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Siren call
A tediously familiar trope of 
Israeli hasbara (propaganda) is the 
‘Hamas!’ ploy. In virtually every 
public meeting on Palestine/Israel, 
when a speaker dares to unmask 
the Zionist project of colonisation 
and its Israeli apartheid regime, a 
well-rehearsed advocate of ‘the only 
democracy in the Middle East’ will 
pop up and cry “Hamas!”

The evident purpose of this 
simple tactic is to create a diversion 
by making it seem that the essence of 
the Palestine/Israel issue is a choice 
between Zionism and Hamas. If you 
oppose the former, you must be a 
supporter of Hamas, which relentless 
propaganda has managed to depict as 
somehow worse than the oppressive, 
murderous, colonial regime that gave 
rise to it.

A nice illustration of how this 
trick operates is Daniel Lazare’s anti-
BDS diatribe (‘A Hamas popular 
front’, February 17). What on earth 
is the connection between the BDS 
campaign and Hamas? Well, here is 
Lazare’s argument:

“So let us begin with the first 
question: what is BDS? The 
campaign is based in Ramallah on the 
West Bank. Its nominal governing 
body is called the Palestinian BDS 
National Committee, which consists 
of a couple of dozen Palestinian 
organisations, one of which is the 
Palestinian Council of National 
and Islamic Forces, which includes 
Hamas. So, as Hamas is part of the 
governing structure, I think it is 
worthwhile looking at what it stands 
for.”

Just look at this sleight of hand: 
BDS has a nominal governing body 
consisting of “a couple of dozen” 
(in fact it is some 30) organisations. 
Does this body actually run 
BDS? Not really; it is admittedly 
“nominal”. One of the 30 bodies 
on this nominal governing body is 
the Palestinian National and Islamic 
Forces. If you look it up, you will 
find that this is a paper umbrella 
body of 15 Palestinian resistance 
organisations, including all those you 
have ever heard of (as well as some 
you haven’t), including Hamas.

So Lazare’s answer to the question, 
“what is BDS?”, is a very long spiel 
about Hamas - an organisation which 

is one of 15 members of an umbrella 
grouping, which is itself one of 30 
members of a nominal governing 
board of BDS. Moreover, the BDS 
campaign is based in Ramallah, on 
the West Bank, while Hamas is based 
mainly in the Gaza Strip and has 
virtually no presence in Ramallah.

Then why does he devote so 
much time to a discussion of Hamas, 
as though it is somehow running the 
BDS campaign? I think the answer 
hardly needs to be spelt out. He is 
arguing like a hasbara operative, 
except that he has adapted the 
usual fake ‘Israel versus Hamas’ 
dichotomy to the sensibility of his 
socialist audience: the super-fake 
‘Israeli working class versus Hamas’.

The rest of his anti-BDS arguments 
are not much better. He brands BDS 
as a cross-class “popular front”. 
Nonsense! BDS is not a front, but 
a campaign. While Marxists rightly 
keep out of cross-class fronts or 
alliances aiming to exercise political 
power, why should there be a taboo 
against cross-class campaigns on 
democratic and human-rights issues?

Don’t listen to this siren call 
aimed at undermining BDS, the most 
successful campaign for Palestinian 
rights!
Moshé Machover
London

Pro-Nato
I’ve just skimmed through the latest 
issue of Solidarity, the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty publication. The 
editorial is entitled ‘For Ukraine, 
against Putin!’ In making its 
arguments for Nato and against 
Russia it quotes from the British 
Chatham House policy institute 
against the implementation of 
the Minsk II agreement. This 
‘independent’ think tank is funded 
by corporations, government 
departments and wealthy 
individuals, some of whom have 
withheld their names. Members of 
the AWL perhaps?

John Major, the late Paddy 
Ashdown and George Robertson 
are cited as past or present honorary 
presidents. Robertson, the former 
Labour MP, was secretary general 
of Nato from 1999 to 2004. Clearly 
this institution is independent of any 
whiff of opposition to British or US 
imperialism - like the AWL itself.

But the editorial finishes with 
an assurance that this is not the 
case: “of course, in general, we 
are against Nato”, we are relieved 
to hear - although the “in general” 

bit sows the seeds of doubts. These 
are further fuelled by Eric Lee’s 
article, ‘Bernie Sanders is wrong 
about Ukraine’, which chides poor, 
misguided Bernie, because, although 
he names Putin as “the culprit in the 
current crisis”, he is soft on him 
and is worried about “the familiar 
drumbeats in Washington, the 
bellicose rhetoric that gets amplified 
before every war, demanding that 
we must ‘show strength’, ‘get tough’ 
and not engage in ‘appeasement’”.

Now frothing at the mouth 
politically, Lee demolishes the 
pathetic snowflake, Sanders - 
“appeasement” was not a good 
strategy in 1938, he assures us in 
Churchillian fury and finishes with 
this flourish: “The bottom line is, 
we must do everything possible to 
prevent a Russian war in Europe ... 
The only threat worth talking about 
is Russian aggression - and the 
answer to that threat is a stronger, 
not a weaker Nato.”

A clear warning shot across the 
bows of those European snowflakes, 
Germany and France. But hold on 
- Eric Lee is “writing in a personal 
opinion column”, we are relieved to 
hear. Of course, any half principled 
left publication would tell him 
where he could shove such ‘personal 
opinions’.
Gerry Downing
Socialist Fight

Chauvinist
On Monday, Vladimir Putin 
condemned Lenin for having given 
a state to the Ukrainians (and other 
non-Russian nationalities) after the 
revolution of 1917. He was right 
- from the point of view of a great-
power chauvinist. Here’s Lenin at a 
congress of the Russian Communist 
Party (Bolsheviks) in 1919: 

“We concluded an agreement 
with the red Finnish government, 
which existed for a short while; we 
made certain territorial concessions. 
And on account of these concessions 
I have heard no small number 
of objections of an essentially 
chauvinistic character. ‘There are 
good fisheries there, and you are 
relinquishing them’ is one such 
objection. It’s this kind of statement 
that I was thinking of when I said: 
‘Scratch every second communist 
and you will find a great-power 
chauvinist … He sits inside many of 
us and he has to be fought.’”

By “red Finnish” Lenin is referring 
to the Red Government of Finland 
(Kansanvaltuuskunta in Finnish) that 
governed southern Finland during 
the Finnish Civil War from January 
to April 1918. Lenin’s Soviet Russia 
signed an agreement with the Finnish 
Reds, although it had also recognised 
the independence of Finland under 
the bourgeois government at the end 
of 1917. 
Hannu Reime
email 

Catastrophism
Steve Cousins is simply wrong in 
every point in his letter (February 17) 
- apart from his criticism of Michael 
Roberts for failing to consider the 
rate of turnover.

Catastrophism most certainly is 
not code for scientific socialism. No 
part of Marx’s analysis of capitalism 
or its growing over into socialism 
is founded upon catastrophism or 
crises. And Marx’s criticism of 
the theories of Smith, Ricardo and 
Malthus, in relation to the tendency 
for the rate of profit to fall, is indeed 
a criticism of their catastrophism. 
Smith argued that the existence of 
profit itself was due to the fact that 
labour was abundant and capital 
scarce, but that capital would grow 
faster, so that wages would rise and 
profits fall, leading to crises. Marx 

notes that this is indeed the basis of 
crises of overproduction, in Capital 
volume 3, chapter 15:

“… there would be a steep and 
sudden fall in the general rate of 
profit - but this time due to a change 
in the composition of capital not 
caused by the development of the 
productive forces, but rather by a rise 
in the money-value of the variable 
capital (because of increased wages) 
and the corresponding reduction in 
the proportion of surplus labour to 
necessary labour.”

But such crises do not destroy 
capitalism and even less lead to 
socialism, because they simply 
stimulate innovation and a rise in 
productivity. As Marx says, refuting 
the catastrophist view Cousins 
advocates,

“A distinction must he made 
here. When Adam Smith explains 
the fall in the rate of profit from 
an overabundance of capital, an 
accumulation of capital, he is 
speaking of a permanent effect 
and this is wrong. As against this, 
the transitory overabundance of 
capital, overproduction and crises 
are something different. Permanent 
crises do not exist.”

Cousins needs to explain how 
crises and catastrophe lead to 
socialism, as against leading to a 
strengthening of reaction - which is 
what happened in the 1830s, 1870s, 
1920s-30s, 1970s-80s and so on, 
and as was described by Trotsky in 
Flood tide. He needs to explain his 
argument, as against the position set 
out by Marx and Engels in Capital 
volume 3, chapter 27, and in Anti-
Dühring, of the development of 
large-scale socialised capital, and its 
adoption of planning etc, and Marx’s 
description of these forms of capital 
as the transitional forms between 
capitalism and socialism. Cousins 
fails to say how the tendency for 
the rate of profit to fall has any 
relevance to that.

How Cousins goes from the law 
explaining the allocation of capital 
between spheres, to me saying it is 
the basis of everything that causes 
imbalances and disruption, I don’t 
know. Marx, in explaining the way 
the law works by capital moving 
towards low organic composition 
spheres, makes clear that this process 
happens by capital accumulating 
more quickly in them, over time, 
not by some sudden disruptive 
reallocation.

Finally, in calculating the rate of 
profit, Marx uses values - ie, current 
reproduction costs, not historic 
prices - and that is the only real basis 
that can be used that is meaningful, 
because, as Marx sets out, social 
reproduction occurs by replacing 
consumed material balances “on 
a like for like basis”, and the 
replacements are all bought at their 
current values - not to mention 
that any expansion of capital (ie, 
accumulation, which is the whole 
purpose of profit and the real 
measurement of the rate of profit) - 
is necessarily at current prices.

Marx’s analysis of moral 
depreciation, and its role in raising 
the rate of profit, is the clearest 
example of that.
Arthur Bough
email

Basic proposition?
I’m not sure what point James 
Harvey is making in his ‘Me and 
We’ diagram, which seems to show 
that somehow mining is motivated 
by the individualist, and so called 
‘renewables’ by collectivism 
(‘Charting the way forward’, 
February 17). If that is what is being 
suggested, it is nonsense of course. 
It is not a “basic proposition” to this 
communist at all.

Just to focus on his ‘problem’, 
the diagram is an illustration 
of coal mines, oil wells and 
presumably gas extraction in 
contradistinction to his ‘solution’, 
which is solar energy and wind 
turbines (amazingly the trees in his 
CO2-free world are blooming and 
those where the air is richer in CO2 
are dying, which is the reversal of 
reality, of course). But I want to 
challenge his ‘solution’ as fossil 
fuel-free.

Is he aware that you can’t make 
solar panels without coal and 
graphite; or fix them in frames 
without steel and coal to make 
the steel, and diesel to ship the 
components; or coal and steel 
to manufacture the vessels and 
vehicles; or wind turbines without 
steel, iron and coal; or cement to 
house them without coal; or the 
propellers without petro chemicals 
to make them; or rare earth metals to 
make the rotors, etc? Neither solar 
panels nor turbines are renewables. 
The sun and wind are, but the 
machines to utilise this free power 
are man-made, using minerals and 
ores, which are mined.

I also challenge the notion 
that somehow BP investing in 
an ocean full of bird-chopping 
wind turbines is collective and 
presumably communist, while 
extracting oil (which is an integral 
part of their construction) is 
capitalist and individualist. I would 
suggest to you that the worker-
cooperative coal mine, Tower, 
was a far more collective effort 
than anything the ‘green’ capitalist 
global manufacturers are doing. 
The world’s consumption and 
production of coal is rising, while 
gas and oil demand is at a peak.

It might seem a jolly spiffing 
idea for Billy Bunter public 
schoolboy Johnson to offshore all 
our coal mining, gas production 
and steel manufacture to someone 
else’s backyard, and pretend 
somehow we have reached carbon 
zero, but the truth is the world 
is using and needs fossil fuels. 
What we have to do is not sit like 
Canute commanding the sea not 
to come in, but demand that clean 
coal and clean carbon technologies 
are applied to fossil fuel usage. 
We need, of course, control of all 
resources and human invention and 
the ingenuity of the people of the 
planet through common ownership.

But do not pretend by telling 
countries like India - 50% of whose 
population have no electricity 
and have to heat their homes and 
cook their food on camel dung and 
waste wood fires - that not mining 
coal to produce the electricity they 
desperately need is some answer, 
while exploiting their vast coal 
reserves and making modern power 
systems is the problem.
Dave Douglass
South Shields

Solidarity
Grup Yorum is a revolutionary 
band from Turkey created in 1985. 
Since then it has been creating 
songs for social justice and giving 
concerts to millions all over the 
world. In between all the concerts 
and albums, Yorum members have 
been jailed, their members have 
died on hunger strike in 2020, and 
their concerts have been banned.

Most recently, on February 18 
2022, Grup Yorum members Betül 
Varan and Sultan Gökçek have 
been given sentences of 10 
years, seven months. The Turkish 
government accuses them of being 
part of a “terrorist organisation”, 
because of the songs they create!
Grup Yorum Solidarity Committee
email

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

Touch and go
We received some handy 

donations this week, but 
now it’s touch and go whether we 
can make our monthly target of 
£2,250 for February.

Deserving special mention is 
the tremendous contribution of 
no less than £230 from regular 
donor SK. Brilliant, comrade! 
Then there were standing 
orders from PM (£125), MM 
and GB (£75 each), TT (£6) 
and finally GR, who has just 
set up a monthly payment of 
£20. Thanks very much to all 
comrades for contributing to the 
£531 that came our way over the 
last seven days.

That takes our running total 
for the month up to £1,722, 
which means we still need 
another £503 if we’re going to 

make that target. But, of course, 
this is February - which means 
that, as I write, there are only 
another five days to go. But it 
can be done!

We need to get there by next 
Monday, so please help us do so 
by either clicking on that PayPal 
button on our website or - better 
still, as there are no charges 
for either party - make a bank 
transfer to ‘Weekly Worker’. 
It’s sort code 30-99-64, account 
number 00744310.

I know you can do it, but 
there are just five days left. 
Please make sure we get there! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

https://weeklyworker.co.uk/
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STORMS

Support the GOSH security guards strike
Friday February 25, 12 noon: Solidarity rally. Assemble north 
end of Queen Square, London WC1. Security guards at Great 
Ormond Street Hospital are on strike for equality and against race 
discrimination. The mainly black, brown and migrant workers 
are outsourced on poorer terms and conditions than the in-house 
workers. They demand full sick pay, annual leave and overtime pay.
Organised by the United Voices of the World union:
www.facebook.com/uvwunion.
SOS NHS
Saturday February 26: Day of action with events nationwide.
Emergency funds for the NHS must be secured now to avert disaster.
Oppose the Health and Care Bill. Fight for a fully public NHS and 
an end to privatisation.
Organised by SOS NHS: sosnhs.org/events.
Against Labour and union tops’ betrayal
For a revolutionary programme in the pandemic!
Saturday February 26, 3pm: Public meeting, room 538, Birkbeck,
University of London, Malet Street, London WC1.
Organised by Spartacist League, Britain:
spartacist.org/events/slb/london.
Stop the Nationality and Borders Bill
Sunday February 27, 12 noon: National demonstration. Assemble 
Home Office, Marsham Street, London SW1. If this bill passes 
it will allow the Home Office to strip ethnic minorities of their 
citizenship without notice or right to appeal, and criminalise anyone 
taking part in refugee rescue missions in the Channel.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition and 20 other groups.
www.facebook.com/hashtag/stopNABB.
Why socialists learn from Cuba’s revolution
Monday February 28, 6.30pm: Online meeting. With a new wave 
of left governments and social movements against neoliberalism in 
Latin America, what we can learn from Cuba’s revolution?
Speakers include Natasha Hickman (Cuba Solidarity Campaign).
With plenty of time for questions and discussion.
Organised by Labour Outlook:
www.facebook.com/events/669954567346181.
Introduction to radical anthropology
Tuesday March 1, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and biological 
anthropology. This talk is online only, via Zoom:
‘Predation and monstrosity among Malaysian indigenous peoples: 
history, violence and ontology’. Speaker: Ivan Tacey.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org/evening-talks.
Always Red with Len McCluskey
Wednesday March 2, 7pm: Online book event - Len McCluskey 
introduces his autobiography. As general secretary of Unite the 
Union for more than a decade, he became a national political figure 
and a powerful influence in the Labour Party. Tickets £5 (free).
Organised by Housmans Bookshop:
housmans.com/event/always-red-with-len-mccluskey-online-event.
Abolish patriarchy
Thursday March 3, 6pm: Online education talk via Zoom.
Part of a weekly series on ‘Abolition’.
Speakers: Camilla Power and Chris Knight.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/436141718210359.
Nuclear warheads driving through your town
Thursday March 3, 6.30pm: Online webinar. Convoys carrying 
nuclear bombs often travel along Britain’s roads. No radiation 
warning symbols are carried and neither the public nor local 
authorities are warned. Help to track these convoys as part of the 
campaign to scrap Trident.
Organised by Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament: cnduk.org/events.
Homes for all - housing summit
Saturday March 12, 11am: Online conference to build networked 
national housing campaigns by bringing together local groups, trade 
unionists, MPs and supporters. For genuinely affordable, secure and 
safe housing. Speakers include Kevin Courtney (National Education 
Union), Bell Ribeiro-Addy MP, Matt Wrack (Fire Brigades Union) 
and Kwajo Tweneboa (tenant activist).
Organised by Homes for All:
www.facebook.com/events/2062765763887853.
Britain needs a pay rise
Saturday March 19, 11am: Demonstration and rally. Assemble 
seafront, Blackpool FY1 (location tbc.) Protest at the Tory Party 
spring conference. With bills rocketing but wages falling, the trade 
union movement must demand action on pay and the cost of living.
Organised by the TUC:
actionnetwork.org/events/britain-needs-a-pay-rise.
March against racism
Demonstrations to mark UN anti-racism day, organised by Stand Up 
To Racism:
Saturday March 19, 11am: Assemble Kelvingrove Park, 
Glasgow G3. www.facebook.com/events/274432127988168.
Saturday March 19, 12 noon: Assemble BBC, Portland Place, 
London W1. www.facebook.com/events/2763359650635710.
Sunday March 20, 12 noon: Assemble City Hall, Cardiff CF10.
www.facebook.com/events/890206241686230.
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.

Complex and chaotic
It seems that freak weather events are becoming increasingly 
normal, writes Eddie Ford

Over the last few weeks the 
UK has been battered by a 
series of ferocious storms. 

Now familiar names, we had Storm 
Dudley, Storm Eunice and Storm 
Franklin - with possibly Storm 
Gladys to come within the next few 
days or so.

Storm Eunice has been the most 
destructive. At least four people 
died, as millions experienced severe 
disruption due to record-breaking 
wind speeds, reaching 122mph on 
February 18 on the Isle of Wight. 
This is the highest ever recorded in 
England, with Eunice being the worst 
storm since Burns’ Day 32 years 
ago, in which 47 people died (not 
forgetting the Great Storm of 1987 
- a violent extratropical cyclone that 
killed 22). Thanks to Eunice, about a 
third of the UK population were told 
to stay at home, as the Met Office 
imposed two rare red warnings 
for much of southern England, 
south Wales and London. Trains 
were cancelled and delayed across 
the UK, including the complete 
cancellation of services in Wales. 
Over 400 flights were also cancelled. 
Many bridges were closed and the 
army had been placed on “standby” 
- though what they were supposed to 
do remains a mystery. At one stage, 
about 1.4 million homes were left 
without power and thousands were 
still waiting to be reconnected as of 
February 23.

According to meteorologists, 
something unusual about Eunice 
was the sheer speed at which it 
arrived. Yes, it initially followed 
the typical track of a British winter 
storm - a low-pressure area building 
out in the Atlantic. But then it was 
swept towards us by an unusually 
fast (200mph) jet stream. That very 
speed meant the worst of the rain 
and snow that came with it passed 
quickly. But it made little difference 
to the destructive power of the 
wind, as many trees and buildings 
were already weakened by Storm 
Dudley, which had passed by 48 
hours before. Some feared that there 
would be severe tidal flooding along 
the Bristol Channel and Severn 
Estuary, but thankfully that did not 
materialise.

Having said all that, we need to 
put things in perspective, even if 
every death is tragic. For instance, 
every 22 minutes someone is 
killed or seriously injured on UK 
roads, with 1,516 recorded deaths 
in 2020 - actually representing a 
significant decline, compared with 
the previous five years, due in part 
to the lockdown measures imposed 
in response to Covid. In 2020-21, 
142 workers were killed at work and 
another 441,000 sustained non-fatal 
injuries.

Climate change?
Inevitably, you have to ask if climate 
change was responsible for Storm 
Eunice. Meteorologists expect that 
heavy rainfall, flooding and storm 
surges will become more common 
in the UK if global temperatures 
continue to increase - which is 
bound to happen, regrettably. 
The most recent report from the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change projects a worst scenario 
of temperatures rising somewhere 
between 2.4°C and 6.4°C by 2100, 
where the best estimate within this 
range is 4°C - a frightening scenario. 
For the UK, this will lead to warmer 
and wetter winters, hotter and drier 
summers and more frequent and 
intense weather extremes.

In some respects, it is not always 
helpful to pose a question in terms 

of whether an event is because of 
climate change or not - as if there 
was a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 
Understandably, scientists are often 
reluctant to blame specific weather 
events on climate change. After 
all, we are dealing with a complex, 
chaotic, system that has its own 
laws of motion. This means that 
climate change can be one of the 
causes, and can make events worse, 
but it is rarely - if ever - the only 
cause. In the specific case of Storm 
Eunice, however, the high-speed 
winds - according to most scientific 
opinion - are unlikely to have been 
caused by climate change. But the 
damage done to the UK shores will 
have been made worse by the rising 
temperatures.

Climate change could also push 
storms further up the globe, thanks 
to its impact on the jet stream. In 
essence, the jet stream is an air current 
that circles the northern hemisphere 
- distributing wind and rain, storms 
and heatwaves. Increasing air 
temperatures will almost certainly 
alter the flow of the air, causing the 
jet stream to move further north - 
which in turn will affect the storm 
tracks (the way storms travel over 
the north Atlantic and in turn hit 
us in the UK). Given that climate 
change is causing a poleward shift 
in the jet stream, you would expect 
a poleward shift in the storm tracks 
as well. It is also expected that 
we will see a deeper penetration 
of these storm tracks into Europe. 
While climate change so far has 
not made any detectable difference 
to the winds in these winter storms, 
nevertheless the damage caused by 
them has gotten worse, because the 
rainfall has become more intense and 
sea levels are rising - which can only 
be attributed to climate change. Thus 
storm surges are higher and more 
damaging than they would otherwise 
have been, affecting places they 
previously would not - a cumulative 
build-up. Quantitative change creates 
qualitative change.

As for climate change and 
flooding, the increased rain is 
caused by the thermodynamic effect, 
whereby a warmer atmosphere can 
hold more water vapour that needs to 
get out of the atmosphere. Currently, 
it is estimated that one degree of 
global warming results in a seven 
percent increase of rainfall in these 
weather events - which might not 
sound like much to the untrained 
ear, but it is a lot. Flooding from 
coastal storm surges and prolonged 
deluges will worsen still further, 
when these rare, explosive storms 
like Eunice take place in the context 
of a much warmer world. As long 
as global temperatures keep rising, 
these extreme weather events will 
get more frequent and more intense 
- resulting therefore in more flooding 
and intense rainfall, with many more 
long, hot heatwaves.

This further emphasises yet 
again the absolute importance of 
redesigning our cities, so that there 
are more green spaces - meaning 
that water has somewhere to go and 
does not end up flooding our homes. 
Green spaces also act to prevent the 
temperatures in cities from getting 
too insufferable. Another thing that 
urgently needs to be done is to stop 
the madness of building houses on 
floodplains, even though we know 
that conditions are going to get 
considerably worse in the winter - 
inviting disaster.

Wind power
On a more positive note, Storm 
Eunice’s 122mph winds generated 
some of the highest ever output from 
Britain’s wind turbines - though 
admittedly this was perhaps not an 
immediate consolation for those who 
had to go days without any power. 
Thanks to the storms, however, 
wind power significantly outpaced 
gas over the past week, with turbine 
energy generation averaging 11.48 
gigawatts - well above the 7.2GW 
for gas. At the height of the storm on 
February 19, National Grid statistics 
showed that wind power accounted 
for 42% of total electricity across the 
UK, dwarfing fossil fuels (22%) and 
nuclear (15%).

This is part of a larger, more 
encouraging, picture. In fact, the 
UK is one of the best locations for 
wind power in the world and is 
considered to be the best in Europe. 
By the beginning of 2022, the UK 
had 11,037 wind turbines with a total 
installed capacity of over 24.4GW 
- the sixth largest capacity of any 
country in 2019. Overall, wind 
power contributed 24.8% of UK 
electricity supplied in 2020, having 
surpassed coal in 2016 and nuclear in 
2018 - with the British government 
saying it is “committed” to a major 
expansion of offshore capacity 
by 2030. Polling has consistently 
shown that public opinion strongly 
supports the development of wind 
power, with nearly three quarters of 
the population agreeing with its use 
- even for people living near onshore 
wind turbines.

On Boxing Day 2020, a record 
50.67% of energy used in the country 
was generated by wind power. Even 
better, on August 26 2020, wind 
briefly contributed 59.9% of the 
grid’s electricity mix. A new record 
was set during Storm Malik in 
January 2022, with maximum wind 
power generation reaching over 
19.5GW - an extremely impressive 
figure.

Yes, unfortunately, there are silly 
people who find wind turbines ugly 
- like Nigel Farage, for example. He 
has said that they are “spoilers of the 
great British landscape” and “cost 
a fortune”. This is wrong on every 
count, of course. The costs of wind 
power production are steadily going 
down, unlike nuclear power. Then 
there was his daft claim last October 
that during September there was a 
three-week period when renewables 
accounted for between just 2% and 
3% of our electricity.

Complete nonsense, needless to 
say. The first three weeks of September 
did see relatively low levels of 
renewable electricity production, but 
far above the levels given by Farage. 
On each day from September 1 to 
September 21, hydroelectricity, solar, 
and wind power produced 10%-19% 
of the UK’s electricity. Wind power 
alone in this period generated at least 
4%-14% of the total electricity l
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Expect more
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Get out of Zionist ghetto
Communists say national liberation is a task of the working class. Tony Greenstein takes issue with the left 
Zionism of Daniel Lazare

According to Daniel Lazare, 
not only are the politics of 
Moshé Machover and Djamil 

Lakhdar-Hamina “plainly shallow, 
ill-informed and anti-working 
class”, but my own politics too are 
“reactionary” and anti-working 
class.1 Accusing your opponents of 
being “anti-working class” seems to 
be the favourite choice of insult these 
days.

The irony is that in his diatribe 
against the boycott, divestment and 
sanctions campaign, it is Daniel 
Lazare who is anti-working class 
- or, more specifically, a social-
imperialist and national chauvinist. 
He would have the Palestinian 
working class subordinate their 
demands and struggle to the racism 
and chauvinism of an Israeli Jewish 
working class that has never - not 
once - extended its hand to the 
Palestinians.

Lazare talks about an Israeli 
(Jewish)-Palestinian proletariat in 
his crude, workerist fashion. There 
is no such proletariat. There is an 
Israeli Jewish proletariat, which is 
largely separate from the Israeli-
Palestinian working class (though 
on occasion, as Moshé Machover 
said in the February 13 Online 
Communist Forum debate, uniting 
on bread and butter issues), and there 
is a Palestinian working class inside 
Israel, as well as in Gaza and the West 
Bank (plus Asian guest workers, who 
have absolutely no rights).

Daniel Lazare constructs 
theoretical sandcastles which have 
no basis in reality and are testimony 
to his ignorance of actual conditions 
in Palestine. On a mundane level, 
Israeli Jewish workers participate 
in the oppression of the Palestinian 
working class and peasants and 
materially benefit from that 
oppression.

Even when there is a joint 
economic struggle, because the 
Israeli working class is militant on 
economic issues, they have never 
broken from the national Zionist 
consensus. In this they are no 
different from the Protestant working 
class in Northern Ireland or the white 
South African working class.

Histadrut
Lazare bizarrely treats the Histadrut 
in Israel as if it were a genuine 
workers’ trade union. I have already 
referred to Golda Meir’s assertion 
that it was a “great colonising 
agency” and to Pinhas Lavon’s 
statement that it was not even a trade 
union. It had a department for trade 
unions. Yet Lazare has chosen to 
ignore these points.

If he knew anything about the 
Zionist colonisation of Palestine, 
he would know that it was the 
organisations of the Jewish working 
class that were responsible for the 
creation of the Israeli state and 
indeed its bourgeoisie too. That was 
why for nearly 70 years Histadrut 
was also the largest employer after 
the state itself.

Histadrut came into existence 
with the campaign for Jewish labour 
(Conquest of Labour - kibbush 
ha’avoda): ie, a boycott of Arab 
labour. Yes, there were certain 
boycotts that the Jewish working 
class did support! They picketed 
Jewish companies which employed 
Arab labour. Their slogan was 
summed up by David Ben Gurion as 
“From class to nation”, which meant 
that the class struggle was not against 
Jewish employers, but against the 

Palestinian Arabs, workers included.
At the February 13 Online 

Communist Forum debate, which 
he addressed, Lazare mentioned 
the Union of Railway, Postal and 
Telegraph Workers - a bastion of 
the left, with a mixed Arab-Jewish 
membership. This was indeed a 
unique union, which had a mixed 
Arab-Jewish workforce for historical 
reasons. Ben Gurion was determined 
to break this union, and Histadrut 
incorporated it in order to separate 
Arab from Jewish workers and in the 
process break the left.2

The dilemma was expressed by 
one Histadrut official in 1920: “From 
the humanitarian standpoint, it is 
clear that we must organise them, but 
from the national standpoint, when 
we organise them we will be arousing 
them against us. They will receive 
the good that is in organisation and 
use it against us.”

Histadrut wished to increase 
the wages of the Jewish workers in 
order that Jewish workers would 
stay on the railways. They had two 
courses of action: joint working class 
solidarity between Jewish and Arab 
workers or a division of the workers 
into their national components. 
Histadrut chose the latter.

Ilyas Asad, an Arab workers’ 
leader, told his Jewish colleagues in 
March 1942:

I am striving to establish ties 
between the Jewish and Arab 
workers ... Many Arab workers 
do not wish to join nationalist 
organisations - they understand 
their purpose and do not wish 
to abet a lie. They saw on the 
membership card [of the railway 
workers’ union] the words 
‘Federation of Jewish Workers’ 
[ie, the Histadrut] and they cannot 
understand what purpose this 
serves. I ask of all comrades to 
remove the word ‘Jewish’, and 
I am sure that if they agree a 
strong bond between us all the 
Arabs will join. I would be the 

first who would not want to join 
a nationalist labour organisation. 
There are many Arab nationalist 
organisations, and we do not 
want to join them, and they will 
say we have joined a nationalist 
organisation.3

So the very example Lazare cites in 
support of his case for Palestinian-
Jewish working class unity proves 
the exact opposite. It was not as if 
Jewish communists and members 
of left Poale Zion did not fight for 
a united trade union, but Histadrut’s 
leadership was determined that there 
could be no working class unity.

Daniel Lazare fetishises the 
working class as a sociological 
category. I do not. Socialists have 
always supported the fight of black 
workers against racism, even when 
that meant coming into conflict with 
white workers in the USA and in this 
country. How much more so should 
we support the struggle of Palestinian 
workers against the alliance between 
Israeli Jewish workers and their own 
bourgeoisie? It is an utter social 
chauvinist who demands that the 
former does not raise their demands 
for fear of antagonising the latter.

Lazare’s position is reminiscent of 
Militant and the ‘official’ Communist 
Party of Great Britain, which placed 
a premium on working class unity in 
Northern Ireland, regardless of the 
fact that the Protestant working class 
insisted that the national question, 
the oppression of Catholic workers, 
was not raised. In so doing they 
ignored the very partition which 
divided them.

What marks out settler-colonial 
states from ‘normal’ bourgeois states 
is the alliance of the settler working 
class with its own bourgeoisie. This 
is true even when, as in Ireland, 
the material benefits are nugatory. 
How much more so is this the case 
when, as in Palestine, there are major 
material differences between Jewish 
and Palestinian workers? I support 
the working class for itself, not in 

itself. This crude workerism ends 
up, as Lazare does, supporting an 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty-style 
Zionist position.

Lazare seems incapable of 
understanding that Palestinian 
workers are superexploited, both 
as workers and because of their 
nationality. They are subject to 
military law, with all that that entails. 
Histadrut was a participant in that 
oppression, receiving a portion of the 
wages of Palestinian workers from 
the occupied territories for social 
benefits, whilst refusing to organise 
them or indeed provide the benefits 
that they paid for.

Symbolism
I agree with Moshé Machover and 
Mike Macnair that BDS is largely 
symbolic. It is the rallying cry 
around which people can express 
their solidarity. This is particularly 
true in the cultural field, where artists 
boycott Israel because of its apartheid 
oppression. I welcome this.

It is, of course, possible that in the 
future BDS will become more than 
symbolic, as it did in South Africa. 
Of course, if BDS were effective, 
that would affect Israeli Jewish 
workers, who enjoy their privileges 
at the expense of Palestinian workers 
and who identify first and foremost 
with their own ruling class. So 
what? The alternative is colluding 
in the oppression and exploitation of 
Palestinian labour.

The ‘Theses on the Eastern 
Question’ of the 4th Congress of the 
Communist International declared:

The formation of exclusive 
European communist 
organisations in the colonies 
(Egypt, Algeria) is a concealed 
form of colonialism and is an 
aid to imperialist interests. 
The formation of communist 
organisations on national lines is 
a contradiction of the principle of 
proletarian internationalism.4

The head of the Palestinian 
Communist Party delegation to the 
Congress, Haim Auerbach, was 
told by the head of the Comintern’s 
eastern section, Karl Radek, to get 
out of the “Zionist ghetto”. Yet it 
is precisely this ghetto that Lazare 
instructs Palestinian workers today to 
enter, even though it is impossible.5

It is not only because of the 
weakness of the Palestinian struggle 
that socialists should support it as a 
priority, but because of the role of 
Israel as a linchpin of the imperialist 
presence in the Middle East. In a 
piece of ‘whataboutery’, Lazare 
points to the barbaric nature of the 
Saudi regime, as if the continued 
existence of this monstrosity has 
nothing to do with Israel and 
imperialism. Supporters of apartheid 
in South Africa did the same, when 
they pointed to the human rights 
record of surrounding black states as 
a means of negating support for the 
anti-apartheid struggle.

Communists realise that the 
national liberation struggle will 
never achieve full victory under the 
leadership of bourgeois and petty 
bourgeois forces. It is a task for the 
working class. The struggle against 
national oppression is also a social 
struggle. To abandon the former 
in order to achieve a false unity 
with Jewish workers is to fail to 
understand why the working class is 
divided.

Moshé Machover was perfectly 

correct when he described Daniel 
Lazare during the debate as a 
left Zionist. Lazare began not 
with the house demolitions, land 
confiscations, murder of Palestinian 
children, the pogroms and all the 
rest, but with the ‘anti-Semitism’ 
of Hamas. Yes, Hamas is politically 
reactionary. So was Haile Selassie, 
when Trotsky supported him against 
Mussolini.

Anyone who has any involvement 
in the struggle against Zionism 
knows that this is the theme tune of 
the Zionist chorus and their Christian 
Zionist supporters. They reference 
Hamas’s charter, which did contain 
anti-Semitic formulations, but 
which was always a dead letter. 
Five years ago it supplemented its 
original charter and made it clear, 
in the words of Ahmed Yusuf, that 
it would “differentiate between Jews 
as a religious community, on the one 
hand, and the occupation and Zionist 
entity, on the other”.6

Hamas is a conservative Islamic 
organisation, but to focus on attacking 
it and mention nothing about the 
fascists and racists who control the 
Israeli government, which advocates 
the transfer and subjugation of the 
Palestinians, illustrates where Lazare 
is coming from.

Hamas’s ‘anti-Semitism’ is a 
classic example of the reflective 
racism of the oppressed. Perhaps we 
should concentrate, when it comes 
to the United States, on the use of 
‘honky’ as a pejorative slur on white 
people, or the use of the slogan, 
‘One settler, one bullet’, by the 
Azanian Peoples Front? The Irish 
peasants also spoke in racist terms 
about English colonisers. Socialists, 
however, understand that racism is 
not a matter of words, but actions. 
Anti-racism has been reduced by the 
politics of identity to giving offence 
and the politics of the personal and in 
the process it has been depoliticised.

Racism for socialists is the 
exercise of structural political 
power in pursuit of systematic 
discrimination against a particular 
group. It expresses the capitalist 
desire for a division of labour. 
Without political power racist 
language is no more than prejudice. 
Hamas borrowed its formulations 
from European anti-Semites 
without either understanding them 
or implementing them. Jewish 
solidarity activists have gone to 
Gaza without any harassment. Amira 
Hass lived there, as have other Jews. 
It is a nonsense to focus on ‘anti-
Semitism’, when the real question is 
anti-Palestinian racism.

Daniel Lazare is opposed to BDS 
because it will ‘hurt’ Israeli Jewish 
workers. When Margaret Thatcher 
and Ronald Reagan opposed BDS in 
South Africa, at least they expressed 
their opposition as concern for the 
black majority! l

Notes
1. ‘Path to nowhere’ Weekly Worker January 
20 2022: weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1379/
path-to-nowhere. 
2. G Piterberg The returns of Zionism Verso 
2008, pp71-74.
3. Z Lockman, ‘Railway workers and 
relational history: Arabs and Jews in British-
ruled Palestine Comparative Studies in 
Society and History Vol 35.
4. www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/archive/
ColNatQ4.htm.
5. J Franzén, ‘Communism versus Zionism: 
the Comintern, Yishuvism and the Palestine 
Communist Party’ Journal of Palestine 
Studies Vol 36 No2.
6. Middle East Eye April 29 2017: www.
middleeasteye.net/fr/news/hamas-reforms-
founding-charter-bid-end-international-
isolation-1384144098

Caged Palestinian workers: their daily commute
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Going over to Washington
James Harvey looks at how former leftwinger, Paul Mason, has made his peace with the US and Nato, and 
become a full-blown social-imperialist

In the February 22 debate on the 
Johnson government’s decision 
to impose sanctions on Russia, 

the Labour Party leadership’s 
unswerving loyalty to Nato and US 
policy was clear for all to see.

Indeed, Sir Keir Starmer 
successfully outdid Boris Johnson 
in his calls for even tougher action 
against Putin’s regime. Britain, 
he urged, “must be prepared to go 
further” and exclude Russia from 
the global Swift payment system, 
ban trading in Russian sovereign 
debt and the prevent Russian news 
channel, RT, from broadcasting “its 
propaganda around the world.”1 In 
the hours after the debate Labour 
spokespeople lined up to back 
Starmer’s’ ‘hard-line’ approach 
and show that in a crisis Labour 
could act responsibly in support of 
vital western interests. For leading 
Labour rightwingers, like Chris 
Bryant, Boris Johnson’s sanctions 
were “a weak and chaotic reaction, 
offering too little, too late.”2

But, if this unconditional support 
for a tougher line was to be only 
expected from the likes of Margaret 
Hodge, David Lammy and Chris 
Bryant, where were the voices of 
the left MPs during the debate? 
True to form, they kept their 
heads down, doing little beyond 
signing a Stop the War Coalition 
statement condemning “the British 
government’s aggressive posturing” 
over the Ukraine crisis.3 Alongside 
the 13 Labour MPs (including 
Jeremy Corbyn) who were ‘brave’ 
enough to sign the statement, Young 
Labour joined in with rather pious 
criticisms of the Labour leadership 
and called instead for Starmer to 
stand “wholeheartedly for peace 
… constructive engagement with 
activists and deliver international 
policy around peace and 
cooperation.”4 A similar trust in 
reason and diplomacy can also 
be found in the StWC leadership, 
which urges the British government 
to choose diplomacy over war and 
to act in the statesmanlike manner 
of France and Germany!5

But, if the social-pacifist 
platitudes of the official Labour 
left, and their fellow travellers in 
the StWC and the Morning Star’s 
Communist Party of Britain, are 
worse than useless in building a 
principled opposition to the drive to 
war, the real prize for the complete 
degeneration of the politics of the 
left must go to Paul Mason and 
the ‘left wing’ Ukraine Solidarity 
Campaign.6 The USC purports to

organise solidarity and provide 
… support for Ukrainian 
socialists and trade unionists 
campaigning for working class 
and democratic rights, against 
imperialist intervention and 
national chauvinism … [The 
USC] supports the right of the 
Ukrainian people to determine 
their own future free from 
external intervention from 
Russian or western imperialism.7

Amongst the affiliates of the 
USC are the National Union of 
Mineworkers, Aslef, the Labour 
Representation Committee, Labour 
Briefing, Anti-Capitalist Resistance, 
and the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty. Given the social-imperialist 
politics of groups like the AWL, we 
should not be too surprised when 
they oppose “external intervention” 
or use the language of ostensible 
neutrality to put a democratic gloss 

on their support for US foreign 
policy and the eastern expansion of 
Nato, directed against Russia.

This open support for the US 
and Nato has long been a feature 
of the AWL’s politics, but in the 
position adopted by Paul Mason 
social-imperialism has plumbed 
new depths. Mason’s journey 
from a member of Workers Power, 
through an outrider for Corbynism, 
to a supporter of Keir Starmer’s 
pro-imperialism has been well-
documented. A talented self-
promoter, Mason has long ago lost 
any credibility he might once have 
had as an authentic voice of the left.

Earlier this week he was part 
of a delegation which visited 
Ukraine on a ‘fact-finding mission’ 
to hear the “voices of Ukrainian 
workers, LBGT+ people, ethnic 
minorities, and human rights 
defenders”, with the express aim of 
countering “a concerted campaign 
of misinformation against Ukraine 
in the west”.8 Mason is being too 
modest about the reasons behind his 
visit. Before he went to Kiev/Kyiv, 
he had gone over to Washington 
and the pro-imperialist politics of 
the Labour right. Far from being 
an independent, critical voice, the 
scourge of the establishment, Mr 
Mason now provides a rationale for 
supporting nuclear weapons, Nato 
and the Starmer leadership.9

At the same time as he was 
pictured giving the clenched-fist 
salute of workers’ solidarity within 
Ukraine, he published an article 
supporting sanctions against Russia, 
alongside “massive and unashamed 
military aid to Ukraine, to help its 
people defend themselves against 
further aggression. And that’s just 
the start.” Indeed, it is, for Mason 
is seeking nothing less than the 
political and moral rearmament of 
US imperialism and its client states:

We need to rebuild the resilience 
of western democracies against 
the kind of attack Putin has 
unleashed. … we need to solidify 
Nato. As a defensive alliance 
that should avoid ‘out-of-
area’ actions, it is now 
vital for deterrence. 

For, if Putin does invade the whole 
of Ukraine, its people will resist. 
And that will bring 21st century 
chaos to the borders of the EU.10

Imperialism
How does this differ from the 
position of Tory rightwingers, like 
Tobias Ellwood, or defence secretary 
Ben Wallace, with his ridiculously 
inaccurate historical references to 
the Crimean War? In essence, not at 
all, but there are some nice touches 
directed towards the left. Anyone 
who does not go along with Mason’s 
muscular, liberal intervention are 
dubbed, at best, self-deluding dupes 
or, at worst, tarred with the brush of 
Stalinism.

Like all the long line of social 
imperialists and traitors to real 
workers’ internationalism before 
him, Mason frames the current 
crisis as a clash of civilisations 
and a defence of freedom and self-
determination. What he is really 
and quite openly saying is that the 
left must line up behind capitalism 
and give uncritical support to US 
imperialism in its encirclement of 

Russia and its coming confrontation 
with China. He argues that it is a 
moral choice:

We are in a global conflict 
between systems: democracy, 
science and the rule of law versus 
dictatorship, disinformation and 
armed anarchy ... What we’re 
choosing is a political ethos. Do 
it now and live, morally, with the 
consequences. For at least you 
have a choice. The teenagers of 
Kyiv, who spent last Saturday 
break-dancing and may spend 
next Saturday in a bomb shelter, 
don’t have that luxury.11

Mason is right: we do have a choice 
and the position that we take should 
not be the one he offers us. It is the 
same choice that the leadership of the 
European working class movement 
had in 1914: fall in behind the ruling 
classes of Europe and send millions 
to die in the slaughter for ‘freedom 
and democracy’; or conduct an 
independent fight against, not 
alongside, the ruling classes and their 
system, beginning with ‘your own’. 
The Marxist tradition, as developed 
by Lenin, stood four-square against 
social patriotism and rallying around 
national chauvinism to defend ‘your 
country.’12 The internationalist 
position he advanced was that, unlike 
the wars for national democracy 
and unification in the 19th century, 
capitalist and imperialist wars were 
not at all progressive in the epoch of 
imperialism in the 20th: he was not 
taken in by arguments about wars for 
democracy or the defence of small 
nations, and neither should we be.

At the time of writing, how events 
will unfold remains unclear. The 
imposition of sanctions by the US, 
the European Union and Britain in 
response to Russia’s recognition of 
the Donetsk and Luhansk people’s 
republics will obviously ratchet up 
the tension. In the putative diplomatic 

preliminaries to a shooting war, 
this de jure recognition 

of realities on the 
ground in the 

e a s t e r n 

Ukraine has been defined by Nato 
as the beginning of a Russian 
invasion.13 Incidents continue across 
the ceasefire line and Russian 
troop movements are reported, as 
Ukraine calls up its reservists.14 If 
the breathless media reports of 
western correspondents are to be 
believed, the slide towards war is 
now gathering pace.

We cannot be sure how this crisis 
will turn out: perhaps a diplomatic 
deal brokered by Emmanuel Macron 
or a continuing low-intensity 
stalemate in eastern Ukraine, whilst 
the US and its client states continue 
to ramp up the pressure and intensify 
the warlike rhetoric? However, the 
basic geopolitical dynamics are 
clear. We are once again living in 
a period comparable to the great-
power rivalries that Lenin was 
so familiar with and in which he 
fought against social-pacifism and 
social-imperialism. Like the British 
empire before World War I, the US 
hegemon is attempting to reverse 
its relative decline in the face of the 
rising challenge of China, its only 
serious rival. Russia is a military 
and regional rival to US interests in 
Europe, which in turn relate to the 
need to keep the EU onside in any 
future conflicts against China and 
Russia.

These interlinked global and 
regional rivalries will continue to 
generate crises, such as the current 
one in Ukraine. Thus, the potential 
for a major war between the great 
powers remains imminent, whatever 
happens over the next few weeks 
in Ukraine. Lenin’s revolutionary 
perspective of using the divisions 
and rivalries between those great 
powers, turning the imperialist war 
into a civil war, was predicated on 
the simple, but effective argument 
that the main enemy is always at 
home. Central to Lenin’s strategy 
was the independent action of the 
working class movement and its 
revolutionary potential to overthrow 
capitalism and imperialism.

The defeats inflicted on the 
working class in the developed 
capitalist countries in the last 40 
years have made that strategy much 
more difficult, but it still remains the 
only way forward for the working 
class globally. Paul Mason’s 
collaboration with the US hegemon 
and Nato only offers us more wars 
and simply prolongs the agony.

We are not going over to 
Washington: for us the enemy is at 
home! l
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Blindness to empire
AWL’s pro-imperialism gets more obvious - and less coherent - by the day, argues Paul Demarty

A t this point in the endless 
Ukraine crisis, we are 
entitled to ask, who is more 

slavishly obedient to the dictates 
of American foreign policy: the 
British government, or the world’s 
most dubiously self-styled 
Trotskyoid group, the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty?

Sure, apparently alone among 
European powers, the UK has 
adopted a truly swivel-eyed mania 
over Vladimir Putin’s ‘invasion’ 
of Ukraine - which, as I write, 
has reached no further than his 
recognition of the Luhansk and 
Donetsk People’s Republics in 
the Donbas. The build-up to 
this, which consisted largely 
of American provocations and 
sabotage of diplomatic efforts, 
was assisted eagerly by our own 
functionaries. Our own spooks 
invented a truly preposterous 
coup conspiracy; Boris Johnson 
declared that this will be the 
biggest European war since 1945, 
which sounds rather apocalyptic, 
but - peace having been the rule, 
excepting the Balkan wars of the 
1990s - is rather like being the 
tallest bungalow in Berkhamsted. 
Johnson’s front bench - almost all 
talentless cronies, as exemplified 
by Liz Truss’s farcical meeting 
with Sergei Lavrov a couple 
of weeks ago - do their best to 
look very, very concerned; and, 
following Russia’s recognition 
now that deployments have 
started, sanctions are to be thrown 
around (since it seems to be the 
aim of the US and UK that only 
Russians and Ukrainians should 

die in the name of this folly).
Yet there is at least the whiff 

of narrow self-interest about 
all this. For all his furious cod-
statesmanship, Johnson must feel 
at least a little gratitude towards 
Putin for choosing this time of 
year for his annual provocative 
military drills on the Ukrainian 
border, and for finally being 
bounced into serious escalation 
in eastern Ukraine. Johnson’s job 
was on the line a few weeks ago, 
but now he gets to play Churchill 
again, and the best ‘her majesty’s 
opposition’ can come up with by 
way of response is to say that 
proposed sanctions are too weak, 
that the Tories are in the pocket 
of Russian oligarchs, and so on 
- petulant swipes easily batted 
aside by a far more plausible 
‘patriot’ than Sir Keir.

The AWL, by contrast, does 
not really get anything out of its 
use of substantially the same (at 
best) one-sided analysis of the 
situation - except, perhaps, the 
rather meagre prize of a ‘unique 
selling point’ among left sects. 
What was once an occasional 
habit of slaughtering a sacred 
cow, usually in the course of 
a cynical recruitment raid 
on some other organisation, 
has bedded down deep: god 
help them, they must really 
believe it at this point.

Foil
There are two articles of 
interest on the subject in 
the last number of Solidarity. 
One is an editorial and front-page 

article under the headline, ‘For 
Ukraine, against Putin’; the other 
is an op-ed by LabourStart’s Eric 
Lee, a perennial guest columnist 
in the paper. Lee’s role is as a kind 
of foil to the AWL core leadership 
- he is vigorously, openly and 
unashamedly pro-imperialist, and 
by comparison to his rantings, the 
AWL line might just seem like 
the voice of Marxist moderation 
and common sense. So it is 
in this case: Lee takes Bernie 
Sanders to task for criticising 
“the bellicose rhetoric that gets 
amplified before every war, 
demanding that we must ‘show 

strength, ‘get tough’ and not 
engage in ‘appeasement’”. “I 
disagree,” writes Lee:

Showing strength and getting 
tough are not terrible strategies 
for dealing with bullies, be they 
schoolyard toughs or nuclear-
armed aggressor states. And 
‘appeasement’ was not a good 
strategy back in 1938, and it’s 
not a good strategy today.1

Lee goes on to conclude that, 
contra Sanders, Nato is a very 
good thing. It “was founded with 
the strong support of the British 
Labour government in April 
1949. Social democratic and 
labour parties across Europe have 
long supported its existence.” We 
should not indulge the idea that 
tiny and/or poor states on the 
eastern fringe of Europe are a 
threat to Russian security: “The 
only threat worth talking about 
is Russian aggression - and the 

answer to that threat is a stronger, 
not a weaker, Nato.”

We will not address in detail 
Lee’s argument, but highlight 
firstly that he supposes the 
weakness of, say, Lithuania or 
Ukraine is a reason to laugh in 
the face of the idea that Nato 
expansion poses a threat to 
Russia. This is a bizarre non 
sequitur - Nato membership 
for these countries binds their 
military fate to that of the 
United States. It turns them into 
a threat. Russia would prefer 
them out of Nato for that reason. 
Secondly, we note the ‘social 
democratic’ spin he puts on Nato, 
as if the right wing of European 
social democracy did not enjoy 
extensive material support from 
the US state and intelligence 
apparatuses during the cold war. 
To ignore the imperialist role 
of Nato, it is necessary to blind 
oneself to the agency of the 
American state.

Blindness
So, while the AWL’s editorial (as 
usual) departs from Lee’s open 
pro-imperialism, it shares his 
analytical blind spots - which at 
this point are less blind spots than 
inoperable cataracts.

The AWL at least did not 
share the fantasy, popular among 
the more deluded Anglophone 
journalists, that the likely form of 
any ‘invasion’ would be a tank-
rush to Kiev and the installation 
of a puppet government. Instead 
there will probably be a “limited 
action which aims to expand the 

Social-imperialist picket of 
RT’s HQ in London, uniting 

AWL, LRC and  
Anti-Capitalist Resistance

AWL’s paper reads like a 
Foreign Office handout
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territory of the LPR and DPR 
[Luhansk and Donetsk]. The 
Russians would like to join up 
these regions with Crimea.”2

This presumably would 
involve capturing very large 
swathes of territory south of 
the Dnieper, so “limited” is not 
quite the word. Why the Russians 
would want to ‘join things up’ 
this way when it has perfectly 
good land borders with both the 
breakaway Donbas statelets and 
the Crimea is unclear. But, as in 
all its writings on this crisis, the 
AWL is incapable of describing 
a plausible motive for Russian 
aggression on this point. This is 
not because there are no plausible 
motives - there certainly are, but 
they are matters about which the 
AWL must remain silent.

They proceed, instead, to 
a discussion of the Minsk II 
accords, which would have 
ended the long-running civil 
war in eastern Ukraine by the 
acceptance of regional autonomy 
for the Donbas republics. 
These accords, brokered by the 
European powers in 2015, have 
proven impossible for successive 
Ukrainian governments to 
deliver; and now, by unilaterally 
recognising the ‘people’s 
republics’, Putin has essentially 
abandoned the accords. For the 
AWL, Ukrainian hatred of them 
is simply because they represent 
a national humiliation and tilt 
heavily towards Russia. They 
quote Chatham House to the 
effect that Minsk II would

in effect destroy Ukraine as a 
sovereign country. The DPR and 
LPR would be reincorporated 
into Ukraine, but as distinct 
political, economic and legal 
entities tied to Russia - thus … 
prevent[ing] the authorities in 
Kyiv from running the country 
as an integrated whole.

Needless to say, the bona fides 
of Chatham House are not 
questioned for a second. What 
is necessary, so far as the AWL 
is concerned, is the same thing 
demanded by Chatham House, 
and the US blob, and all the 

rest: full territorial integrity of 
Ukraine, including the Donbas 
and the Crimea. The wishes of 
Russians and Russian-speaking 
Ukrainians in the Donbas 
republics - never mind the wishes 
of the population of the Crimea, 
who found themselves in the 
Ukrainian Soviet republic due to a 
grand gesture by Khrushchev, and 
which has no historic connection 
to the Ukrainian nationality at 
all - plainly do not enter into the 
equation.

The AWL does not critically 
interrogate Ukrainian nationalist 
claims about its territorial 
sovereignty, since it has no desire 
to see the reality: a border that 
happens to be where it is simply 
because that is where things lay 
when centuries of bureaucratic 
tweaks within a unitary tsarist 
and then Soviet state happened to 
come to an end in 1991.

But we should return to the 
US, which the AWL’s article 
barely discusses at all. From its 
presentation, you would never 
know the global hegemon had 
taken any interest in the affair. 
There are only the plucky little 
Ukrainians, “training with 
wooden weapons”, likely to 
suffer vast casualties; and big bad 
Vlad, about to crush them with 
armoured divisions, artillery and 
air power. Nato is not mentioned 
until the very end of the article, 
and then only to denounce 
others on the left who dare to 
think it matters at all: “Nato 
is not threatening Ukraine’s 
right to self-determination nor 
assembling a massive invasion 
force on Ukraine’s borders,” 
the authors piously tell us. “The 
problem for Ukraine is Russian 
imperialism, not Nato.”

But this brings us back to the 
one question the AWL cannot 
ask: why is Putin acting like this? 
(Why, indeed, did he remake 
himself as a ‘strongman’ over 
roughly the decade starting 
2003?) Because there is only 
one plausible answer. The US 
broke its informal promise 
to Mikhail Gorbachev not to 
expand Nato east of Germany 
after reunification. Since the 
mid-1990s it has expanded the 
alliance to the Baltic and Poland. 
It formally invited Georgia and 
Ukraine to apply for membership 
in 2008. Russia’s current policy 
of brutal assertiveness in its near 
abroad can really be dated from 
that: first the South Ossetian war 
of that year, which took Georgia 
out of the Nato picture for the 
foreseeable future, and then the 
response to the so-called Maidan 
revolution of 2014, which got 
us to the Ukrainian mess we see 
before us today.

The AWL is incapable of seeing 
these military interventions 
as what they are: strategically 
defensive; and the expansion of 
Nato as strategically aggressive, 
encircling Russia. The north-
eastern border of Nato is now 
around 100 miles from St 
Petersburg. To say that Russia 
is acting defensively is not to 
suppose that it is acting gently 
(anyone who crossed paths 
with the psychopathic Chechen 
irregulars Russia used in the 2008 
war could tell you that), or that 
a serious escalation in eastern 
Ukraine would not come at 
great human cost, mostly among 
Ukrainians. It is, however, to 
highlight that it takes (at least) 
two to play at geopolitics, and 
the refusal in principle of the US 
to countenance any gaps in its 
‘sphere of influence’ all the way 
to the Russian border is just as 
much a provocation as drilling 
150,000 soldiers just over the 

border, or even recognising the 
independence of sympathetic 
breakaway statelets.

Platonic opposition
At this point, the AWL’s writers 
descend into self-parody: “Of 
course, in general, we are against 
Nato,” they write. “We could not 
possibly be for Nato.” Perish the 
thought! The violence done to the 
words ‘for’ and ‘against’ here is 
considerable, but not unprecedented 
in the pages of Squalidarity. In 
their own minds, AWL leaders 
can be against Nato “in general”, 
while taking sides with it in every 
individual initiative it undertakes. I 
know someone who is on a diet “in 
general” - but not at breakfast, when 
they like a fry-up (or at lunch, when 
they have a Big Mac and fries) …

AWLers will, of course, proclaim 
that they are anti-imperialist; 
after all, are they not condemning 
“Russian imperialism”? I will leave 
aside the question of whether it is 
correct to call Russia imperialist, but 
suppose, for the sake of argument, 
that it is. Still, this kind of ‘anti-
imperialism’ reduces it to a matter 
of sentiment; we decide who to 
‘support’ like a neutral football fan 
trying to work out which of the two 
teams in a match is the underdog.

The AWL even has a whole theory 
which justifies this reasoning: a 
sort of Platonic hierarchy of sub-
imperialisms, paleo-imperialisms 
and so on, in which any power with 
any regional clout can be said to be 
acting imperialistically to any lesser 
neighbour, with the global hegemon 
characterised as a sort of corrupt 
cop, not to be supported ‘in general’ 
but perhaps tolerated in some 
specific scenario in the same way 
that one would not stop a corrupt 
cop from breaking up a domestic 
fracas (this turns out, mysteriously, 
to be the character of every specific 
scenario).

But this is to miss the entire point. 
The only practical importance 
anti-imperialism has - for those 
of us in imperialist countries at 
any rate - is to orient our attitudes 
towards our own state. We have 
the choice: do we consent to the 
endless escalation of rhetoric in the 
corridors of Downing Street and the 
foreign office? Do we consent to 
sanctions (effectively siege warfare 
by financial means)? And, given 
Britain’s total dependence on the 
Atlantic alliance, do we consent to 
the aggressive expansion of US-
dominated military alliances? Do 
we support the dispatch of hundreds 
of millions of dollars of ‘lethal aid’ 
- to use the latest euphemism - in 
order to tool up fascist militias for 
war?

If our only propaganda is against 
“Russian imperialism”, or indeed 
if that is the main thrust of our 
propaganda, then we unavoidably 
do consent to these things, for our 
practical policy is to demobilise 
opposition to our own states - 
denounced by the AWL writers as 
the diversionary work of “Putin’s 
idiots”. To take such a line is to be 
no more an anti-imperialist than 
Winston Churchill (who, after 
all, was a firm critic of German 
imperialism …). It is, like it or not, 
to be a garden-variety jingo.

Not for the first time, we almost 
wish the AWL had the courage of 
its correspondent, Eric Lee, and 
would just reconcile its self-image 
to its practical activity. Instead, 
it continues on its 40-year course 
of slander, self-deception and 
casuistry l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. workersliberty.org/story/2022-02-15/
bernie-sanders-wrong-about-ukraine.
2. workersliberty.org/story/2022-02-15/
ukraine-against-putin.
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Putting two and two together
A new nuclear deal is now probably on the cards, says Yassamine Mather. But Iran’s conservatives, 
US Republicans and the Israeli government are fuming

A t a time when the western 
media is totally focussed on 
facts and fiction about Ukraine, 

we do not hear much about the Iran 
nuclear negotiations, even though 
a lot seems to be happening. There 
has been no official announcement 
by either side, but, given the hysteria 
of the Israeli media about what they 
claim to be the final (or near final) 
version of the deal, we can assume 
that events have moved speedily in 
the last two or three weeks.

On February 20, Israeli premier 
Naftali Bennett, addressing the 
Conference of Presidents of Major 
American Jewish Organizations, said 
that Israel is “deeply troubled” by 
the new agreement regarding Iran’s 
nuclear programme and claimed that 
it is “likely to create a more violent 
and less stable Middle East”.

Bennett was quoted as saying that 
the new agreement being negotiated 
is “shorter and weaker” than the 
2015 deal on Tehran’s nuclear 
programme, adding: “We may see 
an agreement in a short while … 
Israel won’t accept Iran as a nuclear 
threshold state,” adding that “Israel 
has a clear and non-negotiable red 
line: it will always maintain its 
freedom of action to defend itself”! 
Apparently the “single biggest 
problem” with the deal is that, in 
two and a half years time, “Iran 
will be able to develop, install and 
operate advanced centrifuges ... The 
Iranians have crossed one red line 
after another, including enriching 
at an unprecedented rate of 60%.” 
According to Bennett, the deal will 
pour billions of dollars into “the 
Iranian terror machine”, resulting 
in “a fast-track to military-grade 
enrichment”. Nor will Tehran be 
required to destroy the centrifuges it 
has built in recent years.

Of course, given the secrecy 
regarding these negotiations, it 
is difficult to assess for certain if 
Bennett’s comments are based on 
hard evidence or speculation (eg, 
has he actually read a draft of the 
agreement?). One reason to believe 
that his comments are based on the 
current draft is the fact that last week 
the Iranian delegation complained 
publicly about the presence of an 
Israeli team at or near the negotiations 
venue in Vienna. Putting two and 
two together, we can assume that the 
US shared a draft of the final deal 
with its number one Middle East 
ally. But it was only after the Bennett 
outburst that the Iranian government 
officially confirmed significant 
progress toward a nuclear deal, 
adding that talks with Saudi Arabia 
will resume shortly.

All this is a far cry from the Trump 
era, when Iran was completely 
isolated. However, foreign ministry 
spokesman Saeed Khatibzadeh 
admitted: “The remaining issues 
are the hardest.” At the same time, 
the US negotiating team was telling 
the Wall Street Journal that an 
agreement could be finalised within 
the next couple of days.

There is speculation that the final 
deal will involve Iran reducing its 
uranium enrichment programme to 

levels agreed in 2015 and that the 
US will lift all sanctions that were 
“incompatible” with the agreement 
signed then. According to some news 
agencies, the “unresolved” issues 
include “the removal of sanctions on 
Iranian supreme leader Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei and his entourage, along 
with Iran’s Revolutionary Guard 
Corps, which was designated a 
foreign terrorist organization (FTO) 
by the Trump administration”.

However, even before full details 
of the deal are known, its opponents 
are taking a stand against it - not just 
in Tel Aviv, but also in Washington 
and Tehran. Thirty-three Republican 
senators have warned the Biden 
administration that, unlike the deal 
signed in 2015 during the Obama 
administration, any new agreement 
has to be submitted to Congress for 
approval.

A letter signed by a number 
of legislators, led by senator Ted 
Cruz, said Congress would use 
“the full range of options and 
leverage available” to ensure that 
the government adhered to US laws 
governing any new accord with Iran. 
Contrary to the claims, however, it 
seems there is no real worry about 
Iran’s nuclear capabilities: the main 
concern for the likes of Cruz is the 
money invested so far in ‘regime 
change’ plans regarding Iran.

Not to be outdone by US 
congressmen, conservative deputies 
in the Islamic Majles (Iran’s 
parliament) have set new conditions 
for a return to the 2015 nuclear 
deal. Around 250 legislators in the 
290-member parliament - controlled 

by conservatives and hardliners since 
2020 - called on president Ebrahim 
Raisi to adhere to their conditions in 
restoring the Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action (JCPOA). According 
to the deputies, “the ‘cruel and 
terrorist’ American government - 
and its ‘weak and contemptible’ 
followers, France, Germany and the 
United Kingdom - have shown they 
are not bound by any agreement over 
the past few years, so Iran must learn 
from the experience and set clear red 
lines”.1

It does look, however, as if the 
supreme leader and his favoured 
president, Ibrahim Raisi, have 
already decided to accept a deal, even 
if they cannot get such ‘guarantees’.

The obvious reasons for this are 
the fact that Iranian leaders have 
given up any hope of future trade 
or construction deals with China 
or Russia unless the JCPOA deal is 
revived. In fact there is the realisation 
in Tehran that, when it comes to 
Russian and Chinese investments 
and trade deals, Israel is far more 
important than the Islamic Republic 
of Iran.

Corruption
In addition, internally the Islamic 
Republic is facing yet another 
major corruption scandal. This 
time it involves senior figures in 
the Revolutionary Guards (IRGC), 
following the recent ‘privatisation’ 
of large chunks of its assets and 
properties.

The US-funded Radio Farda 
claims to have received a leaked 
audio recording of two former 

IRGC commanders - Mohammad 
Ali Jafari and his deputy for 
construction and economic affairs, 
Sadegh Zolghadrnia - discussing the 
then ongoing investigations about 
corruption in their organisation, as 
well as Tehran’s municipality under 
then mayor Mohammad Baqer 
Qalibaf. This specific case dealt with 
a subsidiary of the Revolutionary 
Guards Cooperative Foundations, 
which originally claimed to 
act in support of the “poor and 
disinherited”. However, they soon 
became part of the regime’s security 
forces, funnelling large sums to 
groups that support the regime inside 
and outside Iran - including recruits 
for the Quds Force, the external wing 
of the IRGC.

In 2018, following initial 
information about the corruption, a 
development company associated 
with Quds activities in Syria was 
dissolved and last year some of its 
managers were sentenced to prison 
for fraud, money-laundering and 
illegal seizure of funds. Among 
them was former IRGC member 
Mahmoud Seif, who was sentenced 
to 30 years in prison, while another 
culprit was Issa Sharifi who had 
been deputy Tehran mayor when 
Qalibaf was mayor. At the time there 
were many rumours about Qalibaf’s 
own involvement in the corruption 
scandal, but he survived those 
accusations and is currently speaker 
of the Majles.

However, in the last couple of 
weeks there have been many calls 
for further investigations against 
Qalibaf. According to the leaked 

audio file,

Zolghadrnia says that Qalibaf 
- who faced accusations of 
financial corruption during his 
mayoral tenure - had come to him 
offering to sign a phoney contract 
with the IRGC in an attempt to 
cover up an 80 trillion rial (about 
$2 billion at the time) shortfall 
discovered during an audit of 
the Cooperative Foundation … 
Later in the meeting, Zolghadrnia 
suggests that Hossein Taeb, 
the head of the IRGC’s feared 
intelligence branch, had lobbied 
in favour of Qalibaf and that he 
was “very upset” that things had 
not gone his way.2

The audio tape was leaked on 
February 1, and by February 13 
its authenticity appeared to be 
confirmed. A day later a spokesman 
for the IRGC, Ramezan Sharif, 
made a statement regarding 
“mismanagement” and a “violation” 
within a company affiliated with the 
IRGC’s Cooperative Foundation. 
In other words, that this was just an 
isolated incident.

While most Iranians are well 
aware that commanders of the 
IRGC are regular beneficiaries of 
corruption within this powerful 
and wealthy section of the Shia 
Republic, the leaking of this, 
together with a number of other 
audio files taken from conversations 
between high-ranking members 
of the regime, show the widening 
cracks within the ruling circles, 
as warring factions are competing 
within all governmental military 
sections to make personal financial 
gains.

Forty-three years after the 
revolution of 1979, no-one claims 
this regime has anything to do 
with the “disinherited”. It is the 
government of billionaire clerics 
and corrupt military commanders. 
Today they hope to benefit 
financially from a new nuclear deal 
- no doubt they are planning new 
ways to make huge sums of money, 
once western investment and trade 
resumes, which would also allow 
them to move their ill-gotten gains 
more easily out of Iran to safe 
banking zones l

It could all 
still go 

pear-shaped

Actually the US has far more pieces on the board

Notes
1. www.aljazeera.com/news/2022/2/20/
irans-parliament-sets-conditions-for-return-
to-nuclear-deal.
2. www.rferl.org/a/farda-leaked-conversation-
corruption-irgc/31710316.html.
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