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1917 fantasy
The people of the Ukraine must rise 
up and overthrow the government of 
Zelensky. This government led the 
country to war, and is consequently 
now unpopular. Following 
an overthrow of the Zelensky 
government, a provisional government 
should be elected that must negotiate 
for peace, and convene a constituent 
assembly voted for by all Ukrainian 
people.

There is a marked similarity 
between the present situation in 
the Ukraine and that in Russia in 
early 1917 just prior to the February 
revolution that overthrew the tsarist 
government.

The war in Ukraine is a proxy 
war where the two sides consist of 
capitalist countries. On one side is 
predominantly Russia, on the other, 
a Nato alliance of countries that the 
Zelensky government has sided with.

In the document, ‘War and the 
Fourth International’, written in June 
1934, the programmatic position of 
the Fourth International is stated. 
Below, we quote the first paragraph of 
a section of this document, ‘Defeatism 
and imperialist war’:

“In those cases where it is a 
question of conflict between capitalist 
countries, the proletariat of any one of 
them refuses categorically to sacrifice 
its historic interests - which, in the final 
analysis, coincide, with the interests 
of the nation and humanity - for the 
sake of the military victory of the 
bourgeoisie. Lenin’s formula, “Defeat 
is the lesser evil”, means not that 
defeat of one’s country is the lesser 
evil as compared with the defeat of 
the enemy country, but that a military 
defeat resulting from the growth of the 
revolutionary movement is infinitely 
more beneficial - to the proletariat and 
to the whole people - than military 
victory assured by ‘civil peace’. Karl 
Liebknecht gave an unsurpassed 
formula of proletarian policy in time 
of war: ‘The chief enemy of the people 
is in its own country.’ The victorious 
proletarian revolution not only will 
rectify the evils caused by defeat, but 
also will create the final guarantee 
against future wars and defeats. 
This dialectical attitude toward war 
is the most important element of 
revolutionary training, and therefore 
also of the struggle against war.”

Let us be absolutely clear what the 
above position states on the question 
of “revolutionary defeatism”: “… 

a military defeat resulting from the 
growth of the revolutionary movement 
is infinitely more beneficial - to the 
proletariat and to the whole people - 
than military victory assured by ‘civil 
peace’.”

Western mass-media ‘propaganda’ 
wishes to bring about a “military 
victory assured by ‘civil peace’”. As 
opposed to this, revolutionaries in the 
Ukraine must not accept Zelensky’s 
“civil peace”, but develop the 
revolutionary movement that western 
‘propaganda’ keeps quiet about when 
it pretends that the Ukrainian people all 
support the ‘democratic’ government 
led by Zelensky - a government that 
was established by a coup, backed by 
the USA, in 2014.

Today’s ‘official’ Fourth 
International conveniently ignores its 
June 1934 document by now being 
“against all imperialisms”. In Britain, 
the section of the Fourth International 
(USec) has liquidated itself into Anti-
Capitalist Resistance (ACR). Indeed, 
it is not made clear whether a distinct 
British section of the USec still actually 
exists.

A British section of the USec did 
exist, as a sect of 90 members, since 
its foundation in the 1980s from a split 
in the International Marxist Group. It 
has been involved in numerous “party-
building” exercises that have witnessed 
a progressive degeneration of its 
politics, as it increasingly liquidates 
itself in order to gain more members, at 
any expense. It has recently liquidated 
itself into the ACR, which now has 
about 350 members, we are told.

The website of the ACR chooses 
to address the question of the proxy 
war in the Ukraine, by means of a 
main article on ‘The political logic 
of Russia’s imperialism’. In essence, 
the ACR chooses to further demonise 
Russia, thus following western mass-
media hysteria, which is Russo-phobic 
and pro-Zelensky. The ACR breaks 
with Leninism, and breaks with Marx’s 
understanding of class, as is clear from 
its programme. It is a supporters’ club 
for the apparatus faction that runs and 
controls it.

The war is not a war for ‘self-
determination’, but a proxy war 
between two groups of capitalist 
countries. It therefore appears as a 
rehearsal for a third world war.

Self-determination of nations 
can be carried out, in peacetime and 
under capitalist rule, by means of a 
constituent assembly elected by all of 
the people of the given nation. In the 
UK, the present government denies the 
right of nations to self-determination, 
by, for example, resisting Scotland’s 
desire to resolve matters by means of 
a referendum.

Also, the UK government denies 
the right of the Irish people to self-
determination by continuing with its 
annexation of the Six Counties of 
Northern Ireland, and its continued 
support for its colonial interests there. 
Likewise, the European Union also 
does not support the right of nations to 
self-determination, but rather restricts 
this right to its presently constituted 
national states, not to the nations 
within these states.

In other words, the EU’s and the 
UK’s professed defence of Ukraine’s 
right to self-determination is sheer 
hypocrisy. The claim by members 
of the ACR that the main issue in 
Ukraine is the right to national self-
determination is but a smokescreen for 
a de facto support of the Nato alliance 
against Russia. The ACR thus tail-ends 
the Nato bloc.

Instead, we must call for ‘Victory to 
the Ukrainian revolution!’
Roy Wall
Leeds

Subjectively
Arthur Bough defends Sean 
Matgamna’s dual defeatist line in the 
Malvinas war and applies the same 
to the Ukraine-Russia conflict today, 
whilst claiming that the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty has collapsed to the 
right since then.

The Socialist Organiser 1982 
position of dual defeatism - that 
is, of neutrality - between British 
imperialism and a semi-colonial 
country and its “self-determination 
for the Falkland Islanders” policy was 
a clear, straightforward repudiation 
of the anti-imperialist Trotskyist 
programme. As it is today in relation 
to Ukraine; again, Russia is not an 
imperialist country, but an advanced 
semi-colony. In SO No83 (1982) 
they claimed that Argentina was also 
imperialist, or “nearly” imperialist, 
not a “typical” third world oppressed 
country, and that Galtieri has “mini-
colonialist” motives. This was the 
first mooting of the theory of ‘sub-
imperialism’, with which they have 
since degenerated into mere apologists 
for global imperialism.

In the current issue even those 
Revolutionary Communist Group/
Fight Racism, Fight Imperialism 
anti-imperialist stalwarts view Russia 
as imperialist by rejecting Lenin’s 
definition, and regard those of us who 
defend it today as “essentially ticking 
boxes”, putting forward other boxes to 
tick - and then telling us in the same 
issue how imperialism robbed the 
Congo/Burkina Faso and murdered 
Thomas Sankara in 1987 because he 
repudiated the rule of the International 
Monetary Fund foreign debts extortion 
and urged all of Africa to do the 
same. Neither Russia nor China can 
do that stuff: they are not Lenin’s 
imperialisms; just the imperialisms of 
the Mail, Express and Sun.

Alan Thornett’s Workers Socialist 
League back then, like many groups 
today in relation to Ukraine, failed 
to distinguish between what was 
objectively progressive about the 
invasion directed against an imperialist 
power, or its proxy, despite the 
subjectively reactionary motivation of 
Galtieri then and Putin today.
Gerry Downing
Socialist Fight

Climate threat
The June 19 pronouncement by 
Germany’s government (a Social 
Democrat/Green/Free Democrat 
coalition) to bring back into operation 
coal-fired power plants shows its 
true colours: saving capitalism at all 
costs and to hell with humanity! This 
reversal will increase the country’s 
dependence on coal-fired electricity 
generation by a third.

This decision was made a few days 
after Gazprom reduced NordStream1 

gas supplies to Germany by 60%. 
Germany’s economics minister, Robert 
Habeck (Green Party), wholeheartedly 
supported his government’s move, 
saying, “This is bitter, but in this 
situation essential to lower the use of 
gas.” Mealy-mouthed words that boil 
down to ‘We are comfortable giving 
full support to Nato’s proxy war on 
Russia, while ditching climate change 
targets’. Italy’s lash-up government 
is likely to react similarly and enact 
emergency legislation, reneging on 
those recent oh-so-firm pledges to 
reduce CO2 emissions. Illusions in 
social democratic or green parties 
ought to fade fast in face of such 
double dealing and blatant ‘profit 
before people’ and warmongering 
decisions.

Marxists must prioritise the demand 
that the fossil fuels, coal, gas and oil, 
stay in the ground. The most urgent 
question facing humanity is imminent 
destruction of habitable environments, 
where tens and hundreds of millions of 
us currently live. While it is true that 
obtaining energy by burning gas and 
oil produces less CO2 than burning 
coal, this is like the old argument 
that smoking cigars or pipes is safer 
than smoking cigarettes. There is 
still a negative outcome - a certainty 
in the case of fossil fuels. Burning 
them produces planet-overheating 
CO2 and must be curtailed rapidly 
toward extinguishment. Burning 
wood and polymers (plastics) must 
cease immediately. As well as 
unwelcome CO2, pollution of the 
air with carcinogenic particles and 
vapours arises from all these sources in 
varying proportions (apart from direct 
combustion of gas products, that is).

Carbon capture is a complete 
diversion, a chimera. It would be 
potentially calamitous, should stored 
CO2 leak from capitalist-provided 
storage - this is simply a political 
diversion by capital’s desire to carry 
on as before. Imaginary technology 
conquers all … or (much more likely) 
not. Children may believe in unicorns, 
but the rest of us have the burdens of 
reality to carry. As for carbon credits, 
they are just another licence for 
polluters to go on polluting, actively 
suborning less developed or robust 
economies that might otherwise be 
part of humanity’s collaborative efforts 
on this front.

The choice is stark and urgent. Life 
on Earth is under threat. Two centuries 
of capitalist exploitation of the natural 
world have seen an accelerating loss of 
habitat, extinction of many species of 
animal and plant life, degradation of 
the environment, and increasing risk 
of disease. Industrial spoliation of soils 
and water tables, the seas and oceans, 
the air we breathe, and the food and 
drink we need continues apace.

Climate change has already started 
to illustrate the stark future that faces us 
all if capitalism continues. Capitalism 
is killing us. The liberation of 
humanity through scientific socialism 
and a cooperative social system - 
communism - is our only feasible 
future. We really do have to make the 
urgent choice: socialism or barbarism.
Jim Moody
email

Catastrophism
The rump National Union of 
Mineworkers and more importantly 
the mining community of Whitehaven 
have thrown what weight we have 
behind the campaign to develop 
Woodhouse Colliery. The mine aims 
at producing ‘steel coal’ - that is, coal 
used to produce steel. 

Lots of shit is being thrown about 
concerning non-blast furnace steel. As 
a lifelong vegetarian and a vegan of 
34 years, I would once have regarded 
myself as ‘green’ and I had a certain 
respect for Greenpeace. During the 
course of the enquiry into Woodhouse, 

which is now five years in the running, 
I have had the scales removed from 
my eyes. Greenpeace has thrown into 
the mix a scattergun of sheer myth 
and invention in the hope that some of 
the shit will stick. Part of this was the 
imminence of non-blast-furnace steel, 
but specialist evidence was submitted 
from the North of England Institute 
of Mining and Mechanical Engineers, 
which systematically blew the theories 
out of the water. So do they now revise 
their propaganda? No, because, even 
though they know it is nonsense, they 
also know that you don’t know. The 
eco-catastrophists think this is a way 
of combating one of the fundamentals 
of all industrial production: you can’t 
make steel without coal, and you can’t 
produce much without steel.

 Recycled steel is, of course, already 
made (using coal), but can be reused, 
and about 60% of steel in Britain 
is recycled, but two things stop it 
replacing ‘primary’ steel. One: there 
isn’t enough of it; it’s bound to be a law 
of diminishing returns, as demand for 
steel grows, but amounts of old steel 
declines and we don’t recycle all of it 
anyway. More importantly, if you’re 
building a new structure like a high-rise 
block of flats or Boris’s bridge from 
Scotland to Ulster, you don’t use old 
steel from Steptoe’s junk yard. Such 
a structure will fail monumentally 
if it carries too much weight - with 
disastrous effects. So nobody uses 
recycled steel for capital projects like 
that. So if British steelmakers are 
abandoning blast-furnace steelmaking 
it’s because they are coming under 
political pressure to do so. So much of 
the steel will either be produced abroad 
using blast furnaces or the finished 
steel or the products made from it 
will be imported. Coal is used in steel 
production exactly as before, only 
someone else will be doing it; green 
consciences will be eased because 
we aren’t actually making it here. The 
effect on the atmosphere will be the 
same (or worse), because you have to 
add on transport emissions. 

There is an experimental system 
of non-blast-furnace primary steel 
production, using ‘hydrogenisation’ - 
ironically developed at Hatfield Main 
colliery by Richard Budge - to design 
an emissions-free coal power station 
(the Don Valley Project). The system 
takes the CO2 out of the process and 
sends it into abandoned gas and oil 
wells, where it becomes solid and 
is trapped underground forever. The 
North Sea has the capacity to take all 
CO2 emissions in Europe for the next 
300 years. It would have produced coal 
power minus the two thirds emission 
taxes and produced the cheapest 
energy in the world, at around £34 per 
megawatt, as against £92 for nukes and 
£160 for wind (without subsidies).

Greenpeace and Friends of the 
Earth circulated their anti-coal 
message to all its trade union contacts, 
asking them to pass an anti-coal mine 
resolution and organise workshops 
at which their lies can be propagated. 
As far as I can tell, only the obscure 
Calderdale Trades Council has done 
this. What is galling is that they never 
asked the union likely to organise the 
workers concerned, the NUM, or the 
mining communities campaigning 
for this mine, for any comment. 
Those who side with Greenpeace 
against the NUM and workers from 
the coal industry show how far an 
understanding of class and basic trade 
union principles has declined.

Only eight people were present 
at the meeting of Calderdale Trades 
Council that passed the motion, and 
two of them voted against. I doubt 
that any of the union branches they 
represent were even consulted on it, 
although it will now go forward as 
if a strong section of the unions are 
campaigning against the mine. They 
aren’t, but if they were that would be 
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Confidence boosted
You may recall that last week I 

was a little pessimistic about 
making our £2,250 monthly 
fighting fund target, because, with 
exactly half of June gone, we only 
had £744 in the kitty. But this week 
my confidence has been greatly 
boosted by the fact that no less 
than £850 came our way over the 
last seven days!

Heading the list in terms of 
generosity was comrade GB, who 
donated £85 by bank transfer and 
then, a couple of days later, topped 
it up with a further £50! Then, of 
course, there are those three-figure 
standing orders that always come 
our way this time of the month - 
thank you, comrades SK, KB and 
PM. On top of that there were also 
standing orders from MM (£75), 
TR (£40), JM (£30), DR (£20) and 

SS (£15). Finally there was that old 
favourite, comrade Hassan, who 
handed his usual tenner to one of 
our comrades.

All that means that our running 
total now stands at £1,594. In other 
words, we still need £656 in the 
last week of the month. Please do 
your bit and make sure we get over 
the line! Please click on the PayPal 
button on the Weekly Worker 
website or - better still - make a 
bank transfer to ‘Weekly Worker’ 
(account 00744310; sort code 30-
99-64).

With your help we can do it! l
Robbie Rix

Fighting fund

https://weeklyworker.co.uk/
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Stop the war in Ukraine
Friday June 24, 1pm: Public meeting, LMB/030, Law and 
Management Building, East Campus, University of York, YO10.
No to Nato expansion; no escalation. Speakers include Chris 
Nineham (Stop the War Coalition).
Organised by Stop the War Coalition:
stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-in-ukraine-york-university-meeting.
International day of action - peace in Ukraine
Saturday June 25: Protest events in Brighton, Bristol, Cardiff, 
Dorchester, Glasgow, Hull, London, Manchester, Nottingham, 
Sheffield, Shrewsbury, Southampton, Wisbech and York.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: stopwar.org.uk/events.
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.
Solidarity with rail workers
Saturday June 25, 2.30pm: Rally, Cathedral Gardens, Victoria 
Street, Manchester M4. Support rail workers striking in defence of 
jobs and working conditions, and for a pay rise to match inflation.
Organised by Manchester Trades Council:
www.facebook.com/events/524932752648194.
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.
Solidarity with the GMB3!
Wednesday June 29, 9.30am: Protest, Hastings Magistrates Court, 
Horntye Park, Bohemia Road, Hastings TN34. Solidarity with the 
GMB strike at Wealden Council. Defend the right to picket.
Three GMB officials were arrested on the picket line in Hailsham 
and taken away in handcuffs. Protest outside their court appearance.
Organised by Hastings & District Trades Union Council:
www.facebook.com/events/1054853425470008.
The battle for democracy in Britain and Ireland
Thursday June 30, 6pm: Weekly online education series covering 
the history of republican ideas and their link to socialism. This talk: 
‘Militant Irish republicanism from the Fenians to James Connolly’.
Speaker: Kevin Bean. Organised by Labour Left Alliance:
www.facebook.com/events/2817172421908784.
From treaty to civil war in Ireland
Thursday June 30, 7pm: Lecture, Marx Memorial Library,
37a Clerkenwell Green, London EC1. The Anglo-Irish Treaty was 
signed on December 6 1921, consolidating partition and granting the 
Irish Free State a truncated form of political independence. Within 
six months, disputes over the treaty clauses had ushered in a brutal 
civil war. Speaker: Seán Byers. Entrance free (donations welcome).
Organised by Marx Memorial Library:
www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/369.
Marxism 2022
Friday July 1 to Sunday July 3: SWP annual school, Queen Mary 
University of London, 327 Mile End Road, London E1. Sessions 
include: System change, not climate change / BLM: Race, class and 
revolution / Is revolution possible in the 21st century? / Marxism, 
gender and trans liberation / Marx and Marxism today / Smashing 
sexism and the system / Palestine, Zionism and the fight for liberation / 
Imperialism and the growing threat of war. Tickets: day £20 (£10), 
full event £35 (£20). Organised by Socialist Workers Party:
www.facebook.com/events/1639302796431398.
National Shop Stewards Network
Saturday July 2, 11am to 4.30pm: Conference, Conway Hall,
25 Red Lion Square, London WC1. A forum for trade unionists and 
anti-cuts campaigners to discuss the strategy, tactics and programme 
needed to fight attacks on the working class. Speakers include 
Sharon Graham (Unite general secretary). Registration £6.
Organised by National Shop Stewards Network:
www.facebook.com/events/340185257922375.
Stop the war in Ukraine
Tuesday July 5, 7pm: Hybrid public meeting, The Warehouse,
54-57 Allison Street, Birmingham B5. Russian troops out; no 
Nato escalation. Speakers include Lindsey German (Stop the War 
Coalition). Organised by Birmingham Stop the War:
stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-in-ukraine-birmingham-stwc-meeting
Women Chainmakers festival
Saturday July 2, 11am to 5.30pm: Family festival, Mary 
Macarthur Gardens, Cradley Heath B64. Celebrate the 1910 Cradley 
Heath women chainmakers’ victorious 10-week strike against 
starvation wages. Organised by TUC Midlands:
www.facebook.com/events/3130008930591049.
Durham Miners’ Gala
Saturday July 9, 8am to 4pm: Rally and labour movement festival, 
The Racecourse, Green Lane, Old Elvet, Durham DH1.
Organised by Durham Miners’ Association:
www.facebook.com/events/363683181144261.
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.

a travesty. 
This is typical Greenpeace fare. 

Firstly no country has agreed to phase 
out steel production - to do that you 
would have to phase out the use of 
steel! Greenpeace advocates wind 
turbines, which require millions of 
tonnes of steel and cement to forge 
and build - neither of which is done 
without blast-furnace steel. Some 
countries have decided to phase out 
coal power electric generation, but it 
is actually rising, not falling. But the 
problem is not coal power, which can 
be used without CO2 emissions. Ways 
of using coal power without emissions 
were worked on in the past, but first 
Margaret Thatcher and then David 
Cameron pulled the plug on schemes 
to do so, because it would have ensured 
the survival and growth of the coal 
industry, and with it the NUM.

The truth is that before the mass 
closure programme British coal 
produced over 80% of national power 
- from the cheapest, safest deep-mined 
coal in the world and employing 
almost 200,000 people. We now have 
no coal mines and only four old coal 
power stations, relying on heavy 
restricted and costly coal imports - they 
produce the same power as thousands 
of wind turbines at a tiny fraction of 
the cost. When they closed down 80% 
of our home-produced energy supply, 
what did people think was going to 
happen to energy prices, which are 
now totally dependent on the whim of 
international energy markets and the 
fate of world political conflicts? Yet 
Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace 
believe the energy crisis is caused 
because we haven’t closed all the coal 
power stations and are considering a 
new steel coal mine whose coal isn’t 
used for power generation. 

The mine does not, of course, 
produce the CO2 - it’s the process of 
turning it into coke and using that in 
the blast furnace to make steel which 
does that. So the real target should be 
the steel works and the production of 
steel from blast furnaces. Why are they 
not saying close down the steel works? 
The biggest lie is in the fact that CO2 
is already being emitted without the 
mine. So it’s not CO2 emissions as 
such which are the target: it’s actually 
the fact that we want to mine our own 
coal to do it. Something like 0.5% of 
steel production comes from importing 
coal, so if we mined our own coal we 
would reduce the amount of CO2 by 
not shipping it across the Atlantic.
David J Douglass
South Shields

Principle
Why has Israel’s prime minister, 
Naftali Bennett, decided to dissolve the 
Knesset (Israel’s parliament), facing 
the country with the fifth general 
elections in less than three years?

Do not take any notice of 
explanations involving trivial personal 
rivalries and ambitions. There is one 
simple overriding reason for Bennett’s 
step: he is a man of ‘principle’ - at least 
where it concerns Israel’s apartheid 
legislation. He is prepared to lose 
office, and perhaps put an end to his 
political career, if that is what it takes to 
keep the apartheid regime in the West 
Bank safe on its iniquitous legalistic 
basis. 

Israel has so far avoided annexing 
the West Bank: there are too many 
Arabs there. (Before doing that, Israel 
will want it ethnically cleansed, as 
were the Syrian Golan Heights prior 
to being annexed.) In the meantime, 
Israel operates in the West Bank a 
regime of harsh military tyranny, an 
elaborate system of rule by military 
edicts, kangaroo courts and brutal 
physical repression. But in order to 
exempt the Jewish colonists from 
this regime, Israel enacted in 1967 
‘temporary’ emergency regulations, 
granting to these Israeli citizens living 
outside Israel’s territory the same legal 
status as that of citizens living inside 
the country. They have the same civil 

rights and are subject to the same civil 
and criminal laws as Israelis living in 
Tel-Aviv. These regulations - which 
form the legalistic basis of what is 
patently an apartheid colonial regime - 
are valid for a limited period and must 
be extended every few years. For the 
last 55 years, this has been a virtually 
automatic affair. But, this time round, 
extension, due this month, has come up 
against a political obstacle. 

Bennet’s hotchpotch coalition 
government - formed one year ago 
on the basis of a single ‘principle’: 
anyone but Bibi (Netanyahu) - has 
a paper-thin majority. All its Zionist 
members (including the ‘left’-Zionist 
Meretz) agreed to vote for extending 
the apartheid regulations. But for the 
Islamists of the United Arab List (the 
first ever Arab party to participate in 
an Israeli ruling coalition) this was a 
bridge too far. When renewal of the 
regulations was tabled in the Knesset 
on June 6, the government did not have 
a majority. This would have been no 
problem if the rightwing opposition, 
which zealously supports the apartheid 
regime, had voted according to 
their ideology. But Netanyahu, a sly 
tactician, asked his Likud party and 
its allies to vote against extension, 
thereby causing its defeat. He knew 
that Bennett, a committed rightwing 
religious Zionist supporter of 
colonisation, would refuse to lead a 
government devoid of the legalistic 
instrument of apartheid in the West 
Bank. 

Israel now finds itself back in 
the tumult and uncertainty of the 
two years preceding June 2021. 
Unless Netanyahu manages to form 
a government, the present coalition 
is likely to continue as a caretaker 
government led by Yair Lapid, with 
Bennett as alternate prime minister. 
The emergency regulations will be 
frozen until a new Knesset is elected, 
probably in October or November. 
What government will emerge then is 
uncertain, but it is a fair bet that it will 
continue Israel’s long-term shift to the 
extremes of rightwing, obscurantist 
Zionism.
Moshé Machover
London

Woman question
I would like to thank Anne McShane 
for both her engaging presentation at 
the June 12 Online Communist Forum 
and her subsequent article on Marxism 
and feminism, with its discerning 
discussion of the work of Lise Vogel 
(‘Women, wages and reproduction’, 
June 16).

As McShane points out, Marxists 
like Engels, Lenin, Luxemburg, Bebel 
and Kollontai did give attention to 
the role of social reproduction (the 
family, female care structures) and its 
importance to the production of capital. 
Today’s capitalists no longer want to 
pay overmuch for the necessary care 
and maintenance of workers through 
the family, still done mainly by 
women. This is yet another sign of the 
system’s neglect of the human side and 
its ultimate self-destruction.

Many socialists, however, along 
with radical feminists (and especially 
since the 1960s), have neglected or 
outright rejected this unitary view for a 
‘dual systems’ approach. Dual systems 
is a simplification of ‘domestic labour’, 
in which alongside the economic class 
system (capitalist/proletariat) there 
is a gender class system, where all 
men are the rulers and beneficiaries 
of all women - a point of view which 
promotes an ahistorical analysis of 
family and community structures. This 
view has also been coopted by liberal 
feminism, where equality means 
parity: that is, some bourgeois women 
competing for and winning top jobs.

I was glad to see that Jack Conrad 
and Anne McShane seemed ultimately 
to agree on the unMarxist nature of 
the dual systems approach, which 
unfortunately is still characteristic 
of such groups as the Radical 

Anthropology Group. RAG views 
human history as beginning with a 
(benevolent) female class duplicitously 
controlling the early human horde, who 
are then usurped by arrogant caveman 
types. This implies the creation of a 
ruling elite of males, who then run 
society for the rest of human history, 
regardless of the mode of production.
Mike Belbin
London

Character
Jack Conrad says the Draft programme 
of the Weekly Worker group “moves 
on to the character of the British 
revolution” (‘Our own programme’, 
June 16). No, it doesn’t.

Well, it is true that it moves on 
to a chapter entitled ‘The character 
of the British revolution’, but it 
conspicuously fails to say anything 
about “the character of the British 
revolution” itself. The closest it comes 
is in its first sentence: “Capitalism can 
only be superseded by the working 
class uniting itself internationally and 
rallying all who are oppressed.” Yes, 
very good, but then what?

In his article Jack says 100% more 
about the “character of the British 
revolution”, when he (rightly) says: 
“The working class smashes the old 
state machine of the bourgeoisie, 
constitutes itself the ruling class and 
begins the transition to the communist 
mode of production.” But that is it - 
nothing more.

The truncated version of the 
WWG’s ‘What we fight for’ says: “The 
capitalist class will never willingly 
allow their wealth and power to be 
taken away by a parliamentary vote.” 
True, but what does this then mean for 
the required “character of the British 
revolution”?

We get a better clue reading the full, 
no longer published, version of ‘What 
we stand for’:

“The capitalist class will never 
allow their wealth and power to 
be taken away by a parliamentary 
vote. They will resist using every 
means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning 
the biggest possible working class 
representation. But workers must be 
readied to make revolution - peacefully 
if we can, forcibly if we must.” That is 
better, although too unclear - confused 
even - about the potential role of formal 
bourgeois democracy in the socialist 
revolution for my liking.

The Draft programme itself 
moves seamlessly from the minimum 
programme, to a discussion of the 
class structure in Britain and the role of 
classes in any socialist revolution, and 
straight to a workers’ government and 
the maximum programme, socialism, 
without any discernible join or 
qualitative process to bring this about.

So, despite the claims that the 
Draft programme is this big, bold, 
upfront, straight-talking, open and 
honest, revolutionary, programmatic 
document, which will help create the 
mass Communist Party we need and 
the working class into “a class for 
itself”, it seems the WWG is somewhat 
afraid of saying anything in it 
whatsoever about what it thinks about 
the likely or possible character of the 
British revolution, despite having the 
gall to entitle chapter 4 ‘The character 
of the British revolution’!

Perhaps candidate members or 
members of the WWG are at some 
point inducted into the secrets of the 
“character of the British revolution” 
as part of being assimilated into the 
organisation, not to be openly shared 
with the wider class, but this would 
make the WWG sound awfully like 
one of those “confessional sects” it 
often rails against.

Jack’s subsequent comments about 
the duplicity of the Socialist Workers 
Party and the contempt in which it 
holds workers are more than a little 
ironic in this context.
Andrew Northall
Kettering

https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-in-ukraine-york-university-meeting/
https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/
https://www.facebook.com/FollonsbyBanner
https://www.facebook.com/events/524932752648194
https://www.facebook.com/events/2221094694712613
https://www.facebook.com/events/1054853425470008
https://www.facebook.com/events/2817172421908784
https://www.marx-memorial-library.org.uk/event/369
https://www.facebook.com/events/1639302796431398
https://www.facebook.com/events/340185257922375
https://www.stopwar.org.uk/events/stop-the-war-in-ukraine-birmingham-stwc-meeting/
https://www.facebook.com/events/3130008930591049
https://www.facebook.com/events/363683181144261
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Experience and expectations
Especially in light of the challenges of Nato’s proxy war, there needs to be a push for the unity of the 
Marxist left in a party project. James Harvey reports

The latest developments in the war 
in Ukraine and the implications 
for the politics of the left were 

amongst the topics considered at the 
June 19 aggregate of CPGB members, 
supporters and invited guests.

Opening the discussion, Jack 
Conrad of the CPGB’s Provisional 
Central Committee began by 
reviewing the course of the Ukraine 
war and the unexpected ways in which 
it had developed since February 24. 
Not only were many people 
surprised that Russia had actually 
invaded Ukraine, but the widely held 
expectation of a short and successful 
thrust towards Kiev and the removal 
of the Zelensky regime had also been 
confounded by events. The ‘collateral 
damage’ to the economies of Ukraine 
and Russia, and the wider impact of 
the war on global food and energy 
supplies, were now major issues in 
world politics.

If the early stages of the conflict 
were a war of manoeuvre, comrade 
Conrad argued, we were now seeing 
a “war of position” - a bloody war of 
attrition, whose main focus was now 
on the eastern front in the Donbas. 
Whilst there had been varying 
explanations from military experts 
about why the Russian forces had 
failed in their initial strategy - ranging 
from shortcomings in supplies and 
equipment to operational command - 
it was now clear that the character of 
the war had shifted significantly and 
that Russia had regained the initiative 
to some extent. Jack suggested that 
we were witnessing something of a 
revolution in warfare, in which the 
combination of tank and infantry 
forces - strategically dominant since 
the Blitzkrieg of World War II - was 
being challenged by a combination 
of missiles and drones. Anti-tank and 
anti-air missiles, in particular, had 
given some new advantages to infantry 
defending positions and might result, 
on the eastern front in this war, in a 
stalemate akin to World War I.

This revolution in warfare 
highlighted the importance of Nato 
support for the Zelensky regime in 
terms of equipment and munitions, 
although comrade Conrad did not 
play down the significance of the 
successful popular mobilisation in 
support of the war effort that the 
Ukrainian state had been able to 
achieve. Given these developments 
and the current stalemate, it seems 
that the perspectives of Boris Johnson 
and Liz Truss about a ‘long war’ in 
Ukraine seem justified - a reality that 
will impact on both international and 
domestic politics for the foreseeable 
future.

The discussion then turned to the 
response of the left to the events in 
Ukraine and how political positions 
might develop in the future. It was 
clear, after four months of war, that in 
many cases there had been a speeding 
up of existing political trajectories. 
The pro-Nato and pro-imperialist 
politics of the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty had reached a logical 
conclusion in standing alongside 
Keir Starmer and his backing for the 
war. Forms of social-pacifism which 
suggested that peace can be achieved 
under capitalism and that ‘reasonable 
diplomacy’ can prevent the escalation 
of war are reflected in the politics 
of the Stop the War Coalition and 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. 
The positions of the Socialist Workers 
Party and Socialist Party in England 
Wales are more ambiguous - with 
one foot in social-pacifism and the 
other in more principled positions in 
opposition to Nato’s proxy war.

Jack also discussed the politics of 
the pro-Kremlin left, such as George 
Galloway’s Workers Party of Britain 
and sections of the CPB’s Young 
Communist League, who either 
argued from a false ‘anti-imperialist’ 
position that ‘my enemy’s enemy is 
my friend’ or emphasised the anti-
Nazi rhetoric of the Russian state, 
giving the invasion a progressive 
character. On the other hand, the pro-
Ukraine left focused on who fired the 
first shots and ignored the bigger, geo-
political picture: namely, the decisive 
role of a declining US hegemon trying 
to re-establish its position vis-à-vis its 
prime target, China. This emerging 
struggle gives our period something 
much closer to the geo-political 
dynamics in the years leading up to 
World War I.

Decisive factor
However, both Jack and other 
comrades who spoke were at pains to 
highlight the significant differences 
between that period and our own time. 
The decisive factor is the weakness of 
the principled left and the working 
class movement generally.

In 1914 a mass working class 
movement existed in Europe 
that was committed in theory to 
revolutionary defeatism in the event 
of an imperialist war. Thus, Lenin 
could base his revolutionary politics 
on that potential subjective factor, 
which proved to be significant in the 
growth of the left beginning in 1916 
but especially after 1917. Looking at 
the reaction of the left to the war in 
Ukraine, unfortunately we cannot say 
the same thing today!

It is an understatement to say that 
these are challenging times for the 
revolutionary left, especially as the 
war looks set to grindingly continue 
and Nato seems determined to increase 
its involvement. Domestically 
capitalist governments, such as 
the Tories in Britain, will continue 
their war drive and increasingly 
attempt to clamp down on the trade 
unions and opposition from the 
left. Combined with continuing 
economic and political crises, in these 
circumstances the war could provoke 

a response from the left, could expose 
its contradictions and trigger serious 
debate within the revolutionary left. 
An appeal and a drive for principled 
Marxist unity could find an echo 
within these groups and result in the 
growth of a genuine Marxist current.

Other themes in the discussion 
included the cost of the war and its 
impact on the world economy. Whilst 
comrades understood the strategic 
imperatives behind the war and 
how it fitted into the wider strategy 
of US imperialism, some questions 
were raised about the politically and 
economically counterproductive 
aspects of a protracted war. The 
playing out of tensions within the 
European Union and the impact that 
the different national interests of 
France, Germany and Italy, as well 
as smaller states such as Hungary, 
will have on the ‘united front’ 
against Putin was also considered 
by comrades during the discussion. 
Above all, comrades were keen to 
stress the importance of the wider 
geopolitical context far beyond 
Ukraine and Russia.

The importance of the proxy war 
for the US was shown by Biden’s 
attempts to bring the Saudi and 
Emirati regimes onside, when it came 
to oil production and helping the west 
find an alternative to energy imports 
from Russia. Whatever the outcome 
of the current stalemate in Ukraine 
itself, and whilst the exact timescale 
and pattern of events could not be 
predicted, there were sure to be many 
diplomatic twists and turns ahead - it 
was clear that we were now in the 
antechamber of a serious conflict 
between the US and China.

The US will thus not miss a trick to 
stop, humiliate and diminish China’s 
ally, Russia, whatever the cost. In 
general, the war has strengthened the 
US position, making Europe more 
dependent on the US for energy and 
mobilising increased support for 
Nato. It also has given Washington 
the chance to pursue regime change 
in Moscow and decisively weaken 
“China’s Austria-Hungary”. The 
war has also strengthened Britain’s 
position in Washington, despite the 

uncertainties engendered by Brexit. 
The ‘independent foreign policy’ of 
‘global Britain’ has simply increased 
British strategic dependence on the 
US hegemon and has reinforced the 
politics of the special relationship 
between Washington and London. 
Labour, as always on foreign policy, 
is in lockstep with the British ruling 
class on this issue: if it is possible, Sir 
Keir Starmer is even more loyal and 
subservient to the US than the Tories!

Summing up the discussion, 
comrade Conrad returned to the 
importance of party and programme 
in the current period. While many on 
the left hope for a return to the mass 
mobilisations of the 2000s against 
the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, that 
type of purely ‘anti-war’ movement 
has no purchase at the moment and, 
even if it emerged, would represent 
a dead end for revolutionary politics. 
The development of a principled 
programme and the building of a 
Marxist party remains the central issue 
for the revolutionary left in Britain 
and internationally. This runs counter 
to the common sense of much of the 
left, who advocate broad-front parties 

that make concessions to capitalism 
and blur the distinction between 
reformism and revolutionary politics.

However, the CPGB will continue 
arguing for its project of Marxist 
unity and believes that such a call 
can receive a sympathetic hearing 
from comrades across the left who 
genuinely want to build such a party. 
While the serious divisions within 
the left over Ukraine and the blind 
alleys they have produced make such 
a project difficult, the urgent needs of 
the situation mean that such a political 
initiative is all the more vital in the 
immediate period ahead.

The aggregate also saw the launch 
of this year’s Summer Offensive - a 
period in which CPGB members and 
supporters intensify the important 
political tasks of building the finances 
of our organisation. The target this 
year is an ambitious £30,000. The 
meeting also heard details about this 
year’s Communist University, which 
will look at the pressing issue of ‘War 
and Peace’. Further details about 
both the Summer Offensive and 
Communist University will appear in 
coming issues of Weekly Worker l

Encouraging pledges
This year’s Summer Offensive 

- the CPGB’s annual 
fundraising drive - was launched 
on Sunday June 19. Comrades 
set themselves individual targets 
for the two months up to the end 
of the campaign - the last day 
of our Communist University 
summer school on August 20. 
As a collective, we have agreed 
the overall target of £30,000 - a 
crucial top-up needed to keep the 
CPGB fighting fit.

Sunday’s pledges from those 
at the June 19 CPGB aggregate 
meeting came to over £13,000, 
giving us a good deal of 
confidence about reaching this 

year’s target - not least because 
by the next day a total of £655 
had already been received from 
CPGB comrades alone. Added 
to this was the £192 raised from 
sales at the TUC demonstration 
the previous day.

So, after just a few days we have 
a total of £847. If you would like to 
contribute, please feel free to send 
us a cheque or hand your donation 
to one of our comrades. Other 
means by which you can contribute 
can be found on our website at: 
communistparty.co.uk/donate. 

Please specify ‘Summer 
Offensive’ when you do so l

Linda Carr

Summer Offensive

There has been a revolution in warfare

https://communistparty.co.uk/donate
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A name that spells trouble
The very public, pro-Stalin chanting was clearly a provocation aimed directly at Robert Griffiths and his 
timid leadership of the CPB, writes Lawrence Parker

Last Saturday’s humdrum TUC 
cost of living demonstration was 
enlivened by two interesting 

contingents. First, the Morning Star’s 
Communist Party of Britain had a 
largish and reasonably well-organised 
contingent, reflecting its growth since 
the denouement of Jeremy Corbyn’s 
leadership of the Labour Party in 
2020. Behind the ‘adult’ CPB was an 
impressive militant formation of the 
Young Communist League, its youth 
organisation. As is now de rigueur for 
the comrades, they dressed in black 
with red bandanas and carried red 
flags.

The YCL got plenty of social-
media coverage for its bloc, with 
attention being focused on a 
particular slogan they were chanting: 
“Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh! Che 
Guevara! Stalin!”1 Attentive readers 
will remember that the ‘broad-left’ 
CPB parents of the YCL thoroughly 
disapprove of such scandalous 
behaviour, having issued protocols 
in August 2021 warning CPB/YCL 
members against “adulation of Stalin 
and support for the substantial abuses 
of state power which occurred under 
his leadership”. Such endeavours 
were deemed to be “not compatible 
with our party’s judgment of these 
matters”.2 Chanting support of Stalin 
on this very public occasion, right 
behind the CPB’s own bloc, was 
clearly a provocation aimed at the 
‘adult’ party. The annoyance caused 
by these profoundly stupid protocols 
has clearly not abated.

It is also possible that the YCL 
marchers partly did this to wind up 
Trotskyists on the TUC march and, if 
this was an intention, it was certainly 
successful. Social media was lit up 
(I use that term in its loosest sense) 
by outraged Trotskyists complaining 
of being subjected to ‘cosplay’ and 
LARP (live-action role-play) antics, 
the implication being that the YCL 
contingent was somehow alien to the 
British labour movement (criticism 
that is stupid, parochial and historically 
illiterate). Didn’t these masked YCL 
fiends know this was a demo about the 
cost of living? You see, our Trotskyist 
friends have a much cleverer trick: 
complete disappearance. Better to 
pretend to be a trade unionist for the 
day and make some brief, half-hearted 
attempts to sell an unreadable journal 
with all the vigour of a sweaty Bernard 
Manning in a Turkish sauna. That way 
everyone can forget you were even 
at the march, and all the attention 
gets focused on the young Stalinists. 
Clever, eh?

Icon
Leaving such limited imaginations 
aside, as background, one must 
appreciate the history of Stalin support 
in the world communist movement/s 
after his death in 1953. Following 
Nikita Khrushchev’s speech of 1956 
and the Soviet leadership of the 
‘official’ movement admitting some of 
Stalin’s crimes, the latter was dropped 
as a revolutionary icon in parties such 
as the old CPGB (although Stalin’s 
faction was deemed to have been 
generally correct in struggles against 
Bukharin and Trotsky in the 1920s).

In a process mirrored in other 
countries, as the CPGB stopped 
celebrating Stalin in the 1960s, Maoist 
factions from the party’s left upheld 
Stalin’s revolutionary virtue, allying 
this with a critique of the CPGB’s 
thoroughly reformist politics. This 
ideology spread itself more unevenly 
through the CPGB’s pro-Soviet 
revolutionary left in the 1970s (ie, 
they were anti-Maoist and looked to 

the continued guidance of the Soviet 
leadership); some of them liked 
Stalin, others were less fussed. This 
was always a confused and incoherent 
ideology. As is well known, Stalin, 
the arch-revisionist, oversaw the 
introduction of the CPGB’s reformist 
British road to socialism programme 
with Harry Pollitt in the 1950s.3

It is the same subjective 
revolutionary ideology that motivates 
the modern-day YCL and that is why 
it should be treated as a rebellion from 
the left in the context of the history of 
the CPGB and the 1988 CPB split. For 
example, James Meechan of Glasgow 
YCL recently wrote in the Morning 
Star that “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”.4 Not 
only is this excellent slogan, revived 
from the 1920s, in contradiction to the 
flabby, pro-UN pacifism of the CPB: 
it is also in contrast to the politics of 
‘world peace’ that Stalin oversaw 
in the 1930s to deal with the Soviet 
Union’s diplomatic isolation.

The CPB’s early leaders - although 
they dragged some individuals from the 
old CPGB’s pro-Soviet revolutionary 
left behind them in the 1980s - had no 
such history on the left. Rather, Tony 
Chater, editor of the Morning Star and 
revered patron saint of paper clips, 
and printers’ leader Mike Hicks, had 
unremarkable histories in the CPGB as 
members of its cautious and sclerotic 
bureaucracy. Chater controversially 
deprived the CPGB of its daily 
paper on a technicality that had been 
established in 1945 to ensure party 
control: namely that People’s Press 
Printing Society shareholders ‘owned’ 
the paper. Similarly, the Communist 
Campaign Group (forerunner of the 
1988 CPB split) was dedicated to 
upholding the rules of the CPGB and 
its reformist BRS, and denied it was 
any kind of faction. The alternative 
to a political struggle against the 
CPGB’s long-standing reformism 
was this type of bureaucratic/technical 
manoeuvre. Chater and Hicks had no 
history on the CPGB’s revolutionary 
left and were not supporters of Stalin: 
rather the ideology was following 
the pronouncements of the ‘latest’ 
Soviet general secretary, which is why 
Gorbachev was hailed in the 1980s 
as a contemporary ‘Lenin’ and other 

such nonsense. Celebrating Stalin and 
combining this with revolutionary 
slogans instantly puts YCL members 
beyond the dreary, conservative 
modus operandi of the CPB.

This happening at the TUC 
demo is the latest in a line of recent 
provocations against the CPB 
leadership and its dumb social-
media prohibitions. On December 18 
2021, the Instagram account of the 
YCL’s Challenge magazine posted 
to celebrate JV Stalin’s birthday.5 
Perhaps less judicious, considering the 
YCL’s recent relations with the CPB, 
was the quote that then followed, from 
a July 1928 speech by Stalin. Included 
is this passage:

It never has been and never will 
be the case that a dying class 
surrenders its positions voluntarily 
without attempting to organise 
resistance. It never has been and 
never will be the case that the 
working class could advance 
towards socialism in a class society 
without struggle or commotion. On 
the contrary, the advance towards 
socialism cannot but cause the 
exploiting elements to resist the 
advance, and the resistance of the 
exploiters cannot but lead to the 
inevitable sharpening of the class 
struggle.

This is obviously a partially coded two 
fingers towards certain CPB ‘adults’, 
given that the YCL is reproducing one 
of Stalin’s ideological justifications 
for terrorising his enemies, which in 
CPB bureaucratic parlance is the now 
prohibited “support for the substantial 
abuses of state power” that occurred 
under Stalin’s rule.

A more recent post on the Challenge 
website by Ben Ughetti pulls even 
fewer punches. Explosively, for the 
CPB at least, Ughetti argues:

Khrushchev after Stalin started 
a process of what he saw as the 
‘deStalinisation’ of the Soviet 
Union. What this actually meant 
was erasing the revolutionary 
history of the Soviet Union. 
When discussing the fall of 
the Soviet Union it is clear to 
understand that it starts with 
Khrushchev. Under Khrushchev 
is a clear ideological distancing 
from Marxism-Leninism in an 

opportunistic attempt to establish 
deStalinisation. After Khrushchev, 
being a party member wasn’t about 
holding the ideological values of 
Marxism-Leninism: it suddenly 
became about advantages of being 
a party member. Revisionism had 
taken over in place of Marxism-
Leninism.6

This is in direct contradiction to the 
CPB’s past writings on the Soviet 
Union, where Khrushchev’s critique 
of Stalin was largely adopted and 
Khrushchev himself was pictured 
somewhat neutrally as a reformer of 
the Soviet Union.7

Maoist line
So Ughetti’s argument is not apparently 
influenced by the CPB. Rather, it is 
a recycling of the old Maoist line of 
‘Khrushchevite revisionism’ being 
the downfall of the Soviet Union. It 
is unsurprising, given that the YCL is 
keen on Stalin’s legacy, that some of 
its members would start expounding a 
theory that enshrines the idea of ‘Stalin, 
the anti-revisionist’ - an old Maoist 
battle-cry and, in Britain, propounded 
more recently by the likes of Harpal 
Brar’s CPGB Marxist-Leninist. The 
Connolly Youth Movement, which 
recently split from the Communist 
Party of Ireland, links to some more 
recent sources (by the likes of Grover 
Furr and Ludo Martens) upholding the 
idea of ‘Khrushchevite revisionism’ in 
its educational material.8

Despite these squabbles, there 
has not up until now been much 
appetite among the CPB or the YCL 
to replicate the Irish split in Britain. 
Johnnie Hunter, general secretary 
of the YCL, has been working 
hard to contain divisions, picturing 
them, predictably, as the work of 
external saboteurs. He told the CPB’s 
November 2021 congress: “We’ve 
seen the devastating consequences in 
a number of European countries just 
this year, where the link between the 
party and the youth is broken. We say: 
never here.”9 Similarly, CPB general 
secretary Robert Griffiths (a colourful 
character with a much more rebellious 
history than the likes of Chater, 
Hicks and other CPB nonentities10), 
naturally thinks that a vibrant, growing 
YCL is a considerable asset for his 
organisation’s future.

However, there is also the factor 

of CPB/YCL bureaucratic centralism 
in the mix. Whatever the subjectively 
good intentions not to split (and even 
though the CPB is relatively more 
open than the SWP, for example), 
this centralist mode of governance, 
where factions are banned and dissent 
tends to be treated as conspiracy, 
is notoriously prone to producing 
pointless splits. And any pre-emptive 
split of the YCL, when its rebellion is 
still confused and inchoate, would be 
a complete disaster for the comrades.

Unfortunately, there are some 
siren voices whispering in Griffiths’ 
ear. A proportion of the CPB’s latest 
intake of members is unfortunately 
contaminated by non-class identity 
politics and they have found ready 
supporters among some older 
members. Despite the clear presence 
of female comrades on YCL actions, 
there have been complaints made to 
CPB leaders about contingents being 
overly ‘masculine’, ‘macho’ and even 
‘sexist’. This has unfortunate echoes of 
the CPGB’s pathetic Eurocommunist 
faction, which in the 1980s refused 
to support the miners’ Great Strike 
because of ‘male violence’ on picket 
lines.

The CPB has always claimed to 
be foursquare against such nonsense, 
but internal voices are being joined by 
those outside. Thus, sometime Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty hanger-on 
Michael Chessum, after approaching 
the YCL contingent on Saturday - in 
the full knowledge, I would assume, 
of exactly what negative response he 
would get - is among those tickling the 
CPB’s soft underbelly:

… I also wonder what older 
@CPBritain comrades - many 
of whom are perfectly nice and 
unsectarian - think about all this 
(even if I’m sure we disagree on 
lots of stuff). Building a broad left, 
which they want to do, is quite hard 
if your most visible people [ie, the 
YCL] act like this.11

Given that we can safely judge 
that Chessum has zero interest in 
communist politics and, as he is a left-
remainer on the matter of the European 
Union, very marginal interest in the 
avowedly pro-leave CPB, we can well 
guess the dubious motives at play. 
But Chessum is correct in noting the 
cuddly face the CPB has recently put 
on. In some ways, this makes it more 
politically vulnerable than its youth 
wing.

I would never have cast Rob 
Griffiths as a reluctant, latter-day 
Beatrix Campbell (Eurocommunist 
feminist of yore) … but stranger 
things have happened l
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SOVIET UNION

A very liberal convert
Sir Bernard Pares was a bitter opponent of Bolshevism and actively supported the whites during the 
civil war. However, after his 1935 visit to Moscow, he became an apologist for the Stalin regime. 
Despite that, as Paul Flewers shows, he was still capable of penetrating insights

Perhaps the most surprising 
recruit to the ranks of the 
pro-Soviet commentators in 

Britain during the 1930s was Sir 
Bernard Pares.

Pares was born in 1867 and 
after a public-school and university 
education he became interested in 
Russia, making regular visits there 
between 1898 and 1914, and meeting 
various prominent political, literary 
and academic figures. Politically a 
liberal, he befriended many like-
minded Russians. Nonetheless, 
quite a few of his friends in Russia 
were drawn from other parts of the 
political spectrum, and one of his 
liberal friends, Michael Karpovich, 
recalled that “he knew tsarist 
ministers and revolutionary leaders, 
businessmen and intellectuals, 
peasants and landed gentlemen, 
and long was the list of his Russian 
friends to whom he was simply 
‘Bernard Ivanovich’.”1

After the 1905 revolution, Pares 
cultivated links with many deputies 
in the duma, which enabled him 
to provide the British embassy in 
St Petersburg with much valuable 
and previously unobtainable 
information about Russian political 
affairs. He spent a fair amount 
of time in Russia during World 
War I, establishing close contacts 
with prominent individuals in both 
the tsarist administration and the 
Provisional Government, before 
returning to Britain in September 
1917. He was knighted in 1919 in 
recognition of his work in the sphere 
of Anglo-Russian relations.

Pares was a pioneer in the 
development of Slavonic studies in 
Britain. He was one of the ‘Russia 
Hands’ - a small cohort of scholars 
around the world with a deep-
running interest in Russian history, 
society, culture and politics - and he 
gained the reputation of being “one 
of England’s most distinguished 
Russian scholars”.2 He was an 
early proponent of the idea that 
“exchanges designed to increase 
contacts between representatives of 
the political, economic and cultural 
élites of Britain and Russia” were 
necessary if the diplomatic links 
between the two countries were 
to be broadened and deepened.3 
Karpovich wrote:

Sir Bernard was not only a 
cultural, but also a political, 
missionary. Perhaps the greatest 
dream of his life was the 
achievement of a lasting Anglo-
Russian understanding. He began 
his study of Russia at a time when 
the tradition of mutual hostility 
and distrust still was strong in 
both countries. He did what he 
could to help to get rid of this 
unfortunate historical legacy, and 
he was an enthusiastic supporter 
of the Anglo-Russian Entente of 
1907. In the subsequent years, his 
principal task was to strengthen 
the friendly relations between the 
two countries.4

Pares started up the School of 
Russian Studies at Liverpool 
University in 1907, and from 
1919 he was a central figure at the 
School of Slavonic Studies (later 
the School of Slavonic and East 
European Studies) at the University 
of London, eventually resigning 
as its director in 1939. In 1922, 

he and Robert Seton-Watson, a 
leading authority on eastern Europe, 
launched the Slavonic Review (later 
the Slavonic and East European 
Review), which was for many 
decades the only academic journal 
published in Britain that dealt with 
eastern Europe and Russia. Pares 
has been praised for being one of 
the few academics who saw the 
necessity “for the extensive and 
systematic study of eastern Europe 
at a time when its need was scarcely 
recognised”.5

A bitter opponent of the 
Bolsheviks, Pares was sent by 
the British government to Siberia 
in early 1919 to liaise with anti-
Bolshevik forces. He worked 
mainly with Admiral Kolchak, in 
order - so he recalled a decade later 
- to explain to the public the nature 
of the British intervention and the 
need for a government in Russia 
based upon a constituent assembly. 
It seems to have escaped Pares’ 
memory that the Omsk Provisional 
All-Russian Government, which 
represented the very political 
forces that supported the concept 
of a constituent assembly, had 
been dispersed by a Cossack 
coup and replaced by Kolchak’s 
dictatorship shortly before his 
arrival. He returned to Britain at 
the end of 1919 to resume academic 
work, and to speak against “the 
application of Bolshevist principles 
and programme” in Britain. His 

antipathy towards the Soviet regime 
- a full-blown, uncompromising 
anti-communism - led Moscow to 
turn down his requests to visit the 
Soviet Union for the next 16 years, 
and he was not to return to Soviet 
territory until the very end of 1935.6

For a decade and a half, Pares 
maintained a concerted campaign 
against Bolshevism through a 
stream of articles in newspapers 
and magazines and at his very 
popular lectures, which received 
considerable press attention. 
Ever hopeful of the return of 
liberal democracy to Russia, he 
continually predicted the demise 
of the Soviet regime, and warned 
British governments not to lower 
their guard against the revolutionary 
menace emanating from Moscow.7

Radical change
And then something strange 
happened. In early 1935, Pares was 
assailing the Soviet regime in his 
customary style. Equating the Soviet 
Union with Nazi Germany, he flayed 
out at Stalin’s rule, lambasting the 
“wholesale manufacture of the slave 
soul”, the “wholesale massacres”, 
the “wholesale atmosphere of 
suspicion, espionage and evasion”, 
the “wholesale compelling of all wills 
to knuckle under in every detail of life 
and thought to one”, and the “terrible 
regime of timber and other camps”.8 
Yet only a few months after this 
uncompromising assault, Pares had 

made his first authorised trip to the 
Soviet Union, and his opinion was to 
change radically, as his book Moscow 
admits a critic made very clear.

The general impression of the 
Soviet Union that Pares presented 
in this book and his other post-1935 
writings was that the worst aspects of 
the upheavals of the early 1930s were 
over, and that things were definitely 
getting better. Admitting that most 
of his stay was limited to Moscow 
and that he was unable to ascertain 
conditions outwith the capital, he 
noted that people seemed well fed, the 
shops were well stocked and, although 
elderly people still felt hardship, there 
was no evidence of pauperism, and 
there were no beggars or homeless 
waifs. Like many observers, he was 
greatly impressed by the factory and 
farm he visited, as he was by the 
Bolshevo model prison - a popular 
stopping-point on guided tours - the 
nurseries, educational and cultural 
facilities, although he was disconcerted 
by the excision of Trotsky, literal in 
some instances, from the displays in 
the museums.9

Pares considered that the Soviet 
Union was approaching a new 
edition of the New Economic Policy. 
Uneasy after Hitler’s victory in 1933, 
and wishing to maintain the status 
quo in Europe, the Soviet regime 
hoped to safeguard its position in a 
dangerous world by allying with the 
western democracies and, having 
completed the most vigorous stages 
of construction, it was moving 
towards a more constitutional form 
of government, as it was “sincerely 
anxious to obtain the goodwill of 
the population as a whole”.10 Pares 
was cheerfully optimistic and, as the 
economy was now running smoothly 
and scapegoats were thus no longer 
required to cover for economic 
failings, the wreckers’ trial could “pass 
into the background”.11

Despite being a little uneasy about 
the ‘ubiquity’ of Stalin, there was a 
positive side to his rise: “It is almost 
as if communism were being absorbed 
into the other peculiarities of Russia, 
or, to change the metaphor, as if after 
the revolution we had Napoleon.” 
And, despite the usual antipathy 
of Englishmen and Russians (and 
no doubt especially of Russophile 
Englishmen) towards Napoleon, 
this was not meant in any negative 
sense.12 Elsewhere, he considered that 
“communism as a world challenge” 
was in retreat, and that the newly-
revived Comintern was merely “an 
organisation for propaganda behind 
the fronts of enemy countries … 
an adjunct of national defence”.13 
Extending his lecture circuit to 
include fellow-travellers’ meetings 
and conferences,14 he informed his 
audiences that Stalin had restored 
certain property rights to the peasantry, 
and had given up trying to eradicate 
religion and the family.15

Pares still had his complaints. The 
odd paragraph in Moscow admits a 
critic showed that he did not like the 
political restrictions upon academic 
work, and he hinted that there were 
still some three million people in 
concentration camps.16 But. all in all, 
the verdict was largely in favour of 
Moscow.17 Despite its prickliness over 
adverse comments, it could be fairly 
said that Pares was one critic whom 
the Soviet regime could well admit 
into its embrace.18

Needless to say, Pares’s change of 

heart attracted attention. The exiled 
Russian liberal, Adriana Tyrkova-
Williams, accused him of having 
become “a veritable troubadour of 
a new Stalin”,19 whilst Malcolm 
Muggeridge drew a very unfavourable 
comparison between his Moscow 
admits a critic and Walter Citrine’s 
much more critical book I search for 
truth in Russia.20 Other reviewers 
found Pares’s book a disappointment, 
and claimed that there was “little 
to differentiate this small book 
from any casual traveller’s passing 
impressions”.21 Taking a more positive 
stance, leftwing journalist Mostyn 
Lloyd stated it was “rather absurd” to 
see Pares’s book as “the recantation 
of a converted sinner”, since it made 
perfect sense for him to praise the 
Soviet regime’s social achievements.22 
Being praised by the hard-line 
Stalinist, Pat Sloan, for his stance on 
the Moscow trials was not particularly 
edifying and could not have endeared 
Pares to his old friends,23 but it was 
logical, because, as we shall see, he 
more or less endorsed the Stalinist line 
on this issue.

Trials
As if to spite Pares’ forecast in 
Moscow admits a critic of imminent 
liberalisation, the first Moscow trial 
took place a mere two months after 
the publication of that book. Apart 
from being a little doubtful about the 
alleged association of the defendants 
and Trotsky with the Gestapo - links 
between Jewish communists and 
Hitler’s secret police were a bit hard 
to credit! - Pares was all too ready to 
accept the validity of the trial:

Personally, I am clear that there 
were plots in the Left Opposition 
aiming at the murder of Stalin and 
other prominent officials. There 
would be nothing unintelligible 
in this. Stalin has constantly been 
accused of lukewarmness in the 
cause of the world revolution, 
and the past history of Trotsky, 
Zinoviev and Kamenev, bred like 
Stalin himself in the atmosphere of 
conspiracy, is in keeping with such 
a belief.24

The widespread suspicions about the 
validity of the Moscow trials passed 
Pares by,25 and he was accused at 
the time of parroting Moscow’s 
propaganda - for “what good Stalinist 
and true could object to it?”, as one 
reviewer asked.26 He declared that 
most of the defendants admitted 
“conspiring together against Stalin”, 
and it was “not necessary that we 
should doubt them, in whatever 
way their evidence was originally 
obtained”. He concluded with a 
remark that deserved a prize for sheer 
fatuousness: “The bulky verbatim 
reports were in any case impressive.”27 
He assured his readers that the purges 
fell mostly upon members of the 
Communist Party, and “precisely on 
those fanatical champions of world 
revolution” who followed Trotsky. 
Moreover, “Stalin has put himself 
forward as the friend of the man in the 
street, and removed one after another 
local officials who had grown old in 
the abuse of their authority.” So with, 
on the one hand, this brisk taming of 
the bureaucracy and, on the other, 
the introduction of a series of social 
and political reforms and a return to 
more conventional form of morality, 
Stalin had “tended to create a real 

Sir Bernard: an old Russia hand
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body of national support behind the 
government”.28 In his acceptance 
of the trials and purges, Pares went 
considerably further than many other 
sympathetic observers, who recoiled 
at the more violent aspects of Soviet 
life.

Pares reached his nadir with the 
secret trial and execution of the Soviet 
marshals in June 1937. Not only did 
he blithely accept the validity of the 
main accusation against them - “there 
was really a plot to eliminate, and of 
course kill, Stalin” - he also endorsed 
the accusation that they met their 
demise because they had refused to 
break off relations with the Wehrmacht 
high command after Hitler had come 
to power: “For this Tukhachevsky 
and his comrades paid with their 
lives.”29 So, irrespective of whether 
they were plotting to eliminate Stalin, 
or merely hobnobbing with now 
unfavoured opposite numbers abroad 
- quite different degrees of criminal 
behaviour, one might think - that was 
their lot, and quite right too.

Pares presented a confusing 
melange of ideas when he came to 
discuss the allegations of industrial 
sabotage and wrecking. First of all, he 
wrote, “there was active opposition” 
to the regime. Trotsky, he confidently 
claimed, was guilty of the charges 
levelled against him, that he was from 
afar organising widespread disruption 
of the economy: “On principle, he 
wanted the five-year plan to fail, 
and was always saying it would; he 
wanted anything that would disprove 
Stalin’s thesis that a socialist Russia 
could be self-supporting and self-
dependent.”30 This, of course, was 
nonsense. Trotsky did not wish to see 
the failure of the five-year plans. Quite 
the opposite: he was concerned that the 
Stalinist methods of industrialisation 
and agricultural collectivisation were 
putting them in jeopardy. It is clear 
that Pares was taking his information 
here uncritically from Stalinist sources 
and ignoring the often detailed 
assessments of the Soviet economy 
that Trotsky and other Marxist critics 
were presenting in their publications.

Pares then turned to sabotage in 
the workplace, referring to the Soviet 
worker “who, except under sheer 
compulsion, absolutely refused to 
be hurried”, which “led of itself to a 
simple and primitive sabotage, such 
as feigned illness or even putting 
machinery out of order”.31 Here he 
was being considerably less fanciful. 
There was evidence, largely provided 
by Western observers, mainly 
engineers who had been hired to help 
set up and run Soviet factories, of 
small-scale sabotage by workers, acts 
of exasperation and individual protest, 
typical of workers new to the world 
of industry or with no opportunity for 
conducting collective action, intended 
to disrupt the production process for a 
while and hopefully gain some rest-
time whilst machines were repaired.

Elsewhere, Pares took a broader 
view of the allegations of workplace 
sabotage, one that went beyond the 
personal conduct of the worker. He 
noted that the plan “had to encounter 
deficiencies of all sorts”, and its success 
“depended on pitiless compulsion”. 
But, whilst “compulsion may produce 
quantity … it cannot produce quality”, 
and he correctly noted that the Soviet 
press - which, unlike most members 
of the pro-Soviet lobby, he could 
readily read - was “always active in 
showing up deficiencies of execution” 
in industrial production, where, he 
added, some 40% of produce “had 
to be discarded as scrap”. Plans, he 
wrote, were fallible; they did not 
“allow for leakage or for accidents”, 
but this was “not to be taken into 
account” by officialdom. So far as the 
regime was concerned, “If the plan 
failed, someone must have tried to 
make it fail, someone was a ‘wrecker’ 
and must be tried and punished as 
such.”32

As an example, Pares referred 

to Vladimir Chernavin, who was 
accused of “wrecking” after having 
failed to bring about the prescribed 
huge increase of the catch in the 
White Sea, even though the failure 
was the result of the ignoring by 
the Soviet authorities of his call 
for additional trawlers. Pares was 
thus implying that Chernavin was 
framed upon bogus charges in order 
to cover up official indolence and 
incompetence. Pares turned to the 
trial in 1933 of a number of Metro-
Vickers engineers from Britain who 
had been arrested for sabotage at the 
power stations where they had been 
working, commenting that nobody 
in Britain “seriously believed” that 
they “had been monkeying with their 
own machinery”.33 The implication 
again is that the official culture of 
accusing people of ‘wrecking’ was a 
disingenuous ploy concocted by the 
Soviet regime with the intention of 
placing the blame upon individuals for 
problems that were actually rooted in 
the implementation of the plans, most 
notably the constant pressure upon 
technicians, managers and workers to 
increase production. Pares was thus 
teetering on the edge of understanding 
that although there were examples of 
deliberate malpractice in the workplace 
by disgruntled workers, a considerable 
amount of what was called ‘wrecking’ 
was a consequence of the manner 
in which industrialisation was 
implemented and industry was then 
managed in the Soviet Union, and 
indeed was a consequence of the very 
nature of Stalinist industrialisation 
itself.

Re-evaluation
A strong advocate in the late 1930s of 
an Anglo-Soviet alliance against the 
rising threat of Nazi Germany, Pares’s 
stance on the Molotov-Ribbentrop 
pact of August 1939 was contradictory. 
Unlike the Stalinists and their allies, 
who saw the pact as a guarantee of 
peace in Europe, he recognised that it 
gave Hitler the chance to avoid a fight 
on two fronts, and he was scathingly 
contemptuous of the pro-German 
tone of much of the ensuing Soviet 
commentary. Yet he insisted that the 
Soviet-German alignment “was never 
an alliance, whether political, military 
or economic”,34 and that the Soviet 
advance into Poland was intended to 
prevent the Wehrmacht from driving 
too far eastwards.35 He denounced 
the Soviet invasion of Finland, yet 
qualified his opposition almost out 
of existence by recalling Stolypin’s 
remark that Pares would scarcely 
welcome a border with a foreign 
country at Gravesend.36

Once the Soviet Union had joined 
the Allies in June 1941, Pares was in 
his element. As domestic patriotism 
intermeshed with an explosion of 
pro-Soviet feelings, he threw himself 
into the work of presenting the new 
ally to the British public. On behalf of 
the ministry of information, he both 
embarked upon a gruelling schedule 
of meetings on the Soviet Union and 
helped to brief official spokesmen 
who addressed other gatherings. He 
stated that the wartime enthusiasm 
for the Soviet Union was not merely 
because of its steadfast resistance to 
the Nazi forces: “We were ourselves, 
in our own chosen way, now living 
collectively, as was inescapable in the 
conditions of a besieged city, and the 
community principle was at the root of 
the Russian resistance.”37

Pares emigrated to the USA during 
the war, and continued his academic 
work there. However, his calls for 
east-west understanding were rapidly 
submerged beneath the rising tide 
of the cold war, and he died in April 
1949 - lambasted, on the one side, by 
cold warriors and, on the other, by 
American Stalinists.

Pares always denied that he was 
an apologist for the Soviet regime. 
His much reprinted A history of 
Russia continued to excoriate Lenin 

for building a “totalitarian party” 
and the Bolsheviks for “terrorising” 
their opponents. Neither did he hide 
the horrendous course of Stalin’s 
collectivisation programme and, 
unlike the vast majority of the pro-
Soviet lobby, he readily acknowledged 
the reality of the famine of the early 
1930s, in which “the loss of life is 
generally held to have been as much 
as five millions”.38 But these were 
historical factors.39 Although he 
wrote cuttingly of “the ignorant and 
insipid adulation of everything that 
was Soviet, which so many travellers 
brought back from the escorted tours”,40 
he had effectively made his peace with 
Stalin and Stalinism in 1935. Apart 
from his continued disquiet about the 
suppression of democratic rights in 
the Soviet Union,41 his criticisms of 
the system after that date were over 
isolated issues - best exemplified by 
his suspicion that the Soviet army 
had allowed the Nazis to suppress 
the Warsaw Uprising of 1944.42 Even 
then, these discordant notes did not 
disturb the generally favourable tenor 
of his accounts.

And yet there is evidence that 
indicates that at heart he may well have 
been a little less easy about certain 
events than he publicly declared, and 
that he might have toned down his 
initial, more critical thoughts before 
submitting his works for publication. 
He stated in a typescript that the 
Stalinist takeover of Czechoslovakia 
in 1948 represented “the suppression 
of a superior civilisation by an inferior 
one”, yet his public rebuke in Russia: 
its past and present was considerably 
milder.43

In a wireless broadcast in early 
1939, Pares denied that he had any 
political agenda, and added that his 
lifelong business was “to study Russia 
in order to see where cooperation was 
possible between Russia and our own 
country in the best interests of both, 
and to face frankly any obstacles to 
such cooperation”.44 However, many 
others who, like Pares, demanded 
an Anglo-Soviet alliance in the late 
1930s made no concessions to Stalin’s 
regime. So why did he downplay the 
repressive nature of Stalinism? Why 
did he suppress, as seems likely, his 
initial qualms about certain events?

It is very clear from his visit to the 
Soviet Union in 1935 that the country 
had made a good impression; it was a 
far cry from the chaotic, lawless mess 
he had seen in 1919, and, moreover, 
the regime was by the mid-1930s 
retreating from what he saw as its more 
outlandish early ideas and practices, 
with the assertion of national pride, the 
concessions to the peasantry in respect 
of private farming, the revival of the 
family and of more conventional 
forms of moral conduct, and the use of 
“all the enormous resources of Russia 
… for the good of the community - a 
grand idea”.45 With this in mind, he 
came to believe that the process of 
democratisation, which until then he 
had considered only to be possible by 
way of the overthrow of the Soviet 
regime, was now being implemented 
by that regime. In effect, he 
succumbed to the very rationalisations 
born of superficial observations for 
which he condemned the fellow-
travellers. With this re-evaluation 
of the Soviet regime, and with his 
particularly passionate conviction in 
the possibilities and advantages of a 
close Anglo-Soviet relationship and 
east-west cooperation - a belief which 
he took right into the cold war46 - he 
would not be inclined to bring to the 
fore the negative features of Stalinism.

To this we must add Pares’s 
assessment of the role of the 
Soviet Union in the wider world. 
Since 1935, he had praised Stalin 
for having “publicly countered 
Trotsky’s programme of ‘permanent 
revolution’ with one of common-sense 
construction at home” and cooperation 
with any friendly foreign government, 
for having “definitely preferred 

to a foreign policy of revolution 
the association of the western 
democracies against Hitler (especially 
during the Spanish Civil War)”,47 and 
for producing “not a generation of 
world revolutionists, but a new race 
of technicians, each with a vigour of 
purpose that was new to Russia in 
her work of home construction”.48 In 
other words, Stalin had house-trained 
official communism, starting at home, 
and the Soviet Union was no threat to 
the capitalist system.

As with others who predicted 
or detected liberalising trends 
within Stalin’s Soviet Union, it 
is clear that Pares’s hopes for the 
democratisation of the Soviet regime 
were not merely woefully optimistic, 
but quite unrealistic. Although high 
Stalinism expired in the immediate 
aftermath of the demise of its author, 
a mere four years after Pares’s own 
death, and the post-Stalin Soviet 
regime never resorted to the extreme 
authoritarian measures of the Stalin 
era, the Stalinist socio-economic 
formation that emerged from the 
initial five-year plans of the 1930s 
proved inherently unable to grant 
even the limited democratic rights 
that had been obtained in the liberal 
democracies, let alone anything 
that one would expect under a 
socialist democracy. The political 
liberalisation that occurred during the 
final years of the Soviet Union under 
Gorbachev is more aptly seen as one 
of its death throes than evidence of 
any healthy democratisation of the 
Soviet system.

On the other hand, although Pares’s 
call for east-west cooperation was 
doomed to irrelevance in the decades 
of institutionalised hostility between 
the Soviet Union and the west, it is clear 
that he understood what the cold war 
theoreticians were unable or unwilling 
to see: that, with the repudiation of the 
idea of world revolution, once Stalin 
was in charge, the Soviet Union was 
a stabilising factor in global affairs, 
and was finished as a revolutionary 
Marxist force. Pares railed against 
the cold warriors who saw Stalinism 
as a global revolutionary force: “… to 
shift onto Stalin the old menace of his 
bitterest enemy, Trotsky, seems to me 
unpardonable and a travesty of all the 
facts”.49

And so, in this crucial aspect, Pares 
was more aware of the essence of the 
international role of Stalinism than 
those who, in his words, “continued to 
talk of Russia in terms of 1917-21”50 l

Notes
1. M Karpovich, ‘Sir Bernard Pares’ The 
Russian Review July 1949.
2. W Laqueur The fate of the revolution: 
interpretations of Russian history New York 
1967, p89.
3. M Hughes, ‘Bernard Pares, Russian 
studies and the promotion of Anglo-Russian 
friendship, 1907-14’ Slavonic and East 
European Review July 2000.
4. M Karpovich op cit.
5. W Laqueur op cit p24.
6. B Pares My Russian memoirs London 
1931, passim; B Pares Moscow admits a critic 
London 1936, pp8ff; B Pares A wandering 
student: the story of a purpose Syracuse 
1948, passim.
7. For example, a headline above a report of 
a meeting he addressed in Derbyshire read: 
‘Government warned against the Soviet - Sir 
B Pares decries dealings with Russia - regime 
doomed’ Derby Daily Telegraph November 
21 1929.
8. Slavonic and East European Review April 
1935.
9. B Pares Moscow admits a critic London 
1936, pp35ff.
10. Ibid pp11, 20. Pares seems to have 
forgotten that, whilst the NEP liberalised 
the Soviet economy, it was accompanied by 
a final clampdown on rival political parties 
and the start of the erosion of political debate 
within the Soviet Communist Party itself.
11. Pares was referring here to the various 
show trials concerned with industrial 
‘wrecking’ that took place in the late 1920s 
and early 1930s.
12. B Pares Moscow admits a critic pp20, 
34, 91.
13. Listener December 16 1936.
14. When Pares addressed the West Central 
London Branch of the Friends of the Soviet 
Union on May 6 1936, the leaflet advertising 
it stated: “He was a convinced opponent of 
the Soviets” (my emphasis - PF). He also 
spoke to a big assembly of the Congress 

of Peace and Friendship with the USSR 
in March 1937. Pares also provided an 
appreciative foreword for the official English 
translation of the 1936 Soviet constitution.
15. Hampstead and Highgate Express 
March 3 1939. Pares was relieved that the 
Soviet Union was a “proletarian dictatorship” 
in name only. Were the workers actually 
in charge, this “would only have resulted 
in Babel” - that is, useless chatter and, we 
may presume, not much work getting done 
(B Pares Russia Harmondsworth 1940, p131.
16. B Pares Moscow admits a critic pp72, 91.
17. In line with the works of many other 
non-communist members of the pro-Soviet 
lobby, there was a strong implication running 
through Pares’ writings that what was good 
for Russia was not relevant for Britain. He 
certainly had no time for the “negligible” 
Communist Party of Great Britain - a gaggle 
of “tiny little would-be Lenins” (B Pares 
Russia and the peace Harmondsworth 
1944, p157).
18. Paradoxically, the lingering unease that 
Pares felt about certain aspects of Soviet 
society, together with his reputation as a 
‘Russia hand’ and his previously critical 
stance, may well have made his new-found 
positive appraisal appear more credible than 
the uncritical writings of many of the pro-
Soviet lobby.
19. A Tyrkova-Williams International Affairs 
March 1937.
20. M Muggeridge, ‘When knights are bold’ 
Fortnightly August 1936. Walter Citrine was 
general secretary of the TUC during 1926-46. 
His training as a skilled worker enabled his 
observations of many aspects of the Soviet 
Union in the 1930s to be considerably more 
acute than those of the many visitors who 
knew nothing of factory life or manual 
workmanship.
21. JL Stocks Manchester Guardian July 24 
1936. See also M O’Moray Edinburgh 
Evening Dispatch July 29 1936.
22. CM Lloyd New Statesman July 25 1936.
23. P Sloan Spectator February 26 1937.
24. Slavonic and East European Review 
January 1937.
25. See my The new civilisation? 
Understanding Stalin’s Soviet Union, 1929-
1941 London 2008, pp145-54.
26. Times Literary Supplement January 25 
1941.
27. B Pares Russia and the peace p202.
28. Listener April 20 1939.
29. B Pares Russia and the peace pp202-03.
30. Ibid p152. Pares told his lecture audiences 
that allies of Trotsky were engaged in the 
“deliberate wrecking” of machines (Midland 
Daily Tribune November 8 1941).
31. B Pares Russia and the peace p151.
32. Ibid p152.
33. Ibid p154.
34. Ibid p18.
35. B Pares A history of Russia London 
1947, p587.
36. B Pares Russia pp248-49. Looking back 
after the war, he absurdly insisted that “there 
were no Quislings and no fifth column” in 
the Soviet Union after the German invasion, 
and he failed to mention the fact that, alone 
amongst the Allied powers, the Soviet Union 
provided Hitler with a massive Quisling 
army.
37. B Pares A wandering student p372.
38. B Pares Russia p164.
39. Nonetheless, even here Pares had 
moderated some of his older, more critical 
remarks. EH Carr compared the 1937 
edition of the History to the 1926 original 
and declared that the latter’s text had been 
“bowdlerised or rewritten here and there 
to bring it more nearly into line with the 
present-day Soviet view of history”, that 
“a brief statement of the Menshevik case 
against Bolshevism” had been “expurgated”, 
the references to the terror during the civil 
war were “very much toned down”, and “an 
enthusiastic description of the brief, illusory 
moment of freedom under the Provisional 
Government” had been omitted - “apparently 
lest it should provoke odious comparisons” 
(International Affairs January-February 
1938).
40. B Pares A history of Russia p578 (1947 
edition), p535 (1966 edition).
41. In his autobiography, published in 
1948, he wrote that he had “one enormous 
reservation” in respect of Soviet justice: 
namely, the political trials; and added that he 
was disturbed by the execution of Zinoviev. 
Yet in the revised edition of his Russia 
published a year later, his endorsement of 
the Moscow trials remained unaltered, along 
with his cruel verdict on Zinoviev, who, 
he wrote, having “escaped by the skin of 
his teeth in former trials, was now finally 
brought to book and died, still fawning, like 
the coward that he had always been” (B Pares 
A wandering student p343).
42. B Pares A history of Russia, pp547, 561 
(1966 edition).
43. B Pares Russia: its past and present p205.
44. Listener April 20 1939.
45. Hampstead and Highgate Express 
March 3 1939.
46. B Pares Russia: its past and present p215.
47. It is interesting that, unlike many 
observers at the time, Pares recognised within 
the Spanish Civil War the “subterranean 
continuation of the duel between Stalin 
and Trotsky”: that is, the suppression of 
revolutionary movements by the Stalinists 
(B Pares A history of Russia p582 (1947 
edition), p541 (1966 edition).
48. B Pares Russia: its past and present p215.
49. B Pares A wandering student p390.
50. Fortnightly March 1942.



8 weekly
June 23 2022 1400 worker

Scissor blades closing
Prices soaring, real wages falling and a new slump very much on the cards. Michael Roberts looks at the 
prospects for the world economy

Two weeks ago, US treasury 
secretary Janet Yellen told 
Congress:

We now are entering a period of 
transition from one of historic 
recovery to one that can be marked 
by stable and steady growth. 
Making this shift is a central 
piece of the president’s plan to 
get inflation under control without 
sacrificing the economic gains 
we’ve made.

It is true that the US economy since the 
depths of the pandemic slump (which, 
remember, in terms of national output, 
incomes and investment was the worst 
since the 1930s - even worse than the 
great recession of 2008-09) has made 
a recovery. But it could hardly be 
described as “historic”. And, as for the 
claim that the US economy, the best 
performing of the major economies 
in the last year, is heading towards 
“stable and steady growth”, that is not 
supported by reality either.

Yes, there is ‘full employment’ of 
sorts: ie, the official unemployment 
rate is near “historic” lows, but many 
of these jobs are part-time, temporary 
or on contracts. And many pay poorly. 
The employment participation rate, 
which measures the number of people 
working as a proportion of those of 
working age, remains well below pre-
pandemic levels - levels which were 
already in decline.

At the same time, productivity 
growth has been appalling. More 
Americans have gone back to work 
since the pandemic, but national 
output is not matching the increase 
in employment, so productivity per 
worker has collapsed - from growth 
rates that were already weak. As a 
result, unit labour costs (wage costs 
per unit of output) have shot up, which 
is shrinking profit margins.

And, despite Yellen’s assurances, 
the prospects for the US economy 
during the rest of this year and into the 
next are not promising - even dismal. 
According to the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Atlanta’s gross domestic 
product forecasting model, the US 
economy, after contracting in the first 
quarter of this year, is likely to grow 
at less than 1% in this current quarter.

Stagflation
Even more contrary to Yellen’s view 
are the latest reports from the World 
Bank and Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development 
economists on prospects for the 
world economy, including the US. 
The World Bank’s ‘Global Economic 
Prospects’ report for June was entitled 
‘Stagflation risk rises amid sharp 
slowdown in growth’.1 Its economic 
forecasts were shocking:

Global growth is expected to slump 
from 5.7% in 2021 to 2.9% in 2022 
- significantly lower than 4.1% that 
was anticipated in January. It is 
expected to hover around that pace 
over 2023-24, as the war in Ukraine 
disrupts activity, investment and 
trade in the near term, pent-up 
demand fades, and fiscal and 
monetary policy accommodation 
is withdrawn. As a result of the 
damage from the pandemic and the 
war, the level of per capita income 
in developing economies this year 
will be nearly 5% below its pre-
pandemic trend.

Growth in advanced economies is 
projected to sharply decelerate from 

5.1% in 2021 to 2.6% in 2022 - 1.2 
percentage point below projections in 
January. Growth is expected to further 
moderate to 2.2% in 2023, largely 
reflecting the further unwinding of 
the fiscal and monetary policy support 
provided during the pandemic. Among 
emerging market and developing 
economies (EMDEs), growth is also 
projected to fall from 6.6% in 2021 to 
3.4% in 2022 - well below the annual 
average of 4.8% over 2011-19:

The negative spillovers from the 
war will more than offset any near-
term boost to some commodity 
exporters from higher energy 
prices. Forecasts for 2022 growth 
have been revised down in nearly 
70% of EMDEs, including most 
commodity-importing countries as 
well as four-fifths of low-income 
countries.

So the World Bank forecasts stagnation 
in output, with inflation still present.

As for the US, it forecasts just 2.5% 
growth in national output this year, 
2.4% in 2023 and then just 2% in 2024 
- a “stable and steady growth”, you 
might say, but only at the low levels 
that the US economy has experienced 
in the long depression since 2009. And 
the US performance is forecast to be 
the best among the advanced capitalist 
economies: the euro zone area will 
manage only 1.9% by 2024 and Japan 
just 0.6%.

World Bank economists reckon 
that the combined impact of the 
pandemic and the war would leave 
global economic output in the five 
years from 2020 to 2024 more than 
20% below the level implied by trend 
growth between 2010 and 2019. The 
impact on poor countries will be much 
greater, with developing economies 
a third less than expected and output 
in commodity-importing developing 
countries - especially badly hit by 
the sharp rise in food and fuel prices 
provoked by Russia’s invasion - more 
than 40% less than expected!

The view of the OECD economists 
is, if anything, even more pessimistic. 
In June’s ‘Economic outlook’, called 
‘The price of war’, they emphasise the 
cost of the Russia-Ukraine conflict:

The world is paying a heavy price 

for Russia’s war in Ukraine. It is 
a humanitarian disaster, killing 
thousands and forcing millions 
from their homes. The war has also 
triggered a cost-of-living crisis, 
affecting people worldwide. When 
coupled with China’s zero-Covid 
policy, the war has set the global 
economy on a course of slower 
growth and rising inflation - a 
situation not seen since the 1970s. 
Rising inflation, largely driven by 
steep increases in the price of energy 
and food, is causing hardship for 
low-income people and raising 
serious food security risks in the 
world’s poorest economies.2

Global GDP growth is now projected 
to slow sharply this year to around 
3%. This is well below the pace of 
recovery projected last December. 
Growth is set to be markedly weaker 
than expected in almost all economies. 
Many of the hardest-hit countries are 
in Europe, which is highly exposed to 
the war through energy imports and 
refugee flows. Global growth will 
slow further to 2.8% in 2023 - that is 
near ‘stall speed’, with the UK having 
no growth at all - the worst result in 
the G20 (apart from Russia). Even the 
US will slow to just 1.2%.

And inflation of the price of goods 
and services in the major economies 
does not look like abating during 
the rest of this year. Crude oil prices 
could go even higher than the current 
$120 per barrel. Jeremy Weir, chief 
executive of the commodity trade 
company, Trafigura, said that energy 
markets were in a “critical” state, 
as sanctions on Russia’s oil exports 
following its invasion of Ukraine had 
exacerbated already tight supplies 
created by years of underinvestment: 
“We have got a critical situation. I 
really think we have a problem for 
the next six months … once it gets 
to these parabolic states, markets 
can move and they can spike quite a 
lot.”3 A ‘parabolic’ move in markets 
is generally defined as when a price 
that has been rising suddenly surges to 
hitherto unseen levels, mimicking the 
right side of a parabolic curve.

Weir added it was highly probable 
that oil prices could rise to $150 a 
barrel or higher in the coming months, 
with supply chains strained, as Russia 

tries to redirect its oil exports away 
from Europe. Energy prices are not 
rising because of “excessive demand” 
or even because of “price-gouging”, 
but simply because supply is being 
restricted. Supply dropped during the 
pandemic and now Russian exports 
are sanctioned and cannot be replaced 
by Saudi oil or US supply.

Falling profits
Of the major economies, the UK is 
set for highest inflation among G7 
until 2024 and the lowest growth. A 
combination of higher energy prices, 
a slumping pound, faltering economic 
growth, a deteriorating environment 
for small businesses, weak households, 
trade restrictions on Russia, a central 
bank that is tightening, and overall 
inflation at four-decade highs have 
all produced a toxic environment 
for the UK economy. The so-called 
‘misery index’, which measures the 
unemployment rate plus the inflation 
rate as an indicator of ‘misery’ for 
working class households, is heading 
back towards levels not seen since the 
Thatcher era.

The nexus between rising prices 
and wages has led to sharp fall in 
real incomes as a result. Price rises 
are outstripping wage growth nearly 
everywhere and households are seeing 
a loss of disposable income (ie, after 
price rises and taxes) and so are forced 
to run down savings (some of which 
was built up during the pandemic 
lockdowns) to make ends meet.

As I have shown before in 
some detail,4 contrary to claims by 
mainstream politicians, central bank 
governors and economists, there is 
no ‘wage-price’ spiral. Wages are not 
driving prices up. Indeed, it is profits 
that have risen sharply as a share of 
value since the pandemic. However, 
rising unit labour costs, because of low 
productivity growth, are beginning to 
eat into profit margins.

Falling profit margins will 
eventually lead to lower profitability 
and even a falling mass of profit. That 
would be the signal for a new slump, 
especially if the costs of borrowing 
to invest rise, as central banks hike 
interest rates in a vain attempt to 
‘control’ inflation. Falling profits is the 
formula for an eventual investment 
and production slump. It is one blade 
of the scissors of slump.

The other blade is debt. As I have 
outlined several times,5 I reckon this 
next major slump will be triggered 
by a corporate debt meltdown. In 
particular, remember the size of what 
are called ‘zombie companies’ that do 
not get enough profit to cover even 
their debt servicing commitments; 
and ‘fallen angels’6 - those companies 
which have borrowed too much to 
invest in risky assets that now face 
blowing up. And corporations that are 
debt-loaded are heading for trouble, 
as borrowing costs rise and banks 
tighten liquidity. Already the Federal 
Reserve has raised its policy rate and 
moved from ‘quantitative easing’ to 
‘quantitative tightening’, taking stock 
market prices down as a result.

The World Bank economists are 
worried. Franziska Ohnsorge, a lead 
author of World Bank report, notes:

The faster-than-expected tightening 
of financial conditions worldwide 
could push countries into the kind 
of debt crisis we saw in the 1980s. 
That is a real threat and something 
we are worried about. Even quite 
small increases in borrowing costs 
will be a problem.7

World Bank data show that foreign 
debt in low-income countries rose by 
$15.5 billion to about $166 billion 
in 2020. Foreign debt in middle-
income countries rose by $423 billion 
to more than $8.5 trillion, leaving 
them especially exposed to interest-
rate rises. Central banks are raising 
rates rapidly in the most widespread 
tightening of monetary policy for 
more than two decades. Over the three 
months to the end of May, monetary 
authorities announced more than 60 
rate rises. More are expected in the 
months ahead.

Any downturn in profits and rise 
in borrowing will expose the layers of 
businesses that are close to going bust. 
In the UK, Financial Stability Board 
chairman Martin McTague told BBC 
Radio Four:

… there is still a massive problem 
with small businesses. They are 
facing something like twice the 
rate of inflation for their production 
prices and it’s a ticking time bomb. 
They have got literally weeks left 
before they run out of cash and that 
will mean hundreds of thousands 
of businesses, and lots of people 
losing their jobs.

McTague referred to the Office for 
National Statistics data, showing that 
two million (or about 40%) of the 
UK’s small businesses had less than 
three months of cash in reserves to 
support operations. He noted that 10% 
(or 200,000) were in grave danger, 
and 300,000 only had a few weeks of 
cash left: “It is a very real possibility, 
because … they don’t have the cash 
reserves. They don’t have any way 
they can tackle this problem.”

In Europe, its largest financial 
asset manager has likened parts of 
the private equity industry to a “Ponzi 
scheme” that will face a reckoning 
soon. “Some parts of private equity 
look like a pyramid scheme in a way,” 
said Amundi Asset Management’s 
chief investment officer, Vincent 
Mortier. “You know you can sell 
[assets] to another private equity firm 
for 20 or 30 times earnings. That’s 
why you can talk about a Ponzi. It’s 
a circular thing.” In other words, 
private equity companies are buying 
up companies with huge loans and 
then selling them on to each other, 
using even bigger loans. Eventually, 
somebody will lose out from this 
‘pass the parcel’ form of finance. 
Leverage (borrowing) levels have 
increased proportionately, with debt 
levels reaching an all-time high.

The scissor blades between falling 
profitability and rising debt costs 
are closing and will eventually cut 
investment, jobs, prices and wages l

Michael Roberts blogs at 
thenextrecession.wordpress.com.
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FRANCE

Le Pen surges forward
The danger is that the left will use anti-fascism as an excuse to cut a deal with the liberal centre. To put it 
mildly, that would be a profound mistake, warns Paul Demarty

Last weekend’s French national 
assembly elections were always 
likely to be a rough ride for 

Emmanuel Macron’s astroturfed party, 
La République En Marche! (LREM). 
Polls widely suggested that a loss of its 
overall majority was possible.

In the event, though LREM’s 
coalition, Ensemble, remains the 
largest group in the assembly, it was 
something of a bloodbath. LREM/
Ensemble lost over 100 seats, once the 
second-round votes were counted. Two 
members of the outgoing government 
- health minister Brigitte Bourguignon 
and environment minister Amélie de 
Montchalin - were defeated, and prime 
minister Élisabeth Borne was run close 
(she later handed in her resignation, 
which was refused by Macron). So 
Macron has some reshuffling to 
do - and, once he has done that, his 
government will have to work with 
only 42% of assembly seats under its 
control.

The big winners on the night 
- unsurprisingly, given the recent 
presidential vote results - were on the left 
and the far right. It is the latter that has 
gained most of the headlines; Marine Le 
Pen’s Rassemblement National (RN) 
vastly outperformed expectations. The 
most optimistic polls had RN on around 
40 seats, which would have been a huge 
advance in itself. In the event, however, 
Le Pen’s mob got over 80, which is 
likely to leave it as the largest single 
opposition party.

Group therapy
That is partly an effect of developments 
on the French left. Having narrowly 
missed out on the second round of 
the presidential election, thanks to 
the embarrassing totals of other left 
and centre-left candidates, Jean-Luc 
Mélenchon managed to put together 
a rainbow coalition led by his La 
France Insoumise (LFI), including 
the socialists, official communists and 
greens. 

The resulting group, the Nouvelle 
Union Populaire Écologique et Sociale 
(New Ecological Social and People’s 
Union, or Nupes), gained 131 seats - 
slightly below expectations, but still a 
substantial gain over the 2017 election 
for all components except the Parti 
Socialiste. Yet it already seems to be 
splitting into its component parts, with 
Mélenchon’s call for all its elements to 
sit together as a unified opposition bloc 
immediately rebuffed by all the others. 
Assuming this holds, that would leave 
Mélenchon’s LFI as the third largest 
party on 72 seats, and thus still a 
significant voice in the chamber.

There is perhaps some centripetal 
force in the form of the detailed 
structure of the assembly. Business is 
based on which members are in which 
groups, which typically correspond 
to parties, but are a little fuzzy at 
the edges. Speaking time is allotted 
proportionally to groups, which must 
have a minimum of 15 full members. 
Likewise, positions on various 
committees are allotted the same way. 
For example, the head of the finance 
committee is conventionally allotted 
to a member of the largest opposition 
group. The smaller components of 
Nupes are keen to keep their own 
groups; but that would leave RN in 
charge of the finance committee. Since 
it is merely a matter of convention, 
however, the Nupes parties could 
vote together to put one of their own 
people in (assuming they can agree 
a candidate). Every other ripple in 
the French parliamentary fabric 
that favours the largest opposition 
group will tend to push the Nupes 
components together.

What cannot be avoided, of course, 
is the formation of an RN group for 
the first time (its predecessor, the 
Front National, briefly had one in 
the 1980s, when the electoral system 
briefly became proportional). It now 
has a very serious contingent, and 
will no doubt use its new privileges to 
advance its agenda, which will in turn 
shape the behaviour of its opponents 
in the chamber.

The partial breakup of Nupes also 
offers Macron more options in his 
parliamentary arithmetic. It is difficult 
to see a formula that works for him, 
however. An arrangement with the 
republicans - the current trading 
name of the French Gaullist right - 
would suffice, but so far the Gaullists 
have rejected any overtures. They 
may perhaps be split. A deal with 
the socialists and greens would give 
the whole thing a rather Merkelist 
flavour - possible, but maybe not 
so suitable to the French palate. We 
expect a lot of wheeler-dealing in the 
coming days and weeks, at any rate. 
If no arrangement can be concluded, 
and Macron does not feel optimistic 
about proceeding on a bill-by-bill 
basis, then he can always call another 
election, but presumably would not be 
guaranteed a better result than what he 
has now.

Explanations for this result vary. 
Turnout was exceptionally low, 
which typically benefits the far right. 
There was less evidence than usual 
of vote transfers - the assembly 
elections are a two-stage process, 
where, if there is no outright winner 
in the first round, voters can transfer 
to another candidate in the second. 
Historically, this has provided a lot 
of scope for tactical voting to ‘keep 
the fascist out’, a mechanism which 
seems to be in abeyance this year. A 
Guardian editorial chided Macron for 
heightening his anti-left rhetoric and 
thereby causing “a collapse of anti far-
right solidarity”.

Yet both these explanations seem 
extremely short-termist. When Jean-
Marie Le Pen sneaked into the second 
round of the presidential election in 
2002, it was quite genuinely a shock 
result, and the leftwing response (‘Vote 
for the crook, not the fascist’), though 
misguided, at least had the forgivable 
character of a panic reflex. In the 
intervening two decades, despite ups 
and downs, the French far right has 
simply become an established and, as 
it were, fixed presence in the political 
mainstream. It is surely this that needs 
explanation, not momentary eddies in 
turnout patterns and suchlike.

That would put France in the 
company of large parts of the 
western world in recent history, of 
course, where mass votes for the far 
right are increasingly normal, and 
conventionally far-right political 

views extend well into the ‘traditional’ 
mainstream right parties (including 
the French and American Republican 
parties, for example). Since the end 
of the cold war, and the coterminous 
defeat of the labour movement in 
the west, the parties of the working 
class - such as they are - have been 
less and less able to focus discontent 
on coherent political projects, even 
reformist or otherwise hopeless 
projects. The result is that discontent 
appears in an atomised form, easily 
exploitable by rightwing demagogues. 
This plays out slightly differently 
from country to country: the French 
right is marked by France’s colonial 
history, and the long struggle - since 
the Revolution - between reactionary, 
Catholic and monarchist France and 
the anti-clerical republican France of 
liberté, égalité, fraternité. There is 
nothing exceptional, however, about a 
purple period for the RN, when there 
is Alternativ für Deutschland over one 
border, Geert Wilders over another, 
and so on ad infinitum …

What is exceptional about the 
French situation, if anything, is 
the view from the other side of the 
assembly. Assuming that Mélenchon 
maintains his current policy of firm 
opposition, then it seems we have 
a large bloc of representatives who 
dabble in revolutionary rhetoric, 
denounce the monarchical features 
of the French constitution and oppose 
Nato. LFI has its defects, as we shall 
see, but it does have the benefit of 
being, precisely, insoumise - in the 
decade and a half since Mélenchon 
started his career as the perennial 
left candidate for president, he has - 
almost uniquely among ‘radical left’ 
reformist leaders in Europe - resisted 
the pull of corrupt alliances with the 
centre-left.

Nupes represents some kind of 
blemish on that record, but it involved 
more compromises on the part of the 
social democrats than LFI, and on 
current evidence, the upshot is ‘as you 
were’ for LFI - except with four times 
as many representatives. Compare 
the dismal outcomes for Podemos in 
Spain, Syriza in Greece, or (allowing 
for the two-party-system straitjacket) 
the Corbynite left Labour moment, 
where opportunistic alliances with 
the social democratic right (or even 
just the right, as with Syriza) led, 
by more or less circuitous routes, to 
political disaster. We need no illusions 
in Mélenchon and LFI to point to 
their increasing success as a great 
demonstration of the power of saying 
no when the deal stinks.

Monsters
Shall the lesson be learned, in France 
and abroad? We must be sceptical. 
In the end, LFI is not anything like a 
principled communist organisation. It 

is an obedience cult around one man, 
on the ostensible basis of an eccentric 
left-reformist nationalism. Mélenchon 
may not be so cheap a date as Pablo 
Iglesias of Podemos, but no doubt he 
too has his price. Therefore, we expect 
the one prominent counter-example 
to the prevailing coalitionism to fail 
sooner or later, as it no doubt will do 
if some rerun of Nupes emerges as 
the largest force in a future election, 
never mind the procedural questions 
we mentioned earlier.

There is also the question of how 
the current moment is characterised 
by the wider left. It is a small enough 
exaggeration to say that we are, at 
large, gripped by an intense panic, at 
the increasingly robust presence of 
the Marine Le Pens, Donald Trumps 
and Geert Wilders of the world. The 
left is increasingly prone to analysing 
all this as the rise of a new global 
fascist movement, of ‘creeping 
fascism’ and what have you. The 
assumption that there should be ‘anti 
far-right solidarity’ between liberals, 
conservatives and the left is a product 
of the rise of that far right, and perhaps 
seems more pertinent now than it did 
in 2002.

We should not wish to deny the 
core claim here, that bourgeois 
politics is in a phase of sharpening 
reaction and the results so far are 
barbarous - never mind if more 
Trump/Le Pen types actually 
gain power. The problem is that, 
beyond a certain point, this form 
of ‘anti-fascist’ solidarity is self-
undermining. What is the point of 
voting for the crook, if the resulting 

crookedness just makes the fascist 
look better? How can everything 
be sacrificed to keep the fascist out, 
when the fascist gets in anyway?

Likewise, the argument is 
common on the anti-fascist left that 
capitalism intrinsically engenders 
fascism. This argument typically 
involves inexactitude in the definition 
of fascism - which, however, we will 
leave on one side to consider its 
function: to legitimise anti-fascism as 
a form of the struggle for socialism. 
This is, in the end, too optimistic - anti-
fascism is not inherently socialist, 
and all the less so, the more elastic 
our definition of fascism. The truth is 
more the opposite - the subordination 
of the socialist goal to anti-fascism 
cements the identification of the left 
as a fake opposition to the oppressors 
and the elite, and thus to legitimate 
chauvinist, right-populist, or even 
fascist characterisations of that 
elite against leftwing and above all 
Marxist conceptions of the elite as the 
capitalist class and the capitalist state.

It is that intrinsic connection to 
capital and the state that tells against 
all these broad left projects in the 
end - be their leaders self-satisfied 
fan boys of Ernesto Laclau, as per 
Iglesias and the Podemos leadership, 
or hard-headed left social democrats à 
la Mélenchon. There is no momentary 
formulation about neoliberalism that 
can, in the end, circumvent the spiritual 
entropy that follows from bourgeois 
rule unopposed by the working class 
acting for itself l
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war&peace 

A no deal or a deal
Yassamine Mather looks at the cyber attacks, assassinations and airstrikes and the danger of an all-out war 
if the nuclear negotiations finally fail

The cold war between Iran and 
Israel is getting out of control.

On June 19 people in 
Jerusalem were disturbed by the sound 
of sirens alerting them to possible 
rocket attacks. Actually, it was a 
cyber attack on local public address 
systems. Israel’s military Home Front 
Command confirmed the next day that 
it was investigating Iran as a possible 
culprit.

All this was seen as possible 
retaliation, as the assassination of Iran’s 
nuclear scientists and Revolutionary 
Guards continues apace. On top of 
that are the low-level confrontations 
in Syria. Last week Israel managed to 
shut down Damascus airport, claiming 
this was necessary in order to stop 
the continued flow of weapons from 
Iran. The two countries have been 
busy recruiting agents and spies in 
the other’s security apparatus. In May 
Israel claimed that Iran had tried to 
use fake accounts on Facebook and 
WhatsApp to collect data on Israelis. 
This was linked to claims that four 
Israeli women had been working for 
the Iranian intelligence.

After weeks of assassinations in 
Iran, the Iranian Fars news agency 
reported on June 20 that a member 
of the paramilitary Revolutionary 
Guards’ aerospace division was killed 
during a mission. The Shia ‘martyr’ 
was named as Muhammad Abdul - 
someone who worked at the Semnan 
Space Centre, which tests ballistic 
missiles and the possible launching of 
satellites. Only a day earlier the Iranian 
media reported that the Revolutionary 
Guards’ aerospace expert, Ali Kamani, 
died in an alleged car accident while 
on a mission.

JCPOA
All this comes at a time of high tension 
between Iran and the west over 
the country’s uranium enrichment 
programme. By all accounts the 
Islamic Republic is now closer to 
weapons-grade uranium than it has 
ever been before. Of course, there has 
been no doubt over the last decade 
or so that Iran has been very close to 
that stage - it took a step back for the 
sake of JCPOA nuclear deal signed 
between Iran and the 5+1 powers in 
2015. But, of course, as the US under 
Donald Trump reneged on the deal, 
the regime no longer has any reason 
not to press ahead now.

Then Joe Biden was elected, 
claiming he would revive the JCPOA 
deal, which would see Iran limit 
its nuclear programme in return 
for US sanctions relief. Although 
negotiations were restarted, it was 
clear from the beginning that things 
were not going well. In March Iran 
demanded the White House reverse 
Donald Trump’s April 2019 decision 
to designate the Iran Revolutionary 
Guards Command (IRGC) as a 
foreign ‘terror organisation’, as well 
as demanding ‘guarantees’ that no 
future US administration would walk 
out of the new proposed nuclear deal 
Trump style. However, I assume that 
no US administration can guarantee 
what future presidents will decide and, 
when it comes to the Revolutionary 
Guards, the Biden administration has 
so far rejected the demand to remove 
it from the list of sanctioned terror 
groups, describing the suggestion as 
going “beyond the framework” of the 
current deal.

In the last three weeks negotiations 
have been a bit of a roller-coaster. 
Clearly, given the pressure from 
Israel, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab 

Emirates and their allies in the US 
Congress, there is little optimism 
about the JCPOA. However, under 
severe economic sanctions and with 
internal economic and political 
protests erupting, it appears that, in 
the last couple of weeks, the Islamic 
Republic, helped by EU politicians, 
has dropped its demand regarding the 
removal of all sanctions against the 
Revolutionary Guards - demanding 
instead their removal only against 
the Khatam-al Anbiya Construction 
Headquarters, which acts as an 
economic operative of the IRGC.

So far the US does not appear to 
have responded to this compromise 
offer. Despite general pessimism 
about the current negotiations, 
regional news agencies are reporting 
that in the last few days Iran and the 
US are considering an agreement - 
not to target each other’s officials, in 
return for the IRGC being removed 
from the sanctions list.

All eyes are now on Biden’s 
proposed visit to the Middle East 
next month, when he is supposed to 
consolidate the alliance between Israel 
and the Arab countries that have signed 
peace deals with the Zionist state, or 
plan to do so. In the case of some of 
these countries, mainly considered 
‘pro-western’, their lacklustre support 
for the US line regarding Ukraine has 
set alarm bells ringing in Washington. 
If it was not for that, no-one in their 
right mind - never mind an elderly, 
not so well US president - would have 
embarked on a visit to the Middle East 
in July: the worst time of the year, 
when temperatures reach over 50 
degrees.

The Ukraine war, at a time of 
increased Chinese economic and 
political activity in the region, has 
changed all previous ideas about 
which Arab countries are ‘pro-
western’. Haitham al-Zobaidi, the 
editor and co-owner of the Arab 
Weekly website, explains the reasons 
for the deteriorating relations between 
Saudi Arabia and the US in an article 
entitled ‘From Suez to Neom: FDR’s 
lessons for Biden’. He rightly divides 
lobbyists into, on the one side, those, 
including the ‘pro-democracy’ camp, 
whose goal had been to undermine the 
relationship with Saudi Arabia, even 
before the ‘Khashoggi affair’ and the 
war in Yemen; and, on the other side, 
the Qatari lobby, which is mainly anti-
Saudi.

Prior to Biden’s visit, all the talk was 

that establishing a Nato-style regional 
‘defence alliance’ against Iran might 
backfire and that they could end up 
instead with minor gains, such as the 
‘integration of Israel’ in the region as a 
continuation of the Abraham accords. 
To quote the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace:

We are not convinced that the visit 
will produce a new Middle East or 
strategic military alliance that will 
include Israel or even some of the 
Arab countries, especially when 
every one of these countries has 
a separate agenda and sometimes 
conflicting interests - not just with 
the United States, but also between 
themselves. But joint declarations 
also have value, especially when 
you are conducting a political battle 
before the midterm elections.

Then, to complicate matters further, 
Israel is set to hold its fifth general 
election in under four years. It is now 
obvious to everyone that the current 
coalition government cannot survive, 
and who knows what will happen 
after the elections in late October. In 
the meantime, everything is in the 
balance.

It is difficult to talk about all this 
and not deal with Iran’s nuclear 
programme itself. From the start, 
back in the days of the shah, it was 
a cause for concern. Engineers and 
scientists recruited in the first years of 
the programme regularly complained 
about the lack of basic safety measures, 
when it came to protection against 
exposure to radiation. The situation 
deteriorated further under the Islamic 
Republic, when the irresponsible 
ways of disposing of nuclear waste 
were revealed - fish in the rivers close 
to the plant seemed to be illuminated 
by radiation.

Obtaining nuclear technology 
is expensive at the best of times. 
However, if you are considered to 
be a ‘pariah’ state by the western 
world, and are not a natural ally of 
China either, the costs are even more 
astronomical. But for the Islamic 
Republic those costs are not only 
monetary, but political and human too.

First the political costs: regional 
opponents - such as Israel, which 
conceals its own vast nuclear 
programme by refusing to join the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (a path currently 
being considered in Tehran); and Saudi 

Arabia, which has its own aspirations 
of becoming a nuclear power - have 
used Iran’s nuclear programme to 
advance their own agenda both in 
America and in Europe.

The punitive sanctions imposed 
by the US, UN and the EU have 
impoverished ordinary Iranians, but 
at the same time created a flourishing 
black market for senior clerics and 
Revolutionary Guards leaders, who 
have been able to circumvent the 
sanctions when it came to imports 
and exports. The result has been 
unprecedented wealth for the rich and 
dire poverty for the majority of the 
population.

Reactionary
Has it been all worth it? I doubt it. For 
all the rhetoric and anti-US slogans, 
the Islamic Republic has paved the 
way for some of the most reactionary 
movements of the region. Uneducated 
young people in Iran have serious 
illusions in ‘western democracy’. In 
their justified hatred of the ‘enemy 
within’, they have allied themselves 

with their ‘enemy’s enemy’ - the US 
and its various western alliances. 
The responsibility for revival of pro-
imperialist, including pro-shah (!) 
alternatives lies squarely with the 
regime and its shallow, anti-US 
rhetoric, while at the same time it 
continues its programme of pro-
capitalist, neoliberal economic 
policies.

Fortunately the educated youth 
(we cannot deny the unprecedented 
growth in the number of universities 
established in the last two decades 
in Iran) seem to be immune to this 
superficial, reactionary propaganda, 
blasted day and night by pro-US, 
pro-Israeli and Saudi satellite TVs.

The Iranian postgraduate and 
postdoctoral students I meet 
regularly in the UK often seem like 
our only hope. They are as cynical 
about the regime’s rhetoric as they 
are of all the western propaganda 
about concern for ‘human rights’ in 
Iran. Unlike former Revolutionary 
Guards paid to become pro-Israel 
and even become spies, this section 
of the Iranian youth is as much 
against the religious capitalist state 
as it is against US-led global capital.

I only wish sections of the Iranian 
left in exile were as principled as 
some of these students. As I have 
said before, one can only despair 
at the overwhelming majority of 
the exile Iranian left, who in their 
eagerness to overthrow the Islamic 
Republic do not seem to be aware 
of how rightwing they have become 
- reducing their slogans to what can 
only be described as Islamophobic 
nonsense. Iran’s Islamic Republic 
is not one of the most corrupt, 
reactionary countries because it is not 
pro-western (many pro-US states in 
the third world would overtake Iran 
on that score). It is in this terrifying 
position because it has never been 
anti-capitalist (and therefore not anti-
imperialist).

The watering down by the Iranian 
‘left’ of its opposition to capitalism or 
imperialism for the sake of illusory 
‘united fronts’ with rightwing groups 
will only lead to defeat l 

Nuclear programme nears weapons-grade material
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What we 
fight for
n Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
n  There exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many 
so-called ‘parties’ on the left. In 
reality they are confessional sects. 
Members who disagree with the 
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either 
that or face expulsion.
n Communists operate according 
to the principles of democratic 
centralism. Through ongoing debate 
we seek to achieve unity in action 
and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, 
members should have the right to 
speak openly and form temporary 
or permanent factions.
n Communists oppose all impe-
rialist wars and occupations but 
constantly strive to bring to the fore 
the fundamental question–ending war 
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists. 
Everywhere we strive for the closest 
unity and agreement of working class 
and progressive parties of all countries. 
We oppose every manifestation 
of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be 
organised globally. Without a global 
Communist Party, a Communist 
International, the struggle against 
capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination.
n Communists have no interest 
apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in 
recognising the importance of 
Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but 
must be constantly added to and 
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless 
search for profit puts the future 
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is 
synonymous with war, pollution, 
exploitation and crisis. As a global 
system capitalism can only be 
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant 
methods objective circumstances 
allow to achieve a federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales, 
a united, federal Ireland and a 
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed into 
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of 
the oppressed. Women’s oppression, 
combating racism and chauvinism, 
and the struggle for peace and 
ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions 
as pay, trade union rights and 
demands for high-quality health, 
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory 
in the battle for democracy. It is 
the rule of the working class. 
Socialism is either democratic or, 
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it 
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which 
knows neither wars, exploitation, 
money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom 
and the real beginning of human 
history.
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On a collision course
Kevin Rudd The avoidable war: the dangers of a catastrophic conflict between 
the US and Xi Jinping’s China PublicAffairs Books, 2022, pp432, £17

Someone should let former 
Australian prime minister Kevin 
Rudd know that the title of his 

new book about US-China relations 
contains a typo. What he obviously 
meant to call it is ‘The unavoidable 
war’.

This is what readers who make it 
through all 400 pages of Rudd’s study 
will most likely conclude. The first 
90% or so is devoted to the so-called 
Thucydides trap - named after the 5th 
century BCE historian who wrote in 
his History of the Peloponnesian War 
that “it was the rise of Athens and 
the fear that this instilled in Sparta 
that made war inevitable”. Rudd 
shows in relentless detail how the US 
and China are on a similar collision 
course, because Beijing’s economic 
and military rise puts it increasingly at 
odds with an international order that 
the US has devoted decades to crafting 
in order to maintain its monopoly on 
power.

This part of the book is highly 
persuasive. The remainder describes a 
way out via what Rudd calls “managed 
strategic competition” - a process 
by which Washington and Beijing 
cooperate in some areas, such as global 
warming and nuclear-arms control, 
compete in others, such as economics 
and ideology, but otherwise work to 
lower the military temperature overall. 
It is an agreement to disagree, whose 
purpose is to see to it that a dangerous 
rivalry remains within civilised 
bounds.

This part is highly unpersuasive. 
Indeed, the more Rudd goes on in 
this unrealistic manner, the more he 
convinces the reader of the opposite: 
ie, that the escape hatches are closing 
and that there is increasingly no way 
out. Instead of a one-front war in 
Ukraine, the likelihood of a second 
front opening up in the western Pacific 
is thus growing. And if you toss in the 
Persian Gulf, where tensions are rising, 
as US-Iranian nuclear talks teeter on 
the edge of collapse, there is a growing 
possibility of a third. Although Rudd 
puts the onus on China, the fact that 
America is at the centre of all three 
conflict zones indicates that the real 
problem is an overextended empire, 
whose frontiers are starting to crumble.

China
This is not to say that China is not itself 
a source of instability after three-plus 
decades of unrivalled growth. It is - 
and Rudd does a commendable job of 
detailing a growing list of problems 
that the People’s Republic now faces.

There is a geopolitical problem. 
China shares borders with 14 other 
states - the most of any country other 
than Russia. It is surrounded by hostile 
naval powers to the east - not only the 
US, but Australia and Japan. It has 
to cope with an inner ring composed 
of Tibet, Xinjiang, Inner Mongolia 
and Hong Kong - all troublesome to 
one degree or another and all ripe for 
US subversion. It also has to figure 
out what to do about Taiwan, which 
Maoist ideology regards as an integral 
part of the Chinese nation, even though 
the Taiwanese nationalists who govern 
in Taipei think otherwise. So does Joe 
Biden, who made it plain last month 
that the United States would defend 
Taiwan militarily if China invades.

There is a demographic crisis 
caused by plummeting birth rates that 
last year reached a low of 1.3 births per 
woman - an 18% drop from 2019 and a 
sign that population may already have 
begun to peak. Although Rudd does 
not go into it, China’s population is 
projected to shrink by 14% by the year 
2050, relative to the rest of east Asia: 
ie, India and all countries to the east 

minus Australia, New Zealand and 
eastern Russia. It is liable to feel more 
hemmed in as a consequence and more 
fearful of US efforts to cobble together 
a grand anti-China coalition.

Finally, there is the economy. 
Growth is slowing, debt, currently at 
around 300% of GDP, is mounting, 
while the mother of all meltdowns 
is underway in a real-estate sector 
responsible for as much as 29% of 
GDP. (By comparison, America’s 
overblown real-estate sector accounts 
for only 18%.) No-one knows how 
China will cope with a crisis of that 
dimension or whether it will be able 
to cope at all. Rudd neatly sums up the 
problem:

Given China’s already formidable 
ratio of public debt to GDP, there is 
a limit to how much it can continue 
to revert to government stimulus 
to augment any future economic 
growth gap arising from a faltering 
private sector. And, if economic 
growth, private-sector business 
formation and employment falter, 
this of itself generates the very 
social and political unrest that Xi 
Jinping’s political strategy seeks to 
avoid.

Having entered into a devil’s pact 
with the Chinese bourgeoisie, in other 
words, Beijing is at a loss now that 
the capitalist sector is beginning to 
implode. If one adds an environmental 
crisis caused by helter-skelter 
infrastructure investment as a means of 
pumping up GDP plus global warming 
as well, it is evident that China’s trentes 
glorieuses are at an end and a new era 
of volatility is dawning.

Rudd has studied China extensively, 
he is proficient in Mandarin and he has 
met with many of the country’s top 
leaders, Xi included. Hence, he is in an 
excellent position to dissect Beijing’s 
difficulties and explore where the 
country may be going. Much of his 
analysis is sharp and insightful. But 
his vision turns cloudy, when he turns 
to the nation charged with overseeing 
“managed strategic competition” in 
the first place: ie, the United States.

The US, he says, must take certain 
steps to promote what used to be called 
peaceful coexistence. It should shore 
up relations with its allies. It should 
launch

a new ideological offensive, both 
at home and abroad, based on 
democratic resilience and renewal, 
the universality of individual 
freedom, and the long-term 
effectiveness of liberal-democratic 
forms of governance - as opposed 
to what the US would describe 
as the oppressiveness, brittleness 
and corruption of the authoritarian 
alternatives.

It should strengthen the middle class 
and reduce economic inequality at 
home, on the grounds that workers

will not support any trade and 
investment liberalisation agenda 

unless they see advantages for 
themselves through lower prices, 
good jobs, better wages and 
radically improved universal 
education, healthcare and 
environmental standards.

All of which flows quite logically 
from Rudd’s neoliberal perspective. 
But there is a problem: the neoliberal 
political order is not remotely up to the 
task. The reason is obvious to anyone 
who follows American events. The 
US, caught in a downward political 
spiral since the 1990s, is no less 
unstable than China and probably 
more so. Its woes include a poisonous 
culture war and a decrepit 235-year-
old constitutional structure that is 
visibly crumbling in the wake of last 
year’s attempted coup d’état. The fact 
that Washington is unable to respond 
in a remotely competent way to back-
to-back gun massacres in Buffalo and 
Uvalde has left the country deeply 
unnerved. Yet no-one has a clue as to 
what to do.

Somehow Rudd expects a 
government that is unable to put its 
own house in order to get relations 
with China on a sounder footing. 
The US “will need sufficient buy-in 
across both sides of American politics, 
so that the 2020s becomes a decade 
of rebuilding American power, no 
matter which party holds political 
office,” he writes. “This will require 
unprecedented bipartisan consensus to 
guarantee strategic continuity across 
administrations ...” For anyone familiar 
with Washington and its corrupt, 
backstabbing ways, this is little short 
of laughable. Rudd may know China. 
But, even though he now lives in 
New York, where he is president of a 
Rockefeller-founded think tank known 
as the Asia Society, he does not seem 
to know America at all.

Rather than one crisis-ridden nation, 
the US-China rivalry thus involves 
two: on the one hand, a country that 
has allowed a vast capitalist structure 
to take shape within the confines of 
what is still nominally a workers’ 
state - albeit one of a thoroughly 
Stalinist character; and, on the other, 
a superannuated 18th century republic 
trying desperately to hold onto power 
despite age, obsolescence and lack of 
democracy. Both are in serious trouble. 
But the real risk is that two parallel 
cases of instability will intersect in a 
way that leads to a runaway explosion. 
The calm and steady leadership that 
Rudd is counting on to prevent such a 
blow-up is nowhere to be found.

Objectivity?
Neither, for that matter, are objectivity 
and fairness - equally as essential if 
peace is to be maintained. The avoidable 
war is inadvertently revealing in this 
regard as well. In it, Rudd tells of an 
incident that occurred in March 2021, 
when “the EU (in coordination with the 
US, UK and Canada) unveiled human 
rights sanctions against China - for 
the first time since 1989 - in response 
to growing evidence of large-scale 
human rights abuses in Xinjiang”. 
China’s response was to strike back

with seemingly little understanding 
of the likely consequences. It 
imposed sanctions on a wide array 
of European policy think tanks, 
individual academics researching 
Xinjiang, and - most significantly 
- multiple EU committees 
and members of the European 
parliament.

China is thus clumsy and defensive, 
while the EU is concerned with human 
rights and other such lofty matters. 

This certainly fits in well with western 
perceptions. But what Rudd does not 
mention is that, rather than merely 
accusing China of human-rights 
violations, the US has gone further 
by accusing it of nothing less than 
genocide against Xinjiang’s Uyghur 
minority. The charge is incendiary, 
since, under the “responsibility to 
protect” doctrine adopted by the 
United Nations in 2005, it could 
conceivably be used to justify outside 
intervention to defend the Uyghurs 
against the ravages of their own 
government. Yet not only is evidence 
lacking, but the fact that Uyghur 
population growth has outstripped 
that of Han Chinese by better than 
two to one since 2005 (in part because 
Uyghurs and other minorities were 
deliberately exempted from China’s 
notorious one-child policy) renders 
charges of “demographic genocide” 
via forced sterilisation and mandatory 
abortion dubious on their face.

So does the fact that the campaign 
is largely the handiwork of a far-right 
German evangelical Christian named 
Adrian Zenz, who says he has been 
“led by god” to mount an anti-China 
crusade.1 Ditto the fact that Zenz’s 
charges were quickly endorsed by 
Mike Pompeo, the rightwing ex-CIA 
director who once bragged, “We lied, 
we cheated, we stole … we had entire 
training courses.”2 If a professional 
liar like Pompeo says it is so, then 
elementary logic says that the rest of 
us should assume otherwise.

So EU intervention was not as 
innocent as Rudd maintains, while 
China’s angry response was not as 
over-the-top. Beijing has seen how the 
US mobilises its awesome powers of 
‘dimeflip’ - diplomacy, information, 
military, economy, finance, law 
enforcement, intelligence and 
population - to steamroll countries that 
get in its way, and it no doubt views the 
phony genocide campaign as evidence 
that it is next on the list. The fact that 
Rudd cannot even bring himself to 
question such charges shows that he is 
not the neutral observer he claims to 
be. All the more reason for China to 
assume that it cannot get a fair hearing 
in the west and that it should begin 
preparing for the worst.

Rudd’s book shows something 
else: the limits of forecasting. He 
apparently finished writing it late last 
year, just two or three months prior to 
the start of Vladimir Putin’s ‘special 
military operation’ - which has, of 
course, changed everything. Did the 
US intentionally trigger the invasion 
by pushing Nato ever further to the 
east despite Russia’s understandable 
security concerns? Or did it merely 
blunder? The answer is probably both.

But in any event, it shows how 
the US is pushing the international 
situation to the brink. Just as Biden 
could not refrain from calling Putin 
a “killer” last year and cannot refrain 
from calling for regime change 
now, the administration cannot stop 
upping the ante over Taiwan. Every 
week brings a new provocation - new 
threats, new arms allocations, new 
visits by members of Congress eager 
to chip away at Washington’s official 
endorsement of the ‘one China’ policy.

Rudd had no way of knowing that 
Ukraine would explode. But, now that 
it has, the effect is to render his plea 
for peaceful coexistence all the more 
unconvincing l

Daniel Lazare

Notes
1. thegrayzone.com/2021/02/18/us-media-
reports-chinese-genocide-relied-on-
fraudulent-far-right-researcher.
2. www.youtube.com/
watch?v=6RmEsPE7iq0.

Kevin Rudd: fluent Mandarin

https://thegrayzone.com/2021/02/18/us-media-reports-chinese-genocide-relied-on-fraudulent-far-right-researcher/
https://thegrayzone.com/2021/02/18/us-media-reports-chinese-genocide-relied-on-fraudulent-far-right-researcher/
https://thegrayzone.com/2021/02/18/us-media-reports-chinese-genocide-relied-on-fraudulent-far-right-researcher/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6RmEsPE7iq0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6RmEsPE7iq0


Standing order
To ______________________________________________________________________ Bank plc ___________________________

Branch address _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Post code ______________________ Account name __________________________________________________________

Sort code _____________________________________________ Account No ________________________________________

Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds A/C No 00744310 sort code 30-99-64, the sum of ___________ every month*/3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on ________________________ This replaces any previous order from this account. (*delete)  

Date _________________________  

Signed _______________________________________________ Name (PRINT) ___________________________________ 

Address ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Name:______________________________________

Address:_____________________________________

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

Tel:________________________________________

Email:______________________________________

Sub: £/€ ____________________________________

Donation: £/€ ________________________________

Subscribe
 6m 1yr Inst.
UK £30/€35 £60/€70 £200/€220
Europe £43/€50 £86/€100 £240/€264
Rest of £65/€75 £130/€150 £480/€528
world

New UK subscribers offer: 
3 months for £10

UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and 
save £12 a year. Minimum £12 every 3 

months... but please pay more if you can.

Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ at:  
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, 

 London WC1N 3XX

No 1400 June 23 2022

Enough is enough
Gaby Rubin welcomes the RMT’s successful strike action and sees an opportunity to re-establish trade 
union strength and power - if there is a willingness to defy the law

T he first day of strikes called by 
the Rail, Maritime and Transport 
union was an undoubted 

success. On June 21, in the biggest 
national rail stoppage since 1989, 
virtually the whole network across 
Britain was brought to a standstill. 
The London Underground was 
deserted.

While opinion polls show a 
very wide body of support for the 
RMT, that cannot be said of Sir 
Keir Starmer. He has offered not 
the slightest encouragement, even 
instructing Labour MPs to stay away 
from picket lines. True, a few shadow 
ministers ignored him (disciplinary 
measures are expected to follow after 
the end of the strikes). Sir Keir wants 
to appear prime ministerial before 
the media.

Some might say that this 
treachery is not surprising. But the 
fact of the matter is that the Labour 
Party has always had two souls, two 
wings … and even when Jeremy 
Corbyn was leader the RMT did 
not take up the opportunity to re-
affiliate. A sad tale. In 2004 it had 
backed non-Labour candidates in the 
shape of the left-nationalist Scottish 
Socialist Party, which the Labour 
leadership treated as an expulsion 
matter. The RMT opposed Labour’s 
turn to the right under Tony Blair 
and eventually threw its lot in with 
the hopeless Trade Unionist and 
Socialist Coalition - a micro Labour 
Party mark two, set up at the initiative 
of the Socialist Party in England and 
Wales. Given that the precursor of 
the RMT was the original proposer 
of setting up the Labour Party in 
1900, this is a supreme irony.

The union is saying, ‘Enough is 
enough’. Enough of being asked 
not to demand a wage rise above 
the 3% on offer, despite inflation 
now running at 9.1%, petrol up to 
almost £2 a litre and food prices 
rising by the day. Enough of being 
told by the lying transport minister, 
Grant Shapps, that the average RMT 
member is earning the princely 
sum of £44,000 - the actual figure 
is £31,000. Enough of being told to 
pay increased contributions in return 
for a smaller pension by Network 
Rail chief Andrew Haines - annual 
salary £600,000. Enough of job 
insecurity in the name of introducing 
‘modernisation’ - an example being 
getting rid of around 1,800, mainly 
maintenance, workers.

There is much talk of a Summer 
of Discontent and going back to 
the 1970s. However, it needs to 
be understood that trade union 
concentration is far, far lower 
nowadays. Membership is down 
from around 12 million in the 
early 1980s to just over six million 
today … and meanwhile the total 
size of the workforce has doubled. 
And, of course, the trade unions 
themselves have become ever more 
bureaucratic. The power that shop 
stewards once wielded, including 
at a national level, has long gone. 

On the one hand, we have the rise 
of trade union officialdom and 
employment tribunals and on the 
other, the oppressive anti-trade union 
laws introduced by the Thatcher and 
subsequent Tory governments (and 
not repealed under Tony Blair and 
Gordon Brown).

So workers face many obstacles 
to exercising their democratic rights. 
Anti-union laws have, for instance, 
made solidarity action - so-called 
secondary action - illegal. Scabbing, 
by agency workers, is meanwhile 
actively encouraged, not least by 
Grant Shapps. There are, moreover, 
draconian restrictions on picketing 
and strike ballots - workers may only 
go on strike if more than 50% of the 
relevant membership take part in a 
postal ballot in addition to more than 
50% of those taking part voting in 
favour.

The Tories (and the Blairites) 
obviously thought this would 
prevent most strikes … which 
organisation, which political party, 
can get more than 50% of its 
members voting on anything? Well, 
the RMT smashed right through 
these barriers. According to the 
union, out of the 40,000 balloted, 
the turnout was 71%, with 89% 
voting in favour of strike action.

Government
The RMT has repeatedly called for 
the government to be involved in 
negotiations, but so far it has noisily 
declined. Tim Shoveller, chief 
negotiator for Network Rail, said 
that the government should not be 
involved, as this is an issue for the 
industry and trade unions to resolve. 
This is, in fact, the position enforced 
on the rail companies by Johnson, 

Shapps and co. But, argues Matthew 
Gill of the Institute for Government, 
it is:

a difficult line to hold: rail is a 
natural monopoly and a public 
utility which has received £16bn 
of subsidy during the pandemic 
precisely because the government 
thought it an essential service 
to preserve. Since privatisation, 
the government has remained 
intimately involved in determining 
fares, service levels and industry 
structures; timetabling and 
ticketing changes frequently end 
up on ministers’ desks.

Without the government presence, 
negotiations are stalled. It is clear, 
then, that the Johnson government 
wants this fight - presumably because 
it sees an opportunity to smash the 

rail unions. Certainly taking on the 
unions is a popular cause amongst 
the Tory rank and file and the 
true-blue heartlands. But many here 
rely on the rails to get them to and 
from work. This is especially the 
case in the home counties. Aloof 
government non-intervention could 
easily become very unpopular. And 
how adopting such a hostile approach 
to the unions plays in the so-called 
red wall constituencies could also 
prove to be highly problematic for 
the government.

Fightback
Other unions are readying to follow in 
the RMT’s wake:
n The Transport Salaried Staffs’ 
Association (TSSA) is balloting 
6,000 members for a possible 
strike in July. The third largest rail 
union is demanding no compulsory 
redundancies, and a pay increase in 
line with inflation after the freeze on 
wages during the pandemic.
n The National Education Union is 
planning to ballot in the autumn - also 
over a pathetic pay offer and increased 
workload.
n The Criminal Bar Association 
- which represents barristers in 
England and Wales, many dealing 
with legal aid defendants - will stage 
walkouts from courts in the coming 
weeks. The CBA said that 81% of its 
2,000 members have supported this 
industrial action.
n Junior doctors are also considering 
a walkout, as they did in 2015, while 
other unions in the health service are 
contemplating similar action.

Many more trade unions will 
soon be making similar moves. 
What lies behind all this is, among 
other things, the crisis caused by the 
Covid pandemic. But the answer to 
the question, ‘Who pays for the crisis 
under capitalism?’, depends on whose 
side you are on: the capitalists say the 
workers must pay, but right now the 
workers are starting to fight back.

This provides an opportunity to 
coordinate actions and re-establish 
union strength. Trade unions certainly 
need to reach out to the millions who 
are unorganised, especially young 
workers. Not that re-establishing 
trade union strength can be separated 
from defying the anti-trade union 
laws and the fight to democratise the 
trade unions and revive shop steward 
initiative and power l

Pay, safety 
conditions, 
job security

RMT picket line: others will follow


