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Remember climate

Comrade Paul Demarty’s article,
‘Single-issue failure’ (May 19),
approaches the hub of the problem
right now on the rush to war - but
then it succumbs to further failure.
Like all the other articles and
arguments I’ve read in the Weekly
Worker and beyond, the war in
Ukraine, its consequences and its
implications are never placed in the
context of the climate emergency.
Nowhere is it stated that the current
war drive is the very last thing
humanity needs to deal with the
looming disaster facing life as we
know it. The only reference at all
there is a gibe about Stand Up to
Racism and a Cop26 meeting.
The Weekly Worker - in particular
Jack Conrad - has in the recent past
starkly laid out the environmental
dangers we are facing, but now
seems to treat that as just another
“single issue”, not really having
anything to do with the current surge
in militarism. The facts obviously
prove otherwise, with the US military
already having a greater carbon
footprint than 140 countries.
This is despite their ludicrous
climate strategy released just before
the war began in March that they aim
to be net zero by 2050. Just imagine
what Nato’s, Russia’s and China’s
footprints are and will become with
the massive increase in military
budgets. Opposing militarism - on
all sides - is not pacifism, but what
is required to conduct the only war
worth waging now- to save our
species and life on earth.
I think a key to this blindsight is
something I raised in my Communist
University talk on Cop26 and beyond
last November. I proposed that the
current Draft programme of the
CPGB is no longer fit for purpose, as
it treats the climate emergency as just
another of the single issues that needs
addressing in society rather than
mapping out ways of coping with the
new Anthropocene epoch we have
entered.
Our enemies recognise the need
for immediate action. That’s why
there’s been the sudden rush to war
economies. They intend to deal with
the climate emergency by military
means and all that entails - most likely
forms of fascism. That’s what we’re
up against and that’s why we must
pose another route through this mess
- one that sees beyond nationalism
and war to the worldwide solidarity
and egalitarianism that can hopefully
save us.
Tam Dean Burn
Glasgow

Pax Americana

Whether you support Russia,
Ukraine or neither (as I do), there is
no escaping the fact that this conflict
is a disaster for the working class of
Europe, Ukraine and Russia, as well
as the wider world at large.
Many Arab states rely almost
totally on crops from Ukraine and
Russia in order to provide food for
their urban and rural poor. Lebanon is
in an economic crisis that is likely to
increase due to the disruptions in the
food supply from the warring Slavic
nations. Sri Lanka is in total freefall,
as are Syrian food supplies. Egypt is
believed to be very close to declaring
a state of national emergency.
Whilst the proxy war between
Nato and the Russian Federation
drags on in Ukraine, many nations in
the developing world are at breaking
point, as not just food, but energy
supplies, are disrupted. There needs

to be a drive for peaceful negotiations
between the warring parties and this
must be done outside of the auspices
of imperialist interference.
South Africa, India, China and
Brazil have all offered to host
peace talks, but Nato has convinced
Zelensky he can ‘win’ if Ukraine just
keeps fighting. But Ukraine cannot
win - although it can bog down Russia
in a lengthy war of attrition that will
have a huge economic impact on the
developing world.
Nato wishes this war to be lengthy
and protracted, as it feeds the supercapitalist armaments industry and
makes Europe reliant on vastly
overpriced US energy supplies,
thus binding Europe into a new Pax
Americana.
Kristian Carter
Kettering

Perhaps aliens?

Replying to Andrew Northall’s letter
(May 19), I would like to point out
that I never argued that we should
wait for the collapse of capitalism
(Letters, May 5) - that was the
heading of my letter, which I did not
choose. What I did argue is that there
will be no move towards socialism in
the advanced capitalist countries until
these countries face economic and
political collapse. In the meantime
we should seek to win the Labour
Party over to democratic socialism,
combined with building up the
communist movement.
Comrade Northall is right to see
the need for a mass Communist
Party, but this is related to the issue
of winning Labour over to socialism
- in addition to which we need to face
certain ideological questions which
are not being faced by the various
groups who claim to be seeking to
build a mass Communist Party. For
instance, the question of the Stalin and
Trotsky split, which has divided the
communists for decades. This split is
now obsolete. Pro-Stalin communists
need to recognise that Trotsky was
right to criticise the bureaucratisation
of the Soviet state, although he
went too far in calling for political
revolution to resolve the problem.
On the other hand, pro-Trotsky
communists need to recognise that
Stalin was right to smash the antiSoviet conspiracy, although he went
too far in the struggle to defeat the
Soviet fifth column, leading to the
victimisation of innocent people.
My argument is not about waiting
for the collapse of capitalism
(something which Andrew thinks
may not even happen), but preparing
for it. Nor do I put forward the
view that capitalism will collapse
when oil runs out. What I argue is
that, once we pass the peak of oil
production, which is where we are
now, and the impending decline of
global oil production begins, then
capitalism will face collapse. In other
words, the decline of oil production
will lead to shortages and hence an
inflationary spiral with rising prices.
Thus the collapse of capitalism in
an inflationary crisis will occur long
before oil runs out.
The view that renewable,
alternative energy can save capitalism
fails to grasp the role of fossil fuels
in the rise of capitalism. Modern
capitalism was possible because it
had access to cheap energy. Without
cheap energy, with energy prices
continually rising, capitalism will
become increasingly difficult to
maintain, because firms need to
make profits, which rising energy
cost undermines. Those who don’t
understand the role of cheap energy
in the rise of industrial capitalism
cannot possibly grasp the nature of
the present crisis. The war against
Iraq and Libya to get control of their
oil and gas fields was undertaken

in awareness of the coming energy
crisis. The same modus operandi is
at work in regard to the demonisation
of Russia, and Nato’s provocation,
aimed at getting control of Russia’s
oil and gas.
They want regime change in Russia
for the same reason as they did in Iraq
and Libya. That the west is prepared
to risk a nuclear war with Russia
highlights how serious the situation
is. In other words, the energy crisis is
the main drive behind global political
manoeuvring. The problem for most
of the left is that as a result of Marx’s
critique of capitalism, which focuses
on the circulation of money rather
than the central role of cheap energy
in the rise of industrial capitalism,
they are unable to understand the
present crisis.
So what I am saying is that, if
humanity is fortunate enough to avoid
a nuclear war, the decline of world oil
production, triggering an inflationary
crisis, will bring about the collapse
of global capitalism. But an energy
crisis is only one possible scenario.
There are various views about how
the present system is going to end,
including ecological collapse, or alien
invasion of earth to impose direct rule
over humankind. To take this latter
scenario seriously as a possibility
may seem the crankiest, but many
serious, intelligent people uphold this
perspective, although often presented
in a religious form.
For instance, the Bible and
Christianity teaches that an alien
invasion is coming to impose
direct rule on humanity, by ending
man’s self-rule. This idea is the
foundation of Judaism, Christianity
and Islam, but the religious narrative
obscures the real meaning. Leslie
Kean’s UFOs: generals, pilots and
government officials go on the record
points out that anthropocentrism (ie,
human rule) is actually a modern
‘assumption’. For thousands of
years before anthropocentrism,
kings and emperors claimed the right
to rule from ‘divine’ sources (ie,
extraterrestrial). Emperors in China
needed the mandate of heaven to rule,
for instance.
Whether the end of the system
comes via an energy crisis, ecological
catastrophe or alien invasion to
impose direct rule, as the biblical
prophets contend, we are faced with
a crisis which no previous generation
of revolutionaries have faced before.
Tony Clark
Campaign for democratic socialism

such
cyclical,
self-reinforcing,
imperviously
regenerative
methodologies - I suspect even a
more generalised trait of character (ie,
that mentality) - lead nowhere except
to exasperation, even exhaustion, for
absolutely everyone involved. Most
pertinently - indeed most importantly
above all else in the context of our
21st-century Marxist organisations,
where we should be addressing those
incalculably more urgent matters and
associated considerations thrown up
by our current world.
Sadly, but unavoidably, the words
‘wastefulness’, ‘negligence’, and
even downright ‘shamefulness’ leap
to mind for any amongst us who in
distinction cling to ideas of ‘looking
outwards’: of socially, culturally and
politically expansive processes as
part of keeping that ‘weather eye’
out on attracting new recruits to our
tattered ranks. Those types with fresh
reference points in their life, as drawn
from a modern world that forms their
‘reality’ (and consequently coming
with their fresh, modernistic political
perspectives and ambitions), all of
which being so essential to our also
unquestionably essential communist
cause.
Oh well, all that really can be said
is how it’s still better to wade through
cyclical/evermore pointlessly selfregenerative quagmires (such as
emanated from those particular
four comrades concerned) than
subjecting oneself to the output of
Hollywood, Netflix or the bourgeois
media’s coverage around the nature
of Putin’s character, and in turn his
motivations, vis-à-vis that both brutal
and grotesquely primitivist situation
in Ukraine.
Incidentally, in the event any
readers of the Weekly Worker
feel it required (as on a previous
equivalent occasion) to point out
how the attitudes expressed here run
contrary to any process of dialectical
development of ideas, to “open debate
and argument” within a democratic
centralism that “needs to be at the
core” of any worthwhile communist
organisation, etc, well, maybe

all of us can simply learn lessons
from that man and his cunning (but
also amusingly ridiculous) double
fencing!
Bruno Kretzschmar
email

Keep the name

Harlow council leader Russell
Perrin’s proposal to rename Allende
Avenue is a disgrace.
In 1970, a socialist called Salvador
Allende was elected president of
Chile, which was once known as
the ‘England of South America’ on
account of its tradition of democratic
freedoms. The USA waged a
campaign of sabotage and economic
warfare against his leftwing
government, culminating in the CIAbacked coup by the US-trained armed
forces in September 1973, which
installed general Augusto Pinochet.
Pinochet’s regime murdered 3,000
political opponents and tortured
40,000, and also forced 200,000
people (two percent of the population)
into exile. Pinochet’s extreme
monetarist policies, implemented on
the advice of economists from the
University of Chicago, impoverished
ordinary people in Chile.
Pinochet’s thugs ‘disappeared’
their opponents - and now councillor
Perrin
wants
to
‘disappear’
the memory of Allende and the
circumstances of his overthrow. This
nasty attempt at historical denialism
may not be unconnected to the
fact that Pinochet was a friend of
Margaret Thatcher, whom he visited
on a number of occasions.
Some on the left have long
suspected that the commitment of
some Conservatives to democratic
values is only skin-deep. Russell
Perrin’s proposal to paint over the
memory of Pinochet’s best-known
victim Allende does nothing to
allay that suspicion. Many people
in Britain, Chile and the rest of the
world will see councillor Perrin’s
proposal as metaphorically spitting
on the graves of Pinochet’s victims.
John Wake
Harlow, Essex

Online Communist Forum

Double fencing

Having experienced those two sets
of ideological slugfests in last week’s
edition (maybe more accurately
those ‘back-alleyway dog fights’
of letters) between Gerry Downing
and Lawrence Parker, also between
Tony Greenstein and Jack Conrad
(it has to be said, with neither those
specific comrades nor that particular
edition of the paper unique in any of
those respects!), I found it helpful by
way of self-administered relaxation
therapy to mull over a joke I recalled
from years ago.
It was about a man who placed
double runs of wire-fencing around
his house and garden and, whenever
asked why he did so, replied that the
outermost one was to “keep elephants
away”, whilst the inner fence was to
“stop Martians from invading planet
Earth”. If then anyone had the nerve
to take matters further by pointing
out to the man that there were no
elephants in his particular part of the
world and that Martians don’t exist,
the man with his extremely cunning
double fencing shot back with how it
just went to show the outer one was
working pretty well, but the inner one
perfectly!
The relevance here is how any

Sunday May 29 5pm

Messianic Zionist colonialism Israel and the Middle East
Speaker: Moshé Machover
Sunday June 5 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

BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX l 07379 532160 l www.weeklyworker.co.uk l editor@weeklyworker.co.uk
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RAILS
Dictating to the estate

ACTION

Tuesday May 31 to Sunday June 12: Performance, Maxilla Social
Club, 2a Maxilla Walk, London W10. Dictating to the estate is a
documentary play by Nathaniel McBride about events leading up to
the Grenfell Tower fire. Presented by Special Measures. Directed by
Lisa Goldman and Natasha Langridge.
Tickets £15 (£7.50) or pay what you can.
ticketsource.co.uk/Special-Measures/dictating-to-the-estate/e-rxzyjz.

The battle for democracy in Britain and Ireland

Jumping through the hoops

As RMT members vote overwhelmingly for industrial action,
the Tories are threatening to enact yet more anti-trade union
laws. Eddie Ford urges defiance

A

fter a ballot of over 40,000
members, the Rail, Maritime
and Transport union announced
on May 24 an “overwhelming” vote
in favour of industrial action across
Network Rail and 16 other train
operating companies1. That is, 71%
of those balloted took part in the vote
with 89% voting in favour of strike
action - meaning the RMT managed
to successfully jump through the
hoops of the anti-trade union laws.
Each company is balloted separately.
At least 50% of members must vote,
and 40% of eligible voters must vote
‘yes’2.
The union’s press statement says
they will now be “demanding urgent
talks” with the companies over pay,
jobs and safety to find a “negotiated
settlement”, while the RMT’s NEC
discusses “a timetable for strike
action from mid-June” - as the union
has to give notice - but “we sincerely
hope” ministers will encourage the
employers to return to the table
and “hammer out a reasonable
settlement”. Aslef, the traindrivers’
union, too might ballot its members
over the dispute with ScotRail, a
newly nationalised industry which
has axed about a third of its services
after a large majority of its 1,200
drivers refused to work overtime.
Aslef has also warned it will not
tolerate a further pay freeze. Not to be
outdone, TSSA, the other main rail
union, has also said it is considering a
ballot of its 20,000 members. Manuel
Cortes, general secretary, has talked
about a “summer of discontent” that
could be the biggest walkout since
the 1926 General Strike.
If all three rail unions were to take
industrial action, it would certainly
amount to one of the biggest strikes
in modern British history - if, by
modern, you mean post-Thatcher.
Yes, a national signallers’ strike
stopped trains intermittently across
the country in 1994. But since
privatisation and the introduction
of draconian anti-trade union laws,
disputes have largely been regional.
However, this time could be
different, given the sheer numbers
and geographic spread, with so
many firms and the involvement of
Network Rail - an “arm’s length”
public body of the Department for
Transport, with no shareholders,
which is legally bound to reinvest its
income in the railways.
Grant Shapps, the transport
secretary, is threatening to bring in
yet more anti-trade union legislation.
Namely, “minimum service levels”
laws for vital infrastructure services,
as floated in the last Conservative
manifesto, whereby the unions must
agree to keep some sort of skeleton
service going. You are meant to vote
for strike action and then make sure
that the strike is ineffective. In other
words, the Tories are demanding that
the union itself organises scabbing.
Such a move by Shapps would
effectively deny the right to strike.
According to Shapps, the rail

unions these days do not have much
power, as people have more choice apparently they can decide to go by
car or get on a bus. But in reality,
depending on where you live, this is
not the case. In London, for example,
at rush hour things move at a crawl
at the best of times. In the event of
a strike on the underground system
buses become so overcrowded that
it is impossible to get in them. A
journey which should take half an
hour takes two or more hours. The
City of London, the world’s second
financial centre, the source of so much
government revenue and so many
million pound bonuses, finds it more
and more difficult to function ... and,
therefore the calls for concessions
or a clampdown on what is one of
the few remaining concentrations of
effective trade union power.
We have also heard from the
secretary of state for education,
Nadhim Zahawi. He has suggested
that teachers’ unions will be
downgraded when it comes to
individual
disputes
between
employee and employer. This is
meant to be based on a recent survey
where 28% of teachers said they
were not satisfied with the service
provided by the unions. This is hardly
surprising as we all know that a lot
of people, not least in teaching, only
join a union because it provides some
sort of legal protection in case they
fall foul of the law or get accused of
something untoward, like expressing
the wrong kind of political opinion.
The union is there to provide legal
representation and support, not
collective action. In other words,
like so many unions in Britain these
days, the teachers’ unions act more
as an insurance policy that anything a
time traveller from a few decades ago
would recognise as trade unionism
- ie, the shop stewards of the
1940s-70s. If you sacked someone
then, the chances were that the entire
workforce would be called out on
strike until the matter was settled.
That kind of industrial relations
ruled in many industries up to the
1970s, when the Labour government
incorporated the trade union
bureaucracy into a much closer
relationship with the state. In return
for allowing greatly increased union
membership levels, they gutted
the trade unions in the workplace
of any real power. We went from a
situation where the shop steward
would directly collect trade union
dues from members - and therefore
talk to them, find out who was
happy or unhappy, generally take
the temperature of the workplace
- to one where the employer
automatically docked your pay and
paid the dues straight into the bank
account of the national trade union.
With workplace collective strength
increasingly neutered, industrial
relations increasingly became a
matter for industrial tribunals, the
lowest level of the court system. That
suited the trade union bureaucracy,

but disempowered the workforce at
the point of production.
Since then, not only have
trade unions become thoroughly
bureaucratised and ever more remote,
despite the workforce in Britain
massively increasing from around
12 million to about 30 million, trade
union membership has halved. What
the Labour government of Wilson
and Callaghan gave to the trade
union bureaucracy in return for ‘pay
restraint’, the Tory government of
Thatcher took away with the rigours
of the market, mass unemployment
and the ‘freedom’ not to join a trade
union.
There remain a few pockets of
effective trade unionism such as the
rail unions. Clearly, the Tories are
out to break that power - but whether
they can actually succeed is an open
question. The union bureaucracy
will huff and puff. But faced with the
seizure of their lovely headquarters
or a freeze on their bank accounts
they might well be inclined to obey
the law. However, we are not dealing
with an equivalent of 1984-1985,
when the Tory government was
quite prepared to destroy an entire
industry. They are not going to
destroy the rail industry, which they
know would be utter madness. This
is certainly not like the 1960s, with
Lord Beeching, chair of British Rail,
whose infamous report led to the
ripping up of just over 4,000 miles of
the railway network and the closure
of numerous stations on ‘cost and
efficiency’ grounds. In 1966 Britain
was left with just 13,721 miles of
railway lines, with a further 2,000
miles lost by the end of the 1960s.
However, even with many
workers, especially amongst the socalled professions, accounting, the
law, civil servants, administration,
local government, etc, insisting on
their right to work from home, there
will not be another Lord Beeching:
not even Grant Shapps could take
on that role nowadays. Capital itself
would object.
No less to the point, if the Tories
push through yet more anti-trade
union laws, as they easily could
with an 80-seat majority, what that
will produce, at least in a period of
relatively full employment, might
well not be the compliant, servile,
trade union bureaucracy they
wish for. Rather, it may produce
a modernday version of Captain
Swing, Nedd Ludd and Rebecca.
In other words an unofficial, even
terroristic, trade unionism that
glories in defying the law, breaking
the law, making the law ineffective.
Frankly, that is exactly what we wish
for l
eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. rmt.org.uk/news/rmt-declares-

overwhelming-mandate-for-national-strikeaction-on.
2. www.personneltoday.com/hr/trade-unionballoting-rules-take-effect-1-march.

Thursday June 2, 6pm: Weekly online education series covering
the history of republican ideas and their link to socialism.
This talk: ‘Helen Macfarlane, the Chartists and working class
republicanism in the 1840s’. Speaker: Steve Freeman.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/2817172425242117.

Free gig for Gaza

Friday June 3, 7pm: Outdoor concert, Ross Theatre, Princes Street
Gardens, Edinburgh EH2. Local bands in support of the campaign
to get Edinburgh twinned with Gaza. Bill includes Jennifer Ewan
Band, Stoned Holy Rollers, Junkman’s Choir and Suffrajitsu.
Organised by Twin Edinburgh with Gaza:
www.facebook.com/events/584006652809466.

Nuclear power: insecure, unsafe, unsustainable
Monday June 6, 7pm: Webinar. The impact of nuclear power on
the environment, health and security. How nuclear energy damages
lives, communities and the environment. Links between nuclear
power and nuclear weapons. Speakers: Dr Ian Fairlie (consultant on
radioactivity in the environment) and Lorraine Rekmans (president
of the Green Party of Canada).
Organised by Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament:
www.facebook.com/CNDuk.

War, peace and accountability in Yemen

Tuesday June 7, 6pm: Panel discussion, The Frontline Club,
13 Norwich Place, London W2 and via Zoom. Main speaker:
Abdulrasheed Al Faqih, executive director of Yemeni organisation
Mwatana for Human Rights, who will describe the situation in
Yemen following the recent truce. Registration free.
Organised by Campaign Against Arms Trade:
www.facebook.com/campaignagainstarmstrade.

Introduction to radical anthropology

Tuesday June 7, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and biological
anthropology. This talk is online only, via Zoom: ‘The history of the
menstrual hut’. Speaker: Chris Knight.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
www.facebook.com/events/1709209886082415.

After child Q, police out of our schools

Saturday June 11, 11am: ‘Conference for the Black Child’, Stoke
Newington School, Clissold Road, London N16. The horrific
treatment of Child Q by police exposes the reality of institutional
racism in education. The angry response by students, parents and
teachers shows the capacity to organise and demand real change.
Organised by Stand Up To Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/700064841308952.

No knighthood for Tony Blair

Monday June 13, 12 noon: Protest at the annual Garter Day
procession, Windsor Castle, SL4. Blair should be facing a war
crimes trial, but instead he will be joining the queen to receive a
knighthood. Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
www.facebook.com/events/1308840929629128.

Oppose war drive against Russia and China
Wednesday June 15, 7pm: Public meeting, Pearce Institute,
840-860 Govan Road, South Side, Govan G51. Britain out of Nato.
Remove all sanctions on Russia. Withdraw all British troops from
eastern Europe and end all military supplies to the region.
Organised by Glasgow Against Nato Action Committee:
www.facebook.com/groups/505516981059862.

We demand better

Saturday June 18, 10.30am: National demonstration. Assemble
outside BBC, Portland Place, London W1, then march to Parliament
Square for rally. Working people have had enough. Everything’s
going up but our wages. Tell this government: we demand better!
Organised by the TUC: www.tuc.org.uk/DemandBetter.

Orgreave 38th anniversary

Saturday June 18, 1pm: March and rally. Assemble City Hall,
Barkers Pool, Sheffield S1. Demand truth and justice for striking
miners brutalised by the state at Orgreave on June 18 1984.
Organised by Orgreave Truth and Justice Campaign:
www.facebook.com/events/675109913744008.

Jarrow rebel town festival

Saturday June 25, 10.30am: Parade, speeches and musicians.
Assemble pedestrian tunnel, Tyne Street, Jarrow NE32. Led by
Felling Silver Band. Speakers include Jeremy Corbyn MP, Kate
Osbourne MP and David John Douglass.
Organised by Follonsby Miners Lodge Banner Heritage and
Community Association: www.facebook.com/FollonsbyBanner.

Revolution! a Marxist festival of ideas

Saturday June 25 and Sunday June 26: Online festival. Sessions
include: Is globalisation over? / Capitalism and catastrophe: profits,
pandemics and climate chaos / The new world disorder: against
imperialism east and west / Fighting racism: Marxism vs identity
politics. Free registration. Organised by Counterfire:
www.facebook.com/events/2221094694712613.

CPGB wills

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

Talking loud, saying nothing

Paul Demarty checks in on the congress of the Socialist Party in England and Wales - a decision-making
body apparently without decisions to make

J

udging by the official report, the
recent congress of the Socialist
Party in England and Wales
had at least some virtues commonly
denied communists participating in
such events.
It took its time, for a start, taking
place over three days. It seems
to have covered a lot of ground,
at least in terms of the topics
discussed. SPEW does not indulge
in the laughable security theatre that
characterises the Socialist Workers
Party’s annual conference. Speakers
are quoted by their actual names, so
it is possible to glean which figures
took which line.
The problem, of course, is that this
is a purely theoretical consideration,
given the actual content of the
report, which rather leaves the
impression that there are no lines of
division at all. Three days were set
aside - three days in comrades’ no
doubt busy lives, away from work
and family and indeed the duties
of numerous officials in the wider
workers’ movement - three days in
which apparently nobody disagreed
with anything anybody else said, but
merely nodded along sagely.
Can it be so? The report’s author,
Kevin Parslow, begins his article
with the statement: “Congress is
the most important democratic
decision-making body of the
Socialist Party. It is always a very
important event, an opportunity
to step back to clarify our ideas.”1
How can it be so important, when
comrade Kevin cannot seem to
identify a single decision that was
actually made, democratically or
otherwise, or indeed a single idea
that was usefully clarified?
We could take, as a pertinent
illustration, the question of SPEW’s
programme. According to comrade
Kevin, “Socialist Party members
have been discussing a new draft
programme for the party” - over an
eight-month period a draft produced
by the executive committee has
been discussed in branches, and
“members have suggested additions
and amendments”. A fine and
important exercise, no doubt one we in the CPGB wish was
undertaken more frequently by more
of our fellow left organisations. Any
reader not familiar with the details
of that discussion period, however,
will be confronted unavoidably with
the question: what amendments and
additions?
There would then follow further
questions: what attitude did the EC
take to these amendments? “Lenny
Shail, speaking on behalf of the
[EC], explained that the programme
encapsulated how we are adapting
to a changed situation.” Good for
Lenny, but what about the actual
points of substance? Comrade
Kevin does not name a single
point of contention. Amazingly, he
does not even tell us whether the
document was voted on by congress
- is it now finished? Does debate
continue? If so, why? What needs
to be ironed out? This is presumably
the most important decision before
the most important decision-making
body of an organisation that (as we
shall see) certainly regards itself as
the most important contingent of
the socialist movement. Yet its own
official report does not consider the
outcome worthy of notice!
To this sort of bland, textureless
report, we could contrast illustrious
historical examples: above all, the
Second Congress of the Russian
Social Democratic Labour Party,

Some voted for, some voted against ... but when and for what? (Mary Finch)
which began the BolshevikMenshevik split. In his own
commentary on the affair, Lenin
urged readers not to take his word for
it, but to obtain and read thoroughly
the full stenographic minutes of the
congress. (We await with interest, or
perhaps trepidation, the minutes of
the SPEW congress of 2022 … )
Of course, we may not expect
Peter Taaffe and co to meet the
standards set by Lenin, Trotsky,
Martov and so on; but it so happens
that the CPGB has recently been
revising parts of our programme,
and regular readers of this paper
will have learned that (for example)
we had very sharp disagreements
on one specific demand: that the
working day for nursing mothers
should be limited to six hours. This
disagreement has been reported
in several aggregate articles, and
those articles have themselves
been criticised by the minority. It
can get messy; but it is common
in political disagreement for the
contending parties to disagree
(even sometimes about what the
disagreement is), which makes it
imperative that space is found in the
press to fight things out. How else
would someone in our orbit be able
to judge the differences themselves?
SPEW has a larger periphery than
ours, so its duties are more urgent in
this respect.

The split

Another example is worth noting.
A similarly detailed but vacuous
account is given of a ‘debate’ on
women’s liberation. An opening
by Christine Thomas covered basic
points about the double burden
and so on, sharpened by the Covid
pandemic:
But lockdown has also had a
radicalising effect on a layer of
women, who are questioning
why gender inequality is still
so pervasive, as well as moving
into struggle against the bosses
trying to make workers pay …
Internationally, anger at the
inequality caused by the 200708 economic crisis had spilled
over into anger at all forms of
inequality and injustice; the
context for huge protests by

women against issues such as
gender violence, sexism and
reproductive rights.2
This is a slightly peculiar analysis it seems to imply that the economic
crisis of 15 years ago is at the root
of various struggles around the
women’s question, and likewise
“gender inequality” is rather
clumsily linked to struggle against
the bosses - not that these questions
are not importantly connected,
but the implication is that this is
‘spontaneously’ obvious to people
and at the root of movements like
the Sarah Everard vigils and so
forth. For all that, “there are also
limitations to movements that are
restricted to changing the law and
changing attitudes. Socialists have
to intervene and try to orientate
movements towards the working
class and the trade unions.”
No disagreement is reported,
but rather further details on how
bad things are for parents (from
comrade Bea Gardner) and for
women of south Asian origin (Faria
Attique), and a heart-warming tale
from a comrade in Devon: “Women,
she said, are conditioned to feel
useless, but the Socialist Party had
empowered her.”
This is remarkable, primarily
because not that long ago SPEW
forced through a split in its toytown
international, the Committee for a
Workers’ International, ostensibly
because its opponents (who formed
a majority of the international
leadership) had capitulated to petty
bourgeois feminism, Mandelism
and related ills. The ‘petty bourgeois
feminist’ and ‘Mandelite’ ideas so
decried were essentially identical
to the analysis offered by comrade
Thomas, with a difference of
emphasis on tactics in relation to
the feminist movement and so forth.
This issue was important enough, I
repeat, for an international split to be
engineered by Taaffe and his cronies
in London, but not so important
that ideas substantially identical to
the opposing side of the split were
contested at SPEW’s congress.
It is as if the whole affair, which
cost the CWI a third or more of
its international membership, had
simply never happened. More

proof, if any were needed, that the
substantial principle involved was
the Peter Principle - the unquestioned
dominance of the historic leadership
of the ‘international’.

Playing the hits

If the leadership cannot be allowed to
change, how much less so the lead it
gives! The CWI split is not the only
piece of recent history that may as well
have happened in another fragment of
the multiverse, for all the difference it
makes to SPEW’s politics.
Almost every speaker that the
report mentions made points that
will be familiar to long-term SPEWwatchers. We read that “global revolt
is on [the] agenda”, as it always is.
Mark Evans of Swansea noted “the
anger in society, yet a feeling of
impotence exists for many at present”;
but “this is not true for every worker,
particularly those who have struggled.
Once it moves, the working class is an
unstoppable force”. We need to build
for the June 18 trade union day of
action, but use it as a springboard for
“coordinated action”. Rob Williams,
who heads up SPEW’s trade union
work, “said there is not another
party that supports and engages with
workers’ disputes as much as we do,
and participates as seriously”. He
concluded: “A new mass workers’
party is urgently needed”; and “if
Jeremy Corbyn or the trade unions
initiated a new party, it would have
big potential to grow”.
Comrade Williams is not wholly
wrong to hail SPEW’s contribution
to the unions - they certainly are
good militants in most cases, and
much was made at the congress of
their success in recruiting among
striking refuse workers on their home
turf of Coventry. But a Trotskyist
organisation is surely supposed to
be solving the “crisis of proletarian
leadership”, the recruitment of
militants in ones and twos being only
a subordinate objective; and the only
clear lead SPEW has ever given at that
level - demanding unions disaffiliate
from Labour - is spectacularly
disproven by events. That it may look
more attractive in the current context
only makes its wrong-headedness
more dangerous.
Which brings us to the ‘new
mass workers’ party’ theme, which

has been sounded endlessly since at
least the end of SPEW’s participation
in the Socialist Alliance, and most
particularly since its Campaign for
a New Workers Party (from 2006)
and the Trade Unionist and Socialist
Coalition (2010 to present).
The mention of Jeremy Corbyn at
this point brings to mind the rather
embarrassing failure of the perspective
that led to these ill-starred initiatives SPEW’s view that the Labour Party
had entirely severed its working class
character and become just another
bourgeois party. That perspective was
spectacularly exposed as being way
off the mark by the victory of Corbyn
in the 2015 leadership election. Yet
the subsequent defeat and capitulation
of the Labour left mercifully absolves
Taaffe and his allies from accounting
for this failure of analysis; so it is
as you were, comrades. (Whether
Corbyn is fit to lead any such new
party, given his shameful conduct with
respect to phoney accusations against
his supporters over the years, is not a
concern for SPEW, apparently.)
Wading through such complacent,
self-deceiving drivel - which would
have felt a bit gauche at a public rally,
but is an insult to the very idea of a
party congress - we are reminded of
Max Shachtman’s damning verdict
on the 1948 congress of the Fourth
International. He wrote of the
executive committee’s official report
to the congress:
The only claim to distinction
the report could make is that it
was one of the most lamentable
performances in the history of
the movement. For, carefully
scraped out emptiness, it remained
unexcelled by any of its rivals
at other sessions. To be sure,
the reporter took care to refer to
the reactionary character of the
Stalinist and reformist parties; he
noted with pride that the centrist
organisations had not become
mass movements, whereas the
Fourth International, in the face
of great difficulties, had not
disappeared; he did not fail to
dwell loudly on his unshattered
faith in the working class, his
confidence in socialism, and
his conviction that the Fourth
International would overcome all
obstacles - including, presumably,
such reports as he was delivering.
It is debatable if the
speech, sodden with cheerless
commonplaces, would have
been appropriate even at some
anniversary celebration in a
mountain village. Its suitability as
a report of the executive committee
to a congress was not debatable.
Consequently it was not debated not at all, not by anyone and not
for a single moment.3
Alas, our comrades in SPEW seem
equally unable to truly confront their
similarly troubled recent history;
and, if their leaders will not face up
to the problem, the result can only be
cynicism and intellectual passivity
in the ranks. It is long past time that
these bad habits were abandoned
- and the bad politics that are their
cause and consequence l
paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk

Notes
1. www.socialistparty.org.uk/

articles/95650/19-05-2022/socialist-partycongress-2022.
2. Ibid.
3. Quoted by Jim Higgins at www.marxists.
org/archive/higgins/1997/locust/chap02.htm.
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FINLAND

Stampeded by Russia’s attack

Public and parliamentary opinion have undergone a panicked swing away from non-alignment. Jan Nyström
reports on the attempt to forge a principled opposition to Nato membership

F

inland’s historic decision to
apply for Nato membership can
only be understood against a
centuries-long difficult relationship
with Russia, while at the same time
providing us with an example of
a parliamentary left completely
capitulating on its principles and
almost uncritically accepting an
imperialist agenda in reaction to
media hysteria.
It is also a story of an elite
using fear and confusion caused by
Russia’s murderous attack to fulfil its
long-held plans. Much of the public
discussion about Nato membership
revolves around the relationship to
Russia and the traumatic feelings
of subservience that the media
translates into revanchist aggression.
Nato membership is frequently
painted as a realisation of full
national sovereignty, so, in order to
understand the background to the
decision and its popularity, it might
be useful to look at the tensions that
previously characterised Finnish
neutrality.
Once it became evident that Nazi
Germany was not going to win World
War II, the Finnish bourgeoisie,
alongside their social democratic
brothers in arms, were forced to
reorient their attitude to the Soviet
Union. Peace terms meant ceding
Karelia in southern Finland, and
Petsamo and Salla in the north, plus
heavy reparations and the renting
of Porkkala, close to Helsinki, as a
Soviet military base (the lease ending
in 1956). Nevertheless, Finland
retained its national sovereignty
as a capitalist economy. The peace
treaty also dictated that fascist
organisations were to be disbanded,
and the Communist Party became
legal for the first time.
The Moscow-loyal, communistdominated People’s Democratic
League got almost a quarter of the
votes in parliamentary elections right
after the war in 1945. This was like
the prayer of Honkajoki, a Finnish
soldier from Väinö Linna’s great
novel about the ‘continuation war’,
The unknown soldier: “And finally,
together and separately, protect those
Finnish gentlemen from losing their
heads in the Karelian pine tree for the
second time. Amen.” This indicated
that the popular rightwing trope
that Finns unbearably suffered from
having a friendly and cooperative
relationship with the Soviet Union
was not true: on the contrary, it
reflected the will of the majority of
peace-loving working people.
But it was not just the left, as was
exemplified by the popularity of the
rightwing and centre, and the two
freely elected, neutralist presidents:
the rightwing Juho Kusti Paasikivi;
and the ‘centrist’, Urho Kekkonen.
The ‘Paasikivi-Kekkonen line’
became synonymous with the
peaceful coexistence of a small
capitalist country and its bureaucratic
socialist, superpower neighbour.
An important part of this was the
doctrine of neutrality, enshrined in
the 1948 Agreement of Friendship,
Cooperation and Mutual Assistance
(the YYA treaty), that acknowledged
the neutral position of Finland and
its duty to defend Finnish territory
against “Germany or its allies”. The
protocol also stated that Finland
could and should ask for Soviet
defence assistance if needed.
This ominous paragraph was
used in the internal political game.
Adhering to the creed of neutrality
and good relations to the east became
a requirement for admission to the
political elite. Political and economic

Aligned, non-aligned: what matters is the interests of the working class
power was intertwined with trade
with the Soviet Union, which was
an important factor in the rise of
Finnish living standards after the
war and a source of great capitalist
riches. The 70s and 80s was the time
of ‘Finlandisation’ - a term invented
by German political scientists mostly
for domestic use, but widely used
in Finland as a pejorative term for
bowing to the east.
Yet the Finnish bourgeoisie was
never completely comfortable with
this peaceful coexistence. From their
point of view one of its negative
characteristics was that putting down
the left was more difficult - working
class groups had to be given some
kind of political role - something they
never had before the war. At the same
time, however, class-consciousness
was absorbed into a welfare-statist
spirit of consensus. Even the left
split from the Communist Party of
Finland was essentially conservative:
it regarded class struggle as best
exemplified by unflinching loyalty to
Moscow - a Moscow which needed
Finland more as a neutral, friendly,
capitalist country than a candidate
for Sovietising.

Russia-Ukraine

In the heyday of ‘Finlandisation’, the
country was already moving closer to
the west. However, in 1973 Finland
signed a free-trade agreement with
the European Economic Community,
which a few years later became part
of the European Union, of course.
After the collapse of Soviet Union
the liberalisation of the economy and
more open assertion of dominance
over the working class was high on
the agenda of Finnish capitalists.
This was assisted by a deep
economic crisis, partly caused
by the collapse of the debt-based
boom following the deregulation
of financial markets in the 80s
and partly by the end of the FinnoSoviet trade deal. Finland signed a
‘partnership for peace’ agreement
with Nato in 1994 and joined the
EU in 1995. Finland also bought
64 American fighter jets, further
tying defence capabilities to western
cooperation. In 2002 the Social
Democratic prime minister, Paavo
Lipponen, visited George Bush and
Dick Cheney in Washington, where
he expressed support for the invasion
of Iraq and was promised US support
for Finnish membership of Nato.
However, it took 20 years before this
dream of the Finnish elite became
a reality, mostly due to the staunch
popular support for non-alliance.

Everything changed after Russia’s
attack on Ukraine. The fear of a
seemingly unhinged Russia was
demonstrated in a poll immediately
afterwards, which for the first time
saw ‘yes to Nato’ exceed 50%. Since
then there has been growing support
for membership, aided by gruesome
media images of Russian atrocities
- usually portrayed as something
unheard of, as opposed to the reality
of modern war so familiar to millions
in Afghanistan, Yemen, Libya,
Syria … Now, it seems, Russia had
completely changed, was ruled by
a madman and could no longer be
trusted. Politicians, researchers
and activists trying to discuss the
complexity of the situation and the
role of Nato expansion and western
interests in Ukraine and towards
Russia were harshly criticised by
liberal pundits as ‘whataboutists’ and
useful idiots, if not outright Putinists
or paid Kremlin agents.
Russia’s
attack
gave
the
government of prime minister Sanna
Marin a reason to make use of the socalled Nato option that was part of its
programme.1 This declared that the
government, while still committed to
non-alliance, reserved the right to reevaluate this position if the security
situation
essentially
changed.
Until a few months ago only the
small Swedish People’s Party of
Finland and the opposition National
Coalition Party had declared support
for Nato. Thus, on paper there was
an overwhelming non-alliance
majority in the Finnish parliament.
Even president Sauli Niinistö had
been a supporter of a referendum on
Nato before the Russian invasion,
but afterwards a referendum was
considered as either unnecessary,
as the popular will was supposedly
amply manifested in opinion polls, or
too susceptible to Russian influence.
Thus, the state establishment took
the decision to seek membership in
a situation where most members
of parliament were elected as
either supporters of non-alliance
or undecided on the question;
and citizens were not given the
opportunity to state their opinion
in a referendum. Furthermore, the
decision was made hastily during a
crisis, when the fog of war made it
impossible for the majority to arrive
at a balanced judgement about the
real situation. Amongst all this chaos
and panic one must remember that
there was no actual ‘security threat’
directed against Finland.
The Social Democrats under
Marin were quick to take up the

Nato option, which gave them
the opportunity to discard their
commitment to non-alliance. ‘Left’
figures like the veteran, Erkki
Tuomioja, voiced some criticism, but
all these mildly Nato-critical Social
Democrats ultimately caved in and, in
the parliamentary vote, membership
of Nato was unanimously supported
by the Social Democrats, completely
cementing the party’s standing as an
imperialist party. In the Left Union,
on the other hand, the vote was split nine for Nato and six against. Earlier
the party had decided that it would
not leave the Marin government over
Nato, even though its programme
states that Finland should not be
part of any alliance. But, of course,
for opportunists programmes are not
worth the paper that they are printed
on - it is votes that count and both
parties have already decided not to
let the 2023 general election become
a Nato election.

The left

The Finnish parliament approved the
Nato application by 188 votes to 8,
so the Left Union’s six made up a
substantial part of the opposition (the
other two being on the right - one of
them the openly Putinist far right).
Could these six form a principled
opposition bloc to militarism and
imperialism and could their example
lead to an anti-imperialist left
renaissance?
Sadly, I do not see this happening,
as these Nato opponents are not
questioning its bourgeois politics per
se: they are only attaching opposite
truth values to it. In other words,
while Nato proponents claim that
Finland’s security will be enhanced
by membership, its opponents say
that it will be in greater peril. There is
nothing socialist in this: it is all part
of the bourgeois debate on what is in
the interests of the nation-state - and
certainly not what is in the interests
of the working class.
Beyond the parliamentary left,
Finland’s two small communist
parties, the SKP (Communist Party
of Finland) and KTP (Communist
Workers Party), are actively involved
in a ‘Stop Nato’ campaign that is
trying to organise larger resistance,
popular-front style. Although there
is a lot that it is laudable in this
campaign, it is not unproblematic
from a Marxist perspective. The
campaign lists as its main arguments
against Nato:
1. The human and economic costs of
wars, weapons and military alliances.
2. Malevolence of US imperialism.

3. Loss of Finnish neutrality and the
country’s positive role for peace.
4. Neutrality between east and west.
5. Lack of any national consensus
over Nato.
6. Independent defence has been the
backbone of military strategy.
7. Finland would become part of the
Nato frontline against Russia.
8. The established foreign policy line
would be changed with unpredictable
consequences.2
While these concerns are real,
coming from socialists they are
disappointing, to put it mildly.
They vary, from social-pacifism
at their best to social-patriotism
at their worst. Wishing to hit the
lowest common denominator of
vaguely leftist Nato critics, the
communists have forsaken the
essence of the question: commitment
to class struggle and the fight against
imperialism. When the Finnish
social democrats in summer 1917, as
urged by Alexandra Kollontai, chose
to join the Zimmerwald movement,
they did it to take a stand against
all imperialism, for the freedom of
all peoples and to keep their party
firmly on the track of anti-imperialist
class struggle.
However, to give a voice to a
principled working class, socialist
and anti-imperialist opposition to
Nato, a network of far-left groups
has also been formed. The Radical
Left Against Nato welcomes all
organisations that approve of its
principles: opposition to Nato on the
basis of working class independence
that sees lasting peace under
capitalism as impossible and has
revolution and socialism as its goals.
Furthermore there must be opposition
to the Finnish bourgeois state, which
means discarding the arguments
about ‘best for Finland’. Whether
they are for or against Nato, those
that put Finland first are deceivers,
hiding the class contradictions that
are central to socialists.
The network is not striving to
impose unity of thought or expression
on its affiliated organisations,
but is looking to facilitate unity
in action against Nato. Forging
such unity is not an easy task, as
there are disagreements on many
fundamental questions among the
participants, ranging from anarchists
to Trotskyists and independently
minded communists. Positively they
see open discussion and criticism
as the way forward for overcoming
sectarianism, building a real socialist
opposition to Nato and creating unity
on the revolutionary left.
The Nato process, that has only
just started, and has already put
Finland and Sweden at the centre
of current imperialist power games,
as exemplified by the demands of
Turkey, is going to be a watershed
period for the Finnish left. While the
pro-imperialist left will claim that it
is possible to influence Nato from the
inside, it will also claim that it still
champions the fight for social justice
for the less fortunate members of
society.
It is the task of socialists to
expose this hypocrisy and demand
a principled position against
imperialism and for the global
proletarian cause. A left that is
giving up its principles will not be
able to fight against the cuts and
privatisation that Finnish people will
undoubtedly be facing after the 2023
elections l

Notes
1. www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/finland-

wants-to-use-the-Nato-option.
2. www.stopNato.fi/uncategorized/stopNato.
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UKRAINE

Notes on the war

Both the social-imperialists and the pro-Kremlin left fail to put the working class at the centre of their
perspectives and look instead to either Nato or the Putin regime as an agent of social progress. Jack Conrad
calls for rebellion against those who betray the elementary principles of socialism

L

ike other great men down
on their luck, Vladimir
Vladimirovich Putin appears
unwilling to offer a public
explanation as to the causes that have
led his ‘special military operation’ to
so spectacularly backfire. His Victory
Day speech in Moscow’s Red Square
on May 9 drew inevitable parallels
with World War II and contained
the usual list of grievances, but there
was nothing, nothing in the way of a
frank and honest assessment.
The facts, however, surely, speak
for themselves.
Instead of Russian forces
powering down upon Kyiv,
surrounding, taking the capital
city within days, capturing, killing
or forcing Volodymyr Zelensky
into exile, a combination of stiff
Ukrainian resistance and astounding
Russian military incompetence saw
a humiliating retreat. Thousands
of Russian troops and many more
Ukrainians, military and civilian,
lay dead, or were horribly injured, in
this, the first phase of the war.
Zelensky, the ‘lion of Ukraine’,
now sits secure in his Kyiv bunker
and is feted and courted by the west.
He appears on TV and radio stations,
before parliaments, assemblies
and congresses and is all-in-all
showered with praise and adulation.
Politicians, from Boris Johnson to
Antony Blinken, from Emmanuel
Macron to Nancy Pelosi, from Liz
Truss to Justin Trudeau have gained
much kudos after well publicised
visits. Triumph at Turin’s Eurovision
song contest symbolically marks
Ukraine’s victory, when it comes to
soft power.
Far from the eastward march of
Nato being halted, Putin, the man who
oversaw defeat of Georgia in a mere
five days, who reunited Crimea with
mother Russia and who faced down
the US over Syria, has seen France,
Italy and Germany thoroughly
subordinated to US strategic plans,
Finland and Sweden apply for Nato
membership and Ukraine act as a
militarily very successful proxy in
what is a (Nato-armed) people’s war
against the Russian invaders.
What about the supposed aim
of ‘deNazification’? I take this as
code for regime change in Kyiv - or
maybe even code for the abolition of
Ukraine itself as a separate country.
A not unreasonable assumption.
After all, Putin’s July 2021 essay,
‘On the historic unity of Russians
and Ukrainians’, claims that Ukraine
is an artificial entity and not a real
nation “separate from Russia”. Lenin
and the Bolsheviks are blamed for
establishing “a federation of equal
republics” and thereby planting
a constitutional “timebomb”, a
“timebomb” which finally exploded
in 1991 in what Putin calls a “parade
of sovereignties”.1
Well, perhaps, as Putin argues,
the original Slavic root of the term
‘Ukraine’ meant ‘borderlands’
- interesting, but nothing more.
Historians,
including
Marxist
historians,
have,
of
course,
investigated the Norman origins
of the Kyivan and Muscovite Rus
states, the religious-ideological
influence of the Byzantine empire,
the impact of the Mongol invasion,
the expansionism of the PolishLithuanian Commonwealth, the
Brest-Litovsk treaty, etc. But what
really matters - well, for us, though

A war of artillery and bite-and-hold - for the moment
clearly not for Putin - is what the
mass of the population actually think;
and today the mass of Ukrainians
unmistakably think of themselves
as very Ukrainian. That, for us, is
what decides whether or not there is
a Ukrainian nation … a historically
constituted people, which occupies
a common territory, speaks a
common language and is united by a
common economic life and political
consciousness.
If the ‘special military operation’
was designed to restore the “historic
unity” of the Russian and Ukrainian
peoples in some brotherly neo-tsarist
empire (along with, one presumes,
White Russia), the opposite has, in
fact, happened. National antagonisms
within Ukraine have polarised,
calcified, gone toxic. Reports come
out daily of pro-Russian ‘spies’
and ‘agents’ being denounced
by neighbours, hunted down by
Ukraine’s SSU or simply being shot
by police units, military irregulars
or officially sanctioned troops. As
for the vast majority of UkrainianUkrainians, and perhaps not a few
Russian-Ukrainians, Putin’s invasion
force represents death, destruction,
robbery and rape. For them, there is
nothing welcome about his ‘special
military operation’.
DeNazification can be given a
narrower meaning. It can be taken
as a reference to the Ukrainian farright and organisations such as
Svoboda, National Corps, Social
National Party, Right Sector and,
of course, the Azov battalion/
movement. Politically, the farright is no longer represented in the
Rada, however, since 2014, in the
form of the Azov battalion, it has
constituted the most ideologically
committed element of Ukraine’s
armed forces. Doubtless there are
genuine Nazis in the Azov battalion.

The symbols, the salutes, the banners
are impossible to ignore (except
when it comes to the western media).
However, most consider themselves
followers of Stepan Bandera - a
Ukrainian fascist and, in the early
1940s, a Nazi collaborator who
independently oversaw a horrendous
series of pogroms, in particular
against Poles (well over 100,000
died). True, Bandera temporarily fell
out with the Nazis, but it is surely
significant that the Kyiv government
has voluntarily chosen to elevate
Bandera into a national hero: there
are statues, bridges, squares, postage
stamps and an annual holiday in
his honour. Zelensky himself has
praised Bandera as one of Ukraine’s
“indisputable heroes”.2
So how has the ‘special military
operation’ gone in this respect? Has
the Azov battalion/movement been
exposed, discredited, isolated and
neutralised? Hardly. No, once again,
the opposite has happened. Despite
defeat in the battle for Mariupol, the
Azov battalion has become, in the
Ukrainian nationalist imagination,
something akin to the 300 Spartans
at Thermopylae. Mad, bad and
extraordinarily
dangerous
for
leftwingers, lesbian and gay people,
Jews, Tatars, Roma … and, above
all, to the hated Russians. There
is the distinct possibility, thanks
to the ‘special military operation’,
of the far-right coming back from
the political fringes and returning
to the Rada in far greater strength,
given the fanatical last stand in the
Azovstal steelworks.

Phase two

Phase two of Russia’s war is now
being fought in earnest. Absurdly,
Zelensky claims to have broken the
“backbone” of Putin’s forces. True,
the Russian army was driven back

from Kharkiv, Ukraine’s second
city. Nevertheless, Mariupol and
Kherson in the south have been
taken and Izium is surrounded and
Sievierodonetsk looks like it will
soon undergo the same terrible fate.
Moreover, Ukraine is blockaded
along the Black Sea coastline and
Russia seems to have overcome the
logistical problems that plagued
its drive on Kyiv. Ammunition,
food and fuel are, for the moment,
being successfully delivered to
the frontline - but the further that
Russian forces advance, the longer
and more problematic are the
supply lines.
At the present juncture, the war
is more a matter of artillery and
bite-and-hold position, than tanks
and grand manoeuvre. Russian
artillery - which overwhelmingly
outnumbers what Ukraine can
deploy on the ground - relentlessly
bombards everything before it.
Despite being well dug-in after
eight years of border warfare,
the death toll on the Ukrainian
side, though underreported, must
be very considerable. Hence the
overall picture, on both the eastern
and southern fronts, is of grinding
Russian advance but no dramatic
breakthroughs. Therefore, the
idea of trapping the 30,000-strong
eastern Ukrainian army in a huge
pincer movement seems to have
been put on hold - well, for the time
being. If that happens, it would be a
real game-changer.
Zelensky now speaks of
wanting “everything back”. This
means the whole of Donetsk and
Luhansk - and Crimea too. In other
words, a total Russian defeat. An
uncompromising stance which
owes less to over-hyped Ukrainian
military prowess, more to do with
the geo-strategic calculations being

made in Washington and London.
Zelensky, is, after all, totally
dependent on US-UK arms supplies,
finance and diplomatic support (the
UK being very much the junior
partner). Whereas France, Italy,
Germany … and Henry Kissinger
want a negotiated settlement, the
US-UK axis - yes, emboldened
by Ukraine’s unexpected military
resilience - is quite prepared to
sacrifice the core economies of
the EU, countless Ukrainian lives
and billions of dollars and pounds
in paving the way for regime
change in Moscow. Joe Biden, the
US president, has been perfectly
candid on this score: the “butcher”
Putin, he said, cannot be allowed to
“remain in power”.3
Whether Ukrainian forces are
actually capable of driving Russia
out of Donbass and Crimea is
militarily doubtful. Thwarting the
attempt to take Kyiv, holding out
in Mariupol for two long months
of siege, saving Kharkiv from
being encircled, are real military
achievements. Yet, despite massive
western arms deliveries, poor
Russian moral and huge losses of
tanks, troop carriers and lorries,
the odds remain overwhelming
in Russia’s favour. It has more of
everything - fighting in the field
and ready in reserve.
So, it is unlikely that the USUK axis is banking on an outright
Ukrainian
military
victory,
but
rather on Russia getting
bogged down in a quagmire, an
unwinnable war, which will create
the conditions for regime change
in Moscow: through the siloviki
retiring Putin to a sanitorium; a
colour revolution; launching antiRussian ‘national liberation wars’
in Belarus, Moldova and Georgia;
promoting separatist movements
within the Russia Federation itself in particular amongst the Chechens,
Ingush, Daghestanis, Crimean
Tatars, Yakuts and Volga Tatars
(all options are surely under active
consideration).
If the US state department
could get its man into the Kremlin
- say, the already presidential
Alexei Navalny - Russia would
be stripped of its high-end arms
industry and reduced to an oiland gas-supplying neo-colony.
There is already excited talk of
demilitarising, denuclearising and
decentralising a post-Putin Russia
so as to “remove” it as a threat to
world peace and make it safe for
its neighbours.4 More sober voices
are being raised, warning of a Pax
Sinica: that is a post-Putin Russia
throwing itself into the arms of
China and becoming its AustriaHungary. Either way, the main
strategic target remains China itself.
The US has already set up Taiwan,
Tibet, Hong Kong and Xinjian for
such purposes.
In that context, it is worth
recalling Biden addressing the
regular Business Roundtable of top
American CEOs back in March. He
talked of instituting a “new world
order”, led, of course, by the US.5
In such a new world order the
US would, so he hopes, be able
to “manage” the Eurasian world
island - as envisaged by Zbigniew
Brzezinski.6 The result would
not, however, be a new age of
democracy, peace and prosperity, as
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he promised: rather the imposition
of breakdown, warlordism and
social regression.
The declining US hegemon is
the bringer, nowadays, not of new
heights of (capitalist) civilisation:
eg, the post-World War II social
democratic settlement (in western
Europe, Japan and, with a final
flourish, South Korea, Taiwan
and Singapore). No, instead it
brings barbarism (eg, the contras
in Nicaragua, the mujahedeen
in
Afghanistan,
sectarian
fragmentation in Iraq, civil war
in Libya). Fear of the pending US
new world order, surely - at least in
part - explains why a whole raft of
countries, and not only the ‘usual
suspects’ (eg, Belarus and North
Korea), but China, Iran, Iraq, India,
South Africa … even Pakistan,
have all refused to join its antiRussia crusade.

Pacifism

The majority of the left in Britain
take a social-pacifist position:
eg, Stop the War Coalition, Peace
and Justice, the Morning Star’s
Communist Party of Britain, Left
Unity, CND and Momentum. There
are, naturally, differences and
gradations: eg, some stand for overt
pacifism, others shade over into
overt pacifism. Basically, though,
all peddle the lie that there can be a
lasting peace while capitalism lives.
Revealingly, StWC plays host to
Yuri Sheliazhenko of the Ukrainian
Pacifist Movement, not just to
provide a platform for a brave
war resister, but because it shares
much of his politics. StWC makes
whimpering pleas for governments
on both sides of the conflict to
behave in a less bellicose manner,
for them all to respect legitimate
security concerns and for them
all to adhere to UN treaties and
international laws guaranteeing
national sovereignty. An approach
which effectively lines-up StWC
behind António Guterres and the
United Nations bureaucracy.
Note, the SWP triumvirate of
Alex Callinicos, Charlie Kimber and
Amy Leather stress their “support”
for StWC (Party Notes) and, in the
dull as ditchwater pages of Socialist
Worker, desperately seek dialogue
with well known representatives
of social-imperialism. A shameful
position that ought to have, at last,
provoked a serious rebellion in the,
shrinking, ranks … but, testifying
to the success of the SWP’s ruling
regime in lobotomising one cohort
of bright young kids after another,
so far there is an eerie silence (of
the grave?).
Not surprisingly, any idea,
any suggestion of demanding the
abolition of standing armies and
their replacement by the armed
people, a popular militia, is cowardly
side-stepped or contemptuously
dismissed as “utopian” by the
entire social-pacifist pack! We have
heard it from the SWP, Left Unity,
the CPB - the lot of them. Socialpacifism being, in fact, a variety of
bourgeois pacifism. It is, therefore,
they, the social-pacifists, who are
the utopians.
Not that we dismiss calls for
peace that come from so-called
ordinary people, not least those in
Russia who risk, who experience,
arrest and imprisonment for the
merest act of defiance. Their
disgust with the war, their heartfelt
desire to put an end to the killing,
their instinctive distrust not only
of Putin, but Biden and Johnson
too, should be wholeheartedly
welcomed, encouraged and, yes,
whenever possible, given voice.
However, pacifism is not Marxism,
and in the name of Marxism we
continue to uphold the perspective
of converting wars of conquest,
wars of proxy, wars of nation

versus nation into civil wars for
working class liberation. No matter
how small, no matter how isolated
our forces are at the moment, that is
the main task of today.

Social-imperialism

There is, as already indicated, a
social-imperialist camp. Not, as
we have repeatedly explained,
Sir Keir and the Parliamentary
Labour Party. Obviously. Any
such suggestion is stupid in the
extreme. There is nothing remotely
social about them. They are just
plain, everyday, career bourgeois
politicians and, as such, just as
committed to the Atlantic alliance
and the total defeat of Russia as is
the Joe Biden administration and
the Boris Johnson government.
No,
the
social-imperialist
camp, in Britain, consists of the
thoroughly compromised, far right
of the far left. Eg, the Ukraine
Solidarity Campaign and its
affiliates - Labour Representation
Committee, Alliance for Workers’
Liberty, Anti-Capitalist Resistance,
Emancipation and Liberation
and RS21 - along with individual
supporters such as John McDonnell,
Paul Mason, Nadia Whittome and
Gilbert Achcar. A rogues’ gallery
of Stinger missile ‘socialists’ who
side with the US hegemon, Nato
and their ‘own’ state, in the name
of defending the sovereignty of
‘plucky’ little Ukraine. Along
with the US state department and
UK foreign office, their slogans
are: ‘Arm, arm, arm Ukraine’ and
‘Putin, out, out, out’. Naturally,
despite proven CIA political links
and financial connections, all this
is couched in fake internationalist
and socialist phrases.
There have been a few rebels.
But, sad to say, at least so far,
the unity mongers prevail.
Eg, the LRC’s ‘Red Line TV’,
the supposed successor and
continuation of Labour Briefing,
steadfastly refuses to take sides:
for social-pacifism, for Kyiv,
for the Kremlin, for Marxism
and
revolutionary
defeatism.
Such inexcusable neutralism is
espoused, not least by our former
comrade Tina Werkmann, a ‘Red
Line’ co-host along with Jackie
Walker, in the name of staging
civilised conversations between,
in class terms, irreconcilable
viewpoints. A political stance that
is, frankly, beneath contempt.
Marxism, socialism, communism is
by definition intensely partisan and
demands, not least when it comes
to a situation where there is more
than the whiff of World War III
in the air, a definite position, a
definite standpoint and politics
which provide definite answers.

Pro-Kremlin

What about the pro-Kremlin left?
Whereas the social-imperialists
somehow manage to paint the US,
Nato and the UK as objectively
progressive,
democratic
and
favourable to the working class,
the pro-Kremlin left reasons along
exactly opposite lines. Russia is
portrayed as conducting a justified
war in Ukraine, either with a view
to deNazifying the regime in Kyiv,
or/and to liberating Donbas and
its majority Russian population
from the Nazi terror of the Azov
battalion. Putin’s claim of Russia,
defying, standing against, the
Nazi-promoting US hegemon, has
triggered, as would be expected,
an almost Pavlovian response
from a range of parties, groups and
individuals.
Internationally we see a
Trotskyite-Stalinite interweaving.
It is not only the red-brown
Communist Party of the Russian
Federation which portrays Russian
troops as heroically fighting

to “repel fascism” (Gennady
Zyuganov).7 So does the proKremlin Trotskyite left - eg, Savas
Michael-Matsas and his Workers
Revolutionary Party in Greece.8
Britain is no different. George
Galloway’s
Workers
Party,
the Brarite CPGB (ML), the
New Communist Party, Gerry
Downing’s
Socialist
Fight,
Socialist Action - all see something
progressive in the Putin regime
and its ‘special military operation’
in Ukraine. It could be trumping
US plans for extending Nato, it
could be overthrowing Zelensky’s
pro-western regime, it could be
the “Russian army defending the
Donbas” and “liberating” Mariupol
from the “neo-Nazi Azov battalion”
(Tony Greenstein).9 Either way,
the end result is far removed from
Marxism.
I have argued that, though
they use “devious language”, the
CPB’s Young Communist League
has constituted itself part of the
same pro-Kremlin camp.10 This,
admittedly, is guesswork, a matter
of interpretation. After all, the
YCL’s leadership operates under
the strictures of ‘democratic
centralism’ - ie, bureaucratic
centralism – which, in this case,
bars any public criticism of the
CPB’s social-pacifism. So, while
the YCL’s central committee
expresses its “sadness” at seeing
Russian troops crossing the
Ukrainian border, surely the
giveaway is that its final list of
demands has a highly significant
omission: there is no call for a
Russian withdrawal.11
If I am right, and I think I am,
there is clearly a welcome impulse
underway here. The YCL is
rebelling against the soggy socialpacifism of their CPB elders. A
recent Morning Star article by
James Meechan of Glasgow YCL
surely confirms the thesis. He
writes: “we should consider that the
slogan ‘no war but the class war’ is
not a shibboleth of an ineffectual
left, but watchwords for the
workers’ movement at times like
these”. His piece is spoilt by the
plea for a “prompt ceasefire” and
the wish for a “diplomatic solution”
and “Ukrainian neutrality”, but
it does contain this formulation:
“The best thing we can do to ensure
a peaceful de-escalation of the
conflict in Ukraine is to obstruct
the imperialist ambitions of our
own bourgeoisie … by intensifying
the class struggle at home.”12 It
is, of course, quite possible that
Meechan’s article was subtly edited
by Ben Chacko. Nonetheless,
the fact that it actually appeared
in the Morning Star testifies not
to a commitment to debate and
openness. No, it testifies to a rebel
YCL and the desperate attempt to
stop it following the example of
the Connolly Youth Movement in
Ireland and breaking with its CPB
parent. (The CYM voted in January
2021 to “disaffiliate” from the
Communist Party of Ireland.13)
Another rebel against the CPB’s
soggy social-pacifism is Morning
Star international editor, Steve
Sweeny, who appeared, in his
“personal capacity”, at the May 8
Victory Day meeting organised
by the Workers Party of Britain the other platform speakers were
George Galloway and Ranjeet
Brar. On good authority I am told
that Sweeny has since resigned
from the CPB. Not that you will
read about this, or his reasons for
quitting, in the Morning Star.
The pro-Kremlin left at least has
the virtue of saying that the main
enemy is at home; but the naivety
- and I am assuming it is naivety,
not corruption via RT and Sputnik
and other such Russian avenues - is
truly astounding. The pro-Kremlin

left take Vladimir Putin at his word.
When this gangster, kleptocrat and
devotee of the Orthodox church
says he is committed to the “noble
cause” of deNazifiying Ukraine,
they believe him. Gullible, moronic
even.

Continuation

The pro-Kremlin left gets itself
into an awful muddle trying to
portray Russia as the victim. Some
even quote CPGB members and
supporters who have rightly argued
that Russia is fighting a defensive
war against Nato by invading
Ukraine (Gerry Downing and Tony
Greenstein come to mind14). But
there can be no doubt that Ukraine
is also fighting a defensive war
against Russia.
However, our starting point in
evaluating this war - or any war,
for that matter - is not who invaded
who, who fired the first shot, who
is strong and who is weak. No, we
Marxists take Carl von Clausewitz’s
famous dictum as our starting point.
This celebrated soldier-philosopher
gave us this definition: “War is
a mere continuation of policy by
other [violent] means.”15 Marxists
have quite rightly regarded this
proposition as providing the basis of
their approach to each and every war.
It was certainly from this viewpoint
that Marx and Engels regarded the
various wars that happened during
their lifetime.
Applying this dictum to the
present Russo-Ukrainian war,
Volodymyr Zelensky is an obvious
pawn of the Ukrainian oligarchy,
Nato and, above all, the US. The
war being fought under the name
of Slava Ukraini! is, therefore, in
fact, a proxy war, the continuation
of US domestic and foreign policy,
pursued, certainly, since the early
1980s, ie, breaking trade union
power, the turn to financialisaton
and IMF and World Bank austerity
programmes.
What of Vladimir Putin and his
war? Putin is an obvious product
of the dead end of bureaucratic
socialism, the counterrevolution
within the counterrevolution and
the determination of the KGB/FSB
to prevent the complete collapse of
the Russian Federation as any kind
of world power.
Even under Stalin there was the
wish from amongst the elite to go
over to capitalism. They wanted to
enjoy the security, privileges and
wealth of the millionaires in the
west. With Mikhail Gorbachev,
but especially Boris Yeltsin, they
got their chance. State and party
officials, plus the newly emergent
mafia, grabbed whatever they
could. State assets were robbed,
misappropriated, stolen. The ‘new
Russians’, the so-called oligarchs,
became not mere millionaires, but
billionaires. But as a class they
never established their rule (so
Russia is no oligarchy).
Why this inability of the
capitalist class to rule? We live
in an epoch of capitalist decline,
an epoch of transition - an epoch
of transition where the working
class cannot yet come to power,
but where the capitalist class
increasingly turns, not to productive
investment, revolutionising the
means of production, but to finance,
luxury and sheer indulgence. This
is most certainly the case with
Russia. Its so-called oligarchs have
exported money, not capital (ie,
self-expanding value). Their wealth
- well, until they were sanctioned took the form of swollen offshore
bank accounts, London and New
York properties, English football
clubs and luxury yachts.
Meanwhile, the masses, though
they were promised German living
standards and Swedish levels of
social security, in fact got crashing

living standards and crushing
poverty. Male life expectancy
plunged from 67 to 57. The Russian
Federation, shorn of the other 14
republics, faced the definite prospect
of being reduced to a mere US neocolony. Shock therapy, as advised
by economist Jeffrey Sachs and
his Harvard boys, deindustrialised
Russia and left it in thrall to the
IMF and the World Bank. Hence,
in desperation, the FSB chose Putin
- first as prime minister, then as
Yeltsin’s replacement as president.
The present Russo-Ukrainian
war owes little if anything to Putin’s
mind, his megalomania, his 5′7″
stature, etc, etc. Psychobabble. No,
the ‘special military operation’
is a continuation of the siloviki’s
policy of clamping down on
centrifugal forces undermining
the Russian Federation, not least
uppity oligarchs, and restoring
the superpower status that was
lost with the 1991 break-up of the
Soviet Union. It is not that Putin
and the siloviki are bent on restoring
bureaucratic socialism. No they
are quite content with a capitalist
Russia, except that they want a
bigger, a richer, a more powerful
capitalist Russia. After all, though
Russia is most certainly a capitalist
country, it is economically secondrate. Despite its near 150 million
population, it ranks far behind
Germany, France, the UK and even
Italy in GDP terms. Only because
of gas and oil has Russia been able
to maintain itself as a great military
power. Exports of oil and gas
allowed a first-rate arms industry
and correspondingly powerful
armed forces. So, a giant oil and gas
station with a giant arms industry
attached to it: a fossil-fuel, armsindustry complex.
Of course, the Ukraine war, and
the associated western sanctions
regime, has had a dreadful effect.
Not only have the bank accounts
and assets of oligarchs been frozen
and their yachts seized. The Russian
economy is expected to shrink
by 7.5% and the country’s risk
assessment has been downgraded
from B to D (ie, from fairly high
to very high).16 So maybe now
the Russian Federation should be
classified economically as a thirdrate power.
That anyone on the left would
support the violent continuation
of the policy of such a grossly
malformed example of late
capitalism testifies to a loss of
faith in working class politics - an
abandonment of working class
politics for the politics of bogus antifascism or mere lesser evilism l
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All about press freedom

The case of Julian Assange represents the most dangerous and concerted attack on journalism and freedom
of the press in over a century, says Tony Greenstein

T

he case of Julian Assange
has nothing to do with him
personally or his seeking
asylum in the Ecuadorian embassy
and, before that, the false accusation
of rape. It is not about the man
himself, it is about press freedom.
You would have to go back to the
case of John Wilkes in 1762 for a
similar case. His attack on George
III’s ministers led to the issue of
a ‘general warrant’, which was
deemed illegal by the chief justice.
But, in the case of Assange, far
from defending press freedom, the
judiciary has led the attack on it.
Other cases involving attacks
on press freedom include Mary
Whitehouse v Dennis Lemon in
1977. Gay Times had reprinted
James Kirkup’s poem, ‘The love that
dares to speak its name’, in which a
Roman centurion had sex with the
crucified Christ. Lemon received
a nine-month suspended sentence
from another judicial dinosaur, Alan
King-Hamilton, who told the court
that homosexuality had caused
the fall of the Roman empire. The
offence was ‘blasphemous libel’,
which was abolished in 2008.
The action taken in the ‘ABC
trial’, held in 1978, was authorised
by the then Labour government’s
illiberal home secretary, Merlyn
Rees, and attorney general Sam
Silkin. ‘ABC’ was short for the
names of the three defendants:
Audrey, Berry and Campbell. It
involved the unprecedented use
of section 1 of the Official Secrets

Act against non-spies for having
disclosed the existence of GCHQ,
the eavesdropping intelligence
and security organisation. The
government case was quickly
discredited, since the information
was already in the public domain
(also revealed in this case was the
use of the police vetting of juries).
Justice Mars Jones described the
prosecution as “oppressive” and
threw out the section 1 charges.
There was the jailing of two
journalists for three and six months
respectively for refusing to divulge
their sources to the Vassall Tribunal
set up in1963 after the revelation
that John Vassall, a civil servant
working in the admiralty, had been
a Soviet spy.
In the case of Goodwin v
United Kingdom in March 1996
the European Court of Human
Rights ruled that, under article 10
of the European Convention of
Human Rights, a court could not
force a journalist to divulge his
sources. The Engineer magazine
had intended to publish confidential
financial information about Tetra
Ltd. Naturally the high court, court
of appeal and House of Lords all
took the side of property interests
and ordered William Goodwin to
divulge his sources of information.
When he refused he was fined
£5,000 for contempt of court, but the
European courts ruled otherwise.
The most recent case involving
press freedom was the jailing
of Craig Murray, former British

The scales of justice have
always been weighed
against those holding
awkward views who want to
tell inconveinient truths

Julian Assange:
America has long been out
to get him in order to exact
revenge over its crimes
being exposed to public
view

ambassador to Uzbekistan, who
was sacked by Jack Straw, the New
Labour foreign secretary and Blair
toady. Murray’s crime was to have
revealed the extensive use of torture
(boiling people alive) by the then
ruler of the country, Islam Karimov.
In 2020 Murray wrote that the
Scottish National Party leadership,
the Crown Office and the police had
conspired to convict former SNP
leader Alex Salmond on charges of
sexual harassment and attempted
rape. Salmond was acquitted
on all charges, but the British
establishment got its revenge when
senior Scottish judge and Nicola
Sturgeon loyalist, Lady Dorrian
QC, issued an order forbidding
the publication of the names of the
women who had given false witness
testimony against Salmond.
In March 2021 Dorrian found
Murray to be in contempt of court
after he published information
online that in her view could
potentially lead to identifying
some of the complainants (what
was called ‘jigsaw identification’)
and sentenced him to eight months
imprisonment. What made this case
particularly outrageous was that
Dorrian had ruled that if the case
had involved the mainstream press
she would have imposed a
non-custodial sentence.
But perhaps the
most significant case
is that taken against
The Sunday Times
in 1972 (this was

in pre-Murdoch days when it was
a campaigning paper). Distillers
(Biochemicals) Ltd had marketed
thalidomide, a tranquiliser taken by
pregnant women, which resulted in
hideous deformities in babies. The
company used its financial muscle
to force many parents into accepting
meagre settlements.
The Sunday Times printed an
article on this, with the promise
of further articles, but the attorney
general obtained an injunction at
the high court preventing their
publication. Although it was
overturned by the court of appeal,
the House of Lords then upheld the
injunction. It went to the European
Court of Human Rights, which ruled
11-9 that the injunction interfered
with the freedom of the press.

Early day

I mention these cases because it
gives the context to the case of
Julian Assange, who has been in
prison for three years for the ‘crime’
of having revealed via Wikileaks
the gross war crimes of the United
States in Iraq and Afghanistan.
It says everything about the
British judiciary that they have
nothing to say about the right to
expose war crimes, but are happy to
jail and extradite the whistleblowers.
This is also true of both the British
government and Labour’s pathetic
leader, Keir Starmer. The UK
government, together with Sweden
and the USA, have been complicit
in this persecution and attempted in
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effect to destroy Assange through
a web of disinformation and dirty
tricks, including fabricating the
false charges of rape.
On May 10 I forwarded a
letter from the Assange Defence
Committee1 to Brighton Kemptown
Labour MP Lloyd Russell-Moyle
asking him to sign two early day
motions (EDMs), which had
already been signed by a number of
Labour, SNP, Plaid Cymru, Green
and independent MPs, and even one
Tory and a Democratic Unionist
Party MP. However, what was
palatable to a DUP MP was a step
too far for the MP who represents
Brighton Kemptown.
I did not envisage that my
request would prove controversial,
given that EDM 220 simply related
to the refusal of the government and
prison authorities to allow an online
meeting between MPs and Assange,
while EDM 719 merely affirmed
its “commitment to press freedom
and public-interest journalism”.
Innocuous in the extreme.
So I was staggered when, on
Moyle’s behalf, his PA, Carla
May Kavanagh, responded that,
since MPs “cannot interfere with
decisions made by the courts, he is
unable to comment on an ongoing
legal matter”. This was a nonsequitur. The whole point of MPs is
that they can comment. The EDMs
made no mention of any legal
matters. Nevertheless, I was assured
that “Lloyd believes it is very
important that we protect freedom
of the press”. In other words, Moyle
believes press freedom is important,
but refuses to say anything about a
case that directly threatens it.
I responded demanding an
answer from Moyle directly, not
his PA, pointing out: “If Lloyd
actually means what he says then
he cannot help but speak out
against the treatment of Assange.” I
asked whether Moyle’s support for
freedom of the press was merely
“an empty pious phrase, designed
to placate myself and others”. I
gave him seven days to come back
before I went public with his craven
response.
Moyle’s stance is based on
the idea of judicial ‘neutrality’,
whereas in reality judges are highly
political, reactionary members
of the establishment. Moyle’s
response surely demonstrates that
the left in parliament today has no
class base or analysis. It consists
of middle class careerists and
nonentities who will occasionally
make radical gestures.
Stung by my response, Moyle
wrote: “I have no interest in taking
up or commenting further on
Assange and I will not be singing
[sic!] EDMs on it.” And, just in case
I was under any doubt, he made clear
that he “intended to publicly say
nothing on this issue”. I responded
by quoting veteran journalist John
Pilger that if WikiLeaks founder
Julian Assange is extradited to the
US “no journalist who challenges
power will be safe”.
At the 2021 Labour Party
conference Moyle had taken a day
trip to the left when he addressed
the annual rally of the Socialist
Campaign Group. He told the
audience that “this has been a
goddamn awful conference with
a goddamn awful leadership”.
For whatever reason, he laid into
Starmer personally, describing him
as “not a politician for the Labour
Party. I’m afraid that is a reality”.
He added that “No politician worth
their salt would wage an internal
war on the party when we have
one of the worst governments in
history.”
Moyle has always been an
opportunist and his next statement
provoked newspaper headlines and
a complaint by the so-called Labour

Against Anti-Semitism. Referring
to those who had been purged from
the Labour Party, he said:
I was struck by members who
feel alone in our party at the
moment. I want to apologise,
from me in particular, because
if we have made you feel like
you are alone, if we have not
reached out our arms enough in
these tough times when you are
being purged or set up with false
allegations, I not only apologise:
I will endeavour to do better
because we have to support each
other.2
The Zionist press went crazy and
Guido Fawkes reported that the
Labour Party was considering
removing the whip from Moyle.3
The chair of Kemptown Labour
Party, Colin Piper, told members
that Lloyd was unlikely to be
allowed to stand at the next election.
So it was panic stations.
Labour history is, as everyone
knows, littered with MPs who
prioritised their own career over
their socialist principles, while the
number of Tony Benns, Jeremy
Corbyns, Tam Dalyells and Joan
Maynards are few and far between.
Moyle’s promise to “reach out
his arms” to those who are purged
is breathtaking, given that he
scabbed on me and other members
of Brighton Labour Party. He had
written in secret to anti-Corbyn
general secretary Iain McNicol,
urging that my expulsion be
speeded up, despite the local party
having voted to support me!
Nor had Moyle made an
exception of me. He took issue
with Amanda Bishop, a former
white anti-apartheid exile from
South Africa, who had suggested in
response to the fake ‘anti-Semitism’
allegations and the suspension of a
black member of the Labour Party,
Alexander Braithwaite, that we
should march to a Hove synagogue.
Now this might not have been the
brightest of ideas, but was it “antiSemitic”? It was Zionist groups
calling themselves Jewish who
were responsible for the racist
suspension of Alex, so it was quite
understandable. And why is a
march to a synagogue anti-Semitic
anyway? Was I anti-Christian when
I took part in a march and picket
outside a Worthing evangelical
church for organising pickets
to harass women at Brighton’s
abortion clinic?
Likewise Moyle also condemned
a working class young Labour
member, Daniel Harris, for putting
the faces of three rightwing
councillors on a fun video.
Apparently this was anti-Semitic!
Why? Because according to former
MP Ivor Caplin - a defence minister
at the time of the Iraq invasion two of the three councillors “had
significant Jewish connections”.
In other words all three, including
Caroline ‘Poison’ Penn, were nonJewish. But in the current frenzied
atmosphere everything could be
anti-Semitic (except genuine antiSemitism, it seems).
Perhaps Moyle had another
consideration when refusing to be
associated with the campaign to
defend Julian Assange. Starmer
was personally responsible for
the Crown Prosecution Service’s
attempt to extradite Assange.
Starmer had worked hand in
glove with the Americans and
Barack Obama’s attorney general,
Eric Holder, in order to secure an
extradition to Sweden on bogus
rape charges.
Moyle had already openly
mocked Labour’s robotic leader in
his speech to the SCG rally, when
he said that “the problem is that he
might be a very nice man ...” Then

he paused, giving a nod and a wink
to his audience, who were shouting
their hatred of Starmer.
So his card is marked.

Contrast

Let me turn to a man who has most
certainly demonstrated his integrity
and honesty when it comes to the
Julian Assange case. I refer to Nils
Melzer, the UN special rapporteur
on torture, who has brought out
a remarkable book The trial of
Julian Assange.4 This should be
compulsory reading for anyone
who values democratic rights in a
society that is rapidly moving to
the authoritarian right, with one
piece of legislation after another
whittling away our right to protest.
Melzer - a professor of
international law at Glasgow
University and the Geneva
Academy
of
International
Humanitarian Law - makes the
following main points:
n The United States is determined
to make an example of Assange
for the treasure trove of secrets
Wikileaks revealed concerning US
war crimes in Iraq and Afghanistan.
In particular the ‘collateral murder’
video, which shows a helicopter
machine-gunning civilians on a
square in Baghdad in July 2007.5 12
people were murdered, including
two Reuters journalists.
n The Swedish case of rape was
bogus from beginning to end. It
was the police who suggested rape,
not the women.
n Assange
was
certainly
insensitive in the way he treated
two women he slept with on a
speaking tour to Sweden, and by all
accounts was extremely sexist. But
he was not a rapist and at no stage
did they make such an accusation.
n Both women were told by the
Swedish police that even if they did
not want to press charges of rape
the police certainly did. There were
a number of serious irregularities,
such as interviewing the women by
phone and not notifying Assange or
his lawyer as to what the charges
were. Nor were the defence allowed
to see the women’s statements.
n The chief prosecutor for
Stockholm, Eva Finne cancelled
the initial arrest warrant and issued
a statement, which included: “I do
not believe there is any reason to
suspect him of rape.”
n The original interview with
one of the women was ‘amended’
without her being consulted.
This was used as the basis of the
appeal to the director of public
prosecutions to reinstate the case.
n When Assange was interviewed
by the police, it was promptly
leaked to the press despite promises
to the contrary. Assange stayed
on in Sweden for an extra month,
but the moment he took a flight
out of Sweden an Interpol arrest
warrant was issued, thus giving
the impression that he was fleeing
justice.
n It is clear that throughout his
stay Assange was being monitored
and that the US was behind the
moves against him. For example,
all his credit cards were cancelled
while he was away and it does not
take much guessing as to who put
pressure on the banking companies.
n It is not surprising that the
authorities seized on allegations
of rape with such alacrity, because
nothing was better designed to
discredit Assange. Many on the
left who should have known better
recoiled when they heard what he
had been charged with.
n Assange, when he reached
London, was immediately subject
to extradition proceedings. Assange
had no problem in surrendering to
the Swedes, but he also suspected
that this was a ruse and that he
would be rendered to the United

States from Britain.
n He sought assurances from
Sweden that this would not happen,
but the Swedish authorities
refused to give them. It was
clear that the rape charges were
a charade. Contrary to many
people’s impressions, Sweden has
a very close relationship with US
intelligence and was involved in
the rendering of two men to the
United States in order that they
could be tortured and questioned.
n Assange suspected - correctly,
as it turned out - that the US was
preparing proceedings against
him. A secret grand jury was being
empanelled. It was this that forced
Assange to seek asylum in the
Ecuadorian embassy.

Media

A word should be said about the
role of the press - in particular The
Guardian, which had a whole series
of exposes as a result of Assange.
But then, when the heat was
turned up and Assange fled into
the Ecuadorian embassy, The
Guardian turned on him like a
venomous snake and betrayed him.
Various journalists vented their
spleen on Assange, like the bizarre
tweet from ex-Guardian journalist
Suzanna Moore (who has now
decamped to The Daily Telegraph)
about Assange stuffing himself
with “flattened guinea pigs” and
calling him a “massive turd”.6 I
guess Moore never did irony well.
But the Lord Haw-Haw prize
for yellow journalism surely goes
to James Ball, who had worked
with Assange. He wrote in January
2018, a mere 16 months before
Assange was kidnapped from the
embassy: “The only barrier to
Julian Assange leaving Ecuador’s
embassy is pride.”7 Not content
with this prediction, our latter day
Nostradamus went on to predict
that “The WikiLeaks founder is
unlikely to face prosecution in the
US, charges in Sweden have been
dropped - and, for the embassy,
he’s lost his value as an icon.” Ball
should be given the Nick Cohen
Journalist of the Year prize.
A lot of the attacks on Assange
have been viciously personal
and have failed to separate out
the person, flawed as he is,
from the invaluable role that he
performed. A good example of
this is the interview with British
journalist and former ghost-writer
for Assange, Andrew O’Hagan.
O’Hagan wrote:

Julian scorns all attempts at social
graces. He marches through doors
and leave women in his wake. He
talks over everybody. And all his
life he has depended on being the
impish one, the eccentric one, the
boy with a bag full of Einstein
who enjoyed climbing trees.
But as a 40-year-old, that’s less
charming.8
I have no way of knowing if this is
true. But even if it were, bearing in
mind Assange’s autism, so what? Is a
lack of social graces a crime meriting
three years in Belmarsh and false,
trumped-up accusations of rape? It
would seem that British journalists
- the James Balls of this world allow their own egos to intrude on
what is, by any account, a monstrous
injustice.
It has always been my view that
Assange made the wrong decision
when jumping bail and seeking
refuge in the Ecuadorian embassy.
I suspect it was a decision made on
impulse. He was right about the US
preparing a secret indictment and the
rape charges in Sweden being bogus.
However, Sweden would not have
been able to just drop the charges the
moment Assange landed there. They
would have followed them through
and Assange would undoubtedly
have been acquitted, given there was
no evidence.
If at that point Sweden had tried
to extradite Assange to the United
States there would have been,
both in Sweden and worldwide,
a massive campaign against his
forcible extradition to face espionage
charges. It is only my own view, but
we are now where we are and we can
only redouble our efforts l

Notes
1. You can get involved with the Assange

Defence Committee at assangedefense.org/
supporters.
2. www.jewishnews.co.uk/labour-mpapologises-to-members-purged-or-set-upwith-false-allegation.
3. order-order.com/2021/10/07/labour-whipsoffice-considering-withdrawing-whip-fromlloyd-russell-moyle.
4. There is an excellent review of the book
by Jonathan Cook at braveneweurope.com/
jonathan-cook-the-persecution-of-julianassange.
5. www.youtube.com/
watch?v=zYTxuW2vmzk.
6. twitter.com/medialens/
status/1328643314619457540.
7. www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2018/jan/10/julian-assangeecuador-embassy-wikileaks-us-sweden.
8. www.vox.com/
conversations/2017/6/6/15729360/julianassange-andrew-ohagan-secret-life.
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Designed to shorten lives
Cars, drugs and now the Uvalde school massacre, Daniel Lazare looks at the American way of death

T

hanks to stolen elections,
congressional gridlock, an
undemocratic Supreme Court
and an attempted coup d’état,
America’s great political breakdown
has been making headlines for
years. What is less well known is a
crisis in the underlying body politic,
in which the vital signs are also
pointing downwards.
Guns are one example. In what
The New York Times called “a vivid
statistical portrait of a nation arming
itself to the teeth,” the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
released a report last week showing
that American gun purchases have
nearly tripled over the last two
decades, going from 4.7 million in
the year 2000 to 13.5 million as of
2019.1
Not surprisingly, gun fatalities
due to murder, suicide, accidents
and police have risen 35% relative
to population over roughly the same
period: ie, 2000 to 2020. Per capita,
that is more than five times the gunfatality rate in France, six times
the rate in Canada, 14 times that of
Australia, and 15 times Germany.2
And now, of course, there is the
Uvalde massacre in Texas - the killing
of 19 children and two teachers - the
28th school attack this year and the
third deadliest in US history.
Highway fatalities are another
example. Last year, they hit 42,915 a 16-year high and a 10.5% increase
over 2020. Per vehicle mile, that is
40% greater than the rate in Canada
or Australia, 73% greater than in
Germany, and more than double that
of the UK.3
Then there are illegal drugs.
Overdose fatalities topped 107,000
last year, a 15% increase over
2020, which in turn had seen a 30%
increase over the year before. With
one exception, overdose deaths have
risen every year since Richard Nixon
officially launched a war on drugs
back in 1971.4
Finally, there is general health.
The US obesity rate is far and
away the highest in the advanced
industrial world, while the heartattack death rate exceeds that of
comparable countries by nearly 50%
and diabetes is as much as double.5
After flatlining during the 2010s, life
expectancy fell two percent in 2020,
due largely to a record one million
deaths from Covid-19. No other
advanced industrial nation has seen
a plunge that is comparable.
The combination is stunning. If
the United States were a patient on
an examination table, the verdict
would be clear. Despite one of the
highest levels of per capita income
in the world, its arteries are clogged,
its organs are failing, and major
intervention is required to turn the
situation around. Otherwise, the
subject is plainly heading for serious
trouble.
But why America? And why at
this moment?
The answer is capitalism not capitalism in the abstract,
but capitalism in its “actually
existing” form in the here and
now. Economically, the system is
in the grips of a profitability crisis
characterised by underinvestment,
hyperactive financial speculation,
and overproduction of what
society does not need, coupled
with underproduction of what it
does: ie, better food and drink,
a healthier lifestyle, and more
compact and livable communities.
Constitutionally,
however,
the
United States is in an advanced
crisis, as political democracy nears

The 28th such school massacre in just this year alone
the vanishing point and governing
mechanisms break down more and
more thoroughly. Congress has
no trouble supplying weapons for
Ukraine. But, when it comes to a
broad array of social problems that
are more and more intractable, all
members can do is pull the covers
over their heads in the hopes that
they will all just go away.
The upshot is a death spiral, as
more and more Americans poison
themselves to death, fill one another
with bullets, kill each other on
highways or succumb to obesity and
disease.

Firearms

Guns are a good place to begin.
Contrary to legend, firearms are
no more central to America than
they are to any other major nationstate. Indeed, when the fearsome
lobby known as the National Rifle
Association took shape in the
1870s, the complaint was not that
there were too many guns, but
that there were too few - and that
Americans were forgetting how
to use them as they grew soft and
urbanised. Shooting clubs soon
proliferated as a consequence. But
a gun-rights movement did not
arise until more than a century later
- in 1977, to be exact - when, at a
famous conference in Cincinnati,
the NRA abandoned its traditional
focus on hunting, conservation
and marksmanship, and turned its
attention to the second amendment
instead.6
The change corresponded with
stagflation, the New York City
fiscal crisis, rising crime rates and
a general shift to the right. (The age
of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald
Reagan was just two years off.) It
also corresponded with a bitter battle
over the US constitution, in which
liberals favouring an expansionist
reading fought with conservatives
pushing for one that was narrower,
more literal and more constrictive.
The second amendment was at
the centre of the action. Since its
rise in the 1920s, the American
Civil Liberties Union had argued
that the amendment’s “right of
the people to keep and bear arms”
meant nothing more than a right
to join “a well-regulated militia”
in the form of the US National
Guard. But the interpretation was
all too convenient in terms of
modern needs and sensibilities, and
it inevitably gave way to a more
sophisticated understanding that
sought to return the amendment
to its 18th century roots, when a

musket over a fireplace was a nearuniversal symbol of freedom and
a militia was what farmers formed
when they mustered on their own
initiative on the village green.
Ironically, liberals and leftists
pioneered the new interpretation in
the 1980s. But it was a godsend for
conservatives, since it seemed to
point to a pre-modern communalism,
in which private gun ownership
allowed “ordinary citizens [to]
participate in the process of law
enforcement and defence of liberty
rather than rely on professionalised
peacekeepers, whether we call them
standing armies or police”.7
The results were predictable. As
gun regulations fell by the wayside
and the political wars in Washington
grew white-hot, gun sales rocketed.
Since guns were now a symbol of
freedom, what better way was there
to guard against tyranny than by
loading up on firepower? The more
assault rifles in an individual’s rec
room or basement, the freer he or
she would be.
This makes no sense in utilitarian
terms, since, despite such arsenals,
Americans are less secure than
citizens in other advanced industrial
countries due to rising crime rates.
But it makes perfect sense in terms
of raging constitutional debates that
are locked in an antiquated 18th
century framework with seemingly
no way out.

Cars

Highway fatalities are equally
a function of capitalist political
dynamics. Contrary to popular
belief, cars were not an American
invention, but rather a FrancoGerman development of the 1880s
and 90s. But Henry Ford popularised
them when the first Model T rolled
off the assembly line in 1908. As
a result, the US would soon reach
levels of motorisation that western
Europe would not attain until after
World War II. The world’s greatest
highway system followed in 1956,
along with super-low fuel prices that
were a fraction of those elsewhere
in the industrial world with the
exception of Canada.
Americans used governmentsubsidised fuel to drive on
government-subsidised highways
while
preaching
rugged
individualism to the world at large.
But, as any free-marketeer can
attest, unconstrained subsidies led
to massive economic distortions.
Sidewalks disappeared because the
taxpayers who once paid for them
now looked down on pedestrians,

whom the auto revolution had left
in the dust. Inner cities turned into
dumping grounds for oppressed
minorities, while the middle class
headed for far-flung suburbs,
accessible only by car. Thanks to
fuel subsidies, autos grew bigger
and bigger. After a brief period of
downsizing, the rolling boats of the
1950s and 60s with their enormous
tailfins and elaborate grills gave way
to the giant sport utility vehicles
of the 1980s and 90s, which were
little more than passenger bodies
mounted on light trucks.
But, as cars got bigger and
heavier, risks grew - not for the
owners, but for other drivers,
whose cars were lighter, lower
and therefore more vulnerable.8
With sport utility vehicles (SUVs)
outselling ordinary cars by better
than two to one in the US, the trend
appears to be the chief reason why
highway deaths are rising not only
relative to population, but to total
distance travelled - up 23% over the
last decade.9 Fewer sidewalks and
ever-greater travel distances means
less walking and cycling, not to
mention a striking rise in pedestrian
and cyclist deaths for those bucking
the trend.
Americans who venture out by
bike or on foot are thus subject to
capital punishment by a system
intolerant of their very existence.
Yet another result of the auto
monoculture is obesity and disease,
which is what happens when the
only exercise one gets comes from
opening and closing the refrigerator
door. A 2004 study found that every
hour in a car per day correlates with
a six percent increase in obesity,
while every kilometre walked
correlates with a 4.8% decline.10
Yet Americans are forced into one
mode, while strongly discouraged
from engaging in the other.

Drugs

Finally, there are drugs. The reason
overdose deaths have increased
nearly non-stop since 1971 is
simple: criminalisation encourages
a shift to substances that are more
compact and potent and hence more
transportable, more profitable and
deadlier too. Just as beer gave way
to bathtub gin during the alcohol
prohibition of the 1920s, marijuana
yielded to powdered cocaine in
the 1980s, which then yielded to
smokable crack cocaine in the 90s.
After all, why bother with pot,
when you can make far more from a
suitcase of odourless coke?
The same thing happened when

legal opiates like oxycodone gave
way to heroin. Beginning around
2014, dealers responded to the
inevitable crackdown by switching
to the artificial opiates known as
fentanyl and its various derivatives,
which, gram for gram, can be up to
100 times as potent.
Super-high
profit
margins
sealed the deal. According to
federal prosecutors, a kilogram of
fentanyl costing around $32,000
can generate a million counterfeit
pills selling for more than $20
million. That is a more than 60-fold
mark-up.11 The more cops clamped
down, the more smugglers doubled
down in response and the more
fatal overdoses continued to climb.
Society would be better off if ‘narcs’
spent their time eating doughnuts or
snoozing in their patrol cars.
Legalisation represents a way
out, since it would disincentivise
the trend to ever more potent drugs,
while returning markets back to
low-potency substances that people
actually enjoy. But, given the vast
and complicated industry that has
grown up around the drug war, it is
unlikely in the extreme. Too many
middle class moralists would be
shocked, too many high-priced
consultants would be out of work,
while too many police departments
would have nothing to do and no way
of justifying their inflated budgets.
So the vicious cycle promises to
continue, as society tumbles further
and further downhill.
It is rather like a wealthy CEO
who cannot stop gobbling down
fatty red meat despite their doctor’s
warnings to the contrary. Regardless
of financial portfolio, the outcome is
clear: the exec is headed for an early
grave. The same goes for the United
States: regardless of its financial or
military clout, the outcome is clear
as well. It may think it can continue
making a profit by promoting death
and destruction, but reality will
eventually catch up l

Notes
1. www.nytimes.com/2022/05/17/us/politics/

gun-manufacturing-atf.html. See also
‘Firearms commerce in the United States,
annual statistical update 2021’: www.atf.
gov/firearms/docs/report/2021-firearmscommerce-report/download.
2. www.pewresearch.org/facttank/2022/02/03/what-the-data-says-aboutgun-deaths-in-the-u-s.
3. www.nhtsa.gov/press-releases/earlyestimate-2021-traffic-fatalities. For
international comparisons, see Federal
Highway Administration: www.fhwa.dot.gov/
ohim/onh00/bar4.htm.
4. www.nytimes.com/2022/05/11/us/politics/
overdose-deaths-fentanyl-meth.html.
5. Health System Tracker, Peterson
Center on Healthcare and Kaiser Family
Foundation: www.healthsystemtracker.
org/chart-collection/mortality-rates-u-scompare-countries; Diabetes rates by country
2022: worldpopulationreview.com/countryrankings/diabetes-rates-by-country.
6. www.washingtonpost.com/politics/
how-nras-true-believers-converted-amarksmanship-group-into-a-mighty-gunlobby/2013/01/12/51c62288-59b9-11e288d0-c4cf65c3ad15_story.html.
7. S Levinson, ‘The embarrassing second
amendment’ Yale Law Journal December
1989. See also my article, ‘A central driver’
Weekly Worker March 4 2021: weeklyworker.
co.uk/worker/1337/a-central-driver.
8. web.archive.org/web/20080309072906/
http://eetd.lbl.gov/ea/teepa/pdf/TRB_
Safety_1-03.pdf.
9. US Department of Transportation, April
2022: crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/Public/
ViewPublication/813283.
10. LD Frank, MA Andresen and TL Schmid,
‘Obesity relationships with community
design, physical activity, and time spent
in cars’ American Journal of Preventive
Medicine August 2004: pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.
gov/15261894.
11. US Attorney’s office, Southern District
of California, October 6 2017: www.
justice.gov/usao-sdca/pr/county-s-top-lawenforcers-issue-dire-warning-about-fentanylcarfentanil-deaths-and.
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REVIEW

Unique on the left
David John Douglass, anarchist-syndicalist coalminer: reviews and articles
appearing in the Weekly Worker pp253, £12

T

he Weekly Worker is so unique
on the left for publishing letters
and articles even against their
stances on particular issues that a
regular contributor has produced a
book of a selection of his articles/
reviews that have appeared in the
paper! No doubt there are other
contributors who could do the same,
but I doubt the subjects they cover
would be as wide.
Personally I eagerly turn to
the letters page first in the Weekly
Worker, and I always hope to see
one from David - on anything, such
is his credible take on whatever
he writes about! David has many
detractors (a great number of whom
just prefer to ignore, rather than
answer, his legitimate challenges/
disagreements).
David is a proud “anarchistsyndicalist” and long-serving coal
miner and activist in the National
Union of Mineworkers, who was
politically active before, during and
after the miners’ Great Strike of
1984-85. But an immediate problem
with the book is that there is no list of
contents and no index. You just have
to plough through. His articles/letters
are published in date order, so that is
some assistance.
Not surprisingly many of those
articles are about the battles in
the mining industry and he either
wades in to TV programmes or
books written about this industry
(especially the Great Strike) that he
argues are a travesty of the truth, or
a misunderstanding of the tactical
decisions made - or to give publicity
to truthful but lesser known books
about the various experiences of the
strike. David is a staunch partisan for
the working class and the miners, so
he does not try to be neutral - he was
right in the middle of it, after all.
We need articles correcting the
lies still told about the 84-85 strike.
It was a titanic battle whose defeat
still shows itself in a greatly reduced
membership and weak union
movement to this day. David is not
getting any younger, so the trouble
he has taken to write so much by
way of setting the record straight

Dave Douglass: on the front line
will benefit future generations born
after that strike, who need to be able
to find the reality and truth of the
situation (this strike nearly won twice - for example!).
David respects Arthur Scargill, but
will not gloss over mistakes he thinks
Arthur made as NUM president - such
as the Battle of Orgreave.1 Related to
this are some articles on the Durham
Miners Gala. I have never managed
to get there yet and was fascinated to
read of its history, the radical speakers
it has, the reception Neil Kinnock
once got, etc.
It near kills David to acknowledge
the existence of a book called
Blackshirts in Geordieland and that
there was some support for British
fascists in his beloved region, given
the street battles with them David
has been involved in. Furthermore,
to the annoyance of climate change
activists, he makes the case for clean

Fighting fund

Touching distance

W

ith the best part of a week
still to go, I’m delighted
to report that we’re now within
touching distance of our £2,250
fighting fund target for May. To
be precise, we now have £2,239
in the kitty, which means we’re
just £11 short!
As comrades will know, the
Weekly Worker depends on the
support - financial and otherwise
- of our readers and subscribers.
And right now you’re not letting
us down! Mind you, over the last
seven days the money received
depended to a very large extent
on just two comrades - SK and
PM. with their three-figure
monthly standing orders. But
among the others were DR
(£20), comrade Hassan (£10)
and TT (£6). Altogether £391
came our way since last week.
Why is it that so many
comrades give such support?
Let me quote someone who has
just set up a monthly payment,

comrade JH: “I can’t tell you
how much I look forward
to Thursday evening, when
without fail I start reading your
paper. Before I came across the
Weekly Worker, I never knew
that any left group was so open,
free and honest. What other
paper carries such free debate
and criticism?”
Well, it’s only through such
debate that we will achieve
what is so desperately needed:
a
principled,
democratic,
Marxist party, open to all
genuine revolutionary socialists.
And the achievement of such
a mass party, uniting all the
revolutionary left, is precisely
what we at the Weekly Worker
are committed to! l
Robbie Rix
Fill in a standing order form
(back page), donate via our
website, or send cheques,
payable to Weekly Worker

coal - the technology was there and
could have been improved further. He
takes issue with Extinction Rebellion
supporters and their harassment of
anyone wearing a ‘Coal, not dole’
badge.
Had the Great Strike of 1984‑85
been held today, we would see XR
and the Greens urging the Tory
government and police to shut down
the pits. Perhaps XR and Insulate
Britain would be trying to stop the
pickets getting to their pits. If anyone
disagrees with me here, let us hear
what they would have done, had that
strike taken place today.
In ‘The fall of an icon’, written
in 2012, he deals with the rise
and demise of Tommy Sheridan particularly his role as leader of the
anti-poll tax campaign in Scotland,
and then all Britain. Tommy made
the disastrous decision to sue the
News of the World for revealing his
attendance at sex swinger parties
(true). Where would he be today,
had he let it go (and die away) and
stuck to what he did best, inspiring
millions to resist the poll tax, then
today’s battles? Sad that he fostered
illusions in Scottish nationalism and
ironic that his anti poll-tax actions
helped promote the Scottish National
Party - which backed the campaign
when other parties (and most unions)
did not.
There are many such superb
pages, which no other paper would
have published.
David also reproduces a few
articles about the conflict in Ireland
- concerning especially the 1970s
and the so-called peace agreement
- and his criticisms of most of the
far left’s stance against the violence
of the nationalists. He covers ‘Free
Derry’ and much more. A standout article is his six-page review of
Harry McCallion’s Undercover war:
Britain’s special forces and their
secret battle against the IRA from
a man who served with the paras,
Special Air Service, Royal Ulster
Constabulary and intelligence. A lot is
kept back, but a lot also revealed of
the dirty stuff that went on - especially
the infiltration to the highest levels
of the IRA. Personally I have some
Irish Catholic ancestry, despite being
brought up as a Protestant and I

consider myself 100% English. But
all this is food for thought - not that I
am totally ignorant of what went on.
One of the best anti-European
Union polemics I have ever read
is David’s review of VN Gelis’s
book How the IMF broke Greece:
eyewitness reports and the role
of the fake left. One sentence by
David reads: “One of the massive
sea changes of my life has been the
conversion of ‘the left’ in general,
from nigh universal opposition to
the whole idea of a capitalist EEC,
to one of support and defence.” With
the majority of the working class I
personally voted ‘leave’ and was also
stunned at this sea change.
Amongst other pieces, David
tackles syndicalism and its defeat,
looks at a book about riots and even
the NUM’s support in 2015 for the
candidacy of Yvette Cooper as leader
of the Labour Party! There are many
other articles on other issues, but I
hope I have given a fair description
and induced readers to buy the
last few copies from the initial
publication (apparently only 50 were
produced!). I would like him to write
an article regarding one comment
David made in the book: that is his
defence of the rebellion of Kronstadt.
That has often been dismissed as
the work of counterrevolutionaries,
yet this ‘rebellion’ was ruthlessly
put down by the Bolsheviks in an
early test of what level of dissent is
allowable after a socialist revolution.
As David supports those dismissed
as counterrevolutionaries, I want to
hear more from him on this, given his
anarchism.
And, given the large number of
his articles the Weekly Worker has
published, what does he think of
the CPGB? In his introduction to
the book David heaps huge praise
on The Leninist (forerunner of the
Weekly Worker) and its support of the
struggle in Ireland. He admires the
declaration of today’s CPGB as being
headed by a ‘provisional’ committee
- unlike most of the tiny parties of
today, which expect to rule, come the
revolution. David rightly praises the
CPGB for its unstinting support of
the miners.
He says of the CPGB today (and
I would argue that this holds true for
the Labour Party): “Of late the paper
has reflected the liberalisation of the
largely London-based liberal left,
absorbed and occupied with climate
panic and eco-ism, pro-‘remain’
obsessions, Covid conformity and
much else.”
But
David
concludes:
“Nonetheless, it remains the most
serious paper of the left, especially
on theoretical issues and historical reevaluation”. Hear, hear! l
Dave Vincent
The book is published jointly
by the author and Mining
Communities Advice Service.
To purchase a copy (£15 post
paid), email David at
douglassdavid705@gmail.com

Notes
1. In this regard please note the annual march

by the Orgreave Truth and Justice Campaign
being held on Saturday June 18 in Sheffield.
Readers will note that the Trade Union
Congress has chosen this day to hold its first
(and last?) ‘Cost of living crisis’ march in
London. Well, as can be seen in this book,
the TUC has always sold out the miners
- in 1926, 1984-85, 1992, etc. I will be in
Sheffield on that date, along with my protest
samba band, having already taken part in
three ‘Cost of living crisis’ protests before the
TUC woke up - and will continue doing so
after they go back to sleep.

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 imperialist wars and occupations but
constantly strive to bring to the fore
the fundamental question–ending war
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists.
Everywhere we strive for the closest
unity and agreement of working class
and progressive parties of all countries.
We oppose every manifestation
of national sectionalism. It is an
internationalist duty to uphold the
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be
organised globally. Without a global
Communist Party, a Communist
International, the struggle against
capital is weakened and lacks
coordination.
n Communists have no interest
apart from the working class
as a whole. They differ only in
recognising the importance of
Marxism as a guide to practice.
That theory is no dogma, but
must be constantly added to and
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless
search for profit puts the future
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is
synonymous with war, pollution,
exploitation and crisis. As a global
system capitalism can only be
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never
willingly allow their wealth and
power to be taken away by a
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant
methods objective circumstances
allow to achieve a federal republic
of England, Scotland and Wales,
a united, federal Ireland and a
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial
unions. Bureaucracy and class
compromise must be fought and
the trade unions transformed into
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of
the oppressed. Women’s oppression,
combating racism and chauvinism,
and the struggle for peace and
ecological sustainability are just
as much working class questions
as pay, trade union rights and
demands for high-quality health,
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory
in the battle for democracy. It is
the rule of the working class.
Socialism is either democratic or,
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage
of the worldwide transition to
communism - a system which
knows neither wars, exploitation,
money, classes, states nor nations.
Communism is general freedom
and the real beginning of human
history.
The Weekly Worker is licensed by
November Publications under a Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
4.0 International Licence:
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
legalcode. ISSN 1351-0150.
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Australia
is a fragile
continent

Running out of luck

The new Labor government is committed, like its predecessor, to the US alliance and disengaging with
China. Meanwhile, real wages fall, inflation increases and climate change brings floods, fires and droughts.
Michael Roberts looks at a country facing troubled times

I

f you agree that there is an
imperialist bloc of countries that
dominates and controls the world,
then Australia should be included. It
may be a new and smaller entrant,
and it may be just a satellite of US
imperialism in the Asia-Pacific, but
it still fits the bill as part of that bloc.
And, increasingly, the ruling
strategists of Australian capital
also see it that way. Prior to the
May 21 general election, won by
Anthony Albanese’s Labor Party,
the ruling National-Liberal coalition
government had been sounding
the war bells. During the election
campaign, defence minister Peter
Dutton told the country to “prepare
for war”, capping what analysts have
called a “khaki campaign” by Scott
Morrison’s rightwing government.
Dutton ramped up the rhetoric,
telling Australians: “The only way
you can preserve peace is to prepare
for war and be strong as a country,
not to cower, not to be on bended
knee and be weak.”
And where is the threat of war
to come from? China, of course. To
counter what it sees as a threat from
China, the Morrison government had
in recent years sealed what is called
the Aukus security pact (Australia,
US and UK) and promised billions
of dollars of defence and cyber
security spending, all designed to
resist the ‘threat’ of China - or, to be
more exact, to follow the strategy of
US imperialism to ‘contain’ and stop
China becoming a rising economic
power in the region and globally.
But don’t expect Albanese to
alter Australia’s anti-China strategy.
Labor fully backs the Aukus pact
and only three days after his victory
Albanese joined the meeting of the
Quad - a security grouping of the
US, Australia, India and Japan which took place in Tokyo. Prior to
the election most analysts said that
Biden “would be comfortable” with
a Labor victory.
While
the
strategists
of
imperialism are happy, Australia’s
working people have more pressing
problems. Three issues dominated
the election: the huge rise in house
prices, driven beyond the means of
most Australians; the sharply rising
cost of living, where prices are rising
much faster than wages; and climate
change, with ever more destructive
heatwaves, drought and floods
affecting people’s lives.
Australia used to be called the
‘lucky country’, where people could
emigrate to and start a new and
prosperous life in an economy that
had not suffered a recession of any
note for decades. But the signs that
this was changing have been there
since the great recession of 2008-09
and the subsequent long depression
that ensued up to the Covid pandemic
slump in 2020. After taking into
account population growth, average
annual real GDP per person grew
by about 2% a year in Australia up

to the great recession. However,
since then, per capita growth has
averaged half that rate. Of course,
this is a phenomenon found in
nearly all major advanced capitalist
economies, but it has affected the
‘lucky country’ too.
As elsewhere, the slowdown in
economic growth can be connected
to the slowdown in productive
investment
growth.
Indeed,
investment to GDP has declined
sharply since the Great Recession.
What lies behind all this? It is the
same cause that applies to all the
major capitalist economies in the last
two decades: falling profitability of
capital. The great boom and revival
of profitability in Australian capital
from the 1980s, led by Australia’s
exploitation of resources in minerals,
agricultural products and energy,
and the huge expansion of a skilled
workforce with ‘liberalised’ labour
markets, started to falter in the late
1990s. And, although there was a
short uptick in profitability during
the commodity boom up to 2010,
driven by demand from China for
Australia’s commodities, in the last
decade the decline in profitability
resumed. Profitability is still as
high as it was in the Golden Age of
the 1960s (unlike most other major
capitalist economies), but the trend is
downwards.

Irony

The irony of the pre-election sabrerattling of the coalition government
against China is that Australia had
been ‘lucky’ because of its close
proximity to China - the fastest
growing economy over the last 25
years. As former finance minister
Joe Hockey once put it, “Australia
was uniquely placed to benefit from
China and Asia’s long-term growth
by exporting resources, agricultural
produce and services to the region”.
Also the economy benefited from
an influx of skilled labour through
immigration from all parts, but also
immigrants who came with wealth of
their own to invest.
And Australia remains heavily
dependent on its exports to China
and world growth in general. Until
the pandemic, China was the largest
source of foreign investment there,
leapfrogging the US. But the strategy
of American imperialism is now
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Big mining: for export to China
overriding economic reality.
The domestic issues in the
election campaign centred around
the sharply rising rate of inflation
- something hitting all the major
capitalist economies - and with little
prospect of any solution from either
government or opposition. Inflation
in the prices of goods and services in
Australia is rising much faster than
wages. The annual inflation rate is
currently 5.1% (a 21-year high) and
set to rise further, while average
wages are rising at just 2.4%. So real
wages are falling at a rate not seen
for decades.
As in the US and Europe, the only
answer offered by the authorities is
for the Reserve Bank of Australia to
hike interest rates, while calling for
‘wage restraint’. The RBA has now
increased interest rates (by 0.25% to
0.35%) for the first time in more than
11 years - that was the first hike in
the middle of an election campaign
since 2007. These rate rises threaten
the homes of millions of Australians.
The housing bubble had already
reached shocking proportions.
Australian
households
are
now among the most indebted in
the world. Chris Martin, a senior
research fellow in the University
of New South Wales City Futures
Research Centre, said data from the
Bank of International Settlements1
showed total credit to Australian
households amounts to about 120%
of annual GDP.
Major banks have already lifted
interest rates for mortgages and
other loans, matching the Reserve
Bank’s 0.25 basis point increase.
RBA governor Philip Lowe said the
cash rate could increase to 2.5%,

while investors are tipping it will
rise to about 3.75% by May 2023.
If so, it is estimated that 300,000
Australians could default on their
mortgages, as repayments increase.
Each percentage point increase
adds on average A$323 in monthly
repayments, although some cities,
such as Sydney, are much higher
at A$486, according to CoreLogic
data. Car loans and credit card debt
will also be more costly to repay, at
a time when the price for fuel and
many other goods is rising, adding
to families’ financial stress, Martin
said.
Supposedly, the saving grace for
Australians is ‘full employment’
to pay for these price rises. But the
headline unemployment rate hides
the reality that employment has not
recovered yet from the pandemic
slump. Prior to 2020, employment
was growing around 4.2% every two
years, but since then it has increased
just 2.1% - in effect at half the speed
it had been in the period up to the
pandemic.
Moreover,
the
working-age
population is beginning to stall.
Australian capital is running
out of new labour, especially
as restrictions have stopped net
immigration expanding. The pool
of working age people has barely
grown at all. Increasingly, therefore,
Australian capital must rely on
boosting productivity growth to
expand and raise profitability. But
investment growth is dropping off
and productivity growth has been in
a downward trend.
On top of all this there is the
disaster of global warming and
climate change that is beginning to
hit Australia for a cricket six. Climate
change there has been a critical
issue since the beginning of the 21st
century. Australia is becoming hotter
and will experience more extreme
heat and longer fire seasons. In 2014,
the Bureau of Meteorology released
a report on the state of Australia’s
climate that highlighted several key
points, including the significant
increase in Australia’s temperatures
(particularly night-time temperatures)
and the increasing frequency of bush
fires, droughts and floods, which have
all been linked to climate change.2
In the past three years, recordbreaking bushfire and flood events

have killed more than 500 people
and billions of animals. Drought,
cyclones and freak tides have gripped
communities. Queensland has been
ravaged by floods in recent months. In
February the state capital, Brisbane,
had more than 70% of its average
yearly rainfall in just three days.
Australia is facing an “insurability
crisis” with one in 25 homes on
track to be effectively uninsurable by
2030, according to a Climate Council
report.3 Another one in 11 are at risk
of being underinsured.
Yet the economy depends very
much on its fossil fuel exports and
developing the mining industry
- non-renewable fossil fuels still
account for about 85% of Australia’s
electricity generation.4 Australia is
one of the world’s largest per capita
emitters - producing some 1.3% of
global carbon emissions with only
0.3% of the world’s population.5
For a nation so exposed to climate
change, Australia remains one of
the biggest emitters per head of
population. The previous government
promised to reduce emissions by 26%
by 2030, while Labor has pledged a
43% cut. Both promises are below
the 50% recommended by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change.
While the Chinese economy has
slowed down, and with it the demand
for Australia’s exports, the imperialist
bloc still wants Australia to disengage
from China. The cost of living is
rising sharply; rising interest rates risk
a serious housing crisis; and global
warming is out of control.
But neither the outgoing nor the
new government have any answers.
Australia’s luck is turning for the
worse l
Michael Roberts blogs at
thenextrecession.wordpress.com

Notes
1. stats.bis.org/statx/srs/table/f3.1.

2. www.bom.gov.au/state-of-theclimate/2014/#:~:text=KEY POINTS,in the
northwest since 1970.
3. www.climatecouncil.org.au/resources/
uninsurable-nation-australias-most-climatevulnerable-places.
4. www.energy.gov.au/government-priorities/
energy-supply.
5. data.worldbank.org/indicator/en.atm.co2e.
pc?view=map. See also www.industry.gov.
au/policies-and-initiatives/australias-climatechange-strategies.
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