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Hollow shell
It is election time again for the 
Labour Party’s national executive 
committee, with constituency 
nominations required by June 17, 
and voting after that. Unlike last 
time, when the secretive Centre 
Left Grassroots Alliance was 
able to cohere its ‘acceptable’ left 
groups around a single slate, this 
time a failure to agree is apparent.

One of the CLGA’s core 
constituent groups, the Campaign 
for Labour Party Democracy, 
is promoting a slate of five 
candidates under the banner of the 
‘Grassroots 5’. They are sitting 
NEC members Gemma Bolton, 
Yasmine Dar and Mish Rahman, 
plus newcomers Jess Barnard 
(chair of Young Labour) and Naomi 
Wimborne-Idrissi (media officer of 
Jewish Voice for Labour).

However, Momentum is 
branding its slate as the ‘Grassroots 
Voice 4’. The difference being the 
omission of Naomi Wimborne-
Idrissi - clearly the ghost of Jon 
Lansman’s Zionism still haunts 
that organisation, despite the 
Forward Momentum make-over. In 
her personal statement Wimborne-
Idrissi states: “I will stand firm 
against proscription of left 
groupings; defend those unjustly 
accused; oppose anti-democratic 
actions by the leadership …” - 
clearly too confrontational for 
Momentum.

But it gets worse. Momentum 
attempts to justify the exclusion of 
this supporter of Palestinian rights 
with dishonest formulations (bear 
in mind the left won five seats last 
time):

“Why we are only backing 
four candidates? The Grassroots 
Voice 4 candidates are supported 
by all organisations of the CLGA, 
and in the interests of left unity, 
Momentum is only backing those 
candidates that have this broad 
support. To win this election we need 
maximum unity and coordination 
across the left, as under STV, if 

too many left candidates stand, we 
risk distributing the left’s total vote 
share too thinly and damaging our 
chances.”

The first reason is spurious, as 
Momentum is the organisation that 
doesn’t back Wimborne-Idrissi: 
apart from them she does have 
“broad support”.

The second reason attempts 
to blame the single transferable 
vote (STV) system for something 
that is a feature of ‘first past the 
post’: that is, splitting the left vote 
amongst too many candidates. 
Under STV, votes are transferred 
from unsuccessful candidates, so 
they always count. In fact the way 
to waste votes under STV is to 
stand insufficient candidates, thus 
preventing transfers.

Like other left groups in Labour, 
Momentum is clearly suffering 
under Starmer’s ‘no tolerance of 
socialists’ regime. Its response is to 
avoid fighting and hope to preserve 
its careerist machine for better 
days. But what remains is just a 
hollow shell of the movement that 
emerged with so much potential 
back in 2015.
Andrew Kirkland
email

Overriding hope 
These are terrible, terrible days. A 
young Ukrainian woman described 
to me, with tears in her eyes, the 
conditions for her bed-ridden 
grandmother, for relatives and 
friends, some with toddlers and 
babies, in many parts of Ukraine. 
Any remaining uncertainties I 
may have had on one question 
disappeared; this war is a crime, 
an awful crime; it is correct that 
so many are demonstrating and 
demanding an end to it.

But in marching and 
demonstrating, in Germany, the 
USA or elsewhere, it would be 
wise to look carefully at some 
who are next to you, or up there 
on the speakers’ platform, waving 
blue and yellow flags and loudly 
praising resistance, democracy, 
people’s sovereignty and other fine 
goals. Am I mistaken in wondering: 
didn’t I see some of them before, 
actively opposing just such 
goals? And don’t some of them 

smell suspiciously of luxurious 
skyscraper corner offices?

Was it not their forebears 
who began the 20th century by 
wresting Cuba, Puerto Rico and the 
Philippines from Spain, but then, 
like general Jacob Smith, when 
facing fighters who had expected 
freedom, gave his soldiers this 
command: “I want no prisoners. I 
wish you to kill and burn - the more 
you kill and burn, the better it will 
please me. I want all persons killed 
who are capable of bearing arms in 
actual hostilities against the United 
States.”

Until 1990 such attacks were 
largely motivated by a deep hatred 
of anything even slightly connected 
with that fearsome menace, 
socialism, and its threatened 
confiscation of the millions - 
billions today - which they or their 
fathers had piled up, thanks to 
the muscles, brains and sacrifices 
of the other 99% of the world’s 
population. Not a penny should be 
taken from them, they determined, 
and this made them mortal enemies 
of the USSR and the so-called 
eastern bloc.

But after 1990, with this 
motivation and rationale gone, 
others were needed. ‘Human rights’ 
were again invoked, sometimes in 
curious ways. This soon included 
more killing from the skies, long 
before Kyiv or Kharkiv. In 1991, 
during the Persian Gulf war, the 
destruction of the Amiriya bomb 
shelter in Baghdad killed 408 
civilians, most of them burned 
alive. In 1999 the ‘human rights’ 
of Kosovo were bravely defended 
by Nato’s bombing of civilians in 
Serbia. Then came 9/11 and the need 
for a full-scale ‘war against terror’ - 
20 years of death and destruction in 
Afghanistan.

Not only manufacturers of 
armaments are waving blue-yellow 
flags with one hand and concealing 
profit calculations with the other. If 
their real hopes come true, if Putin’s 
move goes awry and ends up with 
a regime change in Red Square - as 
in Maidan Square in 2014, but far 
bigger - what new opportunities 
would be opened up! What this all 
adds up to is a continuing hope for 
world hegemony.

When East German annexation 
was agreed upon in 1990, Soviet 
army withdrawal was matched by the 
American and West German verbal 
promise to a very trustful Gorbachev 
that Nato would never expand past 
the Elbe River into East Germany 
or beyond. The promise was soon 
broken. The Pentagon-based Nato 
moved its military technology on 
to Poland, Czechoslovakia, the 
Balkans, the Baltic countries, thus 
surrounding all but the southern 
flank of European Russia with an 
increasingly tight, hostile ring.

Since that goal of world 
hegemony in many wealthy 
American brains, Republican and 
Democrat, was never abandoned, 
and only Russia and China stood in 
the way, Ukraine was clearly being 
built up as a counterforce against 
one such barrier, indeed as a ramp 
for further action. Which leads us to 
2022. 

Was this extreme hostility by 
media and politicians the reason 
for Putin’s decision to invade 
Ukraine? Despite hours and piles 
of paper and ink regarding the 
question, I see absolutely no basis 
for warnings that Putin has plans 
to ‘expand his empire’; I have not 
seen a single word threatening 
Finland, Poland, Romania or the 
Baltic trio, which are often loudest 
in exhortations. And Germany? The 
idea of attacking Germany is totally 
unthinkable - though not enough 

to hinder big armament expansion 
plans in Berlin.

In the past Russia was 
systematically threatened and also 
attacked - and is surrounded by 
a world with over 750 American 
military bases, with an American 
military budget bigger than the next 
10 countries combined, and with 
four times as many Nato soldiers as 
Russians in uniform. 

We must strictly reject any 
nonsense decrying the will of the 
Ukrainians to remain independent 
and sovereign - though not as 
part of a Nato-led threat. And yet 
Putin’s soldiers, tanks and planes 
have invaded Ukraine, with results 
just as horrible for those affected, 
even if not on the same scale, as 
American attacks in the Philippines 
and Vietnam, Nicaragua and Iraq 
- or in two of the worst crimes 
ever committed by humankind: at 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

Whatever Putin’s motivation, it 
has caused great misery in Ukraine 
- and also given an immense steroid 
push to the forces of the political 
right: the traditional Russia-
haters, those thinking constantly 
of protecting and increasing their 
fortunes and those who want no 
peace, but only victory over Russia. 
They want to demolish not only 
the reign of Putin, but of Russia 
in general as a barrier to capitalist 
hegemony, ruled from Washington, 
Wall Street and the Pentagon.

 Perhaps more explanatory 
background facts will emerge some 
day. Today, however, I feel most 
clearly; I am against killing and 
destruction. I will therefore join in 
a march for peace - but not in step 
with the greedy, violence-hungry 
forces who have taken up this issue 
to pursue their own disastrous goals. 
They are not my allies and I fear the 
atmosphere of hatred now being 
cultivated, even against books and 
sopranos. It is getting dangerous. 
My overriding hope is that current 
talks may lead to peace, to an end 
of death and destruction, and to the 
repair and renewal of all efforts to 
build a world without exploitation, 
without aggrandisement, without 
aggression, without war.
Victor Grossman
Berlin 

Against Nato
In my opinion, the Ukraine war 
features two different parties which 
are facing the imperialistic military 
offensive by the Russian state: 
(1) the Ukrainian people; and (2) the 
Ukrainian state, as the representative 
of the bourgeoisie in the country that 
is supported by Nato, the USA and 
the European Union.

The Russian state’s army has 
attacked and raped the people of 
Ukraine, invading the cities, killing 
ordinary people and destroying 
residential buildings, displacing a 
very large mass of people. Thus the 
alignment of the Ukrainian people 
with their state (except, of course, 
the majority in the three independent 
zones of Luhansk, Donetsk and 
Crimea, where the majority of the 
populations is of Russian descent 
and Russian-speaking) is natural 
and normal.

Nevertheless the people should 
try to organise and create their 
own independent role against the 
Russian state’s military forces; in 
this case also the Bewusstsein of 
the people about the bourgeoisie 
will be promoted, as possibly 
will the creation of the necessary 
political formation for countering 
and struggling against this state, 
especially after the war. It is clear 
that the struggle of the Ukrainian 
working class for a socialistic 
revolution and transition to 

socialism in the true sense is not 
feasible in the current situation 
because of unfavourable conditions 
globally.

In my opinion, the actual 
cause of the Russian invasion and 
increased authoritarianism is the 
threat of Ukraine’s membership 
of Nato and thus being besieged 
by this imperialistic military 
organisation. But the role of Nato, 
the US and EU is not considered 
part of the current redivision of 
the region. The previously blatant 
colonial exploitation and plundering 
of colonial and semi-colonial 
countries no longer exists in the 
present historical epoch. Today 
the imperialists seek allies, as they 
compete with each other.

In my opinion, the working class 
and all the relatively progressive 
currents and individuals in any 
country, especially in Russia, 
should take a stand against Nato, the 
US state and the EU administration, 
while completely condemning the 
Russian invasion of Ukraine and 
demanding an immediate end to this 
war and the complete withdrawal of 
the Russian forces.
Hamid Pouya
email

China’s ‘coach’
I agree with Mike Macnair that 
the Bolshevik policy of supporting 
national struggles in the face of the 
west’s invasion of Russia did shape 
the Chinese Communist Party’s 
nationalist orientation (‘Cementing 
US control’ March 10).

The Chinese, however, were 
already autonomously following 
in the footsteps of their own 
independence reformers and of 
the 1850 Taiping rebellion and the 
anti-foreigner 1899 Boxer Uprising. 
Thinkers like Mao Zedong though 
were firmly against the official 
national culture that made the people 
supine in the face of emperors and 
imperialism. This explains both his 
authoritarianism and voluntarism: 
he was China’s ‘coach’, stirring up 
dynamism and containing this.

It’s unfortunate that the later 
Soviet policy of ‘socialism in 
one country’, represented by the 
five-year plan, encouraged these 
‘China first’ tendencies. The urge 
to make China great gave the CCP 
an early lead in defying the head 
office (besides the guerrilla-led 
Yugoslavia) and a flexibility in 
establishing detente with Nixon and 
with India - with whom China was 
to be both enemy and ally.

We now acknowledge the 
nationalist mistake, from whatever 
sources it came: internationalism is 
the road to global change.
Mike Belbin
London

Spine
Whilst some might find this a silly 
nitpick, I do think the front cover 
of last week’s issue does a major 
injustice to Psychrolutes marcidus.

Contrary to the claims of the 
editor(s), this poor bastard of 
nature, always being picked on, is 
not spineless.

Psychrolutes marcidus is a 
member of the phylum Chordata 
and its subphylum Vertebrata (from 
the Latin word vertebratus, meaning 
‘joint of the spine’ (Wikipedia).

It is also a member of the order 
of Scorpaeniformes, meaning 
their close comrades include the 
scorpionfish and the lionfish - ie, 
more spine than not!

If comrade SJ Gould were 
here, I am sure he would be very 
disappointed with our mistreatment 
of one of life’s wonderful oddities.
Ollie Douglas
Manchester

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

Postage rise
With, as I write, just over 

half the month gone, we are 
almost exactly half the way to our 
£2,250 target for March. Quite 
encouraging, but only if a good 
few more comrades chip in - don’t 
forget that we have that £250 
deficit from February to make up 
too!

Top of the list of Weekly 
Worker donors over the last seven 
days comes comrade KB with his 
fantastic £170. Brilliant! Another 
big hitter is comrade PB, with 
her monthly standing order of 
£60. Then there were the usual 
excellent £50 monthly payments 
from comrades MF and RL, who 
both transferred us the cash via 
PayPal. Mind you, MF points out 
that he’ll have to suspend those 
donations right now - but he’s 
hoping he’ll soon be in a position 
to resume them.

Other standing orders were 
from TR (£40), GS (£20), SS 
(£15) and JL (£7). Thanks to all, 
but in particular SS, whose £15 
was his first monthly SO.

That means that the amount 

that came into our fighting fund 
over the last seven days was 
£412, taking our running total 
up to £1,109 for the month. As I 
say, that’s almost exactly halfway 
towards our £2,250 target, so we 
can definitely do it. But can we eat 
into the February deficit as well!

This matters, especially in 
view of the latest price hike that’s 
about to hit us. I’m talking about 
the increase in postage as from 
April 4. True, it only comes to 
2p for each single copy of the 
paper we send out, but those extra 
pennies add up, when you’re 
talking about our subscribers.

So this month please help us 
reach not just £2,250, but £2,500. 
Anyone fancy a nice PayPal or 
bank transfer (‘Weekly Worker’, 
account number 00744310, sort 
code 30-99-64)? And you know 
what? - we still accept cheques! 
Please do what you can l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

https://weeklyworker.co.uk/
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Compass
Friday March 18, 6pm: Film screening and discussion, St Pancras 
Church, Euston Road, London NW1. Compass is a film by Helena 
Aksentijević about Moshé Machover: mathematician, logician, 
Marxist, opponent of the Israeli Zionist regime and supporter of 
Palestinian rights. Followed by conversation with Moshé, Louise 
Regan (National Education Union), Sabby Sagall and Luca Salice.
Organised by Camden Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events.

Protest at the Tories’ spring conference
Saturday March 19, 11am: Demonstration and rally. Assemble 
Comedy Carpet, Promenade (in front of the tower), Blackpool FY1.
Oppose the party that trashes the NHS, increases food-bank use, 
gives their mates lucrative contracts, ignores the refugee crisis and 
refuses to act on the environment. 
Organised by Blackpool Fylde and Wyre Trades Union Council:
www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10227273782491472.

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.

Introduction to radical anthropology
Tuesday March 22, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and biological 
anthropology, Daryll Forde seminar room, Anthropology Building, 
14 Taviton Street, London WC1. Also online via Zoom.
This talk: ‘Biosocial perspectives on the premenstrual experience’. 
Speaker: Gabriella Kountourides.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org/evening-talks.

Love, lies and the undercover police
Wednesday March 23, 7pm: Online book event - Donna McLean 
introduces her spycops memoir Small town girl, telling how an 
undercover police officer started a two-year relationship with her in 
order to spy on her activist friends. Tickets £5 (free).
Organised by Housmans Bookshop:
housmans.com/event/small-town-girl-with-donna-mclean-online-event.

Student rally against apartheid
Thursday March 24, 3pm: Demonstration. Assemble Victoria 
Embankment, London WC2. UK universities invest over £400 million 
in companies complicit in Israeli apartheid - demand our institutions 
end their involvement in violations of Palestinian rights.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Youth and Student Committee:
www.facebook.com/events/322855686563470.

Abolish the unwritten constitution
Thursday March 24, 6pm: Online education talk via Zoom.
Part of a weekly series on ‘Abolition’. Speaker: Mike Macnair.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/436141718210359.

No to war in Ukraine
Friday March 25, 7pm: Public meeting, Stratford Advice Arcade,
107-109 The Grove, London E15. Immediate ceasefire now and 
withdrawal of Russian troops. This conflict is the product of failed 
policies, including Nato expansion. Speakers include Lindsey 
German (Stop the War Coalition) and Kate Hudson (CND).
Organised by Newham Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/1197295601076077.

Stop arming Saudi
Saturday March 26, 12 noon: Vigil outside 10 Downing Street, 
London SW1. To mark seven years since the Saudi-led coalition 
started their brutal assault on Yemen, resulting in thousands of 
Yemeni civilians killed by Saudi bombs.
Organised by London Campaign Against Arms Trade:
www.facebook.com/events/512684826872415.

Yemen - a seven-year-long crime
Saturday March 26, 5pm: Online meeting. Find out more about the 
catastrophic Yemen war and how you can help to end it. Speakers 
include Shireen Al-Adeimi (Yemeni peace activist), Steve Bell 
(Stop the War Coalition), Jeremy Corbyn MP and Roger McKenzie 
(Liberation). Followed by Q&A. Register free.
Organised by Liberation: www.facebook.com/liberationorg.

Cost of living crisis: we can’t pay
Saturday April 2: Day of action with protests nationwide. While we 
face hikes in energy prices, food, fuel, national insurance and more, 
wages are falling behind. Protest to defend living standards.
Organised by The Peoples Assembly: 
thepeoplesassembly.org.uk.

End the fossil fuel economy
Saturday April 9, 10am: Protest rally, Hyde Park, London W2. 
Demand the UK government immediately blocks investment in 
fossil fuels. Part of mass protests in April to grind the capital to a 
halt - the disruption will not stop until the fossil fuel economy ends.
Organised by Extinction Rebellion UK: 
www.facebook.com/events/480073833610992.

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.

Third great depression
Not only are economic contradictions at play. There is the 
ecological crisis and, of course, war. Michael Roberts says that 
only socialism can save humanity

One of my basic theses about 
modern capitalism is that 
since 2008 the major capitalist 

economies have been in what I call a 
‘long depression’.

In my 2016 book of the same 
name,1 I distinguish between what 
economists call recessions or slumps 
in production, investment and 
employment, on the one hand, and 
depressions, on the other. Under the 
capitalist mode of production (ie, 
production for profit appropriated 
from human labour (power) by a 
small group of owners of the means 
of production) there have been 
regular and recurring slumps every 
eight-to-10 years since the early 19th 
century. After each slump, capitalist 
production revives and expands for 
several years, before slipping back 
into a new slump.

However, depressions are 
different. Instead of coming out 
of a slump, capitalist economies 
stay depressed, with lower output, 
investment and employment growth 
than before, for a longish period.

There have been three such 
depressions in capitalism: the first 
was in the late 19th century in the US 
and Europe, lasting more or less from 
about 1873 to 1897, depending on the 
country. During that long depression, 
there were short periods of upswing, 
but also a succession of slumps. 
Overall, output and investment 
growth remained much weaker than 
in the previous expansion period of 
1850-73.

The second depression was the 
so-called ‘great depression’, lasting 
from 1929 to 1941 - up to World 
War II - mainly in the US and Europe, 
but also in Asia and South America. 
The third depression began after the 
global financial crash of 2007-08 
and the ensuing great recession of 
2008-09. This depression (as defined) 
lasted for a decade up to 2019, until 
it seemed that the major economies 
were not only growing much more 
slowly than before 2007, but were 
heading into an outright slump.

Then the Covid pandemic slump 
happened and the world economy 
suffered a severe contraction.2 And 

now, just as the major economies 
were staggering out of the pandemic, 
the world has been hit again by the 
Russia-Ukraine conflict and its 
ramifications for economic growth, 
trade, inflation and the environment.3

The contradictions in the 
capitalist mode of production have 
intensified in the 21st century. Now 
there are three components. There 
is the economic: the global financial 
crash of unprecedented proportions 
in 2007-08, followed by the great 
recession of the 2008-09 (the biggest 
economic slump since the 1930s).

Then there is the environmental, 
with the Covid pandemic. 
Capitalism’s rapacious drive for 
profit, resulting in uncontrolled 
urbanisation, energy and mineral 
exploitation, along with industrial 
farming, eventually led to the 
release of dangerous pathogens 
previously locked into animals in 
remote regions for thousands of 
years.4 These pathogens have now 
escaped from farm animals and 
(possibly) laboratories into humans, 
with devastating results. And don’t 
forget the impending global warming 
nightmare descending on the poor 
and vulnerable globally.

Third, there is the geopolitical 
contradiction amid the struggle 
for profit among capitalists in 
this depressed economic period. 
Competition has intensified between 
the imperialist powers (G7-plus) and 
some economies which have resisted 
the bidding of the imperialist bloc, 
like Russia and China. So, in the 21st 
century - from Iraq to Afghanistan 
and on to Yemen and Ukraine - 
geopolitical conflicts are increasingly 
being conducted through war. And 
the big battle between the US and 
China/Taiwan is coming closer.

The long depression of the 21st 
century may have begun in 2009, 
but the economic forces that caused 
it were underway as early as 1997. 
It was then that the average rate 
of profit on capital in the major 
capitalist economies began to fall 
and, despite some small bursts of 
recovery (mainly driven by economic 
slumps and huge credit injections), 

the profitability of capital remains 
near an all-time low.

In capitalism, profit drives 
investment; which means that falling 
and low profitability has led to slow 
growth in productive investment. 
Instead, capitalist institutions have 
increasingly speculated in financial 
assets in the fantasy world of stock and 
bond markets and cryptocurrencies.5 
And the imperialist bloc increasingly 
looks to compensate for weaknesses 
in the ‘global north’ by further 
exploiting the ‘global south’.6

So far, there is little sign that 
capitalism can get out of this long 
depression, even if the current 
Ukraine disaster is resolved. Ending 
the depression would require a 
cleansing of the economic system, 
through a slump which would 
liquidate the zombie companies that 
reduce profitability and productivity 
growth and increase debt burdens.

Also, it seems that recalcitrant 
economic powers like Russia and 
China must be tamed or crushed if 
the major capitalist economies are 
to have a new lease of life. That is 
a frightening prospect. The only 
hope of escape from the impact 
of the long depression and more 
wars is the coming to power of 
democratic socialist governments 
based on working people, which 
can sponsor a real ‘united nations’ in 
order to end economic crises, reverse 
environmental disasters for the planet 
and achieve a peaceful development 
of human society l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
thenextrecession.wordpress.com

Notes
1. M Roberts The long depression Chicago 
2016.
2. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2020/04/13/the-post-pandemic-slump.
3. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2022/02/27/russia-from-sanctions-to-
slump.
4. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2020/03/15/it-was-the-virus-that-did-it.
5. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2019/03/22/the-fantasy-world-of-the-
long-depression.
6. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2019/11/14/hm2-the-economics-of-
modern-imperialism.

Capitalism threatens even its own achievements
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Drawing clear lines on Ukraine
The war is not just about Russia and Ukraine. Muriel Green reports on the CPGB’s March 12 online 
members’ meeting 

The aggregate discussed two 
matters: firstly, and, of course, 
most importantly, the war in 

Ukraine; and. secondly, amendments 
to the 2022 perspectives document, as 
agreed at our annual general meeting 
(for report and full text, including 
amendments, see Weekly Worker 
February 17).

The discussion on Ukraine was 
introduced by Jack Conrad, who 
began by stating that he expected 
the Russians to take the south of the 
country fairly soon: although Ukraine 
is receiving large-scale supplies 
of Nato weaponry, Russia has air 
superiority and the west will most 
likely not intervene to change that. 
The media are talking about Ukraine 
“fighting a gallant war of self-
defence” against the Russian bully, 
but as Marxists we need to place 
things in context.

Comrade Conrad traced things 
back to the collapse of the Soviet 
Union and US grand strategy. With 
the pivot to the east the aim is to 
surround China and break it apart: 
Tibet, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Xinjiang. 
What we are seeing with Ukraine 
is part of that grand strategy. And, 
of course, Putin’s invasion played 
straight into the hands of the US. 
Not only have Franco-German plans 
for European unity been scuppered 
but Russia looks like it is going to 
be bogged down in an unwinnable 
war whose probable outcome will be 
regime change in Moscow. Ukraine 
has a population of over 40 million 
and it goes without saying that the 
great mass of them are determined to 
resist Putin’s forces. Next on the list, 
however, will be China.

If we look at things in that 
context, it is clear that to take a 
pro-Ukrainian stance is to take a 
pro-Nato stance. Group such as the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, Anti-
Capitalist Resistance and the Labour 
Representation Committee are out 
and out social-imperialists, while 
the Morning Star’s CPB and Stop 
the War Coalition make do with a 
cringing social-pacifism. If Nato was 
reset to the west, if Russia respected 
Ukraine’s territorial integrity, if, if, 
if … there could be peace in our time. 
A lie. Capitalism goes hand-in-hand 
with wars big and small. So while 
we can only but feel for the dreadful 
suffering of the people in Ukraine, we 
must draw clear lines of demarcation 
against not only the pro-Nato social-
imperialists, but social-pacifist 
outriders to capitalism too.

What are Putin’s war aims? They 
have nothing whatsoever to do with 
deNazification. No, Putin wants to 
halt the eastern march of Nato and 
put together a neo-tsarist empire - 
unifying, at its core, Great, Little and 
White Russians. Such an entity might 
possibly have a chance of making it 
into the first ranks of the imperialist 
powers, but that is highly unlikely. 
Suffice to say, no genuine socialist 
can support Russia, which is after all 
an autocratic-capitalist regime.

In Britain there is something 
approaching war hysteria. Slogans 
such as ‘Russia out’ and ‘Refugees 
welcome here’ are not wrong in and 
of themselves. But if left at that they 
simply serve the dominant narrative 
of the ruling class and the political 
establishment. For us, the main 
enemy is at home. We are against 
Nato, against immigration controls … 
not only those directed at Ukrainians, 
but Syrians, Iraqis, Iranians, Kurds, 
Palestinians, Libyans, Afghans and 
other victims of imperialist wars, 
interventions and sanctions.

Crucially, we are for building a 
mass Communist Party. Only with 
such an organisation can we hope to 
win the battle for democracy and put 
an end to the capitalist system with 
its wars, economic exploitation and 
ecological destruction.

In the following debate Paul 
Demarty agreed that this was 
basically the correct approach. Russia 
has a weak economy with extractive 
industries and we should expect 
enormous economic disruption to 
the global economy. We must be 
prepared for things to get uglier. For 
his part Bob Paul stated that it is easy 
to be pro-Ukraine and anti-Russia, 
and pointed out how xenophobia is 
rising as a result. For example, Twitter 
seems to be encouraging hate speech 
towards Russians, and for Facebook 
it is not at all problematic to praise 
the fascist Azov Battalion. He agreed 
with comrade Conrad that “Our main 
enemy is at home”.

Speaking from the chair, James 
Harvey mocked the pretence of the 
US and its Nato allies to care so much 
about the Ukrainian people, when 
they do not even care about their own 
people.

Farzad Kamangar pointed out that 
a ‘no fly zone’ would actually escalate 
the war to involve neighbouring 
countries, such as Turkey and Poland 
- and possibly even result in the use 

of nuclear weapons. In the meantime 
there is open and systematic racism in 
the media discussion and treatment 
of refugees. For instance, there have 
been 34,000 deaths in Yemen because 
of the Saudi war and US blockade, 
while the number in Ukraine has been 
small in comparison.

Anne McShane gave evidence of 
her own work in Ireland with asylum-
seekers from Syria and Iraq, who 
had very bad experiences in Ukraine, 
Hungary, etc. Such matters have been 
largely ignored in the western media. 
She agreed that we must highlight our 
demand for open borders.

Next was Mike Macnair, who 
spoke of the post-1975 US export 
of destruction. We should be 
calling for withdrawal from Nato 
- an organisation of aggression 
that should be dissolved. Comrade 
Macnair went on to comment on the 
dire situation of students in Britain, 
many of whom have been cut off 
from all support. He also noted that it 
had not previously been regarded as a 
war crime to target combatants when 
it means civilians will be killed too: 
the west is drawing a line in Ukraine 
that it did not draw in Afghanistan or 
Iraq, for instance.

In his response to the debate Jack 
Conrad stressed that we seem to be 
seeing a “revolution in warfare”, and 
pointed out that the war in Ukraine 

exposes the myth of small nations 
being independent. We need to think 
in global rather than local terms. As 
well as Sir Keir’s clampdown on 
the cowardly official ‘left’ MPs, we 
should expect a drive against left-
led anti-war trade unions. Strikes 
defending workers from the cost of 
living crisis will be branded agents of 
Putin’s Russia.

Perspectives
The second session began with Ollie 
Hughes introducing four amendments 
to the previously agreed perspectives 
document.

The first was a proposed addition 
to “our strategic expectations” 
concerning the CPGB’s failure to 
recruit. Comrade Hughes claimed 
we have a “negative strategy” for 
recruitment, almost as though we are 
afraid of it. Far more energy must be 
put into this question, he stated.

Two other amendments concerned 
the CPGB and Weekly Worker 
websites. Both were inadequate, 
he stated, and we now have fewer 
comrades doing the work as well as 
differing points of view about how 
the websites should be improved. 
We concluded that we need a “web 
organiser”. Linked to this was the 
need for better archives. According 
to comrade Hughes, “An organisation 
that doesn’t care about its past doesn’t 

deserve a future.”
Mike Macnair responded on behalf 

of the Provisional Central Committee. 
He stated that, of course, we do want 
to recruit, but the left as a whole is 
lodged within a “milieu of defeat”, 
which makes recruiting more difficult 
now than previously. However, our 
main aim is the unity of the left within 
a principled, democratic centralist 
Marxist party.

Comrade Macnair pointed out that 
over the years we have been involved 
with numerous unity projects with 
good effect, including the Socialist 
Labour Party and Respect. We carried 
out vigorous work within Left Unity 
and most recently, of course, we 
have been involved with the Corbyn 
movement, when we prioritised 
Labour Party work.

Our top priority must be to produce 
the paper - “our collective political 
voice”. The fact that we manage to 
produce the Weekly Worker with such 
small numbers is “a small miracle”.

Comrade McShane agreed that 
we have “lost focus” on recruitment, 
although it was correct to recruit “on 
the basis of our programme”. She 
also agreed about the need to improve 
our websites: everyone is online 
now, but we do not have a clearly 
worked out strategy for introducing 
the programme in that way. Comrade 
Demarty too agreed that more focus 
on the web is needed.

Comrade Conrad stated that we 
actually have had a constant stream 
of possible recruits, but, of course, 
unlike, say, the Socialist Workers 
Party, we insist that members must be 
committed to the organisation. He was 
followed by Mike Macnair, who came 
in again to stress that it was essential 
to win the battle of ideas, which is 
vital to our strategy. He also thought 
that comrade Hughes’s amendments 
were insufficiently political.

Next up was Sarah Stewart, 
who spoke about “clicktivists”; Jim 
Nelson about how he was recruited; 
Gaby Rubin about the centrality of 
programme; Vernon Price about how 
it is important for the organisation 
to adapt to changing conditions. He 
also agreed that the Weekly Worker 
website was in need of improvement.

Comrade Hughes came in again 
to talk about web work - a “serious 
cornerstone of our project”, but we 
seriously need a new website. Back in 
2011, he said, our agreed perspectives 
talked about exactly that, but it has 
not happened. As for recruitment, it 
is not a panacea but it is nevertheless 
essential. 

Comrade Macnair summed up 
for the PCC. He pointed out that the 
essence of the left’s present difficulty 
is that the immediate fight in the 
Labour Party had been lost and now 
we need an understanding of where 
we go from here. Given the political 
situation we are in, none of the 
proposed amendments can solve the 
problem in and of themselves.

Comrade Hughes then summed 
up his position. He claimed that the 
way we handle human resources 
is a problem, but so is the general 
attitude of the leadership. There 
is the “existential threat” of what 
happens in, say, 10 years time. Our 
theory is excellent, but there is not 
enough focus to back it up. We are 
short of people to do the necessary 
work, so what are we going to do 
about it?

When it came to the vote, Bob Paul 
proposed that the four amendments 
be accepted “in principle” and a 
majority agreed with that in what 
was a clear vote l

AGGREGATE

Putin’s war aims are not about deNazification, that is for sure

Our web work
We need to improve our 

approach to recruitment 
via the web. Undoubtedly, our 
websites and general use of 
social media need completely 
overhauling. Here, flair, 
imagination and even borrowing 
would help no end. Looking at 
the best that that is available, and 
not only in terms of our political 
opponents, but elsewhere, in 
society at large, and seeking to 
emulate and better the best would 
be a good approach.

Certainly introductory material, 
such as ‘about the CPGB’ audio 
and video recordings, reading 
lists, highlighting foundational 
texts, books, etc, would help 
draw people towards our ranks. 
More than that, though, website 
language, presentation and style 
all need a fresh approach.

While, of course, retaining our 
commitment to the print edition 
of the paper, we fully recognise 
the increasing importance of 
the online edition. However, 
for various reasons, the online 

archives of the Weekly Worker are 
incomplete, with large numbers 
of missing issues and articles in 
need of repair. Ongoing efforts to 
restore The Leninist and Weekly 
Worker archives need to be taken 
to completion by the end of 2022. 

We should back up the current 
site/archives and pursue other 
steps to protect our ability to 
publish in case of cyberattack. 

We shall continue to engage 
with the existing left both inside 
and outside the Labour Party. 
This strategic approach not only 
means attending, leafleting and 
intervening at various events - 
eg, national schools - and, as is 
our norm, reporting them in the 
paper. Where appropriate, we 
shall group together and publicise 
relevant web material. This 
would help sharpen, back up and 
give a substantial afterlife to our 
interventions. Such material could, 
for example, be presented in A4 
pamphlet form (and therefore 
made available for printing off).

Clearly we do not fully utilise 

all of our web possibilities. Not 
only are there our websites, 
Twitter, Facebook, etc, but 
also the need to reorganise our 
impressive back catalogue. 
Promoting Online Communist 
Forums and Communist 
University needs a big push. 
‘Earlier, wider and better’ should 
be the motto.

To take forward our web work 
we shall establish a dedicated cell 
with the general remit to radically 
upgrade, manage and regularly 
update (old, outdated, material 
sends out a very bad message).

This cell should regularly report 
to the PCC. It should also highlight 
ongoing progress and significant 
steps forward to our online 
discussion forum. Involvement 
of the wider membership is vital 
and that means informing, seeking 
feedback and allocating specific 
tasks. Aggregate reports and 
discussions are more than relevant 
here l
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NORTHERN IRELAND

Westminster is main culprit
Anne McShane is appalled by the systemic institutional abuse that took place in the children’s homes of 
Northern Ireland over decades. But why has the UK government been let off the hook?

A t a time when there is wall-to-
wall coverage of the Ukraine 
war, recent events concerning 

the Northern Ireland assembly have 
attracted little attention from the 
outside world.

On March 11, government 
ministers representing the five main 
Stormont parties apologised for 
historical institutional abuse, which 
took place in children’s homes in 
the Six Counties between 1922 and 
1995. So too did representatives of 
six NGOs, which ran most of the 
institutions: De La Salle, Sisters of 
Nazareth, Sisters of St Louis and 
the Good Shepherd Sisters - as well 
as Barnardo’s and the Irish Church 
Missions.

Speaking in the House of 
Commons, Northern Ireland 
secretary Brandon Lewis welcomed 
the apologies, stating: “It is only 
right that victims and survivors are 
now receiving a formal apology for 
the abhorrent abuse they suffered 
whilst residing in institutions that 
were meant to care for them.” In 
other words, the responsibility 
for the horrendous and systemic 
abuse set out in the 10-volume, 
2,300-page report of the Historical 
Institutional Abuse Inquiry led by 
Sir Anthony Hart lay completely 
with Northern Ireland institutions.1

This, of course, makes little 
sense when you look at the facts. 
The remit of the Hart report was 
from 1922 to 1995. The current 
assembly, created as part of the 
Good Friday agreement in 1998, did 
not sit for the first time until 2003. 
In 1922 there was the parliament of 
Northern Ireland, created as an act 
of partition in 1921 and dominated 
by the Orange Order and Ulster 
Unionists. All six prime ministers 
were members of the Orange Order, 
as were the vast majority of elected 
representatives. There was an inbuilt, 
gerrymandered majority, and at no 
point did unionists occupy less than 
33 of the 52 seats. We know that the 
institution had been set up by the 
British government to guarantee the 
continued dominance of unionism 
and exclusion of Catholics. The civil 
rights movement of the late 1960s, 
which ignited the war against British 
occupation, protested precisely 
against the systematic and deliberate 
discrimination against Catholics in 
every facet of life.

When the Northern Ireland 
parliament collapsed in 1972, 
direct rule from Westminster was 
imposed. Government departments 
in Northern Ireland managed the day-
to-day affairs of the Six Counties, 
under the direction of the secretary 
of state for Northern Ireland. Thus 
all government departments were 
answerable to the UK’s Northern 
Ireland Office.

Hart report
The report makes for interesting, 
albeit unsettling and at times 
harrowing, reading. Sir Anthony - 
now deceased - reported in 2017 
that the majority of the complaints 
from 493 applicants were about 
sexual abuse of children and 
excessive physical punishment. Staff 
terrorised the children in their care 
in orphanages and children’s homes. 
They used a variety of implements 
to beat them, including canes, belts, 
sticks, slippers and other items which 
came to hand, such as curtain rods.

Emotional abuse was found to be 
mainly a feature in Catholic homes. 
Hart commented that it

appeared at some level to be 
prompted by a wish to ensure that 
children did not repeat what was 
seen as the ‘sins’ of their parents 
and also a concern that children 
should not ‘get above themselves’. 
Clearly such behaviour was 
unacceptable and had a profound 
impact on witnesses. Many 
told us of how the subsequent 
low self-confidence and poor 
self-esteem have adversely 
affected their ability to establish 
and maintain successful adult 
relationships and parent their 
children (chapter 1, p29).

It comes as no surprise that the 
institutions run by the Catholic 
church were particularly cruel in 
their treatment of those assigned to 
their ‘care’. The largest number of 
complaints were about the Sisters of 
Nazareth, who ran brutal regimes. 
Children had to perform forced 
labour, were routinely beaten, made 
to bathe in dirty water with Jeyes 
Fluid added to disinfect them, and 
have their teeth brushed with carbolic 
soap. They were verbally abused, 
constantly afraid and undernourished 
- everyday cruelties, on top of which 
many had to endure sexual abuse 
from nuns and priests.

Those placed in the care of the 
De La Salle order were also subjected 
to forced labour, and systematic 
sexual and physical abuse. When, 
on occasion, sexual abusers admitted 
their actions to superiors, there was 
an automatic cover-up. Perpetrators 
had no sense of shame when they 
openly and frequently thrashed the 
children - they deserved it for the 
fecklessness of their parents. One 
survivor, Jimmy Stewart, remembers 
getting “the mother and father of 
all beatings” after he ran at a nun 
when she was physically abusing 
his younger brother: “My hair was 
pulled, my clothes were ripped 
off me.” He described another 

occasion when a nun beat him with 
“her weapon of choice - a rung 
from a baby’s cot, with piping and 
light-blue paint on it”. The level of 
trauma caused by the beatings and 
verbal abuse - Jimmy described 
repeatedly being called a mongrel - 
was horrendous, leaving the victims 
unable to lead normal lives. To the 
religious orders, children of the poor 
were less than human.

In St Patrick’s Training Schools 
- a Juvenile Justice establishment, 
staffed mainly by Catholic brothers 
- Hart found that there had been 
systemic and casual use of corporal 
punishment. There had also been 
ritual humiliation of some boys, 
who were ridiculed by being forced 
to stand naked for hours in front 
of the others. It is unbearable to 
read many of the testimonies of the 
victims in the report. And it is little 
wonder that many, along with their 
relatives, have refused to accept the 
apologies of the religious orders. 
Margaret McGuckin, from Survivors 
and Victims of Institutional Abuse 
(Savia), said that members of her 
group are “emotionally and mentally 
exhausted” after almost 15 years 
of lobbying. They began their 
campaign after various reports in the 
Republic of Ireland confirmed the 
systematic abuse in institutions run 
by the same outfit. She was adamant 
that the religious orders were “forced 
to come to this stage today … they 
are not sincere at all”.2

The responsibility for allowing 
this deplorable cruelty to continue 
lies, of course, with the UK state 
itself, which had ultimate authority 
over the institutions concerned - a 
number being local authority or 
juvenile justice establishments. 
However, as Hart pointed out, 
there was an almost complete 
lack of oversight by government 
departments. Few questions were 
asked. For instance, there was no 
inspection of St Patrick’s Training 
Centres between 1971 and 1988. 

Even when complaints were 
made, social workers and their 
superiors brushed them under the 
carpet - letters of complaint lost, 
conversations forgotten, children 
dismissed as manipulative and 
unreliable. Nobody in a position of 
power wanted to know about what 
was going on behind the closed 
doors, or cared about the children, 
who were mainly from the Catholic 
working class. Indeed Hart makes 
frequent reference throughout the 
report to the lack of adequate funding 
for the care of these children from 
the Northern Ireland parliament or 
the Northern Ireland Office.

Barnardo’s was not exempt from 
these findings of systemic abuse, and 
neither was the Church of Ireland. 
And one of the most notorious 
institutions was run directly by 
the British state: the Kincora Boys 
Home, set up in 1958 by the Belfast 
Welfare Authority for boys of 14 to 18 
years of age. Between then and 1980, 
when it was closed, 370 boys lived 
there. In 1980 claims were made in 
the southern media that the home was 
at the centre of a male prostitution 
ring. The three main abusers, who 
managed the home, were prosecuted 
for offences of buggery and indecent 
assault. Homosexual acts were a 
criminal offence in Northern Ireland 
until 2001, and it seems from the 
Hart report that the main concern of 
the welfare authority was whether 
staff members were homosexual - 
there being a ban on them working 
in care homes. The investigations 
by the RUC and a previous inquiry 
were focused on this and the claims 
of abuse went largely ignored. Hart 
found:

The reality of the situation was that 
it was because of the multitude of 
failings by officials of the Belfast 
Welfare Authority, of the Eastern 
Health and Social Services Board, 
and by the RUC, that the sexual 
abuse of residents at Kincora was 

not stopped earlier, and that those 
responsible for perpetrating these 
grave crimes were not brought to 
justice sooner (chapter 29, p15).

He recommended that they be 
compensated to the tune of £100,000 
each.

Claim problem
The ability of victims to claim such 
compensation is another problem. 
Hart published the report in 2017, 
but it is only now that it has been 
responded to. A redress board and 
compensation scheme has been set 
up - the whole package put together 
to stifle controversy.

In order to qualify you must 
prove that you lived in one of the 
institutions between 1922 and 1995 
and “suffered or witnessed sexual, 
physical, emotional abuse or neglect 
or maltreatment, or experienced a 
harsh environment”. If the person 
is deceased, only a spouse, partner 
or child can apply. This means that 
other relatives of victims who have 
died cannot claim anything, even if 
they may themselves have had to 
care for a person who was so deeply 
traumatised that they became 
addicted to alcohol or suffered 
severe mental health problems.

There is also the fact that the 
victims will have to prove that they 
were abused, since the nature of the 
abuse will determine the level of 
compensation. Besides the cruelty 
of making victims relive the trauma, 
there are also evidential problems. I 
know from my personal experience 
as a legal representative of those 
who applied to a similar scheme 
in the republic that it can be very 
difficult. Victims find it very hard to 
speak about their abuse and be cross-
examined by legal representatives 
of those that abused them. In the 
republic, the deciding officers were 
made up of establishment figures, 
who retained the same sense of 
disdain for the working class as 
their forebears. Applicants were 
often treated like liars by both legal 
representatives of the institutions 
and the tribunal, trying to cash in. 
Records, and thus evidence, of how 
the institutions operated, is usually 
unavailable, as Sir Anthony noted. 
The fact that the hearings are held in 
camera did not help either. Perhaps 
this will not be the case in Northern 
Ireland, but there is nothing to 
suggest otherwise. In fact such 
compensation schemes are a proven 
method of letting religious orders, 
abusers and the state off lightly, and 
keeping the victims powerless.

In conclusion, the issue here 
is the role of the state, and its 
relationship with the church. In the 
republic, they were closely bound 
together till very recently. In the 
north it was a combination of the 
Catholic church, plus the Protestant 
denominations, plus charities … all 
under the remit of the Westminster 
government.

The fact that responsibility has 
been foisted onto an assembly 
which did not even exist during 
the period under investigation is an 
obvious whitewash. It surprises me 
that Sinn Féin has apologised, rather 
than speaking out along these lines, 
but I think this story is far from 
over l

Notes
1. www.hiainquiry.org/historical-institutional-
abuse-inquiry-report-chapters.
2. www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-northern-
ireland-60698025.

Religious orders are institutionally abusive towards the poor and the weak
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Triumphalism to pessimism
Does the Russia-Ukraine war epitomise a crisis of liberalism brought about by attacks from the populist 
right and the so-called anti-scientific left? Perhaps so - but not in the way Francis Fukuyama imagines, 
suggests Paul Demarty

Among its many other malign 
effects, the Ukraine war has 
sparked a renewed lurch 

towards authoritarian political 
norms - both in Russia, where 
opposition media and organisations 
are facing more severe repression 
than ever, and in the west.

RT, the Russian state’s 
anglophone broadcaster, has been 
taken off the air in Britain and 
throughout the European Union. 
Education secretary, Nadhim 
Zahawi, promises to “crack down” 
on “pro-Putinist” academics who 
forward “don’t trust either side” 
messages. Sir Keir threatened 
to withdraw the whip from the 
spineless blob of Labour ‘left’ MPs 
and edges towards adding Stop the 
War Coalition to his proscribed list 
of ‘poisonous’ organisations. Tory 
papers and MPs round on striking 
London underground workers 
as “Putin agents”. Social media 
companies skew their moderation 
policies in favour of Ukraine and 
the western powers - to the farcical 
extent of suppressing posts that 
indicate the far-right political 
allegiances of many Ukrainian 
combatants and at the same time 
creating an exemption to hate-
speech policies for those targeting 
Russians. That is in the context of 
a truly disturbing wave of war fever 
among the western intelligentsia, 
which has led to a kind of anti-
Russian Kulturkampf - suppressing 
concerts of the music of Pyotr 
Tchaikovsky, university courses on 
Fyodor Dostoevsky, and so forth.

There are apparently good 
reasons, then, to doubt the vitality 
of liberal ideas under the current 
circumstances. We turn to Francis 
Fukuyama, a well-known American 
intellectual, who offered readers of 
the Financial Times an essay on 
the decline of liberalism (March 4). 
His diagnosis - unsurprisingly - is 
wrong, but interestingly wrong. 
He attempts to put this western 
political crisis in a wider historical 
context, and in doing so provides 
a mythology of liberal history 
plausible enough perhaps to gain 
wider traction.

Fukuyama is, in origin, an 
eccentric neo-conservative. To 
the usual sources - in particular, 
political philosopher Leo Strauss, 
who taught at the University of 
Chicago for many years and inspired 

several schools of neo-conservative 
thought - he added a big dose of 
Hegel. His most famous work, The 
end of history and the last man, was 
the most audacious cooptation of 
Hegel in modern rightwing thought: 
an argument that, in essentials, 
the dialectic of world history had 
terminated, after the fall of the 
eastern bloc, in the unsurpassable 
supremacy of capitalism and liberal 
democracy. His thesis, to put it 
mildly, has not aged well, but we 
should remark of Fukuyama that 
he is somewhat more intellectually 
honest than his peers. He publicly 
broke with the neocons over the 
Iraq war (after it started, mind), and 
published an extensive critique of 
the movement in 2006.

It is worth rehearsing this 
merely because Fukuyama’s FT 
essay notably tacks back towards 
classical neo-conservatism. But, in 
true Hegelian style, he has sublated 
his 2000s-era scepticism, and the 
result is a markedly pessimistic 
text, distinguished in that way from 
the End of history triumphalism.

In crisis
Fukuyama begins by decrying the 
Ukrainian invasion, predictably 
enough: “Many have said that it 
definitively marks the end of the 
post-cold war era … or indeed 
[with a nod to his own former 
triumphalism] the end of The end of 
history.” Vladimir Putin, to be sure, 
is unlikely to have a good time of it 
in the end.

Even if Putin takes Kyiv and 
deposes president Volodymyr 
Zelensky, he cannot in the long 
run subdue a furious nation 
of more than 40 million with 
military force. And he will 
be facing a democratic world 
and Nato alliance unified and 
mobilised as never before, which 
has imposed costly sanctions on 
Russia’s economy.

However, he urges the west to wake 
up to the grimmer implications of 
the whole business: “We cannot 
take the existing liberal world 
order for granted,” he writes. “The 
problems facing today’s 
liberal societies did 
not start and do not 
end with Putin, and 
we will face very 

serious challenges even if he is 
stymied in Ukraine.”

What are those problems? First 
of all, the growth of rightwing 
populism in many hitherto liberal 
societies, with the usual roll-call 
of villains - Putin, Narendra Modi, 
Donald Trump and so forth. He 
is also concerned with a strain of 
thought on the left stretching “from 
20th-century structuralism through 
postmodernism to contemporary 
critical theory that questions the 
authority of science”. He picks out 
Michel Foucault, who allegedly 
“argued that shadowy elites used 
the language of science to mask 
domination of marginalised groups, 
such as gay people, the mentally ill 
or the incarcerated”. His target, if 
the phrase “contemporary critical 
theory” be taken to represent 
‘critical race theory’ and the like, 
would seem to be modern identity 
politics - although he does not use 
the usual dog-whistles of ‘cultural 
Marxism’ or ‘postmodern neo-
Marxism’ favoured by modern 
rightwing charlatans like Jordan 
Peterson.

Liberalism, in Fukuyama’s view,

is a doctrine, first enunciated in 
the 17th century, that seeks to 
control violence by lowering the 
sights of politics … It does this 
by respecting the equal rights and 
dignity of individuals, through 
a rule of law and constitutional 
government that checks and 
balances the powers of modern 
states. Among those rights are 
the rights to own property and 
to transact freely, which is why 
classical liberalism was strongly 
associated with high levels of 
economic growth and prosperity 
in the modern world. In addition, 
classical liberalism was typically 
associated with modern natural 
science, and the view that science 
could help us to understand and 
manipulate the external world to 
our own benefit.

What rightwing populism and ‘anti-
science’ leftism do is attempt to 
impose total world views on all. The 
result can only be discord, repression 
and ultimately the degradation of 
norms (so it is said) that make an 
invasion of Ukraine possible.

How did we get here? 
“In the half-century 

following World War II, there was a 
broad and growing consensus around 
both liberalism and a liberal world 
order” - a funny way to describe the 
cold war and the complex history of 
decolonisation, but leave that aside. 
The problem came at the end of this 
happy period:

On the right, the economic 
liberalism of the early post-war 
years morphed during the 1980s 
and 1990s into what is sometimes 
labelled ‘neoliberalism’ … The 
market was worshipped and the 
state increasingly demonised 
as the enemy of economic 
growth and individual freedom. 
Advanced democracies under the 
spell of neoliberal ideas began 
trimming back welfare states and 
regulation.

The left, meanwhile, became 
obsessed with “individual choice and 
autonomy, even when this came at the 
expense of social norms and human 
community”. Besides undermining 
traditional and religious sources 
of authority, this inevitably spilled 
into a critique of liberalism itself as 
“an ideology that masked the self-
interest of its proponents”:

On both the right and the left, 
foundational liberal ideas were 
pushed to extremes that then 
eroded the perceived value of 
liberalism itself. Economic 
freedom evolved into an anti-state 
ideology, and personal autonomy 
evolved into a ‘woke’ progressive 
worldview that celebrated 
diversity over a shared culture. 
These shifts then produced their 
own backlash, where the left 
blamed growing inequality on 
capitalism itself, and the right 
saw liberalism as an attack on all 
traditional values.

He then proceeds to an account 
of geopolitics which is no less 
bizarre for being essentially the 
‘conventional wisdom’ of US state 
department propaganda: that there is 
a vast conspiracy of illiberal regimes 
- from Russia to China to Venezuela 
- who all connive at the rollback of 
the liberal world order. “At the centre 
of this network” - who else? - “is 
Putin’s Russia, which has provided 
weapons, advisors, military and 
intelligence support to virtually any 

In the name of liberal 
values, west Berliners 
scramble up the wall 

in 1989

Francis Fukuyama: 
broke with the Project for a 

New American Century,
yet, despite his 

Hegelianism, cannot find 
the link between the 

liberalism he defends and 
the far-right conservatism 

he loathes



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

Mythologies
Fukuyama’s article is something of a 
wild ride. He cannot seem to decide 
whether the crisis he diagnoses is 
primarily driven by internal logic, 
adventitious errors, or enemies and 
bad actors.

It is notable that, with regard 
to every tendency he criticises, 
Fukuyama has a concrete example, a 
name or a country, or indeed a long 
list of countries. The rogues’ gallery 
includes Putin, Foucault, Milton 
Friedman, Nicolás Maduro, and so 
forth. But liberalism he leaves wholly 
abstract. He cites no liberal (to his 
satisfaction) philosophers or political 
scientists. It is presented almost as an 
immutable, infallible magisterium, 
in the Catholic, neo-scholastic style - 
sublimely indifferent as to the identity 
of its adherents, but attaching hated 
human names to all the heresies. The 
trouble with Friedman is that he got 
liberalism wrong; it is not a problem 
with liberalism that it gives you 
Friedmans.

Fukuyama’s summaries are, in 
any case, frequently wrong and 
vulgar. Foucault did not, in fact, 
believe that power operated for the 
benefit of “shadowy elites”. Indeed, 
he believed almost the opposite: that 
power was a wholly impersonal force 
that produced both the elites and the 
oppressed in one movement. His 
politics - eccentric as they were - were 
liberal in precisely Fukuyama’s sense: 
in valorising small acts of resistance 
to power as such, the sights of politics 
are certainly lowered. It would seem, 
then, that this very thing at the core 
of liberalism’s virtues - its epistemic 
and political modesty - not only 
fuels its alliance with science, but 
also produces anti-rationalist thought 
along the lines of Foucault.

Though it is not an argument I 
make commonly, it is difficult to 
avoid the feeling that Fukuyama is 
simply not Hegelian enough. He is 
happy to talk of “the end of the End 
of history”, with a slight tone of 
self-deprecation; there, indeed, is an 
Aufhebung if ever there was one. He 
is nonetheless incapable of grasping 

his opposing forces of liberalism and 
illiberalism as a dialectical, rather 
than purely extrinsic, opposition. He 
acknowledges that there is a dynamic 
of backlash in Trump, Modi, Putin et 
al, but blames it all on the excesses 
of the ‘anti-science left’. The two 
poles of illiberalism are subject to 
mutual negation; but liberalism, his 
philosophia perennis, is not - its 
popularity merely fluctuates. Why? 
Surely not that he has merely failed 
to read enough Hegel: this is Francis 
Fukuyama, after all. Something must 
have rendered him blind to it.

He nods in the right direction, 
at least, in describing the effects 
of the neoliberal ‘revolution’ - 
spiralling inequality, outsourcing and 
deindustrialisation in the west, and 
so forth. Though - as noted - he treats 
neoliberalism as a kind of heresy, at 
least for a moment he understands 
that the fortunes of one doctrine or 
another rather depends on the material 
conditions in which the would-be 
believer encounters the doctrine. 
However, this is only half the picture. 
He acknowledges the relationship 
between neoliberal excesses and the 
growth of ‘illiberalism’, but he skirts 
over the other essential question: 
what about the people who benefited 
from neoliberalism - the bankers, the 
politicians, the authors of triumphalist 
Hegelian think pieces? Would they not 
have a certain political predisposition 
in the opposite direction from the 
MAGA-hat crowd?

One does not have to be a 
hidebound Marxist to think so. To 
acknowledge it would be to concede 
more than he wants to, however. He 
denounces the idea, as we noted, that 
liberalism is “an ideology that [masks] 
the self-interest of its proponents”; but 
to discuss the history of liberalism’s 
crisis, as he does, demands that 
conclusion. If inequality is implicated 
in this ideological crisis, then it must 
also be a crisis of the ideology of the 
rich and powerful, of the ruling class.

Political cycles
We would then go back to the root of 
the problem - liberalism is a doctrine 
to reduce violence by clipping the 
wings of politics, but in fact cannot 
do so. This is because it is, just as 
much as a doctrine, an ideology, 
and thus the commitment to private 
property and market exchange hailed 
by Fukuyama in this essay is not a 
valid conclusion from true premises, 
but an antecedent condition for its 

emergence. Liberalism, and its whole 
complicated family tree, thus takes its 
place within the political-ideological 
dynamic of capitalist society, which 
is to say, within a dialectical struggle 
with conservatism - the Party of 
Liberty and the Party of Order. The 
crisis of liberalism is not some recent 
historical phenomenon, as purportedly 
demonstrated by some exceptionally 
fatuous graphs Fukuyama reproduces 
from Freedom House: it is a moment 
in a long-standing political cycle - a 
cycle that in fact goes back to the 17th 
century origins of bourgeois society 
properly so called.

The mutual critiques of 
conservatism and liberalism are 
symmetrically, but only partially, 
true. Conservatism meets its limits 
in the falsity of its picture of organic 
social relations outside the market; 
it tends towards corruption, jobbery 
and incestuous patronage, and its only 
recourse when its political authority 
is shot is hypocritical demagogy 
against some perceived out-group. 
All this is perfectly obvious to 
liberals. But liberalism reshapes, 
rather than abolishes, social elites: 
‘meritocracy’ loses its sheen in the 
face of actual political developments, 
and quasi-apolitical government by 
experts is experienced as a tyranny. 
The result really is, as Strauss said, 
a vacuous nihilism; and authoritarian 
demagogues may trivially exploit this 
weakness.

What do the liberals do when 
liberalism goes into crisis? That ought 
to be obvious, from our opening 
remarks: the whole liberal world 
is currently deranged with military 
enthusiasm, enthusiastically endorses 
sweeping censorship, and buries 
dissent in jingoistic invective. It, too, 
happily identifies an out-group to 
demonise (in this case, any random 
Russian one happens to bump into). 
In order to save liberalism, one must 
burn it to the ground.

I am not quite sure that this is what 
Fukuyama means, or thinks he means, 
when he writes: “The Ukrainians, 
more than any other people, have 
shown what true bravery is, and that 
the spirit of 1989 remains alive in their 
corner of the world. For the rest of us, 
it has been slumbering and is being 
reawakened.” He does not bother 
to mention the bewildering array of 
police actions, censorship and mob 
ideology unleashed in the west since 
Putin’s invasion, and his portrayal of 
Putin as a malevolent puppet-master 
of global authoritarianism rather 
suggests he shares it; but perhaps he 
is as fond of Dostoevsky as I am. 
Suppose he also finds all this stuff 
alarming and distasteful: the choice 
is then posed to him whether to 
denounce it or not. Should he do 
so, he undermines his case that this 
is a life-and-death, good-and-evil 
struggle, that there is a liberal us (the 
US and Europe) and an illiberal them 
(Putin, Maduro, etc). Should he not, 
he merely enacts the contradiction in 
his own writing. In the event, he does 
not denounce it all.

Noble lies
Thus, peculiarly, he arrives where he 
started - among neo-conservatives. 
The latter took from Strauss - perhaps 
unfairly to the old man - the idea that 
a tonic for liberal nihilism was the 
revival of great and ancient virtues, 
even at the cost of noble lies to the 
population: saving the world (for 
example) from Saddam’s chemical 
weapons arsenal would have such a 
great effect on American moral fibre 
that it scarcely mattered whether the 
weapons were real or not.

In the first heyday of the neocons, 
under Ronald Reagan, rolling back 
the Evil Empire served that purpose: 
a national mission highly germane 
to mythological presentation to the 
population. Then history ended, 
and the neocons regrouped with the 
notorious Project for a New American 

Century (PNAC) - a programme 
for the projection of US interests 
globally, explicitly presented in 
messianic terms. We Marxists like 
to say that the bourgeoisie ceased 
to be revolutionary long ago (1848 
is the date typically given), but 
its pseudo-revolutionism lives on 
and, if anything, has gone through 
a purple patch these last 30 years. 
‘Liberal humanitarians’ and neo-
conservatives alike have given us 
countless ‘colour revolutions’ (most 
pertinently the 2014 coup in Ukraine) 
and even vulgar military conquests 
presented in messianic terms. It is the 
neo-conservatism of this era, above 
all, that gave us the Iraq war - the one 
which alienated Fukuyama.

After the disastrous adventures 
of the Bush era, and their slow, 
horrible afterlives in the tenure of 
Barack Obama (who added one 
or two of his own), there came the 
American revival of conservative 
‘isolationism’ (scare quotes are very 
necessary), as exemplified in Donald 
Trump’s 2016 election trail rhetoric 
(but not at all by his erratic, but quite 
interventionist, presidency itself). 
A peculiar thing happened in the 
Trump era - those PNAC neocons 
started defecting, explicitly or de 
facto, to the Democrats. The never-
Trumpers include David Frum, 
author of the ‘Axis of Evil’ speech; 
Liz Cheney, daughter of Dick; and 
many more. The persistent and 
largely libellous accusations against 
Trump of Russian collusion prepared 
this coalition for the current moment 
- a most auspicious one to relaunch 
neo-conservatism version one. At 
last Barack Obama and David Frum 
could agree on an Evil Empire to 
fight.

Fukuyama’s adoption of the 
‘liberalism’ discourse should perhaps 
be seen in the light of this new 
alliance, which carries the promise of 
a spiritual renewal through bloodshed 
(so far, admittedly, the blood of 
others: those Ukrainians in whom 
the spirit of ’89 is undimmed …). 
Perhaps, then, his article serves the 
purpose of mapping enemies without 
and within. The needs of the time 
demand action against the ‘woke’ 
excesses of contemporary liberalism, 
in favour of an overtly militaristic 
strain; rightwing isolationist 
‘America first’ rhetoric is likewise 
little better than treachery. We must 
accustom ourselves to the need to 
fight for liberal international norms 
(Fukuyama dodges the question of 
how much should be sacrificed here, 
but the rapidly spreading insouciance 
in the political and media class about 
whether a limited nuclear exchange 
with Russia would really be that bad 
reminds us what is actually at stake).

For Marxists, this programme 
looks less like a bold new revival 
than a further attempt to stave off 
decline. True, Fukuyama broke with 
the neocons in 2004-06 - but broke 
in the direction of a routine foreign-
policy realism. Yet, regardless of the 
balance of power between neocon 
utopians and technocratic realists, 
the trajectory of US militarism is 
obvious - its result, in country after 
country, is pure destruction, city 
after ancient city reduced to brick 
dust, lunatic after lunatic armed to 
fight the enemy of the day on our 
behalf in civil conflicts essentially 
kept aflame forever. Such efforts 
can, in principle, go on for a long 
time: there are, after all, so many 
countries left to destroy.

But not as many as there are 
court intellectuals ready to put 
a flattering spin on this steady 
slide into barbarity. Say what 
you like about Fukuyama and his 
slightly dodgy record in the way of 
prognostication. He is a good man 
to have around in a moment that 
demands a noble lie l
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First Iran, now Russia
Sanctions, whether ‘targeted’ or not, inevitably affect the mass of ordinary people, argues Yassamine 
Mather, while those at the top use them to tighten their grip on power

As the Ukraine war continues, 
together with the destruction 
of towns and cities, once again 

sections of the left are proposing 
sanctions - perhaps ‘targeted’.

Various arguments are put 
forward. It is better than ‘military 
intervention’, and pressure on the 
oligarchs will encourage them to 
put pressure on Putin to change his 
policy or even go for a different 
leader - regime change by oligarchs!

Of course, the west’s insistence on 
sanctions has similar aims: regime 
change by putting pressure on the 
enemy’s citizens; a siege that would 
lead to dissatisfaction, protests 
and possibly a ‘colour revolution’, 
paving the way for pro-western 
allies to come to power in Moscow 
(or Baghdad, Tehran …). We all 
remember sanctions against Saddam 
Hussein. These took the shape 
of financial and trade embargos 
imposed by the United Nations 
security council on Iraq’s Ba’athist 
regime, starting just four days after 
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990, 
and lasting until the Bush-Blair 
military overthrow of the regime in 
2003. A detailed 1999 Unicef study 
called the ‘Iraq Child and Maternal 
Mortality Survey’, using data from 
nearly 40,000 households, found that 
500,000 children died as a result of 
sanctions.

As far as the current conflict is 
concerned, so far this plan has not 
succeeded either. Putin’s popularity 
is rising and the example of Iran’s 
Islamic Republic shows that the 
imposition of more than a decade 
of sanctions, far from endangering 
the survival of the regime, actually 
makes it stronger.

There are obvious reasons why 
sanctions empower their ‘targets’ 
and this is common to oligarchs 
in Russia and senior ayatollahs 
and leading commanders of Iran’s 
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps 
(IRGC). In Russia the oligarchs, 
and in Iran the senior clerics who 
are commanders of the IRGC, 
made astronomic fortunes after the 
imposition of neoliberal economic 
policies in their respective countries. 
These policies led to privatisation 
of major industries and banks, with 
the result that these people now own 
most of the country’s resources - one 
could say they run the economy. 
In other words, those who were 
supposed to be ‘targeted’ made huge 
gains. Inevitably, however, sanctions 
led to the closure of large chunks of 
the economy: hundreds of thousands 
of workers lost their jobs, as the said 
oligarchs closed down unprofitable 
workplaces.

The other immediate effect of 
any sanctions - however ‘smart’ or 
‘targeted’ - is a fall in the value of 
the national currency. On February 
28, immediately after Russia was cut 
off from the global bank payments 
system, the rouble dropped nearly 
26% to 105.27 per dollar, and the fall 
continues. Ordinary Russians have 
seen their meagre savings crash in 
value as a result. Russia, like Iran, 

imports most of its basic medical, 
industrial and electronic goods.

However, those close to power 
in the government or military have 
access to foreign currency reserves. 
So they can buy commodities with 
cheap, previously purchased dollars 
and sell them for up to 10 times what 
they paid for them. Sanctioned senior 
clerics, commanders of the IRGC and 
other leaders made billions of dollars 
in Iran this way. No doubt Russian 
oligarchs will have the gumption to 
do the same.

Likewise the ‘smart’ sanctions 
against Russia have led to price 
rises (in particular on basic food 
items), job losses and the serious 
risk of mass unemployment - all this, 
alongside the withdrawal of most 
western-based firms, has increased a 
sense of isolation.

The state has imposed a kind of 
rationing in staple food items such 
as flour and sugar. But the annual 
price rise for sugar and cereal prices 
was about 20% higher last month 
in comparison with a year ago. 
Similarly, the price of electronic 
goods increased by 29% in the first 
week of sanctions.

The removal of a number of 
Russian banks from the Swift 
payment system means that Visa, 
MasterCard, American Express, 
Apple and Google Pay have all 

limited their services and, according 
to Russia’s central bank, this in itself 
will lead to a situation where the 
economy will shrink by around 8%. 
New banks are added to the Swift 
ban every week. Ordinary Russians 
living abroad, together with students 
and people who work abroad (many 
of whom are no supporters of Putin), 
have had their accounts frozen by 
western banks because they were 
receiving money from relatives, 
universities or employers in Russia.

In the UK and European Union, 
Russian students have had to apply 
for emergency funds from their 
universities. It was the same with 
Iran: hundreds of thousands opposed 
to the regime, not least those living in 
exile, have found their bank accounts 
frozen because at some stage in the 
last few years a relative inside Iran 
had sent them even a small amount, 
with disastrous consequences for the 
individuals concerned. Swift traces 
every transaction globally and the 
banks freeze accounts that engage in 
any transaction from Iran.

Likely results
Today Washington is also threatening 
Chinese companies and banks 
which might trade with Russia. As 
in the case of Iran, some medical 
equipment, including incubators 
used for keeping premature babies 

alive, are considered ‘dual-use’ (ie, 
they can potentially be used in the 
military or in nuclear industries).

Airbus and Boeing have suspended 
the sale of aircraft components to 
Russia. This will no doubt affect the 
safety of passenger aircraft, which is 
already notoriously poor. The US is 
also warning technology companies, 
such as China’s Semiconductor 
Manufacturing International 
Corporation (SMIC), not to sell 
electronic chips to Russia.

According to a report in The New 
York Times, US commerce secretary 
Gina Raimondo said her country 
could take “devastating” action 
against Chinese companies that 
defy sanctions on Russia: “We could 
essentially shut SMIC down because 
we prevent them from using our 
equipment and our software.”1

A timely report on the effects of 
sanctions has been published by 
two professors at the University of 
Oxford. Referring to surveys they 
conducted in the aftermath of the 
Russian annexation of the Crimea 
in March 2014, the authors point out 
that these show that concern about 
sanctions decline over time, since

Russia was able to respond 
effectively to the effect of 
sanctions. When thinking about 
the current situation, we should 

bear in mind that Russians’ 
prior experience of coping with 
sanctions might inform their 
responses today.2

The authors have also looked at 
how sanctions relate to willingness 
to protest. They found that in 2014, 
“there was a weak and negative 
effect of sanctions on the propensity 
of respondents to protest” and by 
2018 “those who were concerned 
about sanctions became more likely 
to contemplate protest, but we do not 
find that sanctions interacted with 
any other social predictor, including 
age, in driving this willingness to 
protest”.3

The authors’ conclusion could 
have been written about Iran or 
Saddam’s Iraq:

The Russian regime has a strong 
narrative of its own to explain 
the war as a response to western 
aggression against the country’s 
‘legitimate’ (in the minds of the 
war’s proponents) entitlement 
to Ukrainian territory. This is 
a view that state-controlled 
media reinforces. While there 
are certainly many Russians 
who are hostile to the war, 
sanctions are not likely to affect 
the bulk of opinion. If anything, 
a ‘rally round the flag’ response 
may occur. Moreover, while 
sanctions may erode support 
for Putin in the medium term, 
they may not lead to mass 
defection from him. Those most 
concerned about sanctions may 
be more inclined to protest, but 
any such protest will take place 
in an increasingly repressive 
political environment.4

In other words, even the imperialist 
aim - that sanctions will weaken 
support for Putin - does not work. 
But, suppose they do affect the 
oligarchs, what can we expect in 
a country where, after decades of 
privatisation and corruption, running 
the economy is controlled mafia-
style by various criminals? l

West banking 
on regime 
change by 
oligarchs

Notes
1. www.nytimes.com/2022/03/08/technology/
chinese-companies-russia-semiconductors.
html.
2. ukandeu.ac.uk/economic-sanctions-not-
likely-to-shift-russian-public-opinion-against-
putin-immediately.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
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