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Manifesto
This letter is a reply to the 
‘Internationalist Manifesto Against 
the War’, published by Anti-
Capitalist Resistance and circulated 
at the request of Gilbert Achcar. We 
have many concerns with it and call 
on the distributors to circulate our 
response.

We agree with the assessment that 
the “main culprit for this dangerous 
situation is US imperialism”. 
However, the Manifesto, in a 
methodology frequently applied by 
Achcar, immediately turns through 
180 degrees to assert that it was 
Russian action that reinvigorated 
Nato and that therefore the overall 
task is to condemn Russia.

Russian aggression is highlighted 
and the Nato proxy war ignored. The 
evidence is all the other way. The 
main thrust of the Biden presidency 
has been to reassert US dominance 
across the globe. A key component 
of that has been action against 
Russia and China and the revival 
of Nato, alongside the creation of a 
sister organisation, Aukus (Australia, 
the UK and US) aimed directly at 
China. All this predated the Russian 
invasion.

The manifesto declares itself 
“for the right of the Ukrainian 
resistance to get the weapons it 
needs ... from whatever source 
available”. We don’t have to 
speculate about the source. For 
over a decade the Ukrainian army 
has been reorganised, trained and 
rearmed by Nato and has served 
with Nato in other theatres of war. 
Weapons have flooded into Ukraine 
and a new supply of weapons, with 
greater offensive capability, are 
now on their way. The result will 
be a war of attrition with more 
casualties and a greater danger of 
a wider war, possibly involving 
nuclear weapons.

The signatories “pledge to launch, 
as soon as this war ends, a new 
campaign for global disarmament” ... 
So the time for disarmament and 
disbanding Nato is after the war. 
Why not now, during the slaughter?

We can only react with revulsion 
to the call for “the dissolution of 
all imperialist military alliances 
and an alternative architecture of 
international security based on the 
rule of law”. If we want to end war, 
we will have to bring an end to the 
capitalist world order, not propose a 
new legal system!

The manifesto grandly proclaims 
itself internationalist. One thing it 
isn’t is socialist. There is no mention 
of the working class and its needs. 
The workers’ interest is best served 
by an immediate end to the war, 
Nato disbandment and Russian 
withdrawal. We also need to organise 
across the globe to defend ourselves 
from militarism, increasing state 
power, attacks on freedom of speech 
and a new level of austerity to pay 
for this war and further wars.

The manifesto is an obstacle to 
advancing a working class fightback.
John Mcanulty
email

Our demands
Following on from an anti-war 
public meeting in Govan attended 
by 20-plus comrades, the Glasgow 
Against Nato Action Committee has 
been formed. Its political basis has 
been agreed as the following:
n Oppose the imperialist war drive 
against Russia and China.
n Britain out of Nato. Remove all 
sanctions on Russia.

n Withdraw all British troops from 
eastern Europe and end all military 
supplies to the region.
n For a democratic peace which 
recognises the rights of the people 
of Crimea and Donbas to self-
determination and withdraws 
Russian troops from Ukraine.
n For working class unity against 
imperialist war. No to World War III.
n Fund social welfare, not 
imperialist warfare.
n Oppose the ban on the Russia 
Today TV channel. No to anti-
Russian hysteria stirred up by the 
mass media. Defend democratic 
rights. Free Julian Assange.

All those organisations and 
individuals who support the above 
platform are invited to participate 
in the work of Glasgow Against 
Nato. We plan a public meeting in 
Govan on April 28 and to leaflet the 
Glasgow May Day rally and march, 
and then hold weekly meetings to 
get out the anti-war message to the 
general public.

We also hope to link up with 
similar groups in the rest of Scotland 
and throughout Britain.
Sandy McBurney
Glasgow

Foul capitalism
The USA is the world’s hegemon, 
in economic, military and political 
terms. It is the largest economy 
and is able to dictate the stances of 
most countries’ leaderships. Those 
states that disagree strongly enough 
with US hegemony face serious 
consequences: war in either its 
siege form (economic sanctions) or 
physical attack and invasion.

Zbigniew Brzezinski was 
one of US capitalism’s strongest 
champions and a leading strategist. 
In his seminal 1997 book The grand 
chessboard he laid out a schema for 
the USA’s continual and widening 
influence over the world capitalist 
system. A recent Weekly Worker 
article by Daniel Lazare (‘What 
hath Zbig wrought?’, March 31) 
usefully reintroduced this still 
pertinent work.

It seems that the left in the USA, 
in Europe and indeed in Brzezinski’s 
world continent, Eurasia, is puny and 
largely at a loss as to what to do in the 
medium term - forget the immediate 
future. More and more this seems 
connected with the disappearance of 
the Soviet Union. The left’s decline 
is certainly quite consonant with 
the absence of the only other world 
superpower beside the USA.

This is not to suggest, though, that 
fragmentation into single campaigns 
of importance is the way to go. Many 
of the world’s left - including, it seems 
to me, many supporters and readers 
of the Weekly Worker - do reject the 
idea that solely campaigning, for 
example, against wars waged by 
the USA in ‘alliance’ with its vassal 
states (France, Germany, Japan, 
UK, etc) or against the destruction 
of our life-giving ecosystem is ever 
going to be enough. And this is 
because single-issue campaigns fail 
to address directly and holistically 
the underlying cause of humanity’s 
ills: the dominating, foul capitalist 
system.

We are dying thanks to 
capitalism, be that due to war, 
Covid-19 or pollution of the planet 
and global warming. How come 
these facts are not bringing into 
being powerful Marxist parties 
challenging for revolution and 
leading humankind? The subjective 
element of revolution - real 
communist/Marxist parties fighting 
for real socialism throughout the 
world - has to be created and built 
well before the objective elements 
arise. It is already becoming too 
late.

Do we really have to work 
through and within the Democratic 
Socialists of America, the British 
Labour Party or the Dutch 
Socialist Party? (to name but three 
organisations covered in recent 
Weekly Worker articles)? It seems so 
tame, compared to what is needed.
Thomas Day
email

Obituary
Alan Horn was a Marxist scholar and 
activist who died on April 1 2021. 

Covid-19 restrictions precluded 
a proper memorial event at the 
time but, a year on, a number 
of his comrades would like to 
remember him and his work. We 
are arranging for the publication of 
his book, The dialectic of labour, 
and will hold an event in Glasgow 
later this year to mark its launch 
and his life and death.

Born on September 29 1954, 
Alan lived his first year in Parkhead, 
before moving to Castlemilk - a 
working class estate to the south of 
Glasgow. After leaving Kings Park 
Secondary, Alan attended Langside 
College, where he established a 
socialist society and was prominent 
in the Chile Solidarity campaigns of 
the time. He joined the International 
Marxist Group in 1974 and was 
active in Right to Work marches and 
the battles with police and National 
Front at the city’s Kingston Halls in 
1976. He later moved to Amsterdam 
to work at a Ford plant - washing 
cars as they rolled off the production 
line and having confrontations with 
the local Grey Wolves in the factory.

By 1978, Alan was back 
in Castlemilk and had left the 
IMG. During this period he was 
heavily involved in the Castlemilk 
Claimants Union and the Troops 
Out Movement. In 1984 he played 
an active role in the Castlemilk 
miners solidarity group and was 
involved in linking the campaign 
directly with pits in Ayrshire. In 
1985 he was briefly a member of 
Socialist Organiser.

Towards the end of the decade 
Alan began studying philosophy 
at the University of Glasgow, 
where he met Hillel Ticktin and 
Scott Meikle, who would go on 
to become his PhD supervisors. 
Alongside this academic work, 
Alan continued to be active in the 
movement, participating in the 
campaigns against the poll tax and 
in the Castlemilk Unemployed 
Workers Union.

In the late 90s, he was part of 
the Scottish Socialist Alliance and 
subsequently became a member of 
the anti-nationalist Workers Unity 
group within the Scottish Socialist 
Party. He dropped out around 
2002, but went on to be part of the 
Campaign for a Marxist Party and 
a Critique journal readers group. 
By 2003, he had completed his 
thesis and in the years that followed 
he published a series of articles in 
Critique on the dialectic.

I first met Alan when he joined 
Left Unity in 2013. He made a strong 
impression on me from our first 
encounter, personifying the working 
class organic intellectual in a way I 
had never before encountered. He 
was erudite, volatile, generous, 
troubled, extremely sharp-
witted and deeply committed to 
communism. He had no time for 
stupidity from those he thought 
ought to know better and infinite 
patience for those who genuinely 
wanted to engage with the ideas of 
Marx. He believed, like Marx, that 
nothing was above criticism.

He energetically argued for a 
boycott of the 2014 independence 
referendum and was dismayed 
when most of his comrades joined 

the Labour Party in 2015. He 
viewed Corbyn’s election as the 
death rattle of social democracy 
and railed against the left’s 
refusal to stand on a genuine 
communist platform, preferring 
instead to lurk behind reformism 
and economism.

He struggled with bipolar 
disorder, which drove periods of 
intense activity and creativity, 
followed by spells of withdrawal 
and isolation. He suffered a stroke 
and was diagnosed with chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease (the 
result of a lifetime of smoking) and 
by the first Covid-19 lockdown was 
largely confined to his 11th floor 
flat and the immediate surrounding 
area.

He loved the blues and was a 
talented guitarist in the style of Jimi 
Hendrix and Stevie Ray Vaughan. 
His research in philosophy took 
him away from music, but he 
started playing his guitar again 
shortly before he died. In his final 
years he was uncompromising, yet 
vulnerable, but remained optimistic 
that the working class would fulfil 
its historic mission.

There are few others with his 
depth of understanding of Marx’s 
dialectic or his commitment to 
working class revolution - his death 
is both a loss to the comrades who 
knew him and the movement as a 
whole.
Christopher Cassells
email

Pentecostalism
During the CPGB’s April 17 Online 
Communist Forum I referred to 
an article on the Jacobin website: 
‘Pentecostalism is becoming the 
new religion of the global poor’ 
(April 15). This was dismissed on 
the grounds that Pentecostalism was 
merely a religion for the aspirational 
lower middle classes. This didn’t 
ring true to me, so I read the piece 
again.

It seems quite clear to me that this 
is appealing, mostly, to the poorest 
of the poor: that is, “Religion is 

the sigh of the oppressed creature, 
the heart of a heartless world”, as 
Marx pointed out. People in fact 
aspiring to feed themselves and their 
families.

The article ends: “Pentecostalism 
offers direct access to spiritual, 
social and material nourishment in a 
world that denies the world’s poor of 
all three. Naturally, there’s a growing 
number of Pentecostal churches 
catering to the rich and middle 
classes too. After all, they know 
that upward mobility is tenuous - 
and anyone who gets ahead needs a 
miracle to stay there.”

This reminded me of a 
programme on TV some years ago 
about a Pentecostal church in the 
US, complete with snake-handling 
and ‘voices’. One of the subjects 
was a carpenter, who suffered from 
terrible back pains - not good for a 
manual worker. His Sunday worship 
made it possible to keep working 
during the week - endorphins?

The interviewer asked the 
preacher if perhaps his flock 
might be better off getting medical 
attention. He replied that he would 
like them to receive both religion and 
medical attention, but unfortunately 
they could not afford the latter.

The main thrust of the 
Jacobin article is the danger that 
Pentecostalism presents, since 
its politics are usually those of 
rightwing populism. The thing that 
struck me, however, was just how 
fast this religion is spreading and 
has grown. Brazil was a Catholic 
nation for centuries, but the number 
of Pentecostals has apparently 
grown from 3% to 30% in the last 
40 years.

In the context of the discussion at 
the forum, I thought it was relevant 
that a mass movement could grow 
so quickly and could, for instance, 
overcome an unfriendly approach 
to migrants. If it can grow fast from 
nonsense, then perhaps a communist 
movement can grow even faster - 
once we get going.
Jim Nelson
email

Online Communist Forum

Sunday April 24 5pm 
Kinder Scout mass trespass 90 years on: 
communist history and official myths 

Speaker: Lawrence Parker
Sunday May 1 5pm 

A week in politics - political report from 
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee, 

and discussion
Use this link to join the meeting: 
communistparty.co.uk/ocf-register

Organised by CPGB: communistparty.co.uk and 
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk

For further information, email Stan Keable at 
Secretary@labourpartymarxists.org.uk

https://weeklyworker.co.uk/
https://communistparty.co.uk/ocf-register
https://communistparty.co.uk
http://www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk
mailto:Secretary%40labourpartymarxists.org.uk?subject=
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No to war in Ukraine
Public meetings organised by Stop the War Coalition.
York University, Friday April 22, 3pm: ARC/014, Alan Maynard 
Auditorium, University of York YO10. Speaker: Chris Nineham 
(Stop the War Coalition). stopwar.org.uk/events/york-university-
students-meeting-no-to-war-in-ukraine.
Bristol, Wednesday April 27, 6.45pm: Events Space, Hamilton 
House, 80 Stokes Croft, Bristol BS1. Speakers: Andrew Murray (Stop 
the War Coalition) and Jon Reddiford (National Education Union).
stopwar.org.uk/events/bristol-stwc-meeting-stop-the-war-in-ukraine.
Stop arming Israel, hands off Al Aqsa
Friday April 22, 4pm: Protest opposite Israeli Embassy, Kensington 
High Street, London W8. Condemn Israel’s recent violence at 
Al Aqsa Mosque, where 158 Palestinians were injured, and the 
killing of five Palestinians across the West Bank.
Organised by Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/795249805214185.
Keep Newcastle fascist-free
Saturday April 23, 12 noon: Assemble at Grey’s Monument,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1, for a protest against a planned 
demonstration by the ‘North East Frontline Patriots’.
Organised by North East Against Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/508227710942861.
Stop the War Coalition AGM
Saturday April 23, 12 noon: Online meeting. Discuss and decide 
the policy and priorities of the coalition, and elect the steering 
committee and officers. All members are entitled to attend and vote.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-coalition-agm-2022.
Introduction to radical anthropology
Tuesday April 26, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and biological 
anthropology. This talk is online only, via Zoom: ‘The tale of the 
buffalo wife, a sacred narrative of the Kua’. Speaker: Helga Vierich.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
www.facebook.com/events/501097781734075.
The battle for democracy in Britain and Ireland
Thursday April 28, 6pm: Weekly online education series covering 
the history of republican ideas and their link to socialism.
This talk: The Glorious Revolution 1688-1707 and the origins of the 
contemporary British state. Speaker: Steve Freeman.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/2817172395242120.
Cable Street
Performances of Lisa Goldman’s play as part of the National Theatre 
connections program for youth companies. Cable Street is about 
growing up in London’s Jewish East End in the 1930s, and the 
political turmoil caused by Oswald Mosley’s fascist Blackshirts.
Thursday April 28, 6pm: The Studio, The Marlowe, The Friars, 
Canterbury CT1. Company: The Canterbury Academy, £5 (£3).
marlowetheatre.com/book-online/456601.
Thursday April 28, 7pm: MAST Mayflower Studios, 142 Above 
Bar Street, Southampton SO14. Queen Mary’s College, £7.50.
www.mayflowerstudios.org.uk/what-s-on/nt-connections-2022.
Thursday April 28, 8pm: Lowry Studio, Pier 8, The Quays, 
Salford M50. Company: Birkenhead High School Academy. £5.
thelowry.com/whats-on.
The anatomy of a witch-hunt
Thursday April 28, 7.30pm: Film preview, The Casa Bar, 29 Hope 
Street, Liverpool L1. This film investigates the purge of Labour 
Party members following the election of Keir Starmer as leader. 
Followed by discussion with makers Hazuan Hashim and Phil 
Maxwell. Tickets £6. 
Organised by Merseyside Pensioners Association:
www.facebook.com/merseysidepensionersassociation.
End racist outsourcing at Great Ormond Street
Friday April 29, 12 noon: Rally, North end of Queen Square, 
London WC1. Support the Great Ormond Street Hospital security 
guards in their fight for equality after seven weeks of strike action. 
The predominantly black, brown and migrant security guards are 
now the only workers at the hospital not on NHS contracts.
Organised by United Voices of the World the union:
www.facebook.com/events/722326025450586.
Socialism, unity, internationalism
Saturday April 30, 2.00pm: Online pre-May Day rally. At a time 
of crises internationally and in Britain, now is the time to unite in 
struggle and put forward socialist solutions. Speakers include Ian 
Lavery MP, Richard Burgon MP and Kate Hudson (CND).
Organised by Arise: A festival of Labour’s left ideas:
www.facebook.com/events/397233902240513.
May Day open day
Sunday May 1, 10.30am: Marx Memorial Library, 37a Clerkenwell 
Green, London EC1. Visit for stalls, tours and displays, as the annual 
May Day march assembles outside.
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/352.
London May Day march and rally
Sunday May 1, 12 noon: Assemble Clerkenwell Green, London EC1,
then march to Trafalgar Square for rally. Bring banners, balloons 
and placards to this celebration for workers across the world, with 
leading speakers from trade unions and London communities.
Organised by London May Day Organising Committee:
www.londonmayday.org.
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.

Notes
1. theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/
sep/24/australia-signs-deal-with-nauru-to-
keep-asylum-seeker-detention-centre-open-
indefinitely.

Out of sight, out of mind?
Rwanda deal is a cynical election ploy, writes Eddie Ford

Last week, the UK signed a deal 
with Rwanda that will see 
some unfortunate asylum-

seekers given a one-way ticket. It 
follows a series of other outlandish 
plans, such as pushing back boats 
with wave machines, or sending 
migrants 8,000 miles away to the 
Falkland Islands.

The story goes that the Rwandan 
idea is in response to the supposed 
‘crisis’ of migrants constantly crossing 
the English Channel in inflatable 
dinghies. More than 6,000 have risked 
it this year, with 651 people on 18 
boats arriving on April 13 - making 
it the highest number in a day. With 
the xenophobic rightwing press and 
backbench Tory MPs making it sound 
like an invasion, the Royal Navy has 
taken over “operational command.” 
New ships, “cutting-edge” military 
drones and a Wildcat helicopter will 
be deployed, with £50 million extra 
cash allocated to bolster surveillance.

Under the scheme, people who 
have arrived in Britain by such means 
may be sent to Rwanda, where their 
asylum claims will be processed. 
They will be subject to Rwandan 
immigration rules as soon as they 
land and “encouraged” to apply for 
refugee status, having no immediate 
right to return to the UK. While their 
claims are being considered, which is 
expected to take about three months, 
they will be given accommodation 
and some means of support - though 
the details are extremely unclear. 
It also seems they would be free to 
come and go from their lodgings at all 
times, though you would be forgiven 
for being a bit sceptical. Those whose 
asylum claims are accepted would 
be helped to build a “new life” in 
Rwanda, which must be the dream 
of any Syrian, Iraqi or Afghan. 
According to various spokespersons 
from the UK government, they will 
receive up to five years access to 
education and support. As for those 
whose claims are rejected, they could 
be sent back to their country of origin. 
By all accounts, Boris Johnson wants 
the new deal to be operational within 
“weeks, or a small number of months”.

As an incentive (or bribe) 
home secretary Priti Patel agreed a 
£120 million economic deal with 
Rwandan president Paul Kagame. 
Money is expected to follow, with 
reports suggesting each migrant sent 
to Rwanda is expected to set British 
taxpayers back between £20,000 and 
£30,000 - which apparently would 
cover accommodation both before and 
after the journey, as well as the cost of 
a seat on the flight itself. However, you 
can guarantee that the real cost would 
end up much higher if it were ever to 
happen. Indeed, critics immediately 
pointed out that it would be cheaper to 
put those arriving in Britain up at the 
Ritz for a year - though you could say 
the same about prisoners as well.

This is not the first time that such 
a plan has been tried, of course. 
Israel attempted something similar in 
Rwanda with Eritrean and Sudanese 
migrants between 2014 and 2017. 
Inevitably, hundreds swiftly left the 
country. Then we have Australia, 
which spent more than £5 billion 
between 2013 and 2017 sending 3,127 
people to Manus Island in Papua 
New Guinea - a mere £1.6 million 
per detainee. Some luckless soul 
calculated that for the same price the 
Australian government could have 
sent each detainee to Eton College 
for 33 years. The Papua New Guinea 
supreme court ruled in 2016 that the 
processing centre on Manus Island 
was “illegal and unconstitutional”.

Australia has a similar deal with 
the microstate of Nauru in the Pacific, 
which today remains its only offshore 
processing station. However, there 

was a riot in 2013, where allegations 
of sexual abuse against women 
and children and incidents of self-
harm were reported amongst those 
detained.1 In other words, people who 
were already vulnerable when they 
attempted dangerous sea-crossings 
became more exposed and vulnerable 
under detention. The same could 
easily happen in Rwanda.

There has been talk of a home 
office “mutiny” against the scheme. 
Unions have said civil servants could 
stage mass walkouts in protest, which 
would be an excellent development. 
In the end, Patel had to issue a rare 
“ministerial direction” to overrule the 
concerns of civil servants over the cost 
of the scheme. This is only the second 
ministerial direction - an order enforced 
by a minister despite objection from a 
permanent secretary - the home office 
has received in 30 years. In a letter 
to Patel asking for the “direction”, 
the permanent secretary in question, 
Michael Rycroft, said he was satisfied 
that the policy would deter people 
and produce “potential savings”. A 
home office source told ITV News 
that “we are spending £4.7 million 
on hotels per day between those who 
have arrived illegally and through 
resettlement programmes”. Therefore 
“it would be wrong to let a lack of 
precise modelling delay a policy 
aimed at reducing illegal migration, 
saving lives and breaking the business 
model of the smuggling gangs”.

In typical style, Priti Patel has said 
that other countries could start to 
reproduce the British government’s 
“blueprint” - describing it as “bold” 
and “innovative”, though doubtlessly 
Weekly Worker readers would use 
far less flattering language. Human 
beings are a problem to be disposed 
of as quickly as possible, it seems - or 
at least banished thousands of miles 
away: out of sight, out of mind.

Unworkable?
On Easter Sunday, Justin Welby, the 
archbishop of Canterbury, accused 
the government of “subcontracting 
our responsibilities” and said the 
Rwandan plan cannot “stand the 
judgment of god”. Along the same 
lines, the Scottish National Party’s 
Westminster leader, Ian Blackford, 
branded the government’s plan 
“evil” and Nicola Sturgeon thought 
it was “despicable and shameful”. 
Labour has denounced the scheme 
as “unworkable, unethical and 
extortionate”. No less to the point was 
Gillian Triggs, assistant secretary-
general at the UN refugee agency 
- calling it an “egregious breach of 
international law and refugee law”, 
which will trigger many legal battles. 

Inevitably, some have said the Tory 
government was being “institutionally 
racist” - Ukrainian refugees are 
treated differently to Iraqis, Yemenis, 
Syrians, etc, because they are white, 
not because of geo-political demands 
and manoeuvring. Ukrainian refugees 
are, of course, part of the propaganda 
war being conducted against Russia. 
The same goes for the offer of a five-
year visa and a fast track to full UK 
citizenship made to Hong Kongers. 
Potentially 5.4 million of the territory’s 
7.5 million population could apply. 
Needless to say, Britain, along with 
its US imperial master, is locked into 
a cold war with China.

There is more than an element of 
truth in the criticisms of the Rwanda 
scheme. Yes, you could say with 
some justification that it is irrational, 
immoral and fantastically costly. 
But that would be to miss the point. 
Sending migrants to Rwanda is not 
designed to be workable, nor does it 
have anything to do with taking action 
against ‘people smugglers’, combating 
the ‘evil trade’ in refugees, let alone 
saving money - a preposterous idea.

Rather, it is a cynical election ploy 
- pure political posturing of the basest 
kind, based entirely upon the need to 
save the Tory Party from a hammering 
in the May 5 local elections. It could 
also distract people from the ongoing 
partygate scandal. No wonder 
Johnson wants to start shipping off 
migrants to east Africa within weeks. 
Therefore, we need to understand the 
madness of Rwanda in that context. 
In order to rescue the prime minister 
from the hole he is still in, it has been 
decided to go after migrants who are 
illegally landing on our sacred British 
shores - and appeal to the sentiment 
(or prejudice) that Britain is an 
overcrowded island and cannot take 
any more (except for Ukrainians, at 
least for the time being).

As they surely must know, the 
Tories will be lucky to get 100 people 
to Rwanda. There are bound to be 
endless appeals, as both Johnson and 
Patel have acknowledged - hence 
the renewed grumbling about ‘lefty’ 
lawyers subverting the will of the 
people. The Rwanda threat will 
obviously not stop people coming. 
All you need to do is listen to an 
interview with refugees in Calais, 
because they speak … English, not 
other European languages. The reason 
is quite straightforward: the British 
empire was replaced by American 
hegemony, it is the dominant language 
on the planet - many people’s second 
language. Naturally enough, many 
want to join their relatives in Britain 
- who came previously and have 
managed to establish themselves.

The Tories now seem to be 
promoting the idea that only Ukrainian 
(and Hong Kong) refugees are 
welcome here. By contrast, we agree 
with the SWP’s Stand up to Racism, 
Counterfire, the UN, Amnesty 
International, Pax Christi, etc, etc, 
that refugees should be welcome here, 
but we would add that they should 
have full citizenship rights after just 
six months - not to mention the right 
to join effective trade unions as well. 
That means abolishing all anti-trade 
union laws.

The demand for open borders must 
go hand in hand with the demand to 
level up wages and conditions by 
limiting the competition between 
workers. Without that there is only 
liberal do-goodism or free-market 
madness l

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Ukrainians ... and Hong Kongers

https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/york-university-students-meeting-no-to-war-in-ukraine/
https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/york-university-students-meeting-no-to-war-in-ukraine/
https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/bristol-stwc-meeting-stop-the-war-in-ukraine/
https://www.facebook.com/events/795249805214185/
https://www.facebook.com/events/508227710942861
https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-coalition-agm-2022
https://www.facebook.com/events/501097781734075
https://www.facebook.com/events/2817172395242120/
https://marlowetheatre.com/book-online/456601/
https://www.mayflowerstudios.org.uk/what-s-on/nt-connections-2022/
https://thelowry.com/whats-on/nt-connections-cable-street-birkenhead-high-school-academy
https://www.facebook.com/merseysidepensionersassociation
https://www.facebook.com/events/722326025450586
https://www.facebook.com/events/397233902240513
https://www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/352
https://www.londonmayday.org/
https://theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/sep/24/australia-signs-deal-with-nauru-to-keep-asylum-seeker-detention-centre-open-indefinitely
https://theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/sep/24/australia-signs-deal-with-nauru-to-keep-asylum-seeker-detention-centre-open-indefinitely
https://theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/sep/24/australia-signs-deal-with-nauru-to-keep-asylum-seeker-detention-centre-open-indefinitely
https://theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/sep/24/australia-signs-deal-with-nauru-to-keep-asylum-seeker-detention-centre-open-indefinitely


4 weekly
April 21 2022 1392 worker

Hold the line
The left in France should not be panicked into voting for Emmanuel Macron, writes Paul Demarty

For those who had not followed 
closely the first round of 
France’s presidential elections, 

almost the least surprising thing 
about it would be the identity of the 
two candidates going through to the 
second.

It is, after all, an exact repeat of 
last time. Coming in second this 
time round with 23% was Marine le 
Pen, leader of the Rassemblement 
National (RN) - under its current 
and previous names long the 
largest party of the far right. In 
front of her, on just under 28%, 
there was the sitting president, 
Emmanuel Macron - formerly a 
neoliberal minister of François 
Hollande’s Socialist government, 
who launched his own party in order 
to run in 2017. Macron stood then 
as a Bonapartist of the centre and, 
between that and his technocratic 
background, it was hardly a surprise 
that he should once again face his 
most serious opposition from the 
‘anti-establishment’ parties, when 
what popularity he had rapidly 
dried up in the long, slow grind of 
bourgeois politics.

It is unsurprising, then, that both 
Valérie Pécresse of the Gaullist 
Republicains and especially Anne 
Hidalgo of the Parti Socialiste 
did dreadfully. For decades up to 
Hollande’s election in 2012, with 
one notorious exception, the second 
round was contested between the 
candidates of these parties (under 
various names). Neither candidate 
this time breached 5% of the vote - 
Hidalgo got less than 2%!

This background, on the other 
hand, was catnip to le Pen. That 
said, she has had a rough ride. The 
RN has seen a series of damaging 
splits, and for a time all the talk 
was of Éric Zemmour, a long-time 
journalist of the far right, who ran 
a prominent campaign and who 
looked for a time on course to run 
le Pen close. Le Pen’s niece, Marion 
Maréchal, sprung for Zemmour - 
appropriately, given his notoriously 
rosy view of the reign of that most 
famous maréchal, Philippe Pétain. 
In the end, the gap between them 
widened, and Zemmour came 
fourth, on 7%.

Between the two of them was 
the chief candidate of the left, 
Jean-Luc Mélenchon, who ran 
le Pen agonisingly close, getting 
22%. Opinion polls considerably 
underestimated the level of his 
support - support, that is, for a 
candidate who proposes French 
withdrawal from Nato, the 
refoundation of the European 
Union on an admittedly vague 
leftwing basis, and a new French 
constitution, among the usual 
bread-and-butter left demands. It is 
to a large extent on his voters - the 
only bloc other than supporters of 
Macron and le Pen to win a double-
digit percentage in the first round - 
that the second round depends. And 
opinion polling so far suggests that 
his voters are sharply divided.

Mélenchon himself, for what it 
is worth, has urged only that people 
do not switch to le Pen. That is 
something of a dodge. It is true that 
the data suggests that many of his 
voters are considering switching 
to her: they prefer an ‘anti-
establishment’ candidate - of the left 
if possible, of the right if necessary. 
Those he is most likely to reach, 

however, face the other choice: 
to vote for Macron or to boycott 
the second round? On that front, 
Mélenchon offers them nothing.

New normal?
What seems clear, at least, is that 
the dominant picture of presidential 
elections in the history of the Fifth 
Republic - with the Gaullist right 
fighting the social democratic left 
for control of the presidency, in the 
context of large votes for the Parti 
Communiste Français and then, 
from the 1990s, for the far right - 
is utterly dead. Macron, more than 
his own party, represents a uniparty 
of the centre - those who support 
broadly the continuation of France’s 
present system of international 
alliances and domestic political 
structures. Though le Pen has faced 
Macron in the run-off twice now, 
both times Mélenchon has been 
breathing down her neck; so it seems 
to be a three-way contest for the 
time being (and for the time being 
Gaullists and socialists continue to 
return substantial delegations to the 
national assembly).

It is now 20 years since the first 
time a le Pen contested the second 
round of a French presidential 
election - Marine’s father, Jean-
Marie, who led the first effort to 
create a viable ‘right-populist’ 
electoral party from the various 
contingents of the French far right, 
but who remained wedded to the 
deeply-ingrained anti-Semitism 
of his milieu. On that occasion, 
there was shock, in France and 
internationally. The left resolved, 
on the whole, to vote for the corrupt 
conservative, Jacques Chirac - ‘Vote 
for the crook, not the fascist’ went 
the slogan of the day. This vote and 
the last, however, must prove the 
futility of this policy. So long as the 
left votes for ‘crooks’, there will 
always be fascists lying in wait.

In those two decades, the ideas 
of the far right have continued 
to penetrate the conservative 
intelligentsia - a process already 
intelligible in the days of Nicolas 
Sarkozy, the last president of 
the Gaullist right, but which 
intensified over the last 10 years. 

That happened first in response 
to Hollande’s legalisation of 
gay marriage (which prompted 
large mass demonstrations); and 
then following a grisly series of 
terrorist attacks - most notoriously 
the massacre of Charlie Hebdo 
journalists and at the Bataclan 
music venue. The word on the lips 
of mainstream right commentators 
these last few years has been 
islamo-gauchisme - ‘Islamo-leftism’ 
- purporting to name an unholy 
alliance of Islamist mass murderers 
and their liberal, multiculturalist 
enablers. (The latter is principally 
understood as an American import, 
which is ironic, since the American 
conservative equivalents tend to 
blame Frenchmen like Michel 
Foucault and Jacques Derrida for 
substantially identical ideas that are 
in currency stateside.)

The various ‘crooks’ have had 
little enough to offer in return - 
except, naturally, stealing le Pens’ 
clothes at their own leisure. Sarkozy 
won in 2007 on a ‘clean the streets’ 
law-and-order platform, with 
extensive riots in the poor banlieue 
to the north of Paris fresh in the 
collective memory. Under Hollande 
and his prime minister, Manuel 
Valls, the government responded to 
the various terror attacks with the 
usual repression and harassment 
of Muslims - no islamo-gauchisme 
on their watch - and Macron’s 
government has largely followed 
suit, enthusiastically shoring up its 
right flank by means of anti-Islamic 
tough talk and a renewed assertion 
of laïcité (secularism).

The bourgeois political 
alternative to le Pen and Zemmour 
(and Mélenchon) is simple: more 
of the same in terms of actual 
policy, combined with insubstantial 
rhetoric designed to defuse support 
for parties outside the ‘acceptable’ 
range. This sort of politics can 
seem impermeable, but in fact 
is subject to a secular decay, as 
indeed demonstrated by the ‘new 
broom’, Macron, humiliating the old 
establishment parties twice on the 
trot (even Sarkozy, on the ‘rats and 
sinking ships’ principle, has all but 
defected to Macron’s party).

Sooner or later, it becomes 
impossible for any voters who had 
believed the promises of the centre to 
clean things up and restore order to 
do so any further. The message from 
the far right - those people are lying 
to you; those people are traitors - is 
more readily accepted. The victory 
of a Marine le Pen cannot happen - 
until, all of a sudden, it actually does. 
The left, in France as it is elsewhere, 
is wedded to ‘anti-fascist’ politics, 
whereby the duty to keep the 
‘fascist’ candidate out overrides all 
other concerns; but in France more 
obviously than many other places, 
the empirical result is the steady 
spread of far-right ideology, fascist 
or otherwise.

Pros and cons
For all the problems with the 
Mélenchon phenomenon (which we 
will get to), it has at least the virtue 
of detaching left politics from this 
morbid consensus (for the duration 
of a first-round vote, at least). 
Nothing shows up the phoniness 
of liberal-conservative divisions 
- never mind the bizarre struggle 
between le Pen’s racist populism and 
Macron’s presidential technocracy 
- like a third option that gets mass 
votes.

Indeed, there was some promise 
of that 20 years ago, the year le Pen 
père got through, when there was also 
a spike in the vote for two Trotskyist 
candidates - Lutte Ouvriere and 
the Mandelite Ligue Communiste 
Révolutionnaire, which was enough 
to at least provoke talk of unity 
between them (together they got 
10% of the vote). In the end the only 
result was a slightly-expanded LCR, 
under the new name, Nouveau Parti 
Anticapitaliste; but when Mélenchon 
resigned from the Parti Socialiste, 
the rapid result was the Front de 
Gauche alliance between him, the 
PCF, and a rightwing split from the 
NPA; from then on, Mélenchon was 
a perennial candidate.

The last two presidential elections 
have seen the PCF abandon 
Mélenchon, who now trades under 
the name La France Insoumise 
(France Unbowed). That would 
not necessarily be a problem, were 
it standing on an open communist 
programme; but, of course, the PCF 
has not been that sort of ‘communist 
party’ for a very long time indeed. 
PCF candidate Fabien Roussel’s 
proposals were largely economistic, 
with some green stuff thrown in. At 
least at the level of high politics, 
his platform was less radical than 
Mélenchon’s. We are inclined, 
therefore, to look unfavourably on 
the circumstance that, if you add 
Roussel’s vote to Mélenchon’s, the 
latter would have beaten le Pen into 
third.

The problems, however, 
remain. Mélenchon’s LFI party 
has more than a little in common 
with Macron’s. There is the stilted 
slogan-style name, the ambiguity of 
organisational structure and, above 
all, the presence of a ‘great man on 
horseback’ at the centre of the whole 
thing - “bringing rain and sunshine 
from above”, as Marx put it in 
relation to the original Bonapartist, 
Louis Napoleon III.

The LFI is, in other words, very 
much a product of the wave of ‘new’ 
left parties that sold themselves 
to the wider movement largely 

through the negative image of what 
they were to replace - to wit, the 
‘old’ left, the left social democrats, 
such ‘official communist’ parties 
as remained serious groups, and 
beyond them the fissile Marxist-
Leninist and Trotskyist sects. Thus, 
in Spain, Podemos; and, in Britain, 
Momentum. Both proposed - as 
an alternative to the deliberative 
democratic structures of congresses 
and conferences, election to leading 
committees, and so on - that there 
would be extensive use of online 
plebiscites as a form of ‘direct’ 
democracy. In both cases, of course, 
it was a con: as with all referenda. the 
power remained in the hands of those 
who proposed the question (who 
were, invariably, the same people 
who would have to implement any 
decision, and therefore best placed 
to kick things into the long grass).

We cannot, however, talk of the 
LFI in the past tense in the same 
way. It has not cataclysmically failed 
in its tasks, like Momentum; nor has 
it utterly wilted into coalitionism 
with social liberals, like Podemos … 
yet. We confidently predict the same 
kind of outcome, however. The PCF 
has the usual bureaucratic defects 
of traditional ‘official communist’ 
parties, of course; the NPA has a 
slightly more open internal regime, 
but a political programme that 
more or less guarantees opportunist 
splits. Its organisational structures 
are a funhouse-mirror version of 
true democracy (meaning, here, 
democratic centralism); but the 
plebiscitary personality cults 
of Podemos, the LFI and so on 
are worse: a crude negation of 
democracy.

What is the point of maintaining 
democratic-centralist norms at the 
level of a party (never mind a tiny 
organisation like the CPGB)? There 
are pragmatic and political reasons. 
Pragmatically, democratic norms 
allow agonistic contestation of 
rival programmes and personalities, 
and can contain even very bitter 
disputes within a single organisation 
without sacrificing unity in action. 
It does not always turn out like 
that, of course, but you get at least a 
fighting chance. Suppose, however, 
that some secondary leading figure 
in the LFI thinks they could do 
a better job than Mélenchon in a 
presidential election. To which body 
may they propose their candidacy? 
The question answers itself - either 
they must put up with their role in 
the shadow of the big man, or split 
and form their own clone of the LFI 
to bootstrap their own candidacy.

The political benefit is that 
democratic party functioning is, as it 
were, ‘propaganda of the deed’ for 
democratic functioning of society 
at large. Mélenchon proposes 
substantial democratisation of 
French society, and that is all to the 
good; but his faith in the popular 
will is rather belied by the fact that 
he runs his own organisation as a 
personality cult. It is a regime even 
more presidentialist than the Fifth 
Republic he proposes to replace. 
The same Fifth Republic which 
once again offers voters the choice 
of technocratic and ultra-reactionary 
‘monarchs’ - a choice which, once 
more, the French left must be brave 
enough to refuse l

paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Alternative to ‘restraint’
Neither establishment explanation for the cause of inflation is valid, argues Michael Roberts

The inflation debate among 
mainstream economists rages 
on. Is the accelerating and high 

inflation rate of commodities here to 
stay for some time or is it ‘transitory’ 
and will soon subside? Do central 
banks need to act fast and firmly to 
‘tighten’ monetary policy (ie, cut 
back on injecting credit into banks 
through the purchase of government 
bonds and start hiking policy interest 
rates sharply)? Or is such tightening 
an overkill and will cause a slump?

I have covered these issues 
previously in some detail.1 But it 
is worth going over some of the 
arguments and the evidence again, 
because high and rising inflation is 
severely damaging to the livelihoods 
and prosperity of most households 
in the advanced capitalist economies 
- and a matter of life and death 
for hundreds of millions in the 
so-called ‘global south’ of poor 
countries. Being made unemployed 
is devastating for those who lose 
their jobs and for their families. 
But unemployment affects usually 
only a minority of working people 
at any one time. Inflation, on the 
other hand, affects the majority - 
particularly those on low incomes, 
for whom basic commodities like 
energy, food, transport and housing 
matter even more.

In a recent book, Rupert Russell 
pointed out that the price of food 
has often been decisive historically2 
and currently the global food price 
index is at its highest ever recorded. 
This hits people living in the Middle 
East and North Africa - a region 
which imports more wheat than any 
other, with Egypt the world’s largest 
importer. The price of these imports 
is set by the international commodity 
exchanges in Chicago, Atlanta and 
London. Even with government 
subsidies, people in Egypt, Tunisia, 
Syria, Algeria and Morocco spend 
between 35% and 55% of their 
income on food. They are living 
on the edge: small price rises bring 
poverty and hunger.

Russell reminds us that grain was 
key to almost every stage of World 
War I. Fearing the threat to its grain 
exports, imperial Russia helped 
provoke that global conflict. As the 
conflict dragged on, Germany, also 
suffered from a dearth of cheap 
bread and looked to seize Russia’s 
bountiful harvest. ‘Peace, land and 
bread’ was the Bolshevik slogan, and 
success had much to do with bread 
and the control of the new grain 
pathways inside Russia. Now the 
Russian invasion of Ukraine puts the 
harvest of these two leading grain 
exporters in jeopardy.

Indeed, when you consider food 
prices - one of the key contributors, 
along with energy prices, to the 
current inflationary spiral - it exposes 
the inadequacies of mainstream 
explanations of inflation and their 
policy remedies.3 Current inflation 
is not the product of ‘excessive 
demand’ (Keynesians) or ‘excessive 
monetary injections’ (monetarists). 
It is the result of a ‘supply shock’ 
- a dearth of production and supply 
chain breakdown, induced by 
the Covid pandemic and then by 
the Russia-Ukraine conflict. The 
recovery after the Covid slump in the 
major economies has been faltering 
- every major international agency 
and analytical research consultancy 
has been lowering its forecast of 
economic growth and industrial 
production for 2022. At the same 
time, these agencies and central 
banks have revised upwards their 
forecasts for inflation and for the 

length of time it will stay high.
Central banks have little control 

over the ‘real economy’ in capitalist 
economies and that includes any 
inflation of prices in goods or 
services. For the 30 years of general 
price disinflation (where price rises 
slow or even deflate), central banks 
struggled to meet their usual 2% 
annual inflation target with their 
usual weapons of interest rates and 
monetary injections. And it will be 
the same story in trying this time 
to reduce inflation rates. As I have 
argued before,4 all the central banks 
were caught napping, as inflation 
rates soared. And why was this? 
In general, because the capitalist 
mode of production does not move 
in a steady, harmonious and planned 
way, but instead in a jerky, uneven 
and anarchic manner, with booms 
and slumps. But also they misread 
the nature of the inflationary spiral, 
relying as they do on incorrect 
theories of inflation.

I would argue that this supply-
side ‘shock’ is really a continuation 
of the slowdown in industrial 
output, international trade, 
business investment and gross 
domestic product growth that had 
already happened in 2019 before 
the pandemic broke. That was 
happening because the profitability 
of capitalist investment in the major 
economies had dropped to near 
historic lows, and it is profitability 
that ultimately drives investment 
and growth in capitalist economies. 
If rising inflation is being driven 
by a weak supply side rather than 
an excessively strong demand side, 
monetary policy will not work.

Mainstream
The hard-line monetarists call for 
sharp rises in interest rates to curb 
demand, while the Keynesians 
worry about wage-push inflation, as 
rising wages ‘force’ companies to 
raise prices. But inflation rates did 
not rise when central banks pumped 
trillions into the banking system to 
avoid a meltdown during the global 
financial crash of 2008-09 or during 
the Covid pandemic. All that money 
credit from ‘quantitative easing’ 
(QE) ended up as near-zero cost 
funding for financial and property 
speculation. ‘Inflation’ took place in 
stock and housing markets, not in the 
shops. What that means is that US 
Federal Reserve’s ‘pivot’ towards 
interest rate rises and reverse QE will 
not control inflation rates.

The other mainstream theory 

is that of the Keynesians. They 
argue that inflation arises from ‘full 
employment’ driving up wages and 
from ‘excessive demand’ when 
governments spend ‘too much’ in 
trying to revive the economy. If there 
is full employment, then supply 
cannot be increased and workers can 
drive up wages, forcing companies to 
raise prices in a wage-price spiral. So 
there is trade-off between the level of 
unemployment and prices. This can 
be characterised in a graphic curve, 
named after AW Phillips.5

But the evidence of history runs 
against the Phillips curve as an 
explanation of the degree of inflation. 
In the 1970s, price inflation reached 
post-war highs, but economic growth 
slowed and unemployment rose. 
Most major economies experienced 
‘stagflation’. And since the end of 
the great recession, unemployment 
rates in the major economies have 
dropped to post-war lows, but 
inflation has also slowed to lows.

Keynesian Larry Summers takes 
the ‘excessive demand’ approach. 
His view of inflation is that 
government spending is driving price 
hikes by giving Americans too much 
purchasing power. So it is the Biden 
administration’s fault, the answer 
being to re-impose ‘austerity’: ie, 
cutting government spending and 
raising taxes. Again, you could ask 
Summers why there was no high 
inflation when governments spent 
huge amounts to avoid a banking 
collapse in the great recession.

Following the Keynesian cost-
push inflation theory inevitably comes 
the policy call for ‘wage restraint’ 
and even higher unemployment. 
For example, Keynesian guru Paul 
Krugman now advocates raising 
unemployment to tame inflation 
in his New York Times column. So 
much for the claim that capitalism 
can sustain ‘full employment’ with 
judicious macro-management of the 
economy, Keynesian-style. It seems 
that the capitalist economy is caught 
between the Scylla of unemployment 
and the Charybdis of inflation after 
all.

As for wage restraint, both 
Keynesians and central bankers 
have been quick to launch into such 
calls. Keynesian Financial Times 
columnists call for monetary policy 
to be “tight enough to … create/
preserve some slack in the labour 
market”,6 In other words, the task 
must be to create unemployment 
to reduce the bargaining power of 
workers. Bank of England governor 

Andrew Bailey made the same call, 
in order, he said, to stop runaway 
inflation. But there is no evidence that 
wage rises lead to higher inflation. 
We are back to the chicken and the 
egg. Rising inflation (chicken) forces 
workers to seek higher wages (egg). 
Indeed, over the last 20 years, until 
the Covid pandemic US real weekly 
wages rose just 0.4% a year on 
average - less even that the average 
annual real GDP growth of around 
2%-plus. It is the share of GDP 
growth going to profits that rose (as 
Marx argued way back in 1865). 

US inflation is much higher than 
wages, which are only growing at 
between 3% and 4%, which means 
that real wages are going down for 
most Americans. Financial assets are 
rising even faster. Housing prices are 
up by roughly 20% on an annualised 
basis. Just before the pandemic, 
American non-financial corporations 
made about a trillion dollars a year in 
profit, give or take. This amount had 
remained constant since 2012. But in 
2019 these same firms made about 
$1.73 trillion. That means that for 
every man, woman and child in the 
US, corporate America used to make 
about $3,081, but today makes about 
$5,207 - an increase of $2,126 per 
person. It means that increased profits 
from corporate America comprise 
44% of the inflationary increase in 
costs. Corporate profits alone are 
contributing to a 3% inflation rate on 
all goods and services in America.

Then there is the ‘psychological’ 
explanation of inflation: it gets ‘out 
of control’ when ‘expectations’ of 
rising prices by consumers take hold 
and inflation becomes self-fulfilling. 
But this theory removes any objective 
analysis of price formation. Why 
should ‘expectations’ rise or fall in 
the first place? And, as I mentioned 
before, the evidence supporting the 
role of ‘expectations’ is weak. As a 
paper by Jeremy Rudd at the Federal 
Reserve concludes,

Economists and economic 
policymakers believe that 
households’ and firms’ 
expectations of future inflation 
are a key determinant of actual 
inflation. A review of the relevant 
theoretical and empirical literature 
suggests that this belief rests on 
extremely shaky foundations, and 
a case is made that adhering to it 
uncritically could easily lead to 
serious policy errors.7

All these mainstream theories deny 
that it is the failure of capitalist 
production to supply enough that 
is causing accelerating inflation. 
And yet evidence for the ‘supply 
shock’ story remains convincing. 
Take used car prices, which rocketed 
over the last year and were a major 
contributor to US and UK inflation 
rises. They rose because new 
car production and delivery was 
stymied by Covid and the loss of key 
components. Global auto production 
and sales slumped. But production is 
now recovering and used car prices 
have dropped back. Indeed, prices of 
home electronics are now falling.

Marxism
A Marxist theory of inflation looks 
first to what is happening to supply 
and, in particular, whether there is 
sufficient value creation (exploitation 
of labour) to stimulate investment 
and production. Guglielmo Carchedi 
and I have been working on a 
Marxist inflation model,8 which we 
hope to publish soon. The key points 
are that the rate of price inflation first 

depends on the growth rate of value 
creation.

Employing human labour creates 
new value and using technology 
reduces the labour time involved in 
the production of goods and services. 
So more output can be produced in 
less labour time. Therefore prices 
over time will tend to fall, other things 
being equal. Capitalist production is 
based on a rise in investment in fixed 
assets and raw materials, relative to 
investment in human labour, and 
this rising organic composition of 
capital, as Marx called it, will lead 
to a fall in general profitability and 
an eventual slowdown in production 
itself. This contradiction also means 
price deflation is the tendency in 
capitalist production, other things 
being equal.

But other things are not always 
equal. There is the role of money 
in inflation. When money was a 
(universal) physical commodity 
like gold, the value of commodities 
depended partly on the value of 
gold production. In modern ‘fiat’ 
economies, where money is a unit 
of account (without value) created 
by governments and central banks, 
money becomes a counteracting 
factor to the tendency for falling 
prices in value creating production. 
The combination of new value 
production and money supply 
creation will ultimately affect 
the inflation rate in the price of 
commodities.

In our initial research, we showed 
that, when money growth was 
moderate, but value creation was 
strong, inflation rates were high and 
rising (1963-81); however, when 
value creation weakened, money 
creation avoided deflation, but was 
not enough to stop price inflation 
from subsiding (1981-2019). This 
tells you that if the major economies 
slow down sharply, or even enter a 
slump by the end of this year, inflation 
too will eventually subside - to be 
replaced by rising unemployment 
and falling real wages.

There is an alternative to 
monetary or wage restraint - these 
policy proposals of the mainstream, 
which act in the interests of bankers 
and corporations to preserve 
profitability. It is to boost investment 
and production through public 
investment. That would solve the 
supply shock. But sufficient public 
investment to do that would require 
significant control of the major 
sectors of the economy - particularly 
energy and agriculture - and 
coordinated action globally.

That is currently a pipedream. 
Instead, ‘western’ governments are 
looking to cut back investment in 
productive sectors and boost military 
spending to fight the war against 
Russia (and China next) l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
thenextrecession.wordpress.com

Notes
1. See, for example: thenextrecession.
wordpress.com/2022/02/19/inflation-supply-
or-demand.
2. R Russell Price wars: how the 
commodities market made our chaotic world 
London 2022.
3. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2022/03/26/the-war-on-inflation.
4. thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2021/12/16/the-central-bankers-
dilemma.
5. See: en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phillips_curve.
6. www.ft.com/content/41c62537-04ee-49f6-
9e41-8248dc239a79.
7. www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/
why-do-we-think-that-inflation-expectations-
matter-for-Inflation-and-should-we.htm.
8. See: thenextrecession.wordpress.
com/2020/08/21/a-marxist-theory-of-
inflation.
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Forgive us our trespasses
Establishment celebrations of the Kinder Scout mass trespass of 1932 brush over its communist politics. 
Lawrence Parker puts the record straight

N inety years ago - on Sunday 
April 24 1932, to be precise - a 
mass trespass on Kinder Scout 

in the Peak District of Derbyshire, was 
led by young communists. This article 
will deal later with the mythology that 
has grown up around this event and 
how it has been appropriated by the 
British establishment. Before we get 
into the weeds tracing this act of gross 
historical vandalism, I want to refer to 
some sources from 1932 that frame 
the story very differently to the one 
subsequently broadcast by the likes of 
the National Trust (president: Prince 
Charles) and David Miliband of Her 
Majesty’s Labour Party.

The Daily Worker, paper of the 
Communist Party of Great Britain, 
reported on April 27 1932 that six 
comrades of the Lancashire British 
Workers’ Sport Federation (BWSF) 
had appeared in New Mills Police 
Court and were remanded on 
bail. They were from the Greater 
Manchester area: John Thomas 
Anderson (21), a piecer, was charged 
with grievous bodily harm against a 
keeper, while five others, along with 
Anderson, were initially charged with 
unlawful assembly and a breach of the 
peace. The Daily Worker said:

Access to the mountains is a 
sore point with the ramblers of 
Lancashire … the finest rambling 
spots are closed to the young 
worker ‘hikers’. Kinder Scout is 
barred to them because our ‘betters’ 
must have their grouse shooting.1

The more mainstream Ramblers’ 
Federation was excoriated for putting 
its faith in an Access to Mountains 
Bill in parliament2 and was referred 
to as an organisation of the “elite” 
among the ramblers - one that had 
“systematically prevented any action 
of the ramblers to break through the 
trespass laws”.3

When the accused appeared at 
Derby Assizes on July 6 1932, some 
more interesting facts about the mass 
trespass were heard in court:

A crowd of 150 to 200 assembled 
on Hayfield recreation ground 
and was addressed by [Benny] 
Rothman [Young Communist 
League member and secretary of 
the Lancashire BWSF],4 who gave 
orders, saying one whistle would 
be sounded for ‘advance’, two for 
‘retreat’, and three for ‘advance 
in open formation’. The crowd 
moved off, continued counsel, with 
‘General’ Rothman at its head …5

The Daily Worker continued:

Returning from the encounter 
[with gamekeepers employed 
by the Duke of Devonshire], the 
‘hikers’ sang the ‘Red flag’ and 
shouted “Down with the landlords 
and ruling classes and up with the 
workers” and “Down with the 
bobbies” [ie, the police].6

The court’s attention was also drawn 
to a BWSF poster found in the area, 
which again scorned attempts to 
engage with an Access to Mountains 
Bill. The poster added: “It is a crime 
for working class feet to tread on 
sacred ground on which Lord Big 
Bug and Lady Little Flea do their 
shooting.”7 A BWSF leaflet from 
1932 lists the following demands:
n Against the finest stretches of 
moorlands being closed to us.
n For cheap fares. For cheap catering 
facilities.

n Against any war preparations in 
rambling organisations.
n Against petty restrictions such as 
singing, etc.8
In any case, Rothman - clearly no mean 
publicist - had made the intransigent 
stance of the BWSF crystal-clear to 
the Manchester Evening Chronicle 
shortly before the trespass:

With sufficient support we believe 
we can make our action effective, 
even in face of the opposition 
we shall no doubt receive from 
gamekeepers and police. We feel 
we cannot any longer submit to 
being deprived of the beauties of 
the countryside for the convenience 
of the landowners. Wherever we 
claim we have a just right to go we 
shall trespass en masse.9

Communist goals
Readers will by now be able to infer 
that CPGB and YCL members were 
leading the mass trespass. The BWSF 
was originally founded in 1923 by 
members of the Labour Party; by 1928 
it was being led by young communists 
and was affiliated with the Comintern’s 
Red Sport International (although not 
all the BWSF membership would 
have necessarily been ‘politicos’). 
Thomas Linehan argues that for the 
CPGB and YCL,

sports organisations were to be 
adjuncts of the communist political 
movement and subordinate to it 
and communist goals. During the 
antagonistic phase of ‘class against 
class’ [the so-called ‘third period’ 
of 1928-33] communist criticism 
of social democratic sports 
organisations became particularly 
shrill, accusing them of being 
‘reformist’ bodies that strove for 
class reconciliation …10

It is obvious that the Kinder Scout 
mass trespass was part of this distinct 
political trajectory of the CPGB in the 
early 1930s.

As we shall see, Benny Rothman 
was subsequently critical of the tactics 
that he and his BWSF comrades 
employed but he did not later sugar-
coat the fact that the action had not 

been universally popular in 1932:

The Manchester Ramblers’ 
Federation was hostile to the 
trespass. Prominent ramblers’ 
leaders prophesied dire 
consequences if the mass trespass 
took place, one saying that it would 
put back access to mountains 
by 40 years and antagonise the 
landowners, but in Sheffield, where 
the rambling movement was at a 
more grassroots level, they were 
not so antagonistic.11

The passage of time (and opportunist 
politics) had not quite blunted 
Rothman’s later negative attitude to 
some of his fellow ramblers of the 
1930s:

We were newcomers to rambling. 
In addition, we were essentially a 
working class movement and most 
of the established rambling clubs 
consisted of either middle class 
professional people or specialist 
ramblers such as ornithologists, 
botanists and geologists. They were 
highly suspicious of us, and we 
were frankly suspicious of them. 
They believed we were ‘politically 
motivated’ … and loutish … We 
doubted that they wanted us on 
the moors any more than did the 
landowners, and they appeared to 
be quite happy with the existing 
state of affairs.12

The BWSF sent its members to the 
annual Winnats Access Rally in June 
1932, where they heckled speakers 
such as philosopher and broadcaster 
CEM Joad and Liberal Manchester 
MP Philip Oliver.

This set the tone for much of the 
rambling movement’s initial response 
to the BWSF action on Kinder Scout. 
Historian David Hey argues:

The mainstream rambling bodies, 
which had used organised trespass 
before in defence of footpaths, were 
angry that these young Manchester 
communists had, as they saw it, 
ruined their patient lobbying work. 
Philip Daley of the Manchester 
Ramblers’ Federation … spoke for 
many when he said that it was “a 

positive hindrance and deterrent to 
the discussions and negotiations to 
secure the freedom of the hills”.13

Simon Thompson has also 
commented on what were either 
non-existent or hostile reactions from 
the rest of the ‘outdoor’ movement 
in 1932. Sir Lawrence Chubb, the 
first secretary of the National Trust, 
argued that the mass trespass was a 
“peculiarly stupid and mischievous 
business and those arrested should 
rightly face the consequences of their 
own foolhardiness”.14 Similarly, the 
trespassers do not seem to have been 
received favourably by locals when 
they returned through the village of 
Hayfield; unsurprising, given that 
some of the gamekeepers who had 
clashed with Rothman and company 
were themselves local men.15

If the six BWSF defendants had 
been treated leniently by the courts 
then it is more than likely that we 
would never have heard of the Kinder 
Scout mass trespass. But a jury 
comprised of country gentlemen and 
military figures took the class war 
seriously enough to hand out a range 
of prison sentences to five of the six 
defendants of up to six months.

This backfired and there was widely 
expressed disgust at the harsh nature 
of the sentencing: “… the Manchester 
Guardian captured the public mood 
when it said that the trespass had 
resembled a university rag and should 
have been treated as such.”16 Rothman 
and his BWSF comrades played no 
significant role in subsequent access 
campaigns after another attempt at 
mass trespass on Froggatt Edge in the 
Peak District was a failure.

After prison, Rothman worked as 
a YCL organiser in Burnley before 
becoming a trade union activist for the 
CPGB.

Party culture
While the Lancashire BWSF may 
have only been peripherally, although 
spectacularly, involved in the 1930s 
rambling and hiking movement (a 
point well researched and argued 
by historians such as Hey and 
Thompson), it is important to gauge 
that such activities were important 
to the British communist movement 
in this period and that Rothman and 
company were not doing anything that 
would have been particularly strange 
as far as the YCL and CPGB were 
concerned.

When Rothman stressed in 1982 
that he and his comrades were 
not “ornithologists, botanists and 
geologists”, he was not joking. The 
CPGB and related bodies, such as 
the YCL and BWSF, used hiking in 
an instrumentalist manner. A Daily 
Worker writer recommending “sleepy, 
unspoilt Sussex” for a short walking 
tour to London comrades, told readers:

Note the marks of tanks and 
armoured cars over the common 
paths; see the notices telling you 
to beware of military operations. 
The Labour government, like its 
predecessors, uses these quiet 
country places for its rehearsals for 
the war with the Soviet Union.17

Similarly, the article talked of 
“treasuring a memory of a pleasant 
view, as you stride along, returning to 
London refreshed and ready to carry 
on the good work of helping capitalism 
dig its own grave”.18 A report from 
a Glasgow BWSF weekend camp 
at East Kilbride reported running, 
“workers’ sport”, swimming, drill and 

so on. This expanded sense of hiking 
and rambling was in part a reflection 
of the work of more advanced 
Comintern organisations in Europe:

We know that our fellow workers 
on the continent often do route 
marches, accompanied by semi-
military manoeuvres - a necessary 
training for us as well, if we really 
mean to prepare for the battles 
ahead.19

The Daily Worker looked forward to 
rambles, hikes and camps that would 
be “entirely different from the affairs 
organised by our opponents”, noting 
that some rambles had featured short 
discussions, while others “make 
their presence felt by the shouting of 
mass slogans and the formation of 
demonstrations”.20

Linehan is undoubtedly correct 
when he argues that “communist 
rambling was consciously political” 
and that “this was rambling with a 
difference, rambling as progressive and 
class-conscious”.21 Edward Upward 
offers a semi-fictional example of this 
type of culture in his CPGB novel In 
the thirties, albeit one set in the late 
1930s in the era of the popular front. 
The communist protagonist uses a 
countryside hike with party comrades 
to muse on the credibility and strength 
of the CPGB, with a few references 
that seem more akin to the early 1930s 
(Workers’ Theatre Movement singing 
unpatriotic songs mocking the royal 
family, for example) and its more 
combative party culture.22

It is also clear that trespassing 
on ‘private’ land was also tacitly 
encouraged by the CPGB in the early 
1930s. The previously mentioned 
article about hiking in Sussex 
remarked: “The second day could be 
spent exploring the beautiful woods 
that lie to the west of Midhurst; you 
will find each wood carefully marked 
‘private’, but shut your eyes to this 
and walk right past.”23 This kind of 
injunction was still being made by 
CPGB writers in 1936: “To be chased 
from a field by gamekeepers and 
dogs is an object lesson in elementary 
politics. (It’s a free country - but try 
walking on it).” The article added: 
“A party of walkers should never 
allow themselves to be intimidated, 
provided they are doing no damage.”24

Given that some of the CPGB’s 
politics had veered into respectability 
at this point with the popular front 
(the CPGB remained, however, 
thoroughly disreputable in the late 
1930s - even its moderation was 
presaged with the defence of an enemy 
in the British state’s eyes: the Soviet 
Union), there was a slightly changed 
emphasis on legal tips and rights, and 
CPGB members who encountered 
obstructions to public right of ways 
were advised to take the matter up 
with the Commons, Open Spaces and 
Footpaths Society. This was obviously 
a less-militant approach than that 
taken by the organisers of the Kinder 
Scout mass trespass, who ignored 
official bodies and effectively took the 
law into their own hands.

It will now be clear what the Kinder 
Scout mass trespass was. It was a 
provocative, militant action organised 
by young communists, designed to get 
up the noses of private landlords and 
gamekeepers and to show up the more 
moderate sections of the rambling 
community. The mass trespass was 
only popular among the BWSF and its 
young supporters, although the prison 
sentences did galvanise more support. 
The trespass was thus bounded by 

Mass action during height of so-called third period
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the political preconceptions of the 
CPGB in the early 1930s: taking a 
pre-emptive strike around immediate 
issues in the hope that such localised 
actions would spur on the class 
struggle towards a Soviet Britain. 
In that sense, it was powered by 
hopelessly economistic reasoning 
that represented a deterioration of the 
CPGB’s perspectives of the 1920s; 
but it was also a powerful symbolic 
distillation of the politicised culture 
that young communists developed 
around the practice of hiking and 
rambling.

This, you might think, would have 
made the Kinder Scout mass trespass 
an extremely poor candidate for later 
celebration by sections of the British 
establishment. However, it was CPGB 
members’ willingness in the 1970s 
and 1980s to smooth away the blunt 
communist edges of the mass trespass 
that effectively paved the way for 
the event to be lionised by avowed 
anti-communists and supporters of 
private property and capitalism. The 
second part of this article will trace 
that process of incorporation in more 
detail.

Heart
The reframing of the mass trespass 
began a few years later by Rothman 
himself. In a 1940 interview, given 
anonymously to Progressive Rambler, 
Rothman talked of the mistakes made 
in 1932: “The big one was, of course, 
that we entirely ignored the organised 
ramblers and in fact considerably 
antagonised them by our reference to 
them in our publicity.”25 This change 
of heart towards what in 1932 were 
regarded as tame and ‘reformist’ 
rambling organisations reflects the 
turnaround in CPGB politics in the 
intervening period to 1940. Popular 
front politics from the mid-1930s 
meant alliance with such forces and 
dilution of criticism. While the CPGB 
of 1940 was ostensibly opposed 
to the imperialist World War II, its 
politics were still being couched in 
the language of cross-class alliances, 
as shown by the CPGB-sponsored 
People’s Convention of 1940-41.

This did not mean that the 
mass trespass merely faded from 
the CPGB’s memory. One of the 
participants was a friend and fellow 
Manchester communist of Rothman, 
Ewan MacColl, then known as Jimmie 
Miller, who composed a song in 1932 
called ‘The Manchester rambler’ 
(sometimes known as ‘I’m a rambler’ 
or ‘The rambler’s song’). This song, 
with its famous refrain, “I may be a 
wage slave on Monday, but I am a 
free man on Sunday”, drew upon the 
YCL’s culture of hiking and rambling 
in the early 1930s. This song was 
widely covered by other folk artists 
from the 1950s.26 (MacColl also wrote 
a less well known song called ‘Mass 
trespass 1932’.)

The legacy of the Kinder Scout 
mass trespass came to the fore again in 
the late 1970s, as the event approached 
its 50th anniversary in 1982. It was 
the build-up and celebration around 
1982 that was foundational for the 
subsequent recuperation of this history. 
But it is important to realise that this 
act of appropriation was made possible 
by the fact that the CPGB itself was 
prepared to soften the meaning of the 
mass trespass, essentially removing 
it from communist politics and the 
culture of the early 1930s and relating 
it to a frame of reformist politics 
and what could be achieved through 
parliamentary means. Thus, Kinder 
Scout was made into a reflection of a 
CPGB that was suffering death by a 
thousand opportunist cuts.

In August 1977, Dave Cook 
- then national organiser of the 
CPGB and a prominent member of 
its Eurocommunist faction - wrote 
an article for the party’s theoretical 
journal Marxism Today on ‘The battle 
for Kinder Scout’. Cook was himself a 
keen rock climber (the piece had first 

appeared in Mountain magazine).
On one level, Cook’s writing was 

better than much that subsequently 
appeared, in that it did not hide the 
involvement of the YCL in the BWSF 
or that these forces “presented the 
question of access to the hills in open 
class terms”27. He also admitted that 
middle class leaderships of groups 
such as the Ramblers’ Federation 
and the Footpaths Preservation 
Society “looked with some alarm 
at the increasingly bitter clashes 
between keepers and working class 
ramblers”.28 Cook, though, did not 
labour these points: rather, they 
added some incidental colour to the 
rest of his narrative. In his eyes, the 
mass trespass was less situated in 
the CPGB’s political culture of the 
1930s (Eurocommunists, and the 
party’s right-opportunist leaders they 
worked with in the 1970s, found 
‘third period’ militancy to be a distinct 
embarrassment) and more in a diffuse 
“long tradition of moorland walking 
among Manchester and Sheffield 
workers”.29

The ultimate frame of reference for 
the Kinder Scout mass trespass was 
the relationship between mass action 
led by communists and parliament (as, 
of course, specified by the CPGB’s 
British road to socialism programme). 
According to Cook,

Many more battles were necessary 
before the Access to Mountains Bill 
was finally put on the statute book 
by Attlee’s Labour government 
[presumably a reference to the 
1949 National Parks and Access 
to the Countryside Act], but it was 
‘The battle for Kinder Scout’ that 
lifted the movement from the level 
of ‘private members’ lobbying to 
that of mass politics.30

The problem with this latter-day 
interpretation is that it bore very little 
resemblance to the motivations of the 
YCL/BWSF in 1932. As we have 
seen, Rothman argued that his group 
were newcomers to the rambling 
movement and did not see themselves 
as part of any ‘tradition’. The political 
juncture of communist politics in 
Britain at this point meant that the 
picture of the YCL as a ginger group 
for the reformist actions of the Labour 
Party in parliament would have been 
treated, in the more tense atmosphere 
of 1932, as a form of rank opportunism 
(to put it mildly).

As we have seen previously, some 
of Rothman’s own writing for the 
50th anniversary of the mass trespass 
did record some of the specificity 
of the 1932 action. In other places, 
it was clearly the politically soft 
and disorientated CPGB of 1982 
talking, rather than that of 1932. Like 
Cook, Rothman portrayed the mass 
trespass as something that had the 
1949 National Parks and Access to 
the Countryside Act (NPACA) as its 
natural terminus. Rothman said:

It is interesting to note that 56% 
of all moorland and mountains to 
which the public now have access 
under the NPACA of 1949 is in 
the Peak District … The history 
of struggle for access, the years 
of battles with gamekeepers and 
landowners, culminating in the 
mass trespass onto Kinder and the 
ensuing trespasses in Derbyshire, 
left their mark on landowners and 
legislators. It made the position 
of the ramblers’ negotiators much 
stronger. The mass trespass was 
not in vain.31

In a similar mode, Rothman built on 
the critique he had made of his group’s 
tactics back in 1940 with the soft, 
inoffensive politics the CPGB was 
touting in 1982:

It is easy now, after 50 years, to look 
back and see the mistakes made by 
the mass trespass organisers. We 

should never have antagonised 
the leadership of the Ramblers’ 
Federation and those rambling 
leaders who had worked hard over 
a long period of time. We should 
have perhaps used our youthful 
zeal and energy inside the rambling 
movement, but, of course, the 
faults were not all on one side.32

The CPGB and YCL were not 
mentioned in Rothman’s 1982 booklet 
and there are only passing references 
to the BWSF and the Daily Worker.33

Reformist thrust
Much the same reformist thrust 
was evident in an April 1982 series 
(including articles by Cook and 
Rothman) in the Morning Star. 
There were only the most cursory 
references to the BWSF and the Daily 
Worker in relation to the 1932 mass 
trespass, which was served up as 
an event to be more easily digested 
by respectable circles in the British 
labour movement; this period was 
when Labour Party dignitaries started 
to attend the anniversary celebrations. 
(As Stephenson wryly notes, “Roy 
Hattersley, Michael Meacher and 
David Miliband attended the 50th and 
subsequent anniversaries, seeking to 
attach their names to the event, despite 
the fact that Labour activists at the 
time had opposed the trespass.”34)

Rothman argued: “It is now freely 
admitted, by all but a tiny minority 
of flat-earthers in the rambling 
movement, that the mass trespass of 
1932 played a considerable part in 
helping to achieve what access exists 
today.”35 Noll Scott reported on the 
1982 re-walk of the mass trespass: “A 
score of the original trespass veterans 
were on hand to hear their comrade, 
Benny Rothman, recall the struggle 
which heralded the birth of Britain’s 
first national park and pointed the way 
to the Countryside Act of 1949.”36

It is perfectly clear that this 
reframing of the Kinder Scout mass 
trespass, gutting it of its communist 
context in favour of making it a way-
station for the Attlee government and 
the creation of national parks, paved 
the way for its recuperation by the 
Labour Party and the establishment. 
David Miliband - then ‘New Labour’ 
environment secretary - speaking in 
2007 on the 75th anniversary of the 
trespass, said:

We sometimes like to think that 
the thinking of politics is ahead of 
that of the people. There can be no 
doubt that in the 1930s the politics 
were way behind the people, and 
the trespassers showed the way 
forward on access to moorland, 
which is now enshrined in the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
[2000].37

This type of rhetoric can infect writers 
to the left of the Labour Party and the 
Morning Star. In a piece for Jacobin 
in 2018, Marcus Barnett, while not 
downplaying CPGB/YCL motivations 
in the trespass, concluded:

The Kinder Scout trespass was 
one of the most audacious and 
important direct actions in British 
labour history. Its cultural and 
political impact was profound, 
drawing reference as late as 2000, 
when the Labour government 
passed the Countryside and Rights 
of Way Act.38

It is clear that Barnett is here 
reproducing the event’s subsequent 
‘official’ framing by the CPGB and 
Labour Party from the 1970s and 
1980s, albeit with some added left 
hyperbole.

The 11th Duke of Devonshire - 
whose grandfather, as a part-‘owner’ 
of Kinder Scout, had been involved in 
the prison sentences handed out to the 
YCL leaders of the trespass - said at 
the 70th anniversary celebrations:

Although I was only 12 years old 
when it happened, I have always 
been very influenced by the mass 
trespass. I am still horrified both 
by the attitude of landowners at the 
time, who included my grandfather, 
the 9th duke, in not allowing people 
to walk in open country, and by the 
vicious sentences handed down to 
the trespassers.39

Interestingly, the duke added that 
his ambition was to “depoliticise 
the access situation through good 
neighbourliness”.40 It is therefore easy 
to see how the CPGB’s later painting 
of the mass trespass as a more diffuse 
event was manna from heaven for 
such figures; the implicit message 
being that if you drop the extremities 
of your politics then landowners will 
negotiate with you: a classic reformist 
trap.

Indeed, there was a subtext in some 
of the material that CPGB members 
produced in the 1980s that implicitly 
unpicked the reformist narrative that 
the organisation had subsequently 
erected on top of the mass trespass. 
Howard Hill was a CPGB member and 
rambler from Sheffield who produced 
a useful book on the access movement 
in 1980.41 He shrewdly queried 
the motivations of the 9th Duke of 
Devonshire in initially granting access 
to Kinder Scout in the 1940s:

... though to him goes the credit 
for signing one of the first access 
agreements, on Kinder Scout, it 
was he who resisted demands for 
access onto his Barden Moor in 
West Yorkshire. This, I suggest, is 
evidence that by conceding access 
in the Peak he calculated he would 
be in a stronger position to retain 
his privileges in west Yorkshire. 
Yet, if this surmise is correct it 
was in vain, for, although he still 
retains some private shooting, he 
gave way to pressure from the 
ramblers of west Yorkshire.42

In other words, access agreements 
and parliamentary acts are, from 
a landowner’s point of view, a 
negotiation about the terms of 
their ownership and future privacy, 
entailing an acceptance of their 
property rights. This shows official 
processes around access agreements 
in their true light. Dave Cook, in his 
Morning Star article of April 1982 on 
the legacy of the Kinder Scout mass 
trespass, drew attention to ongoing 
threats to access in the countryside:

In the Scottish Highlands, big 
capital has bought up estates, 
bulldozed ugly paths deep into 
wilderness areas, and now 
lease exclusive shooting rights 
to wealthy clients. Inevitably, 
attempts to restrict entry follow.43

While national parks were an 
undoubted gain for all working class 
people, they never solved access 
issues for ramblers and hikers in 
the countryside; that will never be 
achieved until private property is 
abolished. On that basis, the BWSF 
and YCL shouting “Down with the 
landlords and the ruling classes” 
in 1932 actually enshrined truths 
that the later CPGB - hopelessly 
attached to ‘hegemonic’ reformism, 
parliament and a squalid barter over 
the terms of ‘private’ ownership - 
was incapable of bringing to light.

This process carries on to the 
present day, with the Kinder Scout 
mass trespass being celebrated by 
all sorts of official bodies, such as 
the National Trust and rambling 
and political organisations that, 
in 1932, would have been all too 
happy if Benny Rothman, the YCL 
and the CPGB were drowned in 
boiling oil. This hypocrisy will no 
doubt be fully on show for the 90th 
anniversary. Historical mass action, 

gutted of political signifiers, will 
be applauded, while access to the 
countryside is still presaged on lack 
of access: ie, private property. This 
was made perfectly clear by Michael 
Meacher, the ‘New Labour’ minister 
responsible for pushing through the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
in 2000: “Walkers will have rights, 
but also responsibilities: to respect 
the countryside and its wildlife and 
the needs of those who depend on it 
for their income.”44

It is this notion (‘Enjoy your 
privileges on our land, but never 
forget who owns it’) that powers 
the appropriation of the Kinder 
Scout mass trespass - or at least 
the fumigated version which was 
offered by the CPGB in its dotage 
by respectable elements in British 
society l
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RUSSIA

Assessing Putin’s gamble
Mike Macnair critiques the idea, common amongst social-imperialists and social-pacifists alike, that 
modern Russia is a full-blown imperialist power

The left is divided, in relation to 
the Ukraine war, between those 
who argue that this is purely 

a case of ‘Russian imperialism’, 
and the duty of the left is to defend 
Ukraine’s right to self-determination; 
and those who argue that this is a 
case of inter-imperialist conflict.

If it is a case of inter-imperialist 
conflict, like 1914, it would logically 
follow that it does not matter who 
fired the first shot, and that the issue 
of self-determination of nations is 
secondary. In turn, it would follow 
that the left should celebrate the 
existence of support for Ukrainian 
self-determination in Russia; 
but support for Ukrainian self-
determination in the UK would be 
the same phenomenon as support for 
‘plucky little Serbia’ and ‘bleeding 
Belgium’ in the UK in 1914: that is, 
loyalism to ‘our own’ capitalist state.

In fact, advocates of the analysis of 
the war as an inter-imperialist conflict 
do not follow this dual-defeatist line. 
In the main, they want to prioritise 
demands for Russian withdrawal, and 
to find excuses to avoid interrogating 
the conduct of our state and its US 
leash-holder as parties to the conflict. 
The US, after all, sponsored the 
2014 coup (or small-scale ‘colour 
revolution’) in Kyiv, and the US 
and UK have been steadily arming 
and training the Ukrainian armed 
forces, as well as the ‘Banderist’ far-
right nationalist irregulars, since well 
before 2014, and have continued to do 
so since.1

Usually, the argument is that 

defeatism is merely ‘re-enactorism’ 
and/or that the world has moved 
on. Before the 1990s, the UK was 
an attack dog in the service of the 
USA; since the British armed forces 
have been run down, it has become 
(mainly) merely a ‘yap dog’ in the 
same service, and leftists of this sort 
join the yapping chorus of the state 
and advertising-funded media.

In this context, the ‘Russian 
imperialism’ claim serves as part of 
the ‘Russian aggression’ narrative. 
The result is that the concept of 
imperialism gets reduced to military 
aggression. If we follow the logic of 
this, we would be forced to talk about 
Welsh imperialism when Llewelyn 
Fawr invaded England in 1223, or 
Pictish imperialism in the form of 
the several invasions of the Roman 
province of Britannia in the 2nd to 4th 
centuries CE (I hope it is obvious that 
these would be absurd).

If we ask why those on the far 
left insist on characterising Russian 
aggression as ‘imperialist’, the 
answer is partly that they are, in fact, 
stuck within the ‘Leninist’ paradigm 
in which, while dual-defeatism is 
appropriate to inter-imperialist wars, 
in wars between imperialist countries 
and colonies or semi-colonies, the 
left should support the victory of 
the colony or semi-colony in spite 
of the unpleasantness of its regime. 
Thus Trotsky on the 1935-36 Italian 
invasion of Ethiopia, and in 1938 
on the hypothesis of a war between 
‘democratic’ Britain and the Vargas 
dictatorship in Brazil.2

We could, in fact, arrive at a dual-
defeatist line without characterising 
the war as an inter-imperialist rerun 
of 1914 - as I argued in this paper 
in ‘Neither 1914 nor 1940’ (March 
3).3 The underlying case for dual-
defeatism is a case for disloyalism 
in relation to the operations of our 
own state; this allows us the ability 
to pose a radical alternative to the 
constitutional order, while loyalism 
towards our own state’s military 
operations necessarily entails loyalism 
towards its military capacity, which 
implies in turn loyalism towards the 
state hierarchy, arms production, and 
at the end of the day Burgfrieden - 
the suspension of the general class 
struggle for the sake of the war: thus, 
for example, the Tory press’s attacks 
on the RMT union as Putin supporters 
in connection with tube strikes.4

And the case for this policy in at 
least some non-‘inter-imperialist’ 
wars is demonstrated by - for example 
- the extent to which the Argentinian 
‘Morenist’ Trotskyist Movimiento al 
Socialismo wrecked itself by support 
for the junta’s doomed adventure in 
the Malvinas war in 1982.

However, it is worth considering 
the issue a little further: because there 
have been some more serious attempts 
to argue that Russia is an imperialist 
power in some stronger sense than 
merely it is the aggressor in this war. 
Further, it is worthwhile to appreciate 
that, first, if Russia loses this war 
(as is most likely) the result will be 
regime change, the suppression of the 
Russian arms industry and a world 

status more closely analogous to 
Mexico or Argentina; the fact that it 
has historically been a great power no 
more prevents colonial subordination 
than the histories of Mughal India, 
Ottoman Turkey or Ch’ing dynasty 
China did in the 19th-20th century. 
And conversely, however, if Russia 
wins this war, as is relatively unlikely, 
it can become an imperialist power - 
as Germany did after 1870 and Japan 
did most clearly after 1904.

Arguments
Authors from the ‘Cliffite’ tradition 
- Socialist Workers Party, and so on - 
generally assume that the old USSR 
was a (state-)capitalist, and therefore 
imperialist, state. The ‘shift sideways’ 
(the Cliffites’ version) in 1989-91 
then leaves Russia as a declining 
imperialist power - as such analogous 
to the UK: thus Stathis Kouvelakis 
analogises Russia to France or 
Britain.5

In an article originally from the 
Australian paper Red Flag, currently 
to be found on the Revolutionary 
Socialism in the 21st Century 
website, Australian socialist Tom 
Bramble argues that Russia is 
aggressive because it is a relatively 
weak imperialist power, using the 
analogy of late 19th-early 20th 
century Germany. But this is still 
within the Cliffite framework of 
‘declining imperialist power’. Thus 
Bramble says: “In its heyday, the 
USSR dominated the trading patterns 
of its neighbours” (an unsubstantiated 
claim). But “Since the collapse of the 

Vladimir Putin clearly loves 
the trappings of imperial 

Russia, but is today’s 
Russia an imperial power?
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Fill in a standing order form  
(back page), donate via our  
website, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker

Within reach
As usual, in April the third 

week of the month was the 
most rewarding for the Weekly 
Worker’s fighting fund - with a 
huge £792 coming our way over 
the last seven days. That takes 
our running total up to £1,722, 
which means we now need 
another £528 if we’re going to 
reach our £2,250 monthly target. 
Definitely within reach!

The biggest boost came in 
the shape of those three-figure 
monthly standing orders from 
comrades SK, KB and PM. But 
there were also excellent SOs or 
bank transfers from comrades 
GB and MM (£75), TR (£40), 
GS (£20), SS (£15) and JL 
(£7). (I should point out that a 
couple of those are newly set 
up or increased standing orders, 
following our editor’s recent 
appeal to subscribers.)

Finally there was £15 from 

what will now be a familiar name 
to readers - comrade Hassan - 
who handed a couple of notes to 
one of the Weekly Worker team.

By the way, as previously 
explained, very soon we will no 
longer be able to use those old 
stamps that subscribers are all 
too familiar with and from next 
month the envelopes in which 
the paper is sent will be franked 
instead. Nothing for the children 
to fight over, admittedly, but 
perhaps a little more efficient in 
the long run!

Be that as it may, we definitely 
need to reach that £2,250 target 
each month, so please do your bit 
to help us raise the £528 we still 
need over the next nine days! l

Robbie Rix

Fighting fund
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Soviet Union, the European Union 
has exerted a much greater pull on 
them ...”6 Gareth Dale responded to 
Bramble’s argument within the same 
framework: “Although in theory a 
federation of equal republics, the 
USSR was converted into a vehicle 
of Russian empire.” But he sees 
Russia as now radically weaker: 
“Today, Russia’s imperialist status 
is based on its nuclear arsenal, its 
conventional forces and other military 
factors ... its GDP, as of last year, was 
below Texas and on a par with such 
‘sub-imperialist’ states as Brazil.”7 
But if Bramble, like other Cliffites, 
merely assumes Russia is imperialist, 
Dale’s analysis in effect points to 
the conclusion that it is at most sub-
imperialist - unless you count being 
heavily armed, including with nukes, 
as being imperialist (which would 
make India and Pakistan imperialist 
countries). In this case, as with the less 
theorised versions, being ‘imperialist’ 
collapses into being the ‘aggressor’.

Jamie Gough, in an article on 
his own webpage - which has been 
severely cut and rendered, as a result, 
a good deal less coherent for the Anti-
Capitalist Resistance website - offers 
more of a theoretical case for Russia 
as an imperialist power.8 Gough 
does not share the belief in Soviet 
imperialism that affects the Cliffites, 
but argues that the policy of the 
bureaucracy was essentially defensive 
and ‘peaceful coexistence’. Since the 
restoration of capitalism, however, 
Russia has shifted to imperialism. To 
make this case, he uses the Leninist 
theory of imperialism (derived from 
Hilferding and Parvus and before 
them Ernest Belfort Bax).9 In this 
theory, capitalist imperialism results 
from overproduction of capital which 
cannot find a profitable outlet in the 
domestic economy. This, he argues, 
is true also of Russia: for whatever 
reason, Russian capital cannot find 
profitable employment at home, and 
is thus driven to seek employment in 
its ‘near abroad’; and, since the ‘west’ 
is more attractive to the targeted 
countries, Russia uses force to try to 
bring these into satellite status.

There are two serious problems 
with this argument. The first is 
that, as an application of the Bax-
Parvus-Hilferding-Lenin theory, it 
is decidedly artificial. In this theory, 
the drive for overseas investment 
results from the overproduction of 
capital and the ‘overdevelopment’ of 
Britain, France, Germany and so on. 
The theory was given plausibility by 
the long depression after the 1873 
crash and the drive to cartelisation 
contemporaneous with the ‘scramble 
for Africa’. But, so far as there is a 

lack of opportunities for profitable 
investment in Russia, it does not 
result from systemic overproduction 
producing cartelisation, but from 
the continuing effects of the ‘shock 
therapy’ imposed on the former 
USSR countries in the 1990s.

Secondly, Gough offers no 
actual evidence of Russian capital 
investments in its ‘near abroad’ which 
would support this explanation of 
Russian expansionism. In fact, on 
the contrary, what is being seized in 
the ‘sanctions regime’ is not capital 
investments - where money is put 
to work in industrial production, 
including transportation, mining, and 
so on - but pure financial holdings, 
real estate, luxury yachts, and 
suchlike. In this respect members of 
the Russian kleptocratic elite do not 
behave like capitalists - even like 
Indian capitalists conned into buying 
British bankrupt industries. They 
behave like colonial rentier elites, 
like the Saudi royal family and so on.

Nor is this surprising: when we 
look at Russia’s export profile, it is, 
with two (important) exceptions, that 
of a colonial country, dominated by 
low-value-added exports of primary 
products for the industries of other 
countries.10 The two exceptions are 
arms11 and nuclear power plants.12 
And in both cases, the markets 
are not countries in Russia’s ‘near 
abroad’, but ‘third world’ countries 
more generally, who choose to 
maintain a degree of independence 
from the USA’s tech controls by 
buying Russian. Given the nature of 
these markets, they do not provide 
an incentive for Russian military 
aggression either in the Caucasus or 
in Ukraine.

Güneş Gümüş of the Turkish 
Socialist Equality Party has a piece 
on the website of the International 
Socialist League which argues for 
Russia as imperialist in the sense 
that Putin is attempting to revive 
the imperialism of tsarist Russia. 
Gümüş generalises from the Leninist 
conception:

Imperialism is based on a 
contradictory development process 
created by the capitalist mode 
of production. On the one hand, 
capital has national footing; the 
nation-state is the protector of the 
general interests of capital in intra-
class and inter-class competition. 
On the other hand, the market for 
which the capitals competed has a 
global character.

Imperialism expresses the 
system of international economic 
and geopolitical competition of 
nation-states that acts to protect 

the most general interests of their 
own capital. The geopolitical 
competition here is also subordinate 
to the spirit of capitalist relations of 
production; behind the competition 
for territory and influence is the 
dominance of energy resources 
and the goal of obtaining the 
economic advantages brought 
by regional-global hegemony. 
Imperialist competition takes a 
military and political form as well 
as an economic one; eventually 
extends to wars.13

In this context, Russia was still 
imperialist before 1917 in spite of 
being, in Lenin’s view, a second-rank 
imperialism (his notebooks on the 
subject show that he regarded only 
Britain, Germany and the US as first-
rank powers, with France, Russia and 
Japan in the second rank and Italy and 
Austria-Hungary in the third).

The larger part of Gümüş’s article 
is concerned with the case of China. 
There is very little difficulty in 
identifying China as a full-capitalist 
country, and there is also very 
considerable evidence for Chinese 
overseas investments and - as she 
points out - for China pushing to 
increase its military capabilities in 
the past period. In relation to Russia, 
the argument is given a real empirical 
basis, but is more than slightly 
slippery. A table is offered of Russia’s 
10 leading non-financial corporations, 
in terms of their foreign assets, as 
of 2014 (ie, before the sanctions 
regime created in response to the 
annexation of Crimea), in which the 
turnover, foreign assets, and foreign 
assets as a percentage of total assets, 
are shown. But these are not shown 
as comparable with (for example) 
German or French corporations.

Gross domestic product in dollar 
current prices shows Russia 11th in 
the world - behind Italy, Canada and 
South Korea; but, revalued on the 
basis of “purchasing power parity”, 
Russia now comes sixth. However, 
“purchasing power parity” besides 
its general problems as a measure,14 
is plainly useless for the purpose 
of measuring the relative weight of 
countries in a dollar-dominated world 
economy: for this it is the dollar value 
of outputs that matter, all the way up to 
the point at which full-scale war cuts 
off trade, so that raw local production 
in natura becomes decisive.

Again, this theory will not support 
a conception that the invasion of 
Ukraine - or the events of 2014, the 
2008 invasion of Georgia or the 
Chechen wars of the 1990s-2000s - 
were driven by Russian imperialist 
expansionism in the service of 
capitalist imperatives. The problem is 
the same as with Gough’s account: the 
interests of Russian capital are not in 
the near-abroad, but in trade relations 
with ‘third world’ countries.

The interests involved are, in 
fact, perfectly clear and transparent, 
and the Russian state has not hidden 
them. Having agreed to the Entente, 
Russia was in 1914 radically 
defeated in invading Germany, 
and was itself invaded, defeated 
and forced, at Brest-Litovsk, to a 
humiliating peace (including the 
present borders of Ukraine, though 
the Bolshevik leadership retained 
these for their own reasons). The 
country was again invaded, this time 
by the Entente powers, (operating 
to a considerable extent from the 
north shore of the Black Sea and the 
Caucasus) in 1918-20. Casualties 
in the civil war were about eight 
million; though this was a real 
civil war, not just the result of the 
intervention, it has to be said that, 
even when there were not Entente 
troops directly involved, the Entente 
powers armed, advised and supplied 
the White armies. And Russia was 
again invaded, this time by Nazi 
Germany, in 1941, suffering about 
27 million casualties. The Russian 

state has excellent reasons to fear 
invasion, and the recent conduct 
of the USA gives it reasons to fear 
what the results would be of any 
capitulation to the USA.

It would be more plausible to 
suppose that the ‘Euromaidan’, etc, 
were purely Ukrainian movements 
against Great Russian chauvinism 
if we did not have, firstly, direct 
evidence of US involvement in 
2014;15 secondly, published writings 
of US state actors proposing the 
strategic goal; and, thirdly, a history, 
going back to the turn of US policy 
after defeat in Vietnam, of repeated 
US interventions using irregular 
forces: Unita in Angola, Renamo in 
Mozambique, US indirect backing 
for the Khmer Rouge, the Mujahedin 
from the later 1970s in Afghanistan, 
Israel-backed Phalangists in Lebanon, 
Contras in Nicaragua, opponents of 
the Somali government in the late 
1970s-80s16 ... The results of these 
initiatives have been, as I argued in 
March, to export destruction and not 
to impose any sort of order. In this 
the decline of the US is unlike the 
contradictory imperialist operations 
of the European colonial powers in 
the period of British decline.

Hierarchy
Gümüş is certainly right to generalise 
on Lenin’s concept of imperialism 
in the direction of geopolitical 
competition in global markets, 
rather than clinging to the export-of-
capital criterion. But, as soon as we 
do this, it becomes clear that world 
is one of persisting, albeit shiftable, 
hierarchies of capitalist states - 
not one in which there is a clean 
division between ‘imperialist’ and 
‘colonial’ countries. And, as a result, 
the strategic line of the Congress of 
the Peoples of the East and Second 
and Third Congresses of Comintern 
- dual-defeatism in inter-imperialist 
wars, but single defeatism for 
imperial powers and ‘revolutionary 
victoryism’ for colonial countries at 
war with them - also fails.

It is within this general framework 
that it becomes clear, as I argued in 
March (and as also follows from my 
long series on imperialism published 
over the past five weeks) that war can 
create shifts in the global hierarchy 
of states, as the relative decline of 
hegemon powers leads them into 
(indirect) aggression, which ends in 
full-scale, great-power war.

It is impossible to understand the 
modern world without accepting 
British war guilt for 1914, through 
the British pursuit of a tightening 
encirclement of Germany and 
successive provocations, in order to 
preserve the declining power of the 
British empire by pre-emptive war 
before German industrialisation and 
fleet-building could reach the point 
of actually threatening Britain. The 
present war is, in a sense, like the 
1912 first Balkan war, in which states 
which were clients of the Entente 
powers attacked the Ottoman empire 
to seize its Balkan territories, thereby 
closing the iron ring round Germany 
and Austria-Hungary.

The aim of the United States in 
arming and supporting its Ukrainian 
nationalist ‘Gladio’ forces and 
deploying them in 2014 has all along 
been - and is now very clearly - to 
repeat the operation carried out in 
Afghanistan on a bigger scale, and as 
a result to produce a second 1989-91: 
regime change in Russia, which has 
been openly advocated by Biden and 
those around him.

The result of this regime will be 
a second step-down of the Russian 
economy, through the liquidation 
under a ‘new Yeltsin’ of the Russian 
arms industry and other suppliers, 
like the nuclear industry, which can 
offer third-world countries a partial 
escape from US control. There will 
likely be further partitioning of 
the Russian republic. The upshot 

will be the closure of the iron ring 
round China; and, if China attempts 
to break out, it will be accused of 
‘aggression’ just as Russia now is - 
and, just as Germany was in 1914.

The other side of this coin is that, 
in the unlikely event that Russia 
actually wins this war with the US-
armed Ukrainians, the hierarchy will 
shift in the opposite direction. In order 
to win, Russia will need to radically 
strengthen domestic production, and 
to develop financial mechanisms 
which are actually independent of 
the dollar system. If it successfully 
does that, everything which I have 
so far said about Russian behaviour 
not being animated by capitalist-
imperialist interests in Russia’s 
near-abroad will be reversed: the 
productive industry and financial 
structures created to win the war in 
Ukraine will have obvious interests 
in further deployment - and, because 
Russian victory would imply an 
urgent interest of the USA in a 
further push-back, Russian capital 
would need to press its temporary 
advantage as hard as possible.

Hence, in sum, the uselessness of 
arguing that Russia is now animated 
by imperialist expansionism. The 
Russian state is engaged in a tactical 
offensive within what is at the end 
of the day a strategically defensive 
position. This offensive is unlikely 
to work; and the result of its failure 
is likely to be regime change in 
Moscow and Russia turned into an 
actual ‘semi-colony’ of the USA, on 
the road to the coming war between 
the US and China l

mike.macnair@weeklyworker.co.uk
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DEBATE

Pro-war socialists
In the name of ‘critical support’ for ‘Russian defence’ of Donbas, Tony Greenstein attacks Gilbert 
Achcar, Anti-Capitalist Resistance and the so-called Fourth International

I t was the decision of the German, 
French, Austrian and other social 
democratic representatives to 

vote for war credits in 1914 that 
spelt the death knell of the Second 
International. Despite all the flowery 
phrases about opposing their own 
national bourgeoisie and their 
homage to the ideas of international 
working class unity, when the 
crunch came they all meekly voted 
to finance the armies of their own 
national bourgeoisie, as the slaughter 
of the working class began.

Of course, they all did so with 
profound regrets at having been 
forced into such a situation, but the 
crimes of their enemies - be it the 
Russians in threatening Austria-
Hungary or the Germans in invading 
‘plucky little Belgium’ - allowed 
honourable exceptions to the idea 
that the main enemy was at home.

So it is with Anti-Capitalist 
Resistance - the latest British 
version of the Mandelite Fourth 
International. It was with no sense 
of anticipation that I read Gilbert 
Achcar’s ‘Contemptuous denial of 
agency in the name of geopolitics 
and/or peace’.1

Achcar is one of the leading 
theoreticians of an organisation 
that traces its lineage back to Leon 
Trotsky. The ACR has - at least on 
paper - anti-imperialist politics. 
Unfortunately in practice its political 
positions represent a concession to 
British and US imperialism. 

Achcar has an impressive record 
in finding reasons to support 
imperialism and its surrogates. 
During the second Intifada he 
preached to the Palestinians that they 
should abandon the armed struggle 
for fear that it would give Israel 
an excuse for repression.2 Achcar 
also criticised those who argue 
that Zionism is a racist ideology 
and movement. He wrote that this 

was unfair regarding its “totalizing 
nature”. After all, “we can hardly 
treat all Zionists ... as birds of 
the same racist feather”. There is 
Zionism and there is “Zionism”,3 but 
unfortunately the Palestinians have 
yet to appreciate the difference!

In Libya Achcar supported the 
Nato no-fly zone - all in the interest 
of the Libyan people, of course - and 
today in Ukraine he supports Nato’s 
war against Russia, whilst it helps 
train the British army. Although, as 
Gearóid Ó Loingsigh remarked, it 
seems that imperialist military forces 
“have taught him more than he has 
them”.4

Yet all of this takes place under 
the banner of anti-imperialism 
and self-determination! Just like 
World War I, the war in Ukraine 
has divided the left nationally and 
internationally. Groups like the ACR 
have found in ‘self-determination’ a 
reason to support Nato’s proxy war 
in Ukraine - even if they exclude 
from this ‘self-determination’ the 
30% of Ukrainians whose first 
language is Russian.

It is ironic that it is left up to 
bourgeois intellectuals like professor 
John Mearsheimer, Noam Chomsky 
and former US ambassador to Saudi 
Arabia Chas Freeman to point out 
the obvious: that Nato is waging a 
proxy war against Russia, in which 
it is prepared to fight to the last 
Ukrainian.5 This is, or should be, 
obvious to all except the politically 
blind.

In my last Weekly Worker article 
I explained the background to the 
present conflict.6 I argued that this 
is not an inter-imperialist war, but 
a defensive war by Russia against 
the threat posed to it - not only by 
Ukraine’s potential accession to 
Nato, but its de facto status as a 
Nato member today.

Even accepting that Russia 

struck the first blow on February 24, 
when it invaded Ukraine (and that 
is arguable, since Ukraine had been 
stepping up the undeclared war 
on the two breakaway republics 
of Donetsk and Luhansk since the 
beginning of February), one does not 
characterise the political nature of a 
war by who struck the first blow.

Lenin had quite a bit to say about 
this. In ‘The difference between 
aggressive and defensive war’ he 
posed the question as to what would 
happen “if tomorrow Morocco were 
to declare war on France, India on 
England, Persia or China on Russia”. 
According to the formulations of 
the United Secretariat and Achcar, 
socialists would be bound to support 
England, France and Russia! Lenin 
disagreed, arguing:

those would be ‘just’, ‘defensive’ 
wars, irrespective of who attacked 
first; and every socialist would 
sympathise with the victory of the 
oppressed, dependent, unequal 
states against the oppressing, 
slave-owning, predatory ‘great’ 
powers.7

In other words, the fact that 
technically Russia landed the first 
blow in the present conflict is 
irrelevant. That tells us nothing 
about the political or class nature of 
the conflict. 

The background to what is 
taking place is outlined by professor 
Mearsheimer in a lecture to students 
at King’s College on ‘The crisis in 
Ukraine’.8 Promises were made to 
Gorbachev at the time of German 
unification in 1991 that Nato would 
not expand eastwards and under 
Clinton and Bush those promises 
were honoured in the breach. At the 

2008 Nato summit in Bucharest 
a statement was issued 
welcoming the accession of 

both Georgia and Ukraine to Nato 
and it was that which forms the 
background to the present crisis. 
Russia drew a red line at this and 
the war in Georgia broke out shortly 
afterwards.

The fascist-sponsored coup 
in 2014, which removed the 
democratically elected president, 
Viktor Yakunovych, was sponsored 
to the tune of over $5 billion by the 
United States. Victoria Nuland’s 
conversation with the American 
ambassador in Kyiv, Geoffrey Pyatt, 
discussing who should do what in a 
post-coup government, made it clear 
who was in the driving seat.9

All this is well known, yet in 
Achcar’s article for ACR, although 
there are plenty references to Nato, 
there is not one word of criticism 
for this imperialist alliance. Indeed, 
to all intents and purposes, he 
appears to consider Nato to be some 
kind of benevolent, international 
welfare organisation concerned with 
upholding human and national rights, 
as it dispenses lethal weaponry like 
candies. Achcar talks about the 
“novelty” of a section of the left being 
faced with the choice of supporting 
the same side as Nato! (although that 
it is no novelty for Achcar himself, 
who has long abandoned any hint 
of criticism of the warmongers in 
Washington).

My response
When I read the article, I decided to 
submit a reply of just under 1,600 
words, which was nearly as long as 
the article itself.10 However, at that 
stage there were no other replies and 
even now, as I write five days later, 
there is only one other comment, 
which merely signposts readers to 
another article criticising Achcar.

Now my good friend and comrade 
in Brighton Labour Left Alliance, 
Dave Hill, who agrees with my 
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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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position, is both a member of ACR 
and the Greek section of the Fourth 
International. Dave assured me that 
ACR had an open-door policy and 
does not reject or censor replies from 
those disagreeing with its positions. 
Indeed the Greek section has posted 
its own biting critique of what they 
consider to be the ACR reformists.11 
Although I disagree with its 
assessment that this is an inter-
imperialist war, the Greek comrades 
are right to criticise both ACR and 
the statement of the executive bureau 
of the Fourth International, which 
effectively argues that it is the ‘right’ 
of oppressed nations to join Nato.12 
It would appear that Nato - far from 
serving imperialism in Afghanistan, 
Libya, Serbia, Syria and Iraq - is a 
defensive alliance, keen to prevent 
the outbreak of war. 

The Greek comrades criticise the 
executive statement, which claims 
that “in some countries, which 
had been colonised by tsarism or 
subjugated by the USSR, joining 
Nato was supported by their 
populations in the hope that it would 
protect their independence”.13

Although the statement purports 
to support the winding up of Nato, 
it also says: “The fight against the 
extension of Nato to the east passes 
today through the uncompromising 
defence of the national and 
democratic rights of the peoples 
threatened by Russian imperialism.” 

So this “defence” of Ukraine’s 
national and democratic rights is 
contingent on Nato! Why in that case 
would one want to wind it up? In 
other words, the Fourth International 
pays lip service to Nato’s abolition, 
whilst supporting the ‘right’ of 
countries to join it! As Sir Walter 
Scott noted, “Oh what a tangled web 
we weave, when first we practice to 
deceive”.

I waited two days and still my 
reply to Achcar’s article did not 
appear. I then penned a furious 
comment, headed ‘Dear ACR 
censors’, in which I said:

One of ACR’s selling points has 
been its declared position on 
free and open debate amongst 
socialists. It claimed to have 
dispensed with the controlled 
narratives of other left groups like 
the SWP. It would seem that the 
war in Ukraine and the question 
of whether one supports one’s 
own ruling class has changed all 
of that.

Faced with the need to line up 
behind your own ruling class, all 
in the name of Ukrainian ‘self-
determination’, it seems that that 
old Stalinist habit of censorship 
has reasserted itself ...

Let me assure you that I am not 
afraid to engage in self-criticism. 
Clearly I was naive for having 
taken on trust ACR’s declared 
policy on open debate. It would 
seem that even the most open 
Trotskyist groups revert to type 
when their fundamental politics 
are put to the test.

I informed them that they were being 
somewhat foolish, since this affair 
would appear both on my own blog 
and in the Weekly Worker! It seemed 
that this hit home, because my latest 
comment was then published, along 
with a response from “Simon” 
from the editorial collective. Simon 
assured me:

We try to accommodate most 
positions (ie, accept and publish), 
especially those that enhance the 
debate/discussion, even if they are 
counter to our own (we have even 
published some of yours), but we 
have to draw the line at some of 
the nonsensical, disrespectful, 
conspiracy theory-driven, 
hysterical ranting, and the odd bit 
of spam that could be posted. Is 

this censorship?

Obviously not. I am not a free-
speech absolutist. If my response to 
Achcar had been full of any of the 
pejorative adverbs and adjectives 
Simon liberally sprayed, then he 
would have had a point. But he went 
on, inadvertently, in a disjointed 
and rambling thread, to explain the 
real reasons why my post had not 
appeared:

But this is an important point, this 
is the website for Anti-Capitalist 
Resistance and its membership; 
it’s not a platform for those who 
seek to denounce our comrades 
in the ACR; its not for those 
that have no platform (your 
own website/blog is always an 
option) and seek to use ours for 
their own gain. Those that often 
scream censorship are not and 
have never been members of the 
ACR: they do not take part in our 
internal debates, do not aid our 
thinking on actions and help in the 
production of our statements, so, 
yes, sometimes their comments 
will not be shown.

I therefore responded, explaining 
that I was not interested in a 
“denunciation of Achcar himself”, 
especially when he does so well at 
this on his own. I pointed out that 
my response was a political critique 
and I outlined in the following bullet 
points what my disagreements were:
n I rejected the analogy between 
Ukraine and Vietnam as ludicrous.
n I rejected the analogy with Syria - 
a wholly different situation.
n I gave the background to what is 
happening, viz the 2014 coup and 
the attack on both Russian language 
rights and the rights of Russian 
Ukrainians, whilst pointing out that 
what is happening in Ukraine is as 
much a civil war as an invasion.
n I pointed out that the question 
of Nato was entirely absent from 
Achcar’s article.
n I quoted extensively from an 
article by Nir Gontarz of Ha’aretz on 
the attitudes of ethnic Ukrainians and 
their criticism of Zelensky’s wooing 
of Nato and the European Union.

Simon then responded by accusing 
me of “disinformation” and argued 
that my point that all left parties in 
Ukraine have been banned was not 
true: he referred me to what he called 
“one source of many, unless you 
happen to support parties with links 
to the Kremlin and Putin”.14

Which I find amazing. The 
Communist Party of Ukraine was 
already banned. All independent 
media have been abolished. Criticism 
of Zelensky is considered a matter 
of treason and is likely to cost you 
your life - as I fear Gonazalo Lira, a 
Chilean/Ukrainian blogger, appears 
to have discovered. 

In response I pointed out that the 
Opposition Platform for Life, which 
was banned, condemned Russia’s 
invasion, but it is also a party of 
Ukraine’s ethnic Russians. ACR’s 
defence of Zelensky’s repressive 
measures, coming from a Trotskyist 
organisation is astounding. 

I also noted that all the evidence 
is that Zelensky and his CIA buddies 
are running what are in effect death 
squads, along the lines of those 
which operated in El Salvador. I 
also pointed to the growing evidence 
that the alleged Russian massacre in 
Bucha of over 700 Ukrainians was 
not carried out by Russian soldiers, 
but by the Azov National Guard, 
which entered two days after the 
Russians left and massacred anyone 
deemed sympathetic to the Russians: 
ie, who wore a white armband.15

Now that the Azov battalion has 
been all but defeated in Mariupol, 
we can expect to hear of further 
atrocities carried out under its 
watch.16 No doubt ACR in its new 

imperialism-lite mode will also 
defend the participation of fascists 
in the fight for Ukrainian ‘self-
determination’, but, as I told Simon, 
who criticised my style of argument, 
what matters “is not my manners 
and etiquette, but whose side are you 
on? Have you abandoned the fight, 
first and foremost against your own 
ruling class?”

Socialist position
There is no doubt that Putin should 
not have attempted to conquer the 
whole of Ukraine and in particular 
try to capture the capital, Kyiv. For 
that he deserves to be condemned. 
His failure even to repatriate his own 
foreign currency reserves suggests 
that his decision to invade was 
impetuous and ill-considered.

However, the position now, with 
the Russian army defending the 
Donbas - which primarily consists 
of Russian Ukrainians and Russian 
speakers - has changed. It is now 
clearer than ever that what we are 
seeing is in essence a civil war, 
with Nato backing Zelensky and his 
fascist militias.

In this situation socialists should 
have no hesitation in giving critical 
support to the Russian defence of 
the Russian-speaking people of the 
Donbas. In much the same way I 
welcome the liberation of Mariupol 
from the neo-Nazi Azov battalion.

Despite the unprecedented wave 
of disinformation and propaganda, 
we are now seeing some of the results 
of the incorporation of neo-Nazi 
and fascist militia into Ukraine’s 
military and security forces. There 
is little doubt that the massacre at 
Bucha just outside Kyiv was carried 
out by a special detachment of the 
National Guard headed by an Azov 
leader, Sergey Korotkikh - otherwise 
known as ‘Botsun’.17 The evidence 
is accumulating as to who was 
responsible and it is noticeable that 
the British chair of the UN security 
council refused the Russian request 
to debate the issue.18 It is clear that, 
with the arrest and reported torture 
of the main opposition leader, Viktor 
Medvedchuk, Ukraine is no more a 
liberal democracy than Israel.19

It is also clear that the left in 
Ukraine is under attack from the 
secret state and Zelensky’s goons in 
the SBU state security organisation. 
Anyone who supports negotiations 
or opposes joining Nato is liable 
to find themselves in the SBU’s 
torture chambers. There is at present 
a massive attack on all dissidents in 
Ukraine. Eleven local mayors have 
been abducted and some killed, yet 
the western media covers for them 
by blaming it on Russia.20

What is worse though is that it is 
people who call themselves socialists 
who are providing a cover for this 
attack on the left. People such as 
ACR’s Duncan Chapel, who have 
become open apologists for the Azov 
battalion, proclaiming that they were 
a reaction to a non-existent Russian 
intervention in 2014.

According to Chapel,

Azov was a reaction to a Russian 
intervention in Ukraine. There 
was no coup in Ukraine: the 
former president called for early 
elections and then emigrated 
to join his bribes in Moscow. 
Poroshenko was fairly elected.

Not unexpectedly, the crown prince 
of ‘left’ apologists for Ukrainian 
fascists is undoubtedly our old 
friends, the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty. On April 17 on the Not the 
Andrew Marr show we had a debate 
on the war in Ukraine between Pete 
Radcliff of the AWL and Chris 
Williamson. According to Radcliffe, 
the Maidan coup in 2014 had been 
the result of mass working class 
action and Zelensky was a true hero. 
You might have thought that the 

AWL, given that it has made ‘left 
anti-Semitism’ one of its signature 
tunes, might have been the strongest 
opponents of the incorporation of 
open anti-Semites and holocaust 
deniers in the Ukrainian military and 
security forces. 

I challenged Radcliff to dissociate 
himself from the Azov battalion 
and the other fascist forces in my 
own contribution. I pointed out that 
Ukraine was the only country in the 
world to have a national holiday 
in memory of a Nazi collaborator, 
Stepan Bandera, who had the blood 
of 200,000 Jews on his hands. You 
would have thought that Radcliffe 
would seize the opportunity with both 
hands. Yet, instead of denouncing 
the genuine anti-Semites and neo-
Nazis in the Ukrainian state, he 
chose to ignore the points I had 
made. He preferred instead to praise 
the Ukrainian state, which includes 
these same anti-Semitic forces, as 
part of his effusive praise for Nato in 
Ukraine. 

This demonstrates, if any proof 
were needed, that this Zionist cult is 
no more disturbed by genuine anti-
Semitism than any of their other 
friends on the Labour right. From 
Afghanistan to Iraq to Libya, the 
only constant in the AWL’s politics 
is slavish support for western 
imperialism. However, most of the 
400-plus audience at the Not the 
Andrew Marr show were not fooled 
by his apologetics for the west’s 
fascist friends in Ukraine.

Whereas the AWL has been doing 
this kind of thing for nearly 40 years, 
the British section of the USFI is a 
relative newcomer. It remains to be 
seen how quickly it makes up for lost 
time l
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Will the war spread?
It is not just the immediate consequences for Russia and Ukraine that should concern us, argues Daniel Lazare

In 1914, it took 35 days to go from 
the assassination of Archduke 
Franz Ferdinand to the outbreak 

of general hostilities. By contrast, 
Vladimir Putin’s “special military 
operation” is now entering its ninth 
week without a single bullet straying 
into Nato territory. How long will 
Europe’s luck hold?

The answer: not very long. If the 
Russo-Ukrainian war was merely a 
binational affair, then seeing to it that 
combatants stayed on their side of the 
border would not be difficult. This 
is why the Yugoslav wars stayed put 
in the Balkans in the 1990s, while 
the 2020 war between Armenia and 
Azerbaijan failed to overflow into 
neighbouring Georgia, Turkey and 
Iran. Outside powers had an incentive 
to see to it that both conflicts stayed 
safely contained, so that is where they 
remained.

But Ukraine is different. Not only 
is Kyiv an obvious proxy for Nato, but 
China - the world’s number two power 
- is deeply invested. Xi Jinping cannot 
stand by and watch, as the US tries to 
impose regime change on the Kremlin 
- for the simple reason that, if America 
can do it in Russia, it can do it in China 
too. Lesser powers like India and 
Indonesia know that US imperialism 
will grow ever more onerous if it 
succeeds in eliminating a major rival, 
so they also have a stake. The same 
goes for large swathes of Africa, the 
Middle East and Latin America. Once 
America finishes slicing up Russia, 
their turn on the carving board will 
come.

The war thus has an international 
dimension that previous conflicts 
lacked. Since the politics are 
international, it is only a matter of time 
until the fighting follows suit. Hence, 
it is not a question of whether the war 
will spread, but when and how - and 
how far the process will go.

Consider some recent highlights. 
In another of his off-the-cuff remarks, 
Joe Biden accused Russia on April 12 
of genocide: the worst possible 
offence in the post-World War II 
political lexicon. Moscow at the 
same time handed the White House 
a diplomatic note formally protesting 
at US arms deliveries to Kyiv - a not 
so subtle hint that it will take military 
steps if lethal aid continues. On 
April 14, a Ukrainian missile sank the 
Russian warship, Moskva, in the Sea 
of Azov, while a US congressional 
visit to Taiwan prompted a furious 
China to scramble frigates, bombers 
and jet fighters in response as a 
show of force. A day later, Russia 
used long-range Tupolev bombers to 
pulverise an estimated 2,500 members 
of the neo-Nazi Azov Battalion and 
other Ukrainian units holed up in 
Mariupol’s massive Azov steelworks. 
On April 17 it pounded Kharkov and 
Lvov with missiles, while the next day 
it launched a 300-mile-wide offensive 
for control of the Donbas.

Escalation
All are indicative of a conflict that, 
rather than levelling off, is burning 
more and more intensely. Inflation 
is rising, Biden’s poll numbers are 

plumbing unprecedented depths, 
while Emmanuel Macron and Marine 
Le Pen are neck and neck in a battle 
that will affect not only Nato and the 
European Union, but the war itself. 
Despite polls showing that Americans 
oppose military intervention by nearly 
three to one,1 pressure on the White 
House will grow if Russia succeeds 
in bottling up thousands of Ukrainian 
troops in the country’s east - a prospect 
that is now far from impossible. The 
more the corporate press turns up 
the anti-Russian vitriol, the more 
the chattering classes will convince 
themselves that intervention is the 
only way out of the vice.

The Guardian - that all-important 
mouthpiece for bien-pensant liberals 
- is once again leading the way. After 
calling for Kremlin regime change 
last month, Simon Tisdall, the paper’s 
long-time diplomatic correspondent, 
published an article this weekend 
slamming Nato for not doing more: ie, 
for not supplying the Ukraine with jet 
fighters and M1 tanks, for not creating 
“safe havens” on the ground, and for 
not directly targeting Russian artillery, 
naval and missile forces. The alliance 
must act, he said, instead of wringing 
its hands over the consequences.

Fear that such measures “would 
automatically escalate into all-out 
Nato-Russian warfare is almost 
certainly unfounded,” Tisdall assured 
his readers - with the fulsome self-
confidence of someone 2,000 miles 
from the battlefield. “Putin knows he 
would lose such a fight. But who dares 
put it to the test?”2

In Washington, this is known as 
‘do-something-ism’: the belief that, 
the worse the war grows, the greater 
the need for the US to do something - 
anything - to boost Ukrainian fortunes 
and ensure its own global dominance.

Senator Chris Coons - a Democrat 
from Biden’s home state of Delaware 
and a politician so close to the 
president that he is known as his 
‘shadow secretary of state’ - is 
sounding out the same theme: “There 
will almost certainly be an incident 
in which Putin goes too far” - either 
by using chemical weapons or by 
striking at Nato arms depots across 
the Ukrainian border. If so, he told an 
academic conference last week,

… it is important that, in a bipartisan 
and measured way, we in Congress 
and the administration come to a 
common position about when we 
are willing to go the next step and 
to send not just arms, but troops, 

to the aid and defence of Ukraine. 
If the answer is never, then we are 
inviting another level of escalation 
and brutality by Putin.3

A collective march over the precipice 
- in proper bipartisan fashion, of 
course - is unavoidable, according 
to the president’s alter ego. As the 
conservative journalist, Byron York, 
pointed out, Coons made the point 
even more forcefully a few days later 
in an interview with CBS News:

If Vladimir Putin, who has shown us 
how brutal he can be, is allowed to 
just continue to massacre civilians, 
to commit war crimes throughout 
Ukraine without Nato, without the 
west coming more forcefully to his 
[sic!] aid … I deeply worry that 
what’s going to happen next is that 
we will see Ukraine turn into Syria.

Then came the kicker: “I think the 
history of the 21st century turns on 
how fiercely we defend freedom in 
Ukraine and that Putin will only stop 
when we stop him.”4

Once again, America is the 
‘indispensable nation’ riding to the 
rescue like the US cavalry. If Putin 
continues waging war - or, more 
importantly, if he dares to win - then 
US intervention is regarded in certain 
quarters as a foregone conclusion, 
public opinion be damned. If so, 
US allies will have no choice but to 
follow suit. If Russia fails to oblige by 
targeting Nato depots or using poison 
gas, then Ukrainian forces will have 
to stage an incident on his behalf with 
the appropriate international agencies 
providing back-up.

This is what happened in Syria, 
when the Office for the Prohibition 
of Chemical Weapons, based in the 
Hague, accused the Assad government 
of using poison gas in the Damascus 
suburb of Douma in April 2018 - 
only to face a revolt by staff experts, 
who pointed out that US-backed 
rebels were clearly manipulating 
the evidence.5 Although the Azov 
Battalion appeared to be heading off 
in the same direction when it accused 
Russia last week of using poison gas 
in Mariupol, the claim has so far made 
little headway. But that will change if 
Russia’s battlefield prospects improve 
and western hawks search ever more 
desperately for an excuse to step in.

Cold War II?
But there is another reason why 
others will find themselves dragged 
in: because neither side has come up 
with anything remotely resembling 
an endgame. Once Putin failed in his 
opening bid to seize Kyiv and capture 
president Volodymyr Zelensky, he 
turned his attention to seizing the 
Donbas and the Black Sea littoral. 
But, even if he succeeds, he will 
be left with the question of what to 
do with the rest of the country left 
behind. He will have to contend with 
a Ukrainian rump that is more hostile 
than ever, more thoroughly dominated 
by the Azov Battalion and other Nazi 
elements, and more likely to be taken 
under Nato’s wing. It is either that or 
launching a second-stage invasion that 
is far more ambitious than anything he 
has tried so far.

After all, Ukraine is nearly as big as 
the Third Reich was in 1939. Where 
the Allies had nearly seven million 
men under arms during the invasion 
of Germany in 1945, Russia currently 
has at most 225,000, including militia 
units from the breakaway republics of 
Donetsk and Luhansk, while Ukrainian 
forces, including paramilitaries and 
reservists, may have as much as 1.2 
million. That is, more than five times 
more. Putin would have to put Russia 
on an emergency war-footing to even 
the balance, yet, even if he does, the 
only result will be to bring himself face 
to face with Nato forces in Poland, 
Slovakia, Hungary and Romania. If 
he succeeds in stampeding Finland 
into the alliance, the result will be 
even worse: ie, a bristling Nato 
phalanx stretching 1,600 miles from 
the Arctic to the mouth of the Danube. 
Instead of freeing Russia from 
Nato encirclement, he will wind up 
ensnaring it all the more completely. 

It is a no-win proposition, if ever there 
was one.

Yet Nato’s prospects are not much 
better. Even if Zelensky prevails in the 
Donbas, what will he do next - use all 
that Nato aid to drive Russia out of 
Donetsk, Luhansk and the Crimea as 
well? If so, will the west take the battle 
to the Kremlin, so as to smash Russia 
into three separate parts, as Zbigniew 
Brzezinski recommended in 1997?6 
Will the US then take over the oil and 
gas fields of Kazakhstan, while using 
ethnic unrest in the western province 
of Xinjiang (already the subject of a 
major western propaganda campaign 
centred around the claim that China 
is engaged in genocide against the 
Uighurs) to barrel into China itself?

Or, if certain foreign-policy 
‘realists’ prevail, will it content itself 
with splitting the Ukraine down the 
middle, the way it subdivided the 
Korean peninsula in 1953?

Either way, it is a choice between 
war and a brutal stalemate, leading to 
yet more conflict, if the CIA opts to 
subject Ukraine to an Afghan-style 
campaign of subversion and guerrilla 
warfare. The world will be divided into 
1950s-style hostile camps, with Nato 
on one side, Russia and China on the 
other, and the majority of the world’s 
population watching nervously from 
the sidelines. Where the original cold 
war turned into a force for stability, 
ironically version two will likely 
prove the opposite due to declining 
economic circumstances. After 
75 years of exploitation, corruption 
and brutality, Pax Americana is giving 
way to an era of war and recession 
with no end in sight.

Indeed, if US hawks succeed in 
drawing China into the fray, the 
outlook will prove even worse. 
Ukraine will not burn itself out. 
Like fire, rather, it will spread and 
spread l

Biden let 
the cat out 
of the bag
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