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The shame of France

31 July 2014, by Michel Warschawski

Two years ago, on behalf of the
Alternative Information Centre (AIC), I
received the 2012 Prix des Droits de
I’'Homme de la République Francaise
from French Justice Minister
Christiane Taubira for our fight
against Israeli impunity. This week,
while reading the news, I thought a
moment about returning this prize to
the French authorities in response to
the ban by Francois Hollande and
Manuel Valls’ government of a protest
in Paris last Saturday against the
crimes committed by the Israeli army
in Gaza. Last week we again protested
in Tel Aviv with the same slogans as
those of the banned protest in France.
Hollande is more Zionist than
Netanyahu and Manuel Valls is less
democratic than Aharonovitch (Israel’s
interior minister from the ultra-right-
wing Yisrael Beiteinu party)!

Later on, I saw that thousands of
protestors had ignored this unjust
order of their politicians, assembling
en masse in Saint Etienne, Lille,
Strasbourg, and in a dozen other
French cities. I told myself that the

prize AIC had received in honour of
the struggle against injustice was
actually given by France, not by the
prime minister. France should be
proud. It was Valls and Hollande who
brought shame upon themselves; the
French people held mass protests
against the impunity afforded by its
leaders to the state of Israel.

One of the arguments used - which
one might say is stale and overworked
- by Valls and friends is that they don’t
want to ‘import the conflict into
France.’ I have never understood what
‘importing a conflict’ means. Since
when is solidarity with victims of
aggression called ’importing a
conflict’? This argument, however, is
inapplicable when they talk about
their friends at the Conseil
Représentatif des Institutions juives
de France (CRIF), the organisation
which has become the primary
ambassador of Israel in Europe and
which has tried to hold European
Jewry hostage in unconditionally
supporting the war crimes committed
by the Jewish state.

France’s honour is also shown by the
late Stéphane Hessel and his partner
Christiane, who worked tirelessly to
express their support for the people of
Gaza. They visited Gaza on several
occasions to declare loud and clear
their solidarity with the martyred
population.

By supporting the Israeli aggressor
and forbidding protestors to march in
support of the people of Gaza in
several French cities, most notably in
Paris which to the world represents
the capital of human rights, Manuel
Valls and Francois Hollande have
disgraced themselves. Not the French
people, however, a majority of whom
knew which camp to choose:
indignation in the face of war crimes
and solidarity with the massacred
children of Gaza. These protestors, in
disobeying the government’s edict,
have made eminently clear their
refusal to see these massacres
continue.
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In Spain, the surge of discontent
caused by structural adjustment
policies and hostage taking of popular
sovereignty by the oligarchic powers
gave rise to a series of protests and
created spaces for social cooperation.
However, it had no effect on the
political system and its internal
balance.

Until now, despite its difficulties and
its crisis of hegemony, the dominant
power bloc has been leading an
adjustment process (we should not
reduce this to economic policies
because it also has a political horizon
to transform the state to bring about
the domination of a smaller oligarchy
and to a post-political governance
which reduces the scope of the issues
being debated in the political system).
The goal is to reduce the power of
subordinates within the system in
order to carry out the offensive
against the social pact of 1978. [1] The
strength of the state apparatus and
government has ensured that no
“catastrophic eruption” of popular
protest has been able - beyond
important local victories - to bypass
the country’s political impoverishment
or of preventing the sacking of Spain
and its inhabitants.

The European elections of May 25,
2014, occurred at a time when social
mobilisation had been in retreat.
Among large sections of the left the
most pessimistic assumptions
prevailed, and that despite the rapid
loss of credibility of political elites and
major institutions of the political
system. In addition to the social crisis
and the crisis of legitimacy, the main
feature of the day is the rise of
inorganic widespread discontent that
has been expressed outside the codes
of traditional political identities within
a civil society in general disarray. This
has been accompanied by a
breakdown of community ties and
decades of decline in the values ??of
social cooperation. A state of self-
denial that is diffuse and fragmented.

European elections

In this context, the European elections
were conducted along a purely
national lines, with a predominance of
Spanish political themes, and it is in
this light that we must read the
results. The first and most important
of them is the resounding failure of
the two dynastic parties, the Popular
Party (PP) that emerged victorious yet
lost 2.6 million votes, while the
Spanish Socialist Workers Party
(PSOE) lost 2.5 million. The crisis of
PSOE is central, if not fundamental, to
the crisis of the system introduced in
1978.

The two main political parties have
lost 30% of popular support and their
cumulative scores fallen from 81% to
49% of the the total votes cast
between the European elections of
2009 and those of 2014. For the first
time, parties that have been in power
have not convinced half of the voters.
The game of communicating vessels,
which breathed life into the political
system in providing its central
consensus, did not work and the losses
of one of the duo were capitalised
upon by the other. This is a historic
event that reconfigures the entire
Spanish political system.

In Catalonia, Esquerra Republicana
(ERC) won with its independence
project. And an array of parties
elected significantly expanded their
share of the vote. Izquierda Unida
(United Left), in coalition with other
groups, won 10% of the vote and six
MEPs.

Podemos

But the big event of the election,
however, was the emergence of
Podemos, which was created only four
months earlier with the aim of
“transforming the hard hit social
majority into a majority for political
change”. It received 1,250,000 votes,
or 8% of the total, establishing itself
as the fourth-largest party vote in the
country, and even third in some

regions such as Madrid (11%) and
Asturias (13.67%). Podemos’ votes
seem to come from very diverse
sectors : abstainers, traditional PSOE
voters and other formations, some of
which are difficult to fit into a rigid
ideological arithmetic.

Sociologically, defying labels again,
this is a thoughtful vote (45% from the
age group 35-50 years) ; an electorate
of cities and urban peripheries beaten
down by austerity measures ; an
educated electorate that is far from
recognising itself in the stigmatising
label of “extreme left” the
conservative media have wanted to
put in circulation (3.7 on a scale of 0
to 10) ; a very diverse electorate, for
the most part, escaping from the
traditional identifications and
loyalties.

Breaking
PP/PSOE’s
symbolic monopoly

Beyond its quantitative dimension, the
emergence of Podemos should be
measured by its qualitative impact :
the interest it has elicited within the
media ; the fierce attacks suffered at
the hands of the most conservative
forces and their opinion formers ; the
appearance of new terms in the
political lexicon to evoke a cultural
emergency that is at least as
important as its electoral impact.
Taken together, the “small
earthquake” of Podemos has helped
break the symbolic monopoly of
political representation of the PP and
the PSOE, paving the way for new
possibilities.

Podemos was born as a tool in the
service of “popular unity andc
itizenship”, namely the articulation of
“floating” discontent in order to create
a popular mobilisation to reclaim
sovereignty and democracy held
hostage by the oligarchic “caste”. The
election campaign was riddled with
unpleasant comments and harsh
criticism from some sectors of the left,
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essentially a static shared vision of the
political spectrum. They thought that,
at best, Podemos would get a seat at
the expense of Izquierda Unida. A
quarrel between rag and bone men
disputing votes at the left margins.

Throughout the campaign, however,
we advanced in the polls and the
media were finally forced to take into
account. As the election date
approached, the curve for Podemos
climbed. If the election were held
today, the result would probably be
higher than that A« shock’ A»outcome
that was obtained.

Podemos is a very new initiative, but it
is rooted in an intellectual and
political hypothesis developed in the
academic and activist movement,
particularly in the Complutense
University of Madrid. This hypothesis
is as follows : Spain faces a crisis of
regime resulting primarily by a
breakdown in consensus and the
dislocation of traditional political
identities ; the conditions exist for a
populist left - which does not consist
in symbolically carving out positions
within the regime, but seeks to create
another dichotomy - articulated in a
new political will with a majority
vocation.

This initiative would not have been
possible without the climate of
rejection of elites born out of the great
cycle of social mobilisation (“indignant
ones”) commenced May 15, 2011
(15M) at the Puerta del Sol de Madrid,
and by changes in the political culture
that this has caused.

However, nothing in this cycle
necessarily leads to an electoral
expression. In different countries of
the European Union, the
dissatisfaction with elites has led to
abstention, a simple alternation of
traditional parties, or an extreme
right-wing vote. This ensures that, in
politics, there is no “space”, but
sensibilities that emerge and confront
each other.

Pillars supporting
a dangerous

assumption

This assumption is based on three
pillars. The first is a particular reading
of the 15M movement or indignados,
in which the plebeian eruption would
not have any effect on the electoral
balance, but would have changed the
key aspects of the political orthodoxy
of the moment. This would start a
process or at least make ??possible a
new political frontier which
symbolically postulates the existence
of a people not represented by the
dominant political castes, and which is
beyond left and right metaphors.

The second pillar is the development
of a theoretical-communicative
practice, combining the analysis and
creation of unique programs for
community television channels. This
experiment sought to learn to
translate complex analysis and
diagnostics into discursive narratives
and direct stories broadcast in the
programs La Tuerka and Fort Apache
and the high media profile of Pablo
Iglesias, head of the Podemos list for
European elections on major television
shows. This visibility turned into a
particularly powerful communication
tool and symbolic catalyst for popular
articulation of the campaign.

This work, sometimes depreciated by
parts of the left, for being “simplistic”,
created a crucial discursive style in a
campaign where emotions and
symbols carried much weight and in
the key decision to give “new
meaning” to the main signifiers of the
moment and so to lead the fight on
favourable terrain and not one where
our opponents or ideological inertia
led us. Guiding this practice is the
belief that politics is a struggle to
build shared sensibilities that do not
necessarily arise from a social
condition. From this point of view,
politics is not only about listening ; we
must also speak and create. Taking
risks and check whether the practice
validates them.

Latin America’s
influence

The third pillar is a thorough analysis
and learning of recent Latin American

processes of popular rupture and
constitutional overhaul. Processes
driven by new national-popular
majorities that required profound
political changes demanding access to
power and that sparked a war of
positions for the conquest of the state.
During these processes, and at a time
when the traditional order was in a
state of decomposition, virtuous
interventions have opened completely
new political opportunities, almost
always causing shock and discomfort
within the traditional left. A number of
Podemos leaders went to Latin
America to observe what was
happening and we recognise that
without the on-the-ground learning of
Latin American experiences, the
launch of this new political experiment
in Spain would not have been possible.

Upon these three pillars, we have built
a very dangerous assumption. It starts
from the premise that to successfully
establish a connection with a large
number of disgruntled Spaniards,
offering a narrative in which they can
positively fit, it is necessary to mark a
distance with respect to certain taboos
of the traditional left. Notably, three of
them.

Breaking
traditional left
taboos

For example, we dared to criticise the
rigidity of the concept of “social”,
which constitutes a separate entity
that precedes politics, and which
needed first to accumulate forces, and
only then could translate electorally.
Contrary to the argument claiming
that there is “no shortcut”, defended
by “movementist” currents and the
extreme left, Podemos - born from
“above” and not “from below” -
argues that election time is also a time
of articulation and construction of
political identities.

We also challenged the leadership
taboo. According to certain liberal
ideas - but also those rooted in the left
- a charismatic leader is incompatible
with real democracy. For Podemos,
the use of the media leadership of
Pablo Iglesias was a condition sine
qua non of the crystallisation of



political hope that allowed the
aggregation of dispersed forces, in a
context of disarticulation of the
popular camp.

The decision, unprecedented in Spain,
to use the photo of Pablo Iglesias on
the ballot paper as the best-known
communicative sign, has been strongly
criticised by purists. But it proved
decisive in an election where voters
decided their vote at the last minute.
This strategic use of leadership was
not a complement or even an
anecdote, but a central component of
the political process.

Finally, the third taboo, that of words.
The Podemos campaign assumed that,
in politics, the signifiers themselves
live within struggles to give them one
direction or another, and that the
choice of one depends on all positions
of the authors of them. This
constructivist view of political
discourse has allowed a transverse
appeal to a disgruntled social
majority, which is beyond the left-right
divide. It is these kind of divisions that
the regime positions and ensures its
stability. But by offering the
dichotomies “democracy/oligarchy”,

“citizenship/caste” or even “new old”
Podemos established new borders to
isolate elites and propose a new
identification to better position
ourselves in relation to them.

Walking between
precipices

Such a “secular” rather than religious
use of political terms has enabled our
campaign to produce a vast narrative
with one foot in the specific
sensibilities of the time and another in
emancipatory perspectives. Lenin said
that politics is “walking between
precipices”. Podemos built its
campaign positioning itself in a still
unstable balance between the
powerless marginality and the full
integration into the system, traversing
a large consensus and assuming the
risks of hegemonic politics, always
impure, not to be on the left margin of
the chessboard, but to reorder it.
Decisive breaks usually result from a
different production of meaning,
always heretic and against the flow of
text books and certainties.

The Spanish political system, born in
1978, is breaking up. The system is
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not yet broken, but it is showing large
cracks and its intellectual and political
elites appear to be retreating, and are
on the defensive ; they are visibly
worried, as has been shown with their
haste in organising the monarchical
succession.

The emergence of Podemos shows a
possible way to attack the existing
order. This raises as many hopes as
questions, as many perspectives as
responsibilities and difficulties, amid
an accelerated time in politics where
the intimidation by the powers that be
will become increasingly aggressive.
Contenting ourselves with recent
gains is not an option. The nature of
the new cycle that seems to be
starting depends on the open audacity
and speed of protagonists favourable
to change and democratic rupture. We
don’t have to witness an oligarchic
restoration, but focus on opening a
constituent process that is built, from
a plurality of positions, on a new
popular will. And those who dare to
propose a new project for Spain.

4 July 2014
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Contradictions of the Ruling Class ?in
Ukraine: inter-imperialist competition and
internal social upheavals
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The following attempts to sketch the
contours of the various sections of the
ruling class in Ukraine, with an eye
toward their fractures,
determinations, and the central role of
the oligarchy. In characterizing the
different fractions of the Ukrainian
ruling class, economic, and not
political or ideological, determinations
are decisive. The actions of the
oligarchs are most productively
explained through the prism of pure
class interests, economic competition,
and the political power blocs that
derive therefrom, rather than fidelity
to any transcendental ideologies of
nationalism or democracy. It is hoped
that this sketch of the balance of
forces can contribute to further
analysis of the often chaotic and
confusing developments in the post-
Maidan Ukraine of today.

Oligarchy

Most of the oligarchs acquired control
over large sectors of the Ukrainian
economy during the rapid
privatizations after the fall of the
Soviet Union. A fifth of Ukraine’s GDP
is controlled by twenty people, and in
2012, the combined henchmen of two
oligarchs (Akhmetov and Firtash)
constituted a fifth of the elected
representatives in the 450-person
parliament. Oligarchs are essentially
exempt from all taxes on their profits,
and the Ukrainian state is frequently
bent with surprising pliability to
enrich them and deter domestic and
foreign challenges to their power.
These shared class interests have
predominated even through all the
maneuvers between rival groups of
oligarchs for control of the state
apparatus. The interests of the
oligarchs have thus formed the
horizon of possibility for Ukrainian
politics, though their hegemony has
been far from uncontested (see
below). It is in the industrial sector
(metallurgy, chemical industry,
natural gas, machine-building,
automobile- and ship-building, among
others) that the presence of the
oligarchs is most prominent, where a
few individuals wield not only
economic, but political power over
entire industries. However, the largest
and most powerful oligarchs have
branched out into other sectors as

well, with assets spanning the service
sector, retail, media, and banking. In
Ukraine, oligarchy thus represents a
unique combination of multiple forms
of capital (industrial, financial,
commercial) with direct control over
the levers of state power.

To exemplify how this plays out, take
two key areas of activity of Ukraine’s
richest man, Rinat Akhmetov:
metallurgy and power engineering.1l
In June 2010, Akhmetov prevented a
significant expansion of Russian
capital in the metallurgical industry by
having the recently appointed Prime
Minister from his Party of Regions,
Mykola Azarov, invalidate the sale of
Ukraine’s second largest metallurgical
plant as an attempt at an illegal
takeover. In 2011, Akhmetov’s
companies acquired from the state 1)
leases over companies controlling over
50 percent of energy coal production
in Ukraine, 2) controlling stakes in
three power plant complexes as part
of tenders (ensuring Akhmetov control
of 30 percent of Ukraine’s electricity
production), and 3) demonstrable
preferential treatment (even against
state-owned companies) in the
purchase of tenders for electricity
export to Ukraine’s neighbors. This
meant that by the end of 2011,
Akhmetov had secured himself an
integrated production chain, using his
own coal as fuel in his own power
plants to produce electricity
distributed through his own export
contracts. This is not to mention that
Akhmetov also has significant assets
in media, transportation, finance
(having recently merged two of his
banks), and retail trade, and his group
HarvEast is now one of the best
positioned to seize large portions of
the agricultural market as its
privatization begins to accelerate.

Orange Fragments

Given this context, Ukraine is not
known for its free market. On the
contrary, it is consistently ranked
among the bottom rungs on so-called
“economic freedom” indicators (155
out of 178 on the 2014 Heritage Index
of Economic Freedom).2 This state of
affairs has led to discontent within the
ruling elite during Ukraine’s post-
Soviet history. However, while the
(largely industrial) oligarchs have

been able to act in concert to
institutionally dominate the state,
other sections of the ruling class have
struggled to maintain a coherent
power bloc.

The so-called a€"Orange Revolution’
of 2004, although involving hundreds
of thousands of protestors in the
street, has been dubbed the “revolt of
the millionaires against the
billionaires” largely due to its
outcome. This event brought a
political alliance to power that was led
by a small section of big capital and
had its base mainly in small business
owners. Although this alliance
consisted of diverse tendencies and
motivations, they have long been
interested in the regulation of
economic competition and
establishing the a€"rule of law’ in
order to level the economic playing
field with the more powerful oligarchs.
Even today, the Orange ideology
consists primarily in making the
exploitation of workers an equal
opportunity affair. Many of the more
powerful oligarchs feared the liberal
reforms promised in the rhetoric of
the Orange power bloc which had
consolidated against them, not to
mention the more populist slogans
(e.g. “send the crooks to prison”) of
one of its leaders, Yulia Tymoshenko.
The initial plan of the oligarchs was to
have Viktor Yanukovych administer
their political affairs as president, but
mass protests at an election fraud and
material support from Washington
brought the Orange leader Viktor
Yushchenko to power instead.

The delicate unity of the Orange bloc,
along with its economic inferiority,
made it weak and unable to sustain
itself against the interests of the
bigger oligarchs without the added
pressure from below. Less than two
years after the elections, a split within
the Orange bloc and an inability to
form a parliamentary coalition
paralyzed the state, preventing it from
carrying out even minimal economic
reforms. In these circumstances, the
takeover of Yushchenko’s erstwhile
oppositional “Our Ukraine” party by
sectional oligarchic interests was
inevitable, which led to small business
shuffling its allegiances within the
Orange framework during the
parliamentary elections of 2006
toward the more radical pole of the



Orange coalition, a€"Bloc Yulia
Tymoshenko.” Between 2005-2010, the
financial sector was also largely
behind Tymoshenko’s Bloc, including
the brothers Buriak (owners of the
Brokbiznes Bank, one of Ukraine’s
largest financial institutions) and
Kostyantyn Zhevago, who heads the
Finance and Credit Group. Ihor
Kolomoyskyi and Henadiy Boholyubov
of the Privat Group, who own
Ukraine’s largest bank, alternately
backed different wings of the Orange
coalition depending on their needs. In
the run-up to the 2010 elections,
however, Tymoshenko further
undermined the economic backing of
her own bloc through zealous populist
policies that had particularly negative
consequences for small businesses
and the banking sector.3

The Working Class

All of these capitalists, of course, rely
upon the continuous exploitation of
the Ukrainian working class. In rough
outline, slightly less than a quarter of
Ukraine’s working population is
employed in the industrial sector, just
over half of the workforce is in the
service sector (healthcare, education,
communications, trade, etc.), and
almost a tenth of workers are in public
administration, while the official
unemployment rate has fluctuated
around 8.3 percent over the last
decade, peaking during the economic
crisis.4

In the post-Soviet sphere, the
development of independent workers’
political and economic organizations
faces its own particular difficulties.
Such organizations are essentially
nonexistent, and representation is
instead directly mediated by the state
in the form of the trade unions and the
parties of the oligarchs. In an
increasingly dire economic situation,
with months of unpaid wages in some
industries, shrinking pensions, and
rising unemployment, the willingness
of union members to take action is
quite low. This is due not only to
intimidation tactics by bosses, but also
to a lack of confidence in both the
efficacy of direct actions and in unions
as an institution. Mounting discontent
with this situation, in both the east
and west of Ukraine, has for the most
part been channeled through other

ideological institutions. According to
an opinion poll from the beginning of
2013,5 Ukrainians had far less
confidence in trade unions as
institutions than they did in the
Orthodox Church, the Ukrainian
media, the courts, and political
parties. The opinion predominates that
trade unions are relics of the
communist era for the purpose of
organizing vacations or children’s
summer camps (functions largely
responsible for sustaining union
membership) rather than fighting
organizations pushing for the interests
of workers on the job and in politics.
Even the minuscule attempts at rank-
and-file activism must contend with
the fact that the political influence of
the unions is severely limited by their
organizational weakness, as well as
disunity among the different union
federations.6 Indeed, there is almost
no mutual support organized for
protest actions among unions, and
alliances are merely formalities to
satisfy requirements for political
representation. In addition, trade
unions in Ukraine have faced the same
difficulty as their counterparts in
Western countries when confronted
with organizing the growing informal
sector and &€ precarious’ service jobs.

The Imperialist
Contradiction

In its economic, political, and even
ideological aspects, the entirety of
Ukrainian society is continuously
animated by an inter-imperialist
rivalry between the United States and
the European Union on the one side,
and Russia on the other. By means of
alternately suppressing and deferring
this contradiction, the Ukrainian
oligarchy has carefully prevented it
from coming to a head, and thereby
retained their power.

Before the emergence of the Maidan
movement in late 2013 and early
2014, Russia sought to include
Ukraine in the Eurasian Customs
Union, which was and is an attempt to
build an economic bloc capable of
competing with the EU, but more
powerful because it would have a
common military strategy. Not only
would it culminate in a powerful
geopolitical bloc, but the EU itself

would be almost completely reliant
upon it for energy and natural
resources. The position the Ukrainian
oligarchs have taken with regard to
the potential customs union has been
contradictory, as has been evident
throughout the years of negotiations.
Ukrainian industry relies upon
Russian gas, especially in the chemical
sector. Remaining outside the customs
union has kept gas prices significantly
higher than otherwise, and has
contributed to the decline in
competitiveness of Ukrainian plants.
Russian manipulation of gas prices has
significantly increased Ukraine’s trade
deficit, a fact Russia has attempted to
use to force Ukraine to either join the
Customs Union or merge Ukraine’s
gas pipeline controller Naftogaz with
the Russian state-owned Gazprom.
Whether through access to a newly
unprotected market by Russian
businesses or the new possibility of
unfettered manipulation of the gas
supply, the sharp limitations upon
Ukraine’s economic sovereignty in
either case would comprise the
economic content of Russian
imperialism.

Yet the Western alternative has not
only threatened the living standards of
ordinary Ukrainians, it has also posed
an economic threat to many oligarchs.
Despite their diverging and conflicting
interests and fickle maneuvers in the
contest over the state apparatus, all
oligarchs have held an interest in
common: preventing the introduction
of regulated and strictly enforced free
markets to Ukraine, as this would
significantly impact their
infrastructure of profit extraction, and
open up the Ukrainian market to
competition from Western
corporations. From the perspective of
the oligarchs, political candidates are
to be selected and supported insofar
as they are politically pliable and
present a low risk of change being
introduced into the system. The
majority of oligarchs backed
Yanukovych in the 2010 presidential
elections against Tymoshenko
precisely because he was considered a
weak president (as was Yushchenko,
in the last analysis). Affiliating with
the West in the form of IMF loans and
the EU Association Agreement would
to a certain extent begin to reverse
this form of oligarchs’ direct
dominance over the state as Western



imperialist interests play an
increasingly dominant role in the state
and economy.

Thus, maintaining the balancing act
between imperialisms, precarious and
contradictory as it always was, has
been the domestic and foreign policy
interest driving the oligarchic bloc.
Ukraine was hit hard by the economic
crisis of 2007-08, with its GDP
plummeting by 15 percent in 2009.
The crisis dramatically impacted the
country’s capacity for economic
independence, as up to 60 percent of
Ukraine’s GDP is reliant upon exports.
When combined with the growing gas
deficit, this situation made ever more
urgent a decision on alignment with
Russia or the West. Suppressing the
imperialist contradiction through illicit
protectionism or deferring it through
postponing a decision was thus made
all the more difficult. In mid-2013, the
economic crisis in Ukraine reached its
pinnacle,7 fusing mounting economic
and social discontent as they moved
toward the surface. Yanukovych’s
rejection of the EU Association
Agreement, the last attempt by the
oligarchy to defer the imperialist
contradiction, proved utterly impotent
in the face of a social upheaval whose
time had come.

Recomposition and
Restructuring

Riding the wave of the Maidan
movement, a neoliberal power bloc
was brought to power and promptly
began betraying that very movement.
The new power bloc attempting to
consolidate hegemony over the state
and society is comprised of three
major economic trends: oligarchs
increasingly reliant upon Western
markets, finance capital domestic and
foreign, and small business owners.
The first group comes partly from
within the industrial oligarchy itself,
and is driven toward an association
with the West by a combination of the
collapsing Russian economy facing
stagflation and capital flight, and a
need for state stability after growing
frustration with Yanukovych’s
overstepping his role through his
personal usage of the state to enrich
his family and attempting to enter
oligarch territory. Although the

westward-looking oligarchs remain to
a significant extent dependent upon
the Russian market, the
undependability of the latter is making
the long-delayed shift to the west
increasingly unavoidable. Leading
members of this group include
oligarchs such as Pinchuk and
Poroshenko, the latter of whom also
had his imports into Russia restricted
by Moscow. The second section of the
rising new power bloc is finance
capital. Today, independent finance
capital in Ukraine is comparatively
weak. In 2012, the banking
sectora€”consistently described by
international financial institutions as
one of the weakest in the
regiona€”was distinguished by a large
share of foreign investors (39 percent)
and a comparatively low level of
oligarch presence, with only two of the
ten largest banks (which in total
control 54 percent of the assets in the
banking sector) owned by oligarchs
(Privat and FUIB). The most powerful
oligarch of the finance sector,
Kolomoyskyi (whose Privat Bank is
Ukraine’s largest) has long been
politically oppositional toward the
ruling industrial oligarchs: he was
staunchly in the Orange camp in 2004,
and in early March of this year he was
enlisted by the provisional Kiev
government to be governor of the
Dnipropetrovsk region in the East. The
third major component of the aspiring
power bloc is the class of
a€"entrepreneurs’ and small business
owners, in other words, the petty
bourgeoisie. In Ukraine, this class has
a history of coming out en masse
against perceived oligarchic abuse of
power.8 Given the economic
heterogeneity of this rising power bloc
then, its corresponding ideology is
expressed as a motley mixture of 1)
pro-European sentiment (with
demands for both reliable rule-of-law
in the economic sphere and political
democracy), 2) nationalism
(consolidating around “our” oligarchs
and opposed specifically to the
historic colonizer, Russia), and 3) neo-
fascism (the fascist Svoboda party
takes pride in its exclusively middle
class funding). The militarization and
xenophobia of the fascist component
also play an important and
increasingly dangerous role in
diverting class anger away from the
capitalists within this coalition.

These economic and ideological
components of the new power bloc
find their political articulations in the
Ukrainian Democratic Alliance for
Reforms (UDAR) party headed by
Petro Poroshenko and Vitali Klitschko,
the Fatherland party headed by Yulia
Tymoshenko and Arseniy Yatsenyuk,
and the Svoboda party headed by Oleh
Tyahnybok. UDAR and the westward-
looking oligarchs backing it occupy
the strongest position in this coalition;
their interests determine its direction
in the last instance. The pro-European
nationalism of the Fatherland party
serves as an ideological palliative
shoring up working and middle class
support with anti-corruption rhetoric,
but it has also played a political
leadership role along with UDAR,
despite the inferiority of the economic
forces behind Fatherland. Although
initially relatively small, the influence
of fascism (politically represented by
Svoboda and the Right Sector) has
grown in proportion to the inability of
the new power bloc to consolidate
hegemony over a unitary state. This is
manifested most strikingly through
the increasing reliance of this bloc
upon militarized fascist militias and
street gangs during the “Anti-Terrorist
Operation” to quell rising discontent
in eastern Ukraine.

Part of the difficulty this power bloc
has had in retaining political power
lies not only in its internal
contradictions, but also in the nature
of the state apparatus itself. The
economic interests of the (primarily
industrial) oligarchy, dependent as it
is on the stability of the Ukrainian
social formation, required, on the
political level, simultaneously a weak
state to instrumentalize and upon
which to impose its interests, and a
strong state with which to protect
Ukrainian economic sovereignty and
resist the ever-present imperial
impositions from both East and West.
The state inherited by the new power
bloc had undergone a comprehensive
centralization and shift to executive
dominance under Yanukovych. It was
thereby designed for maximum
domestic instrumentalization by the
powerful oligarchs, a group to which
Yanukovych’s family itself increasingly
aspired. In practice this meant the
continued deferral of imperialist
impositions: under Yanukovych the
size of the Ukrainian armed forces



was considerably reduced while the
riot police were fortified. This state
apparatus was built to stabilize the
teeming contradictions of Ukrainian
social relations under the hegemony of
the existing oligarch bloc and its
interests, not the interests that
comprise the current Kiev
government. This is illustrated by the
fact that the provisional government
was plagued by inconsistent and
undisciplined parliamentary support,
with frequent failures to meet vote
quotas and lack of motivation due to a
blinkered focus on the May elections.
But it is seen most apparently in the
disintegration of the repressive
apparatus that has led the provisional
Kiev government to alternate repeated
hollow threats to uprisings in the east
with the mobilization of fascist
militarized elements for spectacular
displays of impotent violence, which
are not a particularly telling sign of a
stable hegemony.

In its attempt to secure this hegemony
over the entirety of a unified Ukraine,
the new power bloc has relied upon
the political and economic supplement
of Western imperialism. The
intersection of its economic interests
with its reliance upon the IMF loans
points toward both more stable trade
deals with the West as well as the
introduction of neoliberal reforms in
Ukraine. Although all oligarchs will
benefit from the increased access to
Western markets (even more of a
necessity with Russia’s impending
economic downturn), there will be a
trade-off for some of them (beyond the
social disaster of austerity, which the
oligarchs are more than willing to
tolerate for the sake of profit). In
order to make the investment climate
more attractive, part of the neoliberal
restructuring of the economy and the
legal apparatus will involve
combatting the arbitrary practices of
the oligarchs used to support and
expand their wealth, such as the
raiding practices that reached
unprecedented levels after
Yanukovych took power and which
affected medium-sized Ukrainian
businesses and foreign businesses
alike. This conflict in oligarchic
interests marks the Western aspect of
the imperialist contradiction that has
resulted in the political inertia of
many industrial oligarchs. The
intensity of this impasse has

contributed to the halting and
contradictory nature of the re-
condensation of the state apparatus
since February. However, the crisis in
the social formation triggered by the
autonomous actions of the Maidan
mass movement has resulted in the
majority of the oligarchs passively
supporting the Western-backed Kiev
government initially. What at first
appeared to be the likely endurance of
the neoliberal power bloc has begun
to demand the tenuous participation of
more of the larger industrial oligarchs,
and will lead to a shift in their own
economic activities should the process
continue.

The most formidable challenge to the
hegemony of the new bloc has been
posed by the actions of Russia and
mass discontent in eastern Ukraine.
Based upon the interests in the
Customs Union and the gas supply
manipulation outlined above, Russia
has attempted to undermine the
legitimacy and position of the new
Ukrainian authorities on the
international stage through internal
destabilization, thereby preventing the
loss of Ukraine from the de facto
Russian sphere of influence, and
forcing a resolution to the crisis of
Ukrainian society on Moscow’s terms.
At the moment, this is achieved
through cynically emphasizing the
legitimacy and independence of the
eastern separatists. Should the
turmoil in the East continue and gain
the upper hand, oligarchs with
industrial and political bases there will
most likely use the resulting
decentralization of the state or
federalization to attempt to ward off
the regulations of the EU association
while keeping access to western
markets open by retaining connection
to the Ukrainian state. However, none
of this should distract from the fact
that working Ukrainians in both East
and West have compelling reasons of
their own not to accept either of the
imperialist futures.

Internal
Resistance

The Eastern Ukrainian economy has
traditionally bankrolled the poorer
West of the country, and the
manufacturing and coal mining based

there comprise 35 percent of
Ukraine’s exports. Association with
the EU will lead to tougher production
standards, the decline of Ukrainian
coal and metallurgy industries, and
loss of jobs in the East of Ukraine,
whereas Russia has little need for
Ukraine’s coal mines. The social
inequality already endemic to the
oligarchic capitalist system will thus
be amplified throughout these regions,
regardless of which imperialism wins
out. Protest against this inequality,
whether targeting the oligarchs or the
austerity programs from the West, has
struggled to achieve a voice
independent of the omnipresent inter-
imperialist rivalry. Complete lack of
organization makes the discontent of
Eastern Ukrainians susceptible to
Russian influence and the packaged
solution on hand of separatism or
federalization, and the discontent has
as of yet no independent political
expression. At present, the clashes in
the East are spiraling Ukraine toward
civil war. The very visible presence of
fascists on both sides is a symptom of
the growing embattlement of the
ruling classes at the source of the
conflict.

In recent years, many trade unions
have been forbidden or had union
leaders fired in enterprises belonging
to multinational corporationsa€”these
are generally more difficult spaces in
which to organize. The new trade
agreement with the EU would open up
Ukraine to a greater role for the
multinationals, and thus further
weaken the capacity of the working
class to organize itself. The relative
isolation of Ukrainian unions from
practical solidarity with international
unions will need to be broken as these
multinational firms and their Western
political backers begin taking over
larger sections of the Ukrainian labor
market and determining Ukrainian
economic policy. The historically most
class-conscious part of the working
class and the best positioned
politically right now are the miners of
the Donbass region. These miners’
unions have already shown small signs
of political activity and uneven
involvement with the uprisings of the
East, and even spoken of a political
strike, which has once before (1989)
proven to be the key link in the chain
that exploded the entire contradictory
social formation. Yet the trade unions



of the mining industry have had
divided allegiances, as Nick Evans
points out: “Imperial competition
between the U.S. and Europe, and
Russia, and splits between the
different oligarchic blocs in the
Ukraine are reflected in the
bureaucracy of the respective sections
of the trade union movement.”9

Prospects for a socially just resolution
to the crisis are bleak. But the germs
of genuine resistance persevere. The
elements of the Maidan, drawn from
all over the country, that fought for
democracy and against the
deterioration of their living standards,
will soon be just as dissatisfied with
the IMF-imposed austerity as they
were with Yanukovych. Now, though,
they have yet another experience of
popular uprising that has played a
determining role in politics, even if not
carried all the way through due to lack
of effective left organizations.

A grassroots anti-imperialism opposed
to the ruling classes of both East and
West is the precondition for the
resolution of the imperialist
contradiction on the terms of the
working class. Crucial to any future
unification strategy will be the linking
of anti-austerity protests with anti-
imperialism, the expansion of the
trade union movement to the informal
sector, and the creation of popular
democratic institutions and eventually
independent political parties. Popular
struggle on all of these fronts, and
their eventual unification, will be
required to melt the ideological
cement binding the workers of the
West to the nationalists of the ruling
class and replace it with a class-
conscious counter-hegemonic project.
The return of Maidan activists to their
hometowns, spread all across the
country, has laid the infrastructure of

a united cross-regional movement in a
way that can lead to grassroots
protests exceeding the bounds of the
narrow ruling-class political
oscillations of the last decade. Today,
as murderous imperialisms and the
onslaught of Ukrainian capitalism rage
on, one thing is clear as the dawn: it is
the oligarchs of all stripes who are
responsible for the misery of the
Ukrainian people, and it is the
oligarchs who will need to be targeted
by workplace actions and political
protests if the people of Ukraine are to
begin taking their future into their
own hands.
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Resisting the New McCarthyism

29 July 2014, by Against the Current, Rabab Abdulhadi

Rabab Abdulhadi: AMCHA accused
Abdulhadi of securing university
funding on a false pretext of attending
a conference of the Center for
American Studies and Research
(CASAR) at the American University of
Beirut. In fact, as she explained in
detail in a response to AMCHA’s
charges: “To my dismay, [ was unable
to attend the conference in Beirut
because of university delays in
approving my travel authorization
request. Because SFSU and CSU
(California State University) delayed
funding approval for my travel to
areas that the State Department
defines as a€"high-risk,” I was not able
to confirm my attendance to
conference organizers by their
deadline.”

Ken Monteiro, the Dean of the SFSU
College of Ethnic Studies confirmed,
after additional review, that “Dr.
Abdulhadi’s travel claim is correct and
appropriate,” that “her travel involved

meetings and discussions with people
who are related to her research," that
“her past, current, and in preparation
publications evidence publicly that her
travel is the basis for her scholarship,
scholarship that is internationally
regarded,” and that “the College of
Ethnic Studies does not censor any of
our scholars, nor does the college
condone such censorship.” “We hired
Dr. Abdulhadi explicitly for her work
in Palestine and with Palestinians in
the Diaspora including, but not limited
to, the USA,” Monteiro added.

The latter clause is a response to
AMCHA’s allegation that the
delegation met with “terrorists,”
including Leila Khaled. Further
pursuing its vendetta against Dr.
Abdulhadi and San Francisco State,
AMCHA on June 25 issued a letter
which demands “that California State
Controller John Chiang conduct a
state audit of SFSU.” The letter’s co-
signers include StandWithUs, a

heavily funded campus-oriented
Zionist advocacy group, and the
extreme rightwing Zionist
Organization of America.

In response to AMCHA'’s attack on Dr.
Abdulhadi’s work and reputation, a
wide assortment of groups and
individuals have rallied to her defense
(a partial list appears at the
conclusion of the interview below).
David Finkel and Dianne Feeley
interviewed Dr. Abdulhadi by phone
for Against the Current.

Against the Current: How serious
is AMCHA’s attack on you and
their new demand for a state audit
of the university?

Rabab Abdulhadi: It’s serious on the
one hand, not because of their
size—AMCHA is two or three people,
and most of the other groups they list
are tiny—but they are very well-
financed, including by Sheldon
Adelson [the casino mogul who
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claimed to be spending $100 million in
2012 supporting Mitt Romney and
who forced New Jersey Governor
Christie to apologize for calling the
West Bank occupied terrritories - ed.].
And they’re part of the network
around the Reut Institute in Israel,
which came out with a big report in
2010 describing how to target pro-
Palestinian activities and stop what
we’re doing.

They're not a little grassroots
organization, so it’s serious when they
ask the State Controller to investigate.
They, AMCHA and company,
requested and received all the
documentation from the university
regarding my travel authorization
request and reimbursements, both of
which, I might add, have been fully
reviewed several times by SFSU and
CSU before it was authorized. AMCHA
copied also the California attorney
general, trying to get me implicated in
criminal charges and “terrorism.”

In addition to Dean Monteiro’s report
on May 28th immediately following
AMCHA's latest attack, SFSU Counsel
reported to me and my lawyers on
June 4th that the University had
thoroughly reviewed my documents
and found no wrong doing. On June
24th, SFSU President Wong cleared
me and further said that AMCHA'’s
false allegations had no merit and
reported on the university website.

Although I knew all along that I did
not violate any SFSU or CSU
guidelines, nor did I do anything
wrong from a legal standpoint, what’s
disturbing is that AMCHA has
targeted so many other scholars.
Needless to say that they haven’t
succeeded in a single case. However,
they continue to try to raise the cost of
speaking up on Palestine. I believe
that AMCHA'’s strategy is to try to get
me fired, investigated on criminal
charges and charges of aiding and
abetting terrorism, and to ultimately
destroy AMED as an academic
program whose mission is to produce
knowledge for social justice, including
intimidating SFSU from signing any
collaborative agreements with
Palestinian universities. A California
colleague reported that she too was
attacked during her sabbatical. Using
McCarthyist era tactics, they really
want to make me an example to other

people and scare everyone so they
won'’t dare get involved in the struggle
for justice in/for Palestine.

They started by saying I was teaching
children to kill Jews. That did not work
because folks know me and know that
I live by the principle of the
indivisibility of justice, i.e. opposition
to hatred and racism against any
people. As a result we received
overwhelming support from our
broader communities. Their next line
of attack was to target the (North
American Academic and Labor)
delegation by selectively drawing from
the blog of my colleague, Joanne
Barker, who wrote about our
activities. For example, although we
met with 189 individuals, in its smear
campaign, AMCHA chose to focus only
on two, Leila Khaled and Sheikh Raed
Salah, using the anti-Palestinian pro-
Zionist standpoint of U.S. dominant
circles, on one hand, and widespread
Islamophobia on the other. Then they
(AMCHA) attacked our report back
event by asking the university to
cancel it.

After we held a very successful and a
standing room event, AMCHA and its
ilk made false allegations anew but in
addition to attacking me this time
around, they also spelled out their
goals of undermining our plans to
formalize collaboration between SFSU
and Palestinian universities, calling
them “terrorist.” They also claimed
that our event harassed Jewish
students. In fact, and as our videos of
the event show, we had a beautiful
discussion, with everything
transparent and where all members of
the audience allowed to raise
questions and debate the issues with
no coercion. The campaign’s escalated
to accusing me of "anti-semitism."
However the Jacobin article by Selma
James and Sara Kershnar, as well as
the letters sent to President Wong,
including that by Sherry Gorelick
published on Mondoweiss, have been
beautiful responses to such false
claims. More recently, there is also
the letter signed by over 500 Jews
from the US, Israel and around the
world.

AMCHA'’s attack did not stop after
President Wong exonerated me of all
wrong doing. Rather, they have now
started a new campaign directed at

the California Controller claiming
again that I misused public funds and
demanding another investigation. The
bottom line is that they are arguing
that that public dollars shouldn’t be
used to advocate for social justice. I'm
saying the opposite: that we need to
produce knowledge for social justice.
That’s the mission of AMED, and it is
supported by the College of Ethnic
Studies and SFSU. This was the
reason why I accepted the position at
San Francisco State: to teach,
research, and write about social
justice issues and not only for
Palestine, but all over the world,
including the United States.

This is not unreasonable; for every
U.S. resident person who pays
taxes—that includes undocumented
workers, who pay taxes too—a portion
goes to subsidize Israeli colonization
of Palestine and violation of
Palestinian rights.

ATC: When we talk about BDS
(boycott, divestment, and
sanctions), it seems important to
find particular campaigns that
have resonance with people’s
concerns. The G4S company that
builds prisons in Israel is also
involved in private prisons here,
for example, so there’s a powerful
connection with denying
Palestinian rights.

RA: We make the connection all the
time, not in an opportunistic fashion
but within the framework of what I
define as the “indivisibility of justice.”
That’s how we conceptualize
everything we do.

In the case of G4S, through our
campaign, “from Pelican Bay and
Guantanamo to Palestine,” we
highlighted the struggle of prisoners
on hunger strike in Pelican Bay,
California; Guantanamo Bay, Cuba;
and Israeli jails. It is instructive to
know that G4S and the security
industry operates prisons in all these
locations.

If we understand global political
economy, we can see the connections
everywhere, and note how much is
being spent on bombs and drones and
prisons instead of the necessary
investment in human needs in the U.S.
and elsewhere in the world, including



in Palestine.

ATC: Do you think the rightwing
attacks are growing now because
there’s growing support on
campuses for Palestinian rights,
BDS, and criticism of Israel?

RA: Yes. The racist and rightwing
forces are freaking out over what’s
going on. The Presbyterian General
Assembly has just voted to divest
Church funds from Caterpillar,
Hewlett-Packard, and Motorola
Solutions over their involvement in the
brutal practices of the Israeli
occupation. United Methodist Church
divested its pension funds and the
United Church of Christ is discussing
divestment. The Association for Asian
American Studies, the Native
American and Indigenous Studies
Association, and the American Studies
Association have all responded
positively and decided to join to the
call by the Palestinian Academic and
Cultural Boycott of Israel (PACBI). The
Gates Foundation has withdrawn is
investments in G4S.

What’s happening today with regards
to Palestine brings to mind the “South
African moment” of the mid-1980s.
Israel has always sought to present
itself as exceptional, humane, and
wonderful. The lie, however, is being
exposed in the broader public and
communities. As Israel’s apologists
feel the pressure they have started
spending millions of dollars to counter
our advocacy for justice in/for
Palestine as part and parcel of justice
for all.

We can observe the Israeli and Zionist
arrogance of power in their shock that
someone has dared to challenge their
monopoly of public space especially in
the U.S. It is as if they are saying,
“How dare you build a movement
against us? This space belongs only to
us!” This reminds me of the climate in
the United States immediately after
the 9/11 attacks. The attacks were of
course were horrible but the American
mindset at that time obliterated any
possibilities of critical thought and
public discussion.

ATC: The “South African moment”
came at a time when the tide of
the liberation movement there was
clearly rising. The upsurge today

in support of Palestine comes at a
very difficult moment for the
Palestinian struggle, and certainly
at a point when its leadership is
weak and divided.

RA: There are definitely severe
problems with the official Palestinian
leadership. This places an ultimatum
to the PLO to either reform itself and
act like a true leadership of an anti-
colonial resistance movement or
becoming totally irrelevant and face
the possibility of the emergence of a
new leadership that will replace it.
Unfortunately and as we know,
growing solid leadership takes much
longer time than a single
uprising—especially when we take into
consideration the fact that Israel has,
since the 1960s, assassinated one
leader after another, not excluding
PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat in 2004.

At the same time, there are
encouraging signs in Palestine today,
from squatter movements of young
people refusing to move from
Palestinian lands confiscated by the
Israeli military for the use of Jewish
colonial settlements, to struggles of
Palestinians inside Israel, including
Druze and Christian Palestinians who
refuse to serve in the Israeli army that
oppresses their people. Palestinians
are really resisting and mobilizing,
even though there is indeed a huge
vacuum of official leadership.

Right now, the disappearance of the
three settlers has been a pretext for a
huge Israeli effort to further harass
the Palestinian population under
occupation, deepen the blockade and
starvation of Gaza, and destroy the
Palestinian unity government. The
United States and Israel have
definitely participated in undermining
the Palestinian leadership. Yes, things
would be so much different if we had
an effective leadership. But the
Palestinian people are in struggle and
seeking their self-determination, and
receiving grassroots support around
the world.

As we learned from revolutionary
history and the history of social
movements, people have always risen
against injustices. This is what’s
happening in Palestine today and in
due time we will see real leadership
emerging and navigating people’s

mobilization toward a qualitative
change.

ATC: Part of your purpose, as
described in your report on the
delegation, was trying to build
connections between SFSU and
Birzeit University in the West
Bank. Can you describe the
progress of that work?

RA: We are working to establish a
Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) between SFSU and An-Najah
University first and then with Birzeit.
These are my strongest connections—I
have been collaborating with both
universities for a very long time. I was
a student at Birzeit as well as a
visiting professor in 1998. My
collaboration with An-Najah University
goes back to 2005 and more recently
An-Najah coordinated the full program
for the Indigenous and Feminist of
Color Delegation to Palestine. But it’s
not going to be exclusive to two
Palestinian universities; we plan to
connect with other universities in
Palestine and elsewhere in the Arab
world as well as in Muslim majority
countries.

AMCHA calls these Palestinian
universities “terrorist.” Birzeit, Jenin,
and other Palestinian universities have
just been raided which reminds us of
the closure of institution of education
and higher education during the first
Intifada. We believe that SFSU
students can learn from students and
professors in Palestine, and
Palestinian students could also learn
from students and faculty from SFSU,
given the leading role of SFSU
students, staff, and faculty who led in
1968-69 the longest strike for social
justice when they insisted and
succeeded in realizing the College of
Ethnic Studies. We also hope to
conduct joint research and student
and faculty exchanges. The planning
has been delayed because of AMCHA'’s
attack, but we are serious about
developing these MOUs. Also this is
not exclusive to the Palestinian, Arab,
or Muslim communities in San
Francisco Bay Area, but the fruits of
our collaboration will be enjoyed by
what we call AMED’s broader
community that supports us.

ATC: Was there much of a program
in place when you arrived at SFSU?



RA: No. I was actually recruited from
the University of Michigan - Dearborn
to create it. This was a practical step
to implement the recommendations of
the taskforce past SFSU President
Corrigan formed in order to address
the campus tensions in 2002 when the
Palestinian students were unjustly
sanctioned even though they were
attacked by on and off campus pro-
Israeli groups. When I arrived in 2007,
there were five courses in Arab
American and Muslim American
studies. Now we have 24 new courses,
15 of which are already certified and 8
are in the queue for approval as part
of General Education curriculum that
every student at SFSU can take,
including in American Ethnic and
Racial Minorities, Social Justice, and
Global Perspectives.

Our proposal for a Minor in AMED has
been approved in the Race and
Resistance Studies Program as well as
by the College of Ethnic Studies.
There is a real need for an AMED
program that would cater to all
students interested in learning about
Arab and Muslim communities from a
justice centered perspective, not only
to Arab and Muslim students.
Students who will be the future
leaders in the US need to learn about
the genocide and resistance of Native
Americans, the kidnapping and
enslavement of Africans, as well as the
exclusion of Asian Americans and the
colonization of Latin@ lands and

people. AMED organically fits within
this conceptual framework.

This is also why AMCHA has targeted
me: they would kill the program if
they can wear me out or get me fired.
They have also been attacking the
College of Ethnic Studies for the same
reasons. For example, AMCHA's
leader, Tammi Rossman Benjamin has
attacked Black Student Union and
other activists who led the 1968-69
strike. She has targeted Dean
Monteiro and has made several racist
comments, some of which have been
caught on YouTube.

ATC: Can you tell us about some of
the support you're receiving?

RA: It’s fantastic. A national coalition
against McCarthyism and for
academic freedom is building around
my case as well as providing support
for the American Studies Association,
various chapters of SJP (Students for
Justice in Palestine) including
Northeastern, NYU, and UCLA, and
other faculty and students who are
being targeted by pro-Israeli right-
wing group that employ McCarthyist
tactics. As I said earlier, the Jewish
letter has garnered over 500
signatures. An international academic
and public intellectuals’ letter that will
be released in a couple of days has
already more than 350 names. There
is a letter of support from the

Palestinian Youth Movement and
another initiated by the Malcolm X
Grassroots Movement and signed by
many scholars and activists in the
African American community. The
Palestinian, Arab, and Muslim
communities have initiated a letter
and so did veteran strikers of 1968-69
SFSU student strike. While I am
gratified that I am receiving support
from so many individuals,
organizations, and communities, I am
thrilled that we are coming together
to fight these false allegations and
insist on our right to speak up for
justice in/for Palestine as an integral
part of justice for all.

My colleagues who accompanied me
on various delegations to Palestine
have been amazing, particularly
Joanne Barker who has been blogging
and has also initiated a letter signed
by members of delegations I either led
or co-organized. The National Lawyers
Guild, Asian Law Caucus, Center for
Constitutional Rights, and the Council
on American Islamic Relations have
been incredible and so has the
Palestine Solidarity Legal Support
who stood by me at every step of the
way. My academic colleagues have
been great, especially the Dean and
Chairs’ Council in the College of
Ethnic Studies. There’s been a strong
statement from the SFSU president
Leslie Wong.
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Internationalism Today - Ukraine:
Democratic Aspirations ?and Inter-
imperialist Rivalry

29 July 2014, by Kevin B Anderson

The Maidan
Movement: A

Democratic
Uprising on

Putin’s Doorstep

The 2013-14 Ukrainian uprising
showed the creativity of masses in
motion and the ultimate fragility of
state power, even when surrounded by
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a repressive police apparatus and
enjoying the support of a foreign
imperialist ally. The overthrow of the
pro-Russian government of Viktor
Yanukovich involved large-scale street
protests of over 500,000 people and
the occupation of Kiev’s central
square, the Maidan, for weeks on end
in the dead of winter. Despite support
efforts by Russia and police repression
that resulted in more than 100 deaths,
in the end the regime collapsed. The
police melted away, the army refused
to attack the people, and Yanukovich
fled for his life.

The Maidan uprising rattled Putin’s
regime in Russia, which has
experienced persistent democratic
protests over the past two years,
despite ever-increasing state
repression. As the British journalist
James Meek wrote: “Putin’s great fear
is that the people of a future better
Ukraine might inspire an entirely
different unification with their East
Slav brethren on his side of the
bordera€”a common cause of popular
revolt against him and other leaders
like him. The revolution on Maidan
Nezalezhnostia€”Independence
Square in Ukrainiana€”is the closest
yet to a script for his own downfall”
(London Review of Books, 3-20-14).

In a similar vein, the Ukrainian
sociologist Volodymyr Ishchenko held
that in annexing Crimea, Putin was
motivated not only by territorial and
imperial motives, but also by the
situation at home: “Crimea was
necessary to increase patriotism
among the Russian population, and to
decrease any chance that the Russian
oppositiona€”which was very much
inspired by Maidana€”might attempt
anything like that in Russia” (“For
Ukrainians, as for any other people in
the world, the main threat is
capitalism,” LeftEast, April 30, 2014).

The Maidan uprising exhibited several
contradictions, however. One revolved
around the emergence of far right
groups. Though only a small minority
within the movement, these groups
were well organized and prepared for
street fighting. A recent report from
an anarchist correspondent speaks to
the relative strength of such groups:
“The Maidan self-defense was
organized in a€"groups of one
hundred,” with organizations or

currents setting up their own group.
All together there were about fifty
such groups of one hundred. However,
despite the name many groups were
made up of not more than thirty or
forty people. About ten groups were
dominated by rightists or fascists,
others expressed nationalist
tendencies but with more liberal or
democratic elements.” This account
also mentions that the left was a very
small, often marginalized part of the
protests, sometimes due to attacks by
right-wing groups. Nonetheless, some
“anarchists, communists, and
socialists” took part in an occupation
by 300 students of the Ministry of
Education in Kiev (“Ukraine: Report
from a visit in Kiev in April 2014,”
libcom.org, April 29, 2014). Thus,
while notions of the uprising as fascist
or reactionary were a fantasy put forth
by Russian state propaganda, the
emergence of the far right as a
tendency is certainly a serious danger
for the Ukrainian democratic
movement.

A second contradiction within the
Maidan movement concerned a major
part of its agenda, that of affiliating
with the European Union rather than
Putin’s Eurasian Economic Union. This
was the issue that sparked the initial
protests in November 2013, as most
Ukrainians were outraged by
Yanukovich’s rejection of a pact with
the EU, which they evidently saw as a
way out of Putin’s increasingly
authoritarian political and economic
network. The EU offered a
multibillion-dollar loan package in
exchange for unspecified economic
“reform.” Little account has been
taken by the Ukrainian democratic
movement, then or since, of the
terrible human costs of the austerity
measures the EU and other
international lending agencies would
demand in return for loans, above all
cuts in salaries and pensions and hikes
in prices of basic commodities. And
this in a country already teetering on
the edge of economic collapse.

This lacuna was rooted in the fact that
the working class did not appear
under its own banner, and in the
weakness of the left, which meant that
the democratic uprising lacked a
socio-economic, let alone an anti-
capitalist, dimension. There have been
some small protests with an economic

dimension, however, as recounted by
the abovementioned anarchist
correspondent: “On April 9 we went to
a protest rally of social workers in
front of a government building near
Maidan. [They] are the first to be
sacked after the agreement with the
IMF. About 200 people (from different
parts of the Ukraine) came to this ...
rally outside the government building.
Many workers showed up with self-
drawn banners and slogans like
proposing to the government: a€ " Let’s
exchange salaries,” a€"Start the cuts
with yourself,” and a€"The reforms
suppose improvements and not
unemployment and poverty!” Most
workers are women.”

A third contradiction involved the
narrow form of Ukrainian nationalism
that dominated much of the uprising,
as well as the new Kiev government.
Thus, as Yanukovich was falling from
power, parliament, which by now had
gone over to the opposition, conducted
a fateful vote to repeal the 2012
language law that had placed Russian
on an equal footing with Ukrainian as
a national language. Even though the
repeal never took effect due to a veto
by the acting president, huge political
damage was done, giving a powerful
propaganda tool to Putin and his allies
in eastern Ukraine, where Russian
speakers are the vast majority.
Moreover, many eastern Ukrainians
rightly feared that the kind of
neoliberal policies favored by those
coming to power in Kiev would open
the industrialized Donbass region to
competition from cheaper foreign
imports of manufactured goods,
resulting in mass layoffs.

Despite these contradictions, the
Ukrainian uprising was on the whole a
positive event, one that showed both
the power and the creativity of a mass
democratic movement in a region
marked by increasing
authoritarianism. Moreover, it actually
succeeded in toppling a government, a
rare event anywhere. This shook up
not only Ukraine, but Russia as well,
and also worried regimes as far away
as Iran, where a dispute broke out
between reformist and conservative
newspapers (“La révolution
ukrainienne dérange les conservateurs
en Iran,” Le Monde, 2-28-14).



Inter-imperialist
Rivalries and
International
Solidarity

Within days of Yanukovich’s fall, Putin
moved to annex Crimea, a territory
that Russia has long claimed and
which has one of its most important
naval bases. Crimea has a clear
majority of Russian speakers, plus lots
of Russian military personnel residing
there, although there is also a
significant minority of predominantly
Muslim Crimean Tatars (12 percent of
the population), as well as of
Ukrainian speakers (24 percent).
These minorities were almost
completely silenced during a snap
sham election in which an improbable
turnout of 80 percent was claimed,
and an old, USSR-style majority of 97
percent supposedly voted to break off
from Ukraine and join Russia.

Putin’s annexation of Crimea resulted
in sanctions and threats from the
U.S./EU to isolate Russia, all of which
carried the flavor of a new Cold War.
The United States has shed its usual
crocodile tears over Crimea, even as it
occupies Guantanamo, an enclave
carved out of Cuban soil. In fact,
Putin’s whole comportment since the
Maidan uprising, with 40,000 troops
massed on the border and belligerent
statements about protecting Russian
minorities everywhere, is nearly a
mirror image of the way Washington
has traditionally behaved toward Latin
America.

A different type of international
response was that of cross-border
democratic and anti-imperialist
solidarity. Inside Russia, the
democratic opposition mounted a
remarkably large, 50,000-strong
demonstration on the eve of the
Crimea referendum, March 15.
Slogans included “Hands off Ukraine”
and “No to war.” A much smaller
counter-demonstration took place
under the slogan, “There will be no
Maidan in Moscow” (Le Monde,
3-16-14). That is probably true for
now, but the specter of Maidan surely
haunts Putin, even as his jingoism has
temporarily jacked up his popularity

ratings. The annexation of Crimea was
also condemned by a lopsided vote in
the UN General Assembly.

It is often mentioned by those parts of
the left that have been reluctant to
support the Maidan uprisinga€”and by
international experts of the “realist”
schoola€”that NATO has extended
itself into most of Eastern Europe and
the Baltics since 1991, in violation of
assurances given to Russia’s leaders
as the Soviet Union was collapsing. To
be sure, NATO has acted in true
imperialist fashion, taking advantage
of its former rival’s weakness, in a
form of veiled aggression that sowed
huge distrust from the Russian state
and people. Despite U.S./EU claims
today that they are only interested in
an economic partnership with
Ukraine, not NATO membership, it
should be remembered that Vice
President Joe Biden declared during a
visit to Kiev in 2009 that the United
States would “strongly support” such
a move (Ellen Barry, “Biden Says U.S.
Still Backs Ukraine in NATO,” New
York Times, July 23, 2009, A8).
Chastened by the disastrous wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan, a public dead-
set against more foreign adventures,
and the sapping of its resources
during the Great Recession, the U.S.
government now speaks more softly.
However, the overall goal of world
domination has by no means been
shelved.

What of Russian imperialism, vastly
weakened since 1991? In this regard,
it must equally be said that critics of
U.S. and Western imperialism seldom
mention that Putin has, like the United
States with regard to NATO and
Russia, violated the guarantees that
Russia gave in 1994, when, along with
Washington and London, it signed
onto the Budapest Memorandum. In
that agreement, the three powers
pledged to respect Ukraine’s
territorial integrity in return for its
agreement to give up its nuclear
arsenal, then the third largest in the
world. Ukraine did so by 1996, making
it one of the only countries in the
world, along with South Africa, to
have given up its nuclear weapons.

Moreover, I would also argue that
claims about Russia’s sphere of
influence being undermined by the
United States and NATO follow an

imperialist logic, one that the left
needs to question in all of its forms,
whether that sphere is dominated by
Washington or by another global or
regional power.

Kerry and Obama tout their
democratic credentials in supporting
the Maidan uprising or in opposing
Russian thuggery in Ukraine, but they
remain silent about issues closer to
home like the conviction of Occupy
Wall Street activist Cecily McMillan,
whose “offense” consisted of elbowing
a cop who had grabbed her breasts
during a crackdown on a 2012
demonstration. In a remarkable
expression of internationalism from
below, two Putin opponents from the
Pussy Riot group, Maria Alyokhina and
Nadezhda Tolokonnikova, made a
solidarity visit to McMillan at the
Rikers Island jail. “It was a very bad
decision to put her in jail,” sai