time of writing, at least
38,193 have been killed and
87,903 wounded since October 7.
Unsurprisingly, Israel has disputed
these figures. It has used the fact that
over 10,000 of the dead have not
been identified and in many cases are
unidentifiable, in order to question
the overall numbers. Israel tries to say
that the figures must necessarily be
inflated, as they are largely compiled
by the “Hamas-controlled ministry
of health”, as if that rendered them
inherently unreliable. This strategy
has been embraced by the US
Congress which voted 269:144 for an
amendment that would bar the State
Department from using the Gaza
health ministry’s count. As for the
BBC, whenever it reports the death
toll, it adds the caveat that “Hamas
is officially proscribed as a terrorist
organisation by the UK government”.

Credible

All this is despite the fact that the
Israeli intelligence services regard
the Palestinian ministry’s figures as
“credible”.? There is no doubt that the
systematic targeting by Israel of health
facilities has made it more difficult
to accurately calculate the numbers
of dead and wounded. However, the
highly respected medical journal, 7he

Gaza: premature babies

Lancet, which has previously accepted
the veracity of the health ministry’s
figures, has responded, pointing out
that, given the number of buildings
reduced to rubble, the dead still
underneath the destruction is likely
to exceed 10,000. Moreover, there
is good evidence that the ministry of
health estimates remain frighteningly
accurate.

Indirect deaths are likely to increase
in the coming months and years, even
if the war ended today. These are due
to starvation, trauma, communicable
and non-communicable diseases -
especially considering the ferocity
of this war, with its destruction of
healthcare  infrastructure, severe
shortages of food, water and shelter.
and the loss of funding to Unrwa,
which is one of the few humanitarian
organisations still active in the Gaza
Strip.

According to The Lancet, in recent
conflicts, indirect deaths

range from three to 15 times the
number of direct deaths. Applying
a conservative estimate of four
indirect deaths per one direct death
to the 37,396 deaths reported,’ it
is not implausible to estimate that
up to 186,000 or even more deaths
could be attributable to the current
conflict in Gaza. Using the 2022
Gaza Strip population estimate
of 2,375,259, this would translate
to 7.9% of the total population
of the Gaza Strip. A report from
February 7 2024, at the time when
the direct death toll was 28,000,
estimated that without a ceasefire
there would be between 58,260
deaths (without an epidemic or
escalation) and 85,750 deaths (if
both occurred) by August 6 2024.

One of the lead authors of this research
is Martin McKee - a member of the
editorial board of the International
Advisory Committee of the Israel

National Institute for Health Policy

Research.
Around 75% of the Gazan
population has been internally

displaced and 1.1 million people
face catastrophic food insecurity -
‘level 5°, as defined by the Integrated
Food Security Phase Classification.’
Throughout the conflict, Israel has
issued orders for the entire population
to evacuate areas to supposedly
‘safe’ locations, only for those to be
attacked too. The deliveries of aid,
particularly food and water have also
been deliberately disrupted. Where
aid lorries have been allowed through,
such as at the Kerem Shalom crossing,
the IDF has tried to argue that the food
shortages are the result of aid agencies
not properly distributing the supplies
or because Hamas had looted them,
which the organisation denies.®

The problem with such a blatantly
dishonest account is that it ignores the
fact that the targeting of aid agencies
has been a deliberate policy by the
IDF, including the killing of Médecins
Sans Frontieres volunteers. Unrwa
itself has been targeted by the IDF and
had 193 of its staff killed and 188 of its
installations damaged, leading to the
deaths of at least 520 Palestinians, who
were taking shelter in them. Unrwa’s
funding was also reduced, following a
campaign of disinformation by Israel
about the involvement of its staff in
the events of October 7.” The countries
that have been the quickest to reduce
funding, such as the US and UK,
are also directly complicit in Israel’s
genocide by the supply of weapons,
intelligence and both military and
logistical support to the IDF.

Despite all of this, some aid is
clearly getting through. Northern
Gaza has seen an increase in food
and repairs to water and sanitation
infrastructure, although even there
around 20% of the population are still
classified as suffering catastrophic
food shortages.® In the meantime, a

malnourished population, particularly
children, will remain extremely
susceptible to death from water-born
disease, typically causing diarrhoea
leading to dehydration. Around
67% of Gaza’s water and sanitation
infrastructure has been destroyed.

Propaganda

Theregular contactbetween ‘Genocide
Joe’ and Benjamin Netanyahu seems
calculated not to hinder Biden’s re-
election by ensuring that the sight of
starving children does not prick too
many consciences. While it is highly
questionable that Netanyahu would
choose a Biden presidency over a
Trump one, the Biden administration’s
squeamishness at the sight of starving
children is not matched by the sight of
them being killed in air strikes with
US-supplied ordinance.

If Biden’s tenuous grasp on power
can explain the pressure on Netanyahu
to ameliorate the food shortage, the
same cannot be said of the approach
to Israel of Sir ‘Kid Starver’. The
former human rights lawyer and
one-time member of Socialist
Alternatives had no qualms before
the UK election in defending Israel’s
‘right” to restrict food and water to the
civilian population of Gaza, as well as
to engage in what is clearly collective
punishment, at best.

The manifest absurdity of the UK
voting system has delivered Starmer a
‘loveless landslide’, with just 35% of
the vote. However, the fact that Gaza
played a prominent part in the election
of five independents, and possibly
four Green Party MPs, did not stop
Netanyahu being high up on Starmer’s
‘to do’ list, when it came to phoning
national heads. What it might have
done is to make it likely that the UK
government will drop its challenge
to the International Criminal Court
over its issue of an arrest warrant for
Netanyahu. Not that this will make
the slightest difference to the people

of Gaza. Netanyahu is not going
anywhere soon.

The suggestion in The Guardian
that Starmer has spoken with the
Israeli PM about the “clear and
urgent” need for a ceasefire in Gaza
is a piece of political theatre, from a
man who has unashamedly described
himself as a “Zionist”.’ I suspect
Starmer’s overture to Palestine
president Mahmoud Abbas about
the “undeniable right to a Palestinian
state” is the beginning of an attempt to
regain support lost from the Muslim
community in last week’s election.
Then there is the small matter of
Britian being held to be complicit in
genocide by the ICC, given the UK
reticence to prevent arms sales to
Israel and the failure to even call for a
ceasefire before the election.

The UK is now one of the few
countries that has refused to restore
funding to the Unrwa. Labour’s new
foreign secretary, David Lammy, a
trained lawyer, has allegedly said
of the publication of official advice
about the legality of arms sales to
Israel that he would “look at the legal
assessments”, adding: “I will begin
that process, of course, as soon as
I'm able t0.”"° I suppose that is the
advantage of a legal education.

Most people would just say that
selling arms to a country that is using
them against an occupied civilian
population and inflicting tens of
thousands of fatalities and injuries
was wrong and stop it immediately.
But then, most people are not the same
as those who head client states of the
USA - Starmer and Lammy will do as
they are told by the world hegemon.

While the UN also often defers
to the USA, that does not stop
some of its human rights experts
from speaking truth to power.
Ten independent UN experts on
July 9 said that “Israel’s intentional
and targeted starvation campaign
against the Palestinian people is
a form of genocidal violence and
has resulted in famine across all of
Gaza.”!! Naturally, Israel rejects this
and points to repairs to the Gaza
water desalination plant, which was
destroyed by the IDF in the first
place. It is like when a murderer
gives you a plaster for one of your
wounds, before stabbing you again.

No-one is fooled by the numbers
game. A temporary slowing of the
rate of mass murder does not stop it
being genocide. Nor will it stop the
pace of killing from being picked
up later, when matters of political
expediency are less pressing @

Notes

1. www.aljazeera.com/news/2024/7/7/dozens-
killed-across-gaza-as-israels-war-enters-10th-
month.

2. www.vice.com/en/article/y3w4w7/israeli-
intelligence-health-ministry-death-toll.

3. At the time of writing the correspondence
to The Lancet.

4. www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/
PIIS0140-6736(24)01169-3/fulltext.

5. www.ochaopt.org/content/reported-impact-
snapshot-gaza-strip-19-june-2024.

6. www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/
cv22g81djdyo.

7. www.unrwa.org/unrwa-claims-versus-facts-
february-2024.

8. www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/
cv22g81djdyo.

9. www.theguardian.com/law/article/2024/
jul/08/labour-expected-to-drop-challenge-to-
icc-over-netanyahu-arrest-warrant.

10. Ibid.
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two-gaza-city-hospitals-close-on-israeli-
orders.
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ECONOMICS

Reeves and her ‘securonomics’

Labour’s leadership is relying on big business to bring the economic growth needed to fix ‘broken Britain’.
Michael Roberts predicts a one-term government

e have had ‘Abenomics’
in Japan,! ‘Modinomics’
in India? and ‘Bidenomics’

in the US? Now we have
‘securonomics’ in Britain! This is
slick terminology for the basics
of the new Labour government’s
economic policy - as expounded
by its chancellor of the exchequer,
Rachel Reeves - a former Bank of
England economist.

When Reeves was in Washington
before the general election, she told
her audience that “Globalisation,
as we once knew it, is dead”. And
she was right. The great boom in
world trade since the 1990s came
screeching to a halt after the great
recession of 2008-09 and since then
world trade has basically stagnated.
And that has been expressed in the
UK, which now has its largest trade
deficit in its history. And it is not
just trade.

Foreign investment has been
declining - something British capital
has increasingly relied upon since
the 1980s. The UK is getting less
productive investment by foreign
companies into the economy. The
number of foreign direct investment
(FDI) projects landing in the UK
has fallen by 6% year-on-year for
the past two years, hitting a low
of 1,555 in 2023. This represents a
significant 16% decline since the
Covid pandemic.

The pandemic was in fact
the last straw. Global supply
chains collapsed, while trade and
investment shrunk. World economic
growth is slowing - the International
Monetary Fund calls it the “tepid
20s™* and the World Bank forecasts
the worst growth rates in 30 years.
It has become clear to Reeves that
Britain can no longer rely on global
expansion. It must fend for itself.

Thus we have ‘securonomics’,
meaning in effect a nationalist
approach to the economy. The
watchword among many G7
economies is ‘industrial strategy’.
‘Free markets’ are out - now
governments must launch policies
that guide and encourage their
own capitalist sectors to invest

and produce in the ‘right areas’ to
boost economic growth. Whereas
‘Abenomics’,  ‘Modinomics’ and
‘Bidenomics’ were mostly a mixture
of old-fashioned policies of Keynesian
tax and credit stimulation to boost
‘aggregate demand’ and employment,
along with neoliberal structural
measures to weaken the labour
movement and privatise state assets,
Reeves claims that ‘securonomics’
is different.

In her recent Mais lecture (Mais
is a business school in the heart of
City of London), speaking to the
representatives of big business and
finance, Rachel Reeves set out a
different view: that an “active”
state can underwrite the security of
businesses; to provide a “platform”
of safety from which we can “drive
sustainable economic growth”. As
she put it,

Sustained economic growth is
the only route to improving the
prosperity of our country and
the living standards of working
people. That is why it is Labour’s
first mission for government. It
means being pro-business and
pro-worker. We are the party of
wealth creation.’

Securonomics means depending
on “a dynamic and strategic state”,
she continued. That “does not
mean ever-growing government,
but it does mean a more active,
smarter government that works in
partnership with business, trade
unions, local leaders and devolved
governments”.

So the new Labour government
will not wait for the -capitalist
sector to invest, employ and grow:
it will intervene to ‘encourage’ it
into the right direction for Britain’s
industrial revival. This is no takeover
of capitalist sectors to be run by the
state. Yes, there will be more public
investment, but only “where it can
unlock additional private-sector
investment, create jobs and provide
a return for taxpayers”. You see,
Labour’s industrial strategy will be
“mission-driven and focused on the

The economics of Rachel
Reeves very much smacks
of the strategy outlined by

Mariana Mazzucato - the

Italian-American
leftist economist, who
reckons that what modern
capitalism needs is
a “purpose-driven”
partnership between the
public and private sectors

—
-
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future. We will work in partnership
with industry to seize opportunities
and remove barriers to growth.”

Humpty Dumpty

This smacks very much of the
economic strategy of Mariana
Mazzucato® - the Italian-American
leftist economist, who reckons that
what modern capitalism needs is
a “purpose-driven”  partnership
between the public and private
sectors. Mazzucato argues for
public-private that can “capture a
common vision across civil society,
business, and public institutions”.’
Governments and capitalist
companies should share the risks
and then share out the rewards: “It
is not about fixing markets, but
creating markets”. Mazzucato sums
it up: “The Mission Economy offers
a path to rejuvenate the state and
thereby mend capitalism, rather
than end it.” Such is the purpose of
securonomics too.

But can securonomics put the
Humpty Dumpty of a broken Britain
back together again? The key
must be a sharp rise in productive
investment to restore economic
growth that will deliver more
income for all and more revenues
for government to invest to meet
the social needs in health and
social care, education, transport,
communications and housing - all
of which are flailing and failing in a
“broken Britain™.®

Where is the extra investment
to come from? As I showed in
my previous post on Britain, the
UK’s investment-to-GDP ratio is
pathetically low (around 17% of
gross domestic product, compared
to the G7 average of 23%) and
investment by the big corporations
is even lower at 10% of GDP. As for
public investment, that ratio is as
low as 2% of UK GDP.

A recent London School of
Economics study called for an
increase in public investment of
1% of GDP, or a rise of £26 billion
a year at current prices.” But
what are Rachel Reeves and
Labour proposing? They plan just

£7.3 billion “over the course of
the next parliament” - through a
National Wealth Fund, “making
transformative investments across
every part of the country”. The
Corbyn-led Labour Party proposed
£25 billion; but the Reeves-Starmer
leadership proposes just a quarter
of that and a fraction of what even
the LSE economists reckon is
needed. Indeed what is needed for
a proper transformation of industry
and public services is more like
£60 billion a year over next five
years, or a rise of at least 2%-3%
of GDP each year. Instead Labour’s
plan actually implies a fall in public
investment as a share of GDP over
this parliament!

Of course, the hope is that this
tiny increase in public investment
will attract “three pounds of private
investment for every one pound of
public investment, creating jobs
across the country”. But, even if it
did (and that is doubtful), then the
total increase would still be way,
way short of what is needed to turn
the UK economy around.

Why are the Labour leaders
so timid about increasing public
investment? The first reason is
that, because the UK economy is
so weak, government tax revenues
are too low to fund increased
investment. The only way to do
so would be for the government to
borrow more: ie, issue government
bonds to the banks, etc. But that
would increase the deficit on the
government budget and raise the
level of public debt - already at a
record high.

Yes, the government could ignore
the lack of ‘fiscal headroom’, as it is
called, and just go ahead and borrow
a lot more, with the expectation that
the extra investment would boost
growth and revenues and so pay for
itself and avoid a rising debt burden.
That is what Sharon Graham - the
leftist leader of Britain’s biggest
trade union, Unite, suggested to
Reeves.!” Indeed, if you are a
supporter of ‘modern monetary
theory’, you would not even bother
with issuing bonds: instead just
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‘print the money’ (ie, get the Bank
of England to credit the banks with
more billions).

But what would foreign investors
and bond holders make of that?
Back in October 2022, in effect, in
her drive for ‘growth’, the briefly
appointed Tory prime minister, Liz
Truss, proposed just that. What
happened? The Bank of England
did the opposite and raised interest
rates, while the foreign bond
holders went into capital flight
and the pound collapsed in value.
The Labour leaders are afraid of
a similar investment-strike by
financial markets if they borrow
‘too much’. So instead they are
planning to borrow too little!

Starmer-Reeves ~ have  also
placated the City of London by
announcing that they will not be
raising income tax rates, or social
security rates (given that tax revenue
relative to weak GDP is at a post-
war high). Indeed, they have even
pledged not to raise the corporation
tax on big business - at 25% already
the lowest in the G7 - in order not
to ‘deter’ investment. They even
say that, if other countries cut their
rates, they will follow the race to the
bottom by cutting further. And they
will continue to provide 100% tax
allowances on capital investment.
The irony is that cuts in business
taxes and exemptions have failed to
boost private investment anywhere
over the last two decades.

Vicious austerity

Where will securonomics
concentrate its timid investment
strategy? The answer is in
financial services, the automotive
industry (wholly owned by foreign
companies), life sciences and
‘creative sectors’ (film, design,
theatre, fashion, etc). These are
supposedly the sectors where the
UK has an edge.

But what about the broken
public services in Britain? The
national health service is starved of
funds and staff. During the election
campaign, Reeves promised not
to raise the main tax rates, which
account for three-quarters of total
tax revenue. Instead, she pins her
hopes on higher growth, coupled
with a narrow range of revenue rises
worth around £8 billion. According
to the latest optimistic estimates of
UK economic growth, that means
Reeves has just about £10 billion to
spare on improving public services,
unless Labour breaks its promise
not to raise taxes or to borrow more.
That means the vicious austerity
that the NHS, local government
and schools and universities have
experienced over the last decade or
more will continue - at least until the
miracle of faster growth appears.

Indeed, the Nuffield Trust
reckons that the current spending
plans of the new Labour government
for the NHS will mean a further
period of austerity."" A 0.8% annual
growth in total health spending
would result in the next four years
being the tightest in NHS history
under the Labour pledges - tighter
even than the former Tory coalition
government’s “austerity” period,
which saw funding grow by just
1.4% in real terms a year between
2010-11 and 2014-15.

What about housing? The new
Labour government says it will aim
to build 300,000 new homes a year
through the next five years. Sounds
good, although it is way less than
needed and way less than Labour
governments built in the 1950s and
1960s. But how is even this to be
done?

It is not going to be through
a National Building Corporation
that will employ building workers,
architects, etc directly to build good
houses and flats to be owned by
local council at reasonable rents for

tenants, to get the huge waiting lists
down. No, the whole housing plan
will depend on private developers
building homes for sale with
minimal monitoring for ‘affordable
homes’. The Labour leaders are
more concerned with removing
planning regulations in local areas,
so that private developers can build
where and how they want.

And who are these developers?
As has been pointed out, they are the
likes of BlackRock, the American
investment company, which already
owns 260,000 British homes on
which it is charging some eye-
watering fees - around £1.4 billion
last year. So the likes of BlackRock
will be the beneficiaries of this
housing expansion.

Securonomics means that there
is to be no public takeover of the
productive sectors of the economy;
or the financial sector; or the big
investment funds. Take the disaster
and scandals of the Royal Mail
since its privatisation (it is now
being sold by its private equity
owners to a Czech billionaire).
What is Labour’s plan?

Royal Mail remains a key part of
the UK’s infrastructure. Labour
will ensure that any proposed
takeover is robustly scrutinised
and that appropriate guarantees
are forthcoming that protect
the interests of the workforce,
customers and the United
Kingdom, including the need
to maintain a comprehensive
universal service obligation.

So it is regulation, not the
restoration of public ownership,
that matters in this “key part of the
UK’s infrastructure”.

Then there are the energy and
water utilities. The scandal of
these privatised utilities is for all
to see, where shareholders have got
billions in dividends, while debt and
prices rise. The total collapse in the
water infrastructure has reached the
point where the UK’s water supply,
rivers and beaches are no longer
safe to drink or touch. And yet,
Labour has no plan to bring these
utilities back into public ownership.
Instead, it wants ‘better regulation’.
Apparently, it wants /ess regulation
in housing and more regulation in
utilities and the postal service.

Labour has pledged to bring
railways back into public ownership
- but only gradually, as the private
franchises (some  10-years-long)
expire. Labour under Corbyn pledged
free broadband for all as a public right.
This was called “communism” by the
rightwing press. Labourunder Starmer
only proposes “a renewed push
to fulfil the ambition of full
gigabit and national
5G coverage by
2030”.

Mariana Mazzucato:
her ‘Mission Economy’
offers a
“path to rejuvenate the
state and thereby mend
capitalism,
rather than end it”.
Exactly what Jeremy Corbyn
and John McDonnell
proposed to do

‘Securonomics’, however, does
mean more investment in one key
sector: defence. The new Labour
government has pledged to raise
defence spending to 2.5% of GDP in
this parliament in order to ‘secure’ the
country - supposedly from the threat
of invasion by Russia or China, but
in reality to meet the demands of the
US and Nato. UK defence spending
already stands at 2.3% of GDP - but
more is to be spent, while the NHS
remains in austerity mode.

One-term Labour

Securonomics is really a return yet
again to the idea of ‘public-private
partnership’. What that means is
that the government will borrow or
tax a bit more to invest a bit more -
mainly to encourage and subsidise
the capitalist sector to invest more
and let them take the lion’s share
of any extra revenues produced.
Public-sector  investment  will
mainly be used to help the capitalist
sector invest, not to replace it.

That makes sense if your
founding beliefis to make capitalism
work better. Capitalist investment
in the UK is some five times greater
than public investment. It would be
a different economy if that ratio was
the other way round. But that will
not happen under securonomics.

The problem is that the capitalist
sector has failed to invest enough
over the last three decades and
much of its investment has not
been in productive sectors of the
economy, but in finance, real estate,
defence, etc. The reason is because
it was just not profitable enough to
invest elsewhere. Labour’s plans
do not suggest any change in that
trend.

Securonomics is supposedly a
strategy for British capital to ‘take
control’ of its economy with the help
of a pro-business government, and
so fend for itself in an increasingly
stagnant and protectionist world
economy. But the UK economy is
frail and it has not escaped (and
will not escape) the twists and turns
of the global capitalist economy.
There is every likelihood that the
world economy will enter a new
slump before the end of this decade.
Slumps emerge every 8-10 years
and the last two were the worst in
capitalist history. Even without a
slump, global growth is slowing
and trade is stagnant, with little sign
of improvement ahead.

Labour’s plans do not suggest
‘security’ against vicissitudes of
capitalist accumulation. After each
previous slump, the incumbent
government has been ousted
(Labour in 2010 after the slump
of 2008-09 and the Conservatives
eventually in 2024 after the
pandemic slump of 2020).

This could be a one-term Labour
government @

Michael Roberts blogs at
thenextrecession.wordpress.com
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rachel-reeves-mais-lecture.

6. See thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2021/02/20/mission-impossible.

7. medium.com/iipp-blog/can-the-new-
european-bauhaus-reorient-design-to-tackle-
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What we
fight for

B Without organisation the
working class is nothing; with
the highest form of organisation
it is everything.

B 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.

B 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.

B 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.
B 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’.
B The working class must be
organised globally. Without a global
Communist Party, a Communist
International, the struggle against
capital is weakened and lacks
coordination.

B 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.

B 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.

B The capitalist class will never
willingly allow their wealth and
power to be taken away by a
parliamentary vote.

B 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.

B Communists favour industrial
unions. Bureaucracy and class
compromise must be fought and
the trade unions transformed into
schools for communism.

B 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.

B 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.

B Socialism is the first stage
of the worldwide transition to
communism - a system which
knows neither wars, exploitation,
money, classes, states nor nations.
Communism is general freedom
and the real beginning of human
history.
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Iran: neither a

secure nora
stable state

No solutions on offer

Masoud Pezeshkian was elected on a wave of unenthusiasm. Yassamine Mather looks at the challenges
facing the new president

bit like Keir Starmer, Masoud
A Pezeshkian, Iran’s  newly

elected ‘reformist’ president,
did not make many concrete promises
during his election campaign. The
16.4 million votes (55%) he received
were as much against Saeed Jalili, his
rival in the second round, as opposed
to an endorsement of him.

Jalili was seen as the continuation
of the regime under the much hated,
ultra-conservative former president,
Ebrahim Raisi - he was and remains
an opponent of Tehran’s 2015 nuclear
pact with the major western powers.
A few years before the deal, Jalili had
served as Iran’s top nuclear negotiator
for five years from 2007 - a period
during which Iran took an aggressive
and uncompromising approach in
discussions. This coincided with
the first tranche of major sanctions
imposed on the country.

However, as many people have
pointed out in recent weeks, sanctions,
far from punishing Iran’s political
leaders, have created opportunities
for many of them and their relatives
to become multi-millionaires - in
some cases billionaires. Most of these
people regularly move their ill-gotten
gains abroad into accounts held by
relatives or offshore bank accounts,
with no risk of facing any sanctions.
Meanwhile, ordinary  Iranians
suffer, as price rises and rampant
unemployment or underemployment
makes life extremely difficult for
them.

Second round

On the morning of July 6, the day
after the second round, most of those
who were celebrating Pezeshkian’s
victory seemed relieved that the
two main conservative candidates
and representatives of a corrupt
bunch of reactionaries, Saeed Jalili
and Mohammad Bagher Qalibaf,
were defeated. Soon afterwards, the
various factions of the conservative
camp began recriminations, blaming
their adversaries for failing to unite.
According to the Amwaj website,

Conservative political figures have
confirmed a previously rumoured
intervention by the commander
of the Quds Force [international
branch of Iran’s Revolutionary
Guards Command (IRGC)] ahead
of the elections. [Revolutionary
Guards general] Esmail Qa’ani is
said to have attempted to convince
Jalili to step aside in favour of
Qalibaf - a move which may come
to haunt the military commander.

No-one has any doubt that Qalibaf
was the candidate of the much-hated
IRGC.

However, as I wrote last week,'
no-one should expect much from
the new administration. Supporters
of the Islamic Republic’s ‘reformist’
factions tell us the fact that Pezeshkian
was allowed to stand - and that votes
were not ‘manipulated’ to bring about
a conservative victory - proved that
supreme leader Ali Khamenei is keen
to make a deal with the USA. There
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Masoud Pezeshkian ... voting for

is no doubt that with a ‘reformist’-led
government in office, Khamenei can
now show flexibility in foreign policy
without losing face (more difficult
under Raisi).

Nevertheless, in his statement
congratulating Pezeshkian on his
electoral success, the supreme leader
advised the president-elect to “follow
the path” of Raisi and “make use
of the abundant capacities in the
country”. This was followed by a
five-hour meeting between Khamenei
and Pezeshkian. We will know more
about Iran’s direction once Pezeshkian
nominates his cabinet.

There is a lot of speculation that,
given the important role of former
foreign minister Mohammad Javad
Zarif during the presidential elections,
he might be offered the same post
once again. At a campaign rally in
support of Pezeshkian on July 3, Zarif
told voters to “send home those who
have accomplished nothing for the
country but sanctions, humiliation
and misery”. Writing on Twitter a day
after the results, Zarif commented that
Iran under Pezeshkian will be “more
unified, resolute and prepared than
ever to tackle its challenges, strengthen
its relationships with neighbouring
countries, and reassert its role in the
emerging global order”.

However, it is unlikely that Zarif
will be acceptable to the Iranian majles
(parliament), currently dominated by
the conservatives and led by Qalibaf
- unless there is direct intervention
by the supreme leader. The president-
elect also held a meeting with his
former rival, Qalibaf, who is the
speaker of the majles, so we assume
its role in approving or rejecting
ministerial nominees was discussed.

Limitations

Pezeshkian will soon find out all about
the limitations of the top executive
post in the Islamic Republic of Iran.
The experience of his predecessors,

himself

Mohammad Khatami
(1997-2005) and Hassan Rouhani
(2013-21), give us plenty of examples.

First of all, he will have to be
prepared to confront the obstacles
created by the more conservative

‘reformists’

factions. During his presidency
Khatami regularly faced protests
and demonstrations by groups like
Ansar-e Hezbollah, shroud-wearing
protestors, and bassij  (militia)
motorcyclists, angry at what they
called the government’s tolerance of
‘anti-Islamic’ behaviour, as well as the
arrest and imprisonment of journalists
(even some supporters of the president,
as well as critics). All created huge
problems for the government.

One of the most important previous
challenges came in a letter from 24
senior IRGC commanders to the then-
president. After an incident at Tehran
University in July 1999, they warned
that “our patience has run out” and, if
the student protests were not stopped,
they would take action. This letter
was a veiled threat against the second
most powerful figure in the Islamic
Republic and was seen by some as
hinting at a coup.

During Hassan Rouhani’s
presidency, problems and challenges
manifested differently. What were
described as ‘autonomous’ groups
became active and there was public
expectation of improved economic
conditions that would come with
what Rouhani claimed would be
‘the government of hope’. The
incompetence of the government led
to the bloody protests of 2017 and
2019, as well as a series of strikes.

The economic failures arose
partly because the government based
its plans on the nuclear agreement.
Once this failed - following Trump’s
withdrawal - the president was faced
with a parliamentary resolution
blocking the path to a revival of
negotiations.

Although, as I have pointed out,

Pezeshkian did not make many
promises during his campaign, he
did say: “I guarantee that the entire
government will stand firmly against
mandatory patrols, censorship ... and
external pressures”.

Not straightforward

Many of those who voted for him
presumably believe that taking
measures against the ‘morality
police’ and censorship should be
a priority. However, success in
these areas is not straightforward,
because, according to officials,
issues like the mandatory wearing
of the hijab are a ‘governmental
obligation” and Khamenei has
repeatedly emphasised that he will
not compromise on that issue. In
early 2022, Ebrahim Raisi issued an
executive order called the ‘Hijab and
Chastity Plan’ to executive and law-
enforcement agencies, and a bill with
the same name has been approved
after several rounds between the
majles and the Guardian Council.
Its implementation was only delayed
due to the parliamentary elections
last year and the recent presidential
election.

Although six out of 13 members
of the committee that controls the
“filtering’ of the internet and social
media are from the government,
the other members, nominated by
unelected agencies, seem to have
more influence. On May 15, the then
minister of communications stated:
“Internet restrictions are not in our
hands, and the ‘filtering’ committee
must be responsible for lifting what
blocks websites and social media
platforms.” In such circumstances,
it is unclear how Pezeshkian can
overcome these “external pressures”
when it comes to censorship.

On the question of the ‘morality
police’, if they continue the
crackdown on women who refuse to
wear the full hijab on the street, how

will the president react? Will he keep
his promise?

Beyond the immediate challenges,
the new president is also faced with
a long list of long-term political
and economic issues, some related
to foreign relations. Very similar
problems persisted during Rouhani’s
administration and remained
unresolved by the end of his term.

Before the presidential elections,
economics professor Saced Laylaz
remarked that Pezeshkian’s
candidacy was approved because of
his potential to “resolve the severe
economic imbalances in Iran”.
Laylaz said that addressing economic
problems requires a government
with maximum legitimacy, and a
‘reformist’ government would better
facilitate a solution. During the
campaign, Pezeshkian linked some of
his economic promises to improved
foreign relations: his aim was 8%
economic growth, which depended
on attracting $200 billion in annual
foreign investment.

Although Pezeshkian has pledged
to do his utmost to remove Iran’s name
from the Financial Action Task Force
(FATF) blacklist, my understanding is
that this is related to Iran’s financial
support for Hezbollah. Given the
current instability in the Middle East
and a possible escalation between
Israel and Hezbollah, it is difficult to
see how the new president will reduce
Iran’s financial contributions to the
Shia group.

When it comes to relations with
the US, Ali Abdolalizadeh, head of
Pezeshkian’s campaign, has promised
to “negotiate with Trump to lift the
sanctions. He is a businessman,
and we understand the language of
commerce well.” It could be that
the new president has been given
the green light by Khamenei, but, if
not, Iran’s foreign relationships will
remain very limited (to the likes of
China and Russia).

Economist Hadi Kahalzadeh
has told BBC Persian that one of
Pezeshkian’s significant challenges
is that the government has practically
been stripped of its policymaking
powers in economic, welfare,
health and social domains, leaving
Iran virtually in a state of “non-
government”. Kahalzadeh noted that
the government’s ability to make
policies and solve national issues has
therefore been drastically reduced.

The  government’s  financial
resources are limited too and its
expenses are very high, which means
it continues to face a budget deficit.
This has squeezed resources. So will
Pezeshkian do what other Iranian
presidents have done and borrow
from the central bank, which in turn
fuels inflation?

As I have noted many times, while
we should not expect regime collapse
any time soon, it is hardly in a secure
or stable situation ®

Notes

1. ‘Don’t expect much’, July 4:
weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1498/dont-
expect-much.
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